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 Abstract
	Research shows that men and women experience the work place differently (Kiser, 2015). Previous research suggests that women within male dominated professions are more likely to experience gender discrimination (Mantle, 2018). This is particularly relevant to Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) occupations. In accordance to social role theory (Eagly, 1987) women and men have a specific set of gender traits, and when those descriptive and prescriptive gender expectations are incongruent, this can cause gender bias against the individual. Ambivalent sexist attitudes are argued to contribute to gender inequality (Glick & Fiske, 1997, 1999). 
	There is limited research on this topic based within the field of psychology  Within this current study the role of ambivalent sexism, gender and occupation is explored within hiring selections. A log linear regression was used to analyse 48 participants data, all students of undergraduate level. Participants were subject to one of two conditions, senior lecturer or head of department job descriptions, and completed a survey on sexism. The results indicated no main effect of gender, job description and category of sexism on the hiring selection. 
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Chapter One: Literature Review

  	Men and women experience the workplace differently, gender diversity continues to be a concern within the workplace and causes new challenges (Kiser, 2015). Even though a vast amount of past literature illuminates the increase of equality between men and women within the workplace (Ceci, Ginther, Kahn, & Williams, 2014), during 2016-2017 the number of individuals employed within the UK in an academic contract were 206,870, of those 94,475 were women. Those described as professor level were 20,550, and of those only 5,050 were women, furthermore, other senior academic staff within contract were 6,050, of those only 2,175 were female (Mantle, 2018).
According to some literature, women’s employment rates within the higher-level jobs, are still not equal to men within Psychology (Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009). Madera, et al, (2009) stated that within science and engineering women accounted for 29 percent of the faculty at four-year colleges and universities, and full professors accounting for only 18 percent. Whilst there have been decades of research on gender prejudices between the sexes (Coleman, 2008; Glick et al., 2004; Glick & Fiske, 1999; Sibley, Kehn, & Ruthig, 2013) the reduced numbers of women at the top within academic positions is a well-known and researched phenomenon (Christopher & Wojda, 2008). Various pieces of literature have indicated that within the science industry, psychology faculty members portray women as less competent but at the same time promote their warmth and likeability in comparison to men (Eagly, & Mladinic, 1994) which is argued to cause a disparity. 
However, what is concerning is that the negative effects of gender bias can be seen long before women begin their careers, female undergraduates which have been judged to be less competent and less worthy of being hired than an identical male applicant (Rubini, & Menegatti, 2014). Once within employment, the British Psychological Society (BPS, 2019) state that on average there is a £13,000 wage gap between men and women, and male psychologists are 9% more likely to hold senior positions and management roles. Women were also offered a smaller salary and less career mentoring (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012), indicating that gender biases are affecting women’s career opportunities and choices within psychology.
Whilst the American Psychology Association (APA) suggest that more women are attracted to psychology than men, the number of women studying at PhD level within America has increased at a steady rate, with a 67% being women in 2002. This continuing trend has been seen for the last 20 years (Bailey, 2004) and is also seen across Europe, raising curiosity as to why more women are not reaching the top level of jobs. This may suggest that women are still being effected by the “glass ceiling effect” which is described by Morrison and Von Glinow (1990) as an invisible barrier which is strong enough to prevent women from reaching the top, simply because they are female, not due to lack of experience and education. This is also said to be seen cross culturally, but subjective research has suggested that there are links to certain personality types.  Some theories on the glass ceiling effect suggest that personal characteristics of decision makers may consciously or unconsciously affect their choices (Khalid, & Sekiguchi, 2019). 
Arguably, some research suggests that due to women being the child bearer, this can affect climbing the career ladder beyond their early years of their post-doctorate (Correll, Benard, and Paik, 2007). This is due to the cultural perception that mothers are less committed to their work than women without children and place less effort. However, more recent research suggests that since child care provision has been implemented this has allowed women’s careers and wages to make progression and more positive attitudes towards mothers (Chhaochharia, Ghosh, Niessen-Ruenzi, & Schneider, 2019). 
Alternatively, on a personal level, women may be facing sexist discrimination and prejudice, and women who break gender norms may either experience prejudice explicitly or implicitly. Research suggests that explicit prejudice has reduced and is now being displayed in more implicit ways (Ramos, Barreto & Ellemers, 2016). Prejudice is described as an attitude directed towards individuals because they are members of a specific group, and attitudes are described as emotional responses or on an evaluation (Kite, & Whitley, 2016). For example, someone may see a group of adolescents and view them as positive or negative, or evaluate in individual youth as good or bad, but these associations stem from a held belief or stereotype. 
However, implicit prejudice is described as an attitude which is an automatic unconscious reaction towards a group or person, which occurs outside of their awareness, and an explicit prejudice is an attitude a person is aware of and is can be easy to control (Kite, & Whitley, 2016). Furthermore, a mixture of feelings, as in positive and negative is described by Glick and Fiske, (1997) as ambivalence, and it remains unclear to what degree ambivalent sexism, can be attributed at a group level and an individual level. Humans make mental shortcuts in order to process the vast amounts of information that we receive and must evaluate. Therefore, there are many demographic traits which are assessed and categorised via this cognitive function, things such as race, age, and gender, this is known as stereotyping (Kite, & Whitley, 2016). 
Even though it has been implied that these gender stereotypes have changed within the last 50 years, gender stereotypes are still very present (Kehn & Ruthig, 2013). The use of stereotypes can lead to a form of control (Fiske, 1993) and is seen cross culturally (Williams & Best, 1990). Current research suggests that sexism causes a unique in group out group dynamic in which members of the opposite sex, and the same sex can display prejudice attitudes towards different or same sex (Roets & Van Heil, 2011). Within earlier research, gender bias within an occupational settings was defined by the differing roles of men and women as the bases of discrepancies amongst certain fields. 
One explanation for this is Eagly’s (1987) social role theory states that gender stereotyping and sex-differences within society portrays that men and women have different sets of skills, behaviours, and personalities. Whilst Eagly (1987) allows for fact that biological differences between men and women exist, it is that men and women are treated differently which results in different social roles. This can potentially become a problem for changes to occur within our societal norms on sexism, because as humans we form judgements every day based on previously held knowledge, particularly within our social settings and according to evolutionary psychology, it is essential for our survival (Kite, & Whitley, 2016). 
Considering the implications gender roles and the overall impact this may have on individuals hiring within the psychology field. Glick and Fiske (1997, 1999) Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) redefined sexism as containing both positive and negative consequences of sexist attitudes. However, focuses more on interpersonal relationships and derived two main factors, hostile sexism (HS) and benevolent sexism (BS). They argue that sexism differs from other types of prejudice due to the dyadic interdependence between men and women. However, propose that the hostile and benevolent sexism stem from evaluative ambivalence, but have opposing evaluative implications, and ambivalent sexism still reinforces traditional gender roles.   
Jackman (1994) states that dominant groups often manipulate the social and economic rewards structure to coerce and entice subordinates. According to Glick and Fiske (1999), men higher in hostile sexism are more likely to select a male colleague and be higher in benevolent sexism towards their own in group (males). Women who are high in levels of hostile sexism are suggested to begrudge the effects of the dominant group (males), and benevolence is thought to come from admiration for a man’s elevated status, justifying male dominance and actively supporting such beliefs.  
Male Hostile sexism is displayed by sexual harassment within the workplace and derogating women (Glick & Fiske, 1999). Whereas benevolent sexism attitudes recognise men’s dependence on women by idealising. Just as men are suggested to be dependent on women, women are dependent upon men. In previous times, women relied on men to gain opportunity, social status, and economical security, along with sexual reproduction (within heterosexual relationships). This unique dynamic results in women encompassing maternalistic attitudes towards men, and vice versa paternalistic attitudes towards women. 
Women however, according to Glick and Fiske (1999), hold both benevolent and hostile attitudes towards men. This ambivalence is most likely to occur in women who hold what is described as traditional gender attitudes. These women may resent men’s power even though they endorse it, as this is a way to get along in the world and an effective way to act, in a world where men exert greater control (Jackman, 1994).  Whereas on the benevolent end of the scale, women identify and compensate for the negative association thrusted onto the subordinate group by characterising dominants as inferior, attributing dominants with negative traits such as arrogance and males sexual aggressiveness has been used to dominate, control and exacerbate inequality within cultures and subcultures. 
As with most intergroup relations, traditional gender stereotypes view men having agentic qualities such as protectors and providers, and state that men require women to provide domestic and maternal care at home. This group dynamic involves domination and subordination (Glick & Fiske, 2011) which is the case with most in-group out-groups. This theory has been validated in 19 countries worldwide (Maltby, Hall, Anderson, & Edwards, 2010). However, Becker (2010), raises an interesting point, the women who agree with sexist attitudes towards their own gender, continue the legitimisation of men’s rewards to power, status and resources. And further suggests that benevolent sexism is a relatively agreeable form of sexism as it promotes more caring, better relationships and partners. However, benevolent sexism, even though it is deemed as a more positive form of sexism, still describes women as “wonderful yet weak” and can still pressurise women to adhere to female prescription adherents.
Within an occupational setting, the group dynamic is altered with the justification of the need to compete for resources and power (Roets, et al, 2012). Yet in contrast to this, many men provide resources to women within their personal lives. Demonstrating the duality of this theory, that sexism is not focused solely at an out-group member, but does in fact demonstrate a preference for an out-group member under certain circumstances (Glick & Fiske, 2011). And women who have been subject to hostile sexism within the workplace experience lower job satisfaction, depression, absenteeism and distress (Masser & Abrams, 2004; Salomon, Burgess & Bosson, 2015). Benevolent sexism causes a different set of reactions, impaired cognitive responses, self-objectification, and body shame (Barreto, Ellemers, Piebinga, & Moya, 2010). 
Exhibiting or experiencing hostile or benevolent sexism can create a higher prejudice, with hostile sexism usually targeting those who do not follow the prescriptive gender stereotype. This is more prevalent for women due to male societal power (Glick & Fiske, 2011). The women deemed more powerful are additionally deemed as uncooperative, competent but cold and cause an implicit in-group prejudice (Fiske 2017; Roets, Van Hiel, & Dhont, 2012) not just an out-group prejudice. Men who experience the hostile sexism end of the scale, are usually resented by women who resent the power and higher status suggested by the dominant group (men). 
BS also endorses patriarchal attitudes within society, and in one study which stated that women with high psychological entitlement, promoted narcissism (Hammond, Sibley, & Overall, 2014) creating a “damned if you do, damned if you don’t situation”. This presents a problem for women striving to gain equality (Glick & Fiske, 1999). Therefore, if an individual is made aware of the harmfulness of prototypically benevolent sexist behaviours, the reduction in endorsement is likely to be reduced, and information about its pervasiveness may cause rejection of those beliefs, potentially leading to change. Linking back to Divines (1989) work, prototypicality, which can facilitate the activation of a stereotype and the choice to endorse or reject that belief. It must be noted that much of this research was focused on racism.  
Allport (1954) suggested within his research, that a person’s prejudice is not just an attitude towards a particular group but is more likely to reflect the way an individual views the world. The Zero-sum perspective (ZSP) by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin & Vanderzanden, (2017) indicates within their research that individuals who hold the view that there is a finite amount of resources, are more likely to believe that women’s gains equal men’s losses. So, by the reduction of discrimination towards women, this must indicate that there is an increase in discrimination towards men. Men and women had very similar correlations within this study, in that, the greater endorsement of the ZSP, the higher the levels of both hostile and benevolent sexism found. 
Furthermore, indicating that endorsing the ZSP is a further potential barrier to gender equality. As men who endorse the ZSP are less likely to support the reductions of gender bias when they may feel that their success is threatened or their masculinity, due to the belief mentioned above. However, women did not display the same behaviour in the same situation (King, 2019). Interestingly, past personal experiences of discrimination were also related with a stronger endorsement of the ZSP for men, but not women. Suggesting that individual experiences and personality traits have been linked to higher levels of sexism due to the cognitive style of these individuals, and these individuals require a clear-cut structure and an intolerance for ambiguity (Allport, 1954). However, a disparity to this is that on a group or social level,  some subordinate social groups work to diminish supporting social hierarchy (Kehn, & Ruthig, 2013).  
Within an occupational setting, male dominated occupations such as psychology, may be particularly prone to discrimination of women (Burgess & Borgida,1999; Bobbit-Zeher, 2011) and vice versa, men being discriminated against within female dominated occupations. This can affect the way individuals feel about themselves greatly, by violating societal stereotypes, this violation is viewed more negatively of men than women, again feeding back into the hostile sexist attitude. 
One explanation for this by Koenig (2018) found that gender prescriptive stereotypes placed more restriction on what men are not to do, whilst women’s prescriptive stereotypes were more focused on what they were supposed to do. Moss-Racusin, et al, (2012) and Busak, Kulich, Rudan, and Kinahan, (2018) demonstrate the backlash of men violating stereotypes and the social penalties for women. Providing evidence, that this is still occurring at present. However, contradictory to this, within jobs that have no strong gender stereotype or extreme sex imbalances there have been found to be small pro-male and small pro-female biases (Kock, D’Mello, & Sackett, 2015). 
Burgess and Bordiga (1999) have differentiated between descriptive gender traits and prescriptive, as this stems from the high interaction of men and women and their interdependence upon one another. Descriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about that gender, prescriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about how that gender should behave (Burgess & Borgida, 1999). This affects how men and women think and behave, as it encourages people to create estimates of how genders should behave, and act. This may lead to discrimination, as violations of these estimates cause incongruency’s (Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). This has been recorded in many forms such as hiring decisions, promotions, wages, and performance evaluations as well as sexual harassment.  
According to Devine’s (1989) work, that automatic activation of stereotypes might be an inappropriate principle for measuring prejudice, because people hold a lot of knowledge that they may not support. Although there is evidence to support stereotypes and sexism, it does not conclude that just because someone holds a stereotype, that they are accepting of it, only accessed it from memory. Additionally, a non-prejudice response requires suppression to inhibit and initiate the new responses to stimuli, allowing disassociation, but may be interpreted as prejudice within some evaluative methods. if being gauged on a psychological test or measure due to the amount of time used to respond to the questions. Suggesting that individuals may reject such prejudiced stereotypes and denounce their prejudice because it causes incongruency and threat to their personal identity. 
Devine (1989) states within her model that people with both high and low prejudice unconsciously draw upon stereotypes, however, the difference between these two groups is socialisation experiences, and personal beliefs. Stereotypes activate both the conscious and unconscious processes and associations, and even though people from both groups may hold a similar stereotype, within this categorisation, individuals with low prejudice consciously decide if the stereotype is inappropriate and not in line with their personal belief. 
Even though this study was looking at racism, its work on stereotypes is extremely valuable. Devine (1989) also states, that if a stereotype is strong, or hostile, that the association of traits will be stronger, for example, if blacks were described as being aggressive, then when someone interacted with a black person behaving in a particularly ambiguous way, the person observing the behaviour who previously held the association of black and aggressive stereotype, would interpret the actions of the black person as more aggressive than they actually were. 
When applying this theory to occupational settings, according to various studies, (Cristofaro, 2017; Hakan, & Yilmaz, 2017; Heilman, Manzi, & Braun, 2015) gender prejudice is particularly prevalent within job roles and employment selection, this bias is also seen cross-culturally (Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). However Ceci, et al, (2014) state that this is not the case and women are in fact levelling up with men. This perception of inadequacy to meet gender norms can create a prejudice, for example, women displaying more agentic characteristics may been seen as highly qualified, however may still experience discrimination due to being deviant and unlikeable due to exhibiting more traditional masculine traits, placing women in a predicament, along with men, as this changes the dynamic between the work and personal life. 
Bias within evaluations and selection processes in an occupational setting can occur when two candidates are deemed equal. Within Rudolph, Wells, Weller and Baltes, (2009) study, evidence suggests that prejudice only generally tends to occur by some stigmatised characteristic or quality outside of their qualifications or job performance. Contradictory to this, Marlowe, Scheider and Nelson, (1996) argue that prejudices may be reduced as an individual has repeated experience of basing decisions on qualifications and performance of candidates, indicating that experienced managers may be less susceptible to prejudices. This shows that even though prejudices can be present, by repeated exposure and awareness of potential prejudices held by the individual, candidates can be judged more equally. 
Furthermore, current investigations in gender inequality within careers have focused in on choice as a persistent element of disparities amongst men and women in achieving top jobs, including academia (Rivera, 2017). Most contemporary research within hiring decisions has identified gender discrimination assessments of competence and suggested that career is a secondary priority to family life for women (Rivera, 2017). Powell, Butterfield and Parent (2002) found that many demographic traits such as gender accounted for 4% of variance on hiring recommendations, which doesn’t sound much, but if 4% of the 20,000 applicants mentioned above all apply for the same position, then 800 of the applicants were discriminated against just because of gender. 
Recruitment decisions can affect a company greatly, especially the performance of that organisation. Therefore, hiring decisions requires individuals making those selections to be objective and rational. However, evidence provided by Aharon, et al, (2001), Ariely (2008), and Caplan (2000) suggest that under certain situations people can be biased and irrational, particularly in their executive process.
One explanation offered by Banaji and Greenwald (1995) Implicit memory phenomena suggest that past experiences influence later recall, even though previous interactions are not remembered and are unavailable to introspective examination. Indicating that instead of stereotyping being an intentional act to discriminate against a selected group, it is more of a routine operation of a cognitive process (Banaji, & Greenwald, 1995) indicating that discrimination may be due to little more than the overapplication of an otherwise good heuristic approach (Jackson, Esses & Burris, 2001). 
Another by Dovido and Garetner (2002), state with their implicit and explicit attitudes on prejudice, that the motivation and opportunity behind the mode of processing affects the behavioural decisions people make which may involve conscious or unconscious responses to an object, or problem. When individuals have the time and motivation to evaluate the outcomes of their actions, explicit attitudes predominantly influence responses. Whereas, if the motivation (e.g., the task is unimportant) or opportunity (e.g., due to a lack of time) are not there, then implicit attitudes are more influential. 
Within our current society, it is not socially acceptable to display an explicit gender bias. More interestingly, there is legislation in place to prohibit and discourage employment discrimination established on non-job-related factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, race and disability (Watkins & Johnson, 2000). Therefore, within occupational settings, when regulators or legislation against discrimination are in place, selectors are more likely to display implicit or covert prejudice, regardless of their age (Koch, D’mello & Sackett, 2015). This indicates that prejudice has changed over time, because it is no longer acceptable to be explicitly prejudice, therefore prejudice may be displayed in a more modern subtle form.
The most concerning part of modern sexism is that it is believed to be a problem of the past (Becker & Swim, 2012), and not perceiving gender discrimination as a problem, can lead to maintaining the existing state of affairs or attributing blame to women rather than sexism for the present inequality. Therefore, if people believe gender equality has been achieved then no further actions are required to evoke change (Becker & Swim, 2012). By endorsing such beliefs, this may in fact still contribute to the problem of modern sexism. Becker & Swim, (2012) study showed, that participants learning that BS is still harmful, did in fact lead to the reduction in the endorsement of it, uncovering the harmful nature of this seemingly positive view of women.
Reilly, Rackley, and Awad, (2017) states within their study that mentoring within the field of STEM more specifically in technology, is particularly important for both men and women. The issues that the intern experienced, combined with the levels of the participants hostile and benevolent sexism, provided evidence of gender discrimination of both sexes, and in fact mentoring of the same sex can have a higher negative effect, especially amongst women. Furthermore, men were encouraged to follow gender norms of being self-sufficient and females were encouraged to manage their emotions (Reilly, et al, 2017).
Within this current study, which sought to explore the biases, perceptions, and assignment of equally qualified men and women pursuing a career in science, with the aim to investigate gender bias within hiring decisions. The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1997), the Zero-Sum Sexism Scale (Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin & Vanderzanden, 2017) and the Ambivalent Sexism Scale towards men (Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia, 2014) will be used as a lens for examining levels of sexism. This was to investigate whether those with high levels of sexism moderates the link between gender prejudice during applicant selections within the sciences. The aim is to add to existing research within the higher education sector, with the ever-changing gender roles of current society, is the increasing independence of women posing a threat to a dominant societal order potentially affecting job selection.
Hypothesis 1: Participants with benevolent sexist attitudes will select the male more than the female and participants with hostile sexist attitudes will select the same sex applicant more than the opposite sex, due to in-group bias.







Chapter Two: Method

Participants
All participants were students studying at undergraduate level, in the disciplines of counselling and psychology, psychology, or engineering. Those on the counselling and psychology degrees, received credits for participating and were recruited using the universities SONA EMS system, the engineering participants were recruited face to face. The age range of participants was 19-57 (M= 30.13) (SD = 11.75), the number of female participants 33 and male participants 15. Two participants data had to be removed, one due to the data not recording, and the second was due to an error in recording of the participants responses. Of the 48 undergraduates within this study, 40 disclosed demographic information of the degree of study, 2 were engineering students, 14 were psychology, and 32 were counselling and psychology students. No exclusion criteria to sign up to the study, however, the inclusion criteria consisted of university students only, studying the STEM disciplines. This was due to specifically examining the potential influences behind gender bias within those fields, based upon the research. 
Design
The design of this study was a binary linear regression, using a 2 (job type: head of department or senior lecturer; between subjects), x 2 (Ambivalent sexism: hostile or benevolent; within subjects) x 2 (gender: Male or Female; between subjects) to investigate the effect on the dependant variable, the hiring selection.



Materials
The experiment was conducted using a Iilama Prolite B2483HS PC and was created using the program Superlab 4.5. All instructions were the same for all participants and conducted within a laboratory environment based within the university. 
Job description
Participant were given one of two job descriptions, in which group one was shown the Senior lecturer job, group two were shown the head of department. The job descriptions were created to simulate a real-life job advert. Both job descriptions were not amended in anyway apart from the title used (highlighted in yellow in Appendix E) to either contain one of the two positions. Only two CV’s were used in both conditions, one for a male (see Appendix B) and one for a female (see Appendix C) both CV’s contained similar qualifications and experience, which were relevant to both job specifications. 
Sexism
The second variable, gender sexism, contained three shortened versions of sexism questionnaires. Two of the questionnaires used contained 12-item measures, six benevolent and six hostiles, the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) towards women by Glick and Fiske (1996) (See appendix G), included benevolent sexist statements such as “Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess” or hostile sexist statements such as “Women seek to gain power by getting control over men”. The Ambivalent towards Men Inventory (AMI) by Rollero, Glick, and Tartaglia (2014) (see appendix H) contained benevolent statements such as “Men are mainly useful to provide financial security for women” and hostile “Men act like babies when they are sick”.  The Zero-sum perspective sexism (ZSP) scale by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin and Vanderzanden (2017) (see appendix I) contains only seven questions, but each question measures different elements, such as, politics “The more influence women have in politics, the less influence men have in politics”, social “As women gain more social status, men lose social status” and a general broad measure “Declines in discrimination against women are directly related to increased discrimination against men”. 
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, Cronbach scale r = .83 to .87 for total AMI, HS Cronbach’s α = .72, BS Cronbach’s α = .69 for the ASI. The participants indicate their agreement or disagreement with each statement on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  
The sexism scores were calculated for each subscale by each statement answer being added to the next, to derive a total sum for that scale. All three total scores were combined to derive a final total of sexism. The scoring scales on each questionnaire indicate that those with a low score (less than the mean), were low in hostile sexist attitudes. The mean of the total score of all the questionnaires was calculated, in order to divide the participants into two groups of hostile and benevolent sexism, min score 51, maximum total score 106, M = 76.81 SD = 12.99. The ASI sexism scale had 4 reverse scored questions. The AMI nor the ZSP scale did not have any reverse scoring questions.





Procedure
Firstly, participants were recruited to participate in a study concerned with hiring decisions[footnoteRef:1], in which they were informed that they would read a job description and evaluate two CV’s, followed by a list of statements which indicated how much they agreed or disagreed with those statements. When each participant arrived at the lab area, they were shown into the lab room and presented with the consent form (see appendix A), participants were 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.  [1:  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. 

] 

Next, a set of instructions (see appendix D) were displayed upon the computer screen, and verbally read aloud by the researcher, before starting the study. A hard copy of the same instructions was presented to all participants along-side the keyboard. Once ready, participants were asked to press the space bar upon the computer keyboard to begin the experiment. 
A job description was shown on the screen (See appendix E), followed by the two CV’s (see appendix B and C), participants were then asked to select the candidate that they felt was most suitable for that position, using the highlighted keys. Next, participants were given a second set of instructions (see appendix F) and were instructed to press the space bar to continue onto the next part of the study when ready. The sexism questionnaires (Appendix G, H and I) used were presented one statement at a time upon the computer screen, with a one to five-point Likert scale underneath, this allowed the participant to indicate how much in agreement or disagreement with each statement they were. 
Once the experiment was complete, the screen instructed the participant to notify the researcher, all participants were given the debrief form (see Appendix J) and thanked for giving their time and taking part in the study.
Ethical consideration
Before beginning the experiment the dissertation proposal form (Appendix K) and ethical approval form (Appendix L) was submitted and approved by the University research ethics board and dissertation supervisor. 
Deception by omission in initial consent form was essential so as not to alert the participants of the true nature of the study. Ambivalent sexism, or sexist attitudes are not considered socially acceptable and due to current legislation may influence the answers given affecting the data collection. Full disclosure of the true content of the study was delivered during the debrief, and details were given via a hard copy. Participants were offered the opportunity to discuss any concerns or withdraw the data should they wish to do so without consequence, as thereafter the data would be anonymised and allocated to a random number.


Chapter Three: Results
The present results were run using the statistical package for social sciences (SPSS) software, a binary linear regression was used to statistically analyse the final data set. One participant’s response to question five required a mean substitution, as their data did not record, (M = 3). First, the descriptive statistics of gender and job description were explored. 
Table 1 - Summary effect of descriptive statistics of Gender on hiring selections. 
	
	
	Hiring selection: 

	
	
	Male
	Female 

	Gender: Male or Female 
	Male 
	7
	8

	
	Female 
	9
	24

	
	Total 
	16
	32











Table 2 - Summary of descriptive statistics of hiring selections within each job description. 
	
	Gender: Male or Female 

	
	Male
	Female 

	
	Job description: HOD or SL
	Job description: HOD or SL

	
	HOD
	SL
	HOD
	SL

	Hiring Selection: Male or Female
	Male 
	2
	5
	4
	5

	
	Female 
	4
	4
	12
	12


*Note. HOD – Head of department, SL – Senior Lecturer. 
The descriptive tables show that the female was hired more than the male, with the exception of the males within the SL job description condition. 
For the overall analysis a logistic linear regression was used to ascertain the overall effects of gender, job description and category of sexism on the outcome of the participants hiring selection. The logistic regression model was statistically non-significant X2(3, N = 48) = 2.42, p>0.05 indicating that the model was not able to distinguish the effects of gender, job description and category of sexism between participants hiring selections. The model explained 4.9% (Cox & Snell R2) to 6.8% of variance (Nagelkerke R2) on hiring selection and correctly classified 68.8% of cases. Indicating a null hypothesis. 
Further exploratory analysis was conducted to examine whether differences within each subscale and gender provided any further information relating to variations of potential areas. 
Table 3 - Descriptive statistics of each scale.
	
	
	Males
	Females

	AMI - Sexism towards Men
	Benevolent 
	10
	16

	
	Hostile 
	5
	17

	ASI - Sexism towards Women
	Benevolent 
	6
	19

	
	Hostile 
	9
	14

	ZSP - World View endorsement 
	Low
	7
	13

	
	High
	8
	20


*Note. AMI - Ambivalent sexism towards men inventory scale, ASI – Ambivalent sexism inventory scale, ZSP – Zero-sum perspective scale. 
Table 4 - Means of gender from each sexism subscale, and overall sexism
	
	
	                       N
	                 M
	           SD
	                STD.error M

	ASI
	Men
	15
	33.87
	1.99
	0.52

	
	Women
	33
	32.97
	4.13
	0.72

	ZSP
	Men
	15
	12.93
	4.61
	1.19

	
	Women
	33
	13.63
	4.39
	0.76

	AMI
	Men
	15
	28.00
	6.48
	1.67

	
	Women
	33
	30.70
	8.31
	1.45

	OVERALL 
	Men
	15
	74.80
	10.83
	2.80

	
	Women
	33
	77.30
	13.30
	2.32


*Note. ASI – Ambivalent sexism inventory scale, ZSP – Zero-sum perspective scale, AMI - Ambivalent sexism towards men inventory scale. Overall – all three subscale totals combined. 
An exploratory t-test analysis was run to investigate the effect of each subscale for males and females. There was no significant difference in scores on the ASI scale for males (M = 33.87, SD = 1.99) and females (M = 32.87, SD = 4.13; t (48) = .797, p = .43, two-tailed). The significance of the differences in the means (mean difference = .89, 95% cl:- -1.37 to 3.16) with small effect (eta squared = .0.01). 
There was also no significant difference on the ZSP scale for males (M = 12.93, SD = 4.61) and females (M = 13.63, SD = 4.39; t (48) = -.506, p = .27, two-tailed). The impact of the differences in the means (means difference = -.70, 95% cl:- - 3.5 to 2.09) with no effect (eta squared = 0.00). 
There was also no significant difference on the AMI scale for males (M = 28.00, SD = 6.48) and females (M = 30.70, SD = 8.31; t (48) = -1.11, p = .62, two-tailed). The impact of the differences in the means (means difference = -2.70, 95% cl:- -7.59 to 2.19) with small effect (eta squared = 0.02). 
And finally the overall effect was also non-significant, scale for males (M = 74.80 , SD = 10.83) and females (M = 77.30, SD = 13.30; t (48) = -.638, p = .53, two-tailed). The impact of the differences in the means (means difference = -2.50, 95% cl:- -10.40 to 5.39) with no effect (eta squared = 0.00). 
[bookmark: _Hlk34909390]The analysis showed that the two scales with a small effect, the ASI and the AMI, suggest the groups were similar in attitudes.





Chapter four: Discussion
This present study’s results do not provide support for the hypothesis proposed. There was no significant interaction effect of gender, job description and category of sexism, as a way to determine an overall interaction on the hiring selections made. The interaction effect of participants gender on hiring selection, showed that participants did not select the male more than the female, in contrast, the opposite was found. Additionally, the effect of job description on participants hiring selection demonstrated that both males and female selected the female equally in both job conditions, except for the SL condition within the male participants, indicating little or no significant effect of the job level being applied for. However, contradictory to previous research, the data did demonstrate that the male was selected less by both men and women, which may indicate a gender bias towards males rather than females. 
The participants completed three questionnaires, there was no significant interaction effect found within the log linear regression. A further exploratory analysis was run on overall sexism levels, and found a small partial effect within the ASI and AMI. One reason this disparity may have occurred is due to a large difference of males to females. Even though the final number used to run the analysis met the minimum requirement, a much larger and more evenly distributed participant sample would be recommended for future research and make comparative analysis of their scores, as this would give a greater and more accurate representative sample of each gender. 
These results are not congruent with the findings of social role theory, that men and women have gender specific traits and previous research findings suggesting that gender bias is present towards women (Roets, et al , 2012). For example, previous findings state that gender will have a negative effect on the participants selection of the female applicant, the contrast found in this study’s findings may be due to gender norms changing since this theory was originally published. The general trend in previous research has provided support of the existence of gender bias within hiring selections (Bobbit-Zeher, 2011; Eagly & Mladinic, 1994), specifically towards women within STEM. One major explanation for the disparity between previous results and the current results, is the choice to show only STEM occupational descriptions, and not including a comparative non-STEM occupation. Even though this study was looking at psychology in particular, using a comparative non-STEM job description would act as a control group measure.
Previous research by Moss-Rausin, et al, (2012) suggests that bias occurs against women within the workplace. This study’s findings may provide evidence to suggest that the in-group bias theory (Glick & Fiske, 2011) due to the vast majority of females selecting the female applicant. Additionally, could be argued to be a more current way of explaining hiring selection bias within this experiment, and must call into question previous research findings. These findings may also suggest that individual attitudes have shifted over time in the direction of less gender bias. Or the results of this study did not reflect correctly gender bias attitudes due to the sample of participants. 
From an occupational perspective, according to the research by Jackman (1994) and Roets, et al, (2012), when resources are referred to as limited and competed for, individuals within this environment will favour their in-group. Whilst this may be the case within a work context, within a personal relationship this may be completely contradictory (Glick and Fiske, 1999), a male or female may rather a member of the opposite sex within heterosexual relationships, demonstrating the complexity and duality of ambivalent sexism. Participants who were women, may actually present more hostility towards men than benevolence. In terms of the present research within this paper, this could explain why females were selected more than males. The results from this present study also indicate that sexism had a negative effect on predicting the hiring selection, along with job description. This may indicate that even though individuals who were classed as having hostile levels of sexism may not endorse those beliefs, as stipulated and is in line with Devines (1989) work and findings. 
With hostile sexism suggesting that participants would select the same sex applicant more than the opposite sex applicant. Due to no significant results of the overall analysis, exploratory analysis provided the mean scores for each subscale questionnaire and gender. The t-test analysis provided no significant interaction effect of the ZSP, or on overall sexism. However, based on the previous and original research conducted by Rollero, et al, (2014) this study did find a small partial effect with the AMI and ASI scales. However, Rollero, et al, (2014) study suggested that the correlations of the subscales used and differences between gender on the two scales of the AMI and ASI, provided evidence that men scored higher on HS than women, but no significant difference was found when comparing BS. This cannot be confirmed by this present study’s findings. 
Women within the hostile sexism group may not only endorse hostile sexism toward their out-group (men), but may also endorse HS towards their in-group (women). This was not proven within this present study’s findings, however, the descriptive statistics did demonstrate that the majority of women did select the same gender for the job. Further research may provide important evidence to support or reject this claim, and may provide a way to reduce bias and facilitate the narrowing of the gap of female hostility, to provide a more supportive structure within psychology. According to Bobbit-Zehr, (2011), Burgess and Borgida, (1999) and Moss-Racusin, et al, (2012) male dominated occupations provide evidence that gender bias is still present within mentoring, which can impact a person’s choice of future job. By reducing gender biases of men and from other women whom are in similar job roles, career mentoring may reduce prejudice within that industry. Which may encourage more job diversity. 
However, Reilly, et al, (2017) provide evidence of the importance of men and women receiving mentoring and found within their study that same sex mentoring had a negative effect amongst women. There were a few limitations of this study, firstly that a vignette was used to explore perceptions of interns, this may vary in real life settings, secondly, it was a self-reported study, allowing for the potential for dishonesty when reporting sexist beliefs, perhaps an online study would have been more beneficial to allow better anonymity and more truthful responses, and finally to include an internal and external motivation scale without sexism scales may elicit to this further. 
Within this study, mentoring was not tested or accounted for as within Reilly, et al, (2017). One way to improve on these findings would be examining participants HS and BS levels. As this factor may identify those individuals who view women professionals as less competent than male counterparts and show preference for male over female associates, which was included within this present research. This was accounted for within this study, however, no significant evidence was found. 
In addition, this current experiment fits in with previous research, by exploring the effects of ambivalent sexism on gender bias within STEM subjects. Within this present research and explorative analysis, some indication of an interaction effect was present of the ASI and the AMI, although the effects were very small. However, within Rollero, et al, (2014) research, the AMI scores of women indicted they were more hostile towards men than benevolent. Similar findings were present within this study. Even though, measures were taken of participants HS and BS, this effect was not explored individually in the final analysis, only the three combined scores. 
According to Allport (1954), those individuals who display prejudiced attitudes are likely to reflect the way that that individual views the world, and according to the ZSP, those who endorse the ZSP should be higher in levels of sexism. The original ZSP study by Ruthig, et al, (2017) suggested that this was gender dependant, and was more prominent in men, as endorsement of the ZSP, “women’s gains are men’s losses”, would indicate a potential barrier to gender equality due to wanting to maintain social order and hierarchy. This would likely be consistent with someone’s perception of gender and discrimination within a work context, and by viewing the world as a finite amount of resources, creates competition. Although individuals who had had past personal experiences of discrimination had a stronger predictive value within the ZSP.
Furthermore, hostile sexism is considered a reliable predictor of overall and area specific ZSP for both genders. This would suggest that whilst the ZSP would be a reliable measure of sexist attitudes to encompass in future research, within this present research, it produced no significance. This disparity may be due to the ZSP producing no effect amongst gender within this study due to the individual scores of all three sexist measures not being explored as sole factors. The research would have benefitted from possibly using just one subscale, so as to be able to identify participants into hostile or benevolent sexist attitude groups, rather than an overall sexist score and is a limitation of the current study. 
Another limitation of the current study is that further individual analysis of the three subscales of participants scores would allow a more thorough interpretation of the data results. This may have impacted the results gathered from this data to provide a better insight into the potential effect of hostile and benevolent sexism towards one gender or another which may affect hiring selections. with a larger sample size, due to each condition requiring ten participants per condition, (Brace, Kemp & Snelgar, 2012), that the final number of participants gathered was not large enough to prove an interaction effect. Even though analysis was possible to run, and the psychometric strength of this study Hosmer and Lemeshow test indicated a significant result for ‘goodness of fit’ for the model used, no significant results were found on interaction effects. The demographics of the sample used may limit how well these results can be applied to a general population, or hiring selectors within psychology fields, the majority of participants were studying psychology or psychology and counselling, and did provide a varied age range. 
In light of the sampling issues aforementioned, the researcher would suggest that extending the study to on online sample of psychology professors, head of departments, senior lecturers or those in charge of hiring decisions. This approach would allow for a more truthful response due to more anonymity and appropriate pool of participants which would be more in line with the current studies purpose. However, it would not be without sampling issues, such as individuals being aware that it is against current legislation to demonstrate any gender bias and by using self-reported measures, people are more inclined to give the socially acceptable answer or may lack personal insight. Furthermore, a quality control measure may be useful so as to stop participants rushing through the questions. By asking participants to press a correct response to a questions, such as a colour or shape, during the answering questionnaire phase, this may test whether participants are reading the questions fully. 
Furthermore, another explanation for results disparity could be asking participants to select one participant or another, even though this gave a clear gender choice. For future research, asking the participant how likely they were to select each participant on a scale from one to 100, would have provided a comparative score which allowing the collection of  continuous data sets which would have allowed the use of an ANOVA, or a MANOVA analysis. In other words, using a different way to measure the participants responses, would allow for a different method of analysis which may provide more significant results based on the data collected. 
Whilst these findings were contradictory to precious findings on gender bias in hiring selections, they would offer some support to Devines (1989) stereotype theory, that just because an individual holds a stereotype, that they may not endorse it. Even though this was not accounted for within this study, this may be provided by the data in table one that the female was selected more than the male. These findings would also suggest the possibility in the reduction in prejudice towards descriptive and prescriptive stereotypical traits by the participants within this study. In addition, it would provide some support for Ceci, et al, (2014) study, that women are in fact levelling up with men, or in this studies data, surpassing them. 
The implications of this research within current society may suggest that a reduction in gender bias may have occurred and may suggest current legislation has had the desired effect of reducing gender bias or at least explicitly displaying gender bias within hiring selections within the occupation of psychology. Current legislation currently advocates specific genders for certain jobs to ensure that gender bias is further reduced. 








Conclusion
In conclusion, the results of this study did not support the hypothesis. However, the data does suggest that gender bias towards women in hiring selections may be lower than previously reported, and that within this research, the male was selected less than the female. In summary, participants demonstrated no differences on selection based on job description, or level of bias, however, it is important to incorporate the other factors mentioned that may have been influencing this data result. Therefore, future and additional research is required within the psychology industry, particularly one that includes a larger sample of participants, as this would increase the likelihood on conclusive results. It would also provide support of the reduction of gender bias and demonstrate that reduction approaches have been successful. However, based on the vast amount of previous literature providing evidence of gender bias within certain industries, further research would be required to explore gender bias within hiring selections of those industries. This study’s results alone are not conclusive, but could provide a context for future researchers to explore gender bias and hiring selections.  
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Study Consent Form

I understand that this research study is being carried out by a 3rd year Psychology Student for their dissertation, and that taking part in this study will involve reading a job description, two CV’s and selecting one which you feel is most suitable for the job description. Once this is complete, a short survey about gender traits will complete this study. This will all be completed via computer. 
This study will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 
I understand that participation in this study is voluntary and I am free to withdraw participation during or at the end of the study without giving a reason. I understand that once I leave the study, I will not be able to withdraw my data, as it will be anonymised. I am aware that if I have concerns about the study, I can discuss these concerns with the researcher at any time during or after the study. I understand that I will be provided with the contact details of the research supervisor at the end of the study, should I have any concerns.
I understand that the information provided by me will be held confidentially, with a code assigned in place of my name. Any data will be stored indefinitely in accordance with the Data Protection Act.
I also understand that at the end of the study I will be provided with a debrief form and the opportunity to discuss any issues with the researcher.

I, ___________________________________(NAME) consent to participate in the study conducted by Amy Mellin, Academic Discipline of Psychology and Counselling, University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea under the supervision of Dr Paul Hutchings.

Participant Signature:________________________________________________
Date:___________________
Name and signature of researcher taking consent.

Age: _______

Gender: ___________

Degree of Study: _______________________________________

















Appendix B
	






CV1 

	
	Psychologist and Senior Lecturer 

	MALE
Age:30
PROFILE
A counselling psychologist with extensive experience in both clinical and academical settings. Broad knowledge of frameworks within the mental health industry and education sector. With specific interest in PTSD, and complex developmental trauma and research.  

CONTACT
PHONE:
678-555-0103

Email:
H.Davies@gmail.co.uk


HOBBIES
Rock climbing
White water rafting 
guitar
	
	EDUCATION
University of London
2000 - 2003
M.Sc. Counselling and psychology 

London metropolitan University
2003 – 2006
Advanced Practitioner Diploma: Counselling psychology 
PGDip: Cognitive Behavior Therapy

Swansea University 
2008 – 2010
Learning and teaching in higher education: PGCE
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
CBT therapist 
Oct 2006 – 2008
Assessment, formulation and CBT intervention. Supervising the intake of patients. Clinical supervision and line management of trainee CBT therapists. 

Lecturer in psychology 
2010 – 2013
Lecturing, running reflective practice groups, module leading, marking of student assignments, worked with both post graduate and undergraduate programs. Participation of research. 

Counselling psychologist
2014 – present
Assessment, formulation of treatment plans, organizing clinic staff training and running of private therapy clinic. 
A-Levels, BCs



Appendix C
	CV2 

	
	
Psychologist and senior lecturer

	FEMALE
Age: 30
PROFILE
Strong research skills, extensive lecturing experience and understand of the challenges of the role. 
CONTACT
PHONE:
678-555-0103



EMAIL:
j.jones@hotmail.co.uk
HOBBIES
Aerial classes
socializing 
yoga
	
	EDUCATION
Brunel University of London
Oct 2001 - 2004
B.A. Psychology

University of Wales
2008 - 2010
PGCE in Higher Education 

University of Swansea
2008 – 2010 
PhD in Cognitive psychology 
WORK EXPERIENCE
Research Assistant 
2005-2008 
University of London
Assisting Dr. Richard Servatti with anxiety research project. Assisting with analysis, video tape sessions and dissemination of findings. 

Senior Lecturer in Psychology 
2010–2014
Assisting research projects within the university, along with excellent track record of supervising students, tutorials, and practical’s. Providing training for up and coming professionals. 

Assistant Psychologist 
2015 – present 
Assessment of initial intake of patients, treatment programs, and provisions needed for patients. 





Appendix D
Instructions

Thank you for consenting to participate in this study, if you do not understand what is required of you please inform the experimenter now, however, some instructions to clarify are presented below. 

1) Please read the job description provided on the screen.

2) Please read both CV’s presented on the screen.

3) Select the applicant that you think is most suitable for the position. By pressing either number 1 or 2, on the keyboard. 

4) Once this section of the task is completed, please press the space bar to continue. 

5) Please read the statements on the computer screen and select the number response on the keyboard which you identify with the most. 

6) Upon completion, please notify the researcher. 



Thank you for your time and taking part in this study. 

  




Appendix E
[bookmark: _Hlk27123671]Job description: University Head of Department/Senior Lecturer in Education

	College/School:
	Institute of Educational Excellence

	Department/Subject:
	Education

	Hours of work:
	Full-time (applications for part time work will be considered)

	Contract:
	Permanent





We are currently accepting applications for a head of department/senior lecturer in Education at the UK’s number one Institute of Educational Excellence. We are looking to recruit a candidate who is able to contribute to our excellent teaching portfolio and can share our passion to add to our internationally-competitive research portfolio.
Applicants should be able to provide evidence of high-quality research, as well as excellent teaching and supervision. The position will be offered to the candidate who is able to engage the interest and enthusiasm of our students and inspire them to learn. This role provides an excellent opportunity to help shape the direction of Education at the university and across the Education sector in the UK. We are particularly interested in candidates with the potential to assume leadership roles in the future, including programme leadership.
The post is open to applicants from all branches of psychology. As the UK’s top Institute in the field of Education, we welcome applications from UK, European, and international candidates. 

Successful candidates will be expected to possess the following qualifications, personal skills and attributes:
1. A Masters level qualification in an Education related subject, or the equivalent of a recognised qualification that is not a Master’s degree (this cannot be a PGCE)
2. A Post-compulsory education and training related teaching qualification that has either provided you with Fellow status of the Higher Education Academy, or allows you to gain Fellowship within the Higher Education Academy.
3. Successful completion of high-quality research and funded research projects, evidenced in high-quality research publications and conference attendance
4. Teaching skills appropriate to higher education at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels
5. Excellent interpersonal, presentation, and communication skills
6. A drive to take the university Institute of Educational Excellence forward
7. An empathetic approach to identifying the needs of teachers and the initiative to drive forward ideas
Applications from candidates who can contribute to the teaching of research methods are particularly welcomed. Please send all enquiries and applications to Dr Jones, Head of Institute of Educational Excellence (c.jones@IEE.ac.uk)
As a head of department/senior lecturer with us, you will 
· Undertake a leading role in the development and implementation of individual and/or joint research projects, participating actively in the development of the Institute,
· Develop, deliver, and assess excellent teaching and learning materials in a variety of settings across a range of modules, and contribute to core teaching on the Undergraduate and MSc Education programmes
· Take a lead in major funding bids and related activities in the aim of developing modern studies in the field of Education and contributing to our recognition of excellence
· Supervise individual student projects at both undergraduate and postgraduate level to ensure their effective development and assisting with difficulties. 
















Appendix F

Second set of instructions
You will now be given a set of statements to read.

Please read the statements and select the response you feel is most appropriate to you, using the keyboard numbers labelled 1 to 5. 

There is no right or wrong answer, only the answer that you feel is most appropriate and all responses are anonymous.

Please press the Space Bar to continue. 

 









Appendix G
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory – Shortened scale 


1. BS - Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess
2. BS - Women should be cherished and protected by men \RS
3. HS - Women seek to gain power by getting control over men  
4. BS - Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores 
5. BS - Men are incomplete without women  
6. HS - Women exaggerate problems they have at work 
7. HS - Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash  
8. HS - When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being discriminated against \RS
9. HS - Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then refusing male advances \RS
10. BS - Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility 
11. BS - Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide financially for the women in their lives 
12. HS - Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men \RS
Scoring: Hostile Sexism = average of items 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12 
Benevolent Sexism = average of items 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 11. Note. 
The appropriate citation for the ASI scale (whether in the short or original.)
Four of these items are reverse scored – 2,8,9,12.


























Appendix H
Zero-sum perspective scale 


1. More good jobs for women mean fewer good jobs for men. Occupational 


2. The more power women gain, the less power men have. Power 

 
3. Women’s economic gains translate into men’s economic losses. Economic


 
4. The more influence women have in politics, the less influence men have in politics. Politics

 
5. As women gain more social status, men lose social status. Social

 
6. More family-related decision making for women means less family-related decision making for men. Familial 

 
7. Declines in discrimination against women are directly related to increased discrimination against men. Broad General Measure  


All questions are scaled using numbers 1 - strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - neither agree nor disagree, 4 – agree, 5 – strongly agree. 



Appendix I
Ambivalence towards Men Inventory - shortened scale 


1. BS - Even if both members of a couple work, the woman ought to be more attentive to taking care of her man at home 
2. HS - When men act to “help” women, they are often trying to prove they are better than women
3. BS - Every woman needs a male partner who will cherish her
4. BS - A woman will never be truly fulfilled in life if she doesn’t have a committed, long-term relationship with a man 
5.  HS - Men act like babies when they are sick 
6. HS - Men will always fight to have greater control in society than women 
7. BS - Men are mainly useful to provide financial security for women 
8. HS - Even men who claim to be sensitive to women’s rights really want a traditional relationship at home, with the woman performing most of the housekeeping and child care 
9. BS - Men are more willing to put themselves in danger to protect others 
10. HS - When it comes down to it, most men are really like children 
11. BS - Men are more willing to take risks than women
12. HS - Most men sexually harass women, even if only in subtle ways, once they are in a position of power over them 
All questions are scaled using numbers 1 - strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - neither agree nor disagree, 4 – agree, 5 – strongly agree. 

Scoring: Hostility toward men = average of items 2, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12 Benevolence toward men = average of items 1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 11. 
Note. The appropriate citation for the AMI scale (whether in the short or original version) is Glick and Fiske (1999).
Items reverse scored – none. 
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Study Debrief Sheet
An investigation into gender prejudice, levels of sexism and hiring decisions.
 “Traditional or prejudice?” – Gender bias in hiring selections within Higher education.  


Thank you for taking part in the study.  

The aim of this study was to explore gender stereotypes and any potential bias that these may have on hiring decisions within higher education. As part of our culture and socialisation we draw upon stereotypes to help us navigate the world. We all draw on previously held stereotypes which can lead to different levels of hostile and benevolent sexism, which in turn can affect hiring selections amongst individuals, and we specifically wanted to find out with this data, whether hostile or benevolent sexism stereotypes and beliefs held about different genders affect hiring selections, as this may provide information on gender disparities within higher/managerial job positions within education.  




If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you must tell the researcher now.  After this point, all of your data will be anonymised and we will not be able to trace it back to you.


If taking part in this study has raised any questions, please speak to the researcher on Amy Mellin, 1705191@student.uwtsd.ac.uk or contact the academic supervisor Paul Hutchings, paul.hutchings@uwtsd.ac.uk .

Thank you once again for taking time to participate in this study.


Amy Mellin (1705191)

BA Honours Psychology and Counselling Studies

University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea 
Appendix K
Dissertation proposal 2019-2020

	

	Student Name
	Amy Liouse Mellin


	Dissertation Supervisor 

	
Dr Paul Hutchings

	Date submitted 

	
25th November 2019






	Title of Research (this must reflect the essence of your proposed research question, study design and study population and should be more specific than the broad topic area provided in the dissertation topics selection book).

‘Tradition or prejudice?’: Examining gender stereotyping and ambivalent sexism in academic hiring decisions.  





	Please state your main research question(s) and hypothesis/hypotheses

An experimental study exploring two independent variables, the relationship of gender stereotypes, ambivalent sexism attitudes, and the effect this has on hiring decisions, within two academic roles. This is a between subjects design, using a parametric test.
This is to investigate the relationship between gender stereotypes and its role within hiring selections, with gender bias evaluated before allowing selectors to evaluate candidates applying for a university lecturer position and head of department position. This is to examine the occupational prejudice that women may potentially be currently facing in hiring selections for a job position. The population target is the general population, however, this research will be conducted using undergraduate students that are studying psychology. 

Hypothesis 1– Participants will select the male more than the female.
Hypothesis 2 – due to the selection being an occupational not personal selection, those individuals with high levels of sexism, will display an in-group bias, which will cause the participants to select the same sex applicant more than the opposite sex.  





	What empirical evidence supports your research question? (Please provide a 1500 word review of relevant psychological literature and theory and a minimum of eight references).  If you have already drafted a review of literature please attach it to the end of this document – you do not need to complete this section if so).

As humans we form judgements every day, particularly within our social settings and according to evolutionary psychology, it is essential for our survival (Kite, & Whiteley, 2016). Humans make mental shortcuts in order to process the vast amounts of information that we receive and have to evaluate. Therefore, there are many demographic traits which are assessed and placed into categories via this cognitive function, things such as race, age, and gender, this is known as stereotyping (Kite, & Whiteley, 2016). However, this process can lead to prejudices (Allport, 1954) the use of stereotypes can be a form of control (Fiske, 1993) and is seen cross culturally (Williams & Best, 1990). The number of women in the workforce has increased dramatically since the end of World War II, however gender diversity continues to be a concern within the workplace and causes new challenges (Kiser, 2015).

Eagly’s (1987) social role theory states that gender stereotyping and sex-differences within society portrays that men and women have different sets of skills, behaviours, and personalities. Even though these have varied a lot within the last 50 years, gender stereotypes are still present (Kehn & Ruthig, 2013). Implicit memory phenomena suggest that past experiences influence later recall, even though previous interactions are not remembered and are unavailable to introspective examination (Banaji, & Greenwald, 1995). However, they may influence judgement and actions of an individual and be the possible disassociation of conscious and unconscious components of stereotyping. Gender is known as a strong and widely shared stereotype (Williams & Best, 1990).

A contradictory view lies within social cognition research, this demonstrated that stereotyping involves cognitive processes, and multiple errors in frequency estimation of behaviours displayed by members of different social groups. Instead of stereotyping being an intentional act to discriminate against a selected group, it is more of a routine operation of a cognitive process (Banaji, & Greenwald, 1995). 

Cognitive psychologists have differentiated between descriptive gender traits and prescriptive, this stems from the high interaction of men and women and their interdependence upon one another. Descriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about that gender, prescriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about how that gender should behave (Burgess & Borgida, 1999). This affects how men and women think and behave, as it encourages people to create estimates of how genders should behave, and actually act. This may lead to discrimination, as violations of these estimates cause incongruency’s (Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). This has been recorded in many forms such as hiring decisions, promotions, wages, and performance evaluations as well as sexual harassment. 

Gender prejudice is particularly prevalent within job roles and employment selection (Cristofaro, 2017; Hakan, & Yilmaz,  2017; Heilman, Manzi, & Braun, 2015), this bias is also seen cross-culturally (Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). The perception of inadequacy to meet gender norms can create a prejudice, for example, women displaying more agentic characteristics may been seen as highly qualified, however may still experience discrimination due to being deviant and unlikeable due to exhibiting more traditional masculine traits, placing women in a predicament. 

Within this present study the aim is to add to existing research within the higher education sector, to investigate whether prejudice is still prevalent towards women, more so than men. This research will examine how more hostile gender sexism and benevolent gender sexism affect hiring decisions within higher education positions, in the field of psychology, as there seems to be a lack of research into this area. 

Furthermore, undergraduate psychology students are trained to be more objective and fair, so this may impact results. Given the gender based inequalities discussed within this literature review, the current study provides critical insights into factors that may affect hiring decisions which may be affecting opportunities of women within higher education sectors. The first hypothesis is that males will be selected more so than females for the head of department position, and the female applicants will be selected more than the male for the lecturer position. The second hypothesis is that those with greater hostile sexism will have stronger preference to maintain traditional gender norms than those with benevolent sexism. This sought to explore the biases, perceptions, and assignment of equally qualified men and women pursuing a career in science.

Men and women experience the work place differently, wage disparities, gender differences in authority, and workplace segregation are well documented (Bishu & Alkadry, 2017). Recruitment decisions can affect a company greatly, especially the performance of that organisation. Therefore, hiring decisions requires individuals making those selections to be objective and rational. However, evidence provided by Aharon, et al, (2001), Ariely (2008), and Caplan (2000) suggest that under certain circumstances humans can be biased and irrational, particularly in their decision-making process. 

Even though literature indicates the increase of equality between men and women within the work place, within the UK during 2016-2017 the number of individuals employed within an academic contract were 206,870, of those 94,475 were women. Furthermore, those described as professor level were 20,550, of those only 5,050 were women, moreover, other senior academic staff within contract were 6,050 of those 2,175 were female (Mantle, 2018). Indicating, that women are still not being employed at the higher level of jobs in comparison to men, (Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009).

Interestingly, the number of female and male students studying psychology within the UK according to the BBC news in 2014 is more than 100,000 students (Study International news, 2016). Additionally, what is interesting is that female undergraduates have been judged to be less competent and less worthy of being hired than an identical male, women were also offered a smaller salary and less career mentoring (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012). Would this indicate that gender biases are affecting womens choices and career opportunities. The British Psychological Society (BPS, 2019) results show that on average there is a £13,000 wage gap between men and women, and male psychologists are 9% more likely to hold senior positions and management roles. 

Additionally, male dominated occupations may be particularly prone to discrimination of women (Burgess & Borgida,1999; Bobbit-Zeher, 2011) and vice versa, men being discriminated against for female dominated occupations. This can affect the way individuals feel about themselves greatly, by violating societal stereotypes, this violation is viewed more negatively of men than women. Koenig (2018) found that gender prescriptive stereotypes placed more restriction on what men are not to do, whilst women’s prescriptive stereotypes were more focused on what they were supposed to do. Moss-Racusin, et al, (2012) and Busak, Kulich, Rudan, & Kinahan, (2018) demonstrate the backlash of men violating stereotypes and the social penalties for women. Indicating that this is still occurring at present. However, contradictory to this, within jobs that have no strong gender stereotype or extreme sex imbalances there have been found to be small pro-male and small pro-female biases (Kock, D’Mello, & Sackett, 2015). 

Within our current climate, it is not socially acceptable to display an explicit gender bias. More interestingly, there is legislation in place to prohibit employment discrimination based on non-job-related factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, race and disability. However, there is no legislation in place regarding physical attractiveness (Watkins & Johnson, 2000). Therefore, within occupational settings, when regulators or legislation against discrimination are in place, selectors are more likely to display implicit or covert prejudice, regardless of their age (Koch, D’mello & Sackett, 2015). This indicates that prejudice has changed over time, because it is no longer acceptable to be explicitly prejudice, there are more modern forms of prejudice at work, making it more difficult to prove. 

Bias within evaluations and selection processes in an occupational setting can occur when two candidates are deemed equal. Within Rudolph, wells, Weller & Baltes, (2009) study, evidence suggests that prejudice only generally tends to occur by some stigmatised characteristic or quality outside of their qualifications or job performance. Contradictory to this, Marlowe, Scheider & Nelson, (1996) argue that prejudices may decrease as an individual has repeated exposure to qualifications and performance of candidates, indicating that experienced managers may be less susceptible to prejudices. This shows that even though prejudices can be present, by repeated exposure and awareness of potential prejudices held by the individual, candidates can be judged more equally. 

Ambivolent sexism by Glick and Fiske (1996), puts forward that sexist attitudes incorporate ambivolnence by each sex towards the opposite sex. Hostile sexism (HS) hold the view that women use sexuality to control men and wish to gain mens power, however benivolent sexism (BS) idealises women as pure beings which need to be protected, supported and complete men with their love. But this implies that women are weak at best and to be subserviant to males and are more suited to traditional gender roles. Simialrly, hostile sexism toward men is culturally portrayed by men being deemed the superior sex, the dominant sex, which exsert control in intermate relationships. 

Furthermore, benevolence sexism towards men is rooted in traditional admiration that men are protectors and providers, and that men require women to provide domestic and maternal care at home. Again, this implies that men are controlling at best, and incapable of taking care of themselves needing someone to serve them. And although this research was founded in America, this theory has been validated in 19 countries worldwide (Maltby, 2010). This indicates that sexism is presented in a negative association, even if framed in a more positive and less hostile way.

This causes an hostility between groups that differer in physical appearance, except with men and women, the biology of their sex creates a situation which is unique to any other ingroup outgroup dynamics. Guttentag & Secord (1983) state that due to sexual reproduction, this causes a dyiad of power as it compels men to rely on women to bear children, for the satisfaction of sexual need and their need for psychological intimacy due to these needs not being easily met by other men. However Becker (2010), raises an interesting point, if women agree with sexist attitudes towards their own gender, is this the legitimisation of mens rewards to power, status and resources. Implying that benevolnent sexism is a relatively agreeable form of sexism as it promotes a more caring, better partners and relationships. 

Furthermore, it justifies gender inequality by benefiting womens interpersonal advantages and greater life satisfaction.  However it endorces patriarchal attitudes within society along with women with high psychological entitlement, promotes narcissim (Hammond, Sibley, & Overall, 2014). This is an interesting study and has an interesting point of view, however it would imply that personality plays a larger role in gender prejudice than perhaps social stereotypes alone. A limitation of this study is that womens manifestations of psychological entitlment is affected by social contexts.  

If certain personality traits affects how stereotypes are viewed and upheld, then those drawn to Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) have been linked with sexism. These attitudes even though they are independant of each other, show that both hostile and benevolent sexism, work with SDO for the continuation of group based hieracrchy, especially within the workplace (Fraser, Osborne, & Sibley, 2015). A limitation of this study is the survey used, and restricts this to a two item measure indicating that it is a conservative test. Contradictory, subordinate social groups which work to diminish supporting social hierarchy (Kehn, & Ruthig, 2013).  

Religion can also play a role within this social dynamic, especially cultutrally as countires which uphold stronger religious beliefs and adhere to the bible and the quran as their relgious guide. As these conceptions insinuate that women derive from men, implying that men are the dominant sex. This can lead to ambivolent sexism, however there are problems with the measures used to asses levels of reliogous beliefs within these studies (Christoper & Mull, 2006; Glick, & Castro,  2002). Contradictory to this, Burn and Busso (2005) study found a relationship between scriptural literealism, religiousity and ambivalent sexism, and Masser & Adams (1999) who found a small correlation between BS and protestant-ethic orientation. What this shows is that individuals that center themselves and their life around religion display ambivolent sexism, however, their motives may be very different (Maltby, Hall, Anderson, & Edwards, 2010). 

Additionally, Recently, current investigations in gender inequality within careers have focused in on choice as a persistent element of disparities amongst men and women in achieving top jobs, including academia (Rivera, 2017). Most contemporary research within hiring decisions has identified gender discrimination assessments of competence and suggested that career is secondary priority to family life (Rivera, 2017). Within real world settings, usually the first encounter that a hiring selector has with a candidate is via a Curriculum Vitae’s (CV’s). As our brains can only process a limited amount of information when deciding, we tend to use mental shortcuts (Whysall, 2018). These mental shortcuts may influence initial impressions along with the content of that CV. Powell & Butterfield (2002) found that many demographic traits such as gender accounted for 4% of variance on hiring recommendations. 

Various pieces of literature have indicated within science, faculty members portray women as less competent but at the same time promote their warmth and likeability in comparison to men (Eagly, & Mladinic, 1994) causing a disparity. Despite decreases in explicit sexism over the decades, especially amongst the higher educated, gender biases are still explicitly displayed by men and women within undergraduate science students, and would indicate that cultural gender stereotypes are still translating into biases,  an investigation into academic sciences requires more exploration (Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman, 2012). 

As a variety of research confirms that gender prejudice is present within a variety of positions, and sciences are predominantly male dominated, science faculty members may not display such biases due to being trained to think objectively. However, fairness paradoxically falls subject to biases, particularly within sciences, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012). As society inadvertently teaches individuals that genders are better suited for certain positions, even though women have a higher intake and graduation rate, along with scoring higher on male deemed topics such as STEM. 

The reduced numbers of women in academia is a well-known and researched phenomenon (Christopher & Wojda, 2008). One study by Rubini & Menegatti, (2014) examined the difference in descriptive language used in the hiring selections of both sexes of candidates applying for positions in academia. They found that the male selectors resulted in more abstract negative language used towards women and more positive concrete language, than towards men. Men also used more negative adjectives when discussing rejected applicant women, whilst rejected male applicants were described using more negative action verbs, interestingly more positive adjectives than women.  

However, both male and female selectors showed linguistic bias, but men showed a higher discrimination towards women. Indicating that candidates gender clearly affects selection, and that language used is an effective way to provide evidence of implicit gender bias and stigma attached to stereotypes. One limitation of this study is that this was not tested on multiple levels, and a longitudinal study would be needed to follow the careers over several years in order to verify the rejections (Rubini, & Menegatti, 2014). 

Reilly, Rackley, & Awad, (2017) states within their study that mentoring within the field of STEM more specifically in technology, is particularly important for both men and women. The issues that the intern experienced, combined with the particular levels of the participants hostile and benevolent sexism, provided evidence of gender discrimination of both sexes, and in fact mentoring of the same sex can have a higher negative effect, especially amongst women. Furthermore, men were encouraged to follow gender norms of being self-sufficient and females were encouraged to manage their emotions (Reilly, et al, 2017). There were a few limitations of this study, firstly that a vignette was used to explore perceptions of interns, this may vary in real life settings, secondly, it was a self-reported study, allowing for the potential for dishonesty when reporting sexist beliefs, perhaps an online study would have been more beneficial to allow better anonymity and more truthful responses, and finally to include an internal and external motivation scale without sexism scales may elicit to this further. 
	
To conclude, whilst stereotyping is an effective way for individuals to categorise and process information, errors in the re-occurrence of data, expectations of gender norms and stereotypes, can cause prejudice and biases. This has evidently changed over time, and presents itself in more implicit ways due to legislation that is in place. It is concerning that predoctoral experiences may influence individual’s postdoctoral decisions about career choices. Societal gender prejudices in specific roles as documented within fields such as science, technology, engineering and mathematics may offer an explanation as to why these specific fields are still male dominated. Whether this is still currently due to the most adequate person being employed for the role or just upkeeping societies gender norms. 

Ambivalent sexism suggests that hostile sexism and benevolent sexism encourages the social hierarchy that is present within society, even if individuals frame these differences in a positive or negative way. These differences cause hostility between groups that differer in physical appearance, except with men and women, the biology of their sex creates a situation which is unique to any other ingroup outgroup dynamic. We are almost forced to interact and be civil for the sake of the survival of our species.  

One way that may be beneficial to reform potential bias within gender differences is sensitization (Yengar, 2016). By encouraging more women from all races and ethnicity into applying for higher education roles such as professors and senior lecturer positions, this may help recruiters to examine their own personal attitudes and biases and change potential thought processes used within recruiting. 

Recruiters need to be aware of their own personal prejudices and biases in order to select the most suitable candidate regardless of gender. And by believing that the reduction in prejudice towards women will directly affect the increase the discrimination of men, this may restrict further equality of gender within the work place. Within this present study the aim is to investigate gender bias within hiring decisions, followed by a gender ambivalence questionnaire. With the interchanging gender roles of current society, is the threat that the increasing independence of women pose to a dominant social order still affecting job selection.





















	Please describe your participant group (including anticipated number of participants required) and any specific inclusion/exclusion criteria.  

The participants will be undergraduates studying Psychology at UWTSD. The number of participants required due to two IV’s and one DV is approx. 60-80. This figure was calculated by each variable requiring 20 participants per condition to ensure that enough viable data can be collected and used for analysis. The participant group will be university students studying at UWTSD, therefore, there is no exclusion criteria, unless the candidates are sensitive to discussing gender and gender bias, a prior warning of this, whilst recruiting, will be on the sign up on SONA EMS system. 








	Please provide brief details of the anticipated design (e.g., between, within, mixed, regression, focus groups, interviews, experimental, questionnaires) and main procedure for your study (it should be clear from this how you are actually planning to carry out your study, and what will be happening to your participants).


An experimental study exploring two independent variables, firstly the influence that societal gender stereotypes has, and the second will be the participants levels of sexism, on the dependant variable, the hiring selection. 
Participants will be recruited via the university EMS Sona system. Consent will be gained by the participant agreeing to continue with the study on the first page of the computer screen. Participants will be randomly assigned into two groups, half will read a job description for a lecturer position, and half will read a head of department position. After reading the description, they will be presented with two CV’s, both will have equal qualifications and experience the only difference will be that one will be a female and one will be a male. The task shall require them to choose a candidate to hire that is most suitable for the job, leaving only gender as the deciding factor. 
This will allow the investigation of the effect that gender prejudice has on the dependant variable, the hiring decision. The second element of the study, will be to investigate ambivalent gender sexism using the Glick & Fiske (1996) scale for women and men, the Zero-sum perspective sexism (ZSP) scale by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin and Vanderzanden (2017) and the Ambivalent towards Men Inventory (AMI) by Rollero, Glick, and Tartaglia (2014). This will assess the participants strength of gender sexism using statements such as “Every man ought to have a women whom he adores” and “Women exaggerate problems they have at work”.  This will allow the experimenter an overall view of the participants gender attitudes so as to understand if they have high or low sexism levels and how this affects the choices they make in hiring. 
 

This study will require a pilot of the study. Deception by omission will be requires so as not to alert the participants that the gender bias is not obvious until the second element of the experiment, so as to minimise the possibility that participants are aware of the investigation of sexism, as explicit sexism is not socially acceptable and against legislation in real world settings.
Consideration has been considered regarding counterbalancing the experiment, however, concerns that by allowing the participants to complete the sexism scale first may alert them to the true investigation and may affect honesty when giving answers. 
The participants will be conducting the experiment online using Superlab 4.5.
The first element of this phase will inform all participants will be randomly allocated into two groups, to read a fictitious job description either for a head of department position, or a university lecturers role. This will be via computer screen, all will then be asked to assess two CV’s which are relevant to their specific position, and asked to select just one that they feel is the most suitable for the job. 
All CV’s will be of the same size, and contain similar fictious information on previous work experience and qualifications gained only, all other demographic data will be removed such as name, age, marital status, dependants etc. except gender. This is in order to reduce the likelihood of outside influences on the decision making process and by manipulating the applicants CV’s to contain similar levels of experience and qualifications this should allow the decision to be based on gender alone. The CV’s shall be numbered one and two to allow for easy identification. 
The hiring selection of each participant will be collected and stored onto the computer until the end of the experiment. 
The second phase of the experiment will be the Ambivalent sexism scale, this will allow for the participants to be placed into two groups, of high and low sexism. to upon the end of the experiment, the data shall be transferred to an encrypted memory stick to allow analysis. 
This will complete the experiment. 










	What measures are you planning to use for data collection and how will this data be used in the analysis in order to answer your research question?  (Be as specific as possible here – what type of data will you be obtaining, what specific topics/measures/scales/instruments will you be using and what will you do with this data?)

The design of the study is an experimental design, using a parametric test, between subjects, 2 x 2 Anova. This test will allow the exploration of the relationship between the two independent variables gender and sexism, with six conditions male or female university lecturer, male or female head of department, and high or low sexism and the effect they have on the dependant variable, potential hiring. This test will allow for observed frequencies within the data. 

The scale for ambivalent sexism scale (Glick & Fiske, 1996) will be used to collect data to assess the levels of gender sexism levels of the participants, and to help understand their hiring selection. These data will be recorded onto the computer’s memory file, by the participants number only. This will allow for anonymity of the participant, and allow the experimenter to transfer the data to an encrypted memory stick, to allow the process of the data on SPSS, once the experiment is complete. 

The candidates will then be split randomly into two conditions, but all will be presented a job description, either for a university lecturer position or a head of department position. The participants will also be presented with two similar CV’s, but all demographic data will be removed except gender, and will contain similar qualifications and experience so as to reduce any potential outside factors influencing the decision. This will be presented to assess the gender bias that may be present within role suitability and hiring decisions.
The second element of the test will be the ambivalent gender sexism scale, this will allow the experimenter to allocate the participants into high or low sexism and investigate how this impacted their hiring selection. Once complete, the data will be saved to the computer, and then transferred to memory stick to be analysed on SPSS, limiting access to the experimenter and supervisor only. The participants will receive a debrief sheet. This will be the end of the experiment. 






	What are the main ethical issues that you will need to address in this study? (Please note all students will need to complete the full ethics form prior to final approval for data collection being given).

It is the experimenters responsibility to ensure that all participants are aware of what is required of them, and that they are comfortable to do so, along with the knowledge that they have the right to withdraw at any point without consequence. Also, that the experimenter has an awareness that the subject is socially sensitive, and therefore not deemed appropriate for participants to be seen to have a gender bias. 
The consent form will not explain the aims of the experiment, however, mild deception within the initial part of the study is required within the consent stage as participants are less likely to answer honestly causing less genuine data, due to gender prejudice as being stated as being socially unacceptable. 
The participant’s will be given an in depth debrief form with an explanation as to why the study was conducted and what the experiment was investigating along with the disclosure of deception due to looking for gender stereotyping and sexism within selections. 
The experimenters student email and supervisors contact details will be included should they have any further questions or wish to withdraw, or wish to request the study outcomes. 







Student Name (Please print clearly) __________________________________________

Student Signature ____________________________________________Date_______________








	Proposal Outcome 

	Supervisor to tick one only

	Satisfactory proposal (all final materials have been approved by the supervisor; proceed to submitting the ethics form to the discipline research ethics committee).

	

	Minor revisions (some areas require clarification before submitting ethics to the discipline research ethics committee - see below for required actions)

	

	Unsatisfactory (proposal lacks significant detail and must be resubmitted to supervisor within seven days following feedback - see below for required actions) 

	

	Unsatisfactory - proposal is considered unethical/unworkable in practice.  New proposal to be developed following feedback from supervisor (see below)

	

	Proposal is satisfactory but requires full consideration by the Faculty research ethics committee due to the nature of the study

	

	





	

	Supervisory team additional comments/feedback:

Just need to add in the other questionnaires. The main bit that needs clarification is the tool for delivery – at the moment it is saying that the Qualtrics online delivery system is going to be used, but everything in the narrative points towards it being presented via SuperLab on a computer in the lab – need to be really clear on this because once it goes into ethics there is no changing it…










Action required: 






Date of comments/feedback :






Supervisor’s Signature:  ___________________________          Date: _______________
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Appendix L
  APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  

Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application


SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Amy Liouse Mellin

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	
Yr Athrofa, Discipline of Psychology and Counselling 

	Campus:
	
SA1

	E-mail address:
	
1705191@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	
07759161877

	For students:

	Student Number:
	
1705191

	Programme of Study:
	
BA Counselling Studies and Psychology

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
Dr Paul Hutchings






SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other – (Write in) Supervisor (Dr Paul Hutchings)

	☒	11/12/19



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	
UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	
UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	
BPS code of ethics and conduct (2018)
	
BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014)



	☒



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person and confirmation this person has consented to their personal data being shared.as part of this collaboration.

	Institution
	


	Contact person name
	


	Contact person e-mail address

	

	Has this individual consented to sharing their details on this form?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Is your research externally funded
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	Permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	Tradition or Prejudice? An investigation into whether gender stereotyping and ambivalent sexism creates biases in hiring decisions within university settings.  

	Proposed start date:
	Jan 2019
	Proposed end date:
	March 2020

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	Aims of Research Activity
Prejudice means to pre-judge, Glick and Fiske (1996, 1999) argue that ambivalent sexism or prejudice differs from other types of prejudice due to the dyadic interdependence between men and women. According to this research gender prejudices are characterised by ambivalent attitudes, for example, both valences of hostile and benevolent sexism, and causes a unique in-group out-group dynamic. Within an occupational setting, the group dynamic is altered with the justification of the need to compete for resources and power. 

Divine (1986) states within her model that people with both high and low prejudice unconsciously draw on stereotypes, however, the difference between these two groups is socialisation experiences, and personal beliefs. Stereotypes activate both the conscious and unconscious processes and associations, and even though people from both groups may hold a similar stereotype, within this sequence individuals with low prejudice consciously decide the stereotype is inappropriate and not in line with their personal belief. 

Allport (1954) suggested within his research that a persons’ prejudice is not just an attitude towards a specific group, but is more likely to be a reflection of the way an individual views the world. Whilst there has been decades of research on gender prejudices between the sexes (Glick & Fiske, 1999; Glick et al., 2004; Coleman, 2008; Sibley, Overall, & Duckitt, 2007) It remains unclear to what degree sexism can be attributed at a group level and an individual level. One particular area of interest and further research is the Sciences, Technology, Engineering and Mathematic (STEM). 
   
Even though previous work illuminates the increase of equality between men and women within the workplace, during 2016-2017 the number of individuals employed within the UK in an academic contract were 206,870, of those only 94,475 were women. Furthermore, those described as professor level were 20,550, of those only 5,050 were women, moreover, other senior academic staff within contract were 6,050 of those 2,175 were female (Mantle, 2018). Indicating, that women are still not being employed at the same rate within the higher level of jobs in comparison to men, (Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009).
 
Interestingly, the number of female and male students studying psychology within the UK in 2014 was more than 100,000 students (Study International news, 2016). However, what is concerning is that in other litrature, female undergraduates have been judged to be less competent and less worthy of being hired than an identical male applicant. The British Psychological Society (BPS, 2019) state that on average there is a £13,000 wage gap between men and women, and male psychologists are 9% more likely to hold senior positions and management roles. Women were also offered a smaller salary and less career mentoring (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012), and this would indicate that gender biases are affecting womens career opportunities and choices.

Gender prejudice is particularly prevalent within job roles and employment selection (Cristofaro, 2017; Hakan, & Yilmaz,  2017; Heilman, Manzi, & Braun, 2015), this bias is also seen cross-culturally (Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). However, there seemed to be a lack of studies within the sciences, more specifically, within psychology on hiring decisions and stereotypes. 

One study by Rubini and Menegatti, (2014) found within their study that male selectors resulted in more abstract negative language used towards women in the hiring selections of candidates applying for positions in academia. Language is often linked to the emotive responses of individuals and may indicate a more subtle form of prejudice. Reilly, Rackley, and Awad, (2017) explored mentoring within the field of Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM), however, this particular study was in technology. The issues that the interns experienced showed that particular levels of the individual hostile and benevolent sexism affected mentoring and career choices and this was attributed to the sexes differently, but was displayed by both men and women within the profession towards their opposite and same gender. 

This evidence would suggest that further investigations into how individuals view gender stereotypes, and how these may influence hiring selections, should be beneficial and add to existing research. Evidence suggests that gender stereotypes are shifting, however contradictory evidence suggests otherwise, that gender stereotypes have not shifted greatly in the last 50 years (Kehn & Ruthig, 2013). 

Furthermore, to obtain data on gender stereotypes, in this current study, the Ambivolent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996), the Zero-Sum Sexism Scale (Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin & Vanderzanden, 2017) and the Ambivalent Sexism Scale towards men (Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia, 2014) will be used as a lens for examining potential differences between students studying in different areas of STEM (e.g. psychology and engineering). This is to distinguish between hostile (negative) and benevolent (positive) sexist attitudes as these form parts of the gender stereotypes, and whether different stereotypes moderates the link between gender prejudice for job selections.  


(this box should expand as you type)

	Research Question

An experimental study exploring two independent variables, the prejudice of gender stereotypes, and ambivalent sexism attitudes, and the effect this has on the dependant variable, the hiring decision. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Objectives of Research Activity

The objectives of this research:- 
1.  To investigate whether current societal gender stereotypes affect hiring decisions. 
2. To examine whether differences in stereotypes exist between students on different programmes of study (e.g. Psychology and Engineering).
  
This exploration will be conducted using undergraduate psychology students and engineering students, as this will give a real world sample of individuals within the fields of STEM and attempt to add to the current literature surrounding stereotypes. Eagly’s (1987) social role theory states that gender stereotyping and sex-differences within society portrays that men and women have different sets of skills, behaviours, and personalities. Even though these have varied a lot within the last 50 years, gender stereotypes are still present (Kehn & Ruthig, 2013). Additionally, current investigations in gender inequality within careers have focused in on choice as a persistent element of disparities amongst men and women in achieving top jobs within academia (Rivera, 2017). Most contemporary research within hiring decisions has identified gender discrimination assessments of competence and suggested that career is secondary priority to family life for women (Rivera, 2017). 

This study will firstly present a job description and ask participants to base their decision on which gender they feel is more suited to the role. Then secondly, asking individual’s to complete three shortened versions of ambivalent sexism scales, and examining the data to investigate their hiring choices. This will identify the individuals’ gender stereotype held, as the job description should be classed as gender neutral. Finding out this information should allow the researcher to divide participants into two groups, the first group which are most likely to appoint the male to the head of department position which would suggest they hold more traditional gender stereotypes, and the second group, which are those with non-traditional gender stereotypes, and may appoint the female more. If both applicants (male and female) are equal in qualifications and experience, this hiring selection seems unjustified based purely on gender. However, if an internal factor such as the stereotype a person holds, may provide evidence that even though there is legislation in place to prevent this from happening, then prejudice may still be occurring in a more modern form, and confirm the harmful effects of hostile and benevolent attitudes. This information may offer an explanation as to why the number of females at the top level jobs within psychology are still so low, in comparison to men. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	
This experiment will allow the exploration of gender stereotypes held by students in different programmes of study (psychology and engineering), by investigating two independent variables, gender and ambivalent sexism. With four conditions, students will be asked to read a job description for either a university lecturer, or a head of department position, and will be asked to make a decision on the most appropriate candidate for that position. The applicants will have identical qualifications and experience but will be either a male or female. Participants will then have to complete three shortened ambivalent sexism scales questionnaires. These questionnaires will identify hostile (negative) or benevolent (positive) sexism stereotypes of the participant, as positive or negative stereotypes held may affect the dependant variable, the hiring decision. 
The design of the study is an experimental design, using a parametric test, between subjects, using 2 x 2 x 2 Anova. The first independent variable will be gender, the second independent variable is score on ambivalent sexism (high or low), and the third independent variable is type of study (psychology or engineering) which may affect the dependant variable, the hiring selection decision.

The evaluation method:

The experiment will be conducted using a university computer within a psychology lab, as this will allow the best conditions for controlling of the environment, experiment and all participants will be subject to the same conditions. 

The experiment will collect the following data:
1. Demographic data (age, gender, degree studied). 
2. Whether the participant chose the male or female for whichever job description given.
3. Scales capturing data: Zero-sum sexism, ambivalent sexism, and gender stereotypes. 

First, participants will be presented a consent form (see appendix A). The consent form will be given as a hard copy to sign and give written consent allowing students to understand what they are 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, before starting the study on the computer within the psychology lab, all participants will be provided with a hard copy of written instructions of what is required of them before continuing with the experiment (see Appendix B). Once this is read, participants will be asked for some basic demographic data upon the computer screen, their age, gender and programme of study, once this is complete, they will be asked to press the space bar upon the computer keyboard to begin the experiment. 

There will be three shortened versions of sexism questionnaires used, the ambivalent sexism scale towards women by Glick and Fiske (1996; see Appendix C), The Zero-sum sexism scale by Ruthig, Kehn, Gamblin and Vanderzanden (2017; see Appendix D) and the ambivalent sexism scale towards men by Rollero, Glick, and Tartaglia (2014; see Appendix E). These scales 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, χ 2 (53) = 287.53, p < .01; CFI = .94; TLI = .93; RMSEA = .068 (90% CL = .060, .076). 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). Furthermore, having been used within various studies including Hutchings and Sullivan’s (2019) recent research into Gender equality. 
The scales mentioned in Appendix C, D and E, will be 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).  

As an example:
“Every man ought to have a women whom he adores”
1- Strongly disagree   2- disagree   3 -neither agree nor disagree   4 – agree   5 – strongly agree
“Women exaggerate problems they have at work”,
1- Strongly disagree   2- disagree   3 -neither agree nor disagree   4 – agree   5 – strongly agree

This will allow the examination of whether the participant has hostile (negative) sexism attitudes or benevolent (positive) sexism attitudes of gender stereotypes. This will also allow the investigation into whether differences exist between students on different programmes of study within STEM subjects.

In line with the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2018) participants will be given the choice to omit answers by skipping questions, they do not wish to answer. Additionally, participants will be informed during initial consent that they have the right to withdraw at any point up until the end of the experiment, as the data will be allocated randomly to a number to ensure anonymity after that point.


An example of the job description is provided and will not be amended apart from the title (highlighted in yellow in appendix F) to either contain the university lecturer position or the head of the department position (see Appendix F), and an example of the two CVs, one for a male (see Appendix G) and one for a female (see Appendix H). Again, the CVs will not be amended to suit the job description the participant is given, 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, then the ambivalent scales will allow further investigation into the affect that hostile and benevolent sexism attitudes reflect on that hiring result. The job descriptions were based upon real job descriptions taken from various job advertising websites, and university websites so as to make it as authentic as possible. The CVs were also based upon real qualifications and experience relevant to those roles being advertised, also to feel as authentic as possible to the participant. 

All data collection will be anonymised at the end of each experiment by allocating a random number in place of name. The analysis of the data will be conducted using university software SPSS, however any data collected will be stored on an encrypted memory stick, restricting access to the principal researcher and supervisor only. 

All participants will be given a debrief form (see Appendix I), at the end of the experiment which will explain the true intent of the study, and allow participants the right to withdraw without consequences up to that point, as thereafter they will be unidentifiable due to allocation of a number to allow anonymity. Any further questions or concerns of the participants can be addresses via email, which will be within the debrief sheet. This will hopefully minimise any unforeseen ethical issues, and participants will be thanked for giving their time, and taking part in the study.

Prior to the data collection part of the study a pilot study will be carried out using approximately 10 fellow third year students, where five shall take part in the study with the job descriptions and hiring selection first, then the sexism scales questionnaires second, and five will partake the study with the sexism questionnaires first, followed by the job description and hiring selection second. This is to examine if there are any discrepancies in data produced, to ensure the ease of comprehension for participants, to pre-test that participants in all conditions required the same amount of time to read the information presented, and to ensure that the study will not take more than 15-20 mins to complete.


(this box should expand as you type)



	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	The research activity will take place within the lab 211K of the SA1 building allowing individuals to participate via a computer within a controlled environment to minimise potential outside influences. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)


	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☒

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.


(this box should expand as you type)




SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☒
	☐

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☒
	☐

	Details of any other primary data collection method:
Students will be asked to read a job description for either a university lecturer, or a head of department position, and will be asked to decide on the most appropriate candidate for that position, this data collected will be recorded as their hiring decision of a male or female. 


(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION G: Intended Participants
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children and Young People under the age of 8? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☐
	☒

	Other – please indicate here:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	
The number of participants required due to three IV’s and one DV is approx. 120. This figure was calculated by each variable requiring 20 participants per condition to ensure that enough viable data can be collected and used for analysis.

(this box should expand as you type)

	Who will the participants be?

	
The participants will be undergraduates studying at UWTSD. The psychology students will be predominantly recruited via the internal EMS system, the engineering students will be actively recruited via face to face interaction, asking them if they would like to take part within the study. Any psychology students that should be encountered face to face, will also be asked if they would like to participate, and shall be recruited. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	How will you identify the participants?
	
The participants shall be assigned a random number in place of their name to ensure anonymity, and all data recoded shall be under that number. 

(this box should expand as you type)





	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	


(this box should expand as you type)



	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	The principle researcher has an awareness that the subject is socially sensitive, and there is legislation in place to protect people from this occurring, therefore not deemed appropriate for participants to be seen to have a gender bias. 
The consent form will not explain the true aims of the experiment, as this would cause priming of the participants and may affect the data recorded. Therefore, deception by omission of information is required within the consent stage, due to participants being less likely to answer honestly resulting in less genuine data. 
However, all participants will be given a full debrief at the end of the study with an explanation as to why the study was conducted and what the experiment was investigating along with the disclosure of deception due to looking for explicit gender bias within hiring selections. 



(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	☐

	
	No
	☒

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:
The subject topic is socially sensitive and there is legislation in place, therefore this may have the potential to cause people to become emotionally distressed, however, the likelihood of this is relatively low.





(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
The participants will be given anonymity, and an informative debrief sheet stating the full extent of the research and why deception was necessary. Within the debrief form it will contain the experimenters contact details along with the supervisors contact details should any participant wish to withdraw or have any further questions or want to request the final report of the data. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	Should any participant become upset they will be advised to contact the experimenter or supervisor via the contact information given on the debrief sheet. If the participant becomes upset within the lab setting, the experimenter has been advised to contact the supervisor immediately to gain supervision and advice. Should the supervisor not be available at that present time, the supervisory member of staff within the lab will be approached for help.


(this box should expand as you type)

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:
It would appear to be a low risk experiment due to being conducted on computers, and only asking the minimal number of relevant questions, however, the possibility of a participant becoming upset afterwards and contacting the experimenter via email to discuss any grievances is possible. By ensuring professionalism, and ensuring every care is taken to communicate accurately with the participant, during and at the end of the experiment, should keep this risk to a minimum. 


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
By the experimenter ensuring good communication skills and professionalism, this should reduce the risk of accusations such as impropriety. The researcher will only give their student email address as a point of contact, and should any adversity arise, will contact the supervisor (Dr Paul Hutchings) for advice and supervision. Should the supervisor not be available, the researcher will contact the lab supervisor.





(this box should expand as you type)

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:
As with all experiments conducted within the university setting, the universities ethics and integrity code of conduct will be adhered to hopefully to minimise any potential risks to the institution. Students should behave in a respectful, professional and appropriate manner whilst conducting the experiment and collecting data. The correct protection of data is paramount due to the data protection laws in place in accordance to GDPR guidelines (2018). 

(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to University:
The student researcher will behave with professionalism and will abide by all data protection acts, University policies and procedures. This will ensure the Universities reputation will remain unaffected and minimise the risk to participant and minimise the risk of loss of any data collected. The researcher will adhere to the data collection laws, which states that any data collected should be unidentifiable, and should not be disclosed without the participants consent. With use of correct storage of the data, this will be encrypted onto a memory stick and all data once complete shall be handed over to the supervisor for safe keeping, along with restricted access to the raw data by only those stated within this form, and only if required. (researcher, Amy Mellin and supervisor, Dr Paul Hutchings) Additionally, any raw data collected cannot be traced back to the participant, as there is no way of linking the data on the consent forms with the data collected from the study. Furthermore, any raw data collected will be anonymised. 




(this box should expand as you type)



	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☒
	☐





SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	The participant’s will be given a debrief form at the end of the experiment with an explanation as to why the study was conducted, what the experiment was investigating, what the data collected will be analysed for, along with the disclosure of deception due to looking for gender biases within hiring selections. If the participant wishes their data to be withdrawn from the study this can be done at this point by deleting the computer file at that time.

Should the participants wish to request the study outcomes, have any further questions or wish to withdraw, the experimenter’s student email will be provided, as individual feedback is not given. The supervisors contact details will also be included. The researcher will ensure that the upmost care and communication with participants during the experiment to ensure that they understand they have the right to withdraw up until the end of the experiment, as there after they shall be anonymous.  


(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	The participants will be given a consent form in hard copy, which will instruct them of what is required of them, along with a sheet that will contain clear instructions of what is required of each participant during the experiment. Participants will be informed of the right to withdraw at any time up to the end of the experiment, which is in line with BPS Code Of Ethics and Research guidelines (2018), as thereafter the participants will be allocated to a random number, so identification of data will not be possible.

(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
Each participant that agrees to take part within the study and signs a consent form, will be stored in a safe file, and locked within the cabinets within the psychology labs, and at the end of the experiment will be handed over to the supervisor to store (GDPR, 2016; DPA, 2018). Any data collected of individuals answers will be stored at the end of the experiment as a number, there will be no identifiable information such as name or university number to link the data recorded to the individual. The only demographic data that will be collected, age, gender and programme of study, will allow me to compare the sample of students within the two fields of psychology and engineering for differences in stereotypes. Each student will be entered into data analysis software programme SPSS, in the same way, as a number. 

(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	x
	☐

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	Some demographic data will be collected including age, gender and degree studied, for the purposes of the discussion section within study. However, all participants will not be identifiable due to the data being allocated to a random number upon completion of the experiment. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
x

	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	


(this box should expand as you type)


	
Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☒
	☐

	University computers?
	☒
	☐

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	Each participant that agrees to take part within the study, and the collection of their data will be stored on an encrypted memory stick, as a random number, there will be no identifiable information such as name or university number to link the data recorded to the individual. The only demographic data that will be collected will allow me to compare the sample of students used. Each student will be entered into data analysis programme SPSS on the universities computer using the same method, each participant as a number only. 

The university programmes can only be gained access via passwords, and identity numbers of students and members of staff, but access to the data will be restricted to Paul Hutchings and the principal researcher. All data stored on memory stick will be within an encrypted file, and all hard copies of consent forms will be kept within the labs under a lock and key only accessible by permitted individuals. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☒
	☐

	Data archiving?
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	The participants will have to give their signature in order to ensure informed consent. These forms will be stored in line with university data policy, the GDPR and DPA guidelines, hard copies will be locked within a secure location within the labs. All data collected will be stored on memory stick which will be within an encrypted file, and all hard copies of consent forms will be kept within the labs under a lock and key only accessible by permitted individuals, which will be restricted to the supervisor and the principal researcher.


(this box should expand as you type)

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	Amy Mellin (researcher) and Dr Paul Hutchings (supervisor). 


(this box should expand as you type)

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	Amy Mellin (researcher) and Dr Paul Hutchings (supervisor)


 (this box should expand as you type)

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	In line with the Universities Data Management Policy, Data Protection Act (1998) and GDRP (2018) guidelines, any research conducted and data collected in hard copy such as consent forms, will be kept securely stored within a locked cabinet within the psychology laboratory located in SA1 IQ building. A signature is required upon the consent form in order to ensure informed consent of all participants.  

And any data collected up until the end of the experiment, at which point all files relevant to this research will be given to the supervisor ( Dr Paul Hutchings) for correct storage in accordance to the GDPR (2018) and the UWTSD data research protocols. 



(this box should expand as you type)

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	Not to my knowledge. As this research is not funded. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐





SECTION K: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	
	Date:




For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Paul B. Hutchings
	Date: 06/01/20

	Signature:
	
[image: cid:image001.jpg@01D51191.1AC25090]
	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration






















Appendix M




	Report

	
	total ambivalent male sexism score
	Overall total sexism score: asi, ami and zsp
	age

	Mean
	29.8542
	76.5208
	30.1250

	N
	48
	48
	40

	Std. Deviation
	7.81975
	12.52060
	11.75211




	Report

	total zero-sum perspective score  

	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation

	13.4167
	48
	4.42350





	Report

	total ambivalent sexism inventory score  

	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation

	33.2500
	48
	3.59965






	
	sex: male or female

	
	male
	female

	
	Count
	Count

	Hiring selection: male or female
	Male
	7
	9

	
	Female
	8
	24




	
	Male
	Female

	
	Count
	Count

	Job description: hod or sl
	HoD
	6
	16

	
	SL
	10
	16








	
	Hiring selection: male or female




	
	total sexism: 77<high or 76>low

	
	low
	high

	
	Count
	Count

	sex: male or female
	male
	8
	7

	
	female
	15
	18




	
	total ASI: 34<high or 33>low

	
	low
	high

	
	Count
	Count

	sex: male or female
	male
	6
	9

	
	female
	19
	14





	
	total AMI: 31<high or 30>low

	
	low
	high

	
	Count
	Count

	sex: male or female
	male
	10
	5

	
	female
	16
	17






	
	total ZSP: 14<high or 13>low

	
	low
	high

	
	Count
	Count

	sex: male or female
	male
	7
	8

	
	female
	13
	20
















	Group Statistics

	
	sex: male or female
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	total ambivalent sexism score
	male
	15
	33.8667
	1.99523
	.51517

	
	female
	33
	32.9697
	4.12678
	.71838














	Group Statistics

	
	sex: male or female
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	total zero sum perspective score
	male
	15
	12.9333
	4.60538
	1.18910

	
	female
	33
	13.6364
	4.39331
	.76478








	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	total ambivalent sexism score
	Equal variances assumed
	3.446
	.070
	.797
	46
	.429
	.89697
	1.12530
	-1.36815
	3.16208

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1.015
	45.731
	.316
	.89697
	.88401
	-.88272
	2.67666














	Group Statistics

	
	sex: male or female
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	total ambivalent male sexism score
	male
	15
	28.0000
	6.48074
	1.67332

	
	female
	33
	30.6970
	8.31221
	1.44697





	· 



Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	T
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	total zero-sum perspective score
	Equal variances assumed
	.176
	.677
	-.506
	46
	.615
	-.70303
	1.38851
	-3.49795
	2.09189

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-.497
	26.029
	.623
	-.70303
	1.41381
	-3.60899
	2.20293














	
Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	total ambivalent male sexism score
	Equal variances assumed
	1.699
	.199
	-1.110
	46
	.273
	-2.69697
	2.42906
	-7.58641
	2.19247

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.219
	34.360
	.231
	-2.69697
	2.21218
	-7.19092
	1.79698










	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	total sexism score: asi, ami and zsp
	Equal variances assumed
	.921
	.342
	-.638
	46
	.527
	-2.50303
	3.92374
	-10.40112
	5.39506

	
	Equal variances not assumed

	
	
	-.689
	32.989
	.495
	-2.50303
	3.63066
	-9.88977
	4.88370


	



Group Statistics

	
	sex: male or female
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	total sexism score: asi, ami and zsp
	male
	15
	74.8000
	10.83117
	2.79660

	
	female
	33
	77.3030
	13.30058
	2.31533





	
	sex: male or female

	
	male
	female

	
	Job description: hod or sl
	Job description: hod or sl

	
	HoD
	SL
	HoD
	SL

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	Hiring selection: male or female
	Male
	2
	5
	4
	5

	
	Female
	4
	4
	12
	12











	
	sex: male or female

	
	male
	female

	
	Hiring selection: male or female
	Hiring selection: male or female

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	
	Count
	Count
	Count
	Count

	Job description: hod or sl
	HoD
	2
	4
	4
	12

	
	SL
	5
	4
	5
	12















	Job description: hod or sl

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	HoD
	22
	45.8
	45.8
	45.8

	
	SL
	26
	54.2
	54.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	48
	100.0
	100.0
	




	Case Processing Summary

	Unweighted Casesa
	N
	Percent

	Selected Cases
	Included in Analysis
	48
	100.0

	
	Missing Cases
	0
	.0

	
	Total
	48
	100.0

	Unselected Cases
	0
	.0

	Total
	48
	100.0

	a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases.




	Dependent Variable Encoding

	Original Value
	Internal Value

	Male
	0

	Female
	1


	Variables in the Equation

	
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)

	Step 0
	Constant
	.693
	.306
	5.125
	1
	.024
	2.000











	Categorical Variables Codings

	
	Frequency
	Parameter coding

	
	
	(1)

	total sexism: 77<high or 76>low
	low
	23
	.000

	
	high
	25
	1.000

	sex: male or female
	male
	15
	.000

	
	female
	33
	1.000

	Job description: hod or sl
	HoD
	22
	.000

	
	SL
	26
	1.000







	Classification Tablea,b

	
	Observed
	Predicted

	
	
	Hiring selection: male or female
	Percentage Correct

	
	
	Male
	Female
	

	Step 0
	Hiring selection: male or female
	Male
	0
	16
	.0

	
	
	Female
	0
	32
	100.0

	
	Overall Percentage
	
	
	66.7

	a. Constant is included in the model.

	b. The cut value is .500







	Variables not in the Equation

	
	Score
	df
	Sig.

	Step 0
	Variables
	Job description: hod or sl(1)
	.671
	1
	.413

	
	
	sex: male or female (1)
	1.745
	1
	.186

	
	
	total sexism: 77<high or 76>low(1)
	.167
	1
	.683

	
	Overall Statistics
	2.435
	3
	.487







	Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

	
	Chi-square
	df
	Sig.

	Step 1
	Step
	2.422
	3
	.489

	
	Block
	2.422
	3
	.489

	
	Model
	2.422
	3
	.489






	Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

	Step
	Chi-square
	df
	Sig.

	1
	.528
	5
	.991




	Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

	
	Hiring selection: male or female  = Male
	Hiring selection: male or female  = Female
	Total

	
	Observed
	Expected
	Observed
	Expected
	

	Step 1
	1
	3
	2.724
	2
	2.276
	5

	
	2
	3
	2.785
	3
	3.215
	6

	
	3
	1
	1.491
	3
	2.509
	4

	
	4
	3
	3.395
	7
	6.605
	10

	
	5
	2
	1.972
	5
	5.028
	7

	
	6
	2
	2.006
	6
	5.994
	8

	
	7
	2
	1.627
	6
	6.373
	8




	Classification Tablea

	
	Observed
	Predicted

	
	
	Hiring selection: male or female
	Percentage Correct

	
	
	Male
	Female
	

	Step 1
	Hiring selection: male or female
	Male
	3
	13
	18.8

	
	
	Female
	2
	30
	93.8

	
	Overall Percentage
	
	
	68.8

	a. The cut value is .500









	Variables in the Equation

	
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)
	95% C.I.for EXP(B)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Step 1a
	Job description: hod or sl(1)
	-.429
	.643
	.446
	1
	.504
	.651
	.185
	2.294

	
	sex: male or female (1)
	.845
	.659
	1.647
	1
	.199
	2.328
	.640
	8.463

	
	total sexism: 77<high or 76>low(1)
	-.270
	.639
	.179
	1
	.672
	.763
	.218
	2.670

	
	Constant
	.520
	.699
	.553
	1
	.457
	1.682
	
	

	a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Job description: hod or sl, sex: male or female , total sexism: 77<high or 76>low.









             Step number: 1

             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities

      16 +                                                                                                    +
         I                                                                                                    I
         I                                                                                                    I
F        I                                                                                                    I
R     12 +                                                                                                    +
E        I                                                                                                    I
Q        I                                                                  F                                 I
U        I                                                                  F                                 I
E      8 +                                                                  F       F    F                    +
N        I                                                                  F    F  F    F                    I
C        I                                                                  F    F  F    F                    I
Y        I                                             F                    F    F  F    F                    I
       4 +                                             F      F         F   F    F  F    F                    +
         I                                             M      F         F   M    F  F    F                    I
         I                                             M      M   F     F   M    M  M    M                    I
         I                                             M      M   M     M   M    M  M    M                    I
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1
  Group:  MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF

          Predicted Probability is of Membership for Female
          The Cut Value is .50
          Symbols: M - Male
                   F - Female
          Each Symbol Represents 1 Case.

	Casewise Lista

	

	a. The casewise plot is not produced because no outliers were found.
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