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Examines research using a classic, inﬂﬁenti'al experiment conducted by (éol;iberg_(l%ﬂ], showing

/s that women were likely to rat male authers {e.g., John ‘T, McKay) more favorably thap.ferhale

aathors {¢.g., Joan T McKay) of identical articles. Although replications of this study have been
inconclusive, Goldberg’s research is stifl frequently cited as demonstrating an cvaluative bias againgt

women. A guantitative meta-analysis of rescarch using Goldberg's experimental pa_radigm sHows

/,

In 196} social psychologist Philip Goldberg published his in-
fluential” experimental study. on prejudice against women
(Goldberg, 1968). The study was simple yet compelhng Gold-
berg gave {emale subjects identical booklets cantaining six
different arficles. For each article, however, half the subjects

were told that the anthor was a2 woman (e.g,, Joan T. McKay)

and the other'half were told that the author was'a man {e.g.,
John' T. McKay). On a.number of ratings, such as evaluations

Gf the author’s competence, the male author was given hjgher-

ngs than the female author.

,,\} "Specifically, Goldberg reported that men rece:ved highey rdt-
ings on 44 of 54 measures. However, after t‘ormmg anindex by

summing across the dependent variables, he reported six ¢ tests,
only three of'which were significant. Two of the three significant
findings were for articles about fraditional masculine fields (Jlaw
and city planning), and one was for 3 sex-neutral field (linguis-
- tics). Two of the three nonsignificant findings were for the arti-
cles on traditionally. feminine fields (dietetics and education),
and the third was for a second sex-peutral field (art history). In
effpct, then, Goldberg seemed to have found quahﬁed support
for gender bias in evaluations.
Perhaps not surprisingly, Goldberg’s article is f_requently
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that the average difference between ratings of men and women is negligible. Furthermore, although .

the effect sizes are not homogeneous, the difference remains, regligible when other &Lcters suchas -
séx of subject or year of publication are'taken into consideration. Several explanations for the hetero-
geneity of effect sizes and the inconsistency of findings are discussed.” . _\/

cited as evidence. of discrimination against women and ot‘
wonen holdmg prejudicial beliefs about their own gender (e,
Cish & Trimer, 1984; Gornick & Moran, 1971; Lifis & Colwill,
1978; Paludi & Strayer, 1985; Ruble & Ruble, 1982), *Although
it is well established that discrimination. octurs (e.g., Hewlett,
1G86) and that Goldberg’s findings certainfy seem to fllustrate
sex bias, many authors in the sgientific and popular literature
who cite his article in fact m:sreprcsent the strength of the re-
Goldberg reported. In addition, the robustness of Gold-
berg s findingt is upcertain because of numerous incousistert
conceptua.l replications.

Ol‘lc frequent misrepresentation of Goldberg's study hag been
to dl;.:tert the nonsignificant results. For instance, Pahudi and
Bauerl(1983) stated, “Results indicated that women rated 1he
articles (even those 'in fields considered sex gppropnate -for
\mmen) mere favorably when they wexe attributed to a male
rather than a female author” {(p. 387). In fact, Goldberg does
not rcpi{)rt any significant differences on ratings of the authors
on the traditionally feminine fields. Further, Goldberg did not
demonstrate discrimination {n all of the comparisons tested.

Otherlauthors dd ot misstate the conchusion but implicitly
distort the findings by failing to ention tha nonsignificant
findings. For instance, Lips and Colwill {1978) stated, “This ste-
reotype. lé scen in.action in studies that-look, at the way people
evaluate jmale and female ‘performance. Goldberg (1968)
showed that female college students evaluated arficles suppos-
edly written by women lower than the identiBal articles attrib-
uted to'm;ﬂe authors” (p. 188). In 2 more recent review paper,
Wallston and O'Leary (1981) also distorted the findings by stat-

" ing, “In the laridmark study ‘off competency bias favering men
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{Goldberg! 1968), college women rated professional articles for
value, persuasiveness, profundity, writing style and compe--
tence. Higher ratings were given to identital papers when the
author of the article was porirayed as a male rather than a fe-
make” {p. EQ)T Omitting the nonsignificant effects creates the
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rrnpressmo that the G ldberg effects. were mote rohusl than
they actually were.

The strength of Gold]berg s findings have also been dzstorted‘
rding failutes to replicate. For instance, in his weli- i

by disr
respected introductory| psychology text, Gleitman (1981) _de-
scribed Goldberg's study but did not mention any of the con-

both Goldberg (1968) and Pheterson, Kiesler, and Goldberg
{1971} as evidesce for ‘theé persidtent tendency of females to
devalue the work of other females™ (p. 5), thys leaving the ini-
pression that Goldberg 5 findings have been supported. by replr-
cations.

More recont reviews of thrs*ﬁterature such as those by Wall-
ston and OLeary (198 1} and Rasow (F986), have acknowledgcd

‘These studtes examined additional independent vanab!es (e,

- status of the person), different samples {e'g., niale suqu,cts), and

e [ LR

tiohs, respectwely,

different stirnulus materials {e.g., job applications). The concly-
sions of these reviews suggest that these empirical inconsisten-
cies can be explained by various qualifying conditions, For in-

. stance, Basow stated, “*From: the vast amount of research in this
- area smce 1968, it is clear that: prejudice still exists in both-men
.and women, but it usually exists in interaction with situational

factors; and more-often in subtle, as epposed to cbvious ways”

. {pp.234-235), "
© “Reviews of r.h;s literature tedate have pnmarrly been gualita-

.
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Variables Examined in Studies Subseqztcnt

a2 ' to Goldberg S Orlgmai Study

" eeptual replications. In a review paper, Unger (1976) referenced -

- the presence of studies that fail to replicate Goldberg’s ﬁm;hngs ‘

tive revitws (e &..Basow, 1986; Wallston & O Leary, 1981); such -

reviews are constrainéd by reviewers' biases and lirditations in
synthesizing information, Qualitative reviews typially require

- reviewers to subjectively evaluate studies, which can lead to bias
resu.ltng from the reviewers’ belizfc or expectations. Perhaps. -

more lmportamly, qualitative reviews are characterized by the
mherent dn‘ﬁculty of summanzmg large numbers of studies and
by the neglect by reviewers of Targe amounts ofdata in tbc origi-
nal reports {set Cooper & Rosenthal, 1980; Glass, 1976). As an
alternative approach .quantitativé methods such as meta-analy-

" &is have been developedm examine results across a body of con-

deptnally interrelated studies. These .methods can elimninate

some of thi biases associatéd with qualitative reviews. For ip-

stance, quantitative reviews tend to be more objective and are

more bkely to mg]ude most, if not ally relevant studies (see'

Bangert-Drowns, 1986; Green & Hall, 1984).

Ino light of the quesnonable strength of Goldberg 5 ongtual
findings and because of the limitations associated:with cualita-
tive reviews, the validity of even qualified conclusions; silich as
those of Basow (1986), is ‘uncéTtain. The purpose of our study,
then, isto use quantitative methodsin the form.of meta-analyms
techniques (a) to asséss the strength of the tendency to drscnnu-

nate against wmﬁﬁw using variations of the paradigm

) orlgxdally used by Goldberg)and (b) to identify and examine
_variables that might influence the strength of this tendency. In

the first sectlon, hypothesrm that have been tested_t;ybther inves-
tigators are reviewed. These same hypotheses are also examined

*'in the quantitative meta-analysis presented later in the article,
* Additional hypotheses about meﬁmdoliogrca.l differences across

studies and about characteristics asspmated with ti¢ publica-
tion of the atgzcles are presq31tad it the second and third sec-

. ‘I\-. = Sl
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Sub)ecrec.’taracten.mcs Thréé subject charactmsucs tested <~

in previous rescarch are examified in' this review. Although
¢ Goldberg {1968} only studred female subjects, ofher studies fre-
quent!y tested dlﬁ‘erences betwce:n mate and female subjects. Jn
these studres it ‘was gcnera!ly cxpeotod that teale subjects would

. bemore likely than female subjects to rate female target pérsons
" lower than male target persons. A related subject variable is sex

role orientation. [t was expected that masculine or ferainine
subjects would be more discriminatory than atidrogynous sub-,
_jects: A third subject. variableds age of the subjects. Like subjedts
Pyith masculine or feminine sex role orientations, older people
- were expected ta discriminate more than ypunger people.
Target person. choractemzms One characteristic of the targel

person that has Been studied is his or her'physical attractiveness. ]

* . PeopléWkoHie mork attractive are Tikely to be rated more favor-
ably than less attractive people (Berscheid, 1985;:Dion, Ber-
- scheid & Walster, lQ?Z}”chm sttractiveness may be more
important for women than for-ffien (Bar-Tal & Saxe, 1976; Wall-
ston & O'Leary,’ 1981). Thus, more discrimination might be
. predicted For unattractrve women, in comparison with unat-
tractive men; >
A second charar:tenstlc of the target person is his or her race.
To the extent that evaluations of women rgflect general impres-
monfbased upon their lower stathis in society (Ubger, 1976),
other visible andsalfent status yanablﬁ such as race should also
affect evaluations. Insofar as eﬁ‘octs of status variables are cu-
mulative, mmonty worién may B Judgod particularly unfavor-
ably. Moreover;-the interplay between raée and sex cues may

= ‘be more complex, resulting in greater differences between non--

Wl'rute women and men than between White women and men.

" Thus it seems 1mportan‘i to exdfnine- drrectly status cues based .

on race in order to understand better how evaluations of': men
andwomcu may differ. - aF
Two ofposing conclusions have been prq)osed regardmka

third characteristic of the target person, that of competency or ©

success of the ‘target pérson. First, because being a woman is
typically seen as a lower marker of status than is being a man
(Unger,” 1976), competent or successful women would violate
gendcr stereotypes. If 5o, competent or successtul women might
Teceive greater drsonmmatory ireatiment by evaluators than
would mcompolent or Hnsuccessful wotnern, In suppert of this
perspectwc, Nreva and Gutek (1980) stated, “While females are
evaluated less favorably than males when they are highly quali-
fied &r perforu-well, fermales are evaluated mére favorably than
males'when both are not well giralified or are unsuccessful per-
i» formers” (pp. 273-274). On the other hand, biasés may exist
when women have not displayed competency or success, but

biases may. not exist when women have displayed’competency’

or success. For, instance, Wallston and O’Leary (1981) stated,

“The resuits indicate that women are likely to be evaluated as
being as competent as men when their performance is deemed
-exceptional” (p. 20). These opposite conclusions may not he
inconsistent but rather may be a function ofan additional vari-
able, namely, whither the competency or stccess was displayed
in a traditionally female or male occupation (seo/Basow 1986;
Wallston & O'Leary, 1981),




S‘nmufus material characteristics. Some studxes have‘v,an

. charactefistics of the stimulus materials in addition to different '
° characteristics of thé target person.. Quahty of the stirulus 1 ma-' ;

; tem}hasbeenmampulawdmamannersm;ﬂartothc”
. _compctcncyor success of atarget personhasbeenmampulatcd
*For ifistance, some studies Paried thie sucogss'pf the. target per-
* _son by indicating whettier he or shie had .&‘eollegﬂ dn;greq, and".

a

others varied the quality of the Stimullis iterial by thdicating:

whther the art:cle bcmgmf.ed had been acccpted l‘or publica- .
tion. Thus, apposmg predictions, cpuld e made’ fornuahlx,of T conductcd studies (e.§., Eysenck
the stimulus material in the famie wayas they,am made oy com- ]

petency or success of a target person.

4 A second characteristic ‘of thestimilus, matmal 15 itssex role
orientaticn, As Gualdberg (1968} coticuded,. biases against

¥ wonien may. be’ strnngerm fields mcongruent mthﬂ}nexr gender

ko
T

. ight sens:ifzesubjects;to the: purpoac afibe. study, Wh.ICh cauld
X dccrcmﬂrc mmhhoai,_ﬁat they would iferentially rate he -
: - ; - hand, rating both, malp‘and fermale
majr' causq-,subjects‘io contrast 'the tatpet: persons ,
andﬁms perdewi: grmxter d:ﬁérmm bctwum maic and fcmgie

wﬁpcrsons o -
. L Sfrimm'us maﬂenal A second mcthodulogxeal charact&lstl
ﬁ 3 the ameux;t “Bf, mfo::paﬂun gmn To-the suhjests abdut the

a%‘ff
e

/"“\

"? - felated infotmation providéd ;about. the ‘evaluatee’ and the

. ﬁ’ gréaterthcclan;t?aboutthemtematdbeusedmthecvalumOn :

:ﬁi%snuanon, “therefore, the less fikely it is'that ‘actuariaf prejudice” -

q:hcrat\e"'(p. 273, seealsofutoran&Wyet, 1586). Similarly, -

‘ksléjr, Burglda, ‘Brekke, au@ Hepbiirn (1980) found that sex

otypes, Corceptualtized as probabﬁlsuc baseiates, were less .

hkcly to bc gsed yheﬁspcctﬁc m{crmaq;m ivaddition to gcndcr

~Was pre ~Thus, nitte mformauonebout,the target person
ght :?1e1d less chrumnator)!

" The ‘different behaviors ot products that wcrc used assnmu—

‘ *‘hls material¢ari be placed into geﬁefal categones such as bchm(

.o

-1

nT mrs or. apphcatxons for jobs, Differénces int ratings of men and
T womcn atiay be nfore pronounced in one category than in an-, -

A _,_.r,g

. -, - pther For mstance, subjects: fmay be less c.g.utlous about’ um;g“
DR ‘ﬁ:é:rgcndcr Stereotypes.\ whien the stnhulus matmia]s art egsays |

than whm they are job; yapplications. -+ _
Dependent variables. The extént.to wtnch stereotypw are
uscds.when mahng]udgmenu may differ depending on the par- -
b ncuiar dependent “variables in use (¢.2., Bodenbausen & Wyer, -
L 1985) ‘or ‘instance, Whitley and Frieze (1986) found differ- "
"+ 7 encesin‘attribuitions for achicvement based ofi question word- -
~"  ing. One dlﬂ'aencc in question wording in- the literature re-
" viewed hete irivolves: whether'subjécts rated the target person o}t
' _-thesﬁﬁmhzsmatéﬂa!s. Raungthetalgptpersonmlghtmakcﬂ:e
'gendcrofthctargctpcrsonmo:esahcm than would rating the
- stimulpsTmaterial: In the same manner that having léss informa-
unn about»a target may mu!t in more stercmyp:c FeSponses,
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2 cnnciquon tias not, however, been reached i in othér; meta-analy-

 target person. Nieva"and Gtek: (1980) stated,’ fThe thore tasks

*+ ‘aminethe relationship Betwegn ratings of target people and year

& the méta-anal

cneemthcstudlesfhatmxght uencethcstrehgth ofj:he nd- o
mgsmtheqlga];lyuf‘thcr
mzcdgbrgmngequalwmghtto 'thmil—conducted pqorly .

"1978; Slavid, 1986), Lff;eaﬂ ¢

revlcws, mcta-analysxs resull’s ark influeniced, y thc c.’lualzty,of

thcpgma:y sources‘ Form’ 130 ,'u‘ prevmus hdvc
. show thatthcstrcngthofthesu cs1su

“by tie inclusion or exclusion of st‘ dies that ’only a-rb-
viewer to assign nominal levels of 'gmﬁ ice 1o e ects (cg.,

ily. & Carli, 1981). Other deﬁmecm in :;eport:
complctenms, a.ccmcy and clarity—+have also beeq shown to
mﬂuence meta-analysas (Orwm & Cordray, 1985). j

i Pubhcatlon of Articles E JE -
Sax i f au:imr The last st of variables that might influence
 strength of discriminatory responses involye chah‘actenshcs

% of the a.rhc?m themselves. One variable associated w1th the arti-

- clesi is: ‘the séi of the’ authors. Eagly (1978) and Eagly and Carli
(198'1?}, in.reviews of gender differences in ;nﬂu nceability, con- -
cIuded that’ malé authors were more likely ti:arl ile authors
- tg find that whrnen weré more casily mﬂuenwd § men. This

. sesof gendcr differefices {e,g, Eagly & Crowley,al936 Eag,ly &
Stcﬁ'eu, 1986). -
. Publication'year.. A second dxﬁ‘erenoa in Jhc artIcles is thc

yearm whchthcywcrppﬁbhshed. cation yearhasbeen -
shuwn to-be related 18- ﬁndmgs T gmder differences in

_ &)g;mtxve abilities (Rosenthal & Rudbin; i9§6), influenceability
- (Eagly & Carli; 1981); and. help}ng beha Eagly & Crowley, .
1986) In the. caseof hélpmg};ehmor, h publication year -

‘was found to be cofTelated with 4 riunber of pthe:‘smdy charac-
tenstm & Crmvley; 1986),. and for! |aggrmve bchmor, ¢
“the-ct cdrrelation with pub'hcatmn year.was not significant (Eagly
‘& Sieffen, 1986).-Given th¥ apparent’ aﬂvanm in women's -
nghtsandthedet:rmscmpeuplcs ess t0 endorse un-
eqhal ttcatment of frien afid: womer; it seerus important 10 ex-

of pubhcatim for the presént research hteratum as weil,
P ‘SumMImary, vana‘bles examin 1 prmous research were
" reviewed, ‘arid, for each; \'anable, ent hypothieses were
idenhﬁed for putposes of this tneta-analysis. Furthermore,
: me,{hod&iogmi factors thit bearon the robustness of the Gold-
. berg (1968). phenomcndn were reviewed and are éxamined ini »
prgscnted in the next section; Fnally, differ- d '
_ent charac‘tmsucs of the articles wert identified as possible -
sourm of vﬁnatton in th: strength of thc eﬂ'acts
. . - " W LY +
. Method
: Luerature Search -

w

Thc data bawnf arnclcswas compiled by 1oc:aung arficles refercncesd
- m  the Social Somucc Qtanon Index, by a compyter scarch of the Psy-

_ {

Ly . . ‘
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chological Abstracts (PsycINFO), and by croswcfurenmng varmus arti-
'eles and reviews of the literature on sex discriminatior. me 1968 to- -
. 1985, the Socjal Science Citation Indices contained 322 citations that
referénced P, or P. A. Goldberg (1968), maling this study a “citation
classic™ by Current Céntent’s. standards, The PsychINFO computer
search of abstracts from 1968 to 1985, using the document fitle Gold-~
'bergRephcaaan yielded 103 abstracts. Clearly, thisisa well-known and
" influential study. The articles and chipters that reviewed the experimen-
“ral] literature weré Aney( :!\979}, Nieva and Gutek {1980}, Wallston and
Okeary {1981) Basow (1986) and Tosi and Einbender {1285). Addi-
*. tionally, the reference sections of the artlc!m' inciuded in this meta-anal-
ysis were examiged.
. The fbl]nmng Selection criteria were uséd in order to form a rclanvcly
i homogencous sammple that represented cenceptua! rcphczuons of Gold-
* berg's original study _
" . The vast ma;onty of empxrml papers were published in Nurth
American Enghsh-language journals, Thus, only studies conducted in
North America and published from 1968 to 1985 were included. |
*2. Onlypublished articles wére included. Although this may produce
~ g bizsed sample; this limitation was imposed primarily because most
reviews indicate that wapublished ariicles are less likely to report sig-
nificant findings (Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981; Green & Hall, 1984;
Greenwald, 18‘]5 Lane & Dunlap, 1978). This tendency was supported
' jn the unpublishéd papers we obtained through correspondence with a
Tew mmugators Thus, exclusion of unpublished studies would yield
findings that maximize the size of effects in the p t meia-analysis.
Altérnatively, it cbu]d be argued thrdt there was a bias against publishing
‘differentiat eva.lua‘twns of men and women. ‘However, sich & publication
. bids sesmed unlikely Tor this topic Because articles ind reviews pub-
"hshoddutmgthct:mepcnodoovcredtcndcdtoem memgmﬁmnt
findings. |
‘3. Only studiesin wi,uch subjects rated hypothetical adult target per-
prey werd mcluded This excluded stodies in which subjects rated chil-
dren, actuil “aduits such as subjects’ gupervisors or teachers, occupa-
. tional categoiries, Sex stereotypical traits, or'men and women “in gen-
] g ." #nd excluded ‘salary compansons, differential rates of
Y pllb!m:ntml:w,L and self-ratings. In’ ‘dddition 10 keeping the sample homo-
L genr:ous, ﬂus ajso msured that thece were not actua.l erences among
*"themrset persons,
4 'I'hc subject. had to have been giver mformauon out a behavior
produced by the tzrgct pcrson, such” a§:a job performance or articles
£ " "written-by the tAget person. Thavis, stidiés were, excluded when sub-
: .- Jectsmteda {arget person on the basis of only 2 name cranameandan
- oocupaﬁunal title. If' a subject was given 2 job apphcatmn, resumé, or
- - similarsetof matena!s, these docunfiéhits were assumn i o include indi-
. fcators of past behaviofs, and so these studiés were in uderf Additii'm—
. ‘iﬂi!, this criterion excludéd stud.lm that had subjects, if bypotheti-
* “zal psjchothierapy clients were logically healthy, However, this
i . criteriondid not exciude studies ad subjects evaluate hypomeuw
S0 ‘counsem’urchn:cmns jobrperfo
RV 1 . Studies primarily exp1mngd1&‘crcnz tcpm areas bther than differ-

Y
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_ Coding of Studies | : - " "_

Both main effects and simple effects rcﬂacimg‘thc compansans be-
tween male and female target persons frdm twn—way ifiteractions wem
coded for each dcpcndent variable. Higher order interactions wexe not
incloded. M&ﬂneﬁ'ectmep(d)andvonggmes a tally of the number
of significant and insignfficant results réported) were calculdted for both
the main affects and the simple effects. (Appendix B mmams a mere

_ detailed description of our assumpuons, and Appendix C' contains 8

more detailed description of the calculations.) A- negatrvc value for the
cHect sizes represents a more favorable rating given to meh, and 2 posi-
twe value represents a more favomblc rahngugwen 1o women, :

' Effect sizes were mlghtedmmscly bytharvanances 'Ih:sgn-g
more weight to studies with smalfler variances agd thus yields a miore

« precise estimate of d (s¢e Hedges & Clkin, 1985). Beczuse the weighted

disa more precise estimate, only the weighted s are reported. However,
it should be noted that beécause the majority of the eﬁ'ect SiZES WeTS
small, there was litle differsnce bemecn the w&zghtect ahd the un-
weighted effect size, .
In addition tothe main effects, the fyltowiag vanahles were coded: )
Stuhject variables. These mcludad (a) sex of subjécts (women only, «
raen only, or both men and woméh), (b) theBem Sex Role Inventory,

"

- and (c). age of the subjects (high school, undcrgmduaus or graduatcs,

older than college age, more than one-age group represented in the
study). If the sample contained riore than one age group and differences
bctumnagegmupsmreporied,scpamtcrmﬂtsmrwordedfur
each age proug; 'I‘huet\mmultsmecodedasmd:ﬂ'mtm
If the differences were not significint between agé groups and if sepa:al‘.c

- data for the age-gfoups were not reported, identical effsct m and vot-

ing scores were recorded for each finding. & ' ’{

Target persons. (d) Competence of the target person medmm,
or low)} was determined by the level reportedmthearhcla fthe study & *
only had two levels, no value was pecorded for the medium competence
1éwel. (¢) Attractiveness of the target person was determined by the |

- reported in the article, lfthcstudyonlyhadtwnlwcls, no\alucm

recgrdcd for the medium’ atifactiveness level, 'Although there are no
absolute standards of competence and attramw&xm, it was assumed
that using the levels reported would vield distributions of high, me-
dium, and low levels whose meanswuldd:ﬂ'a'mthesamcordzr.{f) -

‘Raceofthetargctpasan(wmwurnon-\vhte)malwcoded.

Stimulus materials. (g) Quality of the stimulus iaterial was deter-
mmedbythelmlreportedmtheartwleandagamwasamedm

.represent 2 distribution of high, medium, and low levels. If the study

only had two IéVels, no value was rectrded for 1 mediur® quality Fevel.: -

(h) Sex role’orientation of the stlmuius material (i'cmmme, mastuline,

" oF sex feutral) was also coded.

- . “ential ‘evaluations of med and women \g,em excluded. In particolar, this' »

- exdliided petSuasion, a‘mfﬂmnon, and attraction studies that were not

ily.dealt with evalvations but»mcluded afewa
on-dcpendcnt variables, 1t vms mcludcd, but the d
iiring. anr:buuon or atigaction were excluded. |
The search- and sclcctlon criteria rcsultod in 123 studies from 106
r jcles published primarily between 1974 and 1979 (sée Appendix A).

ibutional or attrac-
adent variables

ftion (séd Figue, 1), perhaps reflecting the cstablished tendency for cer-
fiam rcscarch theries in social psychology to generate cons:derable re-
search om' 4 relatlvely bnefpmod ?f time (Jancs 1985)

k]

P 1, + B -y '
_ . ", ,'% . . o ¢

y related {0 ‘our focus 6h ' the Goldberg paradxg&: Ifa study pri- -

e trend jn publishing the mphc:at:ons resembles a normal djstribu- -

« persons cvaluatéd fr

Methodological\gharacteristics. 'l:hm included (i}, pumber of targzet
d-(j)-amount of information about the tarpet pes-
sod given to the s Je:cts {only name, one sentence, one ph, more
than one paragraph orffesumé/application). Alse coded was whather |
the subjects saw a pictizre of the' target perdon, wicwed 2 film or video of
thetargctpemon,orﬁeardatape recardmgtiggactmg:tpc:m Int the
analysm, ifthe target person g-as repmcntcd in these forms, the amount
of information ‘about the target persoh was considered to be more than
one paragraph. Additionally, thé category of résumeé/application was

‘collapsed with the catégory of more fhan one paragraph. Thus, only
fout levels of amount of information about the target person wers sng- -

ifidependent vardables manipulating differ-

- dyzed. (lc)l he mimber
© enges in tpcrsoaa.croscondmonshsalsquscdasaswond

mcthod of approximafing the amount-of information sbolt the tarpet
person’ (1) Six categories were fofmed for choice of the stimuius mate-
rial” written works (e.g., an article, mema, spesch, or artwori); behiay-

iors; job applications or mﬁ'ms biographical descriptions; spplica-
tons. andgessays; and other (m) Question:wording was defined as
whether the dependent variable asked for ratings of the tIget pefson of

[
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Thas, the resulis including findings assumed to be equal 1o zero can

. be considered a Jower limit, and those excluding these findings can be
considered an upper limit. -

. The first two methods of comabining ds aceords more weight to studies
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~\, . ratings of tbe stimulus material or both. (n) Thewariable journal quailty .

"' wasused as an indirect mepsuré of the gality of the research. Journall

 “ratings were gptained by averaging ratings of these journals byfive social
Hsychologists at the University of Midnesofa. . .

. \.- Sty charakcteristicse+THese c1udH (o)f%ex of e first author, () with more deperident variables, whereas the third method weights stud-
o ‘.-_ Hmt_cfgggﬁcauzhors,anqm) publication year. -+ & . mequiﬂy_by}iﬁghting_e;chﬁndinginmlybyth'cnumbcrofﬁndings
i T s oty T unit o sl n e s v approuces s g,
A?EEIIWQS - e tatgr and trt::d unit t;gj:nalﬁsd in the third approacdlsn:s studm.t;l:_lcause resuits
_ Loe . ) .- _ within y are not independent, Rosenthal and Rubin

S Eﬁ-ﬁiﬁf Areated in ‘hmaud"ﬂ-ﬁ‘;ntw First, ?i:" mean ¥ gggﬁl recommended that the study be used as the unit of analysis by -
veiged v it s o s S, 0 0 | ot g il ettt e i i
. £ 3S L& ; - the .sfudies takén into account. However, in this meta-gnalysis, only

. “#and voting scores were assigned a value of-2ero because of insufficiént ~ o . : ; ,
informatio, Third; tnean effect sizes, inaluding all findings, were calon-  * 570 studies reported these correlatiofss. Furthermore, the calculations
' Jated Sithin a study, and et fean of these mean effect sizes wAS homogeneous correlations between measures that did not soem
S ted, o : : . JMikely in the pregent research. Therefore, finding 2 mean d for each study
g with iohuficieat information.vete from studiesthat (s)did S50 to bethe most easonzble way toadjust for the interdependence

ot meation the signifizance of th finding or (b) repoifed the finding TR s inthis set of studies. -,

- %s nonsignificant but did §6t reort sufficient information to calcyfate Because the distribution of effect sizes is 1ot likely to meet assump-
. ' the & or 1o estimate the 2 score. When included; these findings are a5~ tions required for conventional statistical tests, alternative tests recom- -
spmed to be randomly distributed aroupd &-mean &f zero. Itshould pe -, piended by Hedges asid Olkin (1985) were used. Specifically, Hedges
e nntedthmﬂ,udmthatmmﬁqlﬁidmssa: significant but did nditeport  Xod Olkin provided formulas for calculating the variatice of the effect

P

; E other information ngeded for caloulations were included in this second sizes and coffidence intervals. Additionlly, they provided formitlas for
e calculation (sec Appendix C). It qould be argued that including alifind- ~ caleulating the hcmogcnmtyof the effect sized. The homogeneity tests
v -ings(i.e., thosé with sufficiént ancl_{g@ﬁci_cgti:;fqrmgﬁm}iﬁmsiﬁa * allow one.to-sedreh for gutliers and o test whether the effect sizes are |
. biastoward ndsisignificant findings dnd that excinding findings assypped | u 'qgm.lfgﬂ'@g@tsigﬁgﬁhﬁtwﬁgenwps,&;ymzﬂe_abkmbcmtego—
) @! wbccqua!wmorﬁu}ts mal:’ms t?‘w.;rd&m:rf significant ﬁndmgﬁ;ﬂi nmd:mom?ﬂ«gi‘ougsthatamhomogencousmore, once ko-
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414\ .
mogeneot}s groups afe found, these groups can be compared 10 see Lf
their effect sizes differ.

On the basns of the homogeneity test, three ﬁndmgs were determined
to b outliers.and were removed from the data, These three findings
came from results reported by Rosen. and Jerdee '(1974) and Rosen,
Serdee, and Prestwich (1975). Although the findings were large (d =
—.85, —, 74, and .62), they were not the-Jargest effect sizes. The findings
were outliers not only because the effect sizes were among the larpest,
but also because the study had a farge sample size (N = 1,476). Because
of the large number of findings in this review, including or excluding
these three findings does not appreciably change the mean weighted
effect size. Howeves, it does increase the likelihood that the Andings will

" be more homogeneous. It should be noted that other studies using sim-
ilar stimuius material were jncluded in this review. Some of the ﬁndmgs
-from: these studies wete also fairly large; however, they were not'cutliers,

and therefore théy were not excluded from the data.'

- In addition to cafculating mean’ weighted ds and voung.scorcs for
the maiis effects and simple effetts reported in the arncles, correlations
between the mean weighted maia gffect dand cantmuouswanablcs were
examined. Differences in thé mean weighted main effect ds were exam-
ined acrossnonconnnuons variables, as well as across contimuous vari-

K ables put into the form of categerical data, to test for’ nonlmear relation-
" - ships. Significance of the corretations is cateulated accordmg totheree-,
o ommeﬂdauons ouﬂmed in Hedges and OIkm (1935)

' Results

First, descriptions are given of the articles, subjects, and pro-

. 'cedures geviewed. Second, the mean weighted main effect ds

and simple effect s and the voting scores are rcported Firally,
" correlations and other analyses wlth the. mean mam effect ds-
" arg reportcd -

-

Y

Amc!es

- L}

Of the 106 articles rewewed w1th a total of 595 findings, 12

_ of the articles reported two experiments, 1 reported three ex-*
" .periments, and ).reponed four experimeints, This yields 123
studi¢s. Seventeen percent of the studies were published in

. “high-quality™ journals, 58% in’ “medmm—quahty” journals,
- and 25% in “low-guality” journals-Both the median snd the

. modeofthe publication year are 197‘? ‘The distrzbution resem-

bles a normal distribution. Gender of the fifst author.could not |

- be determined for'two studies, Of the rematning 121 studies,

5,5\_01' first authors were womien. The percent of female authors )

was indeterminaté for four studies, In the remaining studies,

- 38% had lessthan 50% female authors, 22% had 50% femilq. ’

"authors, and 40%'Had more than 50% female authors. THirty-

) score were assigned-to zéro were 360 {63%

SWMBORGLDAMUYAMA,ANDMYERS/ Lo

[

younger than college 5
Jects and 21% involved subjccts older thamcolle

b

Pracedures SN

2 students,

Forty-ﬁvc percent of e studles had subjects eval' te only a
male or a fernale target rson, and the remaining 55% had sub-
jects rate more than one! et person. Int addition to the stimu-
Ius material supposedly produced by the n, the
amount of information gl\’%l to subjects about the target)
ranged from only a name (24%); to a one-senfence d ptlon
' {5%);toa paragraph of information (11%); to more than alpara-

graph, a resumé, or an applitation, showing a picture, a video,
" or the acmal person or hean 1g an aucho tape {60%). 'I‘v-'f:‘m*y~

11% as resgti‘mﬁ ) apbhcanoqs and 11% as bll
studies had bo apphcatxou'and an essay, and se
had stimulus materials categorized as other (6%). " \

Ofthie 595 findings across the studies, 81% were ratings o\i'rthe _

. target person, 14% weré ratings bf the stitulus material, and
4% reported results by combmmg the dependent \ariables,
making it impossible to determln‘e bow many vana es were
ratings o¥ the target person orofthe stumqus matqr:als !

L A
Mam and S:mpleEﬂ?ec{s ‘_”'\ - oo
ble | presents the &esults for the mam \eﬁ‘ect
persons, Four d.xes,
for the main efft

Main eﬁec!s
of ratings of male versus female
rcpresennng 20 findings, dld hot analy

these:cases, no assumptions about the effect sizes could be made .

to accurately estimate the d and voti ‘scores for the mam
effects (in-contrast to the simple effects i ussed latet). This,
the results for the miain effect are baséd ch 119 studies and 575
findings. The number of findings in whichi the d and the voting
, When these values
weré excluded, 215 findings remained to be analyzed. - -

Some studies had only male or fenale subjects oronly mascu- |

line, ferninine, 501, séx-neutral stimilus materials. The main
effects from these stidies would be similar to‘the simple effects
from s{uches that bad sex of subject or sex role gf stingulus mate-
rial as independent variables. Hence, the mainieffects were cal-
culated including a.nd excludmg these studies. Tesults were
esseptially identical: The main effects prwenb% in Table I in-
clude these stidies.

2 It may be seen that the main cﬂ‘ects were all negauvc and

T two _percent had only male authors ahd 35% had only female - very stiall. A negative value indicates a lower rating of fem

o, authom, = ¢ oo S -
SRR TN

T

: ’ p Ea =
Thcse 123 studles engaged 21 379 sub_}ects mth the numben

. fof subjects per study rangify from 20 t6 3; 2 When*\ie ex-

¥ iclirded thiee studies” that ] had more than I,  subjects; the

*. 1 idale subjects, ar;d 72% had: both male and female»shbjecis ‘Of,
“*%-the 121 studies ;ﬁ‘meﬁ theage "of the ybjetts was Yeportéd or
- could be mf’emd 4% of t}m studles mvolved Sﬂbjects whi »f'erc

. et .
Tae AL v Vo w S

- P I LT -, Eve
. 2o - o
LU &

. ;.‘,

e N

i . mmean numbcr of sub;ecfswa& 173, andthe medzan was 96. Nme '
- - percent of the stiidiés had. ouly female subjects; 17%. hadmnly '

thin male.target persomns. The values fof the homogepeity test

were compared to chl-squaze dlstnbunons with dcgrces of free--

_,--_.. Y

W

"V The. ﬁrsttwc effect sizes(—.85 and —.75) come ﬁ-om su‘bjccts ratings

!

.- of recemmended procedures for an emplayee who was offered ajab in

a d1ﬁ‘crcpt ‘company. The two procedures were Try.to convince opera-
“for toremain with organization® asid “Don’t ﬁ"yto influence operator™

. {The neganvr: effect sizesindicate that the responses were more favorable

p { urtbp e targetiperson than the fernale target person.”The third effect
" sizg (:62) comes from subjects rdting a tarpet person’s request for leave
ofabsencc bccauseoffamﬁy obhgatmns as being more apprqmate for
femalc tamc% pecyile than for male target people.

%9,' : oL

L

dents, 74% inyolved college-aged sub-

Vo
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' large, .50 is moderaté, and ,20'is small (Eagly, 1987). A5 a com-

- parison, average s for'séx differences have ‘been found to rangeé’

ﬁ'om smalt ds such as 09 to .32 for mﬂuenceabﬂny (Eagly & °

mptor pcrformance of thrmng veioc;ty (’Thomas & French@c A5 i :
T

1988) e
" When we q_omparqd thc dlﬁ’crent ways of combmmgthc re-._'f

Qf 0 piredic
.'_mz.lc subjm htﬂg differencs; Wl |

Table! © Table2 § !
Main Effect: Ra:mgl\of Male Target Perspns Versus Effect Size Weighted by Vr.md‘me for Simple Eﬂ'ect.s From
Ratings-of Feniale Targer Persons Friteraction’ Sex of Subject X .S'ex of Target Pergon !
' A - Excluding '
. Yo findings )
Study as Findingas.  assumed ) »  Studyas 4 Findingas
; ‘ . unit of unitof squalto ;. unit of unitof -
Summary statistic a&gal}'s:s . analysis 2810 Summary stgtistic analysis " analysis
Effect size weighited oy . Female subjects T e
., by variance - . ! oo - N ' 9t 4107
N 19 - 575 215 Mx95%Ct 0204 . —02:4 02 1.
M +95%CL -07£03  -05x.01  -08%.01 Homogeneity test 82¢ & 385 |
e - - . ] - O
Hom_ogqn_cltytcsll 303 1,394 ' 1315  Male subjects - ;
Vofisgscore - ¥ Lo o - N . 99 479 »
% female 70 8, . 20 ° ME95%ClH —-06 .03 .7 ‘_~o4¢ 01}
% 'male . 20 7 1.{ . 45 " Homogeneity test lbjj* " 888“
‘. %nc:ther 73 - 76 '1 35 s
Note. Negatm: ‘effect size mdxmtes idm:r evaluatl
Note Negative effect size indicates lawm‘ evaluations of women, Gl = confidence intefval. - . & L .
- confidence interval- Vo *p<.05, thatfs, eﬂ'ect sizes are hqtcromcous. -
* p < .05, that is, effect sizes are heterogeneous. .. ) -Lﬂ . \ e
o LN N, . A R I L SR
' - ences. When cxcfuded values assuri
dom equal 16 n —1. The sfgmﬁcanoé of thmtwts mdmated the majority'6 %lmple aiects md;catededtht:
that the main effest ds viére heterogencous: ' highertl'\lan women. Unlike the 5 maxn effect -
An aceepted rule o thumb i that 3l of .80 is consigered e e

e ﬂhogxogenegys.
frafy

"-l—-l-

ﬁﬁng of 1ialé and.female tare:
, the firdings for male sul >
o@nbous than"for fcmals

‘r:\

sultsacrossstudm,themameﬁ'ectdmssmaﬂwtwhenﬁndmgs' e

were the unit of;ma.lys:s (+.03), largest when % assomed to;
equal zero were excluded (w.ﬁ&},and mtermed:atc when calcrs
lated with stixdy as.the unit of Zrialysis (— P :

findings, showed that when- study or fin with values’as "

sumedtobeequalt’owats umtofan___':yxsfsi" re than-7
in 10 mﬂtswendnsxgmﬁcan Wher the findmgs were si

nificant; they -were more hkelyfjormdwq ilat the rdafi-hat
hadtoheassumedw&”

excluded, 45% of the rasuits & ‘It.sl;c’m.ld hcpe::g
dies m W éh‘the only in: : -

it§ and power t_he'an,;l be & Miller, 1986):" '

- As for the/maini effect ds; the size’of the éffsot sizes and \?oting 1 '_

scoras for thcs:mple cﬁbcts,tended smalleswhcu

was the uiit of adalysis; torbe inte wf_xensmdyi{v}as
* unit of afialysis, and; to<be Lirisl, when, vallies asturnod to be.
equal to zeto: mrczxcludei ‘I‘hc vot: _sccf;m showed that th

an 7 1"'wﬁethbro:not'thmsmdleswéru6\mz‘:lu_ Tébled’preséntsthe

was, that 1t vbs nonmg— gy

R ety
F ...,-t'-'.:_‘

The voting scares, ‘the tally of mgmﬁcang,and non&gﬁ;ﬁmnt . .

werd: essent!aily. Yidentical

. .'l . :' 1) |
: - -"_"! f ) "JJ'. i
AL ’ ’-..‘_F -f‘.-:-n-" L
: T’bnngScarefarSzmpﬁeEﬁéctsF:{' jon: Sexig - L
Sdbfecf)iSexqf""argetPerwn DARI TS S £ 0
- # ; v o
S Stwf?as . Firiding | Exdluding
Sumﬂm'y “unit of 2 Topitef 1 findingsassumed
- o Slﬂtisﬁc i '- ) analYSIS_ : E: Y 3 'mual‘ozdb
' Fema!csub,lwis . T L e 'ﬁl}\: AL . '
N AN T (S 145
’“%Icmale ST Lol 25
Y male, - 15 13 .36
% neither - 7 ¢ d's ':’\ A3
Malcsu’bjects s . ’ !
N .99 s 188
© % femile i *.”‘8 21,
.%smale v 17 42
2% neither & - 178! 37, .
*r - !,» -
- -
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s Tdble o A .
-~ Effect'Size Weightedby ngejbrSfmpfeEﬂépts Fromi® -
< Interaction: SexfRole Oriéntation of Stimulus » :
) --‘;--'Marenqé;( .S'ex of Target Personf: _
A . o f Excluding ’
..\.- . . :‘-'I iy - . - ) . ﬁndings
A a Stizdy as Findmgas.-.* assumed
Sy e umtof unit of equal fo,

oL Summary stzmsuc e aaai?ﬁs analys:s zeTo
o Femtmncscxrole T
Tt w N Y - LK 107 S .
M+?5%CI virs? o E —01+05 —03i 03 —.08 £ .04
. ,' o Homogcneltyr.?ﬁ S5 403 391
Masozﬂmesexmle . e g
S AR L w226, 81
Y M 95‘5,{31 ~12 £708F .10+ .02 —25%
s s 3 ‘-l * " s b e L]
; :': Homogcncitytest T _ 75 P (‘424 299*
= Sexamew scxml:: et B =T ]
IR w w ol gk “‘"*” = 106 45:
Lr M:i:-ﬁS%CI ';-ﬂia:roé £ epse 0y -324/04
dea ‘i;‘m-','ﬂ{l-lomogcncitym : ,ﬁﬂl = _,' 30i* 185
‘N%? Ncgamrc off sme mﬁ;mtm lower evaluauof;s of womes, e
‘;I . .._ﬁde-:&m‘ ﬁ W;‘I et . )}.- R
- 05, lhahs, cﬂ‘ectslzw are Mhmm _ o
i ¥ R R
- s i'- -'-'J"Nr it &‘b}xk ~. ;/:' "l s
! . ' * - N I
SR A}l the methédsef cqmbgmng rﬁultsshowad, oousrsté t with
‘l'_ pwchcnons. that § greater-difierence in gatings of mﬁ]e fe-
malé target: pcrsuns T\?utlrmen being ratedxmore favdra jy)‘
s %_curred when thestlmulus maienals werg masculingin pa‘ri—
:,-— gy ;"somiwith Wheh the ‘stirulug materfal§ were fervinine. However, .
o ‘,;;' I;hc largeft effect'size océurred when-the mulgs matérial was
- *’,@_ S8 rigutral; 'Furthermorc, it shoqu be kept in mind that theds’
B - e stﬂisma!l ’I’heéssmt)unun of theeﬁ‘ects:zeswag oge- .

neous fm: ‘tHé femmm‘e‘ masculmef ‘and sex-ﬁeutral rqles.”

SWIM, BORGIDA; MARUYp.MA,[AND MYERS

/ .

! “{asofhi_ghorofluwt:émﬁe
i were heterogeneous for tat

A

‘-_--—_"ha_._‘
.}—--.

Iab}e 6
Eﬁcf Size Weighted by Variance for Simple Efects From
Inzerqct:ah Status of Target Person X Sex qf Target Person

_fi : - . Exdud_“lg
Y o . findings
! ; Stud)’-as Finding as assumed
i anit'of unit of equal to
' Suremary statistic analysis analysis ZeT0
H:gixpompetence o ' o
3 95 32
M+ 95% CI —08%.07 —~05+.04 =21+ .08
Homogeneity test 56%. 149* 130+
Mediam L
| compejence v .o
N P4 ’ -6 _ 14 5
M 395% Ct 18-+- .20 -13+.13 —.34 .22
Homogeneity test . .4 7 o,
Low competence - . ST o
M. . 29 94 . 1t g
M:tBS%CI a_--.‘07i.06 ~04£04 1908
Homogcneltytgst S 20 T4 . 57 -
- A%Ie Ncgam'c effect size md‘.mtts;lm evaluations oﬁwamen CI =
cofifidence interval. _
. ,p <05, that is, eﬁ'cct sizes arc therogenaous.
8 ::

"‘ '*C'bmperence of targeg Derson. Six studxes (14 ﬁndmgs) in-
f:luded medmm—compctent target persons in addition to high-
and luw-compctcnt targét persons (se¢ Table 6), Because of the
small ‘number of studies and findings with a target petson of
riedium competence, it was mor&mcamngﬁxl to-examine the
f differences’between. evaluaﬁons of male and female target-per-
scms whb were high and towhi i competerice.
The ds were essentially ilentical whether the target persont

bcf:suns of high competence and

Y

' n
': 1 y
. 1

Tablc 7
Fﬁgmg Scpre for Szmpfe E ﬂ'ecfs by ram Imeract:on. Status of.

Ta:gez Person ® Sex Qf Target FPers

| I-:Excluding i

- "{l s .i‘{- Studyas Findingas
‘e .Y T unitof unit of findings assumed
" ‘Bummary statigic - analysis analysis < equaltozero
- 'nghooz‘npctenoc ' z o
o O . 0 95 32
45 5 ‘%fe:ﬂale . -8 7 22
33 i . %male 17 13 : 41
2: V), "Bmeither 75 80 41
-1_4 5
¢ 0
43 . . 100
57 . -G
24 31
3 16~
15 ' 45

" 80 ) 19

ence (see Table §). However, the ds
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Table8 . ; h  Tuble10 ¥
Effect Size We:ghtedfby I@nance  for Simple Eﬁas L E_ﬂ'ect Stze Weighted by ananf:e  for. SxmpIeEﬁ‘em From
- From Interaction: Status ofSttm:dus . | _ ' ) . InIemcrr&n Phys:cab!ﬂmcmeness af Target
- Material X Sex of T arget Person . ] o _ PersonxSex af Targer FPerson SF L
' fi T} , PR = ; +
kS o : Rcliding foo o "+ Excluding
ST t : ' f{ findjngs |, - - ! - oL P -, 7 findings
— ‘__—'; Studya.s Fmdlmgas _assumed ¢ . Studyas Ef}ncﬁngas assumed
A - 1 unitef ‘-‘:‘_‘, uqltuf Ceqialto L, - be unitof - uintof " egqualto
Summary'statistic - ‘ _enalysis .\ auglysm -zego 7 i Summary statistic ..~ analysis analys:s ., wto-
Mgaulty 0 oc L T e .
N, . o a 10 .o Vo 8 ;10 { ) & ‘:'.5;‘ = 62 b :
ME95%CI B E 758 § BAERRN 1) 1 1 SRS 1617 i Mi 959&(:1 o= 132 020 ~072 05 —32+.12 )
 Homogeneity test” 0% T s Cos \"}-{g Homosencny,ttst -8 3§ ‘ 15 -
Mediurh quality - ! A e . ot Medium phymc:ilatlracmenm ‘ : T: - -
N S SN R A B C 3 N . 5 "9 4 -
M+95%C1 Boe-24x 34 1908 1.-87%.37 M.*:E?S%_(:{_ . oL Al 17 09 09 - 2716
HcmogmmtytcsL 3 I't‘ // 17> 0 - . Homogeneify test . 2 1 12 -
Lm"ﬂuahty P ;v;" 4y N Jrl L LI L lmph)'.Sim! athactihen__t:&s u-‘_ v ) : i <A
B I '10 ‘.‘_-'1 N 3?! - - 14 - ) - N ! 12 i 62 P J[l ; iz .
M:tsls%?:l .-;,_f—.o's:*:.'f_,l ‘061 bs : —22¢ 10 M 5% CIL, R —;051.12 —02£05 '~08.11 -
Homogeneitytest .~ [6 < fi 3 - Ta. - Homogcnem&wm el U S

" Note. Negative cﬁ‘actszcibc[lmm lov.é c\aluatxcms of woriien. Cre
c&;ﬁdenczmterva.h
*p< Ds,ghatgstcﬁbclmm

Nate. Negall\F £ffect size indicates lower cvzﬂuahons ofwomen CI =
« .confi interval. _ ! : ‘ ) Y

“*pqo thatu.cﬁ‘octs:zcsarcbcterogcnms. P s

. . e ' o ! . =
 homogeneous for mw. e quahl,Iy stimulus materials were mhore heterogenaons thanmhe ds B
b for the Iow-qu%hly stimulus reaterials., : o |

o .- the vonng scores mch "

studies Tound do s:gmﬁcam i t the &s. me 1 - Physical attractiveness of targetpersccz: On}y;'ﬁvestudlgs(w [
small. - ) P f findingsy had a mpdinm level of physical attractivepess. Hence,
 Only two studiel (seyen: nictﬁ +- . comparisons wegk ohly made Between target persons who wire |

' sumulus mamnal (‘m sble 8)' l'ﬁch m hxgl}aﬂd Who ) 1 fow In ph}’slm amcﬁvmess csce Tabl&s iO: !

.....

ard' 1 1). All but\¢ne of the resultd indicated that the: ﬁndmgs

the  simplé c&'ects for com- 'werp hdmogeneou ' Contmry 16" the predjch'on that gender
e and. fow quahty wcre qune /a& for tﬂc el i ' oy
) i _ CL E ’Ta[yleli- e, 0 M NP
Table9 e o af o ‘ / Vormgfcoré'jbrS:mp!eEﬁech‘me Imemet:oc:. Phys:ca! DY
R - ArzFaczweners Target Person X Sex of.Ta A
* Voting.Scare fﬁiﬁ&mpfe Eff: From In&era an"Srarus of Qf & e n f :ge{Person —
Sr:mulusMafenanSexo_T erPer.s'on . I!. j UL :" et e ﬂ, T : -
) . | . X o # '.'— N N Y .
. Stuﬁyas Fmdmgas~ -
. w4 ‘unitof ° umitof
Summary stat:sﬁc ~ “Analysis . - anafysis
. nghphysmlaurammm L e K .".‘I .
, -;12 T 62 3
%female S L R S -
C%male “.38 T BT N
. % neithere R - L 81 R
,Médmm physica attracﬁ\v_gnm!" o \_“ - N /
SN SR T8 19f.
% fermale " f ° S 3 =" '
%male, - & - . 20 *'16 L
{ Soeither [ 1 o 7719t
Imvphys:cal attracuvenem ,J' R ._?5‘«-
' “oel 12 g2 ’
] %femalc . R (1 N 5 <k -
; -r%mallﬁdj e S e s
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able 12 |, * Taple 14

w
. Effect Size f%;glzrea' by V?ﬂnce Jor Simplé; ﬁcts Effect Size Weighted by Variance )‘br Simple Eﬁ‘ects From
! FromIn terdction; Bem Sex Role Inventory , Interaition: /Race of Target Person X Sex of Target Person
‘. of Subjects X Sex of Target Person — . / ,5? " Excluding
X - . ' ¥ . I g” . ¥ ) . ﬁndings
o - i i ) Stugy as Eindmgas' assurned
d e Study as Tinding as. S0 unitof umitof - equalto .
- ‘ u:iityof nitof Summary/statistic analysis: amalysis  zero
. Summary statistic - amalysis _ analysis - ' ' |
Lo, . : . E \ « N 7 14 4
Fertinine subjects | 1 - M £95% CI —0032.14 ° —0lxal  -03x.17
M+95% CI —16+ 64 15+ .17 Hom ncuyt\ - 18t 8. _18
- Homogeneity test 0 12 Non-White ' /
. N 7 . 14 4
Androgemous subjects 2 - . 4 M:i/;%ql —11 %02 —08:.09  —16.13
T OM=E95%CL ¢ - —17x33 [—16%.100 —35%.15 , Homogeneity test 4 1.5_ 4
g Homogeneity test 0 , 25 14 ot !

/

Note. 'Negative effect size mdlmtm i sonfidence interval,

evaluaﬁans‘bf.'xmt?én. Cl=

| conﬁdmm interval. : / o * p <05, that is, eﬂ'ects:zesgre beterogeneous. '.
L i . . - \I
;' . Re’xce of target person. The nuniber of ﬁndmgs and studies
" ' was /also guite small for the simple effects al‘tcd with race
i s of the target person (see Tables 14 and 15), There, appeared to
B - be a slight tendency for comparisons op -Whites to
. yleld larger effect sizes than parisons between Whites. Yet
f ' again, these effect sizes were staall, and thgt./ﬁndmgsiwe based
s - on 2 limited ndmber of studi / B
3 _ : . r
- ige Subjm A Correfanons / “

(one ﬁndmg) hdd undifferentigted (i.c., néiti Correlauons of the main effect ds yith continuous variables
; are presented in Table 16. Thme correlations are presented in
the form of standardized regres& i coefficients (see Hedges &
Olkin, 1985) Positive coefficien d:cate that gender bias to-

‘ward wo endecreasasastheo

Breakdown of Effect Sizes/ - .
; 7
7 Maieffect ds were, calcylated for Mamek
: of- a¢ ies of mdepcnde_ vanab!&e The br f the
_ o/ |
'I‘a’blc 15 :
 Vating Score for Simp, e Effects From Interaction: Race af
Targe! Peérson X Sex/of Target Persou
7 P
i _ ‘ o ’Studyas v F‘ndm,g;s Excluding
S F “unit of” upitof equalto ~ , Summaty: ' unitof unit of findings assumed
Aummary statistic _analysis analysis / zeto [/ swtistic™ [ -analysis analysis equal to zero
7 - g — Vs L — .
;" Feminine subjects - Sl / ¢ White. ', o _- '
S N pe-id 14 -3/ N 7 - 14 L 4
: % Female i4/ 67 - . % female 4 . - 7 ' L I
% male : : g %male 36 = 21 75
./ nbither - 6 83 % neither 50 T 0
P Androscnoussubjects e - . 4 7 o Non-white . . . i
ST , 2 /2 8 N T 4 4
- / %fcmalc s 0 B ¢ ' & - % female i4 7 25
% male .25 - 6 % male 24 14 50
% neither, T .80 38 " %neither 64 79 25

tive effect size indicates Iuwer evaluanons of women. CI =

t
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— Table 16 :
Standardized Regressz Caeﬁic;em.sfor Re!armg
Vavidbles to Weighted Effect.Sizes -

S T Lo ‘Fl : . Excluding
ot Lo ' ! Study as Finding as ings
s { uditef - unitof  assumed equal

? . . I,f analyms apalysis 102¢10

Variable be'laN‘I“bctaN‘t"betaN‘

% fersale authors / .00 1150 07 553 .16 07200 .16
Publication year - L0 119 0 06 575 .15 .10 283 .20
Number of mdepcndem : - .

varighles associa o : )

with target person 00 119 0 - 08 575 48 .14 25 a=.24
MNumbef of target -

personsrated T 119 0 —06 575 .16 <11 215 -2

=N

Note. Ncgative cffe J sizes indicate Iwer eva]uatmns of women.
b * Sample sizé.- °t

- - L i R -

| ef,.*'_

welghted i#s by the type ofquestion wordmg was only done when

finding was

_ meenigro:‘pné hamagenerty tests wiere caletilated. This allows

{ . ‘ome to examiine Whethiétthe effect sizes within each category
" can be congidered identical and whether the effect sizes across
categdries fve e‘dlﬁ'erent These results are presented in Tables

— 17, 18, and 19.
All pfthe effect sizes vnthm the different categories remained
smail, agd most were heterogeneous. Even though the -effect

e heterog'eneous a few of the | between-groups homogé-

. s were significant, indicating that there were-differ-
- erices Between a few of the eategones However, none of the
" effect dizes were large,

" {  The categories for age of subject differed, but the efiect sizes.

LR TE

¢ within the categories were heterogengous. The pattern of results.

+ differed depending on whether finding or study was the unit 6f

‘;f anpalysis. When ﬁndmgwasthe unit of analysis, with or without

k3

emale authors differed, but the effect sizes were heterogeneous |

ings'when there were more than 50% female authors, Similarly,
eater dlﬁ'erenoes in ratings wefe found when the first author
“whs a woinan. However, thougl; the eategnnes differed when
ﬁndmg was the unit of analysis, the . effect sizes were agmnheter—
- ogencous within categonee for all combinatorial methods. -
- ‘The categories for year of publication were only heterdge-
/ neous when values amumed to equal zero were excluded and
f tended to be heterogeneous within a category. The trend was to
|/ . —_-find fewer differerices in ratings in thermiddie years than in the.
. earlier or later years. The categones for journal quality were
' heterogeneous, bt the éffect sizes within categories were also
heierogeneous The trend waste find greater differences i in ra!r;-
" irigs when the jourrals were of either: high orlow quality.
;¢ Thecategories difier for the amonint of information and a féw
- -: of the cafegcnes were homogeneous The trend was 16 fmd

A .
N v

¥ ; GENDER STEREQUYPES

¢ unit. of analysis, Both: within-group antl be~

values, a greater differenee in ratings was found for youngeg

subjects; when stidy was the unit ‘of analysis, greater dlﬁ‘ereneeel B
found for older subjects. b
Like the age of the subjects, the categones for percentage of |

" {within categories. Thetrend was for-greater differences in rat- |

\—
o
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larger differences when less idftirmation was given. The number
of independent variables was also used as 2 measure of amount
of information. The same trend of greater differences with'less
information was foutid here. However; the categones are hetero-
geneous, and as mentioned previously, the correlauon between
number of independent variables and effect size is small,
The number of target persons rated had little effect on ratings.
The categories for type of stimulus material differed, though
most of the effect sizes within categories were heterogeneous,
There tended to be greater differences when applications were
used as the stimulus material, The question wox:dmg had little
+ effecton the effect sizes.

Discussion,

. To assess the robustness of findings from Goldberg’s (1968)
original study, we reviewed studies that were paradigmatically
similar, The task s1tuat10n was typically one in which subjects
WETe given some ev:dence about a hypothetical t person’s
abilities, for example, in the form of an essay pur Y Writ-

ten by the target person or a target gerson ’s job application. The -

subject was asked to'evaluate the target person, the product that
“the target pérson had generated, or both. Some; subjects were
only told that the target person was a man; othclé were told that
the target person was a woman. In other studies, subjects evalu-

~ated more than one target person, some of whom were men and
-some of whom were women, - s
One hundred and six published articles North Ameri-

can subjects and reporting on 123 studies that used this experi-

mental pa.radxgm were selected and rev1 . About three-
fourths of tiese studies were published be 1-974 and 1981.
There were approximately equal numl of male and female
auihors. Most of the studies used college ntsas well as both

male and female subjects. About half of the studies had subjects,

evaluate only male or only female target ns, and the other
half had subjects evaluate both male female target persons.
The stimulus materials were approximately equally likely to be

written.work or art work, behawor,
jobs, or short biographies of the person.

I

. combining effect sizes. The unit oﬁfanalyms was either the study
‘ or-the finding. The study is the, bwt unit of analysis because
within each study the dependent iables are likely to be inter-
\. ‘dependent. An upper limit on size of the difference was ob-
Ii taiged by using finding as the }{lnﬂ of analysis and exciudmg
| thoge findings in which no dlﬂ'erence between men and womien
! had to be assumed because of lirnited reporting in the studies.
We found that the size of {he difference in ratings between
1 ‘ferale and male target persons was extremely small (—.07, ac-
| counting fordess than 1% ofthe variance, with study as the unit
1’ of analysis, and —.05, accountmg for less than 1% of the vari-
ance, with finding as the utit of analysis). Excluding those find-
ings for which we had msut‘ﬁctent information (i.e., values were
assuined to be equal to zero), the effeét size only reached a value

- even smaller than those typically reported for gender differences

més, applimticms for -

Differences hetween the average r,étlngs of men and women
. were analyzed across studies by tallying voting scores and by

| of —.08, clearly less thafi 1% of the variance. ‘This difference is -

i_m social behavior (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 1981; Hyde & Linn, )
|' 1986; see Deaux, 1985). Furthermore, when merely examining ;

-
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“Table {7

“<_Breakdown of Main Effect Size Weibhted by Variance (Study as Unit of dnalysis)

-

' ) : y - Homggeneity Homogeneity

Variable : ME95%C] N « within group “between groups
I - -

Age of subj : ' ! _ ' .
Young'??&wllcgcage " =00 *.15 5 5 . e
College age e o7 %.03 85 - 254%

Older than coliege age ~11 +.08 23 : 4% ! o,

% farnale authors ! I N
<50% 3 . / 08 404 42 g2* 16%* o~
50% i —0i- +.05 26 : 73*
>50% _. -12 .04 47 132%

Sex of fisst guthor / - :
Female - -.09 +.04 65 147+ ' 2
Male / -06 +.04 - 52 ~ 1540 . .

Publication year '

© 1968-1973 -0 4 .08 4 12 5

- 19741978 T - 10 =04 60 198* - ¢ _

19791985 -4 + 04 45 o 88+ i

Joiirnal quality . s
High —14 £ 06 2i o 3ge gre
Medium =04 £.03 68 - C128*

~11 .05 3. 2
tion about target person ’ ! :
a -~ 12 £ 06 27 38 K7 g
-05 .13 6 ) 5 .
b ~001 £ .06 13 16
) ~08 +.03 73 207+
pdependent variables
ed with farget person ’ . .
A -13 £.04 54 . 148* - 10
-.04 .03 65 -145% 2
~07 +.04 54 . 152% T o
~08 +.03 65 . 15
© Typd/of stimmlus material] - . y - ..
. iften wark c =04 .05 28 28 45
avior 07 +.05 34 . 155*
Application .10 £.06 29. . 19
Biography ] 1 +03 +.08 13 . 26* .
Application and essay ~04 + 09 .6 10*
e : ) —16 &.11 7 20

* p < .05, that Is, effect sizes are heterogeneous within category,

** p < D5, thit is, averape effoct sizes are significantly diﬂ‘a‘:nt’bemm categories. - . ' -

the number of studies that found significant and nonsignificant

- results, the majority of: s;ﬁdxes and findings were nonsignificant.
ever, that the distribution of the effect -

We also found, b

sizes was hétérogeneghs; that is, although the mean effect size
was small, there lot of variability among the effect sizes,
‘Although the pot moderators of effect size that we ¢onsid-
. ered do rot fully gccount for this variability, other modérators

iew may be able to partition the effect
categories, * .

t ha manipulated in the studies reviewed,
: characteristics associated with the méthodologies
used in thesé studies, ahd differences associated withi the articles

sizes into'hom
Variables t

" themselves were examined ju an attempt to identify variables

.
r i . Ll

&

- Note.” Ncganvc effect sizes indicate lower evaluations of women. CT =confidence interval,

" that'moderated the size of the effects. Even when one‘takcs into

consideration these variables, however, the effect sizes remain
extremely small. For instance, even when the stimujus material
tapped a traditionally masculine sex role orientation as opposed

o a traditionally female sex role orientation, the effect size was

stil only around —,10. Simifar conclusions were found for other
variablaf-sui:h as sex of subject and competence of the target

However, like the effect sizes for the main effect, the didtribu.
tion of weighted effect sizes is heterogenedus for malc subjocts,

- sex-neutral and masculine stimulus materials, highly conpe-
tent target people, and high-quality stimulus material. Thus, it _

appears that further research will be necessary to- clarify the



o

. 'condmons under which these vanablm will be assoc:ated with
large versus small effect sizes.
Correlations with and breakdowns of the eﬁ‘ect gizé were used
¥ to test for thc mﬂucnoc of methodolo jcal dlﬁ'erences and char—'

[

5 some i ion, hoW _,tha'\irom;:nwiﬁbf)
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Table 18 S | .
Breakdown of Mam Effect S:ze We:ghted by Variance {Fmdmgas Unit of Analysis) :
‘ ' - Hﬂmﬁﬂﬂﬂsﬁ!. Homogensity
- within E!'UUD, . between groups,
Variabie M+85%C] ~ N df=k rff“‘ -1
Age of subject ’ ' S
Younger than college age —~06 +.08 13 5 1o
College age < —06 =.01 413 880*
Older than coilege age -03 =02 143 489
% female authors . ' .
<50% —04 =.01 230 620* 62**
50% <01 .03 115 180*
>50% . o 09 02 208 532*
S&x of first anthor T . ¢ .
Female ' S ~.06 .02 10 © 665 20
“Male ' _—.g;:x * 01 25/ 709*
- Publication year - . o ! f,- L "‘ \\ ¢ : N
. 1968-1973  ~ ' s : —-07 £.,05 - 40 31 5
1974-1978  ™» Wt 004 £ .01 351 ) 954*
- 197921985 crooem06 x02 & g4 * 406*
Journal quality B ' e 3 -
High : v, =2 “121 309 33
Medium e < —03 .01 34 829+
Low - . —-07 .03 113 223
C Amount ofmformatmn about target perscn _‘ L i _ _
Qnly name TEE 13 .04 74 152* DR
“Dmesentence AR -02. .+ 09 4 ] )
One paragraph . " —01 +.04 .47 o J8*
. More than one paragraphy’” _ ~05%+ .01 ¢ 440 126 .
Number of independent variables dssociated  *- . SR $ o @
with target persos: T . _ .
One : —14 £.02 233 - 64> B3 4ay
. Morethanone - . -01 £.01 ° 342 ¢ 619* oot
Number oftarget persons rated, . :7" _ . o
' Onpe ~03 x.02 269 433% £
! Murethan one. et ] ) ’—_.05 01 306 957 -
Typeof stimulusmaterial - ¢ A -
= Written work  © oo ~f03 203 36 82 W = 121%*
Behavior - . : : 00 +.02- 216 | 5185 - b
Application - - ~13 £,02 . 198 370+
Biography . .. —06 +.05 41 142% b
" Application and essay —18 .06 . 16, 40
ex R -t £.05 * 18 .. 12
Q;u:stiqn wording. ) o : : ' : . ) oo oo
- Rateof target person & =05 £8 41 1252 ] )
Ratecfstmnﬂusmamd : —04 +£,03 . 81 124* o
Rate of both , <01 £.07 32 16 . o
No{e Ncgatwe effect m:@ﬁte lowr.valuauons of women, Cl confidence interval. . u \'/
* 5 <.05, thans,eﬂbctmarchctemsmeoqsmthmcamgory : . B
“p< 05, matm,ééraseeﬁ'edmmsisnlﬁmﬂymﬁmtbctmmmgacu K

rated less favorably than mien when less information is pre-
-sented, The fmd.mg that. the amount of information provided
may influence effect size<s consistent with Tosi and Einbender’s
{1985) quantitative review of a sroaller set of these studies. Tosi

. and Einbender dsed- vctmg scores to assess the affect of the

: gmount of information provided on sex bias, and they used a
. continuous variable that represented the number of indepen-
. derit vmablcs manipulated and & subjective’ mmcm of ali-

-
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Table 19
Ereakdmvn of Main Effect Size Weighted by its Variance (Finding as Unit of. Analys:s Excluding FmdmgsAssumed Equal to Zerag)
l = _ M+95% . ‘ Homogeneity. * Homogeneity-
- Variabte Cl N . within growp -~ - between groups
’ ]
Ageof suh}acz R
Youngcrthanoollcgeagc 14,12 f 12 B
College age . 00+ .02 131 720* - -
Older than collcgc age —04 .02 76 479+
Percent femate authors . T
<509 4 - —.06 .02 105 S 602% 147%
50% =2+ .05 23° 180" )
>50% _ g 72 386
Sex of first anthor \

"~ Femnale =.204.03 95, 527* 0=
Male’ ! ~05x.02 108, 698* *

- Publication year & *
1968-1973 - —28+.10 11 8 . 32
19741978 . —07+ .02 131 922*.

19791985 -15+.03 e 73 352*

Journat quahty - Y
High T, \ —26+ .04 54 2i6* 13 W
Medium Y —05+ 01 133 . 8lo* '

. Low a i =23+ 05 28 ™ |a6*

Amount of information about target person d P

~ Only name - —-38+.06 25 h _ 152

. Onesentence . ’ -04%.12 B , . .

. Orieparagraph- * —.02 3 07 14 78* .
Momthan one paragraph —-.08 .01 168 1011* .

Nuraber ofmdcpendcnt variablés gssociated wn.h ta.rget person L P
One ~.23x 02 91 12+ 193
More-man one 0202 124 610*

) - %

Number oi‘targctpexsonsratcd - ‘. @ *
QOne =104 74 - 402" 3
More than éae .08 + .02 136 % 910* L

Type of sm;;ulus material- i . ‘ -

Writtén wark . - 14 4+ 06 20 47 235
Behavior . 00%.02 88 500% .

Application . -.25%.03 5 : 69 5253 4

Biography o , =11+, 19 . 136*

Application and essay ° , - —23x.16 g 30* )

Otber | 17106 . 10 102+ ! .

Question wording . " L Lo i f %7
Rate of target person } —08x .01 184 - 1186* 3

= Rate of stimulus ma?.enal . . —13%.06 2%, 110*
Ratc ofboth . ' =02+.14

\ Nate Negatmc eﬂ"oct sizes md.lcztc lower cvaluauuns of women CI conﬁdenor. mm"vf.]. .
* o< .05, that i is, gﬂ'ec: sizes are hcterogmeous within catégory.
had p < OS th tis,. amgc efféct’ s:zcs are mgmﬁmtly different bctween categoncs.

! Vo

. the information pr. déd - They repork stronger support for_ .

Y

- W

‘the hypothesized relationship than what.we found
finding ialso consistent with résearch By Locksley etal, (1980)
who i‘uund that when nb information was presented aboyt a

targct person, subjects made stereotyp:qal Judgm

ents. Howeéver,

. when behavior relevant to the trait being judged was presented,
- subjects did not appear to use their stcrootypcs {(also see Rasin-

N C .

., .(-.Il\..

a

J\\-

" ski; Crocker, & Hastie, 1985). Our review iticluded only studies-
in wluch the targct fiad ostensxbly m'oduced a behawor ol'prod- .

the,

ulma

* thifg unique to studies in a

r

5 . i6*

¥

[

e
L

uct. If we hadincluded studies that provided SllbjéCfS- with oﬁ.ly
¢ mame of a target person, pcrhaps larger effect mzas would
ebeen obtmned

also some’ mdxcation uf greater bias wlmn the stim-
al was a resumeé or application. There may be some-

J% ntext; the three: findings that

wcr quluded because thicy were nu‘thers came from a job con-
text] The significance’ of this finding ‘should not be overesti-

.

-
!

» however; although there are mdlcanons of small differ-
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ences in the|magnitude of effect sizes between categories, it
must be str that the effect sizes are umformly very sriall
within categaries.

- Given the kack of subsequent suppo-t for Goldberg s original
conclusxon t women will be evaluated less favorably than
men even for identical work, why-have Goldberg’s study and
subsequent x plications been so frequently cited as evidence for

or_ all of which are plausible. First, unlike guantitative reviews,
gualitative reviews are limited in thei
large number of studies, thereby festiicting their accuracy. For
instance, readers may have been overly influenced by the sig-
nificanice of the findings and simply unaware that the size of
the effects across studies was not large. Second, researchers may

* have lacked knowledge about qther replications bécause of in-

c.dmplete literature feviews or because of the diverse array of

| joumals that contain suth studies. Third, literature reviews of-

tenselectively emphasize significant results and trendsthat, if

_ due to chance, would cause inflated perceptigns of the rength

of the evidence supporting the tendency to discriminate against

. women, In fact, negrly two thirds of the findings for the Main

effect had to be assumed 10 be equal to zero because their DQu-
significant ﬁnd!ngs were not aecompamed with sufficient statis-
tical information. ar

. Fourth, it cauld be axgueéihat in the early years of the wom-
en’s movement, there were no cléag, .experimental demonstra-

 tions of sex discrimination in social psyetiology. Goldberg’s

study filled this gap by providing straightforward evidenck. As
Deaux {1085} suggested, at the time when Goldberg's study was. .

‘conducted, there was “satisfaction with simple (yet dramanc}

dt‘.moﬁtranons of differential evaluation and reliance on per-
functory Y reference 1o gender stereotypes” (p. 66). A fifth and
retated cxplanauon is that textbook writers generally prefer to

: use compelling illustrations such as Guoldberg’s experiment to

" that followed Goldberg's origin

buttress their arguments, They iy bave. felt that this experi-
ment in particular would be interesting to studcnfs because it
was simple to understand and had obvious mphcanon_s, Alsa

some authors may have been unaware of or may have-felt that

it was too complicated to address th nuTneroNs rephcahons

* 'What implications does the lack f ;mpmcal support for, ©

Goldberg’s conclusions have for resealth on gender stereotyy

ing? One obvious birt erronkois implication might be that
pledo ndt hold gender stereotypes or use such stcreotzpes when
thinking about others. However, recent research gontinues to

gss gendegssteregs
86) and that peo-

ple shﬂ foilcrw tradmonal sex: roles (e
} he paradigm we rmewed is not
ideal for revealing gender stereotypes. First, subjects in psychol-
ogy experiments are hkely’ to be trying to present themselves as
unbiased mdmdLyls “Second, thé widespread citing and de-
scnbmg of Goldberg's findings- in imtroductory psychology

' texts, in /cpn)unctmn with society's attention to sex discrimina-

tion, Thay well semsitize most subjects to the particular para-

digin ysed. In effect, it is possible that the approaches we re-

o / ncwccl are neither blatant ehough to command stereotypic

-evaluations nor subfle enough' 10 éxpose any real biases that

. subjects may harbor. Such biases may emerge most clearly qnly
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when the array‘t of available information is suclf that there are
other plausxble explanations for subjects’ judgmentsand behav-
_igrs{and subjects even may be uhaware that they are using ste-

rectypic information in their Judgmcnts) Note that the some-

- what stronger effects for the job resumé paradlgm in-this review

tould be mtcrprcted as supporting such a position. On the other
hand, because thc studies we réviewed do not vary greatly in the
amount of mformanon available (e.g., virtnally none matched
.the compiexlty of real-life hiring or job evaluation decisions),

bﬂxty to summarize a ~ thepreviouslyr mennoned e:(plananon avaits a'more conclusive

empirical test. ;
A more subs!zntwc interpretation of our meta—analytic find-

ings is that gcggple s evaluations'of men and womgn are 2 com- -
. plex function ¥ a set of factors that influence the provess of

gender stereotypmg, In the studies reviewed in this meta-analy-
sis, factors that' might have mﬂuenced subjects’ use of global
gender stereotypcs (but were not systcmahcally gxamined in
these studies) included Ta) the contént of gender stereotypes
{e.g., the Spe(:LﬁB comporents and subtypes that have been acti-

vated in 4 situation [Deaux & Lewis, 1984; Deaux, Wiaton, .

Crowley, &’Lems, 19851 () 11:;6 info mat:mn presented about
the target persen or the stimulus muattri
dlagnosnmtyﬁcf ‘the stimulus matena]s fo

1 L
L

evaluation TGinos-
the sterectype
and the informAtien presented (e.g., whether thE stiraulus mate-
rial even acuvatcs a-gender stereo {Rothbart and J,oim
1983]y; (d)the goals or motivations of the subjects (¢ £ iHedab-
jects’ level of inyolvement in the evalpation [Gmosm & Trope,
1987 Neuberg & Fiske-1987]); and (e) the task/demands (e.g.,
the complexity of the task {Bodenhauscn/ & Lichtenstein, -
19871}, or whether the task acuvatessd_a/;nﬁ‘ e cluuaalfnarraﬁvc
4ndgmentai on?ntanon Or @ more enhﬁc/paradxgmanc ori-
ehtation [Zukier, 1985; Zukier itone, 1984]). ~
How such fictors mlﬁ,ht count forthe small: effect sizes
found inthe present e ~analysis can be illustrated by copsxd-
ering recent gendir’;rereotypmg‘résearch on icvels’ﬁf categori-
zation, along withi‘research on the mtegratmn of prier’ gender
beliefs and

sfic case information. © - #

Prcdl,stifms about the evaluation of a. specific '{a.rget person
maybc based ém more specific categones than global. gendér -

téreotypes abd‘ut men and women. For instance, Deaux et al.
{1985} found that subjects’ descriptions of.subtypes of women
and men such as kousewife or businesswoman, and blue-collar
working nian ofjbusinessman were asrich asthe bmﬁdercatego—
ries of woman anrd man. The activation. of these friore “specific
constiucts may fot be assessed in studies in which the depen-
dent meastires were designed to detect only'the eﬁ'ects of more»
genera.l stereotypes In addition, social roles or othérsocial; cate-

. gpncs such as race or oecupation may also have beent activated

“in the judgment setting and may have been more inflyential -
than gen&a}c& egones {e.g., Taylor, 1980). In the studies re-
viewed, subtypes may have:matched the target information -

-more closely th§n broader stgreotypes about e aind women.

? Eyen Reger Brown (,IM , in his mSlg.l'liﬁll social pswholegy text,
concluded his cf\i:,%iter on stereotyping by commenting that “the general
result, varying the date of the study, the nature of the job, is that
{na surprise) discrimination in favor of men exists and (s-omc surpriss}
exists whether the évaluators are themselves male of female" {p. 601).

T
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A Furthermore thcu:”gnot have been evaluahve d[ﬁ'erences
o between thesubitypes. For example, subjects may, have subtypes -
about hlgh—status mén and hiph-status womén, biit the content
of these subtypes may not differ (Deaux & Lewis, 1984).2
Even though male and female subtypes with different im<
plications may be activated, subjects’ Jjudgments may be influ-
senced more by the case information presénted than by the prior
' beliefs associated- with the subtypes. Locksley et al. (1980) dem-
onstrated At subjects disregarded global gender stereotypes -
- 'when indivi uatmg informétion was presented Locksley et al.
found that gase ipformation nondiagnostic of gender stereo- .
types viglded greater use of gender stereotypes than did diggnos--
tic case information (see also Ginossar & Trope, 1980, 1987;
_ lmksley,‘Hepburn & Ortiz, [982), Consistent with such find- ~
" ings, this review found that sex-neutral sex role stimuliis matea
-_ial reflected greater gender bias than either masculine or femi-
" nine sex role stimulus ruaterfal: In addition, this review gener-
ally found that there was-a slight tendency for studles 1a which
subjects’ wereprovided with- less information fo ‘Vicld larger ,
effect sizes: Howesgpr the effect sizes remained relaﬁvely small
even wheh sex-neutral stimulus material was-tised and when *
only minimal amounts of information about the tafget were
» provided. It shoulﬁ bemnoted that this review does not epresent
. @ strong’ test of the Locksley et al. (1980).findings, desplte the.
- amiount of information’ about the’ target persa h_at subjects -
*%?&  were given, becaiise all subjects received a description of some
evidence of the person’s abilities. Thys, the present research still
leaveg open the possibility that the presence of individuatinig
information accounts for: people S dlsregard of {helr‘ stereo-
types. | '
. Im summary. little evidence wat found for the simple predm—
“tion that sub]ects dlﬁ'erenually evaluate men and ‘women in the
" context of the classic parddigm that ‘Goldberg introduced in .
1968 This contradxcts previous qualitative reviews of the litera-
“ture that have in part perpetuated misconcéptions about the:
., data base on gender-biased-evaluations. Gender-biased evalua- .
tionsindeed occur, but as research in social cognition and, more
specxﬁcally; as recent research in gender stereotypes suggest, the
oomp‘ienty of the conditions under which such evaluations o¢-.
cur and the flexibility of social percewem thmkmg must bc
taken i mto consideration. b

N

oW

v

~

. *The frcquency of ‘océurrence of different subtypes of men and
. women may perhaps explain why discrimination is more likely t0 oceur -
.outside an expmmegtal setting. For instapie, within a given situation,
, & man is more likely to have a h:ghmj status position than 2 woman.
Th'us, comparisoris between men and women are likely to be con--
founded by status level {cf; Eagly, 198'}' Eagly&.Stcﬂi:n, 1984} '

o 'ﬁa%
. .Arvey, R. D (1979) Unfeur chscnmmahon in the emplomnt mter-
view: Legal and psychaloglcaj aspects. Psy:holag:ca! RBulletin, 86,

.- 736-765. .
) Bangcn-Drowns R. (198 ). Reviewof developmentsin: meta-analyuc

- method. Psychological Bidletin, 99, 388-399.
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) SO .. General ,Assumptlons ,
1. Forall results, negative values represent.a more favorable rating one condition (£, high competence) versus 2 m -(fen_falé) target per- >,
. gnrcﬂto men, and positive values representa more favorable rating given $on ina second condition (c.g., low competence), it was assumed that
- :to women. If the study rcportcd that a main effect or simple effect was the other comparisons betweer male and female ot PETSDNS Were
'mgmﬁwm, but-the duthoks did not report the direttion of the findings not significant {e.g., that between a highly competen -and a highly

compétent woman and that between a less competen ma.n and a Icss

competent woman were: assumed to be nonsignificant.)y | :
4. If both multivariates and iinivariales were reportc, the univari-

ates were used in caleulations-to make the results dcrods the studiss

.comparable. Only four studies reported multivariste Fyalies, ©

5 1If nonmgmﬁcémt interactions were réported but followhup tests of
the srmple effects resulied in: mgmﬁmnt findings, non51gn1ﬁ
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Vutmg scores and effect sizes were assigned to the ﬁndmgs in each -
study. Additionally, z scores were calculated and used in the calculation
% ‘of effect sizes. The voting score is a tally of the number bf significant
and nonsignificant results. The effect size measytes the p:tagmtude-of an
cffect independent of the sgnificance level and the sample size.

Voting score. If a finding was sSgnificant and favored men, it was as-
_signed a value of 1. If it favored women, it wa¥ assigned a value of-
+1.1f the finding was nonsignificantor if ha result was rcnerled it wasg
asmgned avalue of 0, When study is the unit of analysis, tfie voting score
mean of the percentage of fiadings mﬂyn each study that
ificént}y rmore favorable ratings of female target pcrsons and
get persons and o significant differences. '

; scares If only probability levels were reported, z scores fof these °
levéls were assigned. Z scores were assigned a value Gf 1,96 if the study
" ouly reported thiat it was s:gmﬁcant. If the study reported that the level
" of significance was skt atcertamlcv:ls g, p<O5orp=s f(}), then
- the z scoré$ for &gm&eanbﬁndmgs were reported at comparable valucs
{e.g., 1.96 or 1.645, rcspachvely) If the study reported that the cfect
. was nonsignificant or did not report any effect, it was asmgned 3 z5core
of zero.

If chi-squares were used; nominal Jevels of mgmﬁmnoc werz used un-
less proportions were reported. In the Iaﬁer case the following formulas
 used (Fotinson, 1980): (a) For tests m wl:uch subjects must make a3

R m&ebetwuenamanandamman, . V-
e \"\ =y p'}f(p‘q‘{n.)m '
' 'wﬁere o= raporhan of men or proportlon of women chosen, n,
numbcr of men or nu ber of women chosen, and 7% = q" =.5. {b) For

tests i m which the subJ chooses a mari or choses a woman but does
notmakcachmcebelweenanianandgwomm, -\
Ll ’\ .

i \ pz)f[(p*q‘(lfn. + m)'?,

wherepl prmomon of men’choscn, ﬂ, = number of men ch(:sen,
= preportion of woinen chosen, n; = numbcr of'wamen chbscn,
F" (pi + pa)f(m +r=25,andq"= 1—p* '\

Eﬁ'em size calculations! When means and standard Qeviations were
reported “thesg weré used to calculate imain and simple effect suqs
(Hedm & Olkm, 1985; I-Iunter, Schzmdt, & Jackson, 1982). ’

ol s

X255,

» z= (p -

Eﬁ‘ectm = (X, -

»
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Y o . Lo _ -Calculatmus

“r

- for gating’ of female target'ptfé{; = mean for."

» groups and within-group comparisons, .
Tated in this manner for within-group oompansonﬁ tobe larger bewusg .

-be accurate, although in a few cdses this did 'y :
' stancg, a few studxs,used between-groups tests

429,

-

‘rating of male target person,’and S, = popled standard deviation. The

standard deviations were pooled in the same manner for between-
causes the effect size calou-

va.rmnccs tend 16 be smaller for this design.

Wheuonlyzscores,Ftests, or ¢ tests were available, thess wereused
to calculate the effects (Hunter ot al, 1982) When gender of the ta:gct
person was analyzed as & between-subjects, vanable, o

b 1]
Effect size = M(1/n, + sl,fn,)m

L

' whcrcM= Z score, Ltest, or the squamrcrogoftheth m = sample .
" size for those rating maletargm persons; and = mmpieﬂze forthose

number ut‘sub_}ec'rs raung each pair, pf male 2 {- female target persons
I both means dnd test statistics were reportel eﬁ'eot s:mmrc éaleu:

lated from the means asid staridard deviations

scnre.rta:ts orFtcslsWemnotrepo e

mrcassﬁmedtpequal 0. Test statistic values .’-

used mthm-gmuptcsts Using between-groups tesisrather than within-
muptcstscumtheerror ferms to be smalley spdthcrestdhngtcﬂ
statishcstobe larger Thxsovcresumatc alsocau a5 the effect sizes to be
overesumated ' '

main effects

N
=,

rr.ed a5 stgmﬁcam

assigned fo the simple effécts.  ©
Weightingiof effect sizes by variances, conﬁ
effect sizes, fests-of the beta weights in.regressions, aad homogenmty

 tests were ealcu]at)éd by méthads reoommendcd}by Hedms and Olkin

El

(1983), oy o
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