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ABSTRACT

COMPENSATORY NATURE OF MIXED STEREOTYPES:
AN INVESTIGATION OF UNDERLYING MECHANISMS IN THE
FRAMEWORK OF STEREOTYPE CONTENT MODEL

Aktan, Timugin
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

May 2012, 175 pages

The present dissertation aims to investigate cognitive and motivational underpinnings
of stereotype contents in differing contexts. This dissertation consisted of two related
sections. In the first section, comparison was suggested as the cognitive process
underlying the implicit competence and warmth attributions toward businesswomen
and homemakers. Four studies using Go/No Go Association Task were conducted to
investigate the comparison process. Findings of the studies indicated that comparison
has a significant impact on implicit mixed stereotypes. Implicit mixed stereotypes
were not observed when target groups and attributes were presented in non-
comparative context (Study 1). However, implicit stereotype contents were obvious
in comparative context (Study 2). Finally, implicit stereotype contents of
homemakers and businesswomen were shaped in accordance to the part of the
context that was comparative (i.e. group comparison in Study 3 and attribute
comparison in Study4). In the second section of the dissertation, comparison process
was related to individuals’ compensation tendency. Two studies were conducted to

examine the compensation tendency in the framework of System Justification

iv



Theory. In the first study (Study 5), presentation order of the target groups was
manipulated. By this way, participants were not aware of the second group. Findings
indicated that participants tended to compensate their first ratings toward
homemakers and businesswomen. Furthermore, ambivalent sexism moderated the
compensation tendency. In the second study (Study 6), both groups were presented
together. Neither order of presentation nor its interactions were significant. Findings

of the studies were discussed in the light of relevant literature.

Keywords: Mixed Stereotypes, Competence, Warmth, Compensation, System

Justification Motivation.



0z

KARISIK ICERIKLI KALIPYARGILARIN TELAFI EDICI DOGASI:
ALTTA YATAN MEKANIZMALAR UZERINE KALIPYARGI ICERIGI
MODELI CERCEVESINDE BiR INCELEME

Aktan, Timugin
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi : Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

Mayis 2012, 175 sayfa

Bu calisma, kalipyarg: igeriklerinin altinda yatan biligsel ve motivasyonel siirecleri
birbirinden farklilasan baglamlarda incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Sunulan tez
calismasi birbiriyle iliskili iki boliimden olusmaktadir. Ik béliimde karsilastirma ev
ve 13 kadinlarina yonelik ortiik yetkinlik ve sevecenlik atiflarmin altinda yatan
biligsel siire¢ olarak onerilmistir. Karsilastirma siirecini incelemek i¢in Go/No Go
Cagrisim Gorevinin kullanildigir dort calisma yapildi. Calismalarin sonuglart karigik
icerikli Ortiik kalipyargilar tizerinde karsilastirma siirecinin onemli bir etkisi
oldugunu gosterdi. Gruplar ve Ozellikler karsilastirmanin olmadigi bir baglamda
sunuldugunda karisik igerikli kalipyargilar gozlenmedi (Caligma 1). Bununla birlikte,
karsilagtirmali baglam kullanildiginda ortiik kalipyarg: igerikleri acgik bir sekilde
gbzlendi. Son olarak, ev ve is kadinlarina yonelik ortiik kalipyarg: icerikleri 6lgiim
baglamimin hangi yanmin degisimlendigine bagli olarak sekillendi (Calisma 3’te
gruplar, Calisma 4’te ise 6zellikler karsilastirilmali olarak sunuldu). Tez ¢calismasinin

ikinci boliiiinde karsilastirma siireci telafi etme egilimi ile iliskilendirildi. Iki ¢alisma
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yiriitillerek Sistemi Mesrulastirma Kurami c¢ergevesinde telafi etme egilimi
incelendi. Ilk ¢alismada (Calisma 5) hedef gruplarin sunum siralamasi degisimlendi.
Boylelikle katilimcilarin degerlendirecekleri ikinci grubu bilmemeleri saglandi.
Sonuglar, katilmcilarin ilk grup icin yaptiklart degerlendirmeleri telafi etme
egiliminde oldugunu gosterdi. Ayrica ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik bu telafi etme
egiliminde diizenleyici rol oynamustir. Ikinci calismada (Calisma 6) her iki grup
katilimcilara birlikte sunulmustur. Bu ¢alismada sira etkisinin ve etkilesim etkilerinin
anlamli olmadig1 gozlenmistir. Calismalarin bulgulart ilgili literature baglaminda

tartisilmagtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Karigik icerikli Kalipyargilar, Yetkinlik, Sevecenlik, Telafi

Etme, Sistemi Mesrulastirma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The last decade of the stereotype literature has been faced with an increasing interest
in the contents of stereotypes. Differing from the earlier efforts aimed to identify
differing contents/attributions of specific group stereotypes (Kite & Johnson, 1988;
Schmidt & Boland, 1986); recent studies put an extensive effort to conceptualize
fundamental dimensions underlying perception of individuals and social groups
(Alexander, Brewer, & Livingston, 2005; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 1999; 2002;
Phalet & Poppe, 1997; Wojciszke, 2005). These efforts seem to stem from the
dissatisfaction with the answers of the 80’s cognitive orientation to the oldest
question of the stereotype literature: “where do stereotypes come from?”” and “how
could stereotypes be changed to improve intergroup relations?”” Coupling with the
emerging understanding of explanatory/legitimatory functions of stereotypes, this

dissatisfaction seems responsible for the reconsideration of content issue.

Stereotype Content Model (Fiske et al., 2002) stems from a such dissatisfaction with
underlying assumption of discrimination literature, namely the univalent antipathy
assumption which conceptualizes stereotypes on a single dimension representing
favorable/disfavorable beliefs toward social groups (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007).
Opposing the univalent antipathy assumption, Fiske et al. (1999; 2002) suggested a
two-dimensional model suggesting competence and warmth as the fundamental
dimensions of stereotype contents. By this way, they differentiated four kinds of
stereotypes segregating univalent and ambivalent beliefs/emotions toward social
groups. On this basis, Fiske et al. (2002) provide significant arguments regarding to
the societal sources of the stereotypes and to the question of why stereotypes are
resistant to change. On the one hand, SCM suggests intergroup status differences and
the competition between groups as to be the social structural variables shaping the
competence and the warmth attributions toward social groups, respectively. On the

1



other hand, Fiske et al. (1999; 2002; see also Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2007) suggest
that system justifying functions of ambivalent stereotypes make them resistant to
change, since interventions to the ambivalent stereotypes would be seen as a threat to

the existing status quo.

In a series of studies, Fiske et al. (1999; 2002) tested and found support to their
arguments regarding (1) the fundamental dimensions, showing that contents of
various stereotypes could be depicted on the competence and the warmth
dimensions; (2) the social structural predictors of competence and warmth
attributions, proposing that perceived status of groups predicts their competence,
while competitiveness of groups is related to lower warmth attributions; (3) specific
kinds/clusters of stereotypes, suggesting that social groups are viewed as residing in
either one of the univalent stereotype clusters, i.e. high competent and high warm
(HC/HW), low competent and low warm (LC/LW), or one of the ambivalent
clusters, i.e. high competent and low warm (HC/LW) and low competent and high
warm (LC/HW); (4) specific intergroup emotions stemming from these specific
stereotype clusters, indicating that individuals feel admiration for HC/HW groups,
contempt for LC/LW groups, envy for HC/LW groups and pity for LC/HW groups.
However, following studies revealed inconsistent findings questioning the strength of
the competition-warmth link (Aktan & Giiveng, 2008; Cuddy et al., 2009; Durante,
2008), the necessity of social structural variables to shape ambivalent stereotype
contents (Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005), and the cognitive bases
of competence and warmth attributions (Harris & Fiske, 2007; Wade & Brewer,
2006; White & Gardner, 2009). These inconsistent findings require reconsidering the
meanings conveyed in the attributions on the competence and warmth dimensions,
which seem to lead Cuddy et al. (2009) to re-conceptualize competence and warmth
as evaluative dimensions rather than a kind of a cognitive structure, and to justify
priority of these evaluative dimensions over any other possible evaluative
dimensions to explain intergroup perceptions (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2009; Fiske,
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). However, admitting evaluative nature of the competence and

warmth dimensions would eventually raise the question whether individuals’



evaluations about groups’ competence and warmth corresponds to specific cognitive

processes and whether these evaluations are open to the motivational concerns.

The present dissertation aimed to investigate these questions in two related sections.
The first section addressed the cognitive underpinnings of mixed stereotypes. In this
section, discussions related to implicit stereotypes and measurement concerns were
presented. By doing this, malleability of implicit stereotypes and their reconstructive
nature were discussed in relation with their underlying cognitive processes. In light
of these discussions, it was suggested that incompatible findings regarding to implicit
mixed stereotype contents (i.e. implicit HC/LW and LC/HW stereotypes) could be
reconciled by considering measurement contexts of implicit tasks and their
corresponding cognitive processes. Thus, it was hypothesized that implicit mixed
stereotypes would emerge in cognitive interference measures in which the
measurement context is comparative. In four studies, implicit measurement context
was manipulated to test this hypothesis. In the second section, the focus was shifted
from cognitive processes to motivational tendencies. In this section, findings related
to compensatory relation between competence and warmth dimensions were
presented. Accordingly, comparison and compensation was suggested as the
motivational basis of mixed stereotypes. In the framework of System Justification
Theory, it was hypothesized that individuals tend to compensate low status groups’
unprivileged position on competence dimension by increasing their warmth ratings
toward those groups. In two studies, compensatory relation between competence and

warmth dimension were investigated in relation with system justifying ideologies.



CHAPTER 2

COGNITIVE BASES OF MIXED STEREOTYPE CONTENTS

Since the term “Stereotype” was first introduced by a journalist, Walter Lippmann
(1922, as cited in Ashmore & Del Boca, 1981) to explain how preconceptions affect
intergroup perceptions, the representation account dominated the literature of
stereotypes and prejudice. Beginning with Katz and Braly’s (1933) pioneering study,
stereotypes were formulized as a collection of attributes regarding to trait like
characteristics of social groups. Following studies directed by social cognitive
tradition adapted representation account to explain stereotyping and the stereotype

effect on cognitive processes (Ashmore & Del Boca, 1981).

Even though there are still significant debates on the questions of where these beliefs
originated from, and consequently how they could be changed to improve intergroup
relations, the conceptualization of stereotypes has in large part focused on rigidity or
cross-situational stability of these belief systems or representations (Ellemers & Van
Knippenberg, 1997). For instance, the apparent decline in prejudiced attitudes of
European Americans toward African-Americans and women in 1970s was not
simply regarded as a change in stereotypes, but a reflection of individuals’ attempts
to hide their “true attitudes” (Brauer Wasel, & Niedenthal, 2000). Undoubtedly,
ongoing discriminative practices in 1970s were a reason leading social scientists to
question the observed milder attitudes (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981).
However, scientific consensus on fixed and rigid nature of stereotypes was another
significant reason. Thus, indirect measures, such as Modern Racism Scale
(McConahay et al., 1981), the Subtle Prejudice Scale (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995),
the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995), and the Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996) were developed to assess the presumably

covert forms of prejudice. By the aim of these measurements, participants’ “true”



level of prejudice was assumed to be revealed, instead of their attempts to be seen as

less prejudiced.

Even these more subtle measures, however, were quite vulnerable to self-
presentational issues (Brauer et al., 2000). Despite the fact that the purpose of the
scales was not necessarily obvious to the respondent, it was argued that target out-
groups (e.g., Blacks or Women) and questions about these out-groups was certainly
transparent (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995). For that reason, participants
could still control their ratings in these indirect measures so as to present themselves
in a favorable light.

By the raise of cognitive orientation and advanced measurement techniques, scholars
of prejudice have developed implicit measures in which individuals’ deliberate
control on their responses were limited by presenting the group labels out of their
awareness or by reducing available cognitive resources. By this way, researchers
attempted to assess automatic evaluative responses to social groups (De Houwer et
al.,, 2009; Fazio & Olson, 2003; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). The automatic
(negative) responses triggered by subliminal/supraliminal exposure of a specific
group member or a group label were held to be an indicator of the prejudiced beliefs.

Y <

Thus, it is assumed that participants’ “true level of prejudice” could be assessed,
since they would be unaware of what was measured and/or they could not control
their prejudiced responses. Furthermore, implicit tasks were also regarded as more
sensitive measurement techniques which could capture individuals’ more
spontaneous responses in daily life (Cunningham, Preacher, & Banaji, 2001; De

Houwer, 2003; Fazio & Olson, 2003).

Even though implicit measures were celebrated with a fervent interest in the
literature of prejudice, these new measurement techniques have come along with
their own problems. First of all, there is a strong disagreement about what is
measured in implicit tasks (Brauer et al., 2000; Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner,
& Schmitt, 2005). Giving that implicit and explicit measures are weakly or

insignificantly correlated, it is not clear whether these two different measurement



techniques tap to the same construct or two different constructs. In the latter case, it
would be necessary to question which measurement technique reflects the “true”
prejudice. Secondly, it is not clear how implicit tasks measures individuals’
stereotypes and prejudiced thoughts. Considering variety of implicit procedures, it is
also questionable that whether implicit tasks could be used interchangeable or
different implicit measures assess different aspects of prejudice (De Houwer, Teige-
Mocigemba, Spruyt, & Moors, 2009).

2.1 The “What” Question of Implicit Stereotypes

In general, implicit measures presumably assess automatic features of psychological
processes (De Houwer et al., 2009; Fazio & Olson, 2003). In this sense, implicit
tasks are aimed to measure the strength of association between a group label and
certain trait-like characteristics (Greenwald et al., 2002; Schneider, 2004). For
instance, the facilitation in recognition of a negative word following the subliminal
presentation of the word “Black” is accepted as a reflection of unfavorable
evaluations toward African-Americans (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In this sense, there
should be a correspondence between implicit task performances and explicit

evaluations.

Several studies indicated that the relation between implicit and explicit measures is
either lower than expected or not exist at all. Some researchers interpreted these
findings as a reflection of the two different constructs (Brauer et al., 2000). For
instance Devine (1989) suggested that implicit measures capture extrapersonal
beliefs, i.e. the cultural stereotypes which were learnt and internalized very early in
life, while explicit measures are more likely to reflect personal beliefs which are
deliberately elaborated and consciously available.

An alternative approach holds that implicit and explicit measures assess precisely the
same thing. That is, implicit measures assess the internalization of the prejudice, or
extrapersonal beliefs, which is reflected in the explicit measures. The low correlation

between implicit and explicit measures, however, could stem from the differences in



procedures or self-presentational concerns which explicit ratings are presumably
more vulnerable (Fazio & Olson, 2003). Furthermore, implicit measures seem also to
assess other cognitive processes irrelevant to stereotypes and prejudice (De Houwer,
et al., 2009). For instance, salience asymmetries (Rothermund & Wentura, 2004;
Rothermund, Wentura, & De Houwer, 2005) similarity (De Houwer, Geldof, & De
Bruycker, 2005), cognitive abilities (McFarland & Crouch, 2002), response biases
(Conrey, Sherman, Gawronski, Hugenberg, & Groom, 2005) and semantic meaning
or co-occurrence associations rather than evaluative association could shape

individuals’ implicit task performance (De Houwer et al., 2009).

2.2 The “How” Question of Implicit Stereotypes

Several implicit procedures have been developed since Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell,
and Kardes (1986) introduced the first implicit prejudice measure, i.e. affective
priming task. In general, implicit procedures differ in terms of how the prime stimuli
are presented (i.e. subliminally or supraliminally), aspects of prime stimuli (i.e.
category label, names of category members, pictures of category exemplars),
response characteristics (i.e. superficial responses such as lexical decision or more
in-depth decisions such as judging evaluative connotation of a word), and awareness
(i.e. whether participants are aware that their stereotypes or their level of prejudice is
measured; see Brauer et al. (2000) and De Houwer (2003) for a detailed description

and discussion of implicit measures).

A number of accounts were suggested to explain how an implicit task measures
individuals’ stereotypes and prejudice. One of the most common accounts is spread
of activation. Drawing on associative memory models, spread of activation suggests
that implicit measures, especially priming task, prime one node (i.e. category label)
in the associative memory and assess the facilitative effect of that priming in the
activation of a semantically related node (i.e. a trait or evaluative connotation;
Greenwald el al., 2002). Another common account is response activation (De
Houwer, 2001; 2003) or response interference (Gawronski, Deutsch, & Seidel,

2005). Drawing on the general notion of response compatibility (Hasbroucq, Guiard,



& Kornblum, 1989), implicit measures, especially categorization tasks, such as
Stroop task and IAT, assess the relative strength of two independent response
tendencies. Considering the IAT, for instance, it could be seen that stimulus and
response tendencies are compatible on some trials (i.e. flowers and good) and
incompatible on other trials (insects and good), which results in synergistic effects in
the first case, but antagonistic effects in the latter case (De Houwer, 2003; Gawronski
et al., 2005).

On this basis, Schneider (2004) categorized implicit measures as direct association
measures such as Lexical Decision Task and Affective Priming, and cognitive
interference measures such as the Stroop Task and IAT. In a similar vein, Brauer et
al. (2000) suggested that implicit measures could be categorized in terms of whether
they assess activation or application of prejudice. They argued that prejudice could
be defined as accessing negative concepts immediately on a contact with a member
of outgroup, or as implicit expression of biased thoughts or feelings when drawing an
inference about or attributing character traits to outgroup members. Following from
this point, they argued that situational variables and individual differences could
regulate whether an activated concept is subsequently used in later judgment or
behavior. In line with Schneider’ (2004) distinction, they suggested that direct
association measures are more applicable for assessing the activation, while
cognitive interference measures are more suitable for application. Furthermore, they
advance their categorization by including explicit measures as the measure of

individuals’ derogatory beliefs toward members of certain outgroups.

Brauer et al.’s (2000) arguments have significant implication. On the one hand, they
underline that two implicit measures differing in terms of their corresponding
cognitive processes should not be used interchangeably. On the other hand, they
provide a conceptual tool to overcome a significant limitation of the studies on
stereotype activation and application. That is, such studies rely heavily on two
qualitatively different measures, i.e. implicit measures for activation and explicit
measures for application (Kunda & Spencer, 2003). The only support Brauer et al.

(2000) provided for their argument was the construct validity of their three



component approach. That is, they investigated the relationships among the scores
gathered from four implicit and two explicit measures. Their findings supported
three-factor solution (explaining 79% of variance) in which two explicit ratings were
in the first factor, two direct association measures (i.e. Lexical Decision Task and
Adjective Evaluation Task) were in the second, and one cognitive interference
measure (i.e. Category Inclusion Task) was in the third. Innes-Ker and Niedenthal
(2002) provided a support for predictive validity of activation-application distinction
by showing that priming a concept of negative or positive emotion resulted in
heightened accessibility of the target emotion (i.e. activation of related knowledge
structure), but it did not cause emotion-congruent social judgment (i.e. application of

related knowledge structure).

In sum, studies probing the “how” and “what” questions revealed significant aspects
of implicit measures. First of all, implicit measures seem not to be the best
measurement technique which is free from intervening variables. In this sense, they
should not be regarded as a direct reflection of individuals’ “true prejudice”. In fact,
implicit measures might simply reflect a certain component of stereotypes, i.e.
activation and application of stereotypes. Once a stereotype is activated by
encountering a member of the stereotyped group, application of that stereotype to the
group member depends on several motivational (Kunda & Spencer 2003) and
contextual factors (Barden, Maddux, Petty, & Brewer, 2004). Even though the
stereotype was applied to the member of the group, it does not necessarily shape
explicit evaluations and judgments (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In this respect, arguments
regarding to the “true prejudice” seem invalid. Recent studies on malleability of
implicit stereotypes advance these discussions and question the underlying
assumption that stereotypes are fixed and rigid knowledge structures. On this basis,
Ellemers and Knippenberg (1997) argued that stereotypes are “collection of possibly
relevant group attributes, which delimit the boundaries within which the stereotype
may vary”. Encountering a member of an outgroup, consequently, individuals would
pick out the most meaningful and informative attributes in a specific context. In this
sense, stereotypes should not be rigid structures buried in cognitive architecture;

rather they should be adaptive and bound to the given context.



2.3 Contextual Influences on Implicit Stereotypes

Ellemers and Knippenberg (1997) identified four contextual sources of variation in
individuals’ intergroup perceptions: (1) the salience of social categorization (i.e.
which category membership of a person is activated in a given context), (2)
perspective of perceiver (i.e. a group member or just a bystander), which would
affect individuals’ degree of involvement, (3) established differences between groups
(i.e. restriction of social reality which is defined by the status of the groups in the
intergroup context), and (4) the relevance of stereotypic dimensions on which groups
are evaluated (i.e. whether unidimensional or multidimensional intergroup
comparisons are made, and whether the evaluation dimension is related to the status
of the target groups). Ellemers and Knippenberg (1997) argued that all these
contextual variables in combination shape individuals’ group perception, and
consequently stereotypes could not be a fixed and enduring “pictures in our heads”.
Even though there is a good deal of support for effects of these contextual variables
on explicit stereotypic evaluations (Ellemers & Van Kinppenberg, 1997), the
supports from implicit measurements are limited to the first contextual variable,

namely the salience of social categorization.

Many studies indicated that contextual factors could affect activation and/or
application of stereotypes (Bodenhausen, Todd, & Richeson, 2009; Mitchell, Nosek,
& Banaji, 2003). In some of these studies the measurement contexts of implicit tasks
was manipulated to investigate the underlying mechanism of stereotyping (De
Houwer et al., 2005; Gawronski et al., 2005; Rothermund & Wentura, 2004; Scherer
& Lambert, 2009). In other studies, malleability of stereotypes was directly
examined by manipulating the experimental context (Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001;
Lowery, Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001; Macree, Bodenhausen, & Milne, 1995;
Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001) or the measurement context (Mitchel, Nosek &
Banaji, 2003).

As a general finding, these studies indicated that contextual manipulations have an

impact on which part of the stereotype will be activated. For instance, Lowery et al.
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(2001) showed that experimenters’ ethnicity influenced European-American
participants’ automatic prejudice measured by IAT and the subliminal priming
procedure, such that they exhibited less automatic prejudice in the presence of an
African-American experimenter than a European-American experimenter. Even
though findings of Lowery et al. (2001) indicate that individuals may exert some
level of control over implicit stereotypes, other studies pointed out that the context
could trigger a certain part of the stereotype. Using IAT and the sequential priming
task, for instance, Wittenbrink et al. (2001) showed that exposing participants to
African-American exemplar in a positive context (i.e. in a family barbeque or in a
church interior) reduced implicit prejudice. Similarly, Barden et al. (2004) found that
presenting an African-American in positive roles (e.g. as a lawyer rather than a
prisoner) resulted in decreased implicit prejudice. More importantly, in a lexical
decision paradigm, Macrae, Bodenhausen, and Milne (1995) showed that when the
experimental context was manipulated to direct participants’ attention to either
ethnicity or gender information which were visually available at the same time (i.e.
presentation of a Chinese woman on a videotape), only that focal dimension was
activated (e.g. ethnicity when the Chinese woman was shown as eating with
chopsticks). More interestingly, the alternative categorical dimension (i.e. gender
when attention was directed to ethnicity) was not merely disregarded, but rather was

actively inhibited.

Findings of these studies seem to parallel to cross-categorization studies, showing
that when multiple categorizations are available, directing attention to the positive
category may reduce prejudiced evaluations (see Brewer, 2000). Since, all these
studies used exposure to an exemplar; they provide little evidence about how
participants constructed their stereotype toward the target group. That is, whether
their positive implicit attitudes were a reflection of the positive attitude toward the
exemplar or the whole group. More direct evidence was provided by Mitchel, Nosek
and Banaji (2003), showing that contrasting multiply categorizable target, namely
Black Women, by manipulating the distracters in IAT and GNAT resulted in positive
attitudes when the contrasting category was Men and negative attitudes when the

contrasting category was White. That is, the very same exemplars triggered positive
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attitudes when they were categorized as a woman, but negative attitudes when they

were seen as an African-American.

Even though these studies provide sound evidence for the contextual influences on
implicit stereotypes, it is questionable whether their findings represent the
constructive nature of stereotypes or just an activation of the subtypes (Ellemers &
Knippenberg, 1997). Given that activating one aspect of a specific stereotype (i.e.
Women when the target group is African-American Women) does not assure a
change or reconstruction of the stereotype, more studies are necessary to investigate
whether the very same stereotype could be reconstructed in line with contextual

influences.

Another significant aspect of these studies is their reliance on only one evaluation
dimension, i.e. positivity-negativity. Applying the fundamental dimensions suggested
in SCM, however, would provide more detailed picture of stereotype reconstruction
at an implicit level. For instance, differing impacts of contextual manipulations on
competence and warmth would shed a light on (1) how implicit mixed stereotypes
are constructed at implicit level, and (2) the meaning conveyed in competence and
warmth attributions. However, only limited number of studies investigated implicit
competence and warmth stereotypes, and their results were quite incompatible. For a
detailed discussion of these findings, the conceptual definitions of competence and
warmth dimensions, and their operationalization in implicit task is presented in the

following section.

2.4 Conceptual Definition of Competence and Warmth

Fiske et al. (1999; 2002) adapted competence and warmth dimensions from the
person perception field to the intergroup domain (see also Alexander et al., 2005;
Phalet & Poppe, 1997). Wojciszke (1994, see also Abele & Wojciszke, 2008)
provides a functional analysis of the fundamental dimensions which he labeled as
agency (competence) and communion (warmth). The agency and the communion

dimensions originates from Bakan’s (1966) philosophical argument regarding to
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“two fundamental modalities in the existence of living forms, agency for the
existence of an organism as an individual and communion for the participation of the
individual in some larger organism of which the individual is part” (pp. 14-15 as
cited in Abele and Wojciszke, 2008; see also Imamoglu, 2003 for a related
discussion in the self-construals domain). Abele and Wojciszke (2008) maintain this
argument and suggest that individuals perceive and evaluate themselves in a way that
maximizes their own interest. In this sense, people are acting selves and observing
others. Underlying the importance of the difference between self and other
perspectives for perception, Abele and Wojciszke (2008) suggest that actors need to
anticipate others’ intentions toward them by inferring their communion (warmth),
and then to know others capability to pursue their intentions by assessing their
agency (competence). Hence, it is more important to infer others’ intention than
capability, since others’ intentions have direct impact on the perceiver (Wojciszke,
1994). However, changing the perspective from others to the self, it would be
apparent that possessing agency related traits is more important for the perceiver,
since agency related traits have direct consequences for the possessor (the perceiver)
and perceivers could not have bad intentions toward themselves (Abele &
Wojciszke, 2008; Wojciszke; 1994; 2005)

Fiske et al. (2002) maintain these arguments regarding to the competence and
warmth dimensions in their conceptualization of stereotype contents. SCM agrees
with the definition of the competence dimension in other theorizations and
operationalizes this dimension as how competent, confident, capable, efficient,
intelligent and skillful members of a certain group are seen. However, their definition
of warmth slightly differs from other theoretical perspectives in terms of their
emphasis on intention, rather than morality or sociability. SCM suggests that the
warmth dimension comprises of the other-profitable traits operationalized as how
members of groups are viewed as friendly, well-intentioned, trustworthy, warm,
good-natured and sincere (Fiske et al., 2002). These conceptualizations are also
reflected in the social structural predictors hypothesis of SCM (Fiske et al., 2002).
Given that status is directly related to one’s capability, a group should be viewed as

competent as they occupied high-status and prestigious positions or jobs in society.
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Similarly, members of competitive groups would not be seen as warm, since their
struggle for ingroup’s limited sources would reflects their ill intention (Fiske et al.
2002; see also Brewer, 1999).

2.5 Operational Definition of Competence and Warmth at Implicit Level

Given that, the warmth dimension has a priority in both intergroup perceptions and
behaviors, this dimension should have somehow cognitive and/or neurological basis.
Harris and Fiske (2007) tested this hypothesis by examining medial pre-frontal
cortex (mPFC) activity for the groups in specific stereotype clusters. Their findings
showed that judgments regarding to members of LC/LW groups are processed in a
region anatomically distinct from the social groups which are stereotyped as LC/HW,
HC/LW and HC/HW. The reduced mPFC activity for LC/LW groups indicated that
the groups which elicit disgust (e.g. homeless people and welfare recipients) are
stereotyped in a dehumanized manner. Even though, these findings supported SCM’s
suggestions regarding to LC/LW groups, it is not clear why judgments about the
members of HC/LW groups who were also rated as lower on the warmth dimension
did not reduced mPFC activity.

In another line of studies, mixed stereotype contents were investigated with various
implicit tasks. The logic behind these studies was that the strengths of associations
among stereotypical trait attributions (i.e. competence and warmth) and group labels
would differ for mixed stereotyped groups. That is, considering the HC/LW groups,
for instance, one would expect a stronger association between competence-related
traits and the group label but weaker association between warmth-related traits and
the group label. Furthermore, if HC/LW groups are seen as competent because of
their status and cold because of their ill intentions, then negative competence related
traits would be loosely associated with group label, while the association between
negative warmth related traits and group label is stronger. A reversed pattern would

be expected for LC/HW groups
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Wade and Brewer (2006) tested these suggestions in two studies. In their first study,
they asked participants to assign both competence and warmth related traits into
female subgroups. Their findings showed (1) that there is a significant
correspondence between female and male participants, indicating consensus beliefs
about female subgroups and (2) that competence and warmth are the primary
dimensions differentiating female subgroups. In their second study, Wade and
Brewer (2006) conducted a lexical decision task (LDT) to assess whether
competence-related traits are more strongly associated with businesswomen (i.e.
HC/LW group) than homemaker (i.e. LC/HW group), while strength of the
association of warmth-related traits is higher for homemakers. However, their
findings did not support this pattern. The competence and the warmth dimensions did
not differentiate for businesswomen and homemakers at an implicit level. Instead,
participants’ evaluations toward businesswomen and homemakers were shaped by
the valence of traits. That is, more positive traits were associated with homemakers,

especially by male participants.

In another study, White and Gardner (2009) used a gender salience paradigm and
asked their participants to complete a modified Stroop Task in which they required
their participants to name the color of the competence or warmth related words while
neglecting the meaning of the words. Their findings showed that participants in the
woman (LC/HW) salience condition had longer response times to warmth related
words than to competence related words, while participants in the male (HC/LW)
salience condition showed the opposite pattern. That is, participants associated
female category with warmth related traits, while associating male category with
competence. However, they failed to show the association between female category
and incompetence, as well as the association between male category and cold. Thus,
their findings provided partial support for SCM by showing that individuals tend to
associate gender categories with only traits those are associated with the positive side

of the relevant gender stereotype, but not the negative one.

In a related vein, Carlsson and Bjorklund (2010) conducted Implicit Association Test

(IAT) sessions to test whether fundamental dimensions would differentiate lawyers
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(HC/LW group) and preschool teachers (LC/HW group). In two separate Single-
Attribute IAT sessions, they used competent-incompetent and warm-cold as attribute
categories. Their findings were in the expected direction, showing that participants
were faster in sorting competence related traits for lawyers when competence-lawyer
and incompetence-preschool teacher pairs were contrasted, and in sorting warmth
related traits for preschool teacher when warmth-preschool teacher and cold-lawyer
pairs were contrasted. Since, the scoring procedure of the IAT requires calculating a
difference score of RTs in the positive and negative attribute blocks, however,
Carlsson and Bjorklund did not examine the implicit stereotype dimensions on the
negative side of the stereotype contents.

The findings of these four studies reveal a puzzling picture regarding to the cognitive
underpinnings of stereotype contents. Firstly, Harris and Fiske’s (2007) neuro-
imaging study does not provide a clear-cut picture of how LW groups are processed
in brain, since HC/LW did not differ from LC/HW and HC/HW groups. Secondly,
studies using implicit procedures resulted in contradictory findings. While one
implicit procedure provided a straightforward support for fundamental dimensions at
implicit level, the others yielded a partial support or no support at all. Considering
the variety of the target groups used in these studies, on the one hand, it could be
argued that individuals’ evaluations on fundamental dimensions do not necessarily
correspond to the strength of the association between group labels and the traits for
all possible mixed stereotyped groups. However, it should be noted that the in
explicit ratings the target groups of these studies were qualitatively similar in term of
the stereotype clusters that they correspond to. While the businesswomen in Wade
and Brewer (2006), men in White and Gardner (2009), and lawyers in Carlsson and
Bjorklund (2010) were members of the HC/LW cluster, homemakers, women and
preschool teachers, respectively, were in the LC/HW cluster. On the other hand, a
closer look to the differences of the implicit procedures used in these studies would

reveal a theoretically more interesting picture of implicit stereotype contents.
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2.6 Implicit Competence and Warmth at Activation and Application Levels

Even thought, the IAT, LDT and Stroop Task are similar in terms of their aims to
measure the strength of the association between a group label and a trait attributes,
they significantly differs in terms of their procedures, and consequently, of the
cognitive processes that they correspond to. Considering Schneider’s (2004)
classification of implicit measures, it could be seen that LDT is a direct association
measure, which is more sensitive to non-goal dependent automatic activation of
stereotypes (Brauer et al., 2000; Wade & Brewer, 2006; see also Bargh, 1994 for a
detailed discussion of conditional automaticity in social cognition). Conversely, IAT
and Stroop Task are cognitive interference measures, which are presumably more
sensitive to goal-dependent automatic processes of stereotype application (Brauer et
al., 2000; De Houwer, Beckers, & Moors, 2007; Neumann & Seibt, 2001). In this
respect, studies of implicit stereotype contents indicate that implicit competence and
warmth dimensions occur at the application level. In fact, the present conclusion is in
line with Cuddy et al.’s (2009) re-conceptualization of competence and warmth as
evaluative dimensions. Given that activation of a category does not guarantee the
activation of a relevant evaluation, application of stereotypes should be more
strongly correlated with participants’ explicit evaluations (Neumann & Seibt, 2001).
In line with this argument, Carlsson and Bjorklund (2010) found a moderately low
correlation between implicit and explicit competence (r(43)= .32, p<.05), but a non-

significant correlation between implicit and explicit warmth (r(42)= .11, p=.48).

The distinction of activation and application of implicit stereotypes seems to explain
incompatible findings regarding to implicit competence and warmth. However, it
should be noted that the implicit procedures used in these studies were quite
different. For instance, even though the Stroop Task and IAT are cognitive
interference measures, they are quite dissimilar in terms of how the target group is
presented and how the strength of association is measured. In the Stroop task, the
target groups were primed supraliminally (White & Gardner, 2009), while the target
groups were presented explicitly in IAT (Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010). Furthermore,

IAT measures the relative strength of associations of target groups with a target
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attribute. That is, IAT measures whether the association between preschool teachers
and warmth, for instance, is stronger than the association between lawyers and
warmth (Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010; see Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, &
Banaji, 2009). However, Stoop Task measures the absolute strength of association

with a target group and target attribute.

Considering the dissimilarities among the procedures used to assess implicit
competence and warmth, it seems questionable to compare the findings of previous
studies on implicit stereotype contents. To overcome these dissimilarities, a single
task should be conducted to assess implicit stereotype contents at both activation and
application level. Such a golden path between direct association and cognitive
interference measures could be the Go / No Go Association Task (GNAT; Nosek and
Banaji, 2001).

2.7 Measuring Implicit Competence and Warmth at Activation and Application

GNAT is developed as an alternative of IAT to assess the absolute strength of
association and its procedure is quite flexible in terms of how the target groups and
target attributes are presented (Nosek and Banaji, 2001). In a standard GNAT,
participants are required to decide whether a stimulus presented at the middle of the
screen belongs to one of the target or the attribute categories presented at the top of
the screen. GNAT allows researchers to manipulate the comparative context by
arranging the distracters in a comparative or a non-comparative manner. That is, the
distracters could be chosen from opposite category (e.g. homemakers when the target
category is businesswomen), superordinate category (e.g. women when the target
category is businesswomen) or general category (i.e. various unrelated objects when
the target category is businesswomen). By this way, implicit measurement context
could be arranged to assess the relative strength of two response tendencies as in
cognitive interference measures, or association of target category and target attribute
as in direct measures of activation. For instance, in an incompatible block of Single
Category GNAT (i.e. GNAT with distracters from opposite category), two possible

responses to the distracter are “No Go”, since it does not belong to the target
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category; and “Go”, since it is related to the target attribute. However, incompatible
blocks of General and Superordinate Category GNAT, the only possible response for

the distracter is “No Go”, since the distracter is not related to the target attribute.

GNAT has been shown to be a valid measure of implicit attitudes (Nadarevic &
Erdfelder, 2011; Nosek and Banaji, 2001; Teachman, 2007) and implicit personality
(Boldero & Rawlings, 2007). It was also shown that GNAT is a proper tool to study
malleability of implicit stereotypes and automatic associations (Mitchell et al., 2003;
Nadarevic & Erdfelder, 2011). Furthermore, GNAT has also moderately high
reliability (Williams & Kaufmann, in press). However, no studies compared the
cognitive processes underlying three variants of GNATs. For that reason, no
empirical evidence has been provided for the notion that Single Category GNAT is
suitable for assessing activation, while Superordinate and General Category GNATS
are more appropriate for application. The present PhD dissertation is the first attempt

to test this notion.

In sum, implicit stereotype contents seem to emerge in cognitive interference
measures, which are supposedly a measurement of application of stereotypes. To test
this prediction, measurement context was manipulated in four GNAT studies.
Following Wade and Brewer (2006), businesswoman and homemakers were used as
target categories to show that implicit stereotype contents emerge even for these
target groups. The findings of GNAT studies would also shed light on the
discussions on malleability of implicit stereotypes, by showing that the implicit
stereotype of a very same group, but not cross-categorized aspect of that group, could
be constructed differently in respect to the given measurement contexts. That is,
businesswomen would be associated with competence more strongly when that
group was contrasted with homemakers in Single Category GNAT and vice versa.
Furthermore, the impact of context manipulation would clarify whether implicit
competence and warmth occurs at activation or application level, or either levels. In

this respect, the following research questions were examined:
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Ql: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance (i.e. GNAT performance) when
the categorization context does not provide any comparison

clue for the two target groups?

Q2: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when two target groups are
presented in a comparative context in which a group is
presented as the target and the other group is presented as a
distracter?

Q3: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when competence and warmth
dimension are presented in a comparative context in which a
dimension is presented as the attribute category and the other

dimension is presented as a distracter?
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CHAPTER 3

MOTIVATIONAL UNDERPINNINGS OF MIXED STEREOTYPE
CONTENTS

Findings of the studies related to the implicit stereotype contents indicate that
implicit mixed stereotype contents emerge in comparative contexts in which
presentation of both target groups trigger two incompatible response tendencies. The
effect of the comparative context could be found not only in implicit task
performance but also in explicit ratings. For instance, Judd et al. (2005) provided
direct evidence for the comparative processes underlying ambivalent stereotypes. In
a series of experiments, Judd et al. (2005) presented behavioral information about an
artificial group’s competence or warmth, and they asked their participants to rate the
group on both dimensions. Their findings were straight forward, showing that (1)
when participants were required to rate only one group with high competent
behaviors and neutral warmth behaviors, or vice versa, the Halo Effect emerged, i.e.
the group presented as high on one dimension is also perceived as high on the other
dimension, (2) when participants were required to rate two groups behaviorally
differing in terms of their competence (or warmth), however, the Compensation
Effect occurred (i.e. a negative correlation between participants’ competence and
warmth ratings), showing that participants compensated their lower competence
(warmth) ratings for behaviorally low competent (warm) group by exaggerating their
warmth (competence) ratings toward that group, (3) the compensation effect also
occurred in participants free recall performance, showing that participants
misremembered warmth (competence) related behaviors for low competent (warm)
group (see also Yzerbyt, Nicolas, & Judd, 2008 for further support for compensation
on competence dimension, but not another unrelated dimension, namely healthiness

dimension).
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The findings of Judd et al. (2005) clearly showed that a significant source of
ambivalent stereotypes could be individuals’ comparison and compensation
tendencies. However, the negative correlation between competence and warmth
dimensions is not a common finding of SCM studies. For instance, when participants
were required to compare two real groups in school setting (achieving and
underachieving students; Aktan & Giiveng, 2008) or when the stereotypes toward
current groups in Italian Society were considered (Durante, 2008) a strong and
positive correlation emerged between competence and warmth ratings. Even,
Yzerbyt, Provost, and Corneille (2005) failed to find a negative correlation when
they required their Belgian and French participants to compare their ingroup and

outgroup to investigate the compensation effect.

The inconsistency between these two lines of studies could stem from
methodological issues. Differing from Judd et al. (2005), these researchers required
their participants to rate already existent groups and they did not presented
behavioral information about the target groups. These differences might affect
participants’ ratings in several ways. First of all, the manipulated dimension in Judd
et al.” study (2005) might be viewed as quite objective and participants could
construct their ratings on the other dimension by using the manipulated dimension as
an anchor. That is, knowing that a group is clearly competent, participants might
reserve their warmth ratings for the other group. However, considering the real
groups, participants ratings on one dimension would not necessarily depends on their
ratings on the other dimension; but their already existent knowledge about the
groups. That is, participants might consider not only their previous ratings on the
other stereotypic dimensions, but also several related issues such as target groups’
status and competitiveness (Fiske et al., 2002), social sensitiveness of the issue (i.e.
whether saying something good or bad about the target groups is socially desirable,
Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) and/or social identity issues (i.e. whether one of the
target group is perceiver’ ingroup or reference group; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis,
2002). Similarly, individuals might not make within-group comparisons for real
groups, which would result in the negative correlation (e.g. comparing

businesswomen’s competence and warmth), since they already have existing
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knowledge about these groups’ competence and warmth. Finally, it would be also
argued that the positive correlation could be a methodological artifact. Given that the
competence and the warmth dimension has always been presented as two subscales
of a stereotype content scale, in which all items are in the same direction, participants
could try to be consistent on their ratings. Thus, the positive correlation would be

more likely to emerge in individuals’ ratings, rather than a negative relation.

All these arguments require reconsidering the definition of compensation. Cuddy,
Norton, and Fiske (2005) underline the compensatory nature of mixed stereotypes
and they suggest that an evaluation toward a group would reflect a mixed stereotype
(1) when this group evaluated as significantly higher on one dimension but lower on
the other dimension than the other comparison group(s), and (2) when the difference
between individuals’ ratings on these two dimensions is significant. Even though,
Cuddy, Norton and Fiske (2005) did not include negative correlation to their
definition of mixed stereotypes, they imply such a correlation to explain why system
justifying mixed stereotypes are resistant to change. To explain the lower warmth
ratings toward a competent elder in their study, they explicitly admitted that any
competent member of a LC/HW groups would suffer from losing the carrot provided
to keep them in their lower status.

Judd et al. (2005) incorporated negative correlation between competence and warmth
dimension to the definition of mixed stereotypes. In a related vein, Yzerbyt et al.
(2005) suggest that compensation tendency would be reflected in the positive
correlation between the competence ratings toward high status groups and the
warmth ratings toward low status groups. That is, admitting high status groups’
competence, individuals would compensate unprivileged position of low status group
by exaggerating that group’s warmth. In this sense, compensation could not simply
be captured by examining the significant differences between the competence and the
warmth ratings toward target groups. In fact, such differences could stem from
shared beliefs about the target groups. For instance overweight people could be
viewed as warm regardless of whether thin people are viewed as competent or not.

Therefore, the correlation between competence and warmth ratings toward HC/LW
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and LC/HW groups should be examined to appreciate individuals’ compensation
tendencies. However, requiring individuals to simply rate two target groups is not
sufficient to investigate the compensation tendency, since such a method would
hinder the comparison tendency underlying compensation effect. A more
complicated methodological approach is necessary to study comparison and

compensation effects in a conjunction.

The unexpected order of presentation effect occurred in some SCM studies could
provide an opportunity to study comparison and compensation effects separately. For
instance, Oldmeadow and Fiske (2007) investigated the moderating role of the
system justifying ideologies for the status-competence link and they found an order
of presentation effect, showing that participants exaggerated their warmth ratings for
low status group when high status group (i.e. the more competent group) is presented
first. A similar effect was also seen on participants’ competence ratings. Their
findings showed that the high status group was seen as more competent when this
group was presented in the second order. All these findings indicated that
participants contrasted the second group, which they did not know that they would
come across, and then they exaggerated their second ratings on the dimension which
is relevant to the second target group (see Aktan and Giiven (2008) for a similar
pattern in the ratings toward achieving and under-achieving students in a secondary
school setting). However, it is not clear whether the compensation tendency lead
participants to balance their rating or they simply compared two groups and meta-
contrast principle shaped their perceptions. In the first case, the competence and the
warmth ratings should be positively cross-correlated, such that there would be a
positive correlation between high status group’s warmth and low status group’s
competence, and vice versa. However, in the second case, direct correlations should
be seen between two groups’ competence and warmth, such that competence ratings
toward high status group would increase, as competence ratings toward low status
group increased. Since, Oldmeadow and Fiske (2007) did not examine the
correlations among the competence and the warmth ratings toward low and high

status groups, these arguments require future investigations.
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3.1 System Justification Motivation Guiding the Compensation Tendency

A significant source of the compensation tendency could be individuals’ system
justification motivation (Glick & Fiske, 2001a; Kay & Jost 2003; Jost & Kay, 2005;
Judd et al., 2005). System Justification Theory (SJT) suggests that individuals
actively engage in rationalizing the existent social systems defined by the relative
status of groups (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). Compensatory stereotypes (i.e. mixed
stereotypes) provide such a rationalization which ensures that everyone benefits
through a balanced dispersion of benefits (Yzerbyt et al., 2008) In this way,
compensatory stereotypes explain the relative status of the groups in society (Jost,
Kivetz, & Rubini, 2005) while providing warmth as a reward for low-status groups
which do not to challenge the status quo (Glick & Fiske, 2001b; Kay & Jost, 2003).

In this framework, system justification motivation could shape individuals’ mixed
stereotypes in two ways. First of all, individuals seem to actively engage in
explaining the status differences by using the competence dimension (Fiske et al.,
2002; Jost, Sally, Jeffrey, & Gyorgy, 2003). That is the explanatory function of
stereotypes which is a reflection of meritocratic ideologies (Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski,
& Sulloway, 2003; Jost & Major, 2001). Secondly, individuals could also favor low
status and unthreatening groups on warmth dimension to compensate their
unprivileged position on competence dimension, and disfavor high status groups on
warmth dimension to compensate for their over-privileged position on competence
dimension (Jost et al., 2005; Judd et al., 2005). That is the compensatory function of

stereotypes which reflects the complementary ideologies.

These two functions of stereotypes are rarely differentiated in SCM studies. In fact,
Fiske et al. (2002) used these functions interchangeably to explain the status —
competence link (i.e. explanatory function) and the source of mixed stereotypes (i.e.
compensatory function). However, these two functions point out to individuals’ two
different problematic: What is the source of existing status differences? How could
the balanced dispersion of benefits be sustained by allocating especially the warmth

attributions? The only direct evidence for explanatory function is provided by
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Oldmeadow and Fiske (2007), showing that system justifying ideologies (i.e. Social
Domination Orientation and Belief in Just World) moderated the status — competence
link. In none of SCM studies, however, compensation tendency have been studied in

relation with system justification motivation.

The findings related to the complementary function hypothesis are quite complicated.
In these studies, mixed stereotypes are regarded as a source of system justification
motivation (Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay & Jost, 2003) and of perceived legitimacy of
intergroup status difference (Jost et al., 2005); or they are simply admitted as the
consequence of system justification motivation (Judd et al., 2005) and research
efforts has focused on perceptions of the system threatening exemplars (i.e. a
businesswoman with a child, Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2004; or a competent elder,
Cuddy et al., 2005) in order to examine the possible adverse impacts of interventions
to system justifying beliefs.

In the first line of the studies, Jost and Kay (2005) showed that exposure to
benevolent sexism and complimentary gender stereotypes result in increased system
justification motivation among women (see also Kay and Jost (2003) for
complementary stereotypes toward poor and rich). Given that individuals actively
engage in rationalizing existent status quo (Jost et al., 2004), however, these studies
does not provide evidence for how individuals actively use competence and warmth
dimensions to create complementary beliefs or mixed stereotypes. More direct
evidence was provided by Jost et al. (2005), showing that complementary stereotypic
differentiation (i.e. difference between competence and warmth) mediated the
relation between perceived status differences and legitimacy. That is, individuals
actively engage in justification of status differences by using competence and
warmth dimensions in a compensatory manner. Differing from Jost and Kay (2005),
however, Jost et al. (2005) did not provide evidence for the role of the system

justifying belief in compensation.
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3.2 Restriction of Social Reality as a Source of Mixed Stereotypes

An alternative source of mixed stereotype contents is individuals’ need to gain
positive identity in the restriction of social reality (Doosje, Spears, & Koomen, 1995;
Ellemers & Van Kinppenberg, 1997). Social reality corresponds to shared beliefs
about the status of a certain group. In minimal group studies, social reality is usually
generated by providing group members false feedbacks about their task performance
(Ellemers, Van Rijswijk, Roefs, & Simons, 1997). For real groups, social reality is
defined by power and status of the groups, their reputation, or the value attributed to
these groups (Alexander et al., 2005)

Differing from SJT, Ellemers et al. (1997) suggest that higher warmth ratings of low
status groups could be a reflection of social creativity. That is, members of the low
status group tend not to contradict with the social reality defined by relative status of
the groups, and they need to gain positive identity by exaggerating warmth ratings
toward their ingroup. Similarly, Ellemers, Barreto and Spears (1999) showed that
when a group’s unprivileged position is defined by intergroup context, i.e. status
differences, members of the unprivileged group insure positive differentiation from
the privileged group by favoring their ingroup on dimensions irrelevant to status (i.e.
warmth) while confirming superiority of the privileged group on dimensions relevant
to status (i.e. competence). Thus, restriction of social reality in conjunction with
identity concerns could shape ratings of especially low status groups in a way that
they would depict mixed stereotypes (Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1999).

Even though these arguments suggest an insider perspective which is deliberately
avoided in SCM, a support for the restriction of social reality was also observed in
the unexpected findings of the cross-cultural SCM study. In this study, Cuddy et al.
(2009) showed that European HC/LW nations (e.g. Germany) favored their in-group
on competence dimension, while LC/HW nations (e.g. Italy) favored their in-group
on warmth dimension. That is, mixed stereotypes emerged in line with social reality

and identity concerns.
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In an outsider perspective, arguments regarding to the restriction of social reality
could be related to the objectiveness of competence and warmth dimensions. In most
of the social contexts, groups’ competence is defined by the relative status of the
groups (Alexander et al., 2005; Fiske et al., 2002; Jost et al., 2003). Furthermore,
competence of an individual could be easily inferred from his/her performance on a
task or a standardized test. Warmth, however, seems to be more ambiguous
dimension, since intention of a positive behavior is not clear. For instance, Reeder
and Spores (1983) showed that stiuational demands effected attribution of morality
only when the behavior was moral. That is, a negative behavior could easily lead
attribution of ill-intention, while a positive behavior would result in questioning the
underlying intention. Similarly, the attribution of warmth in intergroup context seems
to be bound to the threat imposed by the outgroup (Stephan, Ybarra, & Morrison,
2009). In their now-classical studies, Sherif and Sherif (1969) showed how conflict
over limited resources result in attribution of immorality. In this sense, attributions
with respect to lack of warmth could be seen as bound to a more objective criterion
when intergroup perceptions were shaped by realistic conflict and intergroup threat.
However, warmth attributions would have less objective basis when intergroup
relations were guided by identity concerns, i.e. social competition, which does not
necessarily requires negative attributions to outgroup (Brewer, 1999; Hewstone et al.,
2002).

Even though these arguments are in line with SCM’s suggestion regarding the social
structural predictors of stereotype contents (i.e. relative status predicts competence
and intergroup competition predicts coldness), SCM assumes that lack of
competition (and threat consequently) would directly increase warmth evaluations.
However, the competition-warmth link seems not to be as strong as previously
presumed (Aktan & Giiveng, 2008; Cuddy et al, 2009; Durante, 2008). In this sense,
warmth could be a more subjective dimension on which higher competence ratings

would be balanced or corrected.

The second part of the present dissertation aims to investigate comparison and

compensation effects in conjunction with underlying motivations, namely system
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justification motivation and restriction of social reality. In order to examine
comparison and compensation tendencies separately, the order of the presentation of
target groups were manipulated by not informing participants about the second group
that they would be asked to evaluate later. The comparison effect was examined by
comparing the ratings toward a first group (the no comparison condition) and the
second group (compariable to the first group). The compensation tendency, on the
other hand, was investigated by examining the correlation between participants’ first
and second ratings. Then, the role of the system justification motivation in
compensation was investigated. Accordingly, the second part of the dissertation

focused on three questions:

Q4: Do individuals compare the groups presented to them in

terms of competence and/or warmth?

Q5: Do individuals compensate low-groups’ unprivileged
position on competence dimension by exaggerating their

warmth ratings?
Q6: Do the system justification motivation take a role in

compensatory relation between stereotypic evaluations of

high-status and low-status groups?

29



CHAPTER 4

THE OVERVIEW OF THE STUDIES IN THE DISSERTATION

The aim of the present dissertation is to investigate individuals’ stereotypic
evaluations in a motivation oriented perspective. In doing so, the first part of the
dissertation focused on the cognitive bases of competence and warmth dimensions.
Specifically, the comparison process, which supposedly prime two competing
responses at the application level of stereotypes, was examined as an underpinning of
the stereotype contents. In the second part, the focus shifts to the compensation
tendency. The aim of this part is to separate compensation from comparison, and

clarify the motivational underpinnings of compensation tendency.

4.1 The Cognitive Basis of the Competence and Warmth Dimensions

In the first part of the present PhD dissertation, GNAT was used for investigating
implicit stereotype contents. GNAT is a useful research tool, since it enables the
manipulation of the comparative context in which the target groups and target
attributes are presented. In this respect, GNAT provides a golden path between direct
association measures and cognitive interference measures. Furthermore, GNAT is
quite similar to IAT in terms of its categorization task, which measures cognitive
interference (Schneider, 2004). Supposing that the distracters from the opposite
target group would elicit interfering response tendencies in incompatible blocks (e.g.
a picture of a homemaker when the target categories are businesswomen and
warmth), participants RTs and d scores would mainly shaped by the strength of the
two competing responses (e.g. possible responses for the picture of a homemaker are
“No Go” since she is not a businesswoman; but “Go” since she is warm). Thus,
findings of the dissertation would be comparable with the findings of Carlsson and
Bjorklund (2010), which provided a clear support for the implicit stereotype contents
in a cognitive interference measure, i.e. the Single Attribute IAT.
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GNAT could also be attuned to measure direct association by presenting target
groups and target attributes in a non-comparative manner. Supposing that the non-
comparative GNAT does not require an interfering response by presenting a
distracter from the contrasting category, participants RTs and d prime scores would
mainly depend on stimulus recognition. That is, supraliminal presentation of the
target group (e.g. presenting businesswomen as the target category) would facilitate
recognition of the relevant attributes (e.g. competence) in the compatible blocks, and
it would not evoke competing responses in the incompatible blocks (e.g. only
possible response for the distracter from superordinate or general category would be
“No Go”, since the distracter was not associated with target categories and
attributes). By this way, findings of the dissertation would be comparable with the
findings of Wade and Brewer (2006) who failed to provide support for the implicit
stereotype dimensions in a direct association measure, i.e. LDT.

Following Wade and Brewer (2006), homemakers and businesswomen were
presented as the target groups to show that even for these groups, stereotype contents
would occur at implicit level. By this way, it was aimed to discard the argument that
differing target groups used in different implicit measures could be responsible for
the inconsistent findings. In order to uncover the comparison processes, however, the
distracters of the target categories were manipulated in four studies. Furthermore,
deferring impacts of the context manipulation on specific stereotype contents, i.e.
businesswomen’s competence and homemakers’ warmth, were compared to
investigate whether social reality concerns has an impact on implicit stereotype
contents. By this way, the three research questions of the present dissertation were

examined, namely:

Q1: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance (i.e. GNAT performance) when
the categorization context does not provide any comparison

clue for the two target groups?

31



Q2: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when two target groups are
presented in a comparative context in which a group is
presented as the target and the other group is presented as a

distracter?

Q3: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when competence and warmth
dimension are presented in a comparative context in which a
dimension is presented as the attribute category and the other

dimension is presented as a distracter?

In all studies, participants were required to rate targets groups on the competence and
warmth dimensions. By this way, the correlations between explicit and implicit
stereotype contents were examined. Furthermore, participants were required to
complete “Ambivalent Sexism Inventory” (ASI) and “Gender Specific System
Justification Scale” in order to examine the relation between system justification

motivation and implicit stereotype contents.

4.2 From Comparison to Compensation: Motivational Underpinnings of Mixed

Stereotypes

In the second part of the present PhD dissertation, the focus shifts from cognitive
processes to motivational tendencies. In this section, the comparison process was
related to individuals’ compensation tendencies. By doing so, the relation between
individuals’ compensation tendencies and system justification motivations were

investigated.

In order to separate differing effects of comparison and compensation, the order of
presentation was manipulated. By this way, the compensatory relation between the
competence and the warmth ratings toward high and low status groups were

examined. The target groups were businesswomen and homemakers. As in the first

32



part of the dissertation, participants were required to complete “Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory” in order to examine the relation between system justification motivation

and implicit stereotype contents.

To examine the research questions related to the second part of the dissertation, three

analysis strategies were used as followed:

Q4: Do individuals compare the groups presented to them in

terms of competence and/or warmth?

Strategy 1: The effect of the order of presentation was
analyzed in an ANOVA model. Comparing the stereotypic
ratings toward the target group presented first and second, it
investigated that on which dimension participants compare

businesswomen and homemakers

Q5: Do individuals compensate low-groups’ unprivileged
position on competence dimension by exaggerating their

warmth ratings?

Strategy 2: The correlations between the stereotype contents
of businesswomen and homemakers were examined in a

regression model.

Q6: Do the system justifying ideologies take a role in
compensatory relation between stereotypic evaluations of
high-status and low-status groups?

Strategy 3: In a regression model, moderator role of the
system justification motivation on the compensatory relation
between competence and warmth ratings toward

businesswomen and homemakers was examined.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 1

The aim of the first study is to replicate the findings of Wade and Brewer (2006),
indicating that competence and warmth does not occur in individuals’ implicit task
performance for businesswomen and homemakers. By this way, the first question of

the present dissertation was examined, namely

Ql: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance (i.e. GNAT performance) when
the categorization context does not provide any comparison

clue for the two target groups?

5.1 Method

5.1.1 Participants

Seventy one female students were recruited from different departments of METU for
two points in their corresponding classes. Participant age ranged between 18 and 48
(M=20.98, SD=3.49). Education level of participants’ parents was quite high. Most
of the fathers were graduated from university (41.4%), and they were followed by
high school graduates (28.6%). The percentage of primary school graduates was
relatively low (14.3%). Similarly, most of the mothers were university graduates
(35.7%), or high school graduates (24.3%). However, percentage of primary school
graduates was relatively high (25.7%). The percentage of homemaker mothers was
quite high (48.6%).
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5.1.2 Instruments

GNAT: A standard GNAT session consists of four learning blocks, four practice
blocks and four critical blocks. The learning blocks are presented at the beginning of
the session to allow participants to learn stimulus materials used in the GNAT
sessions. Completing the learning blocks, participants are provided an opportunity to
get familiar with the task in the practice block. The practice blocks were always

presented before the critical blocks.

The stimulus materials of the GNAT sessions were selected in a preliminary study.
In the preliminary study, ten participants were asked to rate 30 pictures on a 7 point
Likert Scale ranging between 1 (resembles a homemaker) and 7 (resembles a
businesswoman) with a midpoint labeled as “just a woman” (see Appendix 1 for the
stimulus pictures). One sample t test was conducted to investigate whether
participants’ ratings significantly differ from the midpoint of the presented scale.
Findings showed that they correctly categorized seven of ten homemaker pictures
(t(9)s< -2.86, p<.05); six of ten woman pictures (t(9)s btw. -1.81 and 1.96, p>.05);
and nine of ten businesswoman pictures (t(9)s>2.33, p<.05). Considering
participants’ written opinions, it was observed that some participants evaluated few
homemaker pictures as daily servant. To resolve this ambiguity, the definition of
businesswoman changed to include only the white-collar employees. The problem
with the businesswoman and woman pictures, however, was their similarity. To
overcome this problem, the incorrectly categorized businesswoman and woman
pictures were slightly modified. The picture stimuli in Study 1 are presented in

Appendix 1.

The stimuli in the attribute categories consisted of ten traits for each attribute
categories of positive competence (i.e. Competent), negative competence traits (i.e.
Incompetent), positive warmth (i.e. Warm), and negative warmth (i.e. Cold). All
these traits were selected from several SCM studies using explicit and implicit
measurements (Aktan & Giliveng, 2008; Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010; Fiske et al.,
2002; Wade & Brewer, 2006). The trait stimuli in Study 1 are seen in Table 1.
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Table 1. Traits in the attribute categories of GNAT sessions

Stereotype Contents

Competence Warmth

ambitious, determined,

hardworking (wise),

intelligent, competent, caring, humane, faithful, altruistic,
Positive  skillful (successful), warm, sensitive (loyal), close,
sufficient (confident), intimate, honest, and good humored

expert, useful (efficient),

and qualified

insufficient, unwise, lazy,

unqualified, inexperienced,  repulsive, difficult, aggressive,
Negative clumsy, uneducated, offensive, selfish, rude, impolite,

useless, cumbersome, and stubborn, mean and bad-tempered

fool

Note: Traits in the parenthesis show the new traits used in Study 2 — 4 by

removing the trait before parenthesis.

In the GNAT sessions, participants were required to categorize the pictures related to
the target groups and the traits related to the attribute categories. All stimuli were
presented on a 1024 X 768 pixels computer monitor. Participants saw the labels of
target groups at the upper left side of the screen and attribute labels at the upper right
side. The pictures and traits were presented in the middle of the screen, and
participants were required to decide whether the stimulus at the middle of the screen
belongs to one of the categories seen at the upper panel of the screen. Participants
were asked to hit spacebar as fast as possible, when the target stimulus and the
presented category labels were consistent; but to wait when the target stimulus and
the presented category labels were inconsistent. The distracters of the target groups
(i.e. homemakers or businesswomen) were the stimuli in the superordinate category

(i.e. women), while the distracters of attribute category were the opposite-valence
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traits (i.e. the distracters were the negative competence related traits when the target
attribute category label was “competent” and the negative warmth related traits when
the target attribute was “warm”, and vice versa). Contextual manipulations in GNAT

studies were presented in Table 2.

The learning blocks were consisted of 20 trials for each block (ten target stimuli and
ten distracter stimuli). In the learning trials, only one category label was presented to
the participants. By this way, participants had an opportunity to learn the stimuli in
each category. Completing the learning blocks, participants started to the first
practice block. In the practice blocks, participants saw two category labels on the
upper panel of the screen and they were required decide whether the stimulus

presented in the middle of the screen belongs to one of these two categories.

The practice blocks consisted of 16 trials, four stimuli for the target group, four
stimuli for the distracter of the target group, four stimuli for the target attribute, and
four stimuli for the distracter of the target attribute. Completing the practice trials,
participants started the first critical block. The critical blocks were identical to the
practice blocks, except for the number of the trials (fifteen stimuli for the target
group, fifteen stimuli for the distracter of the target group, fifteen stimuli for the

target attribute, and fifteen stimuli for the distracter of the target attribute).

After all trials, participants received a feedback showing that they categorized the
stimuli correctly (either pressing spacebar when a target stimulus is presented or
waiting when a distracter is presented) or incorrectly (either pressing spacebar when
a distracter is presented or waiting when a target stimulus is presented). Correct
categorizations were followed by a green circle, while wrong categorizations were
chased by a red X. Following Nosek and Banaji (2001), all stimuli were presented in
a response window. Since, participation’s reaction times were recorded; the response
windows for the target stimuli were wider than the distracters (Nosek & Banaji,
2001). Thus, the response window for the target and distracter stimuli were set as
followed: the target stimuli were presented for 1200 ms, the distracters were

presented for 600 ms, and feedback were presented for 500 ms.
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Table 2. Summary of contextual variations and GNAT designs for study 1 — 4

Study 3

GNAT 1
Single Context

GNAT 2
Generic Context

Study 4

GNAT 1
Competence

GNAT 2
Warmth

Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker

Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker

Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Generic
Generic
Generic
Generic

Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman
Homemaker
Businesswoman

Competence (+)
Competence (+)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)
Competence (+)
Competence (+)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)

Competence (+)
Competence (+)
Competence (-)
Competence (-)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (-)
Warmth (-)

Target Group Distracter Target Attribute Distracter
Businesswoman  Woman Competence (+)  Competence (-)
Stug)ll\llAT 1 Homemaker Woman Competence (+)  Competence (-)
Businesswoman  Woman Competence (-) Competence (+)
Competence
Homemaker Woman Competence (-) Competence (+)
Businesswoman ~ Woman Warmth (+) Warmth (-)
GNAT 2 Homemaker Woman Warmth (+) Warmth (-)
Warmth Businesswoman  Woman Warmth (-) Warmth (+)
Homemaker Woman Warmth (-) Warmth (+)
Businesswoman  Homemaker Competence (+)  Warmth (+)
Study 2 .
GNAT 1 Homemaker Businesswoman  Competence (+)  Warmth (+)
Single Context Businesswoman  Homemaker Warmth (+) Competence (+)
Homemaker Businesswoman ~ Warmth (+) Competence (+)

Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)
Competence (+)
Competence (+)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)
Competence (+)
Competence (+)

Competence (-)
Competence (-)
Competence (+)
Competence (+)
Warmth (-)
Warmth (-)
Warmth (+)
Warmth (+)
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Stereotype Content Ratings: Participants were required to report their stereotypic
beliefs about homemakers and businesswomen on a 6 point Likert scale (1= certainly
not a characteristic of homemakers/businesswomen, 5= certainly a characteristic of
homemakers/businesswomen). The competence and warmth related traits were
chosen from GNAT stimulus list, but only the positive traits were used in the final
scale. The remaining items in stereotype content scales are presented in Appendix 2.
The reliability of competence and warmth subscales were high, for homemaker a=

.81 and a= .95, respectively; for businesswoman a= .88 and a= .90, respectively.

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI): Participants’ sexist beliefs were assessed by
using Glick and Fiske’s ASI (1996), adapted by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002). ASI consists
of two subscales, namely Benevolent and Hostile Sexism, and several studies
provided significant support for the scale’s validity and reliability (Glick et al.,
2000). In the present study, participants reported their agreement with sexist beliefs
on a 6 point Likert scale (1= certainly | do not agree, 5= certainly | agree). Reliability
of benevolent and hostile sexism subscales were high, «=.87 and «=.89,

respectively.

Gender Specific System Justification Scale: Participants’ gender related system
justification motivation was measured by using eight opinion statements developed
by Kay and Jost (2003). The Turkish version of the scale is presented in Appendix 3.
Participants were required to respond these statements on a 6 point Likert scale (1=
certainly 1 do not agree, 5= certainly | agree). The reliability of the scale was

acceptable, a=.70.

5.1.3 Procedure

The present study and following GNAT studies were approved by METU Human
Research Ethics Committee (application numbers are 2010-SOS-056 and 2010-SOS-
33). All GNAT studies were conducted in Psychology Experiment and Observation
Laboratory in METU. Participation to the GNAT studies was rewarded 2 points in

their corresponding classes. Before the GNAT sessions, participants read and signed
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the informed consent. Participants were taken to the GNAT sessions separately, and
after completing the GNAT sessions, they were asked to fulfill the presented scales.

After the rating sections, participants were debriefed and thanked.

Since a single GNAT session took approximately 8 minutes, participants were
required to complete only one of the competence or the warmth GNATSs. Thus,
results were analyzed in a 2 (Target Attribute: Competence vs. Warmth) X 2 (Target
Group: Businesswomen vs. Homemakers) X 2 (Valence: Positive vs. Negative)

ANOVA model with repeated measures on the last two factors.

Differing from Nosek and Banaji (2001), all analyses were conducted on
participants’ performance in individual blocks, rather than the difference scores of
positive and negative blocks. Since, definition of mixed stereotypes suggests to
compare competence and warmth of HC/LW and LC/HW groups, each block was
analyzed in an ANOVA design. By this way, findings of the present study was also
compared to Wade and Brewer (2006) and White and Gardner (2009), who failed to
observe implicit mixed stereotypes at the negative dimensions. However, additional
analyses were conducted on difference scores between compatible and incompatible

blocks. By this way, participants’ implicit preferences were examined.

5.2 Results

Both participants RTs and true/false proportions were examined to uncover the
cognitive underpinnings of stereotype contents. To compare participants RTs, z-score
transformation was conducted and these scores was log transformed to normalize the
distribution. To investigate participants’ true/false proportions, d-prime (sensitivity)
scores were calculated (Nosek & Banaji, 2001). Finally, participants’ implicit
preference scores were calculated, such that positive values for sensitivity scores and
negative values for RTs would reflect a preference on competence over warmth (e.g.

difference between RTs in businesswoman-competence and businesswoman-warmth.
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5.2.1 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ RTs

A mixed ANOVA with repeated factors of target groups (businesswoman and
homemaker) and the valence of target attribute (positive vs. negative), and a between
subject factor of target attribute (competence or warmth) was conducted on
participants’ RTs. Means and standard deviations for participants’ RTs in each block

were presented in Table 3.

Findings revealed that the main effect of target group and the interaction of target
groups and target attribute was significant, F(1,63)= 9.84, p<.01 ,»*=.135; F(1,63)=
4.26, p<.05, *=.063, respectively. Simple comparisons showed that homemaker
(M=590.33, SD=57.82) were recognized faster than businesswoman (M=611.76,
SD=56.09), and regardless of the valence, participants were faster when homemaker
and warmth were presented as target pairs (M=582.93, SD=49.31) than when
businesswoman and warmth were presented (M=618.78, SD=63.68), t(33)=-3.51,
p<.001. More importantly, these main and interaction effects were qualified with a

marginally significant three way interaction of target groups, target attribute and the

valence of target attribute, F(1,63)=3.78, p=.056, 1> =.057. As seen in Figure 1,
simple comparisons revealed that participants’ RTs for homemaker were faster in
both positive and negative warmth conditions (M=583.93, SD=59.63; M=581.93,
SD=581.93, SD=49.73, respectively) than for businesswoman (M=621.98,
SD=66.78; M=615.98, SD=81.23), t(33)= -3.36, p<.001; t(33)= -2.69, p<.01,
respectively. Simply, significant differences in warmth condition reflected target
group by target attribute interaction. However, in the competence condition,
participants RTs significantly differed only when the valence of the target attributes
was negative, showing that homemaker was more strongly associated with negative
competence than businesswoman, M=589.32, SD=71.31; M=607.35, SD=55.19;
respectively, t(30)=-1.75, p=.05.
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations of participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores in Study 1.

Reaction Times

Sensitivity Scores

Positive Negative Positive Negative
Mean SD N Mean SD Mean SD N Mean SD
Homemaker
Competence 607.58 66.57 31 589.32 71.31 31 3.23 .57 33 3.31 .52 33
Warmth 583.93 59.63 34 581.93 49.73 34 3.39 .38 37 3.31 42 37
Total 595.21 63.66 65 585.46 60.60 65 3.31 49 70 3.31 A7 70
Businesswoman
Competence 600.34 48.03 31 607.35 55.19 31 3.42 40 33 3.09 .67 33
Warmth 621.98 66.78 34 615.98 81.23 34 3.26 49 37 3.10 .66 37
Total 611.66 59.16 65 611.86 69.63 65 3.34 45 70 3.10 .66 70




One-sample t tests were conducted on difference scores to investigate whether
implicit preferences were shaped by stereotype contents. Result showed that
difference between RTs in homemaker-competent and homemakers-incompetent
blocks significantly differed from zero (t(30)=2.65, p<.05), showing that participants
disfavored homemakers on competence dimension. No other preference scores

significantly differed from zero.
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Figure 1. Means of participants’ RTs in Study 1

5.2.2 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Sensitivity Scores
Participants d scores were analyzed in a mixed ANOVA with repeated factors of

target groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and the valence of target attribute
(positive vs. negative), and a between subject factor of target attribute (competence
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or warmth). Means and standard deviations for participants’ sensitivity scores in each

block are presented in Table 3

The ANOVA revealed that the main effect of the valence was significant, showing
that participants were more sensitive for positive attributes (M=2.07, SD=.33) than
negative ones (M=1.95, SD=.35), F(1,68)=5.15, p<.05, #2=.07. The interaction of
target group and valence was also significant, F(1,68)=9.81, p<.01, #?*=.13,
indicating that the association between homemakers and negative attributes (M=3.31,
SD=.47) was stronger than the association between businesswoman and negative
attributes (M=3.09, SD=.66; t(69)=2.80, p<.01). Similarly, businesswoman was
associated with positive attributes (M=3.34, SD=.45) more than negative ones,

t(69)=3.05, p<.01. However, this interaction was qualified with an interaction of

target group, the valence of the attribute and target attribute, F(1,68)=4.30, p<.05, #?
=.06. As seen in Figure 2, simple comparisons showed that businesswoman was
associated with positive competence more than negative competence, M=3.42,
SD=.39 ; M=3.09, SD=.69 , respectively, t(32)= 2.69, p<.01, and homemaker was
associated with negative warmth more strongly than businesswoman, M=3.31,
SD=.42 ; M=3.10, SD=.65, respectively, t(36)= 2.07, p<.05.

Four one-sample t tests were conducted on participants’ preference scores for
homemakers and businesswomen. Result showed that the difference between the
sensitivity scores in businesswoman-competent and businesswoman-incompetent
blocks significantly differed from zero (t(30)=2.54, p<.05), replicating results of the
ANOVA, such that participants preferred businesswomen on competence dimension.
No other preference scores significantly differed from zero.
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Figure 2. Means of participants’ sensitivity scores in Study 1

5.2.3 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Trait Ratings

Participants’ trait ratings were analyzed in an ANOVA with repeated factors of target
groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and stereotype contents (competence and
warmth). Means and standard deviations for participants’ ratings are presented in
Table 4.

ANOVA findings revealed a significant main effect of stereotype content, showing
that participants competence ratings (M=4.59, SD=.62) were higher than warmth
ratings (M=4.02, SD=.83), F(1,68)=52.77, p<.001, 5 * =.44. The interaction of target
groups and stereotype contents were also significant, F(1.68)=222.26, p<.001, #?
=.77, indicating that homemakers were rated as warmer than competent, M=4.59,
SD=.99; M=4.05, SD=.80, respectively, t(68)=-5.12, p<.001, while businesswomen
were seen more competent than warm, M=5.12, SD=.72; M=3.44, SD=.88,
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respectively, 1(68)=15.19, p<.001. Homemakers were also rated as warmer but less
competent than businesswomen, t(68)=-10.71, p<.001; t(68)=10.18, p<.001,

respectively.

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of participants’ trait ratings in Study 1.

Mean SD N
Homemaker
Competence 4.05 .80 69
Warmth 4.59 1.00 69
Businesswoman
Competence 5.12 12 69
Warmth 3.44 .88 69

5.2.4 Relations among Participants’ Implicit and Explicit Stereotype Contents,

and Their Beliefs Regarding to Sexism

Correlation coefficients for the implicit and explicit measures in Study 1 were
presented in Table 5. In general, correlations between implicit and explicit measures
were not significant, except the correlations between sensitivity scores for
businesswoman-competence block and ratings of competence (r(31)= .42, p<.05) and
warmth (r(31)= .37, p<.05) for homemakers and ratings of warmth (r(31)= .38,
p<.05) for businesswomen. The correlation between sensitivity scores for
businesswoman-incompetence and rating of warmth for homemakers (r(31)= .62,
p<.01) and for businesswomen (r(31)= .43, p<.05) were also significant. The only
expected relationships between implicit and explicit measures were observed in the

correlation between RTs for homemaker-competent block and ratings of
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homemakers’ competence (r(31)=-.39, p<.05). In the warmth condition, however, no

implicit and explicit measures were correlated.

In general, participants RTs and d prime scores were not correlated with each other,
except that RTs for businesswomen-competence were significantly correlated with
sensitivity scores of businesswoman-competence (r(31)= -.36, p<.05) and
homemaker-incompetence (r(31)= .39, p<.05) blocks. In general, participants’ trait
ratings were positively correlated with each other. However, no specific pattern

emerged in participants’ trait ratings and sexist beliefs.

47



1%

Table 5. Correlations among participants’ sensitivity scores, RTs and ratings in Study 1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
dprime  1.HmPoz — S52** 22 13 -.28 -.23 15 10 A1 -12 18 .06 -.23 17 12
2.HmNeg A3 — .32 S52** - -28 -35 -39* -28 .10 A3 .20 27 -11 -.01 -12
3.BwPoz .20 .32 —_ 31 -.20 -.07 -36*  -16 .30 .38* 42* 37 12 -.03 .20
4.BwNeg 21 SI**F 44* — .03 -14 -19 =27 24 A43* 34 .62** .08 .03 -12
RTs 5.HmPoz -38*  -29 .08 -.02 — 83** 47 58**  -26 -19 -39*  -08 19 A7 .03
6.HmNeg .02 -.22 -.05 -.05 65**  — 60**  .65** -18 -11 -.24 -040 .25 19 .23
7.BwPoz -.01 -17 -13 -25 A8**  54%* 61**  -30 -11 -25 -.32 -.09 24 -.03
8.BwNeg .09 -.03 -34* =22 .10 A4x* b1 — -.15 -.26 -17 -13 .16 .29 -.03
Ratings  9.HMCmp A2 .05 -.16 -19 -.03 -.08 -.03 -.22 — .23 .28 45* A1 -.29 -.05
10.HmWarm -.10 .07 A7 .09 A1 -17 -.16 -.24 A8** — A8**  51**  -04 -31 -.02
11.BwComp .31 .23 .06 -13 -.04 -14 .09 -.02 .32 21 — 61** .28 14 .26
12.BwWarm -.01 -.07 -.09 -17 21 .08 .07 -.10 b64** 62**  46**  — 12 -01 0.22
13.GSJT .00 .03 -15 -.10 .02 -13 -.02 -25 40* .16 .18 27 — .25 24
14.HS -21 -.30 =21 -.08 -.03 -21 -.02 -.29 .20 A1 .20 37 A46**  — 53**
15.BS -.33 -31 -.06 -.33 -.02 -.16 .07 -13 40* .33 A7 32 43* 37* —

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
HmPoz: Homemaker-Positive; HmNeg: Homemaker-Negative; BwPoz: Businesswoman-Positive; BwNeg: Businesswoman-Negative blocks. For Ratings,
HmComp: Homemakers’ competence; HmWarm: Homemakers” warmth; BwComp: Businesswomen’s competence; BwWarm: Businesswomen’s warmth

Note: The upper diagonal of the table shows the correlations in the competence condition



5.3 Discussion

The aim of the first study was to investigate the implicit stereotype contents in a non-
comparative measurement context. It was proposed that distracters in non-
comparative context would not produce interfering response tendencies for target
categories. By this way, Superordinate Category GNAT was expected to provide a
direct association measure (Schneider, 2004), which supposedly assess activation of
stereotypes (Brauer et al., 2000). In this sense, findings of the first study was
expected to replicate Wade and Brewer’s (2006) LDT findings, showing that implicit
mixed stereotypes toward homemakers and businesswomen does not emerge in

activation level.

The findings of the first study was quite complex, and did not provide a clear support
for implicit stereotype contents. First of all, it seems that participants RTs were not
shaped by stereotype contents, such that participants did not favor homemakers on
warmth, and businesswomen on competence. However, the interaction of target
groups and target attribute showed that regardless of their valence, warmth related
traits were rapidly recognized when they were presented with homemaker, while
presentation of businesswoman resulted in faster recognition of competence related
traits. The interaction of target group, target attribute and valence qualified this
tendency such that participants disfavored homemakers on competence. Implicit
preference scores supported this finding, showing that participants associated

homemakers with incompetence.

Participants’ sensitivity scores depicted a quite different pattern, showing that
participants implicit stereotypes mainly shaped by the valence of the attribute
category. The interaction of target category and valence indicated that participants
favored businesswomen on both competence and warmth dimensions. This
interaction was qualified with target attributes, showing that businesswomen were
favored on competence, and homemakers were disfavored on warmth dimension.
Implicit preference scores also supported preference of businesswomen on the

competence dimension.
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Participants’ trait ratings provided direct support for SCM, showing that homemakers
were seen as warm but not as competent as businesswomen and businesswomen
were rated as competent but not as warm as homemakers. The correlation among
target groups’ competence and warmth ratings reflected the halo effect. As in many
studies using implicit and explicit measures together, the correlation between
participants’ GNAT performance and their trait ratings were either weak or non-
significant (Devine & Sharp, 2009; Hofmann et al., 2005).

A possible source of the non-significant correlation could be the dissociation
between automatic and controlled processes or between extrapersonal and personal
beliefs (Devine, 1989; Fazio & Olson, 2003). Following Brauer et al. (2000), one
would expect that implicit measures of non-goal dependent automatic activation of
stereotypes would not be correlated with goal dependent explicit ratings. However, it
should be noted that stereotype content scales in the present study were not indirect
measures of prejudice, since, there is no subtle form SCM scales. For that reason,
participants might hide their prejudiced attitudes, especially their negative attitudes

toward homemakers, on explicit ratings.

Participants’ RTs and d prime scores were not significantly correlated. Differing
computational algorithms of RTs and sensitivity scores might be responsible for the
non-significant correlation. Given that RTs were calculated on the speed of
participants’ hits, it would be expected that RTs would be more sensitive to the
facilitative impact of supraliminal presentation of target groups. However, sensitivity
scores would be more sensible for interference of the distracter in the incompatible
blocks, since calculation of d prime was compromised of both hit and false alarm
rates. In this respect, one would speculate that these two scores might correspond to
different processes, especially in non-comparative GNAT.

In general, findings of the first study were in line with Wade and Brewer (2006)
indicating that stereotype contents does not occur in direct association measures and
female university students favor businesswomen over homemakers. In a related vein,

participants’ tendency not to associate businesswoman and negative warmth provide
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partial support for White and Gardner (2009), indicating that HC/LW groups are
associated with positive competence but not with negative warmth. However, this

pattern was not supported for LC/HW groups (i.e. homemaker in this study).

The interaction of target group by target attribute depicted an interesting pattern on
participants’ RTs. Regardless of valence, competence and warmth related traits were
recognized faster when they were presented with businesswoman and homemaker,
respectively. Two possible explanations could be suggested for this pattern. On the
one hand, it could be suggested that the target groups might be associated with
corresponding attributes at the activation level. On the other hand, distracters from
opposite-valence attribute category might provide a comparative context for the
target attribute category. Even though the first suggestion is in line with arguments
regarding to semantic associations (De Houwer et al., 2009); it should be noted that
the traits in this study were clearly evaluative. The second suggestion underlines a
limitation of GNAT, i.e. this task originally developed for measuring implicit
preferences rather than semantic association. For that reason, choosing distracters of
target attributes from a general category (i.e. objects or traits those are unrelated to
target attributes) would dramatically impair GNAT effect (Nosek & Banaji, 2001).
To avoid this possibility, opposite-valence category was preferred in Study 4.

In sum, findings of the first study indicate that in non-comparative context,
competence and warmth dimensions does not emerge in individuals’ implicit
associations. Rather, the valence of the stereotype contents seems to shape implicit
preferences (Wade & Brewer, 2006). However, the first study had many limitations.
First of all, participants reported difficulties in differentiating some pictures of
businesswoman and woman. Furthermore, preliminary analysis and debriefings of
participants indicated that participants related the superordinate category (i.e.
woman) with warmth stereotype. Therefore, the superordinate category might bias
the GNATS by providing a comparative context for the businesswoman category, but
not for the homemaker category. Finally, preliminary analysis conducted separately
on participants’ reactions times in each trial indicated that some of the target traits

did not differentiate businesswoman from homemaker, which might reduce the effect
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size of the target attributes. To overcome these difficulties, these traits were replaced
in following GNAT studies, as shown in Table 1. Additionally, general category,

instead of superordinate category, was used in Study 3.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 2

The aim of the second study was to investigate implicit stereotype contents in a
comparative context. By this way, it was expected that findings of the present study
would replicate IAT findings in Carlsson and Bjorklund (2010), indicating that
implicit mixed stereotype contents occurs in cognitive interference measures. By this

way, the second question of the present dissertation was examined, namely

Q2: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when two target groups are
presented in a comparative context in which a group is
presented as the target and the other group is presented as a

distracter?

In the second study, both the target groups and target attributes were presented in a
comparative context. Thus, target attributes were presented in a within subject
design. In line with the findings of the first study, some pictures of businesswoman
category were modified. Similarly, the competence and warmth related traits were
reorganized. Trait and picture stimuli in Study 2 are presented in Table 1 and
Appendix 2, respectively. Finally, implicit preference scores were calculated for
target groups, such that positive values for sensitivity scores and negative values for
RTs would reflect a preference on competence over warmth (e.g. difference between

RTs in businesswoman-competence and businesswoman-warmth blocks).
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6.1 Method

6.1.1 Participants

Fifty nine female students were recruited from different departments of METU. Two
participants were discarded from the analysis because of their excessive errors.
Remaining participants’ ages ranged between 18 and 23 (M=19.33, SD=.85).
Education level of participants’ parents was quite high. Most fathers were university
(45.6%), or high school graduates (24.60%). The percentage of primary school
graduates was relatively low (12.30%). Similarly, most of the mothers were
university graduates (50.88%), or high school graduates (19.30%). However,
percentage of primary school graduates was relatively high (17.5%). The percentage

of homemaker mothers was also quite high (35.10%).

6.1.2 Instruments and Procedure

All instruments and procedures were identical to Study 1, except for the distracters of
the target group and target attribute in the GNAT sessions, and the response window
in which target and distracter stimuli is presented. In study 2, the distracter of the
target group (e.g. businesswomen) was the opposite group (e.g. homemakers) rather
than the superordinate group (i.e. women). Similarly, the distracter of the target
attribute (e.g. competence) was the opposite attribute (e.g. warmth) rather than the
negative attribute (e.g. incompetence). Thus, the target groups and target attributes
were presented in a comparative context. The design of the GNATS in Study 2 was
presented in Table 2. Finally, the response window was set to 833 ms for the first
two GNATS, and 666 ms for the last two GNATs (Nosek & Banaji, 2001). By this

way, it is aimed to reduce participants’ high hit rates.
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6.2 Results

6.2.1 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ RTs

An ANOVA with repeated factors of target groups (businesswomen and
homemakers) and stereotype contents (competence and warmth) was conducted on
participants’ log-transformed RTs. Means and standard deviations for RTs in each

block were presented in Table 6.

Results of ANOVA revealed a main effect of target attributes, showing that
participants’ categorization performance was faster in warmth related conditions (i.e.
homemaker-warmth and businesswoman-warmth pairs), F(1,56)=4.70, p<.001, #?
=.068. More importantly, an interaction of target groups and target attributes was
significant, F(1,56)=40.80, p<.001, >=.421. Simple comparisons revealed a clear-
cut pattern of mixed stereotypes, showing that participants’ RTs were faster in
homemaker-warmth pair than in homemaker — competence and businesswoman —
warmth pairs, M=542.62, SD=39.20, M=566.70, SD=47.12 and M=560.70,
SD=44.98, respectively; t(56)=5.71, p<.001 and t(56)=-1.97, p<.05, respectively. As
seen in Figure 3, participants’ RTs were faster in businesswoman — competence pair
than in businesswoman — warmth and homemaker — competence pairs, M=546.31,
SD=43.16, M=560.70, SD=44.98 and M=566.70, SD=47.12, respectively; t(56)=-
3.83, p<.001 and t(56)=2.18, p<.05, respectively. Thus, mixed stereotypes of

homemakers and businesswoman occurred in participants response latencies.
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Table 6. Means and standard deviations of participants’ RTs, sensitivity scores
and trait ratings in Study 2

Reaction Times Sensitivity Scores Trait Ratings
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
Homemaker
Competence 566.70 47.12 57 191 .86 57 358 .93 57
Warmth 542.62 39.20 57 2.7 .75 57 471 97 57
Businesswoman
Competence 546.31 43.16 57 2.58 .80 57 5.2 .63 57
Warmth 560.70 44.98 57 1.91 .88 57 334 .89 57
570
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Figure 3. Means of participants’ RTs in Study 2
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One sample t-tests were conducted on implicit preference scores to investigate
whether participants’ RTs reflect a preference for businesswomen on competence
and for homemakers on warmth. Results revealed that preference scores significantly
differed from zero for both businesswoman and homemaker (t(56)=-3.83, p<.001 and
t(56)=5.71, p<.001). Thus, preference scores reflected ANOVA findings, indicating
that businesswomen were associated with competence, while homemakers were

associated with warmth.

6.2.2 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Sensitivity Scores

To investigate participants’ responses in GNAT sessions, participants’ hit and false
alarm rates were transformed to d scores. An ANOVA with repeated factors of target
group (businesswoman and homemaker) and target attributes (competence and
warmth) was conducted on participants’ sensitivity scores. Means and standard

deviations for sensitivity scores in each block were presented in Table 6.

Results of ANOVA showed that only the interaction of target group and target
attribution was significant, F(1,56)=88.17, p<.001, #>=.61. As seen in Figure 4,

simple comparisons revealed that participants’ showed higher sensitivity in the
homemaker-warmth condition (M=2.70, SD=.74) than homemaker-competence
(M=1.91, SD=.86) and businesswoman-warmth (M=1.91, SD=.88) conditions,
t(56)=-7.19, p<.001; t(56)=6.31, p<.001, respectively. Furthermore, participants’
sensitivity ratings were higher in businesswoman-competence condition (M=2.58,
SD=.80) than businesswoman-warmth (M=1.91, SD=.88) and homemaker-
competence (M=1.91, SD=.86) conditions, t(56)=6.42, p<.001 and t(56)=-5.05,
p<.001, respectively. In sum, participants associated homemaker and warmth, and

businesswoman and competence.
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Figure 4. Means of participants’ sensitivity scores in Study 2

One sample t-tests were conducted on implicit preference scores. Results revealed
that preference scores significantly differed from zero for both businesswoman and
homemaker (t(56)=6.42, p<.001 and t(56)=-7.19, p<.001). Thus, preference scores
reflected ANOVA findings, indicating that businesswomen are associated with

competence, while homemakers are associated with warmth.

6.2.3 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Trait Ratings

Participants’ trait ratings were analyzed in an ANOVA with repeated factors of target
groups (businesswomen and homemakers) and stereotype contents (competence and
warmth). Findings revealed a significant main effect of stereotype contents,
F(1,56)=19.75, p<.001, #*=.26, showing that participants’ ratings on competence
dimension was higher than their ratings on warmth dimension, M=4.39, SD=.57 and
M=4.03, SD=.70, respectively. More importantly, the interaction of target group and
stereotype contents was significant, F(1,56)=152.26, p<.001, #°=.73. As seen in

Table 6, participants rated homemakers as warmer (M=4.71, SD=.97) than competent
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(M=3.58, SD=.93), and their warmth ratings was higher for homemakers than
businesswomen (M=3.34, SD=.89), t(56)=-7.51, p<.001, and t(56)=8.47, p<.001,
respectively. Similarly, participants rated businesswomen as more competent
(M=5.20, SD=.63) than warm, and their competence ratings was higher for
businesswomen than homemakers, t(56)=13.24, p<.001 and t(56)=-11.12, p<.001,

respectively.

6.2.4 Relations among Participants’ Implicit and Explicit Stereotype Contents,

and Their Beliefs Regarding to Sexism

Correlations between implicit and explicit measures in Study 2 were presented in
Table 7. As a general pattern, the correlations between implicit and explicit measures
were not significant. A few exceptions emerged for participants’ RTs and sensitivity
scores. The positive correlations among RTs and d prime scores seem to reflect
participants’ effort to perform categorization task better in the given conditions. A
marginally significant negative correlation emerged between the sensitivity scores
for the homemaker-warmth pair and gender specific system justification. This was an
unexpected correlation, since traditional gender roles would be expected to increase
system justification motivation (Jost & Kay 2005). A possible source of negative
correlation could be egalitarian attitudes of career-oriented female students. For these
participants, their heightened performance in homemaker-warmth block might make
them aware of their sexist beliefs and consequently impair their beliefs in gender

system.

Positive correlations among participants’ RTs reflected a performance effect, such
that participants RTs for compatible and incompatible block were highly correlated
for both homemakers and businesswomen. All the correlations among participants’
sensitivity scores were significant (r(57)s>.269, p<.05). Similarly, participants’
sexist beliefs were also significantly and positively correlated with each other
(r(57)s>.348, p<.01). Most interestingly, participants’ competence and warmth
ratings toward each target groups were either moderately correlated (i.e.

homemakers’ competence and warmth, r(57)=.28, p<.05) or they were not
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significantly correlated (i.e. businesswomen’s competence and warmth, r(57)=.06,
p>.05. Considering the cross-target correlations, it was observed that participants’
ratings reflected a compensatory pattern, such that the correlations were significant
only for homemakers’ warmth and businesswomen’s competence (r(57)=.52,
p<.001), and for homemakers’ competence and businesswomen’s warmth (r(57)=.35,

p<.01).
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Table 7. Correlations among participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

RTs 1 HmComp —

2 HmWarm .75*** —

3 BwComp -.23 -.01 —

4 BwWarm -.24 -10  .82*** —
dprimes 5 HmComp .15 13 -28* -21 —

6 HmwWarm .30* .01 -.18 -.04 AT7F* —

7 BwComp  -.09 -.18 .00 14 27%  38** —

8 Bwwarm -.19 -17 31* 39**  27* 32*%  56** —
Ratings 9 HmComp .04 -.07 24 24 -.16 -.01 .05 .06 —

10 HmWarm .28* .23 .04 .05 -11 -.02 -.16 -12 .28* —

11 BwComp  -.02 .02 -.02 .01 .00 -.02 -.03 -.03 .04 52** —

12 BwWarm 22 17 01 -17 -01 .00 -.15 -.05 .35%* 14 .06 —

13 GSJ -.09 .02 .05 -.01 -13 -26% -11 -.19 -.00 .02 -.04 15 —

14 HS -.25 -23 .06 .03 -.06 -.23 -.07 -13 -.16 -.05 -.02 -09  42%* —

15 BS .00 .08 A1 .08 -13 -17 -.10 -.05 .05 .20 .16 .08 .40** .35** —

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

HmPoz: Homemaker-Positive; HmNeg: Homemaker-Negative; BwPoz: Businesswoman-Positive; BwNeg: Businesswoman-Negative blocks. For Ratings,

HmComp: Homemakers’ competence; HmWarm: Homemakers” warmth; BwComp: Businesswomen’s competence; BwWarm: Businesswomen’s warmth



6.3 Discussion

The aim of the Study 2 was to investigate implicit stereotype contents in a
comparative context. Single Category GNATSs were used as a cognitive interference
measure. Thus, it was expected to support findings of the studies using IAT
(Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010) and Modified Stroop Task (White & Gardner, 2009).

The findings of Study 2 were straightforward, showing that homemaker was
associated with warmth, and businesswoman was associated with competence. Thus,
mixed stereotypes emerged in both implicit and explicit measurements. In general,

the correlations among RTs, d scores and trait ratings were not significant.

In their study on application hypothesis, Neuman and Seibt (2001) suggested that
significant correlations between IAT scores and subtle prejudice ratings indicated
that IAT measures implicit stereotype at application level. Even though, non-
significant findings of present study are not compatible with their suggestion, it
should be noted that stereotype ratings were collected with SCM scales in the present
study. For that reason, the purpose of the scales was obvious for participants.
Furthermore, in debriefing section, most of the participants reported that they
correctly guessed the purpose of the GNATs and the scales. In this sense, self-
presentational concerns could be a possible source of the non-significant correlations.
Relatedly, the unexpected negative correlation between sensitivity scores in
homemaker-warmth block and gender system justification scale implies that being
aware of their tendency to associate homemakers with traditional low status roles
impaired egalitarian female participants’ belief in gender system. Although, it was
not a purpose of the present study, the impact of egalitarian attitudes on the relation
with system justification motivation and awareness of extrapersonal beliefs should be

investigated in future studies.

In sum, the findings of the Study 2 indicate that implicit stereotype contents occur in
the comparative context where target groups and target attributes were presented

comparatively. Differing from Study 1, the manipulations in study 2 provided the
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strongest context in which stereotype contents might differ from each other. Thus,
present study provided significant support for SCM’s fundamental dimensions and
mixed stereotypes hypothesis at implicit level. In this sense, findings of Study 2 were
in line with Carlsson and Bjorklund (2010) who observed implicit mixed stereotypes

in IAT performance.

Comparing the findings of the first two studies, it could be argued that context might
have a pivotal role in implicit stereotype contents. However, there were several
limitations related with this comparison. First of all, some stimuli in the GNAT
sessions were changed to increase the effect sizes of the factors in the Study 2.
Secondly, differing from Study 1, the target attributes were presented in a within
subject design in Study 2. Finally, the superordinate category in Study 1 (i.e. women)
might be favoring businesswoman by providing a comparison in terms of
(in)competence and warmth. In Study 3, the target attributes and contexts were
presented in a within-subject design to investigate the effect of the context on
participants’ implicit stereotype contents. Furthermore, generic context, instead of

the superordinate, was used as the non-comparative context for target groups.
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CHAPTER 7

STUDY 3

The main purpose of Study 3 was to replicate the findings of first two studies in a
comparable manner. By doing this, it was also aimed to extend the findings of first
study to attribute-comparative context in General Category GNAT. That is,
competence and warmth was presented as attribute categories in both Single
Category and General Category GNATS. By using a within-subject design in Study
3, it was also possible to replicate the factor analysis approach in Brauer et al. (2000)
to support their hypothesis regarding to activation-application distinction. By this

way, first two questions of the present dissertation were examined, namely

Q2: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when two target groups are
presented in a comparative context in which a group is
presented as the target and the other group is presented as a

distracter?

Q3: Do stereotype contents occur in individuals’
categorization performance when competence and warmth
dimension are presented in a comparative context in which a
dimension is presented as the attribute category and the other

dimension is presented as a distracter?
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7.1 Method

7.1.1 Participants

For the third GNAT study, fifty seven female students were recruited from different
departments of METU. Five participants were discarded from the analysis because of
their excessive numbers of errors. Remaining participants’ ages ranged between 18
and 36 (M=21.34, SD=2.52). Education level of participants’ parents was quite high.
Most fathers were university (36.50%), or high school graduates (30.80%). The
percentage of primary school graduates, however, was relatively low (17.30%).
Similarly, most of the mothers were high school (32.70%), or university graduates
(26.90%). However, percentage of primary school graduates was quite high

(25.00%). The percentage of homemaker mothers was also quite high (55.80%).

7.1.2 Instruments and Procedure

All instruments and procedures were identical to Study 2, except for the distracters of
the target group in the GNAT sessions and the study design. In Study 3, both single
category and generic category was used as the distracters of the target groups in a

within subject design. The study design was presented in Table 2.

Half of the participants completed Single Category GNATS at the beginning, and
then Generic Category GNATSs at the end of the study. For the generic category,
objects semantically unrelated to target groups and target attributes were chosen from
Dictionary of Word Frequency in Written Turkish (G6z, 2003). The pictures of these
objects were used as the distracter stimuli in the generic category. Target and
distracter stimuli for target groups were presented in Appendix 2.
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7.2 Results

7.2.1 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ RTs

An ANOVA with repeated factors of distracter context (single vs. generic), target
groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and target attributes (competence and
warmth) was conducted on participants’ log transformed RTs. Means and standard

deviations for participants’ RTs in each block were presented in Table 8.

ANOVA findings revealed a significant interaction effect of target groups and target
attributes  (F(1,51)=14.25, p<.001, #>=.218). As seen in Figure 5, simple
comparisons showed that participants’ RTs were faster for homemaker — warmth pair
than homemaker — competence pair (M=537.49, SD=26.73, M=549.85, SD=27.64,
respectively;  t(51)=3.18, p<.01). Furthermore, participants  associated
businesswomen with competence more strongly than warmth (M=543.17, SD=30.13,
M=552.64, SD=29.41, respectively; t(51)=2.51, p<.05). In a similar vein,
homemakers were associated with warmth more strongly than businesswomen
(t(51)=-3.66, p<.001). However, participants’ RTs did not significantly differ in
homemaker — competence businesswomen — competence pairings. In sum, regardless
of the context, participants RTs reflected the ambivalent stereotypes toward
homemakers and businesswomen. However, this interaction was qualified by a
marginally significant three way interaction of context, target groups and target
attributes, F(1,51)=3.27, p=.076, #>=.060. Simple comparisons showed that the
interaction of target groups and target attributes described above was seen only in the

single context, but not in the generic context.
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Table 8. Means and standard deviations of participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 3

Reaction Times

Sensitivity Scores

Single Context

Generic Context

Single Context

Generic Context

Trait Ratings

Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
Homemaker
Competence 558.55 47.14 52 541.15 50.74 52 181 .79 52 247 .82 52 3,57 1.01 52
Warmth 542.03 41.76 52 532.95 4048 52 244 72 52 275 .79 52 480 .98 52
Businesswoman
Competence 548.68 42.30 52 537.66 47.54 52 267 .75 52 261 .76 52 497 110 52
Warmth 562.89 50.14 52 542.38 52.34 52 168 .82 52 236 .82 52 336 .95 52
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Figure 5. Means of participants’ RTs in Study 3

One sample t tests were conducted on implicit preference scores (e.g. difference
between RTs in homemaker-competent and homemaker-warmth blocks) gathered
from both single and generic contexts. Results showed that preference scores
significantly differed from zero for homemaker and businesswoman in single context
(t(51)=3.42, p<001 and t(51)=-2.73, p<01), showing that participants favored
homemakers on warmth (M= 16.52, SD= 30.62), and businesswomen on competence
(M= -14.21, SD= 32.63). Preference scores did not significantly differ from zero in
the generic context. Thus, preference scores showed a similar pattern observed in
ANOVA findings.

7.2.2 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Sensitivity Scores
To investigate participants’ sensitivity in GNAT sessions, their hit and false alarm
rates were transformed to d scores. An ANOVA with repeated factors of distracter

context (single vs. generic), target groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and

target attributes (competence and warmth) was conducted on participants’ sensitivity
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scores. Means and standard deviations for participants’ sensitivity scores in each

block were presented in Table 8.

ANOVA findings revealed a main effect of distracter context, F(1,51)=28.31,

p<.001, #%=.36, showing that participants sensitivity scores were higher in the
generic context (M=2.54, SD=.67) than the scores in single context (M=2.15,
SD=.62). The main effect of context was qualified by interaction of distracter context
and target attributes (F(1,51)=4.26, p<.05, n°=.08), showing that participants
sensitivity for competence was higher than for warmth in the single context, but not
in the generic context. The interaction of target group and target attribute was also
significant, F(1,51)=105.91, p<.001, #*=.67. Simple comparisons revealed that
participants showed higher sensitivity in the homemaker-warmth condition (M=2.59,
SD=.67) than homemaker-competence (M=2.14, SD=.61) and businesswoman-
warmth (M=2.02, SD=.73) conditions, t(51)=-6.40, p<.001; t(51)=7.73, p<.001,
respectively. Furthermore, participants’ sensitivity was higher in businesswoman-
competence condition (M=2.64, SD=.64) than businesswoman-warmth and
homemaker-competence conditions, t(51)=8.49, p<.001 and t(51)=-7.75, p<.001,
respectively. In sum, participants associated homemakers with warmth, and

businesswomen with competence.

Most importantly, the interaction of distracter context, target groups and target
attributes was significant, F(1,51)=32.63, p<.001, #°=.39. As seen in Figure 6,
simple comparisons showed that participants’ sensitivity scores simply reflected the
interaction of target groups and target attributes in the single context. In the generic
context, even though sensitivity scores indicated that participants associated
homemakers with warmth and businesswomen with competence, their sensitivity for
homemaker-competence pair did not significantly differ from businesswoman —
competence pair. Similarly, participants’ sensitivity scores for businesswoman —
competence pair were not affected by the context, although their sensitivity for

businesswoman-warmth, homemaker-competence, and homemaker-warmth pairs
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were superior in the single context (t(51)= 6.39, p<.001, t(51)=4.55, p<.001,
t(51)=3.36, p<.001, respectively).
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Figure 6. Means of participants’ sensitivity scores in Study 3

One sample t tests supported the pattern observed in ANOVA, such that participants’
implicit preference scores significantly differed from zero in both generic and single
contexts for businesswomen’s competence (t(52)=2.56, p<.01 and t(52)=9.55,
p<.001, respectively) and for homemakers’ warmth (t(52)=-3.36, p<.001 and t(52)=-
5.92, p<.001, respectively). That is, regardless of the context, businesswomen were

favored on competence, while homemakers were preferred on warmth.
7.2.3 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Trait Ratings
Participants’ trait ratings were analyzed in an ANOVA with repeated factors of target

groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and stereotype contents (competence and

warmth). Only an interaction effect of target groups and stereotype contents was

70



significant. (F(1,61)=105.91, p<.001, »°=.67). As seen in Table 8, simple
comparisons showed that homemakers were rated as warmer (M=4.80, SD=.98) than
competent (M=3.57, SD=1.01; t(51)=-8.99, p<.001), while businesswomen were seen
more competent (M=4.97, SD=1.10) than warm (M=3.36, SD=.95; t(51)=8.78,
p<.001). Homemakers were also rated as warmer but less competent than
businesswomen, t(51)=-8.72, p<.001; t(51)=8.39, p<.001, respectively.

7.2.4 Relations among Participants’ Implicit and Explicit Stereotype Contents,

and Their Beliefs Regarding to Sexism

As seen in Table 9, the general pattern emerged in the first two study was replicated
in participants’ implicit and explicit scores. Correlations between implicit and
explicit measures were not significant. The only exceptions were the significant
negative correlations between the RTs in homemaker — warmth pair and ratings of
businesswomen’s competence (r(52)=-.315, p<.05), and between the RTs in
businesswoman — competence pair and warmth ratings toward homemakers (r(52)=-
276, p<.05). These correlations were significant only in the single context, but not in
the generic context. In the generic context, the only significant correlation between
implicit and explicit scores was the positive correlation between participants’ RTs in
homemaker — competence pair and their warmth ratings toward homemakers
(r(52)=.303, p<.05). All the correlations among participants’ RTs were significant in
both single and generic contexts (r(52)s>.660, p<.01). Similarly, correlations among
participants sensitivity scores were significant in both contexts (r(52)s>.467, p<.01).
Participants stereotype rating were highly correlated with each other, with the
exception of non-significant correlation between warmth ratings toward homemakers
and businesswoman (r(52)=.229, p>.05). Correlations among participants’ sexism
ratings were also significant except the non-significant correlation between GSJ and
BS (r(52)=.095, p>.05).
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Table 9. Correlations among participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

RTs 1 HmComp —  .78%* 80*** .71*** .10 17 22 -12 14 .30* .25 -.02 .04 .28* 11
2 HmWarm .75*** —  79%¥* 73%** 20 23 15 -.06 -.03 .02 .06 -.01 -.05 .05 -.06

3 BwComp .68*** .78*** —  76** .10 12 13 -.20 -.02 14 .05 -.14 A1 27* .06

4 BwWarm .76** .66*** 75%**  — .01 13 .02 -.20 -.02 .00 .06 -12 -.01 19 .07

dprimes 5 HmComp .22 .01 .10 A1 — LTI e4*Fr 61t -18 -.02 .02 -.09 -.09 -15 -.01
6 HmWarm -.04 -.16 -14 -04 49 — .62¥** 55¥F* 16 -.02 .08 -.15 -.07 -13 -.00

7 BwComp .06 -.05 -.03 .00 A7F* 5gF*x  —  50Fr - 06 .08 .06 -.16 .08 -.06 .05

8 BwWarm .16 .04 A1 14 A9F* G2*** BEFAX -.10 -.10 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.08 -.19

Ratings 9 HmComp -.00 -.06 -12 -.07 -.02 -14 -.16 -.23 — S50**  36**  46%* 13 A5 24
10 HmwWarm -.19 -26 -28* -15 -.08 .01 -21 -19  .50** — 69** .23 A41** 50**  45%*
11 BwComp -08 -31* -18 -12 -.00 A1 -.03 -00  .36*%* .69** — 18 .09 38**  40**

12 BwWarm .03 .05 -15 -.09 -.18 -14 -.07 -14  46** .23 18 — .18 .04 -.03

13 GSJ -.08 -.04 -.10 -11 -.10 -.09 -11 -.09 13 A1 .09 18 — .38** .09
14 HS -19 =22 -10  -31* .00 -.06 -.18 -.23 15 50**  38** .04 .38** — A2

15 BS -10 -31*  -.09 -.08 14 .00 .01 -14 24 A5** 40%*  -.03 .09 A2 —

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

HmPoz: Homemaker-Positive; HmNeg: Homemaker-Negative; BwPoz: Businesswoman-Positive; BwNeg: Businesswoman-Negative blocks. For Ratings,

HmComp: Homemakers’ competence; HmWarm: Homemakers’ warmth; BwComp: Businesswomen’s competence; BwWarm: Businesswomen’s warmth

Note: The upper diagonal of the table shows the correlations in the generic context



7.2.5 Supplementary Analysis for Activation — Application Hypothesis

First two studies indicated that measurement context has a significant impact on
implicit mixed stereotypes. However, the source of the context effect was not clear in
these studies. It was assumed that Superordinate Category GNATS in Study 1 and
Single Category GNATSs in Study 2 was different in terms of their corresponding
cognitive processes (i.e. spread of activation and response competition, respectively)
and their level of implicitness (i.e. non-goal dependent activation of stereotypes and
goal-dependent application of stereotypes, respectively). One way to investigate this
assumption is to examine the pattern of the correlations between implicit and explicit
measures (Neuman & Seibt, 2001). However, first two studies failed to support the
expected pattern where correlations between implicit and explicit measures would be
stronger in Single Category GNATS, most probably because of the self-presentation
concerns. Another way to test this assumption was suggested by Brauer et al. (2000).
In their study on activation-application distinction, they conducted factor analyses to
investigate whether implicit measures of activation and application of stereotypes
and explicit stereotype measures comprise a three factorial construct. A similar
approach could be applied to the findings of Study 3, since implicit activation and

application measures were presented in a within-subject design.

Two exploratory factor analyses with oblique (promax) rotation were conducted on
participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores. The first analysis on RTs showed that three
factors with eigenvalues larger than one explained 66.42% of total variance.
Loadings of variables on factors after rotation and percentages of variance explained
were presented in Table 10. Participants’ RTs in the Generic Category GNATS
loaded highly on the first factor. The second factor was comprised of RTs in the
Single Category GNATS. Participants’ explicit ratings loaded on the third factor,
except the ratings toward businesswomen’s warmth. Factor analysis on participants’
sensitivity scores revealed a similar pattern. Three factors with eigenvalues larger
than one explained 57.38% of total variance. As shown in Table 11, sensitivity
scores in Generic Category GNATS loaded in the first factor. The only exception was

observed for businesswoman-warmth pairing, such that sensitivity scores for this
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block were also loaded on the second factor. The second factor was represented by
sensitivity scores gathered from Single Category GNATSs. Finally, participants’
explicit ratings loaded on the third factor, except the ratings toward businesswomen’s
warmth. In sum, factor structures of the present study were in line with Brauer et al.
(2000), indicating that implicit measures aimed to assess implicit stereotypes at
activation and application constitutes two different components of implicit prejudice.
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Table 10. Factor loadings, eigenvalues and explained variance for exploratory

factor analysis on participants’ RTs in Study 3

Measures Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
BwComp_Generic .92
HmWarm_Generic .89
HmMCmp_Generic .86
BwWarm_Generic .83
BwComp_Single .90
HmWarm_Single .86
HmMCmp_Single .84
BwWarm_Single .83
HmWarm .92
BwComp 73
HmMCmp 57
BwWarm
Eigenvalues 4.33 2.57 1.99
Variance Explained (%) 33.81 19.25 13.36
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Table 11. Factor loadings, eigenvalues and explained variance for explanatory

factor analysis on participants’ sensitivity scores in Study 3

Measures Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
HmMCmp_Generic .98
HmWarm_Generic 81
BwComp_Generic .61
BwWarm_Generic 44 43
HmMCmp_Single .84
HmWarm_Single .69
BwComp_Single .68
BwWarm_Single .61
HmWarm .96
BwComp 12
HmMCmp .53
BwWarm
Eigenvalues 4.68 2.23 1.16
Variance Explained (%6) 17.04 33.89 6.45
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7.3 Discussion

The aim of the Study 3 was to replicate the context effect observed in first two
studies and to support activation-application distinction in a within-subject design.
Furthermore, it was also aimed to extend the findings of Superordinate Category
GNATSs in Study 1 to attribute comparative context in General Category GNAT.

Findings of Study 3 were straightforward, showing that context has a considerable
impact on participants’ GNAT performance. However, the direction of the context
effect has changed in two different scoring paradigms. While participants’ RTs
showed that mixed stereotypes occurred only when homemakers and businesswomen
are presented in a comparative manner (i.e. single context), participants’ sensitivity
scores did not confirm this pattern, showing that mixed stereotypes emerged in both
contexts with the exception that the businesswomen were not associated with
competence more strongly than homemakers in the generic context. Furthermore, the
association strength of businesswoman and competence was not affected by context.

All these findings require further consideration.

A possible source of the different patterns emerged in RTs and sensitivity scores
could be the differing scoring algorithms. Considering that RTs were calculated from
participants’ correct Go responses (i.e. hitting the spacebar when the target stimulus
belongs to one of the target categories), it could be seen that RTs do not include
participants’ false alarms and correct rejections. However, d scores depend on
differences of correct categorizations and errors. For that reason, sensitivity scores
were more sensitive to contextual effects on error rates. In fact, the significant main
effect of context on participants’ sensitivity showed that generic context contributed
participants’ categorization performance, most probably by reducing their false alarm
rates and increasing their hit rates. That is, categorization was easier in generic
context. In this case, one could argue that generic context is not strong enough to
depict mixed stereotype contents in participants’ RTs. In fact, Nosek and Banaji
(2001) found that effect sizes were lower in the generic context than simple
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(comparative) context. However, it should be noted that they did find implicit
preference for fruits in both generic and single contexts.

An alternative explanation requires reconsideration of superior sensitivity in general
context. A possible source of this superiority could stem from the fact that a
distracter from general category should not interfere with participants’ sensitivity and
participants would have time to engage in a strategy to increase their hit rates. That
is, in an easier task, participants’ RTs would reflect facilitative impact of
supraliminal presentation of target group on recognition of related attributes.
Sensitivity scores, however, could reflect participants’ strategy to deal with the
distracters from opposite-attribute category (e.g warmth related traits when the target
category was competence). One possible strategy is to use stereotypes regarding to
homemakers’ warmth and businesswomen’s competence. Following from this point,
one would speculate that RTs could be more sensitive to activation of stereotypes,
while sensitivity scores would be a better indicator of application of stereotypic
beliefs. In sum, the present finding of the superior sensitivity in the generic context
could be regarded as a support for the discussion of that comparative Single Category
GNAT is more akin to the cognitive interference measures, while non-comparative

General Category GNAT resembles the direct measures of association..

Two indicators of activation-application were suggested by Neuman and Seibt
(2001), and Brauer et al. (2000), namely (1) significant correlations between explicit
ratings and implicit measures assessing implicit stereotypes at application level, and
(2) three-factor structure of activation, application and explicit ratings. As the first
two studies, Study 3 failed to support expected correlations between explicit ratings
and implicit measures of stereotype application. The only exceptions were observed
in single context were negative correlation between RTs for homemaker-warmth
block and ratings toward businesswomen’s competence, and between RTs for
businesswoman-competence block and ratings toward homemakers’ warmth in
comparative context. These correlations indicated a compensatory pattern, such that
the association of homemaker-warmth was followed by higher competence ratings

for businesswomen and businesswoman-competence association went hand by hand
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with higher warmth ratings for homemakers. A similar pattern was observed in the
generic context, such that the positive correlation between RTs for homemaker-
competence pair and warmth ratings toward homemakers indicated that lack of
association between homemakers and competence was followed by higher warmth
ratings toward homemakers. These findings implied that participants compensated
their higher warmth attributions for homemakers and competence attributions toward
businesswomen by exaggerating their competence and warmth ratings toward target
groups (Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt et al., 2008).Even though, these cross-correlations
were significant, expected correlations between implicit and explicit measures of
competence and warmth were not significant (e.g. performance in homemaker-
competence block was not significantly correlated with competence ratings toward

homemakers.).

A possible source of the non-significant correlations observed in this study could be
self-presentational concerns. Since the main purpose of the present dissertation is to
investigate the mixed stereotypes suggested in SCM, trait ratings were preferred
instead of subtle measures of prejudice toward women. Even though ASI and GSJT
scales could be considered as more subtle measures, it should be noted that these
scales originally developed to measure sexist ideologies (Glick & Fiske, 2001a; Jost
& Kay, 2005). In fact, Brauer et al. (2000) also failed to observe significant

correlations between implicit measures and ASI.

A second way to test activation-application hypothesis is to investigate the factor
structure of the implicit and explicit measures (Brauer et al., 2000). Results of the
explanatory factor analyses conducted on participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores
provided a direct support for activation-application hypothesis, such that
participants’ GNAT performances in general and single contexts loaded in two
different factors. That is, findings of the Study 3 supported construct validity of
application-activation hypothesis. However, it should be noted that non-significant
correlations between explicit ratings and implicit performance in single context

failed to provide support for predictive validity.
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In sum, participants’ implicit associations supported mixed stereotypes contents of
homemakers and businesswoman, at least in the single/comparative context.
However, it should be noted that in both single and generic context of Study 3, the
target attributes were presented in a comparative manner, i.e. distracters of
competence (warmth) was the warmth (competence) related traits. Thus, it is not
clear whether mixed stereotype contents are a byproduct of the comparison on given
attributes. Most importantly, findings of Study 2 and Study 3 do not provide any
answer to the important question of whether associating businesswomen with
competence but not warmth reflects an association between businesswoman and

cold, or vice versa.
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CHAPTER 8

STUDY 4

The main purpose of Study 4 is to investigate implicit stereotype contents in the
context in which target groups, but not target attributes, were presented in a
comparative manner. That is, target groups presented in a single context and target
attributes were presented with distracters on the opposite-valence dimension. By this
way, it was also aimed to investigate whether the association of a target group with a
positive dimension goes hand in hand with the association with negative side of the
other dimension. That is, whether associating homemakers (businesswomen) with
warmth (competence) is followed by associating them with incompetence (cold).
Finally, male participants were also recruited for Study 4, since Wade and Brewer
(2006) found a tendency of male participants to favor homemakers on positive

dimension and disfavor businesswomen on negative dimensions.

8.1 Method

8.1.1 Participants

One hundred and thirteen students (50 female and 55 male) were recruited from
different departments of METU. Eight participants (5 female and 3 male) were
discarded from the analysis because of their excessive number of errors. Remaining
participants’ ages ranged between 19 and 26 (M=21.60, SD=1.40) for females, and
between 19 and 29 (M=22.60, SD=1.82) for males. Education level of participants’
parents was quite high for both gender groups. Most fathers of females and males
were graduated from university (48.00% and 47.30%, respectively), or high school
graduates (24.00% and 32.70%, respectively). The percentage of primary school

graduates, however, was relatively low (14.00% for females and 9.1% for males).
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Similarly, most of the mothers were university (38.00% for females and 41.80% for
males), or high school graduates (24.00% for females and 32.70% for males).
However, percentage of primary school graduates was quite high (30.00% for
females and 20.00% for males). The percentage of homemaker mothers was also
quite high (56.00% for females and 43.60% for males).

8.1.2 Instruments and Procedure

All instruments and procedures were identical to Study 3, except for the distracters of
target attribute in the Single Category GNAT sessions and the traits in the stereotype
content scales. As seen in Table 2, only the single category was used as the distracter
of target groups in study 4. Differing from the Study 3, the valence of the target
attribute was also manipulated; such that participants required categorizing
competence, incompetence, warmth and cold related traits as in the first study.

SCM scales were also modified to correspond to the negative traits in the GNAT
sessions. Thus, participants rated the target groups on traits related to competent (i.e.
Kararli, Basarili, Yetkin), incompetent (i.e. Hantal, Yetersiz, Acemi), warm (i.e.
Sevecen, Samimi, Icten), and cold (Fesat, Kavgaci, Bencil). Negative traits were
reverse coded. Reliabilities of the subscales were acceptable (for homemakers’
competence and warmth o=.75 and 0=.76, respectively; for businesswomen’s

competence and warmth a=.77 and 0=.75, respectively).

8.2 Results

8.2.1 Stereotype contents in participants’ RTs

A mixed ANOVA with repeated factors of target groups (businesswoman vs
homemaker), target attributes (competence vs. warmth), valence of target attributes
(positive vs negative) and a between subject factor of gender (male vs female) was
conducted on participants log-transformed RTs. Means and standard deviations for

participants’ RTs in each block are seen in Table 12
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Findings revealed a main effect of valence (F(1,103)=11.63, p<.001, »°=.101),
showing that participants responded faster in the positive attribute conditions
(M=538.93, SD=22.87) than negative attribute conditions (M=543.14, SD=22.49).
Interaction effect of target groups and valence was also significant (F(1,103)=11.87,
p<.001, #?=.103), showing that homemakers (M=538.93, SD=25.89) were
associated with negative attributes more strongly than businesswomen (M=547.35,
SD=24.43; 1(104)=-3.42, p<.001). Similarly, the association of businesswoman and
positive attributes (M=537.36, SD=25.50) was stronger than negative attributes
(M=547.35, SD=24.43; t(104)=-4.71, p<.001). That is, participants did not associate
businesswomen with negative attributes and they did not show such preference for

homemakers. However, this effect was qualified by a significant three-way

interaction of target group, target attributes and valence, F(1,103)=26.23, p<.001, 5 °
=.203. As seen in Figure 7, simple comparisons revealed that homemakers were
related with incompetence (M=538.12, SD=38.81) more strongly than competence
(M=545.22, SD=41.74; t(104)=-2.62, p<.01), and businesswomen were associated
with competence (M=534.07, SD=37.43) more strongly than incompetence
(M=552.69, SD=45.03; t(104)=-6.77, p<.01). Similarly, homemakers were associated
with incompetence more strongly than businesswoman (t(104)=-4.52, p<.001), and
association of businesswoman-competence was stronger than association of
homemaker-competence (t(104)=3.58, p<.001, respectively). That is, participants’
RTs reflected a tendency to favor businesswomen and to disfavor homemakers on
competence dimension. On the warmth dimension, however, no significant

difference observed.
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Table 12. Means and standard deviations of participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 4

Reaction Times

Sensitivity Scores

Trait Ratings

Positive Negative Positive Negative
Mean  SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
Homemaker
Competence 545.22 41.74 105 538.13 38.81 105 255 .67 105 293 .67 105 391 .74 105
Warmth 535.77 36.79 105 539.74 40.40 105 295 .64 105 290 .66 52 558 .65 52
Businesswoman
Competence 534.07 37.43 105 552.69 45.03 105 3.04 .64 105 2.63 .76 105 5.01 .64 105
Warmth 540.65 40.20 105 542.00 37.89 105 279 .75 105 297 .70 105 356 .70 105




£55.00 -

550.00 -

545.00 A

O Fositive
540.00

B Megative

£35.00 -

£30.00 -

525.00
Competence  Warmth Competence  Warmth

Homemaker Businesswoman

Figure 7. Means of participants’ RTs in Study 4

Participants implicit preference scores were calculated as RTs in positive blocks
minus RTs in negative blocks (i.e. negative scores represented preference on positive
dimension), and one sample t tests were conducted on these scores. Results revealed
that preference scores for homemakers and businesswomen significantly differed
from zero for the competence related blocks (t(104)=2.26, p<.05 and t(104)=-6.77,
p<.001, respectively), showing that businesswomen were favored on competence
dimension while homemakers were disfavored on the same dimension. Neither

homemakers nor businesswomen were favored on the warmth dimension.
8.2.2 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Sensitivity Scores
A mixed ANOVA with repeated factors of target group (businesswoman vs.

homemaker), target attributes (competence vs. warmth), valence of target attribute

(positive vs. negative) and a between-subject factor of gender (male vs female) was
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conducted on participants sensitivity scores. Means and standard deviations for
participants’ sensitivity scores in each block are presented in Table 12.

Findings revealed a main effect of target attributes, showing that participants’

categorization performance was better for warmth related attributes (M=2.90,

SD=.55) than competence related ones (M=2.78, SD=.54; F(1,103)=5.93, p<.05, #?
=.05). Interaction of target attribute and gender was also significant (F(1,103)=6.70,
p<.01, 5#°=.06), indicating that female participants’ sensitivity was higher for
warmth related attributes (M=2.99, SD=.58) than competence related ones (M=2.73,
SD=.52; t(49)=-3.34, p<.01). For males, no such difference occurred. Another
significant interaction was between target group and target attribute (F(1,103)=4.38,
p<.05, > =.04). Simple comparisons showed that participants’ sensitivity was better
when homemakers and warmth related attributes were paired (M=2.92, SD=.56) than
when homemaker and competence was paired (M=2.73, SD=.57; t(104)=-2.97,
p<.01). Additionally, participants’ sensitivity scores for competence related attributes
was better when these attributes were paired with businesswoman (M=2.83, SD=.61)
than when they were paired with homemakers (M=2.73, SD=.57; t(104)=-2.04,
p<.05). Interaction of target groups and valence was also significant
(F(1,103)=15.85, p<.001, 5 =.133), showing that participants’ sensitivity scores for
homemaker — negative attribute pairings (M=2.91, SD=.55) were higher than
homemaker — positive attribute pairings (M=2.75, SD=.50) and businesswoman —
negative attribute pairings (M=2.80, SD=.60; t(104)=-3.44, p<.001, t(104)=2.22,
p<.05, respectively). Furthermore, participants’ sensitivity scores for businesswoman
— positive attribute pairings (M=2.92, SD=.59) were higher than businesswoman —
negative attribute pairings and homemaker — positive attribute pairings (t(104)=2.60,
p<.01, t(104)=-3.44, p<.001, respectively). Thus, participants displayed a preference

for businesswoman, but not for homemakers.
Most importantly, the interaction of target group, target attribute and valence was

significant, F(1,103)=56.32, p<.001, #°=.35. As seen in Figure 8, simple

comparisons indicated that mixed stereotypes occurred for businesswomen at
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implicit level, such that sensitivity scores for businesswoman-competence pairing
(M=3.04, SD=.64) were higher than businesswoman-incompetence (M=2.63,
SD=.76), businesswoman-warmth (M=2.79, SD=.75), and homemaker-competence
(M=2.54, SD=.66; t(104)=6.04, p<.001, t(104)=3.31, p<.001, and t(104)=7.25,
p<.001, respectively). Mixed stereotypes for homemakers were not supported at the
implicit level. Simple comparisons revealed that sensitivity scores for homemaker-
warmth pair (M=2.95, SD=.64) did not significantly differ from homemakers-cold
(M=2.89, SD=.66; t(104)=.82, p>.05). However, the difference between the
sensitivity scores for homemaker-warmth and homemaker-competence pairs was
significant (t(104)=4.94, p<.001), indicating that homemakers were associated with
warmth more strongly than competence. Homemakers were also associated with
warmth more strongly than businesswoman (t(104)=2.18, p<.05). Finally,
homemakers were related with incompetence more strongly than competence
(t(104)=5.58, p<.001).
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Figure 8. Means of participants’ sensitivity scores in Study 4
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One sample t tests revealed a similar pattern observed in ANOVA, showing that
implicit preferences significantly differed from zero for homemaker-competence,
businesswoman-competence and businesswoman-warmth parings (t(104)=-5.58,
p<.001, t(104)=6.04, p<.00l,and t(104)=-2.84, p<.01, respectively). Results
indicated that businesswomen were favored on competence dimension, but
disfavored on warmth dimension. Homemakers, however, disfavored only on the

competence dimension, but not favored on warmth dimension.

8.2.3 Stereotype Contents in Participants’ Trait Ratings

Participants’ trait ratings were analyzed in a mixed ANOVA with repeated factors of
target groups (businesswoman and homemaker) and stereotype contents (competence
and warmth), and a between subject factor of gender (male vs. female). Means and

standard deviations for participants’ RTs in each block are seen in Table 12.

Findings revealed significant main effects of target attributes and gender
(F(1,103)=59.04, p<.001, 5*=.364, F(1,103)=7.05, p<.01, #*=.064, respectively),
showing that participants competence ratings (M=4.46, SD=.49) were higher than
warmth ratings (M=4.07, SD=.50), and female participants ratings (M=4.38,
SD=.41,) were higher than males (M=4.16, SD=.41). Most importantly, the
interaction of target groups and stereotype contents was significant.
(F(1,103)=264.59, p<.001, #*=.72). Simple comparisons showed that homemakers
were rated as warmer (M=4.58, SD=.65) than competent (M=3.91, SD=74; t(104)=-
8.60, p<.001), while businesswomen were seen more competent (M=5.01, SD=.63)
than warm (M=3.56, SD=.70; t(104)=16.67, p<.001). Homemakers were also rated as
warmer but less competent than businesswomen, t(104)=-11.47, p<.001,
t(104)=11.66, p<.001, respectively.
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8.2.4 Relations among Participants’ Implicit and Explicit Stereotype Contents,
and Their Beliefs Regarding to Sexism

Correlation coefficients were calculated to investigate the relations among
participants’ ratings and GNAT performance. Correlations among study variables
were presented in Table 13. As in the first three studies, participants’ implicit and
explicit scores did not show a specific pattern. Most interestingly, participants GNAT
performance in positive and negative trait pairing were positively correlated,
indicating that association with a positive stereotype content does not reflect a lack of

association with a negative content.
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Table 13. Correlations among participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
RTs 1 HmComp —
2 HmNcomp g6 —
3 HmWarm -.13 -06 —
4 HmCold -.24* -11 78 —
5 BwComp J2x* 72x* -.04 -13 —
6 BwNcomp Jg8F*F 73 267 -35%F  79F*
7 BwWarm -.24* -08 73 78** -08 -33** —
) 8 BwCold -.20* -11  .68**  .68** =12 -29%* 72**  —
d primes 9 HmComp -.01 -12 -.18 -.19 .00 01 -12  -200 —
10 HmNcomp .01 -12 -22%  -24% .02 A6 -.24*  -31**  46%* —
11 HmWarm  -42** -45** 15 24*  -37*F* - 40*%*  33** .20* .16 18 —
12 HmCold -33**  -48** .07 .08 -33** -24* 10 07 .28** 34** 50** —
13 BwComp 13 -01  -21% -20* .05 A3 -19  -24*%  43%%  Bb4** A9 41 —
14 BwNcomp -.04 -.05 -14 -.16 -.08 01 -12 -19* . 57** 39** 10 .26** 51 —
15 BwWarm -.28**%  -33** -.08 -01 -32** -25* -05 -04  40**  42**  AG**  5G**  41** 37 —
16 BwCold - 37**% - 49** -.08 06 -42%* - 42** 04 .02 .39** 37** 46** 56** 39** 39** 63** —
Ratings 17 HmComp -12 -.07 -.06 .00 -.03 -07 -.08 .08 .04 -.10 -.01 -12 .02 .02 -02 -12
18 HmWarm -11 -12 12 19* .06 -03 .25* 19 .07 -03  .20* .09 .02 .06 -04 11
19 BwComp -15  -21* .02 .04 .04 -06 .17 19 10 .19%  32**  20* .16 12 .20 .25*
20 BwWarm -.03 -.08 .03 -.04 -.01 -03 .05 A2 -.03 .09 .04 .07 .08 .08 -04 01
21 GSJ -.25%* -.16 .10 .09 -.15 -16 .06 15 A1 .01 .01 .00 -.05 A7 -01 .06
22 HS -.01 .08 -.05 -.08 .08 02 -15 -.10 .10 -.07 -12 -.18 -.07 .10 -07 -13
23 BS -.14 -.13 11 .07 .01 -12  -01 .02 .09 -.08 .03 15 -12 .10 06 .12
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Table 13 (continued). Correlations among participants’ RTs, d prime scores, and ratings in Study 4

17

18 19 20

21

22

23

RTs

ONOO OIS~ WN -

HmComp
HmNcomp
HmWarm
HmCold
BwComp
BwNcomp
BwWarm
BwCold

a primes

HmComp
HmNcomp
HmWarm
HmCold
BwComp
BwNcomp
BwWarm
BwCold

Ratings

HmComp
HmWarm
BwComp
BwWarm
GSJ

HS

BS

34%*

.02
21*
14
-.03
.01

307 —

09 12 —
22* -07  .20*
-01 -06 -16

A3 -05 -.03

A40**
32**

.36**

*p<.05, ** p<.0L, *** p<.001



8.3 Discussion

The main purpose of the Study 4 was to investigate implicit stereotype contents in an
attribute non-comparative context. Accordingly, the question of whether the
association with a positive dimension was followed by negative attributions on the
other dimension was examined. In other words, it was aimed to investigate whether
implicit mixed stereotype contents occur at the negative side of the competence and
warmth dimensions (White & Gardner, 2009). Furthermore, male participants were
also recruited for Study 4 to replicate findings of Wade and Brewer (2006), showing

that male students favor homemakers while and females favor businesswomen.

Findings of Study 4 provided a significant support for implicit mixed stereotype
contents in participants’ sensitivity scores, but failed to support in their RTs. On the
positive dimensions, participants RTs and sensitivity scores revealed quite different
patterns. While participants’ response latencies did not support implicit mixed
stereotypes, their d prime scores indicated that homemakers were associated with
warmth and businesswomen were associated with competence. On the negative
dimension, however, participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores were in a similar line,
showing no clear support for mixed stereotype contents, except that homemakers
were associated with incompetence more strongly than businesswomen. More
importantly, homemakers were related with incompetence more strongly than
competence and businesswomen were associated with competence more strongly
than incompetence. That is, lack of the homemaker — competence link was followed
by homemaker incompetence link. A similar pattern for businesswoman — cold link
emerged only in participants’ sensitivity scores, showing that businesswomen were

associated with cold more strongly than warmth.

Implicit preference scores were in line with ANOVA findings, showing that
homemakers were associated with incompetence, while businesswomen were
associated with competence. On the warmth dimension, homemakers’ preference

scores did not differ from zero for both RTs and sensitivity scores. For
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businesswomen’s warmth, however, RTs and d-primes revealed different patterns,
showing that businesswomen were associated with cold on sensitivity scores, but not
on the RTs.

The interaction of target groups, valence and gender was not significant for both RTs
and sensitivity scores. That is, female and male participants did not differ in terms of
the group they favored. In fact, interaction of target groups and valence indicated that
both gender groups favor businesswomen over homemakers. In this sense, findings

of Wade and Brewer (2006) were not supported in the present study.

Findings regarding participants ratings were in line with the first three studies,
showing that participants’ stereotype content ratings reflected LC/HW stereotype for
homemakers and HC/LW stereotype for business woman. Participants’ implicit and

explicit scores were not correlated as in the first three studies.

In sum, implicit mixed stereotype contents seem to emerge on the positive
dimension, especially for the competence dimension. On the negative side of the
competence and warmth dimensions, however, mixed stereotypes were not clear.
Furthermore, participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores indicated that homemakers
were disfavored on competence dimension, and businesswoman-cold link occurred
only in d prime scores. In this sense, findings of Study 4 partially supported White
and Gardner (2009), who found that implicit mixed stereotypes did not occur on
negative competence and warmth. The present study, however, indicated that
businesswomen and homemakers differ in terms of their association with
incompetence, and homemakers were related more strongly with incompetence than

warmth.

One possible inconsistency of these findings could be related to the differing
measurement context used in White and Gardner (2009) and the present study. In
their Modified Stroop Task procedure, White and Gardner (2009) primed only one
group and examined the Stroop effect for positive and negative stereotype contents.
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That is, target groups were presented in a non-comparative manner. In the present
study, however, businesswomen and homemakers were presented in a single context.
Considering that businesswomen’ competence is defined by a relatively objective
criterion, i.e. their status which was explicitly presented as administrative manager in
the present studies, one would expect that presentation of a businesswoman as a
distracter for homemakers could trigger homemaker-incompetence link. For instance,
in the incompatible block of homemaker — competent, presentation of a
businesswoman as a distracter could result in two competing responses, i.e. “Go”
since businesswomen are competent and “No Go” since it is not a homemaker.
Similarly, in the compatible block of homemaker — incompetent, presentation of
businesswoman would trigger same response, i.e. “No Go” since businesswomen are

competent and “No Go” since it is not a homemaker.
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CHAPTER 9

STUDY 5

The aim of the Study 5 was to investigate the comparison and compensation
tendencies. For this purpose, the order of the presentation of businesswomen and
homemakers stereotypes were manipulated, such that participants were not aware
that they were required to rate a second group. By this way, it was aimed to
investigate the comparison effect on participants’ ratings. It was expected that
participants’ second ratings would be affected by first ratings, in such a way that
participants who rated homemakers at first would decrease their warmth ratings
toward businesswomen in order to compensate their lower competence ratings
toward homemakers. However, participants who rated businesswomen at first would
exaggerate their warmth ratings toward homemakers to compensate their relatively
high competence ratings toward businesswomen. Furthermore, it was expected that
participants’ level of BS and HS would moderate this relationships, such that the
relationship between homemakers’ competence and businesswomen’s warmth would
be stronger when participants HS was low, since HS reflects unfavorable attitudes
toward untraditional women. However, the relationship between businesswomen’
competence and homemakers’ warmth would be stronger when participants BS was
high, since BS is a kind of a reward for traditional women. In sum, Study 5 was
aimed to examine the last three questions of present dissertation with the analytic

strategies presented below,

Q4: Do individuals compare the groups presented to them in

terms of competence and/or warmth?
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Strategy 1: The effect of the order of presentation was
analyzed in an ANOVA model. Comparing the stereotypic
ratings toward the target group presented first and second, it
investigated that on which dimension participants compare

businesswomen and homemakers

Q5: Do individuals compensate low-groups’ unprivileged
position on competence dimension by exaggerating their

warmth ratings?

Strategy 2: The correlations between the stereotype contents
of businesswomen and homemakers were examined in a

regression model.

Q6: Do the system justifying ideologies take a role in
compensatory relation between stereotypic evaluations of

high-status and low-status groups?

Strategy 3: In a regression model, moderator role of the
system justification motivation on the compensatory relation
between competence and warmth ratings toward

businesswomen and homemakers was examined.

9.1 Method

9.1.1 Participants and Procedure

Two-hundred and fifty nine participants were recruited from different departments of

Okan University (135 females and 124 males). Participants’ ages were ranged
between 17 and 46 (M=21.11, SD=3.55) for females, and between 18 and 29
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(M=21.65, SD=2.22) for males. Education level of participants’ parents was
relatively high for both gender groups. Most fathers were university (38.50% for
females and 42.70% for males) or high school (30.40% for females and 30.60% for
males) graduates. The percentage of primary school graduates, however, was
relatively low (8.90% for females and 6.5% for males). Similarly, most of the
mothers were university (23.00% for females and 29.80% for males), or high school
graduates (37.00% for females and 34.70% for males). However, percentage of
primary school graduates was quite high (18.50% for females and 19.40% for males).
The percentage of homemaker mothers was high (63.70% for females and 57.30%

for males).

The study was conducted in classroom setting. Participants received 2 credits for
their voluntary participation. After the ratings section, participants were debriefed
and thanked.

To investigate the comparison effect, the order of presentations of homemaker and
businesswomen were manipulated. Participants rated homemakers and
businesswomen on separated booklets and the first booklets were collected before the
second booklet is presented. By this way, participants were not let to change their
ratings in the first booklet. At the beginning of the study, participants were not
informed about the second booklet and they were told that the aim of the study was
investigate the general belief about women in society. By this way, participants were

let to expect that they would rate only one group.

9.1.2 Instruments

Stereotype Contents: Content of the stereotype towards homemakers and
businesswomen were assessed by using 11 adjectives (for competence: confident,
competent, capable, skillful, intelligent, efficient; and for warmth: good natured,
trustworthy, warm, sincere, well intentioned) adapted from Fiske et al. (1999; 2002)

and Aktan and Giiveng (2008). Internal consistencies of the subscales were
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acceptable (0=.81 and a=.83 for competence of homemaker and businesswomen,
respectively, and 0=.87 a=.89 for warmth of homemaker and businesswomen,
respectively). The adjectives were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = certainly not a
characteristic of homemakers / businesswomen, 5 = certainly a characteristic of

homemakers / businesswomen).

ASI: Participants asked to complete ASI as in the GNAT studies. Alpha coefficients
showed that both BS and HS subscales’ reliabilities were acceptable (o= .76 for BS
and o = .82 for BS)

9.2 Results

To test the hypothesis that comparison lies behind the complementary stereotypes, 2
(Gender: Male vs. Female) X 2 (Order: Homemakers / Businesswomen Vvs.
Businesswomen / Homemakers) X 2 (Target Groups: Homemakers vs.
Businesswomen) X 2 (Stereotype Content: Competence vs. Warmth) mixed ANOVA
with repeated measures on the last two factors was conducted. Means and standard

deviations of participants’ ratings were presented in Table 14.

This analysis yielded several main and interaction effects. First, a main effect of the

order of presentation showed that presenting homemakers first decreased participants
overall ratings, F(1,255)= 23.77, p<.001, » ? = .08. However, a main effect of target

groups indicated that homemakers were slightly favored, F(1,255)= 4.21, p<.05, 5 ?
=.02. A main effect of stereotype contents was also observed, such that participants’

overall ratings of competence was higher than their ratings of warmth, F(1,255)=

4.89, p<.05, y * = .02.
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Table 14. Means and standard deviations of participants’ ratings in Study 5

Homemaker Businesswomen
Competence Warmth Competence Warmth
Presentation

Order Gender Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
First Male 3.70 .87 423 1.00 430 1.16 328 .99 63
Homemakers Female 3.44 92 3.80 1.07 458 .95 3.16 1.01 59
Total 357 .90 4.02 1.05 443 1.07 322 1.04 122
First Male 408 .96 477 97 403 .79 3.82 1.00 61
Businesswomen Female 3.95 1.00 470 .96 449 1.02 401 104 76
Total 401 .98 473 .96 429 .95 3.92 1.02 137
Male 3.89 .93 449 1.02 4.17 1.00 3.54 1.03 124
Total Female 3.72 .99 430 1.10 453 .98 3.64 115 135
Total 3.80 .96 439 1.06 435 1.01 3.59 1.09 259

All the two-way interactions in the model, except for the order of the presentation by
gender interaction, were also significant. The gender by target groups interaction

showed that males’ ratings toward businesswomen were lower that females’ and

males favored homemakers more than businesswomen, F(1,255)= 12.55, p<.001, » ?
= .05. The gender by stereotype contents interaction indicated that females’ ratings

of competence for target groups were slightly higher than their warmth ratings,

F(1,255)= 4.41, p<.05, 5 * = .02. The order by target groups interaction showed that
even though presenting businesswomen at first resulted in more favorable ratings
toward both businesswomen and homemakers, participants who first rated

businesswomen increased their positive evaluations toward homemakers, F(1,255)=

7.26, p<.01, 5 * = .03. The interaction of order and stereotype contents indicated that
while presenting homemakers at first exaggerated participants’ competence ratings,

presenting businesswomen at first resulted in higher warmth ratings, F(1,255)=

40.40, p<.001, 7 2= 14, Finally, the interaction of evaluated group and stereotype
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content confirmed the mixed content of the stereotypes toward homemakers and
businesswomen, such that while homemakers were rated as warmer than competent,

businesswomen were evaluated as more competent than warm, F(1,255)= 209.47,

p<.001, 5 * = .45.

Most importantly, the three-way interaction of order by target groups by stereotype

contents was significant, F(1,255)= 9.69, p=.001, 5 2= 04. As seen in Figure 9,
simple comparisons showed that being presented at the second order increased
competence and warmth ratings toward homemakers but decreased warmth ratings
toward businesswomen. However, businesswomen’s competence was not affected by

the order of presentation.
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2,5 4
M First Homemakers

15 M First Businesswomen

0,5 -

Competence  Warmth Competence  Warmth

Homemakers Businesswomen

Figure 9. Means of participants ratings in Study 5
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To investigate the compensation effect and its relation with sexist beliefs, four

moderated regression analyses were conducted, in which participants’ first ratings

were introduced as predictors, their second ratings as criterion variables and their

sexist beliefs as moderators.

Following Aiken and West (1991), participants’

competence and warmth ratings, and benevolent and hostile sexism scores were

centered. These variables introduced in the first step and their two way interaction

terms in the second. Standardized A coefficients and AR?s were presented in Table

15.

Table 15. The interplay between participants’ first ratings and their sexist belief

on their second ratings in Study 5

Homemakers Businesswomen
Competence Warmth Competence Warmth
B AR? B AR? B AR? B AR?
Step 1
Businesswomen
(Homemakers)
Competence 10 A7Fr* .07 A5** 06 .07° 26% | 18***
Warmth 26** 25** .16 15
BS 147 .08 16 A7*
HS A7* 22%* -12 -17°
Step 2
Businesswomen
(Homemakers)
Competence X BS .01 07* 14" .05' 08 .04 .02 .08
Competence X HS  -.06 -.02 -11 .02
Warmth X BS 13 .04 A2 24*
Warmth X HS -.22%* -7 -.03 -.24"
R’Total=.24 R°Total=.20 R°Total=11  R°Total=.26

"p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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The results related to the participants’ ratings, who evaluated businesswomen at first,
showed that homemakers’ competence was significantly predicted by
businesswomen’s warmth (8 = .26, p<.01) and HS (# = .17, p<.05) in the first step
(R>= .17, F (4, 134)= 6.70, p< .001). Contribution of the second step was also
significant (AR’= .07, AF (4, 130)= 3.13, p< .05), showing that the interaction
between businesswomen’s warmth and HS explained a significant incremental
amount of variance in homemakers’ competence (f = -.23, p<.01). To interpret the
interaction, the simple slopes for the relationship between businesswomen’s warmth
and homemakers’ competence were tested at one standard deviation below and above
the mean HS (Aiken & West, 1991). As shown in Figure 10, results revealed that
businesswomen’s warmth significantly predicted homemakers’ competence when
participants’ HS was low (f = .54, p<.001), but not when it was high (f# = .11,
p>.05). The second regression analysis showed that the level of businesswomen’s
warmth (8 = .26, p<.01) and HS (# = .22, p<.01) predicted homemakers’ warmth in
the first step (R’= .12, F (4, 134)= 5.74, p< .001). Contribution of the second step
was marginally significant (AR?= .05, AF (4, 130)= 2.16, p= .08), showing that HS
moderated the relationship between the warmth ratings toward businesswomen and
homemakers (5 = -.17, p=.05). As shown in Figure 11, analysis of the simple slopes
revealed that businesswomen’s warmth predicted homemakers’ warmth when HS
was low (f = .45, p<.001), but not when it was high (6 = .12, p>.05). More
importantly, the interplay between businesswomen’s competence and BS was
marginally significant (4 = .14, p=.09). As seen in Figure 12, businesswomen’s
competence contributed to homemakers’ warmth more strongly when participants’

BS was high (8 = -.07, p=.54) than when it was low (5 = .18, p=.12).

Two hierarchical regressions were conducted on participants’ ratings when
homemakers were presented at first and businesswomen at second. Similar to the
previous regression, ratings toward the first group (i.e. homemakers) were introduced
in the first step as predictors, as well as, the moderators (i.e. HS and BS). In the
second step, two way interaction terms were introduced. Results of the first

regression on businesswomen’s competence revealed that the contribution of the first
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step was marginally significant (R?= .07, F'(4, 121)= 2.40, p=.05), showing that the
contribution of BS was marginally significant on businesswomen’s competence (S =
.16, p=.08). However, the contribution of the second step was not significant. The
regression on businesswomen’s warmth showed that contribution of homemakers’
competence, BS and HS was significant in the first step (8 = .26, p<.05, p = .17,
p<.05, and B = -.17 p=.086, respectively; R*= .18, F (4, 121)= 6.75, p< .001). The
contribution of the second step was also significant (AR?= .08, AF (4, 117)= 3.02, p<
.05), showing that BS and HS moderated the effect of homemakers’ warmth on
businesswomen’s warmth (f = .24 p<.05 and g = -.28, p<.05, respectively). As
shown in Figure 13 and Figure 14, analysis of the simple slopes revealed that
homemakers’ warmth significantly predicted businesswomen’s warmth when BS
was high (8 = .29, p<.05), but not when it was low (f = -.16, p>.05), and HS was
low (# = .31, p<.05), but not when it was high (f = -.18, p>.05). The summary of
the findings of moderated regressions were shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 10. The interaction between businesswomen’s warmth and HS on

homemakers’ competence in Study 5
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9.3 Discussion

The purpose of the Study 5 was to investigate comparison and compensation in
relation with system justifying ideologies, namely benevolent and hostile sexism. By
manipulating the order of presentation, it was aimed to examine comparison and
compensation separately. It was expected that participants would correct their first
ratings toward high status group (i.e. businesswomen) by exaggerating their second
ratings toward low status group (i.e. homemakers). It was also expected that high
ratings toward low status group in the first order would influence ratings toward high
status group in the second order.

The ANOVA findings are quite straightforward showing that participants
compensate their first ratings by adjusting the competence or warmth of the second
group. The general pattern of the two way interactions indicated that (1) females’
favored businesswomen and they exaggerated competence ratings toward both
women groups, (2) participants lowered their ratings in the second session of the
study but they still favored homemakers even when presented later. The findings
related to gender seems to be compatible with Wade and Brewer’s (2006) findings
showing that while males tend to favor traditional women (homemakers), females
favors less traditional women groups. Furthermore, participants seem to compensate
for their favorable ratings toward businesswomen in the first session by exaggerating

their positive attitudes toward homemakers.

The three-way interaction of order, evaluated group and stereotype contents
supported the notion that participants would compensate their first ratings by
increasing their warmth ratings toward homemakers and decreasing their warmth
ratings toward businesswomen in the second session. However, it was not expected
that participants would regulate their competence ratings toward homemakers to

compensate their favorable ratings toward businesswomen’s competence.
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By aim of the analytic strategy applied in the regression analysis, it was possible to
investigate comparison and compensation separately. Regression on ratings toward
homemakers’ competence and warmth at the second order revealed a tendency that
participants compared homemakers and businesswomen in terms of warmth, and
they contrasted two groups by exaggerating warmth ratings toward homemakers, but
not improving their competence ratings toward businesswomen. That is, participants
seem to have contrasted homemakers and businesswomen on warmth dimension
when they rated businesswomen first. In this sense, participants seem to use their
warmth ratings toward businesswomen at the first order as an anchor for their
warmth ratings toward homemakers at the second order, especially when their HS
was low. However, participants’ later competence ratings toward businesswomen
were not related their earlier competence ratings for homemakers. It seems that
businesswomen’s competence is not bound to homemakers’ competence.
Furthermore, participants’ warmth ratings toward homemakers at the first order
increased their warmth ratings toward businesswomen, when BS was high or HS was
low. In sum, findings indicated that participants used their warmth for the first group
as an anchor for the second group. However, this pattern was not observed for
competence ratings.

Following Yzerbyt et al. (2008), cross-correlations between both groups’ competence
and warmth were examined in the regression models to uncover the compensation
tendency. Findings revealed that earlier warmth ratings of businesswomen improved
later competence ratings of homemakers, especially when their HS was low. Most
importantly their competence ratings toward businesswomen at the first order
improved their warmth ratings toward homemakers, especially when their BS was
high. Finally, competence ratings toward homemakers at the first order improved

warmth ratings toward businesswomen.

In sum, relations between participants’ first and second ratings indicate that they
used their first ratings as an anchor for their second ratings. The only exception was

observed for businesswomen’s competence. Regression findings indicated that
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neither homemakers’ competence nor warmth was a criterion for businesswomen’s
competence. Coupling with ANOVA results, this pattern indicated that
businesswomen’s higher status might be seen as a more objective criterion for their
competence (Ellemers, Baretto, & Spears, 1999). The compensatory relations
between competence and warmth ratings toward both groups indicated that
participants tended to balance their evaluation, especially when they have favorable
attitudes toward women (i.e. higher BS and lower HS). More importantly, the
interplay between businesswomen’s competence and BS on homemakers’ warmth
was in line with Jost and Kay (2005), showing that only BS, but not HS, is related
with system justification motivation. That is, participants with higher BS actively
engaged in compensating their higher competence ratings for businesswomen by

exaggerating their warmth ratings toward homemakers.
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CHAPTER 10

STUDY 6

The aim of Study 6 was to show that the order of presentation effect stems from
limiting participants’ comparison and compensation in their first ratings. To support
this notion, this time, participants were informed about the both groups which they
would be required to rate. It was expected that since participants could compare both
groups before their ratings, their ratings would not be influenced by the order of

presentation of homemakers and businesswomen.

10.1 Method

10.1.1 Participants and Procedure

One hundred and sixty six participants were recruited from different departments of
Okan University (103 females and 63 males) and they received 2 credits for their
voluntary participation. Participants’ ages ranged between 18 and 25 (M=21.28,
SD=1.55) for females, and between 19 and 34 (M=22.41, SD=2.48) for males.
Education level of participants’ parents was relatively high for both gender groups.
Most fathers of females and males graduated from university (44.70% and 33.30%,
respectively), or high school (28.20% and 34.90%, respectively). The percentage of
primary school graduates, however, was relatively low (13.60% for females and
6.3% for males). Similarly, most of the mothers were university (28.20% for females
and 14.30% for males), or high school graduates (35.90% for females and 34.90%

for males). However, percentage of primary school graduates was quite high
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(23.30% for females and 17.50% for males). The percentage of homemaker mothers
was high (55.30% for females and 71.40% for males)

The procedure was similar to Study 5, with the exception that participants were
informed about both groups which they would be required to rate. To ensure they
were aware of the target groups, participants were asked to write short essays about
their impressions of homemakers and businesswomen. The questions were simple
and aimed not to lead participants to compare target groups, especially in terms of
their competence and warmth (i.e. “What do you think of homemakers

(businesswomen)? Please write your impressions in two or three sentences”).
10.1.2 Instruments

The same instruments in Study 5 were used to assess contents of stereotypes toward

homemakers and businesswomen, and participants’ level of BS and HS.
10.2 Results

In order to show that the order effect stems from limiting the comparison process, 2
(Gender: Male vs. Female) X 2 (Order: Homemaker/Businesswoman Vs.
Businesswoman/ Homemaker) X 2 (Evaluated Groups: Homemaker vs.
Businesswoman) X 2 (Stereotype Content: Competence vs. Warmth) mixed ANOVA
with repeated measures on the last two factors conducted. Means and standard

deviations of participants’ ratings were presented in Table 16.

Results showed that a main effect of gender indicating that females’ ratings were

higher than males’ ratings, F(1,162)= 6.70, p=.01, ?= .04. The main effects of
evaluated groups and stereotype contents were again significant, such that ratings

toward homemakers were slightly higher than ratings toward businesswomen and
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participants competence ratings were higher than warmth ratings, F(1,162)= 3.99,

p<.05, » = .02 and F(1,162)= 9.72, p=.002, 5 = .06, respectively.

Table 16 Means and standard deviations of participants’ ratings in Study 6

Homemaker Businesswomen
Competence Warmth Competence Warmth
Presentation
Order Gender Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

First Male 3.94 .87 435 1.08 413 .95 3.47 103 37
Homemakers Female 3.73 .71 4.47 a7 469 .67 34 87 58
Total 381 .78 442 .90 447 .83 343 93 95

First Male 353 .77 425 .86 4 81 357 83 26
Businesswomen Female 398 .78 4.54 .92 482 .76 361 1.06 45
Total 3.82 .80 4.43 .90 4.52 .87 3.59 97 71

Male 3.77 .85 431 .99 408 .89 351 95 63

Total Female 384 .75 45 .83 475 .71 349 .96 103
Total 3.82 .78 443 .90 449 85 35 .95 166

The two-way interaction of gender and stereotype contents was again significant and

showed that females competence ratings were higher than males’ ones, F(1,162)=

10.63, p<.001, 7 ®= 06. The evaluated groups X stereotype contents was also
significant and it confirmed the mixed contents of stereotypes toward homemakers
and businesswomen, such that while homemakers were rated as warmer than

competent, businesswomen were evaluated as more competent than warm, F(1,162)=

208.01, p<.001, 7 *= 56. These two-way interactions were qualified by a significant
three-way interaction of gender X evaluated groups X stereotype contents, F(1,162)=
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14.17, p<.001, 7 *= 08. Simple comparisons showed that females’ competence
ratings toward businesswomen were higher than males’ ratings. However, neither the

main effect of presentation order nor its interactions were significant.

To investigate the compensation effect and its relation with sexist beliefs, four
hierarchical regressions were conducted. The logic was similar to Study 5, with the
exception that participants’ earlier and later ratings were not separated, since the
order of presentation was not significant. In the first two regressions, the centered
ratings toward businesswomen were introduced as predictors in the first step, and the
moderators were the centered BS and HS ratings. In the second step, their two way
interaction terms were introduced. As seen in Table 17, results of the first regression
revealed that businesswomen’s warmth significantly predicted homemakers’
competence in the first step (6 = .17, p<.05) and contribution of businesswomen’s
competence was marginally significant (8 = .15, p=.06; R?= .07, F (4, 165)=3.22, p<
.05). The second step was also significant (AR?= .08, AF (4, 161)= 3.82, p< .01),
showing that BS and HS moderated the contribution businesswomen’s warmth on
homemakers’ competence (f = .19, p<.05 and g = -.23, p<.05, respectively), and the
interplay between businesswomen’s competence and HS was marginally significant
(6 = -.17, p=.07). As seen in Figure 16, analysis of the simple slopes showed that
businesswomen’s warmth predicted homemakers’ competence when BS was high (f
= .10, p<.01), but not when it was low (# = .02, p>.05). The interaction between HS
and businesswomen’s warmth revealed a reversed pattern. As seen in Figure 17, that
businesswomen’s warmth predicted homemakers’ competence when HS was low (f
= .40, p<.001), but not when it was high (# = -.02, p>.05). As seen in Figure 18, the
interplay between HS and businesswomen’s competence indicated that
businesswomen’s competence predicted homemakers’ competence when HS was
low (5 = .34, p<.01), but not when it was high (# = -.00, p>.001). The regression on
homemakers’ warmth showed that the only significant predictor was
businesswomen’s competence in the first step (# = .28, p<.001; R?= .11, F (4, 165)=
5.32, p<.001), and contribution of the second step was not significant.
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Table 17. The moderating role of sexist beliefs on the compensatory relation

between ratings toward homemakers and businesswomen

Homemakers Businesswomen
Competence Warmth Competence Warmth
B AP B AF B AP B AP
Step 1
Businesswomen
(Homemakers)
Competence A5° 07* .28 1A .04 2% A5 .07*
Warmth A7* A1 29%* A2
BS .01 -.03 147 .08
HS -01 -.03 -.09 -.02
Step 2
Businesswomen
(Homemakers)
Competence X BS .05 .08** .03 .01 A1 .04 .28* .06*
Competence X HS -177 -.09 -23 -.38%*
Warmth X BS 19* .08 -.15 -.18
Warmth X HS -.23* -.04 .07 A7
R°Total=.15 R°Total=.12 R’Total=.16 R°Total=.13

p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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Two hierarchical regressions were conducted on the ratings of businesswomen, in
which the centered ratings toward homemakers were the predictors. Results of the
first regression on businesswomen’s competence showed that homemakers warmth
significantly predicted businesswomen’s competence in the first step (6 = .29,
p<.01), and contribution of BS was marginally significant (5 = .14, p=.09; R?= .12, F
(4, 165)= 5.54, p< .001). However, the second step was not significant. The second
regression revealed that none of the predictors and mediators significantly predicted
businesswomen’s warmth in the first step, even though the contribution of the first
step was significant (R?= .07, F (4, 165)= 2.94, p< .05). However, the second step
contributed significantly to the regression model (AR*= .06, AF (4, 161)= 2.70, p<
.05), showing that BS and HS moderated the relationship between homemakers’
competence and businesswomen’s warmth (f = .28, p<.05 and g = -.38, p<.01,
respectively). As seen in Figure 19, analysis of the simple slopes revealed that
homemakers’ competence predicted businesswomen’s warmth when BS was high (f
= .36, p<.01), but not when it was low (8 = -.16, p>.05). However, as seen in Figure
20, homemakers’ competence predicted businesswomen’s warmth when HS was low
(8 = .46, p<.001), but not when it was high (8 = -.26, p>.05). The summary of the
moderated regression findings were presented in Figure 21.
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10.3 Discussion

The aim of the Study 6 was to support the notion that unexpected order of
presentation effect observed in SCM studies stems from limiting participants’
comparison and compensation tendencies. To test this hypothesis, participants were
explicitly informed about both of the groups which they would be required to rate.
By this way, order of presentation effect and reciprocal relations among stereotype

contents of homemakers and businesswomen were examined.

Findings showed that when participants were allowed to compare competence and
warmth of two groups, their ratings were not affected by the order of presentation
and reflected compensation tendency. As in Study 5, female university students
favored businesswomen, especially on competence dimension. Regression analyses
indicated that there was a direct compensatory relation between businesswomen’s
competence and homemakers’ warmth. The compensatory relation between
homemakers’ competence and businesswomen’s warmth, however, was moderated
by participants’ level of HS and BS, such the relationship between these ratings was
significant when participants’ level of HS was low or of BS was high. As was also
observed in Study 5, it seems that higher competence ratings toward low status
women group goes hand by hand with higher warmth ratings toward high status
group, only when individuals holds positive attitude toward women. In fact, this

tendency seems to reflect favoritism toward both female groups on both dimensions.
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CHAPTER 11

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The aim of the present dissertation was to investigate cognitive and motivational
underpinnings of mixed stereotype contents. In this purpose, six studies were
conducted to elaborate mixed stereotypes toward homemakers and businesswoman.
In the first four studies, cognitive processes related to implicit mixed stereotypes
were investigated by manipulating the measurement context of GNAT. In the light of
the previous studies on implicit mixed stereotypes, it was hypothesized that HC/LW
and LC/HW stereotypes would emerged in comparative contexts in which response
competition, rather than spread of activation, would shape participants’ implicit
attitudes. Considering the distinction between activation and application of
stereotypes, it was concluded that implicit measures of stereotype application
incorporate comparative contexts. In this sense, implicit mixed stereotypes were

assumed to emerge at application level, but not at activation level.

Last two studies addressed the motivational underpinnings of mixed stereotypes. In
these studies, comparison was related to compensation at explicit level. Accordingly,
it was hypothesized that comparative measurement context at an explicit level would
lead individuals to compensate for the unprivileged position of low status groups (i.e.
LC/HW groups) on competence dimension by exaggerating their warmth ratings.
Furthermore, it was expected that the compensation tendency would be related to
system justifying believes, such that the link between businesswomen’s competence

and homemakers’ warmth would be moderated by BS.

The unexpected order of presentation effect observed in SCM studies was used for

separating comparison and compensation tendencies. In this respect, measurement
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context in Study 5 was manipulated to limit participants’ comparison tendency. By
this way, it was investigated that whether individuals actively engage in correction of

unbalanced dispersion of competence in a system justifying manner.

Findings of the studies provided significant insights about cognitive and motivational
bases of mixed stereotypes. First of all, GNAT studies indicated that measurement
context has a pivotal role in implicit stereotype contents. In this sense, first four
studies reconciled the inconsistent findings of previous studies on implicit mixed
stereotypes (Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010; Wade & Brewer, 2006; White & Gardner,
2009). Secondly, the last two studies on the motivational bases of mixed stereotypes
provided direct support for the notion that, individuals actively engage in
compensation to justify existent status differences (Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay & Jost,
2003).

11. 1 The impact of Context on Implicit Mixed Stereotypes

The findings of the first two studies indicated that implicit mixed stereotypes occur
in comparative measurement context, but not in non-comparative one. In the first
study, both the target groups and target attributes were presented in a non-
comparative context. Findings of this study were in line with Wade and Brewer
(2006) showing that implicit mixed stereotypes did not emerge in a non-comparative
context. Furthermore, participants’ implicit preferences were shaped by the valence
of the target attributes, such that female university students favored their reference
group (i.e. businesswoman) on both dimensions, but especially on the competence
dimension. In the second study, target groups and target attributes were presented in
a comparative context. In the comparative context, participants’” GNAT performance
provided a straightforward support for implicit mixed stereotypes. Findings of the
Study 2 showed that homemaker — warmth link was stronger than both homemaker —
competence and businesswoman — warmth associations. In a similar vein,
businesswoman — competence association was stronger than businesswoman —

warmth and homemaker — competence associations. Thus, participants’ implicit
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stereotypes reflected well-known mixed stereotypes which were also observed in
participants’ explicit trait ratings. In this respect, findings of Study 2 replicated
Carlsson and Bjorklund’s (2010) IAT study.

The following two studies were aimed to probe the context effect. In Study 3,
participants’ implicit stereotype contents were examined in both a comparative (i.e
single context) and a target non-comparative context (i.e. generic context). The
Single Category GNATSs in Study 3 was identical to Study 2. However, General
Category GNATSs were different from the Superordinate Category GNATSs Study 1.
Firstly, the non-comparative context in Study 3 was a generic context rather than a
superordinate context. Secondly, target attributes were presented in a comparative
manner, such that the distracters of the target attributes were the traits on the opposite
dimension, rather than on the opposite valence. Findings of Study 3 showed that
mixed stereotypes for homemakers and businesswomen were evident only in the
comparative context. In the non-comparative context, however, mixed stereotype
hypothesis of SCM was partly supported. While participants RTs showed no mixed
pattern in the generic context, their sensitivity scores indicated that homemakers
were associated with warmth and businesswomen with competence. However,

homemakers were associated with competence as strongly as businesswomen.

In Study 4, target attributes were presented in a non-comparative manner while target
groups were in a comparative context. On the positive attribute dimensions,
participants’ sensitivity scores reflected mixed stereotypes toward businesswomen
and homemakers. On the negative dimensions, however, participants’ RTs and
sensitivity scores revealed different patterns. RTs indicated a direct preference for
businesswomen and derogation for homemakers on competence dimension. Even
though the sensitivity scores supported this pattern, they also revealed derogation for
businesswomen on warmth dimension. Furthermore, homemaker-warmth link was
not observed when negative warmth attributions were considered. In this sense,

findings of Study 4 provided partial support for the findings of Modified Stroop Task
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in White and Gardner (2009), showing that homemakers were not associated with

incompetence and businesswomen were not associated with cold.

Overall findings indicated that mixed stereotypes toward businesswomen and
homemakers occurs in the comparative context in which both target groups and
target attributes were contrasted. It seems that Single Category GNAT in Study 2 and
Study 3 provided the strongest context in which two competing response tendencies
(i.,e. Go and No Go) are primed simultaneously in incompatible blocks. The
superordinate and generic context, however, seems to reflects the weakest context in
which only one response tendency is primed and responses are mainly shaped by
recognition performance (i.e. facilitative effect of activation). In this sense,
incompatible findings of previous studies on implicit mixed stereotypes seem to stem
from the measurement characteristics. Implicit tasks differing in terms of their
measurement contexts would reveal differing patterns for mixed stereotypes at
implicit level (Carlsson & Bjorklund, 2010; Wade & Brewer, 2006; White &
Gardner, 2009).

In addition to provide a sound explanation to the previous incompatible findings, the
GNAT findings of the present dissertation has significant implications. First of all,
measurement characteristics seem to have pivotal role on implicit stereotypes. In this
sense, findings of different implicit measures should not be regarded as equivalent
(Brauer et al., 2000; De Houver, 2003). Findings of the GNAT studies were in line
with this discussion, showing that different implicit context did not simply changed
the magnitude of the observed associations. In fact, context manipulations influenced
the quality of the associations, such that implicit measures revealed univalent
stereotypes in one context, but mixed stereotype in the other context. Secondly,
measurement context of an implicit task could be manipulated to capture implicit
preferences at differing levels of stereotype activation and application. In this sense,
malleability of implicit stereotypes seems questionable, since malleability at one

level does not guarantee flexibility at the other level.
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11.1.1 Measurement context and corresponding cognitive processes

Several cognitive processes were suggested to explain implicit task performance (De
Houwer, 2003; Gawronski et al., 2005). Two well-known models are spread of
activation and response compatibility. The first account suggests that
supraliminal/subliminal priming a category label (i.e. a nod in the associative
memory) would facilitate recognition of related attributes. That is, requiring
participants to categorize pictures of businesswoman (homemaker) and traits
regarding to competence (warmth) would increase their performance, since they have
additive effect on recognition. Similarly, the second account suggests that relative
strengths of two response tendencies would shape individuals performance, such that
when two similar tendencies were reflected on the same channel, they would
contribute the task performance and when two different tendencies assigned to the
same response, individuals’ performance would be impaired. For instance,
presenting homemaker as the distracter of businesswoman would have contrastive
effect on participants’ performance and improve their categorization performance.
Even though the outcome of these processes seems similar, their bound to context is
quite different. Using the sequential priming paradigm, Gawronski et al. (2005)
showed that comparative/contrastive context (i.e. positive-negative priming, instead
of positive-positive priming) contributed task performance in Evaluative Priming
Task.

On the basis of Schneider (2000) and Brauer et al. (2000), the present dissertation
assumed that context manipulation in GNAT would capture these two processes, i.e.
response incompatibility in Single Category GNAT and spread of activation in
Superordinate and General Category GNAT. Furthermore, it was assumed that the
former GNAT would capture stereotype contents at application level and the latter
GNATSs would assess these contents at activation level. The construct validity of this
assumption was provided in Study 3, showing General and Single category GNATS
loaded in two different factors. In line with Brauer et al. (2000), it was concluded

that two different context in these GNATSs corresponds to different cognitive
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processes. The four GNAT studies, however, failed to support predictive validity for
activation-application distinction. Following Neuman and Seibt (2001), it was
expected that the implicit measures assessing stereotypes at application level would
significantly correlated with explicit measures, since these implicit tasks correspond

to goal dependent automatic processes.

Two well-known accounts for non-significant correlations between implicit and
explicit measures are Devine’s (1989) distinction of extrapersonal and personal
beliefs and Fazio’s MODE Model (Cunningham et al., 2001; Fazio & Olson, 2003).
Both models suggest dissociation between implicit and explicit measures, since they
reflect different processes, i.e. automatic and controlled processes, respectively.
These models argue that lack of control on implicit performance would impair
individuals’ motivation to avoid prejudiced evaluations; that is the motivation which
IS much more apparent in explicit evaluations. In this respect, dissociation models
seem similar in terms of their conceptualization of automaticity. The underlying
assumption of these models is that a behavior is either automatic or not. Differing
from these arguments Brauer et al. (2000) applied Bargh’s (1994) distinction of non-
goal-dependent and goal-dependent automaticity to implicit stereotypes. In this
sense, it could be suggested that non-goal dependent automatic activation of
stereotypes resembles the automaticity held in dissociation models. Parallel with this
argument non-significant correlations in Superordinate and Generic Category
GNATSs could be regarded as a support for (1) dissociation approach, and (2) the
notion that non-comparative GNATs are direct association measures assessing
implicit stereotypes at activation level (De Houwer, 2003; Schneider, 2004).
However, it should be noted that participants’ performance in Single Category
GNAT would be expected to be correlated with explicit ratings, since goal-dependent
application of stereotypes would be more sensitive to motivational and contextual
concerns (Bargh, 1994; Neuman & Seibt, 2001). Nevertheless, this expected pattern

was not observed in the present GNAT studies.
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This expectation was not supported in Study 2 and Study 3, most probably because
the aim of the explicit stereotype ratings was quite obvious for the participants. For
that reason, self-presentational concerns might lead the observed discrepancy.
However, it should be noted that there is no subtle form of stereotype content scales.
Furthermore, subtle measures of sexism are not necessarily correlated with implicit
stereotype measures of specific gender groups (Brauer et al., 2000). In future studies,
a better predictive criterion should be used to validate activation-application

distinction for implicit mixed stereotypes.

An interesting finding of the GNAT studies was the discrepancy between
participants’ RTs and sensitivity scores. With the exception of the Single Category
GNATs in Study 2 and Study 3, participants’ sensitivity scores and RTs were not
correlated and they depicted different patterns for mixed stereotypes. This
discrepancy might be artificial, since these scores has different scoring algorithms.
Given that RTs do not take false alarm into account, it could be expected that
sensitivity measures (i.e. score of the difference between hits and false alarms) and
RTs would not be correlated. Considering the response competition hypothesis,
however, it would be expected that participants’ false alarm rates and RTs would
reflect speed-accuracy trade-off in Single Category GNATs. Given that the
distracters in the incompatible blocks of Single Category GNATS in Study 2 would
trigger two competing responses, participants would increase their RTs in order to
decrease their false alarms. In fact, the false alarm rates and RTs were significantly
correlated in Study 2 (for homemaker r(59)= -.30, p<.05, and for businesswoman
r(59)= -.34, p<.01). In terms of the spread of activation hypothesis, however, false
alarm rates and RTs would not be necessarily correlated; since lack of activation in
incompatible blocks would not result in false alarms when sufficient response
window was provided. In line with this expectation, the correlations between false
alarm rates and RTs were not correlated in Study 1 (for homemaker r(65)= .09,
p>.05, and for businesswoman r(65)= .04, p>.05).Thus, it seems that sensitivity
scores and RTs in non-comparative context corresponds to different cognitive

processes. Following from this point, one would speculate that sensitivity scores
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would be more appropriate tool to measure cognitive interference than RTs, and RTs

would be more suitable for facilitation.

In sum, findings of the GNAT studies indicates that Single Category GNAT in
Studies 2 and 3 seem to differ from the Superordinate GNAT in Study 1 in terms of
the corresponding cognitive processes. The only attribute comparative context in
General Category GNAT in Study 3 and only target comparative context in Single
Category GNAT in Study 4 seems to take place between these weakest and strongest
context. In this respect, mixed stereotype contents seem to emerge most robustly in
the target and attribute comparative context, in which presumably application of

stereotypes was measured.

11.1.2 Measurement characteristics or malleability?

The present GNAT findings have also significant implications for the malleability of
implicit stereotypes. Differing from the previous studies showing that context
determines which subtype (e.g. a black lawyer or a black prisoner in Barden et
al.,2004) or which aspect of a stereotype (e.g. Asian or women stereotypes for an
Asian-woman in Macrae et al., 1995; and black or women stereotypes for a black-
woman in Mitchell et al., 2003) would be evident in implicit measures, the present
studies provided a straightforward support for a qualitative shift in stereotypes at the
implicit level. That is, the associations of the very same target group were univalent
in non-comparative context, but ambivalent in the comparative context. Considering
the different cognitive processes embedded in differing implicit tasks, however, one
would question whether context effect in GNAT sections reflects malleability of

implicit stereotypes or simply a measurement error.

Even though this question seems reasonable, its underlying assumption regarding the
notion of “True Prejudice” has significant limitations. First of all, no social group
exits in a vacuum which renders their evaluations keep constant in various situations

(Ellemers & Van Kinppenberg, 1997). In fact, stereotypes toward many groups make
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sense in a given situation or context (Mcgarty, Yzerbyt, & Spears, 2004). For
instance, a homemaker would be seen as talented in a domestic role, but incompetent
in a work-related role. What delimits this variation, however, could be the restriction
of social reality. Once intergroup context was defined by apparent status differences
(Ellemers et al., 1997) or intergroup threat (Stephan et al., 2009), individuals implicit
and explicit stereotypes would reflect these “objective” realities. For instance, the
businesswoman-competence link might reflect such shared beliefs. In fact, in four

GNAT studies this link was much more robust than homemaker-warmth link.

In sum, GNAT studies in the present dissertation provided significant support for
qualitative change in implicit stereotypes. Findings indicated that implicit stereotype
contents toward businesswomen and homemaker were constructed in the given
context, such that homemakers were associated with warmth (in Study 2 and Study
3) and incompetence (in Study 4) when they were compared to businesswomen, and
businesswomen were associated with competence (in all GNAT studies) and cold (in

Study 4) when they contrasted with homemakers.

11.2. Motivational Underpinnings of Mixed Stereotypes

The second part of the dissertation was devoted to the motivational basis of mixed
stereotypes. In line with Judd et al. (2005), it was suggested that comparison and
compensation tendencies would shape mixed stereotypes. In this sense, the impact of
the comparative context in GNAT studies was expected to lead participants to
compare two presented groups in terms of their competence and warmth, and then
compensate apparent differences to provide a balanced evaluation. On the basis of
SJT, it was expected that the compensation tendency would be more apparent in the
relation between high status groups’ competence and low status groups’ warmth (i.e.
businesswomen and homemakers in the present studies) Furthermore, it was
suggested that compensation tendency would be moderated with system justifying

beliefs regarding women.
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In study 5, presentation order of target groups was manipulated, such that
participants were not aware of the second group that they would be required to rate.
The impact of the context manipulation was apparent in evaluations toward
homemakers, such that being presented after businesswomen improved competence
and warmth ratings toward them. For businesswomen, however, being presented at
the second order impaired their warmth ratings, but did not influence their
competence ratings. Regression analyses indicated that neither homemakers’
competence nor their warmth was an anchor for businesswomen’s competence. Most
importantly, cross-correlations between competence and warmth ratings toward
businesswomen and homemakers indicated that participants tended to balance their
evaluations toward these groups. Furthermore, competence ratings toward
businesswomen at the first order predicted higher warmth ratings toward

homemakers when participants’ BS was high.

Findings of Study 6 supported comparison and compensation tendencies, indicating
that when individuals’ comparison tendency was not limited, they balance their

evaluations toward high and low status groups.

11.2.1 Compensation as an Active Strategy in a Given Context

One of the core tenets of SJT is that individuals are motivated to justify existent
status quo (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004; Jost & Hunyady, 2005). Prevalence of
mixed or complementary stereotypes is suggested as a reflection of this motivation
(Fiske et al., 2002). Another reflection, however, is compensatory relation between
competence and warmth dimensions (Judd et al., 2005). Even though there is
growing interest in mixed stereotypes, there is an ambiguity regarding their relation
with system justification motivation. While these ambivalent beliefs were simply
admitted as a consequence of system justification motivation in some studies (Fiske
et al., 2002; Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt et al., 2008), in the other studies it was shown
that system justification motivation is triggered by these beliefs. The only direct

support for strategic use of mixed stereotypes to justify status quo was provided by
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Jost et al. (2005). They showed that individuals actively engage in justifying existing
status differences by increasing stereotypical differentiation (i.e. the difference
between competence and warmth). However, they did not investigate the
compensatory relation between competence and warmth evaluations and the impact

of system justification motivation on this relation.

The present studies on motivational bases on mixed stereotypes fill this gap by
showing that system justification is an active tendency and moderated by system
justifying ideologies. Findings indicated that individuals actively engage in
compensation of low status groups’ unprivileged position on competence by
improving their warmth ratings. However, the opposite pattern was not valid for
warmth evaluations. That is, higher warmth attributions toward low status group
were not followed by higher competence ratings toward high status groups in Study
5. In this sense, compensation seems not to be a context-free tendency. Rather, it

seems to be bound the restrictions of the social reality (Ellemers et al., 1997).

11.3 Limitations

A significant limitation of the GNAT studies was the explicit measurements.
Differing from previous studies on the relationship between implicit and explicit
measures, explicit stereotype contents were measured by using trait ratings. For that
reason, self-presentational concerns inevitably influenced participants’ ratings. Since,
there is no subtle form of stereotype content scales; the predictive validity for
application hypothesis was not supported. In the future researches, a better criterion

should be chosen to relate explicit and implicit stereotype contents.

Another limitation of the GNAT studies was related to non-comparative attribute
context. Since the original GNAT was developed to measure implicit preferences, the
distracters for attribute category are chosen from opposite-valence category. In fact
using general category as distracter for attribute category may impair GNAT effect
significantly (Nosek and Banaji, 2001). For that reason, the opposite-valence
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attribute categories were hold as non-comparative context in the present studies.
However, one would argue that negative attributes could provide a comparative
context for either target groups or target attributes. In the future researches, direct
association measures could be used to deal with this limitation, since most of these

tasks do not require a related distracter for attribute category.

In fact, such a measure would provide balanced support for the activation-application
distinction. Considering that GNAT is eventually a categorization task which mainly
designed to measure cognitive interference, it is not clear whether implicit mixed
stereotypes would occur in a direct association measure in which measurement
context was manipulated to correspond comparative context. Sequential priming
paradigm in which the first and the second priming is contrasted would provide a

direct support for this argument (Gawronski et al., 2005).

One of the most important limitations of Study 5 and Study 6 was that the halo effect
could not be controlled. For that reason, participants competence and warmth ratings
were highly correlated. The halo effect might responsible for the lack of negative
correlation between mixed stereotype contents. A reasonable source of the halo
effect could be related to measurement characteristics of stereotype content scales. In
standard SCM scales competence and warmth is presented as two subscales.
Furthermore, all items in the scales are in positive direction. In the future studies,
halo effect could be avoided by presenting competence and warmth scales separately
and adding negative items in both scales.

In conclusion, the GNAT studies underlined comparison as an important base of
mixed stereotypes. In this sense, incompatible findings of previous studies on
implicit mixed stereotypes seem to stem from differing measurement contexts and
corresponding cognitive processes. The rating studies related comparison to
individuals’ active engagement in compensation. Findings of the present dissertation
indicated that mixed stereotype contents are individuals’ active constructions in a

given context.
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Appendix 1. Stimulus pictures of target and distracter groups in Study 1.

Businesswoman

3y
f &

Homemaker

Superordinate Category (Womz;m;

142




Appendix 2. Stimulus pictures of target and distracter groups in Study 2 and 3.

Businesswoman

143



Appendix 3. Stereotype Content Scales for Businesswomen and Homemakers

Asagida, yonetici pozisyonundaki “Is Kadinlar1” ile ilgili baz1 sifatlar sunulmustur.
Sizce, Is Kadinlar1 bu 6zelliklere ne derece sahiptir? Asagidaki derecelemeyi

kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 - 2 --mmmmmee- K T e 5 - 6
Kesinlikle Is Kadinlarinin Kesinlikle is Kadmlarinin
ozelligi degildir ozelligidir
Kararl 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Insancil 1 /2 |3 |4 |5 |6
Sevecen 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Zeki 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Samimi 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Yetkin 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Becerikli 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Icten 1 12 [3 |4 |5 |6
Yeterli 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Diiriist 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Candan 1 12 |3 |4 |5 |6
Uzman 1 |2 3 4 5 6
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Asagida, herhangi bir iste calismayan “Ev Kadinlarr” ile ilgili sifatlar sunulmustur.
Sizce, Ev Kadinlar1 bu 6zelliklere ne derece sahiptir? Asagidaki derecelemeyi

kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 --m-mmmme- 3 - 4 oo 5 - 6
Kesinlikle Ev Kadinlarinin Kesinlikle Ev Kadinlarinin
ozelligi degildir ozelligidir
Kararli 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Insancil 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Sevecen 1 ]2 3 4 5 6
Zeki 1 2 3 4 5 6
Samimi 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Yetkin 1 2 3 4 5 6
Becerikli 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Icten 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Yeterli 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Diirtist 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Candan 1 |2 3 4 5 6
Uzman 1 |2 3 4 5 6
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Appendix 4. Gender Specific System Justification Scale

Liitfen her bir ifade ile ne derece hemfikir olup olmadiginizi verilen 6lgekteki

sayilardan uygun olani isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

1l 2 - 3 - 4 oo S 6
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Kesinlikle Katiliyorum
1. Genellikle kadinlarla erkekler arasindaki iliskiler adildir. 112(3|4|5]|6
2. Ailelerdeki is boliimii genellikle olmasi gerektigi gibidir. 112(3|4]|5]|6

3. Geleneksel kadin-erkek rollerinin tiimiiyle yeniden

yapilandirilmasi gerekir.

4. Tiirkiye, diinyada kadinlarin yasayabilecegi en iyi iilkelerdendir. |1 |2 |3 |4 |5 | 6

5. Cinsiyet ve cinsiyete dayali is boliimiiyle iliskili politikalarin

¢ogu, toplumun gelismesine yardimer olur.

6. Kadin veya erkek herkes adil bir firsata, zenginlige ve mutluluga

sahiptir.

7. Toplumdaki cinsiyet¢ilik her yil daha da kétiiye gidiyor. 1(2|3|4|5]|6

8. Toplum, kadin ve erkeklerin hak ettiklerini genellikle elde

ettikleri sekilde diizenlenmistir.
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Appendix 5. Tez Fotokopisi Izin Formu

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii I:I
YAZARIN

Soyadi : Aktan

Adi : Timugin

Boliimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI: Compensatory nature of mixed stereotypes: An investigation of underlying
mechanisms 1n the framework of stereotype content model

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gdsterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIiHi:
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Appendix 7. Turkish Summary

OZET

Yakin donemdeki kalipyarg: literatiiriinde kalipyarg: iceriklerine yonelik artan bir
ilgi dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Kalipyarg: igeriklerinin dokiimiiniin yapildigi ge¢mis
caligmalardan farkli olarak, yeni donem c¢alismalarinda s6z konusu inang
sistemlerinin igerigini olusturan temel boyutlarin belirlenmesi yoniinde bir caba
dikkat ¢cekmektedir (Alexander, Brewer, ve Livingston, 2005; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick,
ve Xu, 1999; 2002; Phalet ve Poppe, 1997; Wojciszke, 2005). Bu dogrultuda,
Kalipyarg1 Igerigi Modeli (KIM) toplumdaki cesitli gruplara yonelik kalipyargi
iceriklerinin temel boyutlar1 olan yetkinlik ve sevecenlik lizerinde belirlenebilecegini
belirtmekte, ve boylece kalipyargilarin gerek sosyal-yapisal belirleyicileri, gerekse
bu inang sistemlerinin duyussal ve davranigsal ¢iktilar1 hakkinda biitiinsel bir bakis

acist saglamaktadir (Fiske ve ark., 1999; 2002).

Yiriittiikleri ¢esitli calismalarda Fiske ve ark. (1999; 2002) kalipyarg: igeriklerinin
yetkinlik ve sevecenlik boyutlar1 {izerinde kavramsallastirilabilecegini gdstermistir.
Bununla birlikte, gruplarin statiisiiniin algilanan yetkinligi yordadigini, gruplar
arasindaki yarigmaciligin ise sevecen olarak algilanmama ile iligkili oldugunu
gostermiglerdir. Son olarak, toplumdaki cesitli gruplara yonelik kalipyargilarin
2X2’lik bir diizlemde resmedilebilecegini belirten Fiske ve ark. (2002), yiiksek
yetkin ve yiiksek sevecen (YY/YS) gruplara yonelik olarak hayranlik, yiiksek yetkin
ve diisiik sevecen (YY/DS) olarak algilanan gruplara kiskanglik, diisiik yetkin ve
yiiksek sevecen (DY/YS) goriilen gruplara merhamet ve son olarak diisiik yetkin ve
diisiik sevecen (DY/DS) gruplara ise hor gorme yoniinde duygular beslendigini

gostermislerdir.
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S6z konusu kalipyargt kiimelerinden karisik igerikli olan YY/DS ve DY/YS
kalipyargilarinin, statii agisindan farklilasan gruplara yonelik telafi edici inanglari
resmettigini belirten Fiske ve ark. (2002), bu gibi inanglar1 degistirmek icin yapilan
cabalarin var olan sosyal sisteme bir tehdit olarak algilanacagini belirtmekte, bu
yiizden de karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin degisime direncli olduklarini savunmaktadir
(Jost, Banaji ve Nosek, 2004). Fiske ve ark. (1999; 2002) her ne kadar KiM ile ilgili
onemli bir destek saglamis olsalar da takip eden calismalar kalipyargi igerikleri ile
sosyal-yapisal degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi (Aktan ve Giiveng, 2008; Cuddy ve
ark., 2009; Durante, 2008) ve kalipyargi igeriklerinin karsilik geldigi biligsel siiregler
(Harris ve Fiske, 2007; Wade ve Brewer, 2006; White ve Gardner, 2009) hakkinda
kuramla uyusmayan sonucglar ortaya koymustur. Bu gibi bulgular, kalipyargi
iceriklerinin biligsel yapilardan ¢ok degerlendirmeye dayali boyutlar olduguna dikkat
¢ekmektedir.

Sunulan tez c¢alismasinda karisik igerikli kalipyargilarin altinda yatan biligsel ve
motivasyonel siiregleri incelemek amaclanmistir. Tezin ilk boliimiinde karisik igerikli
kalipyargilarin altinda karsilastirma siirecinin yattig1 Onerilmistir. Bu dogrultuda
yirlitilen dort ¢alismada oOrtilk Ol¢iim baglami1 degisimlenerek karisik igerikli
kalipyargilar incelenmistir. Tez ¢alismasinin ikinci boliimiinde karsilagtirma stireci
telafi etme egilimi ile iliskilendirilmistir. Bu amacgla yapilan iki calismada
katilimcilarin karsilagtirma yapma egilimi sinirlandirilarak telafi etme egilimlerinin
nasil sekillendigi ve sistemi mesrulastiran inanc¢larin (Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik)

s0z konusu egilim tlizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir.

Karisik I¢erikli Kalipyargilarin Bilissel Temelleri

Ortiik 6lgiim tekniklerini kullanarak karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin biligsel
temellerini inceleyen ¢alismalar birbiri ile tutarli olmayan bulgulara ulagmistir. Bu
caligmalardan birinde Wade ve Brewer (2006) Sozciik Karar Gorevini (SKG-Lexical
Decision Task) kullanarak ev ve is kadinlarina yoénelik DY/YS ve YY/DS

kalipyargilarin1 incelemistir. Calisma sonuglari, Ortiik diizeyde yetkinlik ve
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sevecenlik boyutlarmin ayrismadigini gostermistir. Bir diger calismada, White ve
Gardner (2009) Cinsiyeti Belirginlestirme Paradigmasi (Gender Salience Paradigm)
kullanarak katilimcilarindan Stroop Gorevini  yerine getirmeleri istenmistir.
Calismanin sonuglar1 kalipyargi igeriklerinin pozitif yetkinlik ve sevecenlik
boyutlarinda ayristigini, ancak negatif boyutta boyle bir oriintiiniin izlenmedigine
isaret etmistir. Ortiik kalipyarg igeriklerine dogrudan destek saglayan bir ¢alismayi
ise Carlsson ve Bjorklund (2010) vyiiriitmiistiir. Okul Oncesi Ogretmenleri ve
avukatlara yonelik kalipyargilar1 Ortiik Cagrisim Testi (OCT-Implicit Association
Task) ile inceleyen arastirmacilar YY/DS ve DY/YS seklindeki karigik igerikli

kalipyargilar1 gozlemeyi basarmustir.

Bu calismalarda kullanilan ortiik 6l¢tim teknikleri incelendiginde karisik kalipyargi
iceriklerini desteklendigi iki gorevin SKG’dan oOnemli oOlgiide farklilastigi
goriilmektedir. OCT ve Stroop Gorevi gibi gorevlerde hedef grup ya da dzellikler
karsilastirilmali olarak sunulmakta ve verilen uyaranin ortaya cikardigi iki olasi
tepkinin birbirine gore giicli dl¢lilmektedir. SKG’da ise atesleyici uyaranin tanima
performansi iizerindeki kolaylastirict etkisi ol¢iilmektedir (Schneider, 2004). Bu
noktadan hareketle Brauer, Wasel ve Niedenthal (2000) ilk tiirden goérevlerin
kalipyarginin aktivasyonu diizeyinde, ikinci tiirden gorevlerin ise ayn1 kalipyarginin
uygulanma diizeyinde Ol¢lim yaptigin1 belirtmektedir. Aktivasyon diizeyi,
algilayicinin amacindan bagimsiz olarak kalipyargilarin otomatik aktiflesmesi ile
ilgiliyken, uygulama diizeyi kalipyarginin algilayicinin amaci ile iligkili olarak hedef

kisiye uyarlanmasi ile ilgilidir (Bargh, 1994)

Sunulan tez calismasinda Brauer ve ark. (2000) tartigmasi dikkate alinarak oOrtiik
kalipyargt igerikleri incelenmis ve gecmis caligmalardan elde edilen tutarsiz
sonuglarin 6l¢tim baglamu ile iligkili oldugu 6nerilmistir. Bu amagla yiiriitillen dort
calismada Go / No Go Cagrisim Goérevi (Go / No Go Association Task-GNAT)
kullanilarak ol¢lim baglami degisimlenerek ev ve is kadinlarina yonelik ortiik

kalipyargilar incelenmistir. Boylece, tez ¢alismasinin ii¢ sorusuna yanit aranmistir:
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S1: Hedef grup ve ozellikler karsilagtirma igermeyen bir
baglamda sunuldugunda kalipyargi icerikleri bireylerin ortiik

kategorileme performansinda gézlenmekte midir?

S2: Hedef gruplar karsilastirmali bir sekilde sunulduklarinda
kalipyargt  igerikleri  bireylerin  ortik  kategorileme

performansinda gozlenmekte midir?

S3: Hedef Ozellikler karsilastirilmali sekilde sunulduklarinda
kalipyargt  igerikleri  bireylerin = Ortiik  kategorileme

performansinda gézlenmekte midir?

Calisma 1

Birinci ¢alismada, sunulan tez calismasinin ilk sorusuna yanit aranmistir. Bu amagla
yiiriitiilen Ust Kategory GNAT oturumlarina 71 kadin 6grenci katilmigtir. GNAT
oturumlarinda hedef grup olan is ve ev kadiinin ¢eldiricisi olarak {ist kategoriden
(kadin kategorisi) uyaranlar kullamlmustir. Ozellik kategorileri olan yetkinlik ve
sevecenligin ¢eldiricisi olarak ise bu boyutlarin negatif ucundan sifatlar sunulmustur
(yetkin degil ve sevecen degil). Katilimcilardan ayrica ev ve is kadinlarin1 Kalipyargi
Icerikleri Olgegi iizerinden degerlendirmeleri istenmis, ayrica Celisik Duygulu
Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi ile Cinsiyet Sistemini Mesrulastirma Motivasyonu &lgcegini

doldurmalar1 istenmistir.

Katilimeilarin tepki siireleri ve d prime skorlari incelendiginde, genel olarak karisik
icerikli kalipyargilarin belirginlesmedigi goriildii. Katilimeilarin = ortiikk  6lgtim
performansini yonlendiren, onlarin is kadinlarini kayirma ve ev kadinlarini kotiileme
egilimiydi. Ortiik ve agik olglimler arasinda beklendik ydnde korelasyonlar
gozlenmedi. Bu durum, iki farkli 6lgme tekniginin iki farkli siirece karsilik

gelmesiyle ya da agik oOlgtimlerde katilimcilarin olumsuz tutumlarini gizlemeye
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calismasi ile ilgili olabilecegine isaret etti (Brauer ve ark., 2000; Devine ve Sharp,

2009; Fazio ve Olson, 2003).

Acik Olciimlerde ise karisik igerikli kalipyargilarin agik¢a goriildiigii bulundu.
Katilimcilar, ev kadinlarini sevecen, is kadinlarini ise yetkin olarak degerlendirdiler.
Sonug olarak, ilk ¢alismanin bulgular1 Wade ve Brewer (2006) ile paralel bir
yondeydi ve uyaranlarin karsilastirilmali olarak sunulmadigi baglamda ortiik

kalipyargi igeriklerinin gozlenmedigine isaret etti.

Calisma 2

Elli dokuz kadin 6grenci ile yiriitillen Calisma 2’de tez galigmasinin ikinci sorusuna
yanit aramak amaclandi. Birinci ¢alismadan farkli olarak katilimcilarin Tek Kategori
GNAT gorevini tamamlamalar istendi. Tek Kategori GNAT’ta hedef gruplar ve

hedef 6zellikler karsilastirmali bir baglamda sunuldu.

Calismanin sonuglar1 Carlsson ve Bjorklund (2010) ve White ve Gardner (2009) ile
ayni yondeydi. Hedef gruplar ve oOzellikler karsilasgtirmali olarak sunuldugunda
karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin ortiik diizeyde ayristiklart gozlendi. Ancak, ortiik ve
acik Olgiimler arasinda beklenilen korelasyonlar gozlenmedi. Bu durum,
katilimcilarin ev ve is kadinlarina yonelik Ortiik tutumlarimi acik dlglimlere

yansitmadiklart seklinde yorumlandi.

Calisma 3

Elli yedi kadin 6grencinin katildigi {ig¢iincii c¢alismada oOl¢iim baglami etkisini
derinlemesine incelemek i¢in katilimcilardan karsilastirmali baglami iceren (Tek

Kategori GNAT) ve igermeyen (Genel Kategori GNAT) iki GNAT gorevini

tamamlamalar1 istendi.
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Katilimcilarin tepki siireleri incelendiginde karisik igerikli kalipyargilarin ancak Tek
Kategori GNAT’ta gozlendigi bulundu. Bununla birlikte, d prime skorlar1 Genel
Kategori GNAT ta ev kadinlar1 i¢in karisik igerikli kalipyargilarin gozlendigi, ancak
is kadinlarinin yetkinlik boyutunda ev kadinlarindan farklilastirilmadigi bulundu.

Aktivasyon-Uygulama diizeyleri arasindaki ayrimi incelemek igin yiiriitiilen
acimlayici faktor analizi iki tiir GNAT oturumundaki performansin iki farkli faktorde
yiiklendigini gosterdi. Boylece, Brauer ve ark.’nin (2000) ayriminin yapi
gecerliligine yonelik destek saglandi. Ancak, ortiikk ve agik Ol¢iimlerin uygulama
diizeyinde anlamli korelasyonlar gostermemesi s6z konusu ayrimin yordayici

gecerliligi konusunda destek saglamadi.

Calisma 4

Yiiz on ii¢ kadin ve erkek katilimct ile yiiriitiilen dordiincii ¢alismada sunulan tezin
liclincli sorusuna yanit arandi. Boylece, hedef 6zelliklerin karsilagtirilmali olarak
sunulmadig1 Tek Kategori GNAT oturumlarinda ev ve is kadinlarina yonelik ortiik

kalipyargilar incelendi.

Caligmanin  sonuglart genel olarak kalipyarg:r iceriklerinin pozitif boyutta
gozlendiklerine isaret etti. Bununla birlikte, White ve Gardner’dan (2009) farkli
olarak ev kadinlarinin yetkin olmama ve is kadinlarinin da sevecen olmama ile

iligkilendirildikleri gézlendi.

GNAT calismalarinin sonuglari genel olarak Ol¢im baglaminin ortiikk kalipyarg:
ierikleri iizerinde &nemli bir etkisi olduguna isaret etti. Bu acidan, KIM’de 6nerilen
karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin uygulama diizeyinde Ol¢iim yaptig1 belirtilen

gorevlerde gozlendigi sonucuna varildi.
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Karisik I¢erikli Kalipyargilarin Motivasyonel Kokenleri

Karsilastirmali baglamin karisik icerikli kalipyargilar iizerindeki etkisine yonelik
acik ol¢iim diizeyinde de bulgular bulunmaktadir (Aktan ve Giiveng, 2008; Judd ve
ark., 2005; Oldmeadow ve Fiske, 2007). Yapay gruplarla yapilan g¢alismalarda
yetkinlik (sevecenlik) agisindan farklilagtirilan gruplar karsilagtirmali  olarak
sunuldugunda diisiik yetkinlikteki gruba katilimcilarin sevecenlik (yetkinlik)
atfederek telafi etme egilimi gosterdigi belirtilmektedir (Judd ve ark., 2005). Gergek
gruplarla yapilan calismalarda ise goOzlenen sira etkisi bireylerin sevecenlik
degerlendirmesini kullanarak yetkin olarak goériilmeyen grubun bu durumunu telafi
etmeye calistiklarina isaret etmektedir (Aktan ve Giiveng, 2008; Oldmeadow ve
Fiske, 2007).

Telafi etme egiliminin temelinde sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonunun yattigi
belirtilmektedir (Jost ve ark., 2005). Karisik igerikli inanclar {izerinde yapilan
calismalar, bu gibi inanclarin var olan sosyal sistemin daha mesru olarak goriilmesi
ile iligkili olduguna isaret etmektedir (Kay ve Jost, 2003). Bu dogrultuda, Jost ve Kay
(2005) koruyucu cinsiyetciligin sistemi mesrulastirma motivasyonunu arttiran bir

etkisi oldugunu gostermistir.

Karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin sistemi mesrulastirict sekilde kullanilmasi ile ilgili
caligmalar ise oldukg¢a azdir. Bu acidan, bireylerin aktif bir sekilde telafi etme
egilimiyle karisgik icerikli kalipyargilari nasil kullandiklart sorusu yanitsiz
kalmaktadir. Tez g¢alismasinin ikinci boliimiinde bu konu ele alinarak asagidaKki

sorulara yanit aranmistir:

S4: Bireyler, kendilerine sunulan gruplar1 karsilastirma

egiliminde midir?
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S5: Bireyler, diisiik statiilii gruplarin yetkinlik boyutundaki
olumsuz durumlarini onlara sevecenlik atfederek telafi etme

egiliminde midir?

S6: Sistemi mesrulastirict inanglar telafi etme egilimi {izerinde

bir role sahip midir?

Cahisma 5

Ikiyiiz elli dokuz dgrencinin katildig1 besinci calismada ev ve is kadimi gruplarmin
sunum sirast degisimlenerek karsilastirma ve telafi etme egilimleri incelenmistir.
Sunum siras1 degisimlenerek katilimcilarin kendilerine sunulacak olan ikinci grubu

bilmemeleri saglanmistir. Boylece tez ¢aligmasinin son {i¢ sorusuna yanit aranmistir.

Calismanin sonuglar1 ev ve is kadinlarina yonelik karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin
katilimcilarin degerlendirmelerinde gozlendigine isaret etti. Bununla birlikte, ev ve is
kadinlarina yonelik degerlendirmeler incelendiginde, katilimcilarin ikinci sirada
sunulan ev kadinlarina yonelik hem yetkinlik hem de sevecenlik degerlendirmelerini
arttirdiklar1 gézlenmistir. Buna karsin, ev kadinindan sonra sunulan is kadinina
yonelik yetkinlik degerlendirmelerinin degismedigi ancak ikinci siradaki is kadinin
sevecenliginin azaltildig1 gézlenmistir. Bu bulgular katilimcilarin bir karsilastirma ve

telafi etme egilimi gosterdiklerine isaret etmistir.

Telafi etme etkisi ve cinsiyet sistemini mesrulastirict inanglar arasindaki iliskiyi
incelemek i¢in bir dizi regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Bu analizlerde, katilimceilarin ilk
gruba yonelik degerlendirmeleri yordayici degisken, diigmanca ve Kkoruyucu
cinsiyet¢ilik diizeyleri moderator degisken, ve katilimcilarin ikinci siradaki gruba
yonelik degerlendirmeleri ise ¢ikti degiskeni olarak alinmistir. Regresyon analizleri
genel olarak kadinlara yonelik olumlu tutumlarin (diismanca cinsiyetciligin diisiik
olmas1 ve koruyucu cinsiyet¢iligin yiiksek olmasi) ikinci siradaki degerlendirmeleri

arttirma ile iliskili oldugunu gosterdi. Onemli bir bulgu ise ilk sirada is kadinlarina
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yonelik yapilan yetkinlik degerlendirmesinin ikinci sirada sunulan ev kadinina
yonelik sevecenlik degerlendirmesini yordamasi ve bu iliskiyi koruyucu cinsiyet¢igin
modare etmesiydi. S6z konusu bulgu, koruyucu cinsiyet¢ilik gibi sistem
mesrulastirict  inancglara/ideolojilere sahip olan bireylerin diisiik yetkinligi olan

gruplara yiiksek sevecenlik atfederek telafi etme egiliminde olduklarina isaret etti.

Calisma 6

Yiiz atmis altt katilmecmnin katildigi Calisma 6’da sira etkisinin katilimeilarin
karsilagtirma egiliminin sinirlanmasindan kaynaklandigini gostermek amaglanmuistir.
Bu amacla, besinci calismadaki yontem takip edilmis, ancak katilimcilara

degerlendirecekleri iki grup ¢alismaya baslamadan 6nce belirtilmistir.

Calismanin sonuglar1 katilimcilar baslangicta bilgilendirildiklerinde sira etkisinin
kaybolduguna ve yine karisik igerikli kalipyargilarin goézlendigine isaret etti.
Regresyon analizleri ile katilimecilarin degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iliskiler
incelendiginde ise is kadininin yetkiligi ile ev kadininin sevecenligi arasindaki telafi
edici iliskinin yeniden gézlendigi, ancak bu iligkiyi koruyucu cinsiyetgiligin modare

etmedigi bulundu.

Cahismalarin Bashca Katkilari ve Simirhhiklar:

Sunulan tez calismasinda karisik icerikli kalipyargilarin altinda yatan biligsel ve
motivasyonel siiregleri incelemek amaclanmistir. Bu amagla yiiriitillen ilk dort
calismada karsilastirmali 6l¢iim baglaminin kalipyarg: icerikleri ile ilgili oldugu
gosterildi. Boylece, ortiik kalipyargi igeriklerine yonelik olarak literatiirdeki tutarsiz
bulgulara bir agiklama saglandi. Son iki ¢alismada ise karsilastirma ve telafi etme
egilimi iliskilendirildi. Bu ¢aligmalarda sistem mesrulastirici inanglara sahip
bireylerin aktif bir sekilde diisiik statiideki gruplarin yetkinlik agisindan olumsuz
olan durumlarint onlara sevecenlik atfederek telafi etme egiliminde olduklar

bulundu.
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Ortiik kalipyarg: igeriklerini incelemek igin vyiiriitilen GNAT calismalarinda
aktivasyon-uygulama ayrimmin yordayict gegerliligine yonelik bulgular elde
edilemedi. Bu durumun olas1 bir sebebi kalipyargi icerigi Olgeklerinin amacinin
katilimcilar tarafindan kolayca tahmin edilebiliyor olmasiydi. Bu nedenle, gelecek
caligmalarda s6z konusu ayrimin yordayici gegerliliginin incelenmesi igin ortiik ve
acik Ol¢timler arasindaki korelasyondan daha iyi bir kriter belirlenmesi gerekebilir.
Ayrica, GNAT esasinda uygulama diizeyinde kalipyargt igeriklerini 6lgmeyi
amagladigi icin s6z konusu ayrima yonelik iddianin aktivasyon diizeyinde 6lgiim
yapan Ard Arda Atesleme Gorevinde (Sequential Priming Task) dlgiim baglaminin

degisimlenmesi ile test edilmesi Onerilebilir.

Telafi etme egiliminin incelendigi besinci ve altinca ¢alismalarda ortaya ¢ikan
onemli bir smrhlik, katilimcilarin yetkinlik ve sevecenlik degerlendirmelerinin
yiiksek diizeyde olumlu bir korelasyon gdstermesiydi. S6z konusu durum, yetkinlik
ve sevecenlik arasinda beklenebilecek negatif yondeki telafi edici etkinin
gbzlenmesini engellemis olabilir. 1ki alt dlgek arasindaki korelasyonlarm yiiksek
olmasi bu oOlgeklerin Dbirlikte sunulmasi ve negatif madde igermemesinden
kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Gelecek caligmalarda iki alt dlgegin ayr1 ayri verilmesi ve
negatif 6l¢ek maddelerinin eklenmesi, yetkinlik ve sevecenlik arasinda beklenen

negatif korelasyonun gozlenmesini saglayabilir.

Genel olarak bakildiginda ¢alismanin sonuglari, yetkinlik ve sevecenligin bir biligsel
yapidan ziyade birer degerlendirme boyutu oldugu goriisii ile paralel yonde oldugu
goriilmektedir. Katilimeilarin ortiik ve agik kalipyargi icerikleri 6l¢tim baglamina

bagli olarak bu boyutlar iizerinde kurgulaniyor gibi géziikmektedir.
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