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ABSTRACT

ARE WOMEN AND MEN'S ATYPICAL EDUCATIONAL CHOICES PUNISHED?
GENDER SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION, AMBIVALENT SEXISM, AND
PRECARIOUS MANHOOD

Kuzlak, Abdulkadir
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

May 2019, 147 pages

Current dissertation aimed to investigate whether female or male students are
discriminated in university fields when they are gender minority. When a woman or a
man study in an opposite-gender-oriented field, she/he could be regarded as a violator of
prescriptive gender stereotypes and gender status-quo and could be punished. Because
universities are part of gender hierarchy and gender segregation exists at the universities.
It is, also, thought that system justification, ambivalent sexism, and precarious manhood
could moderate the relationship between gender typicality situation of students and
discrimination against them. This dissertation implemented four studies to reach its
goals. The first study (a) found that the most suitable fields for woman and man were
perceived as Early Childhood Education and Civil Engineering, respectively. The second
study (b) revealed that gender minority students are warned by their families during field
selection not to choose desired field but not gender majorities. Two studies were
designed to test discrimination against gender minority students at the university. The
first one (c) revealed that agentic profiles received significantly more scores to represent

iv



the field compared to communal profiles and as the benevolent sexism scores increase,
communal female candidates are evaluated as more suitable for representing the field.
The second one (d) found that agentic profiles are more likely to be accepted to graduate
education compared to communal profiles. Findings mainly suggest that some university
fields are perceived as one-gender-suitable, atypical educational choices are wanted to
be hampered by families, and ambivalent sexism is an important indicator whether there
will be positive discrimination for communal women or not. Results are discussed in

light of sexism, stereotype content model, system justification, and manhood.

Keywords: Discrimination, Prescriptive Stereotypes, System Justification, Ambivalent
Sexism, Precarious Manhood
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KADIN VE ERKEKLERIN ATIPiK EGITIM SECIMLERI CEZALANDIRILIR MI?
CINSIYETCI SISTEMI MESRULASTIRMA, CELISIK DUYGULU
CINSIYETCILIK VE KIRILGAN ERKEKLIK

Kuzlak, Abdulkadir
Doktora, Psikoloji Bolimdi

Tez Yoneticisi : Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu

Mayis 2019, 147 sayfa

Mevcut tez, kadin veya erkek Ogrencilerin azinlik cinsiyet olduklarinda iiniversite
bolumlerinde ayrimcilia ugrayip ugramadiklarini arastirmayr amaglamaktadir. Bir
kadin veya bir erkek karsi cinsin agirlikli oldugu bir bélimde okudugunda, kuralci
cinsiyet kalipyargilarin1 ve cinsiyet stattisuni ihlal eden biri olarak kabul edilebilir ve
cezalandirilabilir. Ciinkii {iniversiteler cinsiyet hiyerarsisinin bir pargasidir ve cinsiyet
ayrimi iniversitede bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, sistemi mesrulastirma, ¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyetcilik ve kirtllgan erkekligin, 6grencilerin cinsiyet tipikligi durumu ile onlara kars1
ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskiyi modere edecegi Ongorulmektedir. Bu tez, amaglarina
ulasmak icin dért ¢alisma uygulamaktadir. Ik ¢alisma (a), kadinlara ve erkeklere en
uygun bélimlerin, sirastyla, Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi ve insaat Miihendisligi olarak
algilandigmni bulmustur. Ikinci calisma (b) cinsiyet azinlik olan &grencilerin, ama
cogunluk cinsiyet olanlarin degil, boliim segerken yakinlar tarafindan ilgili boliimleri
segmemeleri konusunda uyarildifmi gostermistir. Universitede cinsiyet azmlik
ogrencilere yonelik ayrimciligi test etmek igin iki ¢alisma tasarlanmustir. Birincisinde (C)
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komunal profillere oranla eylemli profilerin, bolumi temsil etmede daha fazla puan
aldiklar1 bulunurken korumaci cinsiyetcilik arttikga, komunal kadin adaylarin bélimi
temsil etmek icin daha uygun olarak degerlendirildikleri goriilmiistiir. ikincisi ise (d),
eylemli profillerin, komunal profillere oranla, lisansiistii egitime kabul edilme
ihtimalinin daha yiiksek oldugunu bulmustur. Bulgular, baz1 tiniversite boliimlerinin tek
cinsiyete uygun olarak algilandigini, atipik egitim tercihlerinin 6grencilerin yakinlari
tarafindan engellenmek istendigini ve korumaci cinsiyetciligin komunal kadinlar i¢in
pozitif bir ayrimciligin olup olmayacaginin onemli bir gdstergesi oldugunu
gostermektedir. Sonuclar cinsiyetcilik, kalipyargi igerigi modeli, sistemi mesrulastirma

ve erkekligin 1g18inda tartigilmastir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ayrimcilik, Buyurucu Kalipyargilar, Sistemi Mesrulagtirma,
Celigkili Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik, Kirilgan Erkeklik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Sometimes people might behave us differently compared to the rest of the people in daily
life. A colleague might not say hello to us, a neighbor does not invite us to their new year
party given to the whole neighborhood, a teacher might ignore our attempts of answering
questions in the class, a doctor might make sexual jokes if you are a woman but not if
you are a man, an employer ignores your job application because of your religion, and
young people joke about you if you are elderly. Although these are made up examples,
millions of people face similar kinds of experiences in their daily lives in today’s
societies. Such intentional or unintentional unequal and negative treatments are
discrimination and can be directed to individuals because of their group affiliation such

as gender, age, race, religion, disability, and culture.

Discrimination is a painful experience for the victim (Walker Taylor et al., 2018),
worsens subjective well-being and physical health (Jackson et al., 1996), decreases self-
esteem and self-efficacy (Jackson & Mustillo, 2001), is associated with childhood
depressive symptoms (Simons et al., 2002), increases self-stereotyping when the person
has low self-esteem (Cihangir, Barreto, & Ellemers, 2010), is related to increased
coronary artery disease susceptibility, and body-mass index (Lewis et al., 2006; Troxel,
Matthews, Bromberger, & Sutton-Tyrrell, 2003). Also, society, as a whole, is affected
from discriminative remarks because even the reminding of such inequalities affects the
performance of individuals in various tasks (for a review, see; Kuzlak, 2017). Current
thesis, however, focuses on discrimination toward women and men who violates societal
gender role expectations from them (i.e., gender discrimination) which is defined as any
negative behavior targeted at a person due to his/her gender (Heilman & Manzi, 2016).
1



It is still evident that genders are unequally distributed in specific kinds of domains in
today’s societies and gender discrimination persists. People might dislike a woman who
wants to be a civil engineer or a man who wants to be a primary school teacher. Our
societies are still shaped by gender segregation and this segregation has adverse
consequences for ones who challenge it and for the societies themselves. Also, several
occupations or university fields are thought to be related to a single gender which means
one gender is dominant in them. For example, nurses are expected to be a woman and
engineers are expected to be a man. When someone does not satisfy this expectation,
they might receive motivation-reducing behaviors, attitudes, and remarks in the form of

discrimination.

Discrimination is not only an important problem in society but, a hotly debated topic in
Social Psychology (Berdahl & Min, 2012; Bourguignon, Seron, Yzerbyt, & Herman,
2006; Shnabel, Bar-Anan, Kende, Bareket, & Lazar, 2016). Although great progress is
achieved to diminish it by science and politics, it still persists (Catalyst, 2016; US
Department of Health and Human Services, 2010) and new studies are needed to better

understand the topic.

Women, and sometimes men, are still discriminated due to their gender in various kinds
of domains. Considering their proportion in society, such discrimination affects everyone
and potentially distorts human capital. In that regard, the current dissertation aims to
understand whether women or men receive discriminatory treatment when they study in
university fields that are perceived as stereotypical opposite-gender-oriented. These
students could be called gender-atypical students because they study in fields that are not
perceived as their own gender-oriented (e.g., a woman studying in engineering). Thus,
gender-typical students are ones who study in fields that are perceived as their own

gender-oriented (e.g., a man studying in engineering).



Overall, the dissertation aims; (a) to reveal perceived gender suitability of fields, (b) to
investigate whether atypical and typical students perceive that they are unequally treated
in their field in some way, (c) to find out whether people discriminate atypical students
compared to typical students at the university, and (d) to learn whether system
justification, precarious manhood, and ambivalent sexism moderate the relationship

between gender typicality situation of students and discrimination against them.

In line with these purposes, throughout the introduction, gender segregation, stereotypes,
and discrimination will be elaborated. Then, gender segregation and discrimination
against atypical-genders in an educational context will be discussed. After that, gender
system justification, ambivalent sexism, and precarious manhood, and their role in
discrimination against atypical-genders will be covered. Lastly, the whole introduction

will be outlined.

1.1.  Gender Segregation, Stereotypes, and Discrimination

According to the European Institute for Gender Equality, gender segregation is the
unequal representation of genders in the job market, political and public life, and in
education (EIGE, 2019). In line with this, women and men are unequally represented in
several occupations/positions in society. Women are still underrepresented in high-
status/stereotypical man-oriented positions such as chief executives of companies
(Catalyst, 2016). On the other hand, men are underrepresented in low-status/stereotypical
woman-oriented positions such as nursing (US Department of Health and Human
Services, 2010). The segregation is evident in technology-based occupations too.
Research and development are dominated by males, only the quarter of research and
development employees are female (European Commission, 2015). The segregation of
genders according to occupation is heavily stemmed from gender stereotypes because
stereotypes define and dictate how different genders should behave in society.
Eventually, this leads to discrimination against women and men who break the stereotype
3



wall and exist in a stereotypical other-gender-oriented domain (i.e., backlash; Rudman,
1998). Though, the gender gap cannot only be stemmed from gender stereotypes. One of
the alternative explanations is that women have also better verbal competence compared
to men and this allows them to have more choices instead of following a career in an
agentic field (Ceci, Williams, & Barnett, 2009).

Female and male stereotypes both describe and prescribe gender roles in society.
Prescriptive stereotypes dictate how woman/man should behave/be while proscriptive
stereotypes dictate how not to behave/be. For example, women should be emotional and
warm and should not be aggressive and arrogant whereas, men should be career-oriented
and aggressive and should not be emotional and moody (Rudman, Moss-Racusin,
Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). Violation of these stereotypes leads to discrimination (Burgess
& Borgida, 1999). People evaluate female leaders as less favorable compared to male
leaders (Brescoll, Okimoto, & Vial, 2018) and evaluate leadership characteristics as less
favorable when they are employed by women (Eagly & Karau, 2002). When women
violate their proscriptive gender roles and possess agentic characteristics in stereotypical
man-oriented domains, they are less liked because they are perceived as dominant (i.e.,
dominance penalty) compared to agentic men (Rudman et al., 2012; Williams & Tiedens,
2016). On the other hand, when women possess communal characteristics in
stereotypical man-oriented domains, they are liked but disrespected due to the low status
of being communal (Rudman & Glick, 1999). It seems that women face a dilemma in
which each alternative action leads to a disadvantaged situation (i.e., Catch-22) when

women want to perform in stereotypical man-oriented domains.

When men violate gender stereotypes, they also face discriminatory behaviors. Studies

show that when males are good at female gender-typed tasks, they are punished with

monetary sanctions (Rudman & Fairchild, 2004) and evaluated as ineffectual and less

respectful (Heilman & Wallen, 2010). When they are emotional, they are evaluated as

disturbing (Derlega & Chaiken, 1976), when they are modest, they are less liked and
4



hired (Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Rudman, 2010). Communal men are punished for job
dismissal too, which was not evident for communal women (Bosak, Kulich, Rudman, &
Kinahan, 2018) and if they do not work, stay at home, they are evaluated negatively
(Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2005). It seems that men do not have the option to work in a
stereotypical woman-oriented job or not working but have one option; working in a
stereotypical man-oriented job such as engineering. Nursing, a predominantly female
occupation, is also a risky domain for men as they violate gender stereotypes when they
are nurses. The study of Eriksen and Einarsen (2004) on thousands of actively-working
nurses showed that male nurses report significantly higher bullying compared to female
nurses. These studies clearly illustrate that not only women but also men are under the

threat of discrimination when they behave incongruently with gender stereotypes.

Discrimination, in that regard, is a consequence of stereotypes and could manifest itself
with different types. Gossiping about a person in the workplace, giving extremely
difficult tasks to a student, and not accepting job applicants from the specific university
could be given as examples of discrimination. However, discrimination against gender-
atypical individuals is a specific kind of discrimination because the target population is
women or men who try to exist in stereotypical man- or woman-oriented areas so gender-
atypical individuals violate societal expectations from genders (Rudman, 1998). Studies
show that atypical-genders are perceived as vanguards that should be given justifiable
punishments for their actions (i.e., stereotype/societal expectancy violations) because
violating the stereotypes in society threatens the status-quo (Rudman et al., 2012).
Challenging the stereotypes could change the status-quo and discrimination against
vanguards could maintain the status-quo. For example, in the past, few women studied
at the university but with the roles of vanguards, now women graduate from universities

more than men (Peter, Horn, & Carroll, 2005).



1.2.  Gender Segregation and Discrimination against Atypical-genders in

Educational Context

There is ample evidence that gender segregation and discrimination against atypical
genders exist in the educational context. Males and females are differently associated
with different fields (Malinen & Johnston, 2007; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002),
gender segregation exists in some university fields (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010; US National
Science Foundation, 2013), higher status academic positions (e.g., professorships) are
held mostly by men and lower status positions (e.g., lecturer) by women (Cetinsaya,
2014, p. 93), high school children prefer female doctors more than male doctors and male
engineers more than female engineers (LOpez-Saez, Puertas, & Sainz, 2011), and
accepting male students to the midwifery department is something that to be proud of in
Turkey (Ankara University Midwifery Department, n.d.). It seems that men and women
are associated with and dominated specific fields in the university. But there is no direct
evidence regarding the perceived suitability of fields according to gender. It is important
to understand this because gender segregation at the university context predicts gender
segregation in labor market (Heiniger & Imdorf, 2018) and probable discrimination
against atypical-genders could only be possible if a field is perceived as stereotypical
woman-/man-oriented. In order to understand university fields’ perceived gender
suitability, the current dissertation investigated whether participants perceive university
fields in favor of a single gender or not. It is hypothesized that proportionally woman-
dominant fields will be perceived as woman-suitable and proportionally man-dominant

fields will be perceived as man-suitable (Hypothesis 1 or H1).

Studies show that women are punished when they succeed in stereotypical man-oriented

tasks (Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004) and

evaluated as less attractive when they are competent and masculine compared to when

they are competent and feminine (Shaffer & Wegley, 1974). Also, they are less preferred

for lab managerial positions by actual faculty member participants compared to male
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candidates (Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman, 2012). Being a
female professor at the university is more difficult and demanding compared to being a
male professor because students evaluate female professors as more nurturing and
demand special favors from them and when their special favors are not met, students can
exhibit negative emotional responses (El-Alayli, Hansen-Brown, & Ceynar, 2018).
Female academicians might also be discriminated when they want to publish scientific
articles. One study found evidence that the percentage of female authors significantly
increased after a journal started to employ double-blind reviews compared to open-
identity reviews (Budden et al., 2008). These are showing that when an academic domain
is stereotypical man-oriented, women could be violating gender hierarchy by existing in

that area and could receive negative treatments.

However, men are not exempt from discrimination in the educational context. When men
are portrayed as elementary teachers, they are less liked, evaluated as supposedly a gay,
and a safety threat compared to female elementary teachers (Moss-Racusin & Johnson,
2016). When pre-school aged boys are portrayed as stereotype violating, they are less
liked compared to their stereotype confirming peers (Sullivan, Moss-Racusin, Lopez, &
Williams, 2018). That means that when males exist in stereotypical woman-oriented
domains, they could be evaluated as gender hierarchy violator and face adverse
outcomes. Besides, when male professors are masculine and female professors are
gender-neutral, they are most frequently chosen as best professors (Das & Das, 2001).
This study shows that when men have male stereotypical traits and work in stereotypical
man-oriented/high-status academic positions (e.g., professorship) and only when women
do not have female or male stereotypical traits, they are more liked. That also supports
the notion that women and men are punished when they are gender-atypical in the

university context.

Studies on the occupational and academic context in Turkey revealed similar findings.

Two studies performed on Turkish samples showed that male nursing students perceived
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nursing as a female occupation and reported that male nurses could only be helpful in
strength-related works in nursing (Kahraman, Tungdemir, & Ozcan, 2015) and suggested
that male nurses should be nursing managers and should use different title than female
nurses (GOng, 2016). One study comparing stereotypes toward occupations revealed that
engineers received the highest score for hardworking and third, after academician and
architect, highest score for intelligence stereotype (Tutkun & Kog, 2008). Since these
traits were found as prescriptive stereotypes for men (Rudman et al., 2012), it could be
inferred that this study further shows that engineering, as an occupation, is perceived as
stereotypical man-oriented in Turkish society. In another study, Sakalli-Ugurlu (2010)
found that when women and men choose fields that are stereotypical other-gender-
oriented, especially men are less liked and more insulted. In other studies, women in
leadership positions received prejudices both from the student sample (Sakalli-Ugurlu &
Beydogan, 2002; Ugurlu & Hovardaoglu, 2011) and in the employment context (Aycan,
2004). Consequently, the current dissertation investigates whether gender-atypical
students (students who study in a field which is stereotypical other-gender-oriented)
perceive more discrimination compared to gender-typical students (students who study
in a field which is stereotypical their own-gender-oriented) (Hypothesis 2 or H2). The
dissertation also hypothesizes that gender-atypical students will be discriminated

compared to gender-typical students (Hypothesis 3 or H3).

1.3. System Justification and Discrimination against Atypical-genders

System Justification Theory (SJT) (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004)
discusses why disadvantaged group members endorse the status-quo when it is contrary
to their own benefit. It proposes that stereotypes help group members to preserve their
position within status-quo. According to the SJT, stereotypes have an ideological
function and are used to verify and rationalize the unequal structure of relations existing
between groups. For example, gender stereotypes exist to explain and rationalize the sex-
based division of labor in society. The stereotypes of women as mother, emotional, and
8



caring for their children, are used to explain in- and out-home activities between men
and women and emphasize that women should continue these low-status roles. By
legitimizing the existing unequal gender system in this way, they contribute, intentionally
or unintentionally, to the continuity of this unequal structure (i.e., status-quo) over
stereotypes. This justification is especially performed by minority group members (Jost,
2001; Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, & Fillenbaum, 1960) who are the least benefited from

the status-quo themselves.

Then, one of the main reasons for discrimination against gender role violators would be
system justification. In other words, when women direct themselves to stereotypical
man-oriented areas (e.g., administration), it could be regarded as violating motherhood
and social relationship-based characteristics and approaching to the high status which is
desired for men (Rudman et al., 2012). Similarly, when men direct themselves to
stereotypical woman-oriented domains (e.g., nursing), they could receive discriminatory
behaviors due to digressing from high status and leadership-related roles so, again, not

justifying the system.

In that regard, discrimination against atypical-genders stems from the motivation to
protect the status-quo. Status Incongruity Hypothesis (SIH) (Rudman et al., 2012), which
was based on System Justification Theory (Jost et al., 2004), proprietarily explains the
protection and maintenance of the hierarchy by using discrimination. According to SIH,
women and men are devoted to different levels of statuses in society. Women are
ascribed with low-status and proscribed from high status while, men are ascribed with
high status and proscribed from low status (Rudman et al., 2012). When women are
leader or men are modest, a mismatch occurs between the ascribed status and actual
status of genders. For the perceiver, this kind of mismatch threatens the gender hierarchy
because it is contrary to that hierarchy. In order to restore the incongruence in gender

hierarchy, perceivers use discrimination against atypical women or men.



As the SJT and SIH suggest, woman or man violators of the existing system are not
welcomed, in fact, they needed to be stopped to restore the violation of ongoing status-
quo. That is, atypical female and male students should be under threat of discrimination
as they violate status-quo. Then, it is hypothesized that as the system justification scores
increase, the strength of the relationship between gender typicality and discrimination

against atypical-genders also increases (Hypothesis 4 or H4).

1.4. Ambivalent Sexism and Discrimination against Atypical-genders

Ambivalent Sexism Theory (AST) is another construct that can explain why people
discriminate atypical woman and man. The theory suggests that although sexism is
prejudice toward women as a minority group, it is different from other types of prejudices
such as racism due to frequent intimate relationships between women and men (Glick &
Fiske, 1996; Glick & Fiske, 1997). Different from racial relationships, men need women
for sexual reproduction and this need does not necessarily exist between races. The
dependency of men to women makes the sexism ambivalent, namely hostile and
benevolent, because men as majority group cannot risk losing women, and their esteem,
so they use benevolent remarks to justify their prejudices easily (Glick & Fiske, 2011).
That is why sexism does not only include hostile attitudes toward the woman but also
benevolent, seemingly positive, attitudes. It should be noted that racism toward African
Americans is thought to be ambivalent too by some researchers (Gaertner & Dovidio,
1986; McConahay, 1986) especially after Civil Rights Movements performed by African
Americans during the 1950s. However, there is no incident showing that the ambivalence

of sexism is affected by certain events as its ambivalence is deeply related to our biology.

Sexism has negative consequences for its victims such as distress (Oswald, Baalbaki, &

Kirkman, 2019), relationship problems (Cross & Overall, 2019), lower body esteem

(Oswald, Franzoi, & Frost, 2012), more justification of violence against wives (Glick,

Sakalli-Ugurlu, Ferreira, & Souza, 2002), and feelings of incompetence (Dumont, Sarlet,
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& Dardenne, 2010). Few studies investigated the effect of sexism on discrimination
toward atypical women and men. As a result of sexism, for example, participants
evaluated agentic females as less warm and confident (Gaunt, 2013), women studying in
natural sciences with more negative attitudes (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010), and female
candidates are recommended less for managerial positions (Masser & Abrams, 2004).
As ambivalent sexism covers negative attitudes toward women, the effect of sexist

attitudes on discrimination toward atypical men was not researched in the literature.

AST defines what the situation of status-quo is, regarding gender group relations, which
is defended by both minority and majority members according to SJT. Studies support
the idea that SJT and AST are related to each other. Several studies found that the
correlation between system justification and hostile sexism is positive (Douglas &
Sutton, 2014; Mosso, Briante, Aiello, & Russo, 2012) and when women are exposed to
benevolent or hostile forms of sexism, their support for status-quo increases (Jost & Kay,
2005).

In that regard, it could be inferred that ambivalent sexism will moderate the effect of
gender typicality on discrimination against gender-atypical woman and man. It could be
hypothesized that, as the hostile and benevolent sexism scores increase, the strength of
the relationship between gender typicality and discrimination against atypical-genders

also increases (Hypothesis 5 or H5).

1.5. Precarious Manhood and Discrimination against Atypical-genders

The Precarious Manhood Thesis (PMT) proposes that, unlike women, men need to verify

his high status in society by continuously performing appropriate actions (Vandello &

Bosson, 2013; Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008) to prove that he

is compatible with the prescriptive stereotypes and incompatible with the proscriptive

stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012). As prescriptive and proscriptive stereotypes affect
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society’s expectations from men, it is necessary for men to comply with these
expectations and earn his status as a “man”. Then men need to perform actions
compatible with, for example, career-oriented, leader, and initiative stereotypes and
incompatible with, for example, kind, emotional, and helpful stereotypes. For instance,
in traditional Turkish families, men are asked to complete their compulsory military duty
and have a job in order to be regarded as a “man” that can marry with a woman but

women do not have similar requirements to be eligible for marriage.

Failing to justify manhood is stressful too. Understanding manhood from this perspective
Is also important because, in order to prevent stress, men could eagerly comply with
manhood requirements. It is suggested that people perceive different levels of stress due
to the threat to their manhood because different domains require different levels of
manhood (Pleck, 1995). For instance, an engineering manager could be asked to
demonstrate more manhood compared to an engineering employee because of having

highly prescriptive leadership characteristics (Rudman et al., 2012).

Some researchers suggest that men’s daily aggressiveness stems from their effort to
protect their status in society as a “man” (Bosson & Vandello, 2011). As it is important
and necessary to restore manhood constantly, a threat to manhood needs to be eliminated
when appropriate opportunities arise. That is why men more often demonstrate
amusement for sexist jokes (O’Connor, Ford & Banos, 2017), more readily legitimize
male power over females (Dahl, Vescio, & Weaver, 2015), approve physical responses
to manhood threat (Elgin, 2016), and take more risks in gambling games (Weaver,
Vandello, & Bosson, 2013) when their masculinity is under threat. Clearly, men want to
regain their injured manhood by demonstrating aggressive and risk-taking behaviors
which are essential prescriptive stereotypes for men (Rudman et al., 2012). Also,
restoring manhood by demonstrating male stereotypes are beneficial for the performer

because they reduce anxiety stemmed from manhood threat (Parent & Moradi, 2009).
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Other studies show that masculine identification is positively related to hostility toward
non-traditional (i.e., atypical) female types (e.g., feminist) (Maass, Cadinu, Guarnieri, &
Grasselli, 2003) which are perceived as high in competence and low in warmth meaning
that they could receive envious prejudice (Stereotype Content Model; Cuddy et al., 2009;
Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002 and for Turkish; Aktan
& Bilim, 2016). Just like feminist women, atypical men are threats to manhood because
they violate manhood’s expectations by not demonstrating agentic behaviors. Then,
discrimination against atypical men can help threatened manhood to be restored.
Therefore, we expect that, for men, manhood can moderate the effect of gender typicality
on discrimination against atypical-genders which means as the precarious manhood
scores increase, the strength of the relationship between gender typicality and

discrimination against atypical-genders also increases (Hypothesis 6 or H6).

1.6. Overview

Gender segregation, gender stereotypes, and gender discrimination are still a matter of
discussion in today’s societies. Specific occupations are devoted to man or woman and,
with the effect of prescriptive and proscriptive stereotypes, gender segregation persists.
Ones who do not comply with gender segregation or gender stereotypes could be treated
negatively to inhibit their actions for violating gender stereotypes and gender status-quo.
Understanding and fighting with discrimination against gender-atypical individuals are
very important because it not only affects the vanguards who are primary targets but also
the society as a whole. Moreover, discrimination has adverse consequences for the health
of individuals (Pascoe & Richman, 2009) so eliminating discrimination would increase

well-being.

Previous studies on gender discrimination in educational context mostly did not

manipulate agency and communality characteristics of student profiles but only their

gender (El-Alayli et al., 2018; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Moss-Racusin & Johnson,
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2016), did not manipulate but used scales to measure attitudes toward stereotype
violating women and men (Das & Das, 2001), and manipulated agency and communality
characteristics and gender but on preschool-aged children (Sullivan et al., 2018). Current
dissertation expands previous literature on gender discrimination by manipulating
agency and communality characteristics of undergraduate students as well as their gender
in university context using real-life scenarios such as student representative elections.
Moreover, it is the first study investigating perceived gender suitability of university
fields and perceived gender discrimination towards atypical genders using an interview

method.

The aim of the current dissertation is to reveal (a) perceived gender suitability of fields,
(b) perceived discrimination of atypical-genders, (c) discrimination against atypical-
genders, (d) moderating roles of sexism, system justification, and manhood in the
relationship between gender typicality situation of students and discrimination against
them. The dissertation implements several studies to reach its aforementioned goals.
Study 1 (a) investigated perceived woman- or man-suitability of fields. Study 2 (b)
investigated whether atypical-genders perceive that they are discriminated in their field
by their classmates or faculty members. Study 3 and Study 4 (c) tested discrimination
against atypical-genders at the university and (d) the moderating roles of system
justification, ambivalent sexism, and precarious manhood between gender typicality

situation of students and discrimination against them.
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CHAPTER 2

GENDER COMPOSITION AND PERCEIVED GENDER SUITABILITY OF
FIELDS

2.1. Introduction

It was necessary for the current dissertation to find out gender composition and gender
suitability of fields because probable discrimination toward gender minorities are related
to a domain’s gender suitability. Hence, Study 1 aimed to investigate gender composition
and gender suitability of fields. For that purpose, two investigations were implemented.
Firstly, the gender composition of fields was obtained from YOK Atlas Report (2015;
2016) for METU and Ankara University (AU) to understand which fields are dominated
by women, men, or no-gender (i.e. gender composition of fields) and to select to-be-

evaluated fields for gender suitability investigation (Table 1).

The second aim was to find whether a field is perceived as woman-suitable, man-suitable,
or no-gender suitable. For that purpose, eighteen fields were selected from YOK Atlas
Report as they represented proportionally woman-weighed, proportionally man-
weighed, and no-gender-weighed fields. Then, respondents evaluated these fields
whether they are suitable for women or men. In order for a field to be considered as
gender-typical (whether women or men), participants should significantly perceive them

in favor of a single gender.

The hypotheses of this study are as follow:
Hla: Proportionally woman-weighed fields will be perceived as stereotypical woman-
oriented
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H1b: Proportionally man-weighed fields will be perceived as stereotypical man-

oriented.

Table 1 Undergraduate Women and Men Percentages in Fields of METU and AU

Field METU AU
Female Percentage

Elementary Science Education 90% n/a
Elementary Mathematics Education 86% n/a
Psychology 82% 7%
Molecular Biology and Genetics 76% n/a
Pharmacy n/a 76%
City and Regional Planning 75% n/a
Biology 75% 7%
Sociology 74% 67%
Arabic Philology n/a 74%
English Teaching 73% n/a
Chemistry 73% 76%
Early Childhood Education 72% 83%
Industrial Design 72% n/a
Food Engineering 70% 82%
Biomedical Engineering n/a 70%
Dentistry n/a 67%
Statistics 67% 57%
International Relations 64% 54%
Anthropology n/a 62%
Architecture 60% n/a
Environmental Engineering 60% n/a
German Philology n/a 60%
Political Science and Public 59% 30%
Administration

Chemistry Education 57% n/a
American Culture and Literature n/a 57%
Philosophy 55% 74%
Physics Education 55% n/a
Mathematics 54% 74%
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Table 1 (cont’d)

Field METU AU
Female Percentage
Medicine n/a 54%
Law n/a 52%
Economics 52% 48%
Business Administration 52% 58%
Chemical Engineering 51% 75%
Male Percentage
Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering  88% n/a
Mechanical Engineering 88% n/a
Electrical and Electronics Engineering 87% 79%
Civil Engineering 84% n/a
Computer Engineering 81% 57%
Agricultural Machines and Technologies n/a 78%
Engineering
Mining Engineering 74% n/a
Aerospace Engineering 74% n/a
History 73% 64%
Physics 69% 55%
Geological Engineering 69% 61%
Metallurgical and Materials Engineering  64% 62%
Aquacultural Engineering n/a 63%
Computer Education and Instructional 58% 60%
Technology
Industrial Engineering 56% n/a
Physics Engineering n/a 56%
Geophysical Engineering n/a 54%

Note. Field female/male percentages are calculated from entrants of 2015 and 2016. The fields are
ranked according to the percentages of METU.
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2.2. Method

2.2.1. Participants

For the second aim of the first study (understanding perceived gender suitability of
fields), 416 METU students (260 women, 154 men, and 2 unspecified) were recruited
(Mage = 22.01, SDage = 2.8) (See also Table 2).

2.2.2. Measures

2.2.2.1. Demographic Information Form

Various demographic information of participants was gathered via this form such as age

and gender (Appendix B).

2.2.2.2. Perceived Gender Suitability of Fields

Participants evaluated university fields on how suitable they are for women and men
(Appendix C). The evaluation list consisted of 18 proportionally woman-weighed, man-
weighed, and no-gender-weighed METU fields taken from YOK Atlas report (2015;
2016). Participants evaluated this list twice; once for suitability for women and once for
suitability for men. Order of these lists was counterbalanced and listed fields were
randomly presented to minimize order effect. The evaluation was based on a 6-point
scale where 1 indicating not at all suitable and 6 indicating very suitable. The Cronbach
Alpha internal reliability score of women and men suitability lists were .95 and .96,

respectively.
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2.2.3. Procedure

Firstly, METU Humans Ethics Committee approval was taken. After that, participants
were recruited through SONA Participant Pool of METU Psychology Department. The
questionnaires were completed online. They completed part of Demographic Information
Form (which contained, for example, age), Perceived Gender Suitability of Fields, and
remaining of Demographic Information Form (which contained, for example, reasons of
choosing the field), respectively. Finally, participants were debriefed (Appendix D) and
thanked for their efforts.

Table 2 Demographic Information for All Participants in Study 1

Variables M SD N %
Age 22.01 2.8
Gender
Female 260 625
Male 154 37.02
Unspecified 2 5
Semester
1-5 182
6-10 171
11 and more 121
Unspecified 8
Mother education
Iliterate 9
Literate 5
Primary school 76
Middle school 36
High school 107
Vocational school 35
University 132
Masters 9
PhD 7
Father education
Iliterate 0
Literate 4
Primary school 38

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=416.
19



Table 2 (cont’d)

Variables M SD N %
Father education
Middle school 39
High school 89
Vocational school 35
University 170
Masters 27
PhD 14
Relationship status
Single and no relationship 223
Single and having a 178
relationship
Married 11
Other 4

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=416.

2.2.4. Overview of Data Analysis

Descriptive analysis was used to reveal field satisfaction and reason for choosing the
field. Timers were used for each scale and for the whole survey. Outlier detection
analyses used to clean data by using times that participants completed the study.
Participants were eliminated when their scale completion time is considered as an outlier.
That way 9 participants were eliminated. After that, the data was analyzed using Paired
Samples T-Test (i.e., Dependent Sample T-Test) because perceived gender-suitability of
fields was asked to participants twice; once for woman and once for man. In order to
extract whether the mean differences between these two paired measures are different

from zero and to reveal whether a field is perceived as woman-suitable compared to man

or man-suitable compared to woman, Paired Samples T-Test could be used.
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2.3. Results and Discussion

Descriptive analysis revealed the field satisfaction of participants and the reasons for
choosing their field. It is found that their satisfaction with their field is above average (M
= 4.83, SD = 1.13, on a 6-point scale). When they are asked to indicate their reasons of
choosing their field, 327 mentioned that they had interest toward the field, 26 mentioned
that their family wanted them to study in that field, 85 mentioned that their score was
only sufficient for the field, 14 mentioned that the field was suitable for their gender, 67
mentioned that field’s occupation has a good salary, and 22 mentioned other reasons
(e.g., I chose it because there were academic career opportunities).

A Paired Samples T-Test was implemented to compare the perceived suitability of fields
for women and men. The analysis revealed that all but four fields, Political Science and
Public Administration, t(414) = 1.46, p = .146, Statistics, t(414) = -1.13, p = .258,
Chemical Engineering, t(414) =-1.37, p=.171, and Mathematics, t(414) =-.28, p = .777,
were perceived as neither woman- nor man-suitable. Participants perceived Early
Childhood Education, Psychology, and Sociology as highly woman-suitable whereas,
Civil Engineering, Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, and Mechanical Engineering

fields as highly man-suitable (See Table 3).

The results are mostly consistent with proportional gender compositions. As mentioned
above, 4 fields were not perceived as stereotypical woman- or man-oriented. Among
these fields, Chemical Engineering and Mathematics have proportionally almost the
same woman to man ratio. However, Statistics and Political Science and Public
Administration have slightly more female population meaning that these fields’

statistical gender ratio is different than their perception in participants’ mind.
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Table 3 Paired Samples T-Test Comparisons of the Perceived Woman and Man
Suitability of Fields

Field Woman Man
M SD M SD t Effect
Size
Early Childhood Education 552 .73 411 147 -18.06* 1.21
Civil Engineering 43 141 549 .78 16.02* 1.04
Petroleum and Natural Gas 427 14 538 .85 15.66* .96
Engineering
Mechanical Engineering 438 14 546 .8 14.61* .95
Electrical and Electronics Engineering 4.68 1.23 5.42 .8 11.48* 71
Psychology 547 75 481 114 -11.94* .68
Sociology 541 .76 478 118 -11.58* .63
Aerospace Engineering 482 116 539 .82 9.83* 57
Computer Engineering 497 99 539 .77 884* 47
Biology 536 .73 496 .99 -9.27* .46
Food Engineering 531 .79 498 1.02 -6.93* .36
Architecture 537 .74 507 93 -6.73* .36
Business Administration 535 .77 513 .87 -522* 27
City and Regional Planning 522 91 505 .96 -3.59* .18
Chemical Engineering 521 85 515 .87 -1.37 .07
Statistics 519 86 514 .83 -1.13 .06
Political Science and Public 515 96 521 9 1.46 .06
Administration
Mathematics 526 .8 527 .75 .28 .01

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. Perceived woman- and man-suitability of fields were measured
on a 6-point scale. Negative t scores indicate woman-suitability. Fields are ranked according to effect
size. Effect size is Cohen’s d. *p<.001. N=416.

The gender compositions of fields were only taken for METU and AU. That is, these
numbers might not mirror the overall situation in Turkish universities. This could also
be the reason why Statistics and Political Science and Public Administration are not

perceived as stereotypical woman-oriented.

The high similarity among proportional composition and stereotypical suitability of

fields could be stemmed from these fields’ long-lasting situation. For example, their

composition was similar in the previous years, not just only in the last two years. That
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is, these fields’ perception should be rigid in the minds of people. Besides, participants
would know about proportional compositions of fields both by studying in them or by
having friends from such fields. However, not all fields were perceived the same. Some
fields, like Early Childhood Education, received the highest score as a stereotypical
woman-oriented field. Although its gender composition favors woman, this perception
could also stem from stereotypes about this field. Fields like Early Childhood Education
and Psychology could be related to stereotypes such as self-sacrificing (i.e. devoting self
to others), helpful, understanding, friendly, sensitive, affectionate, compassionate,
nurturing, fond of children, fond of family, and hospitable which were found to be related
with single and married women in a recent study (Sakalli-Ugurlu, Tiirkoglu, Kuzlak, &

Gupta, 2018). That also means that these are stereotypical woman-oriented fields.

When the perceived stereotypicality of engineering is considered, it is associated with
intelligence and hardworking (i.e., agency) stereotypes (Tutkun & Kog, 2008) which are
also male stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012). Because of that, Civil, Mechanical, and
Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering are perceived as stereotypical man-oriented. But
it seems that Food and Chemical Engineering are not perceived as stereotypical
engineering fields because they were perceived as stereotypical woman-oriented. Again,
this could have resulted from stereotypes about food and chemistry. Participants could
have associated chemistry and food with cooking and caring. Since these are female
stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012), these engineering fields would have perceived as

stereotypical woman-oriented.

Overall, the results of this study support the notion that some fields at the university are

associated with women and some with men. This association is roughly consistent with

the field’s proportional composition which means that H1 is almost completely

confirmed. This consistency could be a result of participants’ familiarity with the fields

or existing gender stereotypes regarding the functions of fields (e.g., Psychology is caring

for others). Also, this study is important because future studies will be designed with the
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findings of the current study. Next chapters will elaborate on whether unequal treatments
exist for women in stereotypical man-oriented fields and for men in stereotypical
woman-oriented fields. For that purpose, Chapter 3 will deal with probable victims’
perceived discrimination in fields and other chapters will focus on possible practiced
discrimination against atypical-genders and moderating factors.
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CHAPTER 3

PERCEIVED DISCRIMINATION IN FIELDS

3.1. Introduction

The aim of Study 2 was to investigate whether atypical-genders perceive that they are in
some way discriminated in their fields by academic personnel or their classmates
compared to atypical-genders. Understanding perceived discrimination directly from
potential victims could give information with little social desirability especially when
interview method is used, as happened in the current study. Some of the advantages of
the interview are having a controlled environment, obtaining detailed information about
feelings and opinions, creating data with participants’ own words, and clarifying
ambiguous questions to participants. Some disadvantages would be the consumption of
a huge amount of time and subjective interpretation phase. Proportionally woman-
dominant, man-dominant, and no-gender-dominant status of fields were predetermined
based on their gender composition (YOK Atlas, 2015; 2016) and Paired Samples T-Test

results in the previous chapter.

The hypothesis of this study is as follow:
H2: Gender-atypical students are expected to report more perceived discrimination

compared to gender-typical students.

3.2. Method

A mixture of Stratified Random Sampling (SRS) and Quota Sampling (QS) was applied
to recruit study participants to reach a representative sample of the whole kinds of fields.
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Firstly, quotas of 10 were determined for each field type (Table 4). Participants were
randomly attended to the study unless a quota is filled (However, some quotas were
overloaded; e.g., women in proportionally woman-dominant fields). This way the
participant recruitment process involved QS, a predetermined quota was used, and SRS,
participants from various kinds of fields were targeted to maximize representability.

Table 4 Participant Quotas and Remainders for Interview

Quotas Remainders

Women in No-Gender-Dominant Fields 10 2
Men in No-Gender-Dominant Fields 10 5
Women in Woman-Dominant Fields 10 -3
Men in Woman-Dominant Fields 10 4
Women in Man-Dominant Fields 10 6
Men in Man-Dominant Fields 10 -1

3.2.1. Participants

54 students (30 women and 24 men) were recruited. Forty-four of them participated in
the study for exchange of course credit while ten of them were complimentarily
participated and randomly contacted by the researcher in METU campus. Psychology
students constituted the highest number of participants whereas, all faculties were
represented in the sample. Most of them were regular (vs. irregular) students and spend
most of their lives in metropolis. Socioeconomically, they mostly defined themselves as
the middle or upper class (M = 6.3, SD = 1.14, on a 10-point scale). For the mother
education level, 13 had a primary school degree, 3 had a middle school degree, 12 had a
high school degree, 3 had a vocational school degree, 21 had a university degree, and 2
had masters or Ph.D. degree. For the father education level, 5 had a primary school

degree, 6 had a middle school degree, 9 had a high school degree, 4 had a vocational
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school degree, 25 had a university degree, and 5 had masters or Ph.D. degree. (See Table

5 for detailed information).

Table 5 Demographic Information for All Participants in Study 2

Variables M SD N %
Age 21.88 1.55
Gender
Female 30 55.5
Male 24 445
Field
Woman Dominant 19
Man Dominant 15
No-Gender- 13
Dominant
Semester
1-5 14
6-10 36
11 and more 4
Mostly
Lived Place
Village 0
Town 1
County 5
City 11
Metropolis 37

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=54.
3.2.2. Measures

3.2.2.1. Demographic Information Form

Demographic information of participants was gathered via this form (Appendix F). Age,

gender, field, the semester at the university, mostly lived place, socio-economic status,

mother education, and father education were asked to participants.
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3.2.2.2. Interview for Perceived Discrimination

Women and men from proportionally woman-dominant, man-dominant, and no-gender-
dominant fields were interviewed about possible discrimination they encounter in their
field. Eighteen questions were asked in face-to-face interviews such as their perceived
likeability and popularity among their classmates and their relationships with their

classmates and faculty members (Appendix G).

3.2.3. Procedure

Firstly, METU Humans Ethics Committee approval was taken. After that, participants
were recruited through SONA Participant Pool of METU Psychology Department and
through complementary participation all over METU campus. SONA participants
reserved times for interview which took place in Psychology Department laboratories
and meeting room. Voluntary participants were interviewed in available classrooms in
various faculty buildings. Participants attended interviews one by one and the researcher
conducted the interviews. Before the interview, participants were informed about the aim
of the interview. When interviews were finished, participants were given the

Demographic Information Form (Appendix F) and debriefed (Appendix D).

3.2.4. Overview of Data Analysis

All sessions’ verbatim transcriptions were transferred into Google Document files by the
researcher and, to speed up the process, his wife. All of the transcriptions were double
checked to maintain accuracy by the researcher. During transcription, all of the striking
statements, whether they indicate discrimination or else, are noted by the researcher.
Since the data is divided into two groups, namely atypical and typical, concordance

between these groups was noted and then themes were created. Finally, another social
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psychology Ph.D. student checked the themes whether they are accurate for representing

the student statements.

3.3. Results and Discussion

Although an interview method was used to find possible perceived discrimination at the
university fields, participants were purposefully chosen to represent atypical and typical
types of students. Women in stereotypical man-oriented fields and men in stereotypical
woman-oriented fields were considered as atypical students. Men in stereotypical man-
oriented fields and women in stereotypical woman-oriented fields were considered as
typical students. Women and men studying in stereotypical no-gender-oriented fields
were considered as typical students too. All of the interviews were transcribed. The
written interviews were checked for differences between student types. Several
differences were found between atypical and typical students’ statements.

3.3.1. Theme 1: Field Selection Process

The field selection process was one of the differences that draw attention between
atypical and typical students. Atypical students (and one typical student) mentioned that
their families interfered with their field selection process and wanted them to study other
fields. However, typical students almost never mentioned that their families interfered
with their choice in that sense. Instead of that, they said that they researched the field by

themselves or their families encouraged them to study the corresponding field.

A man studying in Psychology [Atypical student]:

Bayagu isteyerek se¢mistim ¢cevremde biraz segme falan diyen oldu hani o ylzden
insanlart kandirryordum hukuk istiyorum diye ama icten psikoloji istiyordum

sonra zaten tercih zamani psikolojiyi yazdim. Yani ben ilk sene gectigimde
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babama demistim psikoloji okumak istiyorum diye ama o boyle hmm falan
yapmusti sonra ben de onu kandirmak icin tamam hukuk istiyorum demistim.
Ta 10. simiftaydim o zaman ama sonra iste ben icten ige psikoloji istiyordum zaten
sonra iste agiklaninca sonug¢lar dedim ben psikoloji okuyacagim...Sonra babam
da beni aldy iste psikologa gétiirdii. Ondan sonra iste bu mesleki ilgi testleri
oluyor ya aynen onlart yaptirdi. Gergekten bana uygun mu degil mi ona
bakmak igin. Sonra boyle % 80 falan psikolog ¢ikmisti. Babam da ikna oldu.

A woman studying in Aerospace Engineering [Atypical student]:

Duydugumda ¢ok hosuma gitti, hoca anlatiyordu zaten. Oyle yani isteyerek
yazdim. Tercih listem zorla tipla doldurulmustu, klasik*. Hepsini son giinde silip

havaciligi koydum, oyle.

A woman studying in Electrical and Electronics Engineering [Atypical student]:

Ashinda tercihimi son 5 dakikada degistirmistim yani tizerinde tip vardi ve hep
tip okumak istemedigimi biliyordum da iste son 5 dakika degistirip bilgisayari
kapatip annemlerin yanina gitmistim. Aslinda istiyordum yani burayr ama ¢ok
da bilin¢li bir tercih degildi galiba. Yani iste giin iginde ya da dncesinde
degistirip duruyordum ama iste “tip oku, tip oku” olayr var ya 6yle oluyordu.
Ama sonra tip okumayacagima karar verince burayr segtim yani muhendislik
konusunda cok bilingli degildim ama ODTU falan iyi, giizel, onu birazcik

biliyordum yani.

! Bold statements are related to the corresponding theme.
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A man studying in Psychology [Atypical student]:

%100 oranlama yaparsak baska hi¢bir boliim istemiyordum yani TM alaninda.
Hukuk vardi zaten secebilecegim. Babam hukuk bagvurusu yapti da ben yani en
basindan beri yani iki sene hazirlandim ilk senemde biraz hukuk istiyordum ama
2. sene bagslarken yani psikoloji kazanacagim diyerek hazirlanmaya baslamistim.
8 tercihim vardi 7'si psikolojiydi. Bir tanesini de zaten babam hukuk istiyor diye
hukuk yazmigtim. Yani gonli olsun diye. Besinciye yazmistim ama onun

uistiindeki tercihimin siralamasi daha gerideydi.

A woman studying in International Relations [Typical student]:

Benim ailem kesinlikle karst ¢ikmislardy iiniversite sinav sonuglarim geldiginde.
Ayni zamanda hem dis hekimligini hem de ODTU’deki Iktisat Fakiiltesi
béliimlerini kazanabiliyordum. Ailemin istedigi benden lisedeki birikimlerine
dayanarak dis hekimligi tercih etmemdi ama ben yasadigim il kiiciik oldugu icin
o zamanlar bir alternatifim olmadigindan dolayr fen lisesine yazilmigtim. Yani
belki de bir sosyal bilimler lisesi ya da ¢ok iyi bir anadolu lisesi olsaydi o tarafa

yonlenirdim.

A man studying in Aerospace Engineering [Typical student]:
Cok isteyerek sectim. Hep hayalini kurdugum béliimdii. ITU ile burada vard..
Uzayla degil de daha ¢ok ugak ve helikopterle ilgili oldugum icin sectim buray.

Tercih listemde buralar oncelikliydi hep diger boliimler de vardi ama buralarin

gelmemesine bagliydi oralar tabi.
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A woman studying in Elementary Science Education [Typical student]:

Ben birazcik ashinda puana gére tercih yapmis gibi oldum. Yani puanim
bekledigimden diisiik gelmisti. Hani zaten 3 sehir yazdim, Istanbul, Ankara,
Izmir. Hani I¢ Anadolu’da miihendislige gitmektense hani iyi bir okulda

ogretmenlik okumay tercih ettim biraz. Ailem de destek oldu bana bu konuda.
A woman studying in Biology [Typical student]:

Gayet isteyerek se¢mistim. Hatta gegenlerde aile arasinda konusuldu 12
yasindan beri ben bu alanda ¢calisma yapmak istiyorum demigim ve o alana

yonlenmigim farkinda olmadan.

A woman studying in Psychology [Typical student]:

Ben cok isteyerek se¢mistim. Once meslegime karar verdim sonra béliimiime
karar verdim. En baslarda psikoloji vardi. Sonra PDR, isletme falan ama onlar
zaten olmayacakti o yiizden hep psikolojiydi en baglardaki ilk 10 tercihim falan.

Ne olur ne olmaz diye yazdim. Ama psikoloji

A man studying in Economics [Typical student]:

Soyle zaten benim ilk Bogazici igletme istiyvordum ben. YGS puanim 18 bindi
seyindeydi onu 1000°e 2000°e 5000°e ¢cekmekti amacim. Olmadiktan sonra ya
acikcast Bogazici, en kotl tercihim Kog 'tu benim. Cok ODTU boliimlerinde falan
sey yapmamistim kafamda bir fikir yoktu. Puanmim 13000, 12000 civarina
geldikten sonra hani ODTUyii géz oniinde bulundurdum. Zaten bir stru aile
arkadagim tamdigim bizzat tamdigimiz ikinci elden duydugum bilmem ne bir

siirii kisi ODTU mezunu bilmem ne falan cok giizel seyler duymustum zaten.
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Hani bogazici olmazsa zaten ODTU olsun hem ismi var hem zaten ozel iiniversite

olmamasi benim i¢in iyiydi.

It can be clearly seen that students who want to pursue a career in stereotypical other
gender-oriented fields are warned by their families about their decision. Although none
of the participants mentioned any reason why their families warned them, it is likely that
they think about the prescriptive gender stereotypes and warn the student accordingly.
For example, the female respondent studying in Aerospace Engineering stated that her
families wanted her to study in medicine, a proportionally no-gender-dominant field.
However, medicine is related to caring for others which is a prescriptive gender
stereotype for women (Rudman et al., 2012). That is, women are asked to study at least
in a field which does not contradict with existing gender stereotypes by their families.
Prescriptive gender stereotypes dictate how women/men should behave. That is, women
should be a caregiver but should not pursue a career in engineering in which agency is
important. Pursuing a career in medicine is more appropriate for women compared to a
career in engineering according to gender stereotypes. That also means that these fields
(e.g., medicine) are perceived as gender-specific (i.e., stereotypical single-gender-
oriented).

The effect of gender stereotypes also shows itself in students’ choice of their dream field.
We asked students whether they would want to study in a field other than their own field.
Only 22% of respondents told that, other than their own field, they wanted to study in a
field in which majority of students constitute other gender. Other 88% indicated that they
would study in stereotypical no-gender-oriented or own-gender-oriented fields. This
means that the majority of students are automatically inclined to study in fields which
are suitable for their gender.
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3.3.2. Theme 2: Opposing to be a Student Representative

Student representative elections was an important theme for the current dissertation
because it was used to frame the situation of target students in one of the experimental
studies. Participants were asked to rate how much they want to endorse four types of
students depicted as candidates for student representations. That is why we focused on
this theme and wanted to elaborate it more. However, most of the time atypical and
typical students converged in their answers for opposing to be a student representative
for their field. Also, they indicated their desire to be a student representative on a 10-

point scale during the interviews but, no differences were found (See Table 6).

A woman studying in Civil Engineering [Atypical student]:

Gerek yok bence kiiciik bir sey ama ¢ok abartildigim diigiiniiyorum ve bir sey
yapmziyor hani mesela cok umrumda degildi benim kimin secilip secilmeyecegi.
Bence pek ¢ok kisi i¢in de dyle hani. O yiizden bdyle bir sey yapmak istemem,
kimsenin umursamadigi bir sey ¢iinkii. En azindan bizim béliimde umursanmuyor,

yvaptiklart da hig bir sey yok temsilcilerin.

A woman studying in Electrical and Electronics Engineering [Atypical student]:

Yok diisiinmiiyorum. Bence o bir sorumluluk yani ekstra bir sorumluluk almaya

gerek yok. Giizel taraflari da vardir tabii ki ama benim icin gerek yok.

A man studying in Computer Education and Instructional Technology [Typical
student]:

Herhalde istemem temsil etmek. Zaten yogun bir tempodayiz. Hani é6grenci

asistanligina bile o yiizden basvurmadim ben zaten yogun bir tempo ¢ok fazla
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islerimiz oluyor. Onun da ¢ok fazla isi olacag icin bir ¢ok fazla yiik ¢cok fazla
zaman isteyecegi icin istemezdim daha dogrusu. Yoksa ¢ok hos bir sey olabilir.

Ama vaktimiz yok o kadar o ylzden, yoksa olabilir.

A woman studying in Elementary Science Education [Typical student]:

Hani hazirlikda béyle bir sey olmustu. Bizim siniftan bir ogrenci temsilci
olmugtu. Onu hatirliyyorum. Ondan sonra béliimde aklima gelmedi zaten. Simdi
siz soyleyince olabilecegini diistindiim. Yani kim oldugunu bile bilmiyorum.
Istemem. Su an istemem. Yani benden baska elbette olacak birileri vardir bunu
diisiinen. Hi¢ aklima gelmemis olmast bile bence benim boyle bir seyi

yapamayacagim anlamina geliyor bence.

3.3.3. Theme 3: Negative Experiences in the Field

Although very rarely stated, both atypical and typical students mentioned negative
experiences that they faced in their field from faculty members, classmates, and etc.
However, one striking pattern emerges, all of the negative experiences were reported by

engineering students.

A woman studying in Aerospace Engineering [Atypical student]:

Sadece o ilk danisman hocam tarafindan sanki iste kadinlarin miihendislikte ne
isi var, iste bak bunu bile yapamiyorsunuz gibi tavirlart oluyordu. Iste benim
ilk basta yapamadigim seyler oldugunda falan. O yiizden artik ona danigsmayi
birakmuistim o tavirlar yiiziinden. Ama onun disinda oyle bir sey olmadi. Sadece
hani hissedebiliyorsun mesela kapisini ¢aliyorsun, giriyorsun iceri, ben sana gir
demedim ki diye konusmasi, bana ayri erkek bir arkadasim yapiyorsa ona ayr1.

Ona hig oyle bir sey yok. Belki hani giinii denk geliyordur, boyle davraniyordur.
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A woman studying in Electrical and Electronic Engineering [Atypical student]:

Bir tanesinin beni sevmedigini diisiiniiyorum ciinkii dersinde en onde
otururken falan yapip esnemistim. O zamandan sonra ¢ok sevilmiyorum.
Cunkd ona bir kere soru sormak istedim sonra beni asistana gonderdi, asistana
da gitmedim. Sadece kendi kendime Oyle hissediyorum. Sey falan dedi baz:
arkadaglariniz  iglerini  ¢ekiyor anladiklarindan mi  sikildiklarindan  mi
bilmiyorum falan yapti iste ben de utandim birazcik ama ben oyle hissediyorum

bilmiyorum sevmedigini diigiiniiyorum.

A man studying in Mechanical Engineering [Typical student]:

Bu diger onceden ders aldigim arkadaslarimla, bu dedigim farkli gruplar biraz
daha seydi baskalarina karsi biraz daha kotii gézle bakan gruplar da vardi. Daha
boyle dalga gecelim falan seyiyle. Onlardan biraz daha kotii seyi muamele
gordiigiim zamanlart hatirliyorum. Biraz daha sey saka ile karistk ama yani
boyle ¢cok saygt duymadan hareket ettiklerini de hatirliyorum. Yani bana kars.
Biraz onlarin genel tuttumuydu aslinda ama oradaki ornekte ben oluyordum
bazen. Sadece bana degil ama bana karsi da hani herkese karsi bir seyleri,

tutumlari vardi. Bana karsi da bazen sey olabiliyordi, saygisiz olabiliyorlard..

A female engineering student stated that she received sexist remarks from a faculty

member and this needs attention. Sexists remarks could be used as a way to discriminate

and demotivate female engineering students since they violate status-quo and gender

stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012). There could be some reasons for several students not

to report any negative experience in their field. For example, they would want to protect

their well-being or they might be positively affected from nature in METU campus.

These will be elaborated in Discussion section.
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3.3.4. Theme 4: Attitudes toward Medicine and Dentistry

Students indicated their opinions about studying medicine while answering several kinds
of questions. Whether they are typical or atypical, some female students had slightly
negative attitudes toward studying medicine and/or dentistry. Also, women constitute the
majority of students who talked about either medicine or dentistry. As previously
mentioned, these domains are related to care and female stereotypes are usually suitable
with these domains’ stereotypes. So, the statements given by female students show the
pressure on them to study these fields at the university. But it is also evident that these
students now have a negative attitude toward these domains probably because of the

social pressure they felt before coming to the university.

A woman studying in Electrical and Electronics Engineering [Atypical student]:

Ashinda tercihimi son 5 dakikada degistirmigtim yani tizerinde tip vardi ve hep
tip okumak istemedigimi biliyordum da iste son 5 dakika degistirip bilgisayari
kapatip annemlerin yanina gitmistim. Aslinda istiyordum yani burayr ama ¢ok da
bilincli bir tercih degildi galiba. Yani iste giin icinde ya da oncesinde degistirip
duruyordum ama iste “tip oku, tip oku” olayt var ya dyle oluyordu. Ama sonra
tip okumayacaguma karar verince burayi sectim yani miihendislik konusunda

cok bilingli degildim ama ODTU falan iyi, giizel, onu birazcik biliyordum yani.

A woman studying in International Relations [Typical student]:

Benim ailem kesinlikle karsi ¢tkmiglardt iiniversite sinav sonuglarim geldiginde.

Ayni zamanda hem dis hekimligini hem de ODTU’deki Iktisat Fakiiltesi

boliimlerini kazanabiliyordum. Ailemin istedigi benden lisedeki birikimlerine

dayanarak dig hekimligi tercih etmemdi ama ben yasadigim il kiiciik oldugu igin

0 zamanlar bir alternatifim olmad:gindan dolay: fen lisesine yazilmigtim...Ama
37



basarisizliktan ailemin haberdar oldugu donemlerde genelde sey oluyor iste dis
hekimligi okusaydin bir sey olmazdi simdi iste ona geleceksin bu sinava
gireceksin torpil arayacaksin sey yapacaksin ama dis hekimligi okusan sak diye
bir hastaneye yerlesir donerden de kazanir iyice sey yapardin...Ya bilmiyorum
ama aklimin bir yerinde kalacak o meslek hep yani hayatim nasi bir

dogrultuda olurdu onu merak ediyorum tabii.

A woman studying in Electrical and Electronics Engineering [Atypical student]:

Zorlantyorum bazen hani. Yapamiyormusum gibi geliyor. Bu konularda iyi
degilim niye buray: sectim falan gibi oluyorum. Sonra diizeliyor sinaviar falan
gecince. Hani degistirecek olsam ya da ¢ift anadal olsa endiistri miithendisligini

okurdum, tip falan istemiyorum.

A man studying in Mechanical Engineering [Typical student]:

Ashinda fikirlerim degisiyordu. Hem egit agirliktan iste ekonomi isletme gibi
hem de sayisaldan da farkli miithendislikler hatta bazen tip bile diisiinmiistiim.
Hepsini bir arada tarttim ama en sonunda sinavdan sonra babamla okullar
gezdik iste boliimlerin tamtimlarin dinledik en ¢ok istedigimin burasi olduguna

karar verdim.

A woman studying in Industrial Engineering [Typical student]:

Boéliimiimii ¢ok isteyerek sectim. Ilk tercihim degildi. Galiba dordiincii tercihim,
tigtincii tercihimdi. Ama ilki zaten olmayacak bir tercihti, Bogazi¢i Endiistri
Miihendisligi’ni se¢mistim. Ikincisi Bilkent Endiistri Miihendisligi, iiciinciisii de
buraydi. Onlardan sonra olmayacagini bildigim icin babamlar istiyor diye dis

hekimligini falan da yazdim oraya. Ama olmayacakti kesin yani. Daha diistik
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puan. Siralamaya gore girdigimiz i¢in daha sey oluyor hani o ilk dordiinden ilk

dort besinden birine gidecegim kesindi yani.

A woman studying in Civil Engineering [Atypical student]:

Hi¢ aklimda yoktu. Miihendislik genel olarak hi¢ diigiinmiiyordum zaten. Béoyle
tercih déneminde, biraz ailemin yonlendirmesiyle oldu diyebiliriz. Tip falan
diigiiniiyordum ciinkii lisede fen bilimleri okumugtum. Muhendislik
diigiinmeyince tip direk aklima ilk gelen béliimdii. Oyle oldu. Ama su an ¢ok
memnunum yani ben... Ilk tercihim mesela ODTU endiistri miihendisligiydi.
Gelmeyecegini bile bile yazdim. Gelmez biiyiik ihtimalle dedim ama yazdim yine
de. Sonra ingaatti sonra TOBB endiistri miihendisligiydi. 3 tercih yaptim. Ailem
tabi direk soylemedi oyle bir baski olmadi ama hani ¢ok ben baska bir sehre
gitmek istemiyordum ve de tip fakiiltesi bana ne kadar uygun cok emin
degildim falan. O donem falan béyle arastirinca, babam da muhendis zaten,

onun ¢alistigi yere gittim falan sonra zaten kendim karar verdim.

A man studying in Mechanical Engineering [Typical student]:

Arada bir ap diisiiniiyorum. Hani tipa da gitmeme sebebim biraz babam
yiiziinden. Babam doktor oldugu i¢cin npa gitme artik iyice itibart gidiyor
doktorlarin gibisinden beni caydirnugti. O yiizden de makine miihendisligine
geldim ben, yani miihendislik diisiindiim. Onun disinda da sosyoloji ya da
psikoloji diisiinebilirdim. Hani biraz daha ilgimi ¢ektigi icin. Hem ogrencilerin

va da hocalarin genelde kisiligi olsun seyi olsun, biraz daha ilgi ¢ekici geliyor.
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A woman studying in Aerospace Engineering [Atypical student]:

Duydugumda ¢ok hosuma gitti, hoca anlatiyordu zaten. Oyle yani isteyerek
yazdim. Tercih listem zorla tipla doldurulmustu, klasik. Hepsini son giinde silip
havaciligi koydum, oyle... A¢ik¢asi iki miihendislige gerek yok. Ama daha sosyal
bir b6lim okumak ister miydinse bu soru o olur. Tip kesinlikle yok. Ama mesela
matematik gibi ya da daha boyle sosyal bilimlerden bir seyler okumak isterdim.

Bilmiyorum Psikoloji giizel geliyor. Se¢cmeli dersler giizel en azindan.

A man studying in Civil Engineering [Typical student]:

Tip kesinlikle okumazdim onu soyliyim ilk once. Diger miihendislik olarak belki
makineye tekrar iste ¢ift anadal programi belki yiiriitiilebilir veya elektrik
elektronik de baya ilgimi ¢eken bir boliim aslinda bu arkadagslarim var elektrikten

birkag tane igte onlar da anlatinca biraz hosuma gitmiyor degil.

3.3.5. Atypical and Typical Student Differences in Study Variables

During the interviews, participants were asked to rate their ideas for their likeability,
popularity, desire to be a student representative, and field satisfaction on a 10-point scale.
For example, they are asked to rate how much they think their classmates like them on a
10-point scale where 1 indicating not at all and 10 indicating very much.

The sample is divided according to their student type namely atypical and typical
students. An Independent Sample T-Test was implemented to reveal whether student
type has an effect on socioeconomic status, mother education, father education,
likeability in the field, popularity in the field, desire to be a student representative, and

field satisfaction. The results were non-significant except field satisfaction, t(50) = 2.18,
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p = .033. Atypical students (M = 7.47, SD = .89) are more satisfied with their field
compared to typical students (M = 6.61, SD = 1.92).

Table 6 Mean Differences of Interview Study Participants on Socioeconomic Status,
Mother Education, Father Education, Likeability in the Field, Popularity in the Field,

Desire to be a Student Representative, and Field Satisfaction

Typical Atypical
Student Student
M SD M SD t Effect
size
Socioeconomic Status 6.25 119 6.43 1.02 49 16
Mother Education 3.6 1.68 2.86 1.66 - A4
1.43
Father Education 413 147 358 1.65 - .35
1.17
Likeability in the Field 6.61 129 6.36 1.05 -65 .21
Popularity in the Field 6.09 2 6.32 234 35 11
Desire to be a Student 221 172 271 2.19 87 .25
Representative
Field Satisfaction 6.61 192 7.47 .89 1.6* .57

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=54. Effect size is Cohen’s d. *p < .05

Overall, the striking difference between atypical and typical students was the warnings
of their families during the field selection process. Women and men were warned by
their families not to study in other-gender-oriented fields. Other studies found that
atypical genders are not majorly discriminated due to their gender though they report
minor microaggressions such as being called “lady physics” to female students in physics
fields (Barthelemy, McCormick, & Henderson, 2016). Atypical women/men and typical
women/men did not greatly differ but these minor differences are elaborated in the
discussion. The results also mean that H2 is partly confirmed as no major discriminative

treatments were found between atypical and typical students.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST ATYPICAL STUDENTS AND MODERATING
ROLES OF SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION, AMBIVALENT SEXISM, AND
MANHOOD

As gender segregation, gender stereotypes, and perceived gender discrimination could
exist in the university context, it is also important whether practiced discrimination
occurs too. Both women and men were discriminated in educational context (El-Alayli
et al., 2018; Heilman et al., 2004; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Moss-Racusin & Johnson,
2016; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Sullivan et al., 2018) but understanding discrimination
towards atypical women and men compared to typical women and men in university
context using real-life scenarios, such as student representative elections, makes our

studies distinct.

Discrimination against atypical students was measured using vignettes of student profiles
depicted in university contexts. These vignettes constituted four conditions; agentic man,
agentic woman, communal man, and communal woman. Agentic woman and communal
man conditions represent the atypical student and agentic man and communal woman
conditions represent the typical student. These vignettes made impressions of a highly
successful student yet different in her/his character (either agentic or communal). One of
the main reasons of depicting target students as highly successful in their academic
grades was collecting data from one of the most successful students in Turkey so that
participants can feel more identified with the targets (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and would

not make discrimination based on dissimilarity (Diehl, 1988).
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As previous studies showed (Rudman et al., 2012), discrimination against atypical-
genders are made when these individuals actively violate gender rules, namely gender
stereotypes. That is why student vignettes included sentences implying violations of
gender stereotypes (especially prescriptive and proscriptive stereotypes). In order to
assure stereotype violation, male profile was depicted as warm, emotional, cheerful,
obedient, dominated, and other-oriented whereas, female profile was depicted as

talented, independent, hardworking, initiative taker, dominant, and career-oriented.

The hypotheses of this study are as follow:
H3: Participants are expected to favor the typical woman and man more than atypical

woman and man.

H4: Since the motivation behind discrimination against atypical-genders is maintaining
the gender status-quo (Rudman et al., 2012; Studies 3, 4, and 5), system justification
motives are expected to moderate the relationship between typicality and discrimination
against atypical-genders. It is, therefore, expected that as the system justification scores
increase, the strength of the relationship between gender typicality and discrimination
against atypical-genders increases.

H5: As benevolent sexism is positively related with discriminatory treatment toward
atypical genders (Gaunt, 2013; Masser & Abrams, 2004, Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010),
ambivalent sexism is expected to moderate the relationship between student typicality
and discrimination against atypical-genders. This means that as the hostile and
benevolent sexism scores increase, the strength of the relationship between gender

typicality and discrimination against atypical-genders also increases.

H6: Manhood thesis states that man continually needs to prove that he is in accord with

manhood and that threat to manhood activates aggressive thoughts (Vandello, Bosson,

Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008). Atypical-genders, in that regard, are violators of
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male stereotypes and could be a threat to manhood in general. Studies support this claim
with the findings that manhood threat leads to discriminatory behaviors towards woman
(Dahl et al., 2015; O’Connor et al., 2017), responses to restore manhood such as
aggression and risk-taking (Elgin, 2016; Weaver et al., 2013), and there is a positive
relationship between masculine identification and atypical gender hostility (Maass et al.,
2003). Therefore, manhood scores are expected to moderate the relationship between
gender typicality and discrimination against atypical-genders for men. Specifically, it is
expected that as the manhood scores of men increase, the strength of the relationship

between gender typicality and discrimination against atypical-genders also increases.

4.1. Study 3: Evaluating Student Representatives

This study was designed to scrutinize probable discrimination at the university with
depicted student profiles who are candidates for student representative elections at the
university. Students were competing for a stereotypical man-oriented field, Civil
Engineering. The field had the highest effect size for man-suitability as shown in Table
3.

4.1.1. Method

4.1.1.1. Participants

METU students were recruited as participants for the current study in exchange of course
credit. The required participant number was determined by using the G Power software
(Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). Taking error probability as .05, power as .80,
and effect size as .30 (Rudman et al., 2012), the software provided that 190 participants
are needed for two-way ANOVA with 4 groups. In order to achieve that number, more

than 190 participants were targeted because many participants could be eliminated by
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failing manipulation checks or being an outlier. Study 3 reached 191 participants (106

women and 85 men) and had a mean age of 21.55 (SD= 1.59).

4.1.1.2. Measures

4.1.1.2.1. Demographic Information Form

Demographic information of participants was gathered via this form in each of the study
(Appendix B). Several demographic questions such as age and gender were asked to

participants.

4.1.1.2.2. Instructional Manipulation Checks

Vignette studies used Instructional Manipulation Checks (IMCs) before experimental
manipulations. Different from classic manipulation checks, participants are asked to
complete a specified task in IMCs. For example, we asked participants not to choose any
option given below but only to select the title of the text (Appendix I). However, we gave
this information within the text so participants who do not read the text carefully cannot
learn how to complete the asked task and cannot continue the survey. When they decide
to read the instructions well and make the correct choice, then they can continue. This
makes participants be aware that if they do not read instructions well, it is impossible to
complete the survey. This way they would be more eager to read upcoming vignettes

carefully.

IMCs are used in surveys of vignette studies to decrease participant satisficing which is

performed by substantial percent of study participants (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, &

Davidenko, 2009). When IMC is implemented after the experimental manipulation, the

experimenter has to eliminate participants who failed the IMC. That way several

participants are lost. When IMC is used before the experimental manipulation and when
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failed participants are given further chances to complete the IMC (i.e., IMC loop), they
are not eliminated from the sample pool and they are prepared for subsequent
manipulations. IMC was used in similar studies (Shnabel et al., 2016), promoted by
several researchers as a valid method for satisficing (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis,
2010; Reis & Gosling, 2010), and as well as criticized as promoting systematic thinking
(Hauser & Schwarz, 2015).

4.1.1.2.3. Evaluating Student Representatives with Vignettes

Vignette creation is an important phase to extract effect. Stories depicted in vignettes
should be plausible, real, and from daily life, and should give enough detail about the
event (Barter & Renold, 1999). Current vignettes used themes that occur in the university

context frequently (e.g., evaluating student representatives) to ensure these criteria.

Firstly, participants read the text defining the situation (i.e. student representations).
Participants were informed that in the next section they will be presented a student profile
who is competing for student representations at Civil Engineering Department (a
proportionally and stereotypical man-oriented field). Then they were informed that they
will be asked to evaluate this student in the following questions. After this text,
participants were introduced one of four student profiles specifically created to represent
an agentic woman, a communal woman, an agentic man, and a communal man. In order
to assure that agentic and communal profiles are in accord with gender stereotypes
(Rudman et al., 2012), agentic profiles were depicted as talented, independent,
hardworking, initiative, and career-oriented whereas, communal profiles were depicted
as warm, emotional, cheerful, obedient, dominated, and other-oriented. This depiction
was conveyed to the participants as if it is the opinion of the student’s academic
supervisor. GPA, communication skills, organization skills, teamwork skills, education

level, class, and hobbies were held constant across student types.
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Finally, participants evaluated depicted students on how likely they would vote for the
student on a slider ranging from 0 to 100, how much they think the student can represent
her/his field on a 7-point scale (1 indicating definitely cannot represent and 7 indicating
definitely can represent), competence of the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating not
at all competent and 7 indicating very competent), warmth of the student on a 7-point
scale (1 indicating not at all warm and 7 indicating very warm), popularity of the student
on a 7-point scale (1 indicating not at all popular and 7 indicating very popular),
likeability of the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating did not like at all and 7 indicating
liked very much), and desire to be in the same group project with the student on a 7-point
scale (1 indicating did not want at all and 7 indicating wanted very much). Before
continuing the survey, they were asked to write name and field of depicted student profile

to check whether manipulation texts are read or not (Appendix J).

4.1.1.2.4. Gender System Justification Scale

Gender System Justification Scale (GSJS) (developed by Jost & Kay, 2005; translated to
Turkish by Rusen Isik, a former graduate student in METU Psychology) (Appendix M)
is used to measure system justifying tendencies based on gender. The scale consisted of
eight items of which two are reversed. Some sample items are “In general, relations
between men and women are just and fair” and “Society is set up so that men and women
usually get what they deserve”. The original study used a 9-point scale and Ercan (2009)
used this scale in her thesis with a 7-point scale.

Current dissertation used a 6-point scale where 1 indicating total disagreement and 6
indicating total agreement with the statements. Higher scores taken from the scale
indicated a higher tendency to justify the gender-based system. The Cronbach’s Alpha
reliability score of the original study was .65, Ercan (2009) found it as .74, and it was
found as .65 in Study 3.
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4.1.1.2.5. Ambivalent Sexism Inventory

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) (developed by Glick & Fiske, 1996; translated to
Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002) is used to measure sexist attitudes towards women. It
has two subscales, namely hostile sexism (HS) and benevolent sexism (BS) and 22 items.
HS subscale includes items regarding explicit sexist attitudes (e.g., Women seek to gain
power by getting control over men), while BS subscale includes items regarding
seemingly positive but internally sexist attitudes (e.g., Every man ought to have a woman

whom he adores). The scale originally rated on a 6-point scale.

The current dissertation also used a 6-point scale where 1 indicating total disagreement
and 6 indicating total agreement with the statements. Higher scores taken from HS
indicated higher tendency to accept hostilely sexist attitudes toward women where higher
scores taken from BS indicated higher tendency to accept benevolently sexist attitudes
toward women. The original study revealed a .87 internal consistency score for overall
scale, .88 for HS and .79 for BS. Turkish adaptation of the scale had an internal
consistency score of .85 for overall scale, .87 for HS and .78 for BS. The reliability score
of the overall scale was .93 and it was .92 for HS and .87 for BS in Study 3 (Appendix
N).

4.1.1.2.6. Perceived Threat to Manhood Scale

Perceived Threat to Manhood Scale (PTMS) (developed by Tiirkoglu, 2013) is used to
measure precarious manhood. The scale consisted of 15 items. Some sample items are
“Losing job while married” or “Do not have a regular income”. It was measured with a

7-point scale in the original study.

The current dissertation also used a 7-point scale where 1 indicating I do not feel annoyed
atall and 7 indicating | extremely feel annoyed when scale description asked participants
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to imagine above-mentioned situations as if they are real and indicate how much they are
annoyed with them. Higher scores indicated higher perceived threat to manhood whereas,
lower scores indicated lower perceived threat to manhood. This scale was only completed
by male participants. The original study used PTMS with five subscales and found
Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .79 to .92. The Cronbach’s alpha score of the scale in
the current dissertation was .80 in Study 3 (Appendix O).

4.1.1.3. Procedure

Firstly, METU Humans Ethics Committee approval was taken. After that, participants
were recruited through SONA Participant Pool of METU Psychology Department in
exchange of course credit. They completed the survey via an online survey provider,
Qualtrics. Firstly, they were informed about the aim of the study (Appendix H). Then,
they completed the Demographic Information Form (Appendix B), Instructional
Manipulation Check (Appendix 1), and Evaluating Student Representatives with
Vignettes (Appendix J), respectively. Then they completed the following three scales in
random order; Gender System Justification Scale (Appendix L), Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory (Appendix M), and Perceived Threat to Manhood Scale (Appendix N). After
completion of the survey, they were debriefed and thanked for their efforts (Appendix
0).

4.1.2. Results and Discussion

An exploratory factor analysis was performed to evaluate whether some dependent

variables, that are conceptually similar, can be grouped under a single factor.

Competence, warmth, popularity, likeability, desire to be in the same group project were

analyzed with factor analysis using Principal Axis Factoring and Promax rotation (A type

of rotation that is used when factors are thought to be related to each other). The analysis

revealed that these five variables are factorable (Box’s M = .74, p <.001) and explains
49



41% of the variance in a single factor. After that, a composite variable was created
consisting of these five variables. It was labeled as “positive impression” and had a

Cronbach Alpha reliability score of .76.
The data was cleaned from second attempts of the same participants®. After that 17
participants were eliminated due to failing in manipulation checks. One data was missing

in vote probability and it was replaced with group mean.

Table 7 Correlations and Descriptive Statistics of Study 3 Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M SD  Range

1. Vote - 62.86 26.79 0-100
probability

2.Represent .79 - 527 139 1-7
ing the

department

3.Positive S57c 52 - 495 .89 1-7
impression

4.HS -19% -09 -18:. - 286 108 1-6
5.BS -03 .01 .05 63 - 274 .96 1-6
6.SJS -05 .03 .07 53¢ 42, - 251 .70 1-6

7.Manhood .02 -01 .01 33, .45, 36 - 456 .78 1-7

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=180, Manhood N=82. a = p<.05, b = p<.01, and ¢ = p<.001

4.1.2.1. Two-Way ANOVAs to Reveal the Interaction Effect of Target Gender and
Target Characteristics

Three two-way Univariate Analysis of Variances (ANOVA) were implemented to find
the interaction effect of target gender (i.e., woman vs man) and target characteristics (i.e.,

agentic vs. communal) on dependent variables of vote probability, representing the field,

2 Some participants attempted to complete the survey several times. The data shows that such
participants have several incomplete surveys so that they tried to complete it again at other times. That is
allowed because they could be distracted by something during survey completion. However, using their
ID in data, incomplete surveys were deleted.

50



and positive impression (consisting of competence, warmth, popularity, likeability, and
desire to be in the same group project) (H3). ANOVA assumes homogeneity of
variances, normality, and absence of univariate outliers. Preliminary analyses were

performed to test for these assumptions.

When z-value of 3.29 is used as a criterion to evaluate normality (see Kim, 2013),
representing the field was found as nonnormal and vote probability and positive
impression as normal. Assessment of normality was also performed with histograms and
Q-Q plots. When they are checked, this nonnormal variable was seen as not divergently
nonnormal. However, it was transformed to obtain a normal distribution. This was
important because using nonnormal variables in parametric tests increases the likelihood
of missing an existing effect (i.e., Type Il error rate). The logl0 transformation was
applied to representing the field and as a result, its log10 transformed version was
normally distributed according to “z-score of 3.29” criterion. Outliers were detected
using standard scores of variables. This way one case was deleted by being an outlier in
data.

In order to inspect homogeneity of variance, Levene’s Test was checked. According to
this test, vote probability and representability of the field did not have equal error
variances across groups but positive impression did. However, failing to have
homogeneity of variance does not prevent conducting ANOVAs, ANOVA is robust to
the failure of homogeneity of variances.

The first two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of target gender and

target characteristics on vote probability. There was not a statistically significant

interaction between the effects of target gender and target characteristics on vote

probability, F (1, 178) = .02, p = .900. The main effect of target characteristics on vote

probability, however, was significant, F (1, 178) = 14.9, p <.001, with a small effect size

[ne? = .09]. Pairwise comparisons showed that agentic profiles (M = 70.89, SD = 22.94)
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received more vote for student representations compared to communal profiles (M =
55.18, SD = 28.04), p < .001, Cohen’s d = .61, 95% CI [8.16, 23.26] (Figure 1). The
confidence interval indicates that when we collect data from other samples for the same
variables, 95% of the time, the difference between agentic and communal profiles on
vote probability will be between 8.16 and 23.26 in a 0-100 scale. The main effect of

target gender on vote probability was not significant, p = .393.
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Figure 1 Estimated marginal means and error bars (95% CI) of agentic and communal

woman and man on Vote Probability.

The second two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of target gender and
target characteristics on logl0 transformed representing the field. There was not a
statistically significant interaction between the effects of target gender and target
characteristics on representing the field, F (1, 178) = .02, p = .884. The main effect of
target characteristics on representing the field was significant, F (1, 178) = 15.53, p <
.001 with a small effect size [np? = .09]. Pairwise comparisons showed that agentic
profiles (M = 1.14, SD = .04) received higher scores for their representability of the field
compared to communal profiles (M = 1.11, SD = .05), p <.001, Cohen’s d = .66, 95%
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CI[.02, .04] (Figure 2). Since the Log10 transformed version of representing the field is
used for analysis, inferences from confidence intervals would be difficult. To overcome
this, the confidence interval is recalculated using the real values of representability of the
field and found that 95% CI is between .4 and 1.22 in a 1-7 scale. It means that when we
collect data from other samples for the same variables, 95% of the time, the difference
between agentic and communal profiles on representing the field will be between .4 and

1.22 (on a 7-point scale). The main effect of target gender on representing the field was
not significant, p = .942.
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Figure 2 Estimated marginal means and error bars (95% CI) of agentic and communal

woman and man on Representing the Field.

The third two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of target gender and
target characteristics on positive impression (consisting of competence, warmth,
popularity, likeability, and desire to be in the same group project). There was not a
statistically significant interaction between the effects of target gender and target
characteristics on positive impression, F (1, 178) = .19, p = .661. Neither the main effect
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of target characteristics nor target gender on positive impression were significant, F (1,
178) = .28, p =.596 and F (1, 178) = .06, p = .816, respectively.

These findings indicate that H3 did not receive any support as atypical students were not
discriminated. The discrimination was focused on characteristics of student profiles as
agentic profiles received more positive responses compared to communal profiles

whether they were woman or man.

4.1.2.2. PROCESS Macro Analyses to Reveal Moderation Effect on VVote
Probability

Several exploratory moderation analyses were performed using Process Macro version
3.1 (Hayes, 2013) to investigate possible moderating effects of gender system
justification (H4), hostile sexism (H5), benevolent sexism (H5), and manhood (H6) in
the relationships between student typicality (categories; agentic man, agentic woman,
communal man, and communal woman) and vote probability, representing the field, and
positive impression. Moderation analysis is evaluated with simple slope analysis, using
mean, -1SD, and +1SD (i.e., Pick-a-Point approach) because traditionally this approach

is used.

Firstly, the moderating roles of gender system justification, hostile sexism, benevolent
sexism, and manhood in the relationships between student typicality (categories; agentic
man, agentic woman, communal man, and communal woman) and vote probability was
tested. At first side, gender system justification was found to moderate the effect of
student typicality on vote probability, F(7, 172) = 3.45, p = .002, R? = .12. However,
when R? increase due to interaction was checked, which should also be considered to
probe for interaction (Hayes & Montoya, 2017), the result was not significant (p = .19).
That indicates a nonsignificant increase in explained variance (2%) in the dependent
variable when the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent
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variable is conditional upon moderator. This also means that H4 did not receive any
support here. Similarly, hostile sexism (H5) and manhood (H6) were not found as
significant moderators, F(7, 172) = 4.08, p < .001, R? = .14 and F(7, 74) = 2.03, p = .061,
R? = .16, respectively because they failed to provide significant additional explained
variances, p = .660 and p = .506, respectively. That is, H5 is partly not confirmed and

H6 did not receive any support.

Benevolent sexism (H5), on the other hand, was found to moderate the effect of student
typicality on vote probability, F(7, 172) = 4.15, p < .001, R? = .14 and R? increase due to
interaction was significant, p =.022, with 5% increase in explained variance in dependent

variable. These results also mean that H5 is partly confirmed.

4.1.2.2.1. Pairwise Comparisons

In order to reveal pairwise comparisons, to identify which groups differ from which,
Process Macro (Hayes, 2013) was used to create dummy coded (indicator coded) version
of student typicality variable. Process macro was run three times to find all possible
group differences. In the first analysis, communal woman was the reference category. In
each analysis, vote probability was treated as DV and BS as moderator. After running
the analysis, it was found that communal woman and communal man significantly
differed through BS scores to affect vote probability, t(172) =-2.25, p =.026, b =-13.16,
95% CI [-24.73, -1.59]. For high BS scores, communal woman received significantly
more vote compared to communal man, t(172) = -2.32, p =.022, b =-17.93, 95% CI [-
33.2, -2.66]. Communal woman also differed from agentic woman through BS scores to
affect vote probability, t(172) =-2.23, p=.027, b =-12.98, 95% CI [-24.48, -1.48]. When
BS scores are low and moderate, communal woman received significantly less vote
compared to agentic woman, t(172) = 3.37, p < .001, b = 28.16, 95% CI [11.68, 44.66]
and t(172) =2.9, p =.004, b = 15.67, 95% CI [5, 26.35], respectively. Further, communal
woman differed from agentic man through BS scores to affect vote probability, t(172) =
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-2.98, p =.003, b = -15.95, 95% CI [-26.51, -5.39]. Similarly, when BS scores are low
and moderate, communal woman received significantly less vote compared to agentic
man, t(172) = 3.64, p <.001, b = 26.21, 95% CI [12, 40.43] and t(172) =-2.04, p = .043,
b = 10.87, 95% CI [.36, 21.38], respectively. When slopes of student typicality are
considered as a focus of change in the effect of BS, the communal woman was found to
receive significantly higher votes as BS scores of respondents increase, t(172) =-2.39, p
=.018, b = 9.6, 95% CI [1.17, 17.52] (Figure 3). That is, as respondents endorse more
benevolent sexism, they are more likely to give higher vote for communal woman.

In the second analysis, the communal man was the reference category and in the third
analysis agentic woman was the reference category. But no significant difference was
found among groups in these analyses. The results show that H5 is partly confirmed as

hostile sexism was not found as a significant moderator.
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Figure 3 Vote Probability as a function of Benevolent Sexism and Student Typicality.
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4.1.2.3. PROCESS Macro Analyses to Reveal Moderation Effect on Representing
the Field

The moderating roles of gender system justification (H4), hostile sexism (H5),
benevolent sexism (H5), and manhood (H6) in the relationships between student
typicality (categories; agentic man, agentic woman, communal man, and communal

woman) and representing the field was tested using Process Macro (Hayes, 2013).

Again, R? increase due to interaction was used to evaluate whether there is statistically
significant interaction. Only Benevolent Sexism was, again, found to significantly
moderate the effect of student typicality on representing the field, F(7, 172) = 3.79, p <
.001, R? = .13 and R? increase due to interaction was significant, p = .031, with 5%
increase in explained variance in dependent variable. These results mean that H5 is partly
confirmed but H4 and H6 are not confirmed.

4.1.2.3.1. Pairwise Comparisons

In order to reveal pairwise comparisons, to identify which groups differ from which,
Process Macro (Hayes, 2013) was used to create dummy coded (indicator coded) version
of student typicality variable. The macro was run three times to find all possible group
differences. In the first analysis, the communal woman was the reference category. In
each analysis, representing the field was treated as DV and BS as moderator.

After running the analysis, it was found that communal woman and communal man

significantly differed through BS scores to affect representing the field, t(172) = -2.43, p

=.016, b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.005]. For high BS scores, communal woman received

significantly more vote compared to communal man, t(172) = -1.99, p =.048, b = -.03,

95% ClI [-.06, -.0002]. Communal woman also differed from agentic woman through BS

scores to affect representing the field, t(172) = -2.36, p =.019, b =-.03, 95% CI [-.04, -
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.006]. When BS scores are low and moderate, communal woman received significantly
less representing the field scores compared to agentic woman, t(172) = 3.47, p <.001, b
= .05, 95% CI [.02, .08] and t(172) = 2.91, p = .004, b = .03, 95% CI [.009, .05],
respectively. Further, communal woman differed from agentic man through BS scores to
affect representing the field, t(172) = -2.57, p = .011, b = -.03, 95% CI [-.04, -.006].
Similarly, when BS scores are low and moderate, communal woman received
significantly less representing the field scores compared to agentic man, t(172) = 3.89, p
<.001, b = .05, 95% CI [.03, .08] and t(172) = 2.78, p = .006, b = .03, 95% CI [.008,
.05], respectively. When slopes of student typicality are considered as a focus of change
in the effect of BS, the communal woman was found to have significantly higher
representing the field scores as BS scores of respondents increase, t(172) = 2.68, p =
.008, b = .02, 95% CI [.005, .034] (Figure 4). That is, as respondents endorse more
benevolent sexism, their evaluation for communal woman as a representative for the field

Increases.
In the second analysis, the communal man was the reference category and in the third

analysis agentic woman was the reference category. But no significant difference was

found among groups in these analyses.

58



= e e Communal Woman == < «Communal Man

Agentic Woman — eeseee Agentic Man

6
=TT
9 --------------- o0 m
(= 5.5 ""'
)
= =" -
+~ - -
& 5 -~

-

= -, -
= T == el .
8 - - = - - -
) -
5 4.5 "
g -
e~

4

Low Moderate High

Benevolent Sexism

Figure 4 Representing the Field as a function of Benevolent Sexism and Student

Typicality using real values of Representing the Field.

4.1.2.4. PROCESS Macro Analyses to Reveal Moderation Effect on Positive

Impression

The moderating roles of gender system justification, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism,
and manhood in the relationships between student typicality (categories; agentic man,
agentic woman, communal man, and communal woman) and the positive impression was
tested. The results revealed non-significant outcomes and that no further pairwise
comparisons are performed which also means H4, H5, and H6 did not receive any support

for positive impression variable.

4.2. Study 4: Evaluating Graduate Applications

This study was designed to scrutinize probable discrimination at the university with
depicted student profiles who are candidates for graduate education at the university.

Students were competing for a stereotypical woman-oriented field, Early Childhood
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Education. The field had the highest effect size for woman-suitability as shown in Table
3.

4.2.1. Method

4.2.1.1. Participants

METU students were recruited as participants for the current study in exchange of course
credit. Study 4 reached 216 participants (158 women and 58 men) and had a mean age
of 21.78 (SD= 2.81).

4.2.1.2. Measures

4.2.1.2.1. Demographic Information Form

Everything was the same as Study 3.

4.2.1.2.2. Instructional Manipulation Checks

Everything was the same as Study 3.

4.2.1.2.3. Evaluating Graduate Applications with Vignettes

In this study, participants were asked to put themselves into the shoes of a professor to
evaluate a student candidate for Master’s Degree application for Early Childhood
Education Department. Firstly, participants read the text defining the situation (i.e.
graduate applications). Participants were informed that interviews are part of graduate
education applications and they will be asked to evaluate a student in the next section

competing for graduate study acceptance at Early Childhood Education Department (a
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proportionally and stereotypical woman-oriented field) by putting themselves into the
shoes of a professor in a graduate application committee. Then they were informed that

they will be asked to evaluate this student in the following questions.

After this text, participants were introduced one of four student profiles specifically
created to represent an agentic woman, a communal woman, an agentic man, and a
communal man. In order to assure that agentic and communal profiles are in accord with
gender stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012), agentic profiles were depicted as talented,
independent, hardworking, initiative, and career-oriented whereas, communal profiles
were depicted as warm, emotional, cheerful, obedient, dominated, and other-oriented.
This depiction was conveyed to the participants as if it is the opinion of student’s
academic supervisor. GPA, communication skills, organization skills, teamwork skills,

education level, class, and hobbies were held constant across student types.

Finally, participants evaluated depicted students on how likely they think the student can
be accepted to the graduate education on a slider ranging from 0 to 100, competence of
the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating not at all competent and 7 indicating very
competent), warmth of the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating not at all warm and 7
indicating very warm), popularity of the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating not at
all popular and 7 indicating very popular), likeability of the student on a 7-point scale (1
indicating did not like at all and 7 indicating liked very much), and desire to be in the
same group project with the student on a 7-point scale (1 indicating did not want at all
and 7 indicating wanted very much). Before continuing the survey, they were asked to
write name and field of depicted student profile and who expressed his/her opinion about

the student to check whether manipulation texts are read or not (Appendix K).
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4.2.1.2.4. Gender System Justification Scale

Everything was the same as Study 3. Cronbach Alpha reliability score was .71 in Study
4,

4.2.1.2.5. Ambivalent Sexism Inventory

Everything was the same as Study 3. Cronbach Alpha reliability score was .94 for
overall scale and .94 for HS and .90 for BS in Study 4.

4.2.1.2.6. Perceived Threat to Manhood Scale

Everything was the same as Study 3. Cronbach Alpha reliability score was .81 in Study
4.

4.2.1.3. Procedure

Data was collected after METU Humans Ethics Committee approval. Participants were
recruited through SONA Participant Pool of METU Psychology Department in exchange
of course credit. They completed the survey via an online survey provider, Qualtrics.
Firstly, they were informed about the aim of the study (Appendix H). Then, they
completed the Demographic Information Form (Appendix B), Instructional
Manipulation Check (Appendix 1), and Evaluating Graduate Applications with Vignettes
(Appendix K), respectively. Then they completed the following three scales in random
order; Gender System Justification Scale (Appendix M), Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
(Appendix N), and Perceived Threat to Manhood Scale (Appendix O). After completion
of the survey, they were debriefed and thanked for their efforts (Appendix P).
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4.2.2. Results and Discussion

Eighty-one responses were eliminated either due to second attempts of completing the
survey or failing the manipulation checks. Study 4 contained three manipulation checks
whereas, Study 3 contained two manipulation checks. Again, one data was missing in
graduate study acceptance probability and it was replaced with group mean and one

response was deleted due to missing data in both of the DVs.

Table 8 Correlations and Descriptive Statistics of Study 4 Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 M SD Range

1.Graduate - 81.69 15.18 0-100
study

acceptance

probability

2.Positive 30 - 5.07 .78 1-7
impression

3.HS -02 .03 - 267 112 1-6
4.BS .02 16a .70 - 266 1.04 1-6
5.SJS .01 19 49 40 - 294 .64 1-6
6.Manhood .04 -10 47, 37c  A46c - 466 .85 1-7

Note. M=Mean. SD=Standard Deviation. N=180, Manhood N=56. a = p<.05, b = p<.01, and ¢ = p<.001

4.2.2.1. Two-Way ANOVAs to Reveal the Interaction Effect of Target Gender and

Target Characteristics

Two two-way Univariate Analysis of Variances (ANOVA) were implemented to find the
interaction effect of target gender (i.e., woman vs man) and target characteristics (i.e.,
agentic vs. communal) on dependent variables of graduate study acceptance probability
and positive impression (consisting of competence, warmth, popularity, likeability, and
desire to be in the same group project and Cronbach’s alpha reliability score of .65).

Preliminary analyses were conducted to test for assumptions of ANOVA.
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Three cases were deleted by being the outlier in data using standard scores as criteria.
According to Levene’s Test, graduate study acceptance probability did not have equal
error variances across groups but positive impression did. However, as stated before,

ANOVA is robust to the failure of homogeneity of variance.

The first two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of target gender and
target characteristics on graduate study acceptance probability. There was not a
statistically significant interaction between the effects of target gender and target
characteristics on graduate study acceptance probability, F (1, 208) = .05, p = .830. The
main effect of target characteristics on graduate study acceptance probability, however,
was significant, F (1, 208) = 36.13, p <.001, with a small effect size [p? = .15]. Pairwise
comparisons showed that agentic profiles (M = 87.39, SD = 10.53) were more likely to
be accepted to graduate education compared to communal profiles (M = 75.77, SD =
16.96), p < .001, Cohen’s d = .82, 95% CI [7.81, 15.43] (Figure 5). The confidence
interval indicates that when we collect data from other samples for the same variables,
95% of the time, the difference between agentic and communal profiles on graduate
study acceptance probability will be between 7.81 and 15.43 in a 0-100 scale. The main
effect of target gender on graduate study acceptance probability was not significant, p =
428.

The second two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the effect of target gender and
target characteristics on positive impression (consisting of competence, warmth,
popularity, likeability, and desire to be in the same group project). There was not a
statistically significant interaction between the effects of target gender and target
characteristics on positive impression, F (1, 208) = .34, p = .563. Neither the main effect
of target characteristics nor target gender on positive impression were significant, F (1,
208) =2.29,p =.132and F (1, 208) = .18, p = .675, respectively.
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Figure 5 Estimated marginal means and error bars (95% CI) of agentic and communal
woman and man on Graduate Study Acceptance Probability.

These findings also indicate that H3 did not receive any support as atypical students were
not discriminated here. The discrimination was focused on characteristics of student
profiles as agentic profiles received more positive responses compared to communal

profiles.

4.2.2.2. PROCESS Macro Analyses to Reveal Moderation Effect on Graduate
Study Acceptance Probability and Positive Impression

Several exploratory moderation analyses were performed to investigate possible
moderating effects of gender system justification, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and
manhood in the relationships between student typicality (categories; agentic man, agentic
woman, communal man, and communal woman) and graduate study acceptance

probability and positive impression using Process Macro (Hayes, 2013)
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The analysis confirmed nonsignificant moderation effects for the relationship between
student typicality and positive impression and, of course, nonsignificant increase in R?

due to interaction.

Moderation model for the relationship between student typicality and graduate study
acceptance probability was significant but R? changes due to interaction were not. That
is, no significant moderation effects were revealed. Gender system justification was
found to moderate the effect of student typicality on graduate study acceptance
probability, F(7, 202) = 5.77, p < .001, R? = .17. However, the R? increase due to
interaction was not significant (p = .27). That indicates a nonsignificant increase in
explained variance (2%) in the dependent variable when the relationship between the
independent variable and the dependent variable is conditional upon moderator. That also

means H4 did not receive any support here.

Similarly, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and manhood were not found as significant
moderators in the relationship between student typicality and graduate study acceptance
probability, F(7, 202) = 5.45, p <.001, R? = .16, F(7, 201) = 5.79, p < .001, R? = .17, and
F(7, 48) = 2.62, p < .05, R? = .28, respectively because they failed to provide significant
additional explained variances, p = .705, p = .428, and p = .328, respectively. These also

mean H5 and H6 are not confirmed here.
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CHAPTER 5

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The current dissertation aimed to research possible discrimination towards atypical (i.e.,
minority) genders in the educational context. It is important to understand this issue
because discrimination has adverse consequences for the victims such as distorting their
health (Jackson et al., 1996; Lewis et al., 2006; Simons et al., 2002; Troxel et al., 2003)
and also the functioning of the society (Kuzlak, 2018). Universities could be a place
where discrimination towards atypical genders occurs because gender segregation exists
at the university (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010; US National Science Foundation, 2013),
different fields are associated with different genders (Malinen & Johnston, 2007; Nosek
et al., 2002), and previous studies give a clue about probable discrimination toward
genders who violate gender stereotypes (El-Alayli et al., 2018; Moss-Racusin et al.,
2012; Moss-Racusin & Johnson, 2016).

5.1. Overview of the Findings

Four studies were implemented to find out whether atypical students are treated
differently compared to typical students in a Turkish university. The first study
investigated and found that some fields are associated with the woman (e.g., Psychology)
and some fields with the man (e.g., Civil Engineering) (H1). The second study
investigated whether atypical and typical students differ in their experiences at the
university in terms of perceived discrimination (H2). The striking result was that atypical
students were interfered by their families during the field selection process and their

atypical choices wanted to be hindered.
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Last two studies investigated the question whether participants discriminate atypical
student profiles compared to typical student profiles (H3) and whether system
justification (H4), ambivalent sexism (H5), and precarious manhood (H6) will moderate
the relationship between student typicality and discrimination toward atypical students.
The difference between these studies was, mainly, the context. In the first one, student
profiles were depicted in the Civil Engineering field and as candidates for student
representations. In the second one, they were depicted in Early Childhood Education and
as candidates for graduate education. It was found that as benevolent sexism scores

increase, the communal woman was evaluated as a better representative for the field.

5.2. Evaluating Study 1

According to the findings obtained from Study 1, most of the fields were perceived in
the same direction with their gender proportions. Early Childhood Education,
Psychology, Sociology, Biology, Food Engineering, Architecture, Business
Administration, and City and Regional Planning were perceived as woman-oriented and
Civil Engineering, Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, Mechanical Engineering,
Electrical and Electronics Engineering, Aerospace Engineering, and Computer
Engineering were perceived as man-oriented. Chemical Engineering, Statistics, Political
Science and Public Administration, and Mathematics were not perceived as a gender-
oriented field. There were some fields whose perceived gender suitability and actual
gender composition did not match. For instance, gender composition of Statistics favors
women with 67% in METU and 57% in AU and Architecture was perceived as a woman-
oriented field but its gender composition was more balanced than Statistics with 60%
women. The reason for this mismatch would be the evaluation scope of participants. If
they imagined these fields in METU, they would evaluate Statistics as woman-oriented
but they might have evaluated the fields by thinking beyond METU, by considering a

larger population. This notion could be correct because the explanation in Perceived
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Gender Suitability of Fields (Appendix C) scale did not ask participants to imagine

METU or AU fields while evaluating fields’ woman- or man-suitability.

Fields which were perceived as a woman- or man-oriented has similar characteristics.
Early Childhood Education, Psychology, Sociology, Biology, Food Engineering,
Architecture, Business Administration, and City and Regional Planning were perceived
as woman-oriented. Not all but most of these fields require caring, interest in children,
educating (i.e. caring for others), cooking, and interpersonal skills. Stereotypes regarding
such fields explain why they are perceived as woman-oriented by participants as these
are female stereotypes (Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Rudman
et al., 2012; Sakalli-Ugurlu, Turkoglu, & Kuzlak, 2018). On the other hand, a reverse
pattern emerges for fields that are perceived as man-oriented. Civil Engineering,
Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Electrical and
Electronics Engineering, Aerospace Engineering, and Computer Engineering were
perceived as man-oriented. All of them are engineering fields and mostly share similar
characteristics such as analytical, intelligent, hardworking, and competent which are
stereotypes prescribed for men (Rudman et al., 2012; Tutkun & Kog, 2008). These
findings, once again, confirm that gender stereotypes play an important role in

individuals’ judgments about a domain’s gender suitability.

5.3. Evaluating Study 2

Study 2 revealed that atypical and typical students have slightly different experiences
regarding their education at the university. Atypical students, whether they are woman
or man, indicated that during the field selection process, their families warned them not
to study in their current field. For instance, statements of a female student studying in
engineering shows how strong the pressure of families is: “Actually, I changed my
preference in the last 5 minutes, so | had medicine above it, and | always knew I did not

want to study medicine, so | changed it in the last 5 minutes and shut down the computer
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and went to my parents. Actually, | wanted my current field, but it was not a conscious
choice here. I mean, I kept changing during the day or in the day, but there was the “study
medicine, study medicine” situation. But then when | decided not to study medicine, |
chose this field, so | was not very conscious about engineering, but METU was good,
well, I knew it a little.”. Similar statements were given by other atypical students and

only by one typical student, a woman studying in International Relations.

None of the participants mentioned any reason why their families intervened by their
field selection decisions (it was not asked by the interviewer too) but these warnings
could be stemmed from societal expectations from different genders as families represent
“the society” in these cases. Prescriptive and proscriptive stereotypes constitute a major
portion in society’s expectations because they are durable over time and place (Swim,
Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995) and dictate how women and men should behave/be. Studies
show that when given the opportunity, a person can produce ten stereotypes on average
to describe woman and man (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2018). That is, people already contain
gender stereotypes in their minds. As families might be aware of prescriptive and
proscriptive stereotypes which dictate how woman and man should and should not
behave/be, they would be disturbed by their violation and because these violators are
their families, they would have wanted to protect them from future negative
consequences of stereotype violation (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Moss-Racusin &
Johnson, 2016; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Shaffer & Wegley, 1974) in their own terms.
Actually, studies support the protection of atypical genders, especially for women
studying in STEM fields (Kuchynka et al., 2018). When asked about perceived sexism,
STEM studying women indicated that they perceive protective paternalism more than
hostile sexism in STEM courses. This part of sexism includes remarks that imply that
women are weaker than men and need assistance. As the families want to manage
atypical students’ university field choice, they might be evaluating them as incapable and

needing help.
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Parenting culture in Turkey might affect individuals’ atypical choices too. Studies show
that female entrepreneurs’ fathers have more permissive parenting practices compared
to female non-entrepreneurs (Boz & Ergeneli, 2014). Conversely, fathers of non-
entrepreneurs employ more authoritarian parenting practices compared to fathers of
entrepreneurs. It seems that in order for a woman to break woman stereotype wall, non-

intervention of parents is very important.

In addition, these warnings might be one of the major reasons why a marginal number of
atypical genders study in single-gender-oriented fields. These warnings could be
contributing to the existing gender status-quo in university fields and help continue
discrimination toward atypical genders as they are violating gender stereotypes. Above
mentioned atypical student stated that she changed her field choices in the last 5 minutes.
It must be a very rare case that helped her to study in a field not imposed by her families.
However, if students are pressured by their families during the field selection process
that much, the majority of them would not have an opportunity to change their choices.
That is, the intervention of families would be one of the most important reasons why

gender segregation still exists in many university fields, at least in Turkey.

Actually, the field selection process is not carried out by the students alone. According
to several studies, investigating environmental factors affecting field choice, students’
field selection decision is mostly affected from their siblings, classmates, class teachers
(Ozyiirek & Kilig-Atici, 2002), family’s expectations, friends (Vurucu, 2010), parents,
books, magazines, and school teachers (Hamamci, Bacanli, & Dogan, 2013) but not that
much from counseling teachers (Ozyiirek & Kilig-Atict, 2002). It is interesting because
counseling teachers are the only professionals who can help students during their field
selection process by considering their talents and characteristics. It seems that families
are more important for the students when they decide what they want to study and what
profession they want to implement in the future. These findings are supportive of the
current dissertation’s results as atypical students mentioned that their families intervened
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with their field choice. This also shows that such discrimination towards atypical students
is taking its support from the field selection system in Turkey. Students mostly rely on
their families but not professionals and that atypical students, especially, are affected by
this process negatively because their choices are violating gender system (Moss-Racusin
et al., 2012; Moss-Racusin & Johnson, 2016).

Other themes that emerged in Study 2 implied some more differences between atypical
and typical genders. When asked about their opinion to be a student representative, both
atypical and typical students responded negatively. However, atypical students
mentioned that it is “not necessary” and typical students mentioned that they do not have
time for it. The reasons for this minor difference would be those gender atypicals might
not want to even consider being a student representative and be guarded against the idea
of representing their field compared to typical students. By framing the situation as “not
necessary”’, they would be easing themselves from potential threats arising from
representing a domain in which they are perceived as atypical. Studies show that when
people are threatened by a health test result, they minimize it (Croyle & Hunt, 1991) and
question its validity (Ditto & Lopez, 1992). When they perform poorly on a test, they
evaluate the test as unfair (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Holt, 1985; Schlenker, Weigold,
& Hallam, 1990). It seems that being a student representative is already a domain that
atypical students feel they would receive negative feedback and they might be
minimizing its importance by remarks like “not necessary”. These results show that there
needs to be a more in-depth evaluation on why atypical students think that student
representations are “not necessary” because there could be established prejudices toward
their study field and they might be hindering their success in their field such as
representing their field by imagining negative feedback if they want to be more assertive
in their field.

Another theme revealed some negative experiences that both atypical and typical

students faced in their field. But considering the sample size, 54, few students reported
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negative experiences. There could be several reasons why students did not state a lot of
negative experiences and the majority of them never stated a negative experience in their
field at all. One of the reasons for this would be well-being. It is positively correlated
with remembering positive memories and negatively correlated with remembering
negative memories (Seidlitz & Diener, 1993). That is, in order for a person to be
psychologically healthy, she/he needs to focus on remembering positive memories but
not negative. The effect of interviewer might have played an important role here too. The
interviewer was a research assistant in one of the fields and a doctoral student in the same
university. Because of that, respondents might have adjusted their thoughts, especially
for negative occurrences. However, none of them mentioned any concern about this
during 20- to 30-minute interviews. To overcome this limitation, future studies might use
a scale measure, instead of an interview, to measure negative and positive experiences
atypical and typical students are encountering in their field or the interviewer should not
be related to the university in which participants are studying. Another explanation could
be about environmental factors affecting students. Interviewed students were studying in
METU’s Ankara campus which offers students a natural environment filled with fruit
trees, flowers, and small animals. Studies show that when people live in natural

environments, their stress is diminished (Wells & Evans, 2003).

The last theme showed how students evaluate dentistry and, mostly, medicine. It was
interesting to find that several students have negative attitudes toward studying medicine.
One of the explanations of these attitudes would be perceived as low self-efficacy toward
medicine and dentistry. When people perceive that the domain is difficult for their
abilities, they are less likely want to pursue a career in it (Zimmerman, Bandura, &
Martinez-Pons, 1992). That is, students who have low self-efficacy toward medicine and
dentistry would not like to study in these fields. However, these students have very high
university entrance scores, not just average individuals selected from the general public
so this explanation might not be the case. The reason for negative attitudes toward
medicine might be stemmed from students’ perception of their target field. It was found
73



that the most important factors affecting the choice of medical students to study medicine
are helping ill people (Geng, Kaya, & Geng, 2007) while it is self-efficacy for STEM
studying students (Korkut-Owen & Eraslan-Capan, 2017). That means that if a STEM
student is not motivated by helping ill people but forced to study medicine by their
families, she/he might build negative experiences toward medicine and eventually these

experiences can become negative attitudes.

It should also be noted that none of the questions included any keywords implying
medicine or dentistry. Students mentioned these fields after asking them “How much
willingly did you choose your field?”” and “How much would you like to study in another
field if you have the opportunity? If so, which field would it be?”. This means that
attitudes toward medicine or dentistry are still fresh in their minds and mention them

easily when opportunities arise.

Somewhat interestingly, atypical students were found to be satisfied with their field more
than typical students. As statements of several atypical students show (e.g. intervention
of families), they struggled a bit the during the field selection process and this struggle
might be the reason why they are satisfied with their field more than typical students.
Studies also support this reasoning. When customers spend considerable effort, they are
more satisfied with the products compared to when they spend modest effort (Cardozo,
1965) and couples are more satisfied with their marriage as their relationship effort
increases (Shafer, Jensen, & Larson, 2012). These studies might also be implying that
atypical students evaluate their fields like a marriage or a liked product. It could be
inferred, in light of these studies, that there might be differences between atypical and

typical students in terms of identification with the field.
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5.4. Evaluating Studies 3 and 4

Contrary to expectations, no discrimination targeting atypical students was found.
However, communal students, whether they are woman or man, was found to be
evaluated as less favorable compared to female and male agentic students. Female and
male communal students received significantly lower scores for student representations,
representability of their field, and graduate study acceptance probability compared to the
female and male agentic students. For the moderator effect, benevolent sexism was the
only variable that was found as a significant moderator. Specifically, as benevolent
sexism scores increase, communal woman targets received higher votes and scores for

the representability of their field.

One of the reasons for not finding discrimination against atypical individuals would be
the framing of the situations. Both student representations and graduate education require
agentic characteristics. A student would be expected to have leadership characteristics to
be considered as a representative of his/her field and acceptance to graduate education
almost only depends on the academic achievement of students which generally requires
hardworking, competitiveness, and selfishness. These are regarded as agentic
characteristics in the literature (Rudman et al., 2012) and such domains would be
perceived as suitable for agentic individuals. This notion is also supported by the findings
that both female and male agentic students received significantly higher scores for
representing the field and for graduate study acceptance compared to the communal

woman and man students.

Another explanation for discrimination towards communal targets would be participant

characteristics. As previously mentioned in the above chapters, respondents are highly

successful students because they enrolled in one of the best universities in Turkey. In

order to assure that they see the targets as similar to them, all targets were depicted as

having very high GPAs so that we did not want respondents to evaluate targets based on
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their dissimilarity (Diehl, 1988). However, respondents might have also evaluated
agentic targets as more similar to themselves due to agentics’ self-serving characteristics
and relatedness to such characteristics with objective and subjective success (Abele,
2003) and, because of that, would have treated them more favorably compared to

communal targets.

It seems that increased benevolent sexism scores increase the voting scores for
representing the field (Figure 3) and representability of the field (Figure 4) for communal
woman, but not for communal man, agentic man, and agentic woman. That could be
expected considering that communal profiles are depicted as warm, emotional, cheerful,
nondominant, agreeable, and other-oriented. For the benevolent sexist, the communally
depicted woman needs to be protected and such a depicted woman might be imagined as
needing protection. As Stereotype Content Model discusses, a woman who has low in
competence and high in warmth (e.g., housewives) could receive sympathy or pity
(Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Since communal woman received more votes as BS

increases, that could be an indicator of sympathy towards them.

BS was a significant moderator in the context of elections of student representations (i.e.,
Study 3), but not in graduate admission context (Study 4). It could be speculated that
student representative elections and graduate study could require agentic characteristics,
though they are stereotypically different domains. In order for a person to be a good
representative, she/he should possess leadership characteristics. But in order for a person
to be accepted to graduate education, she/he should possess intelligence/industriousness.
For the benevolent sexist, the woman needs to be protected and a person who needs
protection should not possess intelligence. That means that benevolent sexist should not
support a communal woman when she wants to attend graduate education because
educated woman might not need protection from man and this might not be wanted by
benevolent sexists and also rewarding communal woman in this domain mean that she
does not lack intelligence as she is capable of studying in graduate education. These
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findings also mean that although both are agentic characteristics, leadership and

intelligence are perceived differently, at least for the benevolent sexists.

There could be some reasons why manhood did not show up as a significant moderator.
The current scale used in the dissertation measured perceived threat to manhood however
other studies used a threat manipulation in the literature to evoke participants (Dahl et
al., 2015; O’Connor et al., 2017) so that a big effect was obtained. That is why measuring
perceived manhood threat would not be the best way to understand the effect of manhood
endorsement on specified variables, instead, manipulation of manhood threat would have
worked better. Besides, manhood scale was only applied to male participants. The
number of male respondents was very low both in Study 3 (85 males) and Study 4 (58

males). That could be another reason why no effect of manhood was found.

Participant gender was not investigated during data analysis as it was not found as a
significant variable affecting discrimination towards atypicals (e.g., Moss-Racusin,
Phelan, & Rudman, 2010).

5.5. Limitations and Contributions

Vignettes design is one of the most crucial parts of this dissertation. They served to
investigate possible discrimination towards atypical students and the effect of
moderating variables in that relationship. However, vignette creation is prone to carry
unthought-of limitations. For example, student profiles were chosen so that they
represented either a communal type of person or agentic type of person. But, their
cumulative grade average, GPA, was held constant. This could have made participants
think about these students as competitive and hardworking students which are part of
agentic stereotypes. Future studies can easily overcome this by varying GPAs of profiles

according to their type, high GPA for agentic and low GPA for communal profiles or
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GPA information could be completely removed as enough information is given in student

profiles.

Another limitation of vignettes used in this study would be their format. They are
presented to the participants in plain text. Future studies might use a real graduate study
ad taken from university field websites and student representative election text and poster
taken from real student elections conducted at the university. One might think that
candidate profiles should include pictures of students however, this could add
attractiveness as a confounding variable (Chaiken, 1979; Little, Roberts, Jones, &
DeBruine, 2012). That is, profiles of students should not include pictures (unless a pilot
study is done to find neutral pictures) but texts and arrangement of texts that are taken

from real life examples.

The participant numbers might be low for investigating moderating effects of gender
system justification, ambivalent sexism, and precarious manhood in one study. That is
why the effects of these moderating variables should be researched in another replication
study using more participants. Lastly, failing to find discrimination toward atypical
genders does not mean that it does not exist. Future studies can use similar design to
investigate discrimination to atypical genders in other domains such as in aviation
industry in which majority of pilots could be man and majority of hostesses could be

woman.

Current dissertation contributed to the literature by revealing perceived gender suitability
of university fields, perceived discrimination at the university according to student
typicality (i.e. atypical vs. typical), and discrimination toward the female and male
students when they are depicted as both typical and atypical in university context using

real-life scenarios.
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When researchers want to understand whether women and men are the minority in a
domain, they could have gathered related data from national/international organizations
(e.g. European Commission) however, current dissertation provided alternative data to
understand gender segregation measuring perceived gender suitability of university
fields. Moreover, no study experimentally investigated perceived discrimination toward
atypical genders by using an interview method comparing them with typical students. It
is important to use qualitative methods such as interviews in pioneer studies of any
research topics to obtain information from a first source (i.e. target participants) which

would be very difficult to understand only using existing literature.

Studies investigating the discrimination toward atypical genders might manipulate both
genders and typicality of to-be-evaluated targets (Rudman et al., 2012). However, similar
studies conducted in educational context almost never manipulated typicality of to-be-
evaluated targets (El-Alayli et al., 2018; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012) except a study on
preschool-aged children (Sullivan et al., 2018). Current dissertation contributed to the
literature on how typicality and gender of to-be-evaluated targets interact with each other

to affect discrimination.

5.6. Future Implications

Future studies might focus on understanding the effect of families on the choices of
atypical students or more broadly, atypical genders in any domains. It seems that the
opinions of families are crucial for people aged around 18 and their opinions would be
critical to understand gender minorities in any domain even further. Besides, benevolent
sexism was found as a significant variable that affects atypical students’ social approval.
As benevolent sexism scores increase, the only communal woman received greater
scores for representing her field. It could be investigated whether benevolent sexism
prime also works similarly for communal as well as the agentic woman who should be
perceived as a violator of societal expectations.
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Student profiles might be altered in future studies. The current study depicted agentic
and communal students as highly successful, having a 3.80 cumulative grade average.
When these students have lesser grades, the effect of student typicality would be higher

because then the characteristics of students would be more important.

It should be noted that for some students 3.80 GPA would be high and for some, not that
high. This perceptual difference stems from the studied field because GPAs differ vastly
across the fields at the university (Rojstaczer & Healy, 2010). That is, for some students
the depicted profiles must be very successful but for some not so much. The implication
of this would be to evaluate profiles differently. Participants who evaluate a 3.80-grade
point average not so high would more focus on characteristics of the profile but other
participants would already make their decision about the profiles. So, this might have
made difficult to find an effect between the conditions due to possible similar reactions
given to profiles as a result of their GPA. The solution to this would be not to mention
any grade point average at all. There was enough information in the vignette texts that
can describe a student so GPA might have affected the results and increased Type Il error
rate which represents failing to find an effect, in fact, there is an effect. Similarly, GPAs
could be adjusted according to the mentioned field. When target students are depicted in
engineering fields, 3.80 GPA would be considered very high but when they are depicted
in social science fields, 3.80 GPA would not be as high (Rojstaczer & Healy, 2010).

Since atypical students were found as more satisfied with their field compared to typical
students, in light of this findings, it is rational to assume that there would be differences
between atypical and typical individuals in terms of identification with their domain.
Some studies revealed supportive insights as to when women experience prejudice when
they are atypical student, their self-concept related to the field decreased (Robnett, 2016).
Future studies investigating perceived discrimination toward atypical individuals should

consider including identification in their study to better evaluate the discrimination
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processes. As the identification of atypical students increases, their perceived

discrimination would decrease to rationalize their evaluation about their domains.

5.7. Practical Implications

Families, mostly parents, are heavily involved with students’ field selection process and
may want to especially intervene with students’ atypical educational choices. The results
of the interviews showed that students are not comfortable by discussing what they want
to study with their parents. As a result, their choices are sometimes made at the last
minutes which would not be an optimal time for a person’s one of the most important
life decisions. That is, parents should be educated on how their intervention might cause
negative consequences for their children. Besides, in order to overcome the effect of
families on both typical and atypical students, the effectiveness of counseling teachers in
high schools should be increased especially for field selection process so that

automatically, families would less likely interfere with students during that process.

When we think about graduate study application, we might think that GPA is one of the
most important variables that affect admission. But, when two candidates have the same
grades, again, the more agentic candidate will be preferred. It could be suggested that
graduate study committees should consider applications in light of this finding. They
should be careful about eliminating a communal candidate when they need to choose

between agentic and communal candidates.

Findings of this dissertation can be applied to elections in (a)political contexts. The

results imply that the characteristics of candidates are important for voters. People would

vote more to a candidate who tells or shows that he/she is career focused, independent,

talented, hardworking, and initiative compared to a candidate who tells/shows that he/she

is warm, emotional, cheerful, agreeable, and other-oriented. Even when these two

candidates have exactly the same academic achievement, field, hobbies, education level,
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and name, the initiative (i.e., agentic) candidate may receive significantly more vote
compared to the agreeable (i.e., communal) candidate. This means that the fate of the
election and the university field or the country may be significantly determined by the

characteristics of the candidate.

5.8. Concluding Remarks

There is hope that gender segregation in an educational context can disappear. Studies
show that genders are equally represented in newly opened university fields such as
sustainability and environmental studies (Gelbgiser & Albert, 2017). As people do not
have previously established judgments about newly opened fields, their choices are less
likely to be affected by societal expectations. In addition, Ph.D. graduate woman

proportion is increasing year by year (European Commmission, 2015).

It is the hope that this dissertation helps us to understand gender segregation and
discrimination towards atypical woman and man. Future research is necessary to find
other mechanisms of gender segregation and discrimination which can also help us to
understand other types of segregations and discrimination occurring in society.
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APPENDICES

A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM (STUDY 1)

Bu aragtirma, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii Doktora 6grencisi Abdulkadir Kuzlak
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu danismanliginda doktora tezi kapsaminda
yiritilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmigtir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Bu calismanin amaci iiniversitedeki bazi durumlara iligkin tutumlarinizla ilgili bilgi
edinmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamizi isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen internet ortaminda bir dizi
anketi tamamlamanizdir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim ortalama olarak 15 dakika stirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Aragtirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Sizden kimlik veya
kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplarimiz tamamuyla gizli tutulacak, sadece
aragtirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii katilim
formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katimimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim
sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden 6tiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz
cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan
kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi sdylemek yeterli olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Katiliminiz sonunda, bu ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu ¢calismaya
katildiginiz igin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in
Abdulkadir Kuzlak (E-posta: kuzlak@metu.edu.tr) ya da Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu (E-
posta: nurays@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih imza



B: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM (STUDIES 1&3&4)

1.Yasmiz:

2.Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin Erkek

3.Boliimiiniiz/Alaniniz:

4 Universitede kaginci doneminiz:

5.Su an okumakta oldugunuz béliimden genel olarak ne kadar memnunsunuz? Asagidaki
derecelendirme tzerinde belirtiniz (1-higmemnun degilim ve 6-¢cok memnunum).
6.0kudugunuz boliimii segme nedeniniz/nedenleriniz neydi? Asagidaki segeneklerden belirtiniz
(birden fazla secenek segebilirsiniz)

Bu alana ilgim oldugu igin segtim - Ailem istedigi i¢in se¢tim - Puanim bu boliime yetiyordu -
Cinsiyetime uygun oldugu i¢in sectim - Mesleginin maaglarinin iyi oldugunu diistiindiigiim igin
sectim - Diger:

7.Sizce ekonomik diizeyiniz nedir? Asagida yer alan derecelendirme iizerinde belirtiniz (1-alt

ve 9-(ist)
8.Annenizin egitim durumu nedir? Asagida yer alan derecelendirme tlizerinde belirtiniz.

Okuma-Yazma Bilmiyor - Okur-Yazar - ilkokul Mezunu - Ortaokul Mezunu - Lise Mezunu -
Yiiksek Okul Mezunu - Universite Mezunu - Yiiksek Lisans Mezunu - Doktora Mezunu
9.Babanizin egitim durumu nedir? Asagida yer alan derecelendirme tizerinde belirtiniz.

Okuma-Yazma Bilmiyor - Okur-Yazar - ilkokul Mezunu - Ortaokul Mezunu - Lise Mezunu -
Yiiksek Okul Mezunu - Universite Mezunu - Yiiksek Lisans Mezunu - Doktora Mezunu
10.Medeni durumunuzu belirtiniz.

Bekarim ve iligkim yok - Bekarim ve iligkim var — Evli — Diger:
11.Size gore dini inanciniz giindelik yagantinizi ne kadar etkiliyor? (hi¢ ve oldukga fazla)
12.Kendinizi ne kadar muhafazakar bulursunuz? (hi¢ ve oldukca fazla)
13.Asagidakilerden hangisi politik goriisiiniizii tanimlar? Asagidaki derecelendirme lizerinde
belirtiniz.

Radikal Sol — Sol - Sola Yakin — Orta - Saga Yakin — Sag - Radikal Sag
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C: PERCEIVED GENDER SUITABILITY OF FIELDS (STUDY 1)

Asagida tiniversitelerdeki bazi boliimler listelenmistir. Liitfen, bu boliimlerin
ERKEKLER/KADINLAR i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu asagidaki derecelendirme
iizerinde belirtiniz. Liitfen dogru veya yanlis cevaplarin olmadigini unutmayin. En
dogru cevap, SIZIN KENDI GORUSUNUZ diir (1-hi¢ uygun degil ve 6-¢ok uygun).

Psikoloji

Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi
Biyoloji

Sosyoloji

Gida Miihendisligi

Sehir ve Bolge Planlama

Makina Miihendisligi

Petrol ve Dogal Gaz Miihendisligi
Elektrik ve Elektronik Miihendisligi
10. insaat Miihendisligi

11. Bilgisayar Miihendisligi

12. Havacilik ve Uzay Miihendisligi
13. isletme

14. Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Y6netimi
15. Istatistik

16. Matematik

17. Kimya Miihendisligi

18. Mimarlik

CoNoR~LNE
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D: DEBRIEFING FORM (STUDIES 1&2)

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora
ogrencisi Abdulkadir Kuzlak tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu
danismanliginda doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci,
kendilerinden beklenen rollere uymayan kisilere nasil tepkiler verildigini 6grenmektir.
Mevcut calisma bu tepkileri 6zel olarak {iniversite ortaminda aragtirmaktadir.
Universitelerde kadin veya erkege uygun olmadi1 diisiiniilen béliimlerde egitim
gorenlerin olumsuz tepkiler alacagi varsayilmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma bu tepkilerin neler
olabilecegini ve bu tepkileri arttirip azaltabilecek psikolojik faktorlerin neler
olabilecegini aragtirmaktadir.

Calismadan elde edilecek bulgular sayesinde kendilerinden beklenen rollere
uymayan kisilerin tiniversite gibi akademik ortamlarda bile olumsuz tepkiler
alabilecegi ortaya konularak literatiire katki saglanmasi hedeflenmektedir. Calismanin
basinda size bu ¢aligmanin sadece {iniversitedeki yasamla ilgili oldugu belirtilmesinin
nedeni ¢alismada vereceginiz cevaplarin etkilenmemesi igindir.

Bu ¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Temmuz 2017 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel aragtirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir.

Caligmanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmas1 igin
caligmaya katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢aligma ile ilgili detayli bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamanizi dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok
tesekkiir ederiz.

Aragtirmanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki isimlere
bagvurabilirsiniz.

Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu (nurays@metu.edu.tr)
Abdulkadir Kuzlak (kuzlak@metu.edu.tr)

Calismaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak katilimc1 haklarimizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgi soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi'ne
iletebilirsiniz.

e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr

102



E: INFORMED CONSENT FORM (STUDY 2)

Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora dgrencisi Abdulkadir Kuzlak
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu danigmanliginda doktora tezi kapsaminda
yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in
hazirlanmstir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Bu ¢aligmanin amac tiniversitedeki yasaminizda karsilagtiklarinizla ilgili bilgi
edinmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen bir miilakata katilmak
ve arastirmacinin sordugu sorulara cevap vermektir. Bu ¢calismaya katilim ortalama
olarak 30 dakika stirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik temelinde olmalidir. Sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece aragtirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik
bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Miilakat, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi
rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Katiliminiz sonunda, bu ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu
caligmaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi
almak icin Abdulkadir Kuzlak (E-posta: kuzlak@metu.edu.tr) ya da Prof. Dr. Nuray
Sakalli-Ugurlu (E-posta: nurays@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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F: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM (STUDY 2)

Yasiniz:
Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin Erkek
Okudugunuz boliim:

Universitede kacinc1 doneminiz:

o &~ w0 DN e

En uzun siire yasadiginiz yer
Biiyiiksehir — 11 — Ilge — Kasaba — Koy

6. Sizce ekonomik diizeyiniz nedir? Asagida yer alan 10’luk derecelendirme
uzerinde belirtiniz (1-alt ve 10-0st).

7. Annenizin egitim diizeyi
[lkokul — Ortaokul — Lise - On isans — Lisans - Yiiksek lisans / Doktora
8. Babanizin egitim diizeyi

[lkokul — Ortaokul — Lise - On isans — Lisans - Yiksek lisans / Doktora
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

G: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS TO PROBE FOR DISCRIMINATION
(STUDY 2)

Okudugunuz bolimi ne kadar isteyerek sectiniz?

Okudugunuz boliimde ne kadar ¢aliskan bir 6grenci olarak kendinizi
goruyorsunuz?

Sizce okudugunuz boliimii bitirdiginizde gerekli yeterliliklere sahip olma
olasiliginizin ne kadar oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Kendi boliim ve sinifinizda kag 6grenci vardir/Kag tanesini arkadasiniz olarak
gorursiniz?

Sizce sinif arkadaslariniz sizi ne kadar sevmektedir? 10 iizerinden sence seni ne
kadar severler? 1 hi¢ sevmezler ve 10 gok severler

Sinif arkadaslariniz sizi aktivitelere ne kadar katmaktadir? Sizi cagirmadiklar
icin kendinizi kotii hissettiginiz bir aktivite oldu mu?

Sizce smif arkadaslariniz arasinda ne kadar popiilersiniz? 10 iizerinden sence
sen ne kadar popilersindir? 1 hig¢ popiiler degilim ve 10 ¢ok popiilerim

Boliim 6gretim elemanlarina ne siklikla danisirsiniz?

Sinif arkadaslariniz tarafindan herhangi bir sekilde size farkli davrandiklarin
diisiiniiyor musunuz? Diisiiniiyorsaniz bunlar nelerdir? Bunlar pozitif veya
negatif olabilir

Boliimiiniizdeki akademik personel tarafindan her hangi bir sekilde size farkli
davrandiklarini diisiinliyor musunuz? Diisiinliyorsaniz bunlar nelerdir? Bunlar
pozitif veya negatif olabilir

Oniimiizdeki dgrenci temsilcisi segimlerinde, béliimiiniiziin 6grenci temsilcisi
olmay1 ne kadar istersiniz? 10 tizerinden bolim temsilciligine aday olmay1 su
an ne kadar istersin? 1 hi¢ istemem ve 10 ¢ok isterim

Elinizde imkan olsa baska bir boliimde okumay1 ne kadar istersiniz? Varsa bu
boliim hangisi olurdu? (gift ana dal da olabilir, béliimiiniizii birakip okumak da
olabilir)

Mezun oldugunuzdaki maas beklentiniz nedir?

Mezun oldugunuzda bdliimiiniizde Yiiksek Lisans yapmay1 ne kadar
diistiniirsiintiz?

Mezun oldugunuzda boliimiizde Doktora yapmay1 ne kadar diisiiniirsiiniiz?
Mezun oldugunuzda bdliimiiniiz haricinde bir boliime yiiksek lisans basvurusu
yapmay1 ne oranda diisiliniirsiiniiz? Diislindiigliniiz bir boliim varsa sdyleyebilir
misiniz?

Genel olarak boltimtintizden ne kadar memnun sunuz? 10 tzerinden bolimden
ne kadar memnunsun? 1 hi¢ memnun degilim ve 10 ¢ok memnunum
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H: INFORMED CONSENT FORM (STUDIES 3&4)

Bu arastirma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora 6grencisi Abdulkadir Kuzlak
tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu danismanliginda doktora tezi kapsaminda
yiirlitilmektedir. Bu form sizi aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in
hazirlanmustir.

Cahsmanin Amaci Nedir?

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci iiniversitedeki yasaminizda karsilagtiklarinizla ilgili bilgi
edinmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz?

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen bir dizi anketi
tamamlamanizdir. Bu ¢aligmaya katilim ortalama olarak 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik temelinde olmalidir. Sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla
gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan
elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda
kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik
bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katilimimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz
hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda
anketi uygulayan kisiye, anketi tamamlamadiginizi soylemek yeterli olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Katiliminiz sonunda, bu ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu
calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi
almak igin Abdulkadir Kuzlak (E-posta: kuzlak@metu.edu.tr) ya da Prof. Dr. Nuray
Sakalli-Ugurlu (E-posta: nurays@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

[sim Soyad Tarih Imza
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I: INSTRUCTIONAL MANIPULATION CHECK (STUDIES 3&4)

Spor Aktiviteleri

Modern psikoloji teorilerinin ¢ogu karar vermenin vakumda olusmadigini 6ne surer.
Kisisel tercih ve bilgilerin yani sira ¢evrenin de etkisiyle karar verme gerceklesir. Bu
anketin sorularina karsilik verilen yanitlarin daha giivenilir olabilmesi i¢in bu anketteki
yonergeleri okumak i¢in zaman harcayip harcamadiginizi bilmemiz gerekiyor. Bu
nedenle yonergeyi okudugunuzu gostermeniz i¢in asagidaki spor tiirlerini gérmezden
gelin (isaretlemeyin). Bunun yerine sadece bu yazinin baghigina (Spor Aktiviteleri)
tiklayip ardindan “>>" tusuna tiklayarak sonraki boliime gegebilirsiniz. Cok tesekkr

ederiz.

Bu aktivitelerden hangisiyle diizenli olarak ugrasirsiniz?

(Uygun olan hepsini igaretleyebilirsiniz)

Futbol Basketbol Tenis Badminton Giires Yiizme Atletizm Kayak Kosu Okculuk
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J: EVALUATING STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES WITH VIGNETTES
(STUDY 3)

Simdi sizden éniimiizdeki dénem yapilacak ODTU 6grenci temsilciligi secimlerinde
Insaat Miihendisligi boliimii icin aday olan bir 6grencinin profilini dikkatlice
inceleyip degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir. Sonraki sayfada bu 6grencinin dnce profil
bilgilerini, ardindan ise degerlendirme sorularmni bulacaksiniz. Simdi liitfen “Ilerle”
tusuna basarak ilerleyiniz.

Canan Yildiz/Can Yildiz - Agentic/Communal

Ogrencinin ad1 ve soyadi: Canan Yildiz/Can Yildiz
Boliimii: ingaat Miihendisligi

Ogrencinin not ortalamasi: 3.80

[letisim becerileri: Cok iyi

Organizasyon becerileri: Cok iyi

Takim calismasi becerileri: Cok iyi

Egitim seviyesi: Lisans dgrencisi

Siifi: 3

Kisisel ilgileri: Spor ve sanat

Bu 6grenciyle ilgili akademik danismaninin goriisleri de su sekildedir:

Canan tanidigim kadariyla kabiliyetli, bagimsiz ve ¢aliskan/sicakkanl, duygusal ve
neseli bir 6grencidir. Diger arkadaslariyla yaptig1 6devlerde inisiyatif almaktan
hoslanir/simif arkadaslarinin kararlarda sorumluluk almasina izin verir ve
grubun karari neyse ona uyar. Toplantilarda fikirlerini cekinmeden dile
getirir/nadiren digerlerine katilmadigim ifade eder. Siif arkadaslari ise onun
kariyer odakli/digerlerine duyarh biri oldugunu sdylerler.

Ogrencileri Degerlendirme Sorular:

Universite dgrenci temsilciligi secimlerinde Canan/Can’a oy atma ihtimaliniz ne
kadardir? Asagidaki derecelendirme tizerinde belirtiniz.
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Sizce Canan/Can boliimiinii iyi bir sekilde temsil edebilecek bir 6grenci midir?
Asagidaki derecelendirme tlizerinde belirtiniz.

Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar becerikli bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki 6lgek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar sicakkanli bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki dlgek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar popiiler bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki 6l¢ek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Canan/Can’1 ne kadar sevdiniz? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki dlgek tizerinde
degerlendiriniz.

Canan/Can ile ayn1 grup projesinde yer almak ister miydiniz? Asagidaki 1-7
araligindaki dlgek lizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Maniptlasyon Kontroli
Universite 6grenci adaylig1 igin yarisan dgrencinin boliimiinii asagidaki kutuya yazimz.

Universite 6grenci adaylig1 igin yarisan dgrencinin adini asagidaki kutuya yaziniz.
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K: EVALUATING GRADUATE APPLICATIONS WITH VIGNETTES
(STUDY 4)

ODTU’de Yiiksek Lisans bagvurularinda dgrencilerin kabuliinii degerlendirirken sinav
puanlarinin yani sira miilakat da yapilir. Simdi sizden kendinizi Okul Oncesi
Ogretmenligi boliimiiniin Yiiksek Lisans miilakatindaki bir 6gretim iiyesinin
yerine koymanizi ve basvuru yapan bir 6grenciyi degerlendirmenizi
beklemekteyiz. Sonraki sayfada bu 6grencinin 6nce profil bilgilerini, ardindan ise
degerlendirme sorularmi bulacaksiniz. Simdi liitfen “Ilerle” tusuna basarak ilerleyiniz.

Canan/Can - Agentic/Communal

Ogrencinin adi: Canan Yildiz/Can Yildiz
Béliimii: Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi
Ogrencinin not ortalamasi: 3.80

fletisim becerileri: Cok iyi

Organizasyon becerileri: Cok iyi

Takim ¢alismas1 becerileri: Cok iyi
Egitim seviyesi: Lisans 6grencisi

Sinifi: 3

Kisisel ilgileri: Spor ve sanat

Bu 6grenciyle ilgili akademik danismanimin goriisleri de su sekildedir:

Canan tanidigim kadariyla kabiliyetli, bagimsiz ve caliskan/sicakkanlh, duygusal ve
neseli bir 6grencidir. Diger arkadaslariyla yaptigi 6devlerde inisiyatif almaktan
hoslanir/simif arkadaslarinin kararlarda sorumluluk almasina izin verir ve
grubun Kkarari neyse ona uyar. Toplantilarda fikirlerini cekinmeden dile
getirir/nadiren digerlerine katilmadigim ifade eder. Sinif arkadaglar1 ise onun
kariyer odakli/digerlerine duyarh biri oldugunu sdylerler.

Ogrencileri Degerlendirme Sorular

Sizce Canan/Can’in Yiiksek Lisansa kabul alma ihtimali ne kadardir? Asagidaki
derecelendirme Uizerinde belirtiniz
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Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar becerikli bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki 6l¢ek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar sicakkanli bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 aralifindaki 6l¢ek
Uzerinde degerlendiriniz.

Sizce Canan/Can ne kadar popiiler bir 6grencidir? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki 6l¢ek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Canan/Can’1 ne kadar sevdiniz? Asagidaki 1-7 araligindaki dl¢ek tizerinde
degerlendiriniz.

Canan/Can ile ayn1 grup projesinde yer almak ister miydiniz? Asagidaki 1-7
araligindaki dlgek iizerinde degerlendiriniz.

Maniptlasyon Kontroli
Yiiksek Lisans miilakatina giren 6grencinin adi neydi, liitfen asagidaki kutuya yaziniz.

Miilakata giren 6grenci hangi boliimiin Yiiksek Lisans programina bagvurmustu, liitfen
asagidaki kutuya yaziniz.

Miilakata giren 6grenciyle ilgili kim goriislerini belirtmistir? Asagidaki kutuya yaziniz.
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L: GENDER SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION SCALE (STUDIES 3&4)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerden her birinin sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili
rakami isaretleyerek belirtiniz (1-kesinlikle katilmiyorum ve 6-kesinlikle katiliyorum).

Genellikle kadinlarla erkekler arasindaki iliskiler adildir.

Ailelerdeki is boliimii genellikle olmasi gerektigi gibidir.

Geleneksel kadin-erkek rollerinin tiimiiyle yeniden yapilandirilmasi gerekir. *
Tiirkiye, kadinlar i¢cin diinyada yasanabilecek en iyi iilkelerdendir.

Cinsiyet ve cinsiyete dayali ig bolimiiyle iliskili politikalar toplumun
gelismesine yardimci olur.

Kadin veya erkek herkes zenginlik ve mutluluk i¢in adil bir firsata sahiptir.
Toplumdaki cinsiyetgilik her yil daha da kétiiye gidiyor. *

8. Toplum, kadin ve erkeklerin hak ettiklerini genellikle elde ettikleri sekilde
diizenlenmistir.

s E

~No

*ters maddeler
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M: AMBIVALENT SEXISM INVENTORY (STUDIES 3&4)

Liitfen her bir ifade ile ne derece hemfikir olup olmadiginizi verilen 6lgekteki
sayilardan uygun olani isaretleyerek belirtiniz (1-kesinlikle katilmiyorum ve 6-
kesinlikle katiliyorum)

1. Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine sahip olmadik¢a bir erkek gercek
anlamda butun bir insan olamaz.

2. Gergekte birgok kadin “esitlik™ artyoruz maskesi altinda ise alinmalarda kendilerinin
kayirilmasi gibi 6zel muameleler artyorlar.

3. Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden 6nce kurtarilmalidir.

4. Birgok kadin masum s6z veya davranislari cinsel ayrimeilik olarak yorumlamaktadir.
5. Kadinlar ¢ok ¢abuk alinirlar.

6. Kars1 cinsten biri ile romantik iliski olmaksizin insanlar hayatta ger¢ekten mutlu
olamazlar.

7. Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazla giice sahip olmalarini
istemektedirler.

8. Bircok kadin ¢ok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir.

9. Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el iistiinde tutulmali ve korunmalidir.

10. Birgok kadin erkeklerin kendileri i¢in yaptiklarina tamamen minnettar
olmamaktadirlar.

11. Kadlar erkekler iizerinde kontrolii saglayarak giic kazanmak hevesindeler.

12. Her erkegin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin olmalidir.

13. Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler.

14. Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar.

15. Bir kadin bir erkegin bagliligin1 kazandiktan sonra genellikle o erkege siki bir yular
takmaya galisir.

16. Adaletli bir yarismada kadinlar erkeklere kars1 kaybettikleri zaman tipik olarak
kendilerinin ayrimciliga maruz kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.

17. Iyi bir kadin erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir.

18. Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklasilabilir olduklarin1 gosterircesine sakalar yapip daha
sonra erkeklerin tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan birgok kadin vardir.

19. Kadinlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek ahlaki duyarliliga sahip olma egilimindedirler.
20. Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin i¢in mali yardim saglamak i¢in kendi rahatlarini
gonulli olarak feda etmelidirler.

21. Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler sunmaktadirlar.

22. Kadinlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayisina ve zevkine sahiptirler.
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N: PERCEIVED THREAT TO MANHOOD SCALE (STUDIES 3&4)

Asagida yasantiniz boyunca kendinizi i¢inde bulabileceginiz bazi durumlar
siralanmistir. Bu durumlar tarafinizdan yasanmis veya yaganmamis olabilir. Liitfen
belirtilen durumlarin size ne dlgiide rahatsizlik verebilecegini diisiiniip, 1 den 7 ye
kadar verilmis 6lgekte her bir madde igin size uygun numarayi isaretleyiniz (1-hic
rahatsiz hissetmem ve 7-¢ok rahatsiz hissederim).

Esinizin/ sevgilinizin size saygi gostermemesi

Esinizin/ sevgilinizin tanimadiginiz kisilerle beraber disarida olmasi
Esinizin/sevgilinizin aldig1 kararlardan size bahsetmemesi
Esinizin/sevgilinizin geg¢ saatte yalniz basina disarida olmast
Esinizin/sevgilinizin sizden daha egitimli olmas1
Esinizin/sevgilinizin eve geg¢ saatte donmesi

Cocuklariniza baskalarinin yaninda ilgi géstermek
Esinizin/sevgilinizin kararlariiza saygi duymamasi

Esinizin geliri yeterli oldugu i¢in ¢alismamak

10. Evliyken issiz kalmak

11. Sizden daha basarili biriyle beraber olmak

12. Baskalariin yaninda esinize/sevgilinize fazla ilgi gostermek

13. Esinizin/sevgilinizin sizden fazla kazaniyor olmasi

14. Diizenli bir kazancinizin olmamasi

15. Esinizin/sevgilinizin bagkalarinin yaninda size fazla ilgi gostermesi

CoNoOA~WNE
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O: DEBRIEFING FORM (STUDIES 3&4)

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Doktora 6grencisi
Abdulkadir Kuzlak tarafindan Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu danismanliginda doktora
tezi kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci, kendilerinden beklenen rollere
uymayan kisilere nasil tepkiler verildigini 6grenmektir. Mevcut ¢alisma bu tepkileri
0zel olarak iiniversite ortaminda arastirmaktadir.

Universitelerde kadin veya erkege uygun olmadig diisiiniilen boliimlerde egitim
gorenlerin olumsuz tepkiler alacagi varsayilmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma bu tepkilerin neler
olabilecegini incelemektedir. Calismada bahsedilen kisiler ve olaylar tamamen hayal
iirlintidiir ve ¢calismanin hipotezlerini 6l¢gmek amaciyla tasarlanmistir.

Calismadan elde edilecek bulgular sayesinde kendilerinden beklenen rollere uymayan
kisilerin tiniversite gibi akademik ortamlarda bile olumsuz tepkiler alabilecegi ortaya
konularak literatiire katki saglanmas1 hedeflenmektedir. Caligmanin basinda size bu
caligmanin sadece liniversitedeki yasamla ilgili oldugu belirtilmesinin nedeni ¢aligmada
vereceginiz cevaplarin etkilenmemesi i¢indir.

Bu ¢alismadan aliacak ilk verilerin Temmuz 2018 sonunda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir.

Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi i¢in ¢alismaya
katilacagini bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayl bilgi paylasiminda
bulunmamaniz1 dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢cok tesekkiir ederiz.

Arasgtirmanin sonuglarimi 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in asagidaki isimlere
bagvurabilirsiniz.

Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli-Ugurlu (nurays@metu.edu.tr)
Abdulkadir Kuzlak (kuzlak@metu.edu.tr)

Calismaya katkida bulunan bir géniillii olarak katilime1 haklarmizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgi soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi’ne
iletebilirsiniz.

e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr
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P: HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL (STUDIES 1&2)

RTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
AMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZ] 0 ECHNICAL UNIVERSITY
2;53:9 ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER MIDDLE EAST T

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI 06800
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T: +90 312 210 22 91

F: +90 312 210 79 59
ueam@metu.edu.tr
www.Ueam. metu.edu tr

Sayi: 28620816 /\{, 2.
08 MART 2017
Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK)
ilgi: insan Arastirmalant Etik Kurulu Basgvurusu

Saymn Prof.Dr. Nuray Sakalh USURLU;

Danismanhigini yaptiginiz doktora Ggrencisi Abdiilkadir KUZLAK'in “Why Do Atypical Women and Men
are Punished in Educational Context ? ” baghikli arastirmast insan Aragtirmalari Etik Kurulu tarafindan
uygun gortilerek gerekli onay 2017-S05-041 protokol numarasi ile 14.03.2017 — 31.09.2017 tarihleri
arasinda gecerii olmak lizere verilmistir.

Biigiferinize saygilanmla sunarm.

o S=2

Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER

insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu Bagkani

g /

raf. Dr. Mehmet UTKU Prof/Dr. Afhan SOL

IAEK Uyesi IAEK Uyesi

,\/f\./
. ( A
Prof. Dr. Ayh /@Er iz DEMIR Dog. Dr. Yir,KONDAK(;I (:1.)

IAEK Uyesi IAEK Uyesi
a7 49/@
/ e
Yrd. Dot. Dr. Pinar KAYGAN Yrd. Dog. Dr. Emre SELGUK
IAEK Uyesi IAEK Uyesi
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R: HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL (STUDIES 3&4)

ﬁ\;ggl:;rgl.}:é?::Q:Asr;r[l:zhg;:f;;szi DRTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
MIDDOLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

DUMLUPINAR BULYARI 06800
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T.+90 3122102291

F:+90 312 210 79 59

28670818 11,86

10 EKiM 2017

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK)

ilgi: insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu Bagvurusu

Sayin Prof.Dr. Nuray SAKALLI UGURLU ;

Danismanhgini yaptiginiz doktora sgrencisi Abdiilkadir KUZLAK “Do women and men's
atypical educational choices get punished? Gender system justification, precarious
manhood, and ambivalent sexism” baglkli avastirmaniz Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu
tarafindan uygun gorilerek gerekli onay 2017-505-160 protokol numaras ile
16.10.2017 — 30.12.2018 tarihleri arasinda gecerli olmak lizere verilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimia sunarim.

“n Ll

/; prof. Dr. §. Halil TURAN
f BagkanV

prgf. Dr. A¥han SOL Prof. Dr. Ayhan Giirbiiz DEMIR
Uye Uye
w0 1IN ARAATH
Dog. Dr. Yagar KONDAKC! Dog. Dl fZana GITAK
Uye Uye
/?7/ W

Yrd. Dot. Dr. Pinar KAYGAN ¥rd. Dog. Dr. Emre SELGUK

Oye Oye
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T: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

Bazen insanlarin bize digerlerine kiyasla farkli davrandigini hissedebiliriz. Bir
meslektasimiz bize merhaba demeyebilir, bir komsu bizi tim mahalleye verilen yeni yil
partisine davet etmeyebilir veya bir 6gretmen sinifta sorulari cevaplama girisimlerimizi
g0z ard1 edebilir. Bunlarin hepsi uydurma 6rnekler olsa da, milyonlarca insan buginki
toplumlarda benzer deneyimler yasamaktadir. Bu tiir kasitli veya kasitsiz esitsiz ve
olumsuz muameleler ayrimciliktir ve cinsiyet, yas, irk, din, engellilik ve kiltur gibi grup
uyelikleri nedeniyle bireylere yonlendirilebilir. Ayrimcilik magdur igin aci verici bir
deneyimdir (Walker Taylor ve ark., 2018), 6znel refah1 ve fiziksel saglig1 kotiilestirir
(Jackson ve ark., 1996), ve 6z saygiy1 azaltir (Jackson ve Mustillo, 2001). Ayrica
toplumu da etkiler ¢linkii bu esitsizliklerin hatirlatilmasi bile bireylerin gesitli
gorevlerdeki performansini etkilemektedir (bir inceleme i¢in, bakiniz; Kuzlak, 2017).
Bununla birlikte, bu tez, toplumsal cinsiyet rolii beklentilerini ihlal eden kadin ve erkege

yonelik ayrimciliga odaklanmaktadir (yani cinsiyet ayrimciligy).

Toplumlarimiz hala cinsiyet ayrimciligi tarafindan sekillendirilmekte ve bu ayrimeilik,
kendisine meydan okuyanlar ve toplumlarin kendileri i¢in olumsuz sonuglara yol
acmaktadir. Ayrica, ¢esitli mesleklerin veya tiniversite bélimlerinin tek bir cinsiyetle
iligkili oldugu diisiiniilmektedir, bu da kendilerinde bir cinsiyetin baskin oldugu
anlamma gelir. Ornegin, hemgirelerin kadin olmas1 ve miihendislerin erkek olmasi
beklenir. Bir kisi bu beklentiyi karsilamadiginda, motivasyonunu azaltmak icin

ayrimciliga maruz kalabilir.
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Ayrimcilik sadece toplumlarin 6nemli bir sorunu degil ayn1 zamanda Sosyal Psikoloji’de
¢ok tartigilan bir konudur (Berdahl ve Min, 2012; Bourguignon ve ark., 2006; Shnabel
ve ark., 2016). Ancak bunu daha iyi anlamak i¢in yeni ¢alismalara ihtiyag vardir.

Kadinlar ve bazen erkekler, ¢esitli alanlarda cinsiyetlerinden dolayr hala ayrimciliga
ugramaktadir. Toplumdaki oranlarini géz oniine alirsak, bu tr bir ayrimcilik herkesi
etkiler ve potansiyel olarak insan sermayesini sekteye ugratir. Bu baglamda, mevcut tez,
kadinlara veya erkeklere, cinsiyet kalip yargilarini karsi cinse uygun oldugu diisiiniilen
boliimlerde egitim goérerek ihlal etmeleri durumunda yapilacak ayrimciligl arastirmayi
amaglamaktadir. Bu Ogrencilere cinsiyet-atipik Ogrenciler denebilir ¢linkii kendi
cinsiyetine uygun olarak algilanmayan boliimlerde (6rnegin, miithendislikte okuyan bir
kadin) okurlar. Bu nedenle, cinsiyet-tipik 6grenciler, kendi cinsiyetlerine uygun olarak

algilanan boliimlerde okuyan 6grencilerdir (6rnegin, mithendislikte okuyan bir erkek).

Genel olarak, bu tezin amaci; (a) boliimlerin algilanan cinsiyet yonelimlerini ortaya
koymalk, (b) atipik ve tipik 6grencilerin algiladiklar1 ayrimciligi arastirmak, (c) insanlarin
atipik 6grencileri tipik 6grencilere gore ayirt edip etmediklerini 6grenmek ve (d) sistemi
mesrulastirma, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve kirillgan erkekligin 6grencilerin cinsiyet
tipikligi durumu ile onlara kars1 ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskiyi moderate edip etmedigini

ogrenmektir.

1.1. Cinsiyet Ayrimi, Kalip Yargilar ve Ayrimeihk

Avrupa Cinsiyet Esitligi Enstitiisii'ne gore, cinsiyet ayrimi, cinsiyetlerin is piyasasinda,
politik ve kamu yasaminda ve egitimde esit olmayan bir sekilde temsil edilmesidir
(EIGE, 2019). Kadmlar hala, sirket yoneticileri gibi yiiksek statiili pozisyonlarda
yeterince temsil edilmemektedir (Catalyst, 2016). Ote yandan, erkekler hemsirelik gibi
diisiik statiili pozisyonlarda yeterince temsil edilmemektedir (ABD Saglik ve Insan

Hizmetleri Bakanligi, 2010). Cinsiyetlerin meslege gore ayrilmasi, biiyiik dl¢lide cinsiyet
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kalip yargilarindan kaynaklanmaktadir, c¢linkii kalip yargilar toplumda farkli

cinsiyetlerin nasil davranmasi gerektigini tanimlar ve dikte eder.

Kadin ve erkek kalip yargilar1 toplumdaki toplumsal cinsiyet rollerini hem tanimlar hem
de dikte eder. Buyurgan kalip yargilar kadin/erkegin nasil davranmasi/olmasi gerektigini
belirtirken, yasaklayict kalip yargilar nasil davranmamasini/olmamasini belirler.
Ornegin, kadinlar duygusal ve sicak olmali ve saldirgan ve kibirli olmamali, oysa
erkekler kariyer odakli ve saldirgan olmali, duygusal ve karamsar olmamalidir (Rudman
ve ark., 2012). Bu kalip yargilarin ihlali ayrimciliga yol agmaktadir (Burgess ve Borgida,
1999). Insanlar kadm liderleri erkek liderlere gore (Brescoll ve ark., 2018) daha az
olumlu olarak degerlendirmekte ve lider kadinlar tarafindan calistirildiklarinda onlar1
rollerine daha az uygun olarak degerlendirmektedirler (Eagly ve Karau, 2002). Kadinlar,
buyurucu cinsiyet rollerini ihlal ettikleri ve erkeklere uygun gorilen eylemli 6zelliklere
sahip olduklarinda, baskin olarak algilandiklari i¢in daha az sevilirler (Rudman ve ark.,
2012; Williams ve Tiedens, 2016). Ote yandan, kadinlar diger-odakl: alanlarda toplumsal
ozelliklere sahip oldugunda, begenilmekte ancak saygisizliga ugramaktadirlar (Rudman
ve Glick, 1999). Kadinlar diger-odakli alanlarda performans gostermek istediklerinde,
her alternatif eylemin dezavantajli bir duruma (Catch-22) yol agtig1 bir ikilemle karsi
karsiya kalmaktadir. Erkekler de cinsiyet kalip yargilarmi ihlal ettiginde ayrimci
davraniglarla karsilasirlar. Arastirmalar, erkeklerin kadin cinsiyete dayali islerde iyi
olduklarinda, parasal yaptirimlarla cezalandirildigint (Rudman ve Fairchild, 2004) ve
etkisiz ve daha az saygili olarak degerlendirildigini gostermektedir (Heilman ve Wallen,
2010). Bu caligmalar, sadece kadinlarin degil, erkeklerin de cinsiyet kalip yargilariyla

uyumsuz davrandiklarinda ayrimcilik tehdidi altinda olduklarini agik¢a gostermektedir.

Ayrimcilik, bu baglamda, kalip yargilarin bir sonucudur ve farkli tiirlerle kendini
gosterebilir. Isyerinde bir kisi hakkinda dedikodu yapmak veya bir 6grenciye son derece
zor gorevler vermek ayrimcilik Ornekleri olarak verilebilir. Ancak, cinsiyet atipik

bireylere karst ayrimcilik 6zel bir ayrimcilik tirtidir, ¢inki hedef kisiler kalip yargisal
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olarak diger cinsiyet odakli alanlarda var olmaya ¢alisan kadinlar veya erkeklerdir. Bu
nedenle cinsiyet atipik bireyler cinsiyetlerden toplumsal beklentileri ihlal eder (Rudman,
1998).

1.2. Atipik Cinsiyetlere Kars1 Egitim Baglaminda Cinsiyet Ayrimi ve Ayrimeilik

Cinsiyet ayrimciliginin ve atipik cinsiyetlere karsi ayrimciligin egitim baglaminda da
olduguna dair genis kanitlar vardir. Erkekler ve kadinlar farkli boliimlerle farkl: sekilde
iligkilidir (Malinen ve Johnston, 2007; Nosek ve ark., 2002), bazi {iniversite
boliimlerinde cinsiyet ayrimi vardir (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2010; ABD Ulusal Bilim Vakfi,
2013), daha yiksek statili akademik kadrolarda (6rnegin, profesorler) gogunlukla
erkekler ve diisik kademe kadrolarda (6rnegin, Ogretim gorevlisi) kadinlar vardir
(Cetinsaya, 2014, s. 93), lise ¢ocuklar1 kadin doktorlar1 erkek doktorlardan ve erkek
muhendisleri kadin miihendislerden daha ¢ok tercih etmektedir. (Lopez-Séez ve ark.,
2011). Kadin ve erkeklerin tiniversitedeki belirli boliimlerle iliskilendirildigi ve hakim
oldugu goriiliiyor. Ancak, boliimlerin cinsiyete gore algilanan uygunlugu hakkinda
dogrudan bir kamt yoktur. Universite boliimlerinin cinsiyet uygunlugunu algilamak igin
mevcut tez, katilimcilarin tniversite boliimlerini tek cinsiyet lehine algilayip
algilamadiklarini arastirdi. Orantili olarak kadin baskin béliimlerin kadina uygun olarak
algilanacagi ve orantili olarak erkek baskin bdliimlerin erkek i¢in uygun olarak

algilanacagi varsayilmaktadir (Hipotez 1 veya H1).

Aragtirmalar, kadinlarin erkek-odakli gorevlerde basarili olduklarinda cezalandirildigini
(Heilman ve ark., 2004; Rudman ve Fairchild, 2004), yetenekli ve erkeksi olduklarinda
daha az cekici olarak degerlendirildigini gostermektedir. Ayrica, Ogretim {iyesi
katilimcilar {izerinde yapilan bir arastirmada laboratuvar yoneticiligi pozisyonlarinda
kadinlarin erkek adaylara gore daha az tercih edildigi bulundu (Moss-Racusin ve ark.,
2012). Universitede kadin profesor olmak, erkek profesdr olmaktan daha zordur giinkii
ogrenciler kadin profesorleri daha besleyici gorur ve onlardan 6zel iyilikler talep eder ve
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Ozel iyilikleri karsilanmadiginda 6grenciler olumsuz duygusal tepkiler sergileyebilirler
(El- Alayli ve ark., 2018). Kadin akademisyenler, bilimsel makaleler yayinlamak
istediklerinde de ayrimciliga maruz kalabilirler. Bir ¢alisma, bir derginin, agik bir kimlik
incelemesine kiyasla c¢ift-k0r degerlendirmeler kullanmaya bagladiktan sonra, kadin
yazarlarin yiizdesinin 6nemli dl¢lide arttigina dair bir kanit bulmustur (Budden ve ark.,
2008). Bunlar, akademik bir alan kalip yargisal olarak erkege yonelik oldugunda,
kadinlarin bu alanda var olan cinsiyet hiyerarsisini ihlal edebildiklerini ve olumsuz

tepkiler alabileceklerini géstermektedir.

Ancak, erkekler egitim baglaminda ayrimciliktan muaf degildir. Erkekler ilkokul
ogretmenleri olarak tasvir edildiklerinde daha az sevilirler (Moss-Racusin ve Johnson,
2016). Okul 6ncesi yastaki cocuklar kalip yargilari ihlal edici olarak tasvir edildiklerinde,
kalip yargilar1 onaylayan akranlarina kiyasla daha az sevilirler (Sullivan, Moss-Racusin,
Lopez ve Williams, 2018). Ayrica, erkek profesorler erkeksi ve kadin profesorler
cinsiyet-notr oldugunda, en iyi profesor olarak segilirler (Das ve Das, 2001). Bu galisma,
erkeklerin kalip yargisal 6zelliklere sahip oldugu ve erkek kalip yargisal odakli/yiiksek
statiideki akademik pozisyonlarda (6rnegin, profesorliik) calistig1 ve sadece kadinlarin
kadin veya erkek kalip yargisal ozelliklerinin olmadigi durumlarda daha fazla
begenildigini gostermektedir. Bu aym1 zamanda kadin ve erkeklerin {iniversite

baglaminda cinsiyet atipik olduklari zaman cezalandirildiklarini desteklemektedir.

Tirkiye'de mesleki ve akademik baglamda yapilan arastirmalar da benzer bulgulari
ortaya koymustur. Tirk Orneklemlerinde yapilan iki arastirmada, erkek hemsirelik
ogrencilerinin hemsireligi kadin meslegi olarak algiladiklarin1 ve erkek hemsirelerin
yalnizca hemsirelikte giicle ilgili ¢alismalarda yardimci olabilecegini diisiindiiklerini
(Kahraman ve ark., 2015) ve erkek hemsirelerin yonetici olmalari ve kadin hemsirelerden
farkli unvan kullanmalar1 gerektiginin algilandigi (Gong, 2016) gorilmistiir.
Basmakalip meslekleri karsilagtiran bir calismada, miihendislerin g¢aligkanlik kalip
yargist i¢in en yuksek puani aldigi tespit edilmistir (Tutkun ve Kog, 2008). Bu 6zellikler
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erkekler i¢in buyurgan kalip yargilar olarak bulundugundan (Rudman ve digerleri, 2012),
bu ¢alismanin Tirk toplumunda bir meslek olarak miihendisligin kalip yargisal erkek-
odakl1 olarak algilandigini gosterdigi sonucuna varilabilir. Baska bir ¢alismada Sakalli-
Ugurlu (2010), erkeklerin cinsiyet kalip yargilarini ihlal ettiklerinde daha az sevildigini
ve hakaret edildiklerini bulmustur. Sonug olarak, mevcut tez, cinsiyet-atipik 6grencilerin
(kalip yargisal olarak diger cinsiyet odakli bir boliimde okuyan 6grenciler) cinsiyet-tipik
ogrencilere gore (kalip yargisal olarak kendi cinsiyetleri odakli bir boliimde okuyan
ogrenciler) kiyasla daha fazla ayrimcilik algilayacaklarini 6ne stirmektedir (Hipotez 2
veya H2). Aym1 zamanda cinsiyet-atipik 6grencilerin cinsiyet-tipik Ogrencilere gore

(Hipotez 3 veya H3) karsilastirildiginda ayrimciliga ugrayacagi varsayilmaktadir.

1.3. Sistemi Mesrulastirma ve Atipik Cinsiyetlere Ayrimeilik

Sistemi Mesrulagtirma Teorisi (SMT) (Jost ve Banaji, 1994; Jost ve ark., 2004),
dezavantajli grup {lyelerinin kendi c¢ikarlarima aykiri oldugunda neden statiikoyu
onayladigini tartismaktadir. SJT'ye gore, kalip yargilar ideolojik bir isleve sahiptir ve
gruplar arasinda var olan iliskilerin esitsiz yapisin1 dogrulamak ve rasyonellestirmek i¢in
kullanilir. Cinsiyet roluni ihlal edenlere karsi ayrimciligin temel sebeplerinden biri
sistemi gerceklestirmedir. Bir bagka deyisle, kadinlar kendilerini kalip yargilasal erkek-
odakli alanlara (6rnegin, idare) yonlendirdiginde, bu durum annelik ve sosyal iliskiye
dayal1 6zelliklerin ihlali ve erkekler i¢in istenen yiiksek statiiye yaklasmak olarak kabul
edilebilir (Rudman ve ark., 2012). Benzer sekilde, erkekler kendilerini kalip yargisal
kadin-odakli alanlara (6rnegin, hemsirelik) yonlendirdikleri zaman, bu durum ylksek
statli ve liderlikle ilgili rollerden ayrilma nedeniyle sistemi ihlal ettiklerinden ayrimci

davraniglara maruz kalabilirler.

Bu bakimdan, cinsiyet atipiklerine kars1 ayrimcilik, statiikoyu koruma motivasyonundan

kaynaklanmaktadir. Sistemi Mesrulastirma Teorisi’ne (Jost ve ark., 2004) dayanan Stat(

Uyumsuzlugu Hipotezi (SUH) (Rudman ve ark., 2012), ayrimciligin kullanilmasi
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yoluyla hiyerarsinin korunmasini ve siirdiiriilmesini 6zel olarak agiklar. SUH'a gore,
kadinlar ve erkekler toplumda farkli statii diizeylerine ayrilmaktadir. Kadinlar diisiik
statiide ve erkekler yiiksek statiidedirler (Rudman vd., 2012). Kadinlar lider oldugunda
ya da erkekler miitevazi oldugunda, belirtilen durumla cinsiyetlerin gercek durumu
arasinda bir uyumsuzluk ortaya ¢ikar. Algilayici igin bu tiir bir uyumsuzluk cinsiyet
hiyerarsisini tehdit eder ¢iinkii bu hiyerarsiye aykiridir. Cinsiyet hiyerarsisindeki
uyusmazligr gidermek icin algilayicilar atipik kadinlara veya erkeklere karsi ayrimcilik

yapmaktadir.

SMT ve SUH'un onerdigi gibi, mevcut sistemin kadin ya da erkek ihlalcileri
memnuniyetle karsilanmiyor, aslinda devam eden statiiko ihlalini onarmak igin onlarin
durdurulmasi gerekiyordu. Yani, atipik kadin ve erkek 6grenciler statiikoyu ihlal ettikleri
icin ayrimcilik tehdidi altinda olmalidirlar. Bu nedenle sistemi mesrulastirma puanlari
arttikca, cinsiyet tipikligi ile cinsiyet atipiklerine karsi ayrimcilik arasindaki iligkinin

kuvvetinin de artacagi varsayilabilir (Hipotez 4 veya H4).

1.4. Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik ve Atipik Cinsiyetlere Ayrimcilik

Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik Teorisi (CDCT) insanlarin neden atipik kadin ve erkekleri
ayirt ettigini agiklayabilen baska bir yapidir. Teori, cinsiyetciligin bir azinlik grubu
olarak kadinlara yonelik dnyargi olmasina ragmen, kadinlar ve erkekler arasindaki sik
iligkilerden dolay1 irk¢ilik gibi diger onyargilardan farkli oldugunu gdstermektedir
(Glick ve Fiske, 1996; Glick ve Fiske, 1997). Irk iliskilerinden farkli olarak, erkekler
cinsel lireme i¢in kadinlara ihtiyag duyar ve bu ihtiyag irklar arasinda ille de bulunmak
zorunda degildir. Erkeklerin kadinlara olan bagimhiligi cinsiyetciligi kararsiz, yani
diismanca ve korumaci kilar, ¢linkii ¢cogunluk grubu olarak erkekler kadinlar1 ve
sayginliklarmi riske atamazlar, bu yiizden Onyargilarim1 kolayca hakli ¢ikarmak icin

hayirsever ifadeler kullanirlar (Glick & Fiske, 2011). Bu nedenle cinsiyetgilik yalnizca
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kadina yonelik diismanca tutumlari degil, ayn1 zamanda goriiniiste olumlu olan tutumlari

da icerir.

Cinsiyetcilik, magdurlart i¢in sikinti (Oswald, Baalbaki ve Kirkman, 2019), iliski
sorunlar1 (Cross ve Genel, 2019), diisiik beden saygisi (Oswald, Franzoi ve Frost, 2012),
siddete kars1 daha fazla hakli gosterme gibi olumsuz sonuglara yol agmaktadir. Birkag
calisgmada cinsiyet¢iligin atipik kadinlara ve erkeklere yonelik ayrimciliga etkisi
incelenmistir. Ornegin cinsiyetcilik sonucunda, katilimcilar eylemli kadinlar1 daha az
sicak ve kendinden emin olarak degerlendirdiler (Gaunt, 2013) ve doga bilimleri

alaninda yonetici pozisyonlari igin daha az tavsiye ettiler (Masser ve Abrams, 2004).

CDCT, statiiko durumunun ne oldugunu, SMT'ye gore hem azinlik hem de ¢ogunluk
iiyeleri tarafindan savunulan cinsiyet grubu iligkilerinde tanimlamaktadir. Calismalar,
SMT ve CDCT'nin birbirleriyle ilgili oldugu fikrini desteklemektedir. Bazi aragtirmalar,
sistemi mesrulagtirma ve diismanca cinsiyet¢ilik arasindaki iliskinin pozitif oldugunu
(Douglas ve Sutton, 2014; Mosso, Briante, Aiello ve Russo, 2012) ve kadinlarin
cinsiyet¢ilige maruz kaldiklarinda, statii destegini arttirdiklarini bulmustur (Jost ve Kay,
2005).

Bu bakimdan, celisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin cinsiyet tipikliginin cinsiyet-atipik kadin
ve erkege yonelik ayrimcilik tizerindeki etkisini moderate edecegi SsOylenebilir.
Diismanca ve korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik puanlart arttikga, cinsiyet tipikligi ile cinsiyet
atipiklerine kars1 ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskinin kuvvetinin de artacagi varsayilabilir

(Hipotez 5 veya H5).
1.5. Kirilgan Erkeklik ve Atipik Cinsiyetlere Ayrimcilik
Kirilgan Erkeklik Tezi (KET), kadmlarin aksine, erkeklerin toplumdaki yiiksek

statiisiinli siirekli olarak uygun eylemleri gerceklestirerek dogrulamalar1 gerektigini
127



onermektedir (Vandello ve Bosson, 2013; Vandello ve ark., 2008). Buyurgan ve
yasaklayici kalip yargilar toplumun erkeklerden beklentilerini etkilediginden, erkeklerin
bu beklentilere uymasi1 ve “erkek” statiisiinii kazanmasi gerekir. O zaman erkekler,
ornegin kariyer odakli, lider ve inisiyatif kalip yargilariyla uyumlu ve 6rnegin kibar,
duygusal ve yardimei kalip yargilarla uyumlu olmayan eylemler gergeklestirmelidir.
Ornegin, geleneksel Tiirk ailelerinde erkeklerden zorunlu askerlik gérevini
tamamlamalar1 ve bir kadinla evlenebilecek bir “erkek’ olarak nitelendirilebilecek bir ise
sahip olmalart istenir ancak kadinlarin evlenmeye uygun olmalar1 i¢in benzer

gereksinimleri yoktur.

Erkekligi dogrulamamak ayni1 zamanda streslidir. Erkekligi bu perspektiften anlamak da
Oonemlidir, c¢iinkii stresi onlemek icin, erkekler erkekligi dogrulamaya yonlenebilir.
Insanlarin, erkekliklerine yonelik tehdit nedeniyle farkli stres diizeylerini algiladiklari,
clinkii farkli alanlarin farkli erkeklik seviyeleri gerektirdigi ileri stirilmektedir (Pleck,
1995). Ornegin, bir mithendislik ydneticisinden bir miihendislik ¢aliganina kiyasla daha

fazla erkeklik gostermesi beklenebilir (Rudman ve ark., 2012).

Bazi aragtirmacilar, erkeklerin giinliik saldirganliklarinin toplumdaki statiisiinii “erkek”
olarak koruma c¢abalarindan kaynaklandigini ileri siirmektedir (Bosson ve Vandello,
2011). Erkekligi stirekli olarak yenilemek 6nemli ve gerekli oldugundan, uygun firsatlar
ortaya ¢iktiginda erkeklik tehdidi ortadan kaldirilmalidir (Dahl ve ark., 2015; Elgin,
2016; O'Connor ve ark., 2017; Weaver ve ark., 2013). Agikeasi, erkekler, erkekler igin
zorunlu olan temel kalip yargilar olan agresif ve risk alma davraniglarini gostererek yarali

erkekliklerini yeniden kazanmak istemektedir (Rudman ve ark., 2012).

Diger calismalar, erkeklik tanimlamasinin, yetkin ve soguk olarak algilanan ve
geleneksel olmayan (yani atipik) kadin tiirlerine (6rnegin feminist) kars1 diismanlikla
olumlu bir sekilde iligkili oldugunu gostermektedir (Maass ve ark., 2003). Bu da

erkeklerin bu tip kadinlara kars1 kiskang ve onyargili alabilecekleri anlamina geliyor
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(Stereotype Content Model; Cuddy ve ark., 2009; Fiske ve ark., 2007; Fiske ve ark., 2002
ve Tiirk¢e; Aktan ve Bilim, 2016). Tipki feminist kadinlarda oldugu gibi, atipik erkekler
de erkeklige tehdit olusturuyor, ¢iinkii erkekligin beklentilerini ihlal ederek eylemli
davraniglar1 gostermiyorlar. Atipik erkeklere yonelik ayrimcilik, erkeklik tehdidinin
restore edilmesine yardimei olabilir. Bu nedenle, erkekligin cinsiyet tipikliginin cinsiyet-
atipiklere kars1 ayrimeilik tizerindeki etkisini moderate etmesini bekliyoruz; bu durumda
guvencesiz erkeklik puanlarinin artmasi, cinsiyet tipikligi ile cinsiyet-atipiklere karsi

ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskinin kuvvetinin artmasi anlamina geliyor (Hipotez) 6 veya H6).

1.6. Ozet

Toplumsal cinsiyet ayrimi, cinsiyet kalip yargilar1 ve cinsiyet ayrimeciligr bugiiniin
toplumlarinda hala tartisma konusudur. Baz1 meslekler kadin veya erkege adanmistir ve
buyurgan ve yasaklayici kalip yargilarin etkisiyle cinsiyet ayrimi devam etmektedir.
Cinsiyet ayrimina veya cinsiyet kalip yargilarina uymayanlara cinsiyet kalip yargilarini

ve cinsiyete bagl statiikoyu ihlal etmelerini engellemek i¢in olumsuz muamele edilebilir.

Onceki galigmalardan farkli olarak mevcut tez egitim baglaminda atipik cinsiyetlere
yonelik ayrimciligi arastirirken hem degerlendirilecek profillerin cinsiyetini hem de
tipiklik durumunu ayn1 anda, gercek hayat senaryolarini kullanarak, manipiile etmistir.
Ayrica, tniversite boliimlerinin algilanan cinsiyet uygunlugunu ve atipik cinsiyete

yonelik cinsiyet ayrimciligin1 miilakat yontemi ile inceleyen ilk ¢calismadir.

Mevcut tez ¢aligmasinin amaci (a) boliimlerin algilanan cinsiyet uygunlugunu, (b)
cinsiyet-atipiklerin algiladigi ayrimciligi, (c) cinsiyet-atipiklere karsi ayrimciligi, (d)
cinsiyet¢iligin, sistemi mesrulastirmanin ve erkekligin Cinsiyet tipikligi durumu ile
onlara karst ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskideki rolini incelemektir. Tez bu hedeflere
ulasmak i¢in ¢esitli calismalar yiirlitmektedir. Calisma 1 (a) boliimlerin algilanan kadin

veya erkek uygunlugunu arastirdi. Calisma 2 (b) cinsiyet atipiklerinin boliimlerinde sinif
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arkadaglar1 veya Ogretim {lyeleri tarafindan ayrimcilifa maruz kalip kalmadiklarini
algilayip algilamadiklarini arastirdi. Calisma 3 ve Calisma 4 (¢) iiniversitedeki cinsiyet
atipiklerine kars1 ayrimciligi test etmis ve (d) sistemi mesrulastirmanin, cinsiyetciligin
ve kirilgan erkekligin 6grencilerin cinsiyet tipikligi durumu ile onlara kars1 ayrimeilik

arasindaki iligkiyi moderate edip etmedgini incelemistir.

2. Calisma 1

Calisma 1’in iki amaci vardi. Birincisi, tniversite boliimlerindeki kadin-erkek
dagimlimlarin1 Yiiksek Ogretim Kurumu (YOK)’iin resmi verilerini kullanarak bulmak
(YOK Atlas, 2015; 2016), ikincisiyse katilimcilari iiniversite boliimlerini kadin veya
erkege uygun olarak algilayip algilamadiklarini incelemekti. Kadin agirlikli olan
boliimlerin kadina uygun olarak algilanacagi, erkek agirlikli boliimlerinse erkege uygun

olarak algilanacag1 varsayilmistir.

YOK raporuna gore kadim ve erkek dgrenci oranlari Tablo 1°de gosterilmektedir. Ayrica
bu tablodaki bélimlerden secilen 18 (iniversite béliimi 416 ODTU 6grencisi tarafindan
kadin-erkek uygunluguna gore degerlendirilmistir. Yapilan T-Test analizlerine gore
Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yonetimi, Istatistik, Kimya Miihendisligi ve Matematik
haricindeki boliimlerin matematiksel olarak kadin-erkek dagilimlariyla uyumlu sekilde
algilandiklar1 bulunmustur. Bu durumda Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi, Psikoloji, Sosyoloji,
Biyoloji, Gida Miihendisligi, Mimarlik, Isletme ve Sehir ve Bolge Planlama kadina
uygun olarak algilanirken, insaat Miihendisligi, Petrol ve Dogal Gaz Miihendisligi,
Makina Mihendisligi, Elektrik ve Elektronik Muhendisligi, Havacilik ve Uzay

Miihendisligi ve Bilgisayar Miihendisligi’nin erkege uygun olarak algilandigi bulundu.
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3. Calisma 2

Calisma 2’nin amaci atipik ve tipik liniversite 6grencilerinin boliimlerinde algiladiklari
ayrimcilik arasinda fark olup olmadigini incelemekti. Bu amag dogrultusunda 54 ODTU
ogrencisiyle miilakatlar gerceklestirildi. Miilakatlar daha sonra arastirmaci tarafindan
temalara ayrildi ve baska bir Sosyal Psikoloji doktora d6grencisi tarafindan bu temalarla

iceriklerin uyumu degerlendirildi.

Miulakat sonuglarina gore dort temanin 6ne ¢iktigr bulundu. Bunlar boliim segerken
Ogrencilerin yasadiklari, 0grenci temsilcisi olmaya karsi olmak, boliimdeki genel

olumsuz tecriibeler ve tip ve dis hekimligine karsi olan olumsuz tutumlar.

[lging bir sekilde boliim se¢me siirecinde atipik ve tipik dgrenciler arasinda goze ¢arpan
farklilar oldugu goriildii. Atipik Ogrenciler bolum se¢cme silrecinde yakinlarinin
secimlerine miidahele ettigini ima eden birgok ifadede bulundu. Ozellikle bazi
ogrecilerin boliimlerini segerken son anda karar vermelerine ya da yeterince aragtirma
yapamamalarina neden oldugu gézlenen bu miidahaleler tipik 6grenciler tarafindan pek
dile getirilmedi. Onlar genelde boliimlerini se¢gme siireglerinde yakinlarindan destek

aldiklarin1 ve arastirarak boliimlerini segtiklerini belirttiler.

Ogrenci temsilcisi olmayla ilgili sorulan bir soru iizerinde hem atipik hem de tipik
ogrenciler bunu istemediklerini belirttiler ancak atipik 6grenciler biraz farkli olarak
ogrenci temsilciligini kiigiimseyici ifadeler kullandilar. Béliimdeki olumsuz tecriibeler
acisindan baktigimizda atipik 6grenciler cinsiyet¢i ifadelere maruz kaldiklarii belirttiler

ancak tipik dgrenciler de cinsiyetci tarzda olmasa da olumsuz tecriibelerden bahsettiler.

Higbir zaman tip ya da dis hekimligiyle ilgili soru sorulmasa da, bir ¢cok 6grenci bu
alanlarla ilgili genelde olumsuz sayilabilecek diisiincelerinden bahsettiler. Ozellikle

miihendislikte egitim gore kadin 6grenciler ailelerinden tip ya da dis hekimligi okuma
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yoniindeki isteklerden bahsettiler ve bunun tizerlerinde hem yiik oldugunu hem de artik

tip ya da dis hekimligine karsi tamamen kapal1 olduklarini ifade ettileler.

4. Calisma 3

Calisma 3’iin amaci hem atipik 6grencilere bir ayrimeilik yapilip yapilmadigini tespit
etmek hem de sistemi mesrulastirma, cinsiyetgilik ve kirillgan erkekligin tipiklik ve atipik
ogrencilere kars1 ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskiyi etkileyici (moderate edici) rollerinin olup
olmadigini test etmekti. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda ODTU’de egitim gormekte olan 191

Ogrenciden veri toplanmuistir.

Yapilan Cift Yonli Varyans Analizi sonucunda ayrimcilik tespit edilse de bunun
Ogrencinin atipik olup olmadigiyla alakasi olmadigi, daha ¢ok 6grencinin karateriyle yani
eylemli mi yoksa diger-odakli m1 olduguyla ilgili oldugu goériilmiistiir. Hem kadin hem
de erkek diger-odakli 6grencilerin hem erkek hem de kadin eylemli 6grencilere kiyasla

ogrenci temsilciligi baglaminda daha az tercih edildikleri bulunmustur.

Moderate edici degiskenler incelendiginde, sadece Korumaci Cinsiyetgiligin (KC)
anlamli olarak modete edici 6zelligi oldugu goriilmistiir. Katilimcilarin KC degerleri
arttikca diger-odakli kadin Ggrencilerin boliimii temsil edebilecegine daha fazla
katilmaktadirlar. Bu etki diger hig bir grup igin ortaya ¢ikmamistir. Bu bulgular diger-
odakl1 6grencilerin cinsiyet¢iligin korumaci yonii tarafindan korunma ihtiyaci i¢inde

olduklar1 ve bu nedenle daha fazla desteklendikleri seklinde yorumlanabilir.

5. Calisma 4

Calisma 4 de Caligma 3 ile tamamen ayni1 amaglara hizmet etmek i¢in dizayn edilmisti.

Ancak aradaki fark Calisma 4’te hedefteki boliimiin kadin agirlikli bir boliim olan Okul

Oncesi Ogretmenligi olmasiyken Caligsma 3’te bu erkek agirlikli bir boliim olan Insaat
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Miihendisligiydi. Ayrica hedef konu da farkliydi. Calisma 3’te hedefteki konu 6grenci
temsilciligi segimleriyken Calisma4’te bu yiiksek lisans bagvurulariydi. Calisma 4’te bu
amaglar dogrultusunda ODTU’de egitim gdrmekte olan 216 &grenciden veri

toplanmustir.

Calisma 3’¢ benzer sekilde diger-odakli olan kadin ve erkeklerle eylemli olan kadin ve
erkekler arasinda farkliliklar bulunmustur. Diger-odakli kadin ve erkeklerin ylksek
lisansa kabul edilme ihtimalleri eylemli kadin ve erkeklere kiyasla daha diisiik olarak
bulunmustur. Moderator degiskenler incelendigiyse hi¢c bir moderator degiskenin
ogrencinin tipikligi ve atipik 6grencilere ayrimcilik degiskenleri arasindaki iligkide

anlamli bir etkisinin olmadig1 goriilmiistiir.

6. Tartisma

Mevcut tez, atipik (yani azinlik) cinsiyetlere yonelik egitim baglaimnda olas1 ayrimciligi
arastirmay1 amaglamistir. Bu sorunu anlamak 6nemlidir, ¢linkii ayrimeiligin magdurlar
icin olumsuz sonuglar1 vardir (Jackson ve ark., 1996; Lewis ve ark., 2006; Simons ve
ark., 2002; Troxel ve ark., 2003) ve ayn1 zamanda ayrimcilik toplumun isleyisini de
etkiler (Kuzlak, 2018). Universiteler atipik cinsiyetlere yonelik ayrimciligin
gerceklestigi bir yer olabilir, ¢linkii {iniversitede cinsiyet ayrimi vardir (Sakalli-Ugurlu,
2010; ABD Ulusal Bilim Vakfi, 2013), farkli boliimler farkli cinsiyetlerle iligkilidir
(Malinen ve Johnston, 2007; Nosek ve ark. , 2002) ve onceki ¢alismalar, cinsiyet kalip
yargilarini ihlal eden cinsiyetlere yonelik olasi ayrimciliga dair bir ipucu vermektedir
(El-Alayli ve ark., 2018; Moss-Racusin ve ark., 2012; Moss-Racusin ve Johnson, 2016).

Bir Tiirk tiniversitesindeki tipik dgrencilere kiyasla atipik 6grencilere farkli davranilip

davranilmadigini bulmak igin dort calisma yapilmustir. Ik ¢alisma bazi boliimlerin

kadinla (6rnegin, Psikoloji) ve bazi boliimlerin erkekle (6rnegin Insaat Miihendisligi)

(H1) iliskili oldugunu tespit etmistir. ikinci calisma, tipik ve atipik Ogrencilerin,
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algilanan ayrimcilik acisindan iiniversitedeki deneyimlerinde farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini arastird1 (H2). Carpici sonug, atipik 6grencilere bolim secimi siirecinde

yakinlar1 tarafindan miidahele edildigi ve atipik se¢imlerinin engellenmek istedigiydi.

Son iki ¢alisma, katilmecilarin tipik O6grenci profillerine gore (H3) atipik 6grenci
profillerini ayirt edip etmedigini ve sistemi mesrulsatirma (H4), c¢elisik duygulu
cinsiyetcilik (H5) ve kirilgan erkekligin (H6) Ogrenci tipikligi ile atipik Ogrencilere
yonelik ayrimcilik arasindaki iliskiyi moderate edip etmeyecegi sorusunu arastirdi. Bu
calismalar arasindaki fark esas olarak baglamdi. Tlkinde, Insaat Miihendisligi béliimii ve
ogrenci temsilleri i¢in aday olan dgrenci profilleri tasvir edildi. ikincisinde, Okul Oncesi
Ogretmenligi ve lisansiistii egitim igin aday olan 6grenci profilleri tasvir edildi. Atipiklik
durumunun degil ama ogrencilerin diger-odakli m1 yoksa eylemli mi olduklarinin
ayrimciliga maruz kalip kalmayacaklarini belirleyen bir faktor oldugu goriildii. Diger-
odakli hem kadinlar hem de erkeklerin eylemli kadin ve erkeklere kiyasla daha diisiik
ogrenci temsilciligi ve yliksek lisansa kabul puani aldiklar1 bulundu. Ayrica, Korumaci
Cinsiyetcilik puanlar arttik¢a, diger-odakli kadinlarin 6grenci temsilciligi i¢in daha
uygun adaylar olarak degerlendirildikleri gorildu.

6.1. Calisma 1’in Degerlendirilmesi

Calisma 1'den elde edilen bulgulara gre, Kimya Miihendisligi, Istatistik, Siyaset Bilimi
ve Kamu Yonetimi ve Matematik haricindeki bolumler cinsiyet oranlariyla ayni1 yonde
algilanmistir. Algilanan cinsiyet yonelimi ve gergek cinsiyet kompozisyonu ile
uyusmayan bazi béliimler vardi. Ornegin, Istatistik bolimiiniin cinsiyet kompozisyonu
ODTU'de %67, AU'da %57 ile kadin agirlikliyken bu bélim hig bir cinsiyete uygun
olarak algilanmazken, Mimarlik kadina uygun olarak algilandi ancak onun cinsiyet
kompozisyonu %60 kadinlardan olusmaktaydi. Bu uyumsuzlugun nedeni katilimcilarin
degerlendirme kapsami olabilir. Bu béliimleri ODTU'de hayal ettilerse Istatistik
bolimind kadma uygun olarak degerlendireceklerdi, ancak daha biyik bir niifusu g6z
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oniinde bulundurarak yani ODTU'nin 6tesini diisiinerek degerlendirmis olabilirler. Bu
dogru olabilir ¢linkii Boliimlerin Algilanan Cinsiyete Uygunlugu (Ek C) 6l¢egindeki
aciklama, katilimcilarin boliimlerin kadin veya erkek uygunlugunu degerlendirirken

ODTU veya AU bélumlerini hayal etmelerini istememektedir.

Kadin veya erkek odakli olarak algilanan boliimler benzer 6zelliklere sahiptir. Okul
Oncesi Ogretmenligi, Psikoloji, Sosyoloji, Biyoloji, Gida Miihendisligi, Mimarlik,
Isletme ve Sehir ve Bélge Planlama kadina uygun olarak algilandi. Bu béliimlerin cogu
digerlerine ilgi gostermek, cocuklara ilgi duymak, egitmek (yani baskalarina bakmak),
yemek yapmak ve kisilerarasi beceriler gerektirir. Bu tiir bolimlerle ilgili kalip yargilar,
katilimcilar tarafindan neden kadin-odakli olarak algilandiklarini agiklarlar (Burgess ve
Borgida, 1999; Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Rudman ve digerleri, 2012; Sakalli-Ugurlu,
Tiirkoglu ve Kuzlak, 2018). Ote yandan, erkek-odakli olarak algilanan béliimler icin ters
bir desen ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ingaat Miihendisligi, Petrol ve Dogalgaz Miihendisligi,
Makine Miihendisligi, Elektrik ve Elektronik Miihendisligi, Havacilik ve Uzay
Miihendisligi ve Bilgisayar Mithendisligi erkek-odakli olarak algilandi. Bunlarin hepsi
mihendislik bolimleridir ve ¢ogunlukla analitik, zeki, caligkan gibi erkekler icin
ongorilen kalip yargilarla benzer 6zellikleri paylasirlar (Rudman vd., 2012; Tutkun ve
Kog, 2008). Bu bulgular, bir kez daha, cinsiyet kalip yargilariin bireylerin bir alanin
cinsiyete uygunlugu konusundaki yargilarinda Onemli bir rol oynadigini

dogrulamaktadir.

6.2. Calisma 2’nin Degerlendirilmesi

Calisma 2, atipik ve tipik Ogrencilerin, liniversitedeki egitimleriyle ilgili biraz farklh
deneyimlere sahip oldugunu ortaya koydu. Atipik 6grenciler, kadin ya da erkek olsunlar,
b6lim segimi siirecinde, yakinlarinin, mevcut bolimlerinde okumamalari konusunda
uyardiklarini belirttiler. Ornegin, miihendislikte okuyan bir kadin &grencinin ifadeleri,

yakinlarinin baskisinin ne kadar giiclii oldugunu gosteriyor: “Aslinda tercihimi son 5
135



dakikada degistirmistim yani iizerinde tip vardi ve hep tip okumak istemedigimi
biliyordum da iste son 5 dakika degistirip bilgisayar1 kapatip annemlerin yanina
gitmistim. Aslinda istiyordum yani burayr ama ¢ok da bilingli bir tercih degildi galiba.
Yani iste gilin i¢inde ya da oncesinde degistirip duruyordum ama iste “tip oku, tip oku”
olay1 var ya dyle oluyordu. Ama sonra tip okumayacagima karar verince buray: se¢tim
yani miihendislik konusunda ¢ok bilingli degildim ama ODTU falan iyi, giizel, onu
birazcik biliyordum yani”. Benzer ifadeler diger atipik 6grenciler tarafindan ve sadece

bir Uluslararasi Iliskiler béliimiinde okuyan tipik kadin 6grenci tarafindan verildi.

Katilimeilarin higbiri, yakinlarinin, bolim se¢im kararlarina miidahale etmelerinin
nedenleri konusunda herhangi bir sebep belirtmediler. Ancak bu uyarilar, bu gibi
durumlarda yakinlarin “toplumu” temsil etmelerinden dolayi, farkli cinsiyetlerden
beklenen toplumsal beklentileri karsilama amagh yapildigimi diistindirmektedir.
Buyurgan ve yasaklayict kalip yargilar toplumun beklentilerinde énemli bir yer tutar
cunki zaman ve mekana karsi dayaniklidirlar (Swim ve ark., 1995) ve kadinlarin ve
erkeklerin nasil davranmasi/olmasi gerektigini dikte ederler. Arastirmalar, bir firsat
verildiginde, bir kisinin kadimi ve erkegi tanimlamak ic¢in ortalama on kalip yargi
uretebilecegini gostermektedir (Sakalli-Ugurlu ve ark., 2018). Yani, insanlar zaten
zihinlerinde bu kalip yargilarla yasamaktadirlar. Yakinlar, kadin ve erkegin nasil olmasi
gerektigini ve davranmasi gerektigini dikte eden buyurgan ve yasaklayici kalip yargilarin
farkinda olabileceginden, ihlallerinden rahatsiz olurlar ve bu ihlal edenlerin kendi
yakinlart olmalarindan dolayr onlar1 gelecekteki kalip yargi ihlalinin olumsuz
sonuglarindan (Moss-Racusin ve ark., 2012; Moss-Racusin ve Johnson, 2016; Rudman
ve Fairchild, 2004; Shaffer ve Wegley, 1974) korumak istiyor olabilirler. Aslinda,
arastirmalar atipik cinsiyetlerin, Ozellikle STEM ana dallarinda okuyan kadinlarin
korunmasimi desteklemektedir (Kuchynka ve ark., 2018). Algilanan cinsiyetgilik
hakkinda soru soruldugunda, STEM okuyan kadinlar, STEM derslerinde koruyucu
paternalizmi diigmanca cinsiyetcilikten daha fazla algiladiklarini belirtti. Cinsiyetciligin
bu kismi, kadinlarin erkeklerden daha zayif oldugu ve yardima ihtiyac duydugunu
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belirtmektedir. Atipik 6grencilerin {iniversite boliim se¢imini yonetmeyi amaglayan
yakinlari, onlar1 yetersiz ve yardima ihtiyag¢ duyan kisiler olarak degerlendirmis

olabilirler.

Ek olarak, bu uyarilar, liniversite boliimlerinde mevcut cinsiyet statiilkosuna katkida
bulunabilir ve cinsiyet kalip yargilarin1 onaylarken, tipik olmayan cinsiyetlere yonelik
ayrimciligin siirdiiriilmesine yardimci olabilir. Yukarida belirtilen atipik 6grenci, boliim
se¢imlerini son 5 dakikada degistirdigini belirtti. Bu kendisinin yakinlari tarafindan
empoze edilmeyen bir bolime gitmesine yardim eden ¢ok nadir bir durum olabilir.
Bununla birlikte, eger boliim se¢imi silirecinde 0grenciler yakinlari tarafindan baski
altinda tutulursa, cogunlugu secimlerini degistirme firsati bulamaz. Bagka bir deyisle,
yakinlarin miidahalesi, cinsiyet ayrimciliginin halen en azindan Tiirkiye'de birgok

universite boliiminde var olmasinin en dnemli nedenlerinden biri olabilir.

Aslinda, bolim se¢imi islemi sadece Ogrenciler tarafindan yapilmamaktadir. Bolim
secimini etkileyen cevresel faktorleri arastiran birkag¢ arastirmaya gore, dgrencilerin
bolim secim kararlar1 c¢ogunlukla kardeslerinden, smif arkadaslarindan, sinif
ogretmenlerinden (Ozyiirek ve Kilig-Atici, 2002), ailenin  beklentilerinden,
arkadaslarindan (Vurucu, 2010), kitap, dergi ve okul &gretmenlerinden (Hamamcr,
Bacanli ve Dogan, 2013) etkilenir ancak danigman &gretmenlerinden pek fazla
etkilenilmemektedir (Ozyiirek ve Kilig-Atic, 2002). Bu ilgingtir, ciinkii danisman
ogretmenler bOlum segimi surecinde &grencilerin yeteneklerini ve 6zelliklerini goz
ontinde bulundurarak onlara yardim edebilecek tek profesyonellerdir. Ogrencilerin neyi
okumak istediklerine ve gelecekte hangi meslegi uygulamak istediklerine karar
vermelerinde yakinlarinin daha fazla etkili oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu ayni zamanda
atipik dgrencilere yonelik ayrimeiligin Tiirkiye'deki bolim segim sisteminden de destek
aldigim gdstermektedir. Ogrenciler ¢ogunlukla digerlerine glivenir, ancak danigman

ogretmenlerine degil. Ozellikle atipik 6grenciler cinsiyet hiyerarsisini ihlal eden
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secimlerinden dolay bu stirecten olumsuz etkilenmektedir (Moss-Racusin ve ark., 2012;

Moss-Racusin ve Johnson, 2016).

Calisma 2'de ortaya c¢ikan diger temalar, atipik ve tipik cinsiyetler arasinda daha fazla
farklilik oldugunu ima etmektedir. Ogrenci temsilcisi olma diisiinceleri soruldugunda
hem tipik olmayan hem de tipik 6grenciler olumsuz yanit verdi. Bununla birlikte, atipik
ogrenciler “gerekli” olmadigini ve tipik 6grenciler bunun i¢in zamanlarinin olmadigini
belirtmislerdir. Bu kiigiik farkin nedenleri, cinsiyet atipiklerinin 6grenci temsilcisi
olmay1 diistinmek bile istemiyor olmalar1 ve boliimlerini tipik 6grencilere kiyasla temsil
etme fikrine karsi korunmak olabilir. Durumu “gerekli degil” olarak g¢erceveleyerek,
kendilerini atipik olarak algilandiklari bir alan1 temsil etmekten kaynaklanan potansiyel
tehditlerden kurtariyor olabilirler. Arastirmalar, insanlar bir saglik testi sonucu
tarafindan tehdit edildiginde, bunu kuiglmsedikleri (Croyle ve Hunt, 1991) ve
gecerliligini sorguladiklarin1 gostermektedir (Ditto ve Lopez, 1992). Ayrica, bir testte
kot performans gosterdiklerinde, testi adaletsiz olarak degerlendirirler (Pyszczynski ve
ark., 1985; Schlenker ve ark., 1990). Bu agidan 6grenci temsilcisi olmanin, atipik
ogrencilerin olumsuz geribildirim alacaklarin1 diisiindiikleri bir alan oldugu anlasiliyor

ve “gerekli degil” gibi s6zlerle nemini en aza indiriyor olabilirler.

Bagka bir tema, hem atipik hem de tipik 6grencilerin kendi boliimlerinde karsilagtiklar
bazi1 olumsuz deneyimleri ortaya koydu. Ancak 6rneklem biiyiikliigii dikkate alindiginda,
54, az sayida 6grenci olumsuz deneyimler yasadigini bildirmistir. Ogrencilerin ¢ok fazla
olumsuz deneyim belirtmemesinin birka¢ nedeni olabilir ve ¢ogu, boliimlerinde hig
olumsuz bir deneyim yasamadiklarimi belirttiler. Olumsuz deneyimlerin paylagilmamasi
refah ile ilgili olabilir. Refah, olumlu hatiralar1 hatirlama ile pozitif, olumsuz hatiralar
hatirlama ile negatif korelasyon gostermektedir (Seidlitz ve Diener, 1993). Yani, bir
insanin psikolojik olarak saglikli olmasi i¢in, olumlu hatiralart hatirlamaya odaklanmast
gerekmektedir. Goriismecinin etkisi burada da 6nemli bir rol oynamis olabilir. Goriisme

yapan kisi, boliimlerden birinde arastirma gorevlisi ve ayni iiniversitede doktora
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ogrencisiydi. Bu nedenle, katilimcilar 6zellikle olumsuz olaylar igin diisiincelerini
diizeltmis olabilirler. Ancak, hi¢biri 20-30 dakikalik goriismeler sirasinda bu konudaki
bir endisesinden bahsetmedi. Bu smirlamanin {istesinden gelmek igin gelecekteki
caligmalar, atipik ve tipik 6grencilerin kendi boliimlerinde karsilastiklar1 olumsuz ve
olumlu deneyimleri 6lgmek i¢in miilakat yerine Ol¢ek kullanabilir veya goriismeci

katilimcilarin ¢alistigi iiniversite ile ilgili olmayan birinden secilebilir.

Son tema, 6grencilerin dis hekimligini ve ¢ogunlukla tibb1 nasil degerlendirdiklerini
gosterdi. Birkag¢ 0grencinin tip egitimi almaya yonelik olumsuz tutumlarinin oldugunu
bulmak ilgingti. Bu tutumlarin agiklamalarindan biri, tip ve dis hekimligine yonelik
diisiik 6z-yeterlik algilanmas1 olabilir. Insanlar alanin kendi yetenekleri icin zor
oldugunu algiladiklarinda, onun icinde kariyer yapmak istemeleri daha az olasidir
(Zimmerman ve ark., 1992). Diger bir deyisle, tip ve dis hekimligi konusunda 6z
yeterliligi diisiik olan Ogrenciler bu alanlarda c¢alismak istemezler. Ancak, bu
Ogrencilerin liniversitelere giris puanlar1 ¢ok yiiksektir, sadece genel halktan secilen
ortalama bireyler degillerdir, bu nedenle bu agiklama rasyonel olmayabilir. Tibba
yonelik olumsuz tutumlarin nedeni, 6grencilerin hedef boliimlerini algilamalarindan
kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Tip 6greniminde tip 6grencilerinin se¢imini etkileyen en 6nemli
faktorlerin, hastalara yardimci olmalari oldugu (Geng ve ark., 2007), STEM okuyan
ogrencilerinse 0z yeterlilik oldugu goriilmiistiir (Korkut-Owen ve Eraslan-Capan, 2017).
Bu nedenle, eger bir STEM &grencisi hasta insanlara yardim etmekle motive olmazsa,
ancak yakinlar tarafindan tib okumaya zorlanirsa, tibba yonelik olumsuz deneyimler

gelistirebilir ve sonunda bu deneyimler olumsuz tutumlar haline gelebilir.

Ayrica, sorularin higbirinin tip veya dis hekimligi anlamina gelen herhangi bir anahtar
kelime icermedigine dikkat edilmelidir. Ogrenciler, bu alanlardan “Alanimzi ne kadar
isteyerek sectiniz?” ve “Firsatiniz olursa baska bir alanda ne kadar okumak isersiniz?

Cevabiniz evetse, bu hangi alan olur?” sorularina cevap verirken bahsettiler. Bu, tip veya

139



dis hekimligine yonelik tutumlarin hala akillarinda taze oldugu ve firsatlar ortaya

¢iktiginda kolayca bahsedildigi anlamina gelmektedir.

Biraz ilging olarak, atipik &grencilerin boliimlerinden tipik 6grencilerden daha cok
memnun olduklar1 bulundu. Birkag atipik 6grencinin ifadesinin gosterdigi gibi (6rnegin,
yakinlarin mudahalesi), b6lum sec¢imi stirecinde biraz zorlanmalarina ve bu mucadele,
boliimlerinden tipik 6grencilerden daha ¢ok memnun olmalarina neden olmus olabilir.
Calismalar da bu akil vyiirlitmeyi desteklemektedir. Miisteriler biiyiikk c¢aba
harcadiklarinda, miitevazi ¢aba harcadiklari zamana kiyasla iiriinlerden daha memnun
olurlar (Cardozo, 1965) ve giftler, iliski c¢abalar1 arttikga evliliklerinden daha
memnundurlar (Shafer ve ark., 2012). Bu ¢alismalar ayn1 zamanda atipik 6grencilerin
boliimlerini evlilik veya sevilen bir tiriin gibi degerlendirdiklerini ima ediyor olabilir. Bu
calismalar 15181nda, atipik ve tipik 6grenciler arasinda boliimle 6zdeslesme bakimindan

farkliliklar olabilecegi sonucuna da varilabilir.

6.3. Calisma 3 ve 4’iin Degerlendirilmesi

Beklentilerin aksine, atipik Ogrencileri hedef alan bir ayrimcilik bulunamamistir.
Bununla birlikte, diger-odakli 6grenciler, ister kadin isterse erkek olsun, kadin ve erkek
eylemli 6grencilere gore daha az olumlu olarak degerlendirildi. Kadin ve erkek diger-
odakli Ggrenciler, hem ogrenci temsilciliginde hem de lisansiistii egitime kabulde
olasiliklar1 bakimindan kadin ve erkek eylemli 6grencilere gore daha diisiik puan aldilar.
Korumaci cinsiyetgilik, dnemli bir moderatdr olarak bulunan tek degiskendi. Ozellikle,
korumaci cinsiyetgilik puanlan arttik¢a, diger-odakli kadinlar 6grenci temsilciligi i¢in

daha ytiksek puan aldilar.

Atipik bireylere kars1 ayrimcilik bulunmamasinin sebeplerinden biri durumlarin

cercevelenmesi olabilir. Hem ogrenci temsilciligi, hem de lisansiistii egitim, eylemli

Ozellikleri gerektirir. Bir 6grencinin boliimiiniin temsilcisi olarak kabul edilmesi igin
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liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olmasi ve yuksek lisansa kabul edilmesi iginse caligkanlik,
rekabetcilik ve bencillik 6zelliklerine sahip olmasi beklenebilir. Bunlar literatiirdeki
eylemli 6zellikler olarak kabul edilir (Rudman ve ark., 2012) ve bu tir alanlar eylemli
bireyler i¢in uygun olarak algilanacaktir. Bu goriis, hem kadin hem de erkek eylemli
ogrencilerin, diger-odakli kadin ve erkek 6grencilerle karsilastirildiginda bolim temsili
ve lisansiistii egitime kabul i¢in dnemli 6l¢iide daha yiiksek puanlar aldiklar1 bulgularla

da desteklenmektedir.

Diger-odakli 6grencilere yOnelik ayrimcilik yapilmasinin bir bagka agiklamasi katilimci
Ozellikleri olabilir. Yukaridaki bolimlerde de daha once belirtildigi gibi, katilimcilar
Turkiye'deki en iyi Universitelerden birinde okuduklari igin basarili 6grencilerdir.
Degerlendirdikleri 6grencileri kendilerine benzer gordiklerinden emin olmak igin tim
profiller ¢ok yiiksek not ortalamasina sahip olarak tasvir edildi, boylece katilimcilarin
benzerliklerine dayanarak hedefleri degerlendirmelerini istemedik (Diehl, 1988).
Bununla birlikte, katilimcilar ayrica, eylemlilerin bencil olmalar1 ve nesnel ve 6znel
basari ile bu tiir 6zelliklerin iliskisi nedeniyle (Abele, 2003) eylemli profilleri kendilerine
daha benzer olarak degerlendirmis olabilirler. Bu nedenle onlara daha iyi bir sekilde

davranmuis olabilirler.

Korumaci Cinsiyetgilik puanlarinin artmasiyla, diger-odakli kadin 6grencilerin bolimi
daha 1yi temsil edebilecegini belirten puanlarda da artis goriismiistiir. Diger-odakli
profillerin sicak, duygusal, neseli, belirsiz, hos ve diger-odakli olarak tasvir edildigi goz
oniine alindiginda bu beklenilebilir. Korumaci Cinsiyetci biri igin, diger-odakli olarak
betimlenen kadinin korunmasi gerekir ve bdyle betimlenen bir kadinin korunmaya
ihtiya¢ duydugu diisiiniilebilir. Kalipyarg: Icerigi Modeli’nin degindigi gibi, yeterliligi
diistik ve sicakligr yiiksek (6rnegin ev hanimlari) olan bir kadin sempati ya da acima hissi
uyandirabilir (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick ve Xu, 2002). Diger-odakli kadin KC arttik¢a daha

fazla oy aldigindan, bu onlara kars1 bir sempati gostergesi olabilir.
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KC, 6grenci temsilciligi ¢alismasinda (yani, Caligma 3) 6nemli bir moderatordii, ancak
lisansiistii kabul ¢alismasinda (Calisma 4) degildi. Ogrenci temsilciligi segimleri ve
lisansistl egitimin her ikisi de eylemli alanlar olsa da, kalip yargisal olarak farklidirlar.
Bir kisinin iyi bir temsilci olabilmesi i¢in liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip olmasi1 gerekir.
Ancak bir kiginin yiiksek 6grenime kabul alabilmesi i¢in ¢alisan/zeki olmasi gerekir.
Kocumaci cinsiyet¢i igin kadinin korunmasi ve korunmaya ihtiyaci olan bir kisinin zeki
olmamasi gerekir. Bu, korumaci cinsiyetcinin diger-odakli bir kadin lisansiistii egitime
devam etmek istediginde onu desteklemeyecegi anlamina gelir. Bu bulgular ayrica, her
ikisi de eylemli 6zellikler olmasina ragmen, liderlik ve zekanin, en azindan korumact
cinsiyetgiler i¢in farkli algilandigi anlamina gelmektedir. Bu ayni zamanda korumaci
cinsiyetgilerin kadinlarda zeka eksikligi gordiikleri ve bu nedenle liderlik kalip
yargilarinin ihlal edilmesinin onlar i¢in dnemli olmadigini ama ¢aliskanlik/zeka kalip

yargilarinin énemli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Erkekligin 6nemli bir moderator olarak ortaya ¢ikmamasinin bazi sebepleri olabilir.
Tezde kullanilan mevcut dlgek, erkeklige yonelik algilanan tehdidi 6l¢mekle birlikte,
diger caligmalar literatiirde katilimcilart uyandirmak ic¢in bir tehdit manipiilasyonu
kullanmistir (Dahl ve digerleri, 2015; O’Connor ve digerleri, 2017), bdylece biiytik bir
etki elde edilmistir. Bu nedenle, algilanan erkeklik tehdidini 6l¢menin erkeklik onayinin
belirtilen degiskenler iizerindeki etkisini anlamanin en iyi yolu olmayacagi, erkeklik
tehdidi manipulasyonunun daha iyi sonu¢ verecegi beklenmektedir. Ayrica, erkeklik
Olcegi sadece erkek katilimcilara uygulanmistir. Erkek katilimei sayisi, hem Calisma 3'te
(85 erkek) hem de Calisma 4'te (58 erkek) c¢ok distiktii. Bu, erkeklik etkisinin

bulunmamasinin bir baska nedeni olabilir.
6.4. Simirhhiklar, Katkilar ve Oneriler
Atipik 6grencilere yonelik olasi ayrimeiligi ve moderator degiskenlerin bu iligkideki

etkisini arastirmay1 sagladiklari i¢in hikaye tasarimlari bu tezin en 6nemli parcalarindan
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biridir. Bununla birlikte, hikaye olusturma, ongoriilemeyen smirlamalar1 tagimaya
egilimlidir. Ornegin, dgrenci profilleri, diger-odakli tip bir kisiyi veya eylemli tip bir
kisiyi temsil edecek sekilde segildi. Ancak, not ortalamasi sabit tutuldu. Bu,
katilimeilarin bu dgrencileri eylemli kalip yargilarin bir pargast olan rekabetgi ve
caligkan 6grenciler olarak diisiinmesine neden olmus olabilir. Gelecekteki caligsmalar,
tirlerine gore degisen profillerden not ortalamasi bilgisini ya tamamen ¢ikarmalidir ya
da diger-odakli olanlara biraz daha diisiik, eylemlilere biraz daha yiksek not ortalamasi

vermelidir.

Bu c¢aligmada kullanilan hikayelerin bir baska sinirlamasi da formatlari olabilir.
Hikayeler katilimcilara diiz metin olarak sunuldular. Gelecekteki ¢alismalar, tiniversite
boliim web sitelerinden ve 6grenci temsilciligi se¢im metinlerinden ve Universitede
yapilan gergek Ogrenci se¢im posterlerinden alinan ve gercek bir lisansistli duyuru
reklamint kullanabilirler. Ayrica aday profillerin 6grencilerin resimlerini igermesi
gerektigi distiniilebilir, ancak bu sasirtict bir degisken olarak cekicilik etkisini
aragtirmaya sokabilir (Chaiken, 1979; Little ve ark., 2012). Diger bir deyisle,
ogrencilerin profilleri resim icermemeli, gercek hayattan Orneklerle alinan metinleri

icermelidir.

Mevcut tez, iniversite bolimlerinin algilanan cinsiyet yonelimlerini, Universitede
ogrenci tipikligine gore algilanan ayrimciligi (yani tipik olmayan ve tipik olarak) ve
kadin ve erkek 6grencilere hem tipik hem de tipik olmayan sekilde betimlendiklerinde
tiniversite baglaminda gercek hayat senaryolarini kullanarak yapilabilecek ayrimcilig:

ortaya koyarak literatiire katkida bulunmustur.

Arastirmacilarin, kadin ve erkegin bir alanda azinlik olup olmadigini anlamak
istediklerinde, ulusal/uluslararas1 kuruluslardan (6rnegin, Avrupa Komisyonu) ilgili
verileri toplamalar1 gerekir, ancak bu tez, iiniversite boliimlerinin algilanan cinsiyet

yonelimini O6l¢en cinsiyet ayrimciligini anlamak igin alternatif veriler saglamistir.
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Ayrica, higbir ¢alismada deneysel olarak tipik olmayan 6grencilere gore bir mulakat
yontemi kullanilarak atipik cinsiyete yonelik algilanan ayrimcilik incelenmemistir.
Herhangi bir arastirma konusunun oncii galismalarinda milakatlar gibi nitel yéntemlerin,
yalnizca mevcut literatiirii kullanarak anlasilmasi ¢ok zor olabilecek bir ilk kaynaktan

(yani hedef katilimcilari) bilgi edinmek i¢in kullanilmast 6nemlidir.

Atipik cinsiyetlere yoOnelik ayrimcili§i arastiran calismalar, cinsiyetleri ve
degerlendirilecek hedeflerin tipikligini degistirebilir (Rudman ve ark., 2012). Bununla
birlikte, egitim baglaminda yiiriitiilen benzer ¢alismalar, okul Oncesi ¢agdaki ¢ocuklar
tizerindeki bir ¢aligma disinda, degerlendirilecek hedeflerin tipikligini hi¢cbir zaman
manipiile etmemistir (El-Alayli ve ark., 2018; Moss-Racusin ve ark., 2012). Mevcut tez
calismasi, degerlendirilecek hedeflerin tipikligi ve cinsiyetinin ayrimcilig1 etkilemek igin

birbirleriyle nasil etkilesime girdigini gostererek literatiire katkida bulunmustur.

Gelecekteki ¢caligmalar, yakinlarin atipik 6grencilerin tercihleri Uzerindeki etkilerini veya
daha genel olarak, herhangi bir alandaki atipik cinsiyetlere etkilerini anlamaya
odaklanabilir. On sekiz yasindan kl¢ik insanlar i¢in digerlerinin goriislerinin ¢ok 6nemli
oldugu ve onlarin goriislerinin herhangi bir alanda azinlik durumundaki cinsiyetleri daha
da anlamak icin kritik olacagi goriilmektedir. Gelecekteki ¢caligmalarda 6grenci profilleri
degisebilir. Bu caligmada, toplamda 3.80 olan ortalama nedeniyle hem diger-odakli hem
de eylemli 6grenciler ¢ok basarili olarak tasvir edildiler. Bu 6grenciler daha diisiik not
ortalamarina sahip olduklarinda, 6grenci tipikliginin etkisi daha yiiksek olacaktir ¢iinkii
o zaman Ogrencilerin 6zellikleri daha 6nemli olacaktir.

Baz1 6grenciler i¢in 3.80 not ortalamasinin yiiksek, bazilari iginse yiiksek olmadigi goz
oniinde bulundurulmalidir. Bu algisal fark, ¢alisilan alandan kaynaklanmaktadir, ¢iinkii
tiniversitedeki boliimler arasinda genel not ortalamasi farklilagsmaktadir (Rojstaczer ve
Healy, 2010). Yani, baz1 6grenciler igin tasvir edilen profiller ¢ok basarili olabilir, fakat
bazilari i¢in ¢ok fazla olamayabilir. Bu nedenle profillerin degerlendirilmesi 6grencinin

hangi bolimde okudugundan etkilenebilir. 3.80 not ortalamasini ¢ok yiiksek bulmayan
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katilimcilar, profilin 6zelliklerine daha fazla odaklanacaktir, ancak diger katilimcilar
profiller hakkinda kararlarini goktan vermis olabilir. Bu nedenle, not ortalamasinin bir
sonucu olarak profillere verilen benzer reaksiyonlar nedeniyle kosullar arasinda bir etki

bulmak zor olabilir. Bunun ¢6ziim, not ortalamasi bilgisini hikayelerden ¢ikarmaktir.

Atipik 6grenciler boliimlerinden tipik 6grencilere gore daha memnun olduklarindan, bu
bulgular 1s181nda, atipik ve tipik bireyler arasinda alanlariyla 6zdeslesmede farkliliklar
olabilecegini varsaymak rasyoneldir. Baz1 arastirmalar, kadinlarin atipik bir 6grenciyken
onyargili olduklarinda, bolimle ilgili kendilik kavramlarinin azaldigina dair destekleyici
icgoriiler ortaya koydu (Robnett, 2016). Atipik bireylere yonelik algilanan ayrimciligi
arastiran gelecekteki ¢alismalar, ayrimcilik siireglerini daha iyi degerlendirmek igin

caligmalarina 6zdeslesmeyi da dahil etmeyi diisiinmelidir.

Cogunlukla ebeveynler, ogrencilerin bolim se¢im siirecine yogun bir sekilde
katilmaktadirlar ve 6zellikle 6grencilerin tipik olmayan egitim tercihlerine miidahale
etmek isteyebilirler. Miilakatlarin sonuglari, 6grencilerin ebeveynleriyle ne okumak
istediklerini tartismada rahat olmadiklarini géstermistir. Sonug olarak, b6lim segimlerini
bazen son dakikada yapmislardir; bu, bir kiginin en 6nemli yasam kararlarindan biri i¢in
en uygun zaman degildir. Ebeveynler ¢ocuklarina yaptiklart midahalenin onlar igin nasil
olumsuz sonuglara yol agabilecegi konusunda egitilmelidir. Bunun yani sira, diger tipik
ve tipik olmayan Ogrenciler tizerindeki yakimlarmin etkisini bertaraf etmek icin,
danigman 6gretmenlerin etkisi, 6zellikle bolum segim sireci igin, arttirilmalidir. Boylece

otomatik olarak yakinlarin bu siiregte 6grencilere daha az miidahale etmesi saglanabilir.

Lisansiistii egitim basvurusu hakkinda diisiindiigiimtizde, genel not ortalamasinin kabulii
etkileyen en 6nemli degiskenlerden biri oldugunu diisiinebiliriz. Ancak, iki aday ayni
notlara sahip oldugunda, daha eylemli aday tercih edilecektir. Lisansisti egitim

komitelerinin bu bulgu 15181nda kararlarin1 degerlendirmeleri Onerilebilir.
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Bu tezin bulgular1 (a)politik baglamdaki segimlere uygulanabilir. Sonuglar, adaylarin
ozelliklerinin se¢gmenler igin 6nemli oldugunu gdstermektedir. Insanlar, kariyer odakl,
bagimsiz, yetenekli, ¢aligkan ve inisiyatifli oldugunu sdyleyen veya gosteren bir adaya,
sicak, duygusal, neseli, hos ve diger-odakli oldugunu sdyleyen veya gosteren bir adaydan
daha fazla oy verebilirler. Bu iki aday ayni akademik basari, boliim, hobiler, egitim
duzeyi ve isme sahip olsalar bile, eylemli aday diger-odakli adaydan daha fazla oy

alabilecektir.

6.5. Son Notlar

Egitim baglaminda cinsiyet ayrismasinin ortadan kalkabilecegi yoniinde umut vardir.
Arastirmalar, cinsiyetlerin siirdiiriilebilirlik ve cevre c¢aligmalar1 gibi yeni agilan
tiniversite boliimlerinde esit olarak temsil edildigini gostermektedir (Gelbgiser ve Albert,
2017). insanlarin yeni agilan béliimler hakkinda 6n yargilar1 bulunmadigindan,
secimlerinin toplumsal beklentilerden etkilenme ihtimali diisiiktiir. EK olarak, doktora
mezunu kadm orani her gegen yil artmaktadir (Avrupa Komisyonu, 2015). Bu tezin,
cinsiyet ayrimciligini ve atipik kadina ve erkege yonelik ayrimcilifi anlamamiza

yardimci1 olmast umudumuzdur.
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