Method

Participants
The number of participants included within the final analysis were 32. All participants identified as either male or female, and the age range of participants were 19-57 (M= 30.33) (SD = 11.41), the number of female participants_25_ and male participants _7_. All were first, second- or third-year students, studying at undergraduate level of counselling and psychology, psychology, or engineering. Those on the counselling and psychology degrees, received credits for participating. No exclusion criteria to sign up for the study, however 5 participants data sets were excluded from the final analysis on the Zero-sum perspective scale used by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin and Vanderzanden (2017), due to indicating a “neither agree nor disagree” response to one or more questions. The inclusion criteria consisted of university students only, who were studying the STEM disciplines counselling, psychology and engineering. This was due to specifically examining the potential influences behind gender bias within those fields, based upon the research. Eight Participants took part within the pilot study and did not indicate age, gender or degree studied.

Design
The design of this study was an experimental, parametric test, using 2 (job type: head of department or senior lecturer; between subjects), x 2 (Ambivalent sexism: high or low; within subjects) x 2 (type of study: psychology or engineering; between subjects) mixed Anova. Which was used to investigate the effect on the dependant variable, the hiring selection.

Materials
This experiment was conducted using a PC, created with the Superlab program 4.5. within a psychology laboratory based within the university, as this would allow the best conditions for controlling of the environment. All instructions, verbal, written and computer screen based, were the same to all participants.  

In order to measure the first variable, job description, this was a between subject’s design, and participants were allocated to one of two groups depending on whether they were an odd or even number (odd were shown senior lecturer, even were shown head of department). The job description was created to simulate a real-life job advert. However, the job description provided was not amended in anyway apart from the title (highlighted in yellow in appendix B) to either contain the university senior lecturer position or a head of the department position (see Appendix B). This was followed by two CV’s, one for a male (see Appendix C) and one for a female (see Appendix D). Again, the CV’s were not be amended to suit the job description viewed and both CV’s contained similar qualifications and experience, therefore the only factor to influence the decision should be the gender. 

In order to measure the second variable, gender sexism, there were three shortened versions of sexism questionnaires used. The 12-item measures of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) towards women by Glick & Fiske (1996) (See appendix E), and Ambivalent towards Men Inventory (AMI) towards men by Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia (2014) (see appendix F).  Both ASI and AMI contained six items each for Hostile Sexism, Benevolent Sexism, but only 7 questions with the Zero-sum sexism scale by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin & Vanderzanden (2017) (see appendix G). The shortened ASI and AMI scales used have a high reliability and have good psychometric properties which are consistent with the longer versions of these questionnaires and showed invariance across gender and age of the respondents, r=__. Given that the significance of χ2 depends on the sample size and the sample used was large (N = 960), this was considered a satisfactory outcome (Rollero, et al, 2014). The participants indicate their agreement or disagreement with each statement on a likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

The scores were calculated by each answer equating to a number value, then each value added to the next to create a total sum. The ASI sexism scale had reverse scored questions 2, 8, 9 ad 12. The Zero-sum perspective scale suggested that any person giving a “neither agree nor disagree” response once or more were omitted from analysis as this indicated lower SDO and religious beliefs, in line with Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin & Vanderzanden (2017) study criteria. The final questionnaire used, the AMI scale did not have any exclusion criteria or reverse scoring questions. 

Procedure
First, participants were presented a consent form (see appendix A), participants were also asked for some basic demographic data of their age, gender and degree of study. The consent form was given as a hard copy to sign and give written consent allowing students to understand what they were taking part in. Deception by omission in the initial consent form is essential so as not to alert participants of the true nature of the study relating to ambivalent sexism, as this may influence the answers given, due to current legislation and sexist attitudes being socially unacceptable.

Next, the instructions were displayed upon the computer screen, and verbally read aloud by the researcher, before starting the study. All participants were provided with a hard copy of written instructions of what was required of them before continuing with the experiment (see Appendix H). Once ready, participants were asked to press the space bar upon the computer keyboard to begin the experiment. 

A job description for either a university lecturer, or a head of department position, was shown, followed by the two CV’s (one male, one female), and were then prompted to select the most appropriate candidate for that position. The job description displayed was not amended apart from the title to either contain the university senior lecturer position or a head of the department position (highlighted in yellow in appendix B), and the two CVs, one for a male (see Appendix C) and one for a female (see Appendix D). Again, the CVs will not be amended to suit the job description shown to the two groups of participants, both CVs contain similar qualifications and experience, the only factor to influence the decision should therefore be the gender. 
 
This is an important section of the experiment, as it will prompt individuals to make a conscious/unconscious hiring selection which will potentially be based on their true personal or cultural beliefs held about gender stereotypes. The job descriptions were based upon real job descriptions taken from various job advertising websites, and university websites to make it as authentic as possible. To continue with the authenticity for the participant CVs were also based upon real qualifications and experience relevant to those roles being advertised. 

Next, participants were prompted to read the statements upon the computer screen and indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with those statements, using the highlighted keys on the keyboard, (A,S,D,F,G, with the keys covered over with a white sticker and black marker reading in order 1,2,3,4,5.) There were three shortened versions of sexism questionnaires used, the ambivalent sexism scale (ASI) towards women by Glick and Fiske (1996; see Appendix E), The Zero-sum sexism scale (ZSP) by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin and Vanderzanden (2017; see Appendix F) and the ambivalent sexism scale (AMI) towards men by Rollero, Glick, and Tartaglia (2014; see Appendix G). The scales mentioned in Appendix E, F and G, were presented one question at a time upon the computer screen, and each response recoded, as this allows a friendlier user format.

These measure whether the participants have stronger hostile or benevolent gender sexism using 12-item shortened versions of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) and Ambivalent towards Men Inventory (AMI) (six items each for Hostile Sexism, and Benevolent Sexism) and The Zero-sum sexism scale (7 questions). The participants indicate their agreement or disagreement with each statement on a Likert-type scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Once the experiment was complete, the screen instructed the participant to inform the researcher and all participants were given a debrief form (see Appendix I). The debrief explained the true intent of the study and allowed participants the right to withdraw without consequences up to that point, or discuss any concerns with the researcher, as thereafter they will be unidentifiable due to allocation of a number to allow anonymity. This also allowed participants to be thanked for giving their time and taking part in the study.

Prior to the data collection part of the study, a pilot study was carried out using eight fellow students, whereby all eight took part in the study with the job descriptions and hiring selection first, then the sexism scales questionnaires second. This was to examine whether there were any discrepancies in data produced, or to indicate whether the study had any flaws. The data gathered from the pilot study participants indicated there were no problems, such as misinterpreted data, instructions, or went over the allocated time or running of the study, and the data produced would allow preliminary analysis. 
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