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Abstract

With the cnactment of affirmative action policies and the increase of women in
traditionally male dominated areas of work and study, 1t is important to investigate
how people perceive women selected under affirmative action in male sex-typed
academic fields. One hundred and fifty seven undergraduates. 112 females and 45
males. reviewed an application package of a male or female student who was
accepted to either an Engineening (strongly male sex-typed) or Dentistry (slightly
male sex-typed) program at a university that was or was not committed to an
atfirmative action policy. Participants rated the applicant on measures of perceived
competence: interpersonal, activity, and potency charactenistics: projected program
progress. and the perceived role of qualifications and faimess of the application
process. Consistent with the gender stercotyping hypotheses, female applicants
were perceived similarly to male applicants in the Dentistry program.
Unexpectedly, however, female applicants were also perceived similarly to male
applicants in the Engineering program. Contrary to the discounting hypotheses.
temale applicants associated with affirmative action were perceived just as
favorably as applicants not associated with such policies. Discounting of the
affirmative action recipients’ qualifications was not evident, and the presence of the
policy did not affect perceptions of the faimess of the decision process. Overall,
female applicants accepted under affirmative action into male sex-typed academics
were not discriminated against based on either their gender or the affirmative

action label.
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Affirmative Action |
The Effects of Affirmative Action on Perceptions of Women
Entering Male Dominated Academic Programs

[n recent years, the increase of multiculturalism in North Amenca has
become prevalent in both the employment and academic environments. Legislative
mandates, such as affirmative action programs, have been initiated to improve
cducational and employment opportunities for women, disabled individuals, and
cthnic minonties. Such programs have been enacted to prevent prejudice and
discrimination in applicant procedures and improve diversity in the workplace.

One of the most important intentions of affirmative action programs is to
provide women and visible minorities with opportunities to study or work in fields
where they have been traditionally underrepresented. Despite the positive
intentions of such programs, research has repeatedly shown that affirmative action
policics in organizations stigmatize their intended beneficianies with inferences of
substandard competence (Heilman, Block, & Lucas, 1992; Chacko, 1982:
Summers. 1991 }. Such research suggests that minority applicants associated with
affirmative action may face further stereotypes in addition to the existing gender or
racial stereotyvpes, in particular areas of education and employment. For example,
previous research (Heilman et al., 1992) has shown that if'a female applied for a
1ob which traditionally has been labeled a "man’s job”. she may be viewed as
relatively less competent than a male applicant, based solely on her gender. In
addition to the negative evaluation of being female, if she were perceived to be
hired under an affirmative action policy, the evaluation of her competency may
become even more negative.

Most research and discussion of affirmative action has focused on
constitutional factors. such as effectiveness and fairness, while little attention has

been given to psychological aspects, such as the perceptions about target group
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members who were hired under affirmative action policies. [t is cnitical to
investigate the potential damaging perceptions of the affirmative action label in
order to prevent further discrimination against women and minority group
members. [t seems ironic that affirmative action efforts to control such
discnmination may actually perpetuate additional stereotypes ot underrepresented
groups.

Previous research on perceptions of affirmative action has primanly
focused on reactions to minority members in employment and organizational
cnvironments, with little research in the academic setting (Garcia. Erskine, Hawn,
& Casmay. 1981} Since those attempting a professional career are first introduced
to the academic environment long before the employment environment, it is
important to determine whether the stigma of incompetence found with affirmative
action recipients in emplovment (Heilman et al., 1992 Summers, 1991) would be
apparent with recipients in academics. Women and minority members applying to
university at the graduate level must go through decision committees and
interviews similar to those when applving for a job. Stereotypes based on gender or
race may appear in the decision process of accepting women and minorities into
academic programs. Furthermore, once women and minorities become students in
certain programs, they may be perceived by others as incompetent if they are
associated with affirmative action policies. Such negative perceptions may
discourage women and minorities from continuing their education or from seeking
cemployment in such areas of expertise. Many women and minorities who
experience such discrimination while studying in university may once again
experience discrimination in the workplace. Perceptions of incompetence may
follow them to the workplace when onlookers assume they were accepted into

unmiversity and then hired for a job through affirmative action policies. Onlookers
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who assume women are incompetent because of their gender and their affirmative
action label in the academic domain may maintain or even increase their negative
perceptions of the female's perceived incompetence when they form this perception
once again in the employment domain. It is therefore important to investigate how
women and minorities are perceived in the academic domain when they are
accepted into a university which is associated with an affirmative action policy.

The goal of the present study, therefore, was to examine whether and how
perceptions of temale applicants were influenced by the association with an
affirmative action policy in academic programs that are male sex-typed. Previous
rescarch (Heilman et al., 1992; Garcia et al., 1981; Summers, 1991) has used
attnbutional consequences of affirmative action. such as the process of’
discounting, to explain how people evaluate recipients of affirmative action.
Therefore, the present study also addressed the process of discounting to turther
understand how recipients of affirmative action were perceived.

With the increase of women entering areas of education that have
traditionally been dominated by men, onlookers may perceive these women
negatively based on their gender alone. My research examined whether female
applicants entenng male sex-typed academics were perceived negatively due to
gender stereotypes.

Furthermore, it was thought that if others perceive women in male sex-
typed programs to have also benefited from affirmative action policies, a stigma of
incompetence may be further added to the negative perceptions based on gender.
Finally, then, this research examined whether female applicants accepted into male
sex-tvped academics through affirmative action were perceived negatively from

both the processes of discounting and gender stereotyping.
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Aftirmative action refers to "both voluntary and mandatory efforts
undertaken by tederal, state, and local governments: private employers; and
schools to combat discrimination and to promote equal opportunity in education
and employment for all” (Crosby, 1995, p. 2). Equity legislation in the United
States began in the early sixties amidst the civil nights activities (Wilson, 1996). In
response to the low employment of racial minorities with defense contractors, John
. Kennedy signed Executive Order 10925 on March 6, 1961. This order first
applied the term "affirmative action”, and stated that "the contractor will take
affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed. and emplovees are
treated during their employment without regard to their race, creed, color, or
national origin” (Wilson, 1996, p.1). Executive Order 10925 was particularly racial
bascd. and was implemented in response to the mobilization of racial minorities
during the late-1950s and early-1960s striving tor racial integration and social
Justice. Later, title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 formally and officially
designed affirmative action to afford equal treatment to all individuals regardless of
their gender, race, religion, ethnic background, or national ongin. The term
atfirmative action is generically used to describe programs which take some kind
of initiative to increase or maintain the proportion of women and minority group
members within education and employment environments (Johnson, 1990).

A related development of atfirmative action concems the issue of Executive
Order 11246 (EO11246) which was brought to law in 1965. As with Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, EO1 1246 prohibits discrimination within the
workplace on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. However,

EO11246 differs from Title VII such that it applies only to tederal government
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contractors and formally requires employers to take affirmative action and prepare
an affirmative action plan (Kravitz et al., 1997). [n support of affirmative action
programs, the government has set up an enforcement agency. the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP), for any business that obtains a federal
contract. The OFCCP's pnmary mission is to monitor organizations through on-site
visits and reviews of affirmative action documentation.

Both mandates. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and EO 11246,
were enacted with optimistic expectations that discrimination in the workplace
would gradually decrease while equal opportunmity for all individuals would
produce a fair and equitable outcome (Kravitz et al., 1997). However, such
assumptions were based on an ultimate focus on opportunity rather than on
factual results of such affirmative action programs. Therefore, in 1968 the OFCCP
began requinng documentation of an affirmative action plan, which included
detailed goals and times. and an utilization analysis. Furthermore, in 1971 the
OFCCP included the mandate to increase the number of women and minorities in
all arcas and levels of employment where deticiencies still existed (Shart, 1998).

Since the enactment of affirmative action in 1964, protection of other
dimensions of discrimination have occurred such as age, in the Age Discrimination
Act of 1967, and disability, in the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. These
additional affirmative action programs maintain a focus on empfoyment
opportunitics based on good faith efforts rather than on documentation and
utilization analyses of the onginal affirmative action policy. Therefore, the
affirmative action programs of age and disability seem to be less controversial and
receive less attention than affirmative action programs directed at women and

ethnic minorities (Kravitz et al., 1997).
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Legislative mandates for affirmative action in academics ditfers from those
in organizations. Affirmative action in academics was implemented by Title Vi of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Title [X of the Cducational Amendments of 1972,
not CO1T1246 (Johnson, 1990 Such mandates stated thar affirmative action in
admissions should only be used as a remedyv for past discrimination. In particular,
Subpant B of Scction 106,17 requires academic institutions o cncourage

individuals of the previously excluded sex to apply for admission (Johnson, 199

Canada’s introduction into equity legislation began in 1984 with Judge
Rosalie Sitberman Abella's report of the Commission on Cquality in Emplovment.
Judge Abella coined the term employment equity insisting ” the term affirmative
action is misundersiood by people, and is ambiguous and confusing " ( Parhar,
1999 p.t6). Unlike the legislation in the United States, the Canadian commission
focused on preferential treatment for tour designated groups: women, people with
disabilitics, racial minonty groups, and aboriginal people. While equity policies in
the United States were implemented in the early-1960s due to racial discrimination,
cquity policies in Canada were implemented twenty vears later to improve
muiticulturalism and employment opportunitics for women, people with
disabilitics, aboriginals, and racial minorities.

Manyv of the recommendations of the 1984 Abella commission were
incorporated into the 1986 Employment Equity Act introduced by the federal
sovernment. For cach province in Canada, provincial human rights codes of
cmplovment equity follow the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom Sections
i3(i)and [5¢2) Section 13(1} states that "every individual is equal before and
under the faw and has the right to equal protection and equai benefit of the law

without discrimination, and in particular. without discrimination based on race,
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national or cthnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age, or mental or physical disability”
tMinistry of Justice, 1998, p.7). Section 15(2) further suggests that to achieve the
cquality outlined in 15(1}, the government may take positive action to improve
vpportunities for discriminated groups in Canadian society. Therefore, charter
sections [3¢1)and 15(2) in combination embrace the concept of equality in
Canadian legislation.

in October 1991, the Speciai Committee for the Federal Cmployment
Equity Act Review was established. The review commission evaluates the
numerical representation of the four designated minority groups to determine
whether equity in emplovment is achieved. The commitice requires federal
cmplovers to implement empioyment equity programs by following goais and
tinctables o achieve equal representation ot workers. The Canadian Human Rights
Commission can turthermore conduct audits to ensure compliance from federal
cmployers (Bond, 1997
Need tor Affirmative Action

Although there has been an increase in employment opportunities for
women and minorities, research suggests that gender and race segregation in the
workplace, as well as discrepancics in earnings, continues to exist even when
women and minority employees have equal qualifications as white male emplovees
{Murrell & Jones, 1995). For example, in the United States in 1994, even after
controlling for qualifications, education, and experience, women were carning 72%
of men's salanes. In 1992, black men eamed 79%, and black women eamed 60%q of
ihe saiaries of white men holding jobs at comparable professional levels (Murrelt
& Jones, 1995; [n 2001, Canadian females average hourly wage was
approximateiy 840 10 89% of Canadian males average wage (Drolet, 2001). Also,

from approximately 1991 to 1996, the Canadian Special Review Committee for
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cmployment equity found that representation of women and racial minorities
increased by only 5 percent in the Canadian work force. Furthermore, they found
that the percentage of aboriginals and people with disabilities employed in Canada
represented less than 4 percent of the work force {Wilson, 1996). In addition, many
women and minoritics continue to be trapped in the service-oriented industries
where they are subjected to fow salaries, fow prestige, and little chance tor
promotions. In Canada, 70% of women cmployed are in the area of clerical work,
services, and sales (Bond, 1997). Unfortunately, such jobs are most likely the first to
be affected by downsizing and women and minorities will be the hardest hit.

Recent research also suggests that women, as students and as tacuity
members, continue to be underrepresented and marginalised in academics
( Prentice, Z000). Such research suggests that even though growing numbers of
women are entering higher education in Canada over the last century, women's
participation in academics has never been and is still not equal to that of men.

One barrier for women in academics concerns the marginalisation of
women on the teaching stafts of Canadian universities. Despite the belief of'a
dramatic increase of female professors, the rate of women emploved as full-time
taculty members has only gradually increased throughout the twentieth century,
from 13% in 1921, to 24.4% in 1996,97 (Prentice, 2000). Furthermore, the majority
of temale faculty members hold junior appointments, such as positions of lecturer,
and are usually sessional or temporary. While male faculty members hold the
majority of full professor ranks, and of senior academic and administrative
positions.

There has also been an increase of women attending university as students
over the last few decades. Recent research (Prentice, 2000) revealed that the

majority { 36.1%0) of undergraduate students are women. However, this research
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suggests that despite women's high representation at the undergraduate level,
women are still underrepresented at the graduate level.

[n addition to discrimination in salaries and positions, research suggests
discrimination in hiring continues to persist. In 1993, an investigation of American
university faculty hiring practices found that departments ceased efforts to recruit
minoritics once the minority goal count was met { Wilson, 1993). For example,
depantments pulled their advertisement of the position from minority publications
if the count was met despite the number of vacancics that occurred thereafter.
Clayvton and Crosby (1992) found in a series of laboratory studies that almost ail
people have difficulty detecting a pattern of discrimination unless they are
presented with an obvious example or are given access to aggregated data
documenting discrimination. Such daia is needed to protect decision makers by
making them aware of the possibilities of discriminating against minority
applicants in an unconscious manner. Affirmative action and employment equity
policics provide aggregated data to organizations and allow decision makers to
correct imbalances before they reach the point of being obvious and flagrant.

Recent research suggests that there are two different justifications for
atfirmative action and employment equity programs (Kraviiz et al., 1997). First, a
compensation justification maintains that affirmative action makes up for previous
discrimination against minority group members. For example, a management
organization may hire an African American individual on the basis that in the past
African Americans have been discriminated against in the employment process,
and the management firm is attempting to compensate past rejection with present
acceptance. Second, an instrumental (cultural diversity) justification believes that
affirmative action enhances the effectiveness of an organization by increasing

cultural diversity within the workplace. For example, a management firm may hire
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an African Amencan individual in order to improve their understanding and
relations with African American clients and customers. Both justifications for

affirmative action have been used to propose the need for and use of affirmative

acuon in the academic and employment domains.

f wh

One reason affirmative action may be a strongly debated issue concerns the
publics’ confusion of how affirmative action is defined and implemented (i feilman,
Battle, Keller, & Lee, 1998). For instance, "more than 200 newspaper and
magazine articles on the topic of atfirmative action were pubiished in Canada in
1995 [Canadian News Index, 1995], many of which discussed the controversy over
implementation of atfirmative action programs”™ (Maio & LCsses, 1998, p. 63).
Contusion surrounding such policies is partly due to the idea that affirmative action
structures can differ in the degree that group membership and merit play in the
decision process. On the hard end of the continuum are affirmative action policics
that usc group membership as the exclusive criterion. Such policies, in which merit
is not measured in the hiring decision are termed "strong preferential treatment”
iKraviiz et al., 1997). On the soft end of the continuum are affirmative action
policies that include some consideration of group membership but only after
qualifications. For example, decisions will favor the more qualified applicant
unless both applicants have equal qualifications, then the minority applicant will be
tavored.

Previous research indicates that people perceive affirmative action to be
synonymous with quotas, set-asides, and preferential treatment that benefit women
and minorities at the expense of young white males {Hellman et al., 1998). Such

opinions show that by and large, the general public may misperceive what type of
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atfirmative action is used and who benefits or is hurt by such policies. As a result,
public perception of affirmative action may be based to a greater extent on social
auttudes and beliefs abour affirmative action recipients rather than by actual
information about the affirmative action policies themselves.

This misperception of affirmative action policies has been tound when the
aftirmative action program is not specifically defined, that is when it is simply
mentioned in the torm of a statement (Heilman ct al., 1998). Therefore, when
information is ambiguous to the extent that qualifications or minority status are
welghed, people will assume the minority status is the greater criterion in the
sclection process, and hence the minority applicant is viewed more negatively
itieilman, Rivero, & Breu, 1991). [t is very important to make the distinction
between the publics' assumptions of how aftirmative action policies are enacted
and what in fact occurs. For instance, it may be that the first criteria in the
screening process are qualifications and task competence, whereby all women and
minority members selected were in fact quite competent to handle the job. But if
the onlooker (s not privy to this screening criterion they will continue 1o stereotype
the recipient with a stigma of incompetence due to their beliefs that group
membership was the first criterion.

Heilman et al. (1998) investigated whether an individual's understanding of
what aftfirmative action is and how it is implemented can effect his or her antitude.
Male and female undergraduates were exposed to selection policies differing in the
degree 1o which ment and group membership were weighted. All selection
decisions involved the seiection ot a female applicant. An ambiguous condition
was included to determine whether the absence of explicit information of the
affirmative action policy will lead to assumptions that the policy used strong

preferential treatment. Their research supports earlier findings that in the absence
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of policy information, people assume that affirmative action policies disregard
merit criteria.

Perceived faim taffi iv

The heated topic of affirmative action evokes strong cmotions from the
sceneral public. While many people view affirmative action as an antidote to
discrimination against women and minorities, others belicve aftfirmative action
promotes discrimination against white males. Through telephone surveys and
questionnaires, Kravitz and Van Epps ( 1993 asked respondents whether they
considered affirmative action to be fair or unfair. Their findings indicated that
thosc who considered affirmative action as fair were most likely to include
statements of equal opportunity and promotion of diversity in the work place.
Those who considered affirmative action as unfair were most likely to include
statements of preferential treatment without regard to merit and to reverse
discrimination. The public debate of affirmative action typically involves
discussions on such issues of procedural fairness, in which cqual opportunity and
reverse discrimination are the most frequent explanations of perceived fairmness or
untairness.

One of the hidden costs of atfirmative action is the demotivation and
hosulity of the nonbeneficiaries who feel they are the victims of reverse
discrimination ¢ Heilman, McClullough, & Gilbert, 1996). Typical complaints of
affirmative action include that it results in 'reverse discrimination’, such that
aftirmative action penalizes young White men who are not responsible for past
discrimination {Kravitz et al., 1997). The perceptions of unfairness is very
important in studying peoples’ reactions to individuals affected by affirmative
action. However, perceived faimess is especially important to those who view

themselves as victims and feel they themselves are directly suffering as a
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consequence of preferential treatment to others (Heilman et al., 1996).

According to Malos (1996), there has been an increase in the number of
gender-based discrimination charges filed by White males from slightly over 3,000
in 1990 to approximately 4,400 in 1993-1994. Therefore, some individuals who do
not benefit from affirmative action may feel that such policies take away their
opportunitics for success and make it more difficult to gain employment (Heilman
ctal., 1996). However, in 1993 the U.S. Depariment of Labor analyzed affirmative
action reverse discnimination claims and found that a high proportion of such
claims lacked any merit. Less than 100 out of the 3,000 filed cases even involved
reverse discrimination, and in only six cases were the claims substantiated (Wilson,
1993,

Preferential selection procedures bring about concerns of distributive
justice of outcome equity. When people feel they receive rewards that are
consistent with their inputs they will perceive a fair distribution of an outcome. The
presumption of not having received what one deserves relative to a referent
comparison, may fuel perceptions of unfairness (I leilman et al., 1996). Those who
feel they may have been intentionally bypassed assume the beneficiary was only
sclected because of group membership. Such assumptions can evoke feelings of
hopelessness and loss of control in those who do not benefit from such programs.
'or example, Barnes Nacoste { 1990) suggests when affirmative action benefits
those with a particular ascribed characteristic, such as being a female, males may
view such programs as unfair since they themselves are never able 1o have such a
charactenistic. The greater the perceived inequity the greater the perceived
unfairness of the affirmative action procedures.

Heilman et al. (1996) investigated fairness perceptions and reactions of

nonbeneficiaries in sex-based preferential selection. Male participants were given
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the role of the subordinaie and a female confederate was given the role of the
lcader on a onc-way communication task. While some males were informed that
they were either inferior, superior, or equal in ability to the female who was
selected to be leader, other males were not informed of their ability.

Results show that the male participants who were not provided with any
information of their ability relative to the female leader felt as deserving of the
lcadership position as those males who were directly told they were of superior
ability. These rescarchers found, "without information to the contrary, our male
participants acted as if they were in fact superior, and they evidenced all the
negativity that accompanics the perception that they are more deserving of the
position than the female beneficiary” (Heilman et al., 1996, p.354). Therefore.
even the possibility of preferential treatment for women and minoritics may make
those who would traditionally have been selected for the jobs feel as though they
have been unfairly byvpassed.

Taruet-uroup ver -farget g cmbers ¢ tt

action,

Since a popular assumption of affirmative action is of preferential treatment
1o women and minority groups and reverse discrimination against white males,
rescarch has investigated whether beneficiary groups would support affirmative
action programs whilc nonbeneficiary groups would oppose such programs. Results
of such research has found that support for affirmative action is strongly influenced
by the perceiver's race, but only slightly influenced by the perceiver's gender
{Kraviiz et al., 1997).

Kinder and Sanders (1990) conducted a survey whereby they described an
atfirmative action program that would benefit Blacks in employment and in college

admission decisions. The affirmative action program in the employment decisions
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were strongly favored by 64% of the Black respondents while only 6% of White
respondents favored such a program. The affirmative action program in the
academic decisions were strongly favored by 63% of the Black respondents while
only 9% of White respondents favored such a program. Bobo and Smith (1994)
found similar results with support of quotas. Quotas in employment was favored by
73% ot Blacks and 18% ot Whites, and quotas in education was favored by 746 of
Blacks and 31%0 of Whites. These surveys suggest that atfirmative action policies
are supported more by the target-group than by the non-target group when looking
al race.

In Nosworthy, Lea, and Lindsay {1993), 192 non-Black Canadian students
¢valuated various affirmative action policies which would benefit Black students at
their university. Support was strongest for the use of advertising and providing
additional fefiowships for Biack students, while support was weakest for the use of’
quotas and the lowering of standards for Black students.

Most rescarch on affirmative action programs has found weak if any gender
differences in support for such programs (Kravitz et al., 1997). Summers (19935)
asked male and female respondents to evaluate different types of affirmative
action. Both males and females responded positively to the special training
program designed to educate women and minorities for certain jobs. Both males
and females responded negatively to the differential scoring of selection testing.
tfowever, it was also found that females evaluated quotas (a more extreme form of
atfirmative action) more positively than did males.

igma of In 1pi ive A
Difference between perceptions of and actual competence,
Swann (1984} proposes that often with social stereotypes, perceivers may

become highly certain of their expectancies and elicit support for them when they
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receive consensual validation of the expectancies from a majority of the population.
Therefore, it is important to recognize that 1t is the perception that an individual
succeeded because of preferential selection that sets the negative stigmatization of
recipients tn motion, not the actuality of preferential selection. There is also a clear
distinction between people's perceptions of the target's competence and the target's
actual competence. There is a widely shared perception that affirmative action
sclects women and minorities because of who they are not because of what they can
do (Northcraft & Martin, 1982). This perception, which may or may not coincide
with reality, creates the stigma of incompetence on those who benetit from
atfirmative action.

With the variety of procedures, and the differing weights put on
demographics and on qualifications, atfirmative action policics leave a great deal
of information ambiguous for both recipients and non-recipients. Both groups are
lett to ponder what extent, if any, group membership played in the decision
process. For example, an organization or university sclection committee will not
disclose information about the selection process or the extent group membership
had on the decision. It is therefore important to emphasize that research on
perceived competence of affirmative action recipients is based on others'
perceptions of the target's competence which in no way reflects an accurate

account of the target's actual competence.

A frequent criticism of affirmative action programs is that people will

stigmatize women and ethnic minorities hired under such programs as having
substandard competence to perform the job {Heilman et al.,, 1991). Previous

rescarch has shown that minority members selected under an affirmative action
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program are perceived as relatively less competent. Heilman et al. (1992, Study 2)
asked white male employees of various companies to evaluate the competence of a
minority co-worker assumed to be hired under affirmative action. The rclationship
between perceptions of low competence and an affirmative action label was
demonstrated not only when the minority co-worker was a white female bur also
when the co-worker was a black male or black female.

Opponents of affirmative action argue that the presence of affirmative
action reinforces the notion that minority members are inferior and thus require
preferential assistance to succeed in employment and cducation. Maio and Esscs
{1998) suggest such a consequence of atfirmative action could increase negative
intergroup attitudes. These researchers investigated whether stigmatization
associated with affirmative action affects perceptions of groups and of individual
group members in the same way. They suggest that the "benefits of affirmative
action for individual group members {¢.g., promotions) may be more tangible than
the abstract benefits for target groups (¢.g., higher group status)” {Mato & Esscs,
1998, p. 66). Fifty one Canadian undergraduates were given a fictitious editortal
positively describing an unfamiliar immigrant group, and the group was or was not
described as being able o benefit from affirmative action programs. Participants
were asked to rate their perceptions of the group, the group's immigration, and
immigration in general. Results showed that when affirmative action was
mentioned, the perceptions toward the group, the group’s immigration, and
immigration in general were all less favorable than when affirmative action was not
mentioned. This study found that “participants assumed that the group was less
competent and less valuable as immigrants, simply because the group would benefit
from the policy” (Maio & Esses, 1998, p. 71). Maio and Esses suggest that the

eroup’s mere eligibility for affirmative action may be perceived as an indication that
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the group is inferior and needs help to succeed. In addition, they suggest that
atfirmative action may be seen as benefiting the immigrant group at a cost to one's
own group. Therefore, research suggests that majority members may view women
and minorities selected with affirmative action as less competent than those
sclected without affirmative action, and this stigmatization may generaiize to
evaluations of the target group as a whole.

Aurbutional iV ion

The stigma of incompetence that plagues recipients of affirmative action
can be accounted for by existing attribution theories. More specifically, Kelley's
(1971 two attributional processes, discounting and augmentation, may be used to
cain a deeper understanding of why negative stercotypes of incompetence arc
associated with affirmative action beneficiaries. While affirmative action may be
successful in increasing the number of women and minorttics in the workplace, it
may also affect the autributional process. For instance, whatever success is achieved
by such groups, they are not perceived as responsible for their success (Garcia et
al., 1981).

Kelley's (1971) discounting principle indicates that "the role of a given
cause in producing a given effect is discounted if other plausible causes are also
present” (p. 8). Therefore, the mere presence of an affirmative action policy may
provide a plausible and salient cause to explain success of women and minorities in
academic or employment domains. For instance, when a female is hired for a job
one explanation for the event is that the female possesses the necessary
qualifications and is competent to handle the job. In the absence of any alternative
explanation, this reason would be seen as the primary cause for the hiring of the
female. However, if the female is hired for the job under an atfirmative action

policy, the aftirmative action policy represents an alternative explanation for the
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hiring decision. The discounting principle implics that when two possible causes
for an cffect are made available one cause will be solely preferred. If people choose
1o belicve the female was hired because of preferential treatment, the role of
qualifications in the decision process are discounted (Heilman et al., 1998).
Therefore, assuming the female was hired primarily because of her minority
membership people may discount her qualifications and perceive her as
incompetent. The discounting results because qualifications are typicaily central 1o
hiring decisions. If the importance of the role of qualifications is discounted, this
Icads to vet another assumption about the female's competence. Heilman etal’s
(1992 rescarch on affirmative action in gender-typed jobs described earlier
provides support for the discounting dynamic mediating the stigmatization process.
Their results indicated that participants did indeed discount the role of
qualifications and assumed that the hirce was selected primarily because of his or
her minority status.

in addition to the discounting process, the augmentation principle may also
be used to explain how perceptions of competence can be effected by the
affirmative action label. Augmentation of a cause’s influence occurs when an
outcome of the cause takes place in the presence of an inhibiting factor (Summers,
1991). The presence of the inhibiting factor may result in an enhancement or
amplification of the influence of the cause. For example, if a female is hired for a
job in an organization that does not have an affirmative action policy, the anti-
affirmative action position may be perceived as an inhibitory influence. Therefore,
the female's success will result in enhanced percepuions of her qualifications and
competence to handle the job. The promoted female's qualifications may be

augmented and she may be seen as highly competent.
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Garcia et al. (1981) asked male and female undergraduates to evaluate a
minority student applying to a psychology graduate program. Based on Kelley's
(1971) discounting and augmentation principles, they predicted the minority
applicant would be perceived as less qualified when the university was said to be
committed to an affirmative action program. Results supported the use of both
discounting and augmentation principles. If the applicant was accepted by the
university that was commutted to an affirmative action policy, the policy provided a
plausible cause to explain the applicant's acceptance which led to the discounting
of the role of qualifications in the decision process. If the applicant was rejected by
the university that was committed to an affirmative action policy, the policy
provided an external inhibitory causc which lead people to auribute the applicant’s
fatlure to tnternal causes, such as lack of qualifications.

In the last thirty vears there has been an increase ot women and minority
members in traditionally majority members’ fields of employment and education
(Prentice, 2000). Despite this increase, sex-typing of particular arcas persists
(Dryburg, 1999; Morgan, 1992). Male sex-typing of cerain areas in education and
cmployment has resulted in persisting low representation of certain women in some
ficlds. Such occupations are described as 'sex-typed' when a very large majority of
individuals in the area are of one sex and where there is an associated cxpectation
that this is normative.

Antributions of success or failure may also differ in sex-typed occupations
and fields of study. Bond ( 1981) suggests that people attribute unexpected “sex-
inappropriate” success and failures to external and unstable traits, while expected
“sex-appropriate” performance to internal and stable traits. Such that if a female

succeeded in a male dominated occupation, peopie will attribute her success as
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temporary and based on luck. If the female succeeded in a female dominated
occupation, though, people will attribute her success as somewhat consistent and
based on her qualifications and ability. Therefore, "to the extent to which
behavioral deviations from sex-role stereotypes are discounted rather than
perceived as indicative of the actor's true character or skills, these stereotypes will
sustain themselves regardless of the degree to which they reflect reality” { Bond,
1981, p.114). Gender bias s based upon attitudes and behaviors toward women and
men, which retlects stereotypical beliefs about the nature and roles of the sexes
rather than upon independent valuation of individual abilities and experiences.
Male Sex-Tyvped Academic Ar

Mecn and women in the student population continuc to scgregate to
particular university academic programs. For example, percentages of women in
Arts, Humanities, and Education are much higher than in fields such as Physical
Sciences and Engineering (Kimura, 1997). Even though female enroliment in
Engineering and Science has increased over the past forty vears, female students
today remain disproportionately underrepresented in these fields. In 1960, only
10°6 of the scientists and less than 1% of the engineers employed in the United
States were women, while in 1988, women represented 30% of scientists, and 4%
of engineers {Morgan, 1992). This data suggests both Science and Engineering are
male sex-typed areas of interest, with Engincering especially so.

Morgan ( 1992) researched college students’ perceptions of the low
representation of women in Science and Engineering. Male and female students
indicated that the fear of resentment from male colleagues was a major barrier to
women's participation in both fields. This study found that 19.6% of the students
perceived male colleagues' resentment of women in Science, while 21.3% of the

students perceived this barrier to women in Engineering. Additional reasons for
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women's low representation in these fields included perceptions that the jobs were
too demanding for a woman to combine with family responsibilities, that most
parcnts discourage their daughters from training in such fields, and that such jobs
require skills and characteristics which women do not have. No gender differences
were found in participants' responses to the barriers women face in Science and
Engincering.

Affi 1V ton in Sex-T Ar

When women obtain positions in arcas that are strongly male dominated
through affirmative action negative perceptions of their competence may arise from
both their minority gender and the atfirmative action recipicent label. In fact,
negative evaluations of the minority members in untraditional fields may be further
cxacerbated when affirmative action is present in the selection process. In addition,
ncgative cvaluations of the minority members selected under affirmative action
should still occur even when none would have occurred in the absence of
affirmative action. This prediction stems from the idea that if the discounting
principle is in tact the process which allows affirmative action to attach a stigma of
incompetence onto its recipients, this stigma should occur regardiess of the degree
to which women and minorities are typically seen to be qualificd for a job.
Discounting the minority's qualifications as an explanation of being hired creates a
negative evaluation of the minority's competence, which is separate and distinct
from ordinary gender stereotyping processes.

To date, the only research examining affirmative action in sex-typed areas
has been stnictly focused on sex-typed occupations rather than sex-typed academic
ficlds. Heilman et al. (1992, Study 1) investigated the effects of the affirmative
action label with the sex-type of an occupation. Participants of both genders

reviewed the application material of a male or female for a job that was either
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strongly male sex-typed or a slightly male sex-typed job. The female applicant was
cither hired with or without an affirmative action program. The authors predicted
that the "affirmative action status [would] negatively affect the perceived
competence of women hirees for both the electrician job (for which we expected to
be devalued even without association with affirmative action) and the laboratory
technician job (for which we expected little, if any, devaluation of women without
association with affirmative action)” (Heilman et al., 1992, p. 536). As expected,
the atfirmative action status "exacerbated the negative evaluation of'a female
hircc's competence when the job was strongly male sex-typed and she already was
disadvantaged because of her sex”, also the female hired under affirmative action
was perceived as less competent even when the job was merely "minimally male
sex-typed and being a woman posed no particular disadvantage with respect to
cvaluation” (Heilman et al., 1992, p. 339). Furthermore, their results supported the
discounting phenomenon such that participants rated the extent to which
qualitications played a role in the hiring process as significantly less for the
atfirmative action hirecs in both sex-typed occupations.

In addition to measuring perceived competence of the femate hiree,
Heilman et al. (1992) also investigated whether the affirmative action label would
produce negative perceptions on other work-related measures, such as
characterizations of potency (e.g., strong), activity (e.g., hardworking),
interpersonal attributes (e.g., likable), and prognoses of career progress. It was
tound that the affirmative action label created a perception of passivity for female
hirees that did not occur without the label. For example, the male and female hired
without affirmative action in both sex-typed jobs were not found to differ on

activity, however, females hired under affirmative action were characterized as
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significantly less active than both males and females hired without affirmative
action. The affirmative action label also exacerbated the perceived lack of potency
typically ascribed to women. While there was no significant effects for
interpersonal characteristics, prognoses of career progress also indicated negative
cvaluations of hirces based on their gender. Overall, male hirces were expected 10
advance in their careers much faster and more successfully than female hirees,
rcgardiess of whether the female was hired with or without affirmative action. The
atfirmative action status had no effect beyond those negative evaluations produced
by sex alone. Being a female in both the strongly and slightly male sex-typed
occupations was apparently sufficient to produce low expectations of career
progress.

Summers (1991} investigated how males and females would view a temale's
qualitications for a promotion in a traditionally male dominated occupation. Male
and female participants were asked to evaluate a female recently promoted in a
management position. Summers predicted that as members of the out-group, males
would most likely evaluate the female using a traditional feminine stereotype.
Since the stereotype of a female (e.g., passive and sensitive) contradicts the
masculine stereotype of a manager (e.g., analytic and competitive) it was predicted
males would have more negative expectations of the female's qualifications than
female participants. As members of the in-group, females should be more likely to
identify with the female hiree and less likely to use gender stereotypes in making
judgments of the female hiree's qualifications. Furthermore, Summers investigated
whether the affirmative action label would effect the evaluations of the female
hiree in the male occupation of management. Support was found for both the
discounting and augmentation processes. Summers found the male-female

difference in evaluations was found to be dependent upon the female being hired
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with or without affirmative action. When the female was perceived to be hired
under an affirmative action policy both males and females discounted the woman's
qualifications which led to a stigma of incompetence. However, when the female
was hircd without an affirmative action policy, female participants, in contrast to
male participants, augmented the female hiree's qualifications and evaluated the
hiree as competent. Therefore, female participants may have viewed the
management organization's anti-affirmative action position as an inhibitory factor
which was overcome by the promoted hiree's competence and necessary
qualifications. Summers suggests that male participants, on the other hand, may
have continued to discount the female's qualifications in the anti-affirmative action
condition on the basis of an inclination to view females in terms of a traditionally
feminine stercotype. Since the feminine stereotype is incongruent with the
requirements of the management position, the female was perceived to be less
competent.

The Present Study

Despite the large number of universities and colicges in North America
using affirmative action policies in the application process, the majority of studies
on atfirmative action focus on the employment domain. Even though Canadian
universities implement affirmative action in the hiring of employees rather than the
acccpiance of students, it is important to understand how affirmative action
recipients are perceived when entering the area of academics. [n addition, the only
study which has examined affirmative action in specific sex-typed areas (Heilman
et al., 1992) has focused on sex-typed areas of employment. To date no research
has examined the area of affirmative action in sex-typed academic programs. [t is
important, though, to examine whether the stigma of incompetence found with

affirmative action recipients in sex-typed fields of employment (Heilman et al.,
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1992) would be cvident with affirmative action recipients in sex-typed fields of
academics.

To address this lack of research, the present study investigated the effects
of atfirmative action programs on perceived competence of students in the
academic domain. The goal of the present study was to examine whether and how
perceptions of female applicants were influenced by the association with an
affirmative action policy in academic programs that are male sex-typed. To further
understand perceptions of females accepted with affirmative action into male sex-
tvped academics, this study explored the underlying processes of discounting and
gender stercotyping, both separately and in combination.

it was important to examine affirmative action in the academic domain
because education is the first environment women encounter in their careers. If
ncgative evaluations of their competency resulted from the affirmative action label
at the academic stage, it may discourage them from furthering their education or
trom secking employment in male dominated arcas. Furthermore, it was thought
that if people perceived female affirmative action recipients negatively in
academics, this may carry over or become more extreme if presented with the
female recipients in the employment domain.

[n particular, [ was interested in how those selected under affirmative
action programs were perceived when applying to graduate programs that varied in
degree of being male sex-typed. An initial pilot study was conducted to examine
onlookers' perceptions of sex-typed academic programs. [n this pilot study, 22
undergraduates estimated the percentages of males and females in a variety of
different graduate programs. Based on these responses, the Engineering program
was chosen as the strongly male sex-typed program because participants believed

that (M = 74%) of Engineering students were male while only (M = 24%) were



Affirmative Actior 27
female. The Dentistry program was chosen as the slightly male sex-typed program
because participants indicated that (M = 61%) of Dentistry students were male
while (M = 39%) were female. Furthermore, t-tests revealed that the Engincering
and Dentistry programs were not perceived differently on seven 9-point semantic
ditferential scales. The pilot study's mean ratings of perceived difficuity of the
Engincering and Dentistry programs are presented in Table 1.

In the main study, male and female participants were asked to review an
application package of a student who applied and was accepted to a graduate
school. The university was or was not committed to an affirmative action policy,
and the applicant was applying to cither an Engineering or a Dentistry program.
The applicant was cither a male or a female, and the female was or was not
associated with affirmative action. No affirmative action male applicant was
inciuded because such an applicant would not be credible nor make sensc given the
male sex-typed nature of the programs. Therefore, this study consisted of a 2
{program sex-type: strongly male, slightly male) by 3 (applicant: male, temale,
affirmative action femaie) design. Based on previous research (Garcia et al., 1981
Kravitz et al., 1997) which indicated no gender differences in participants’
perceptions, [ predicted no participant gender differences on the dependent
mcasures.

For the present study, hypotheses were based on the processes of
discounting and gender stereotyping. Based on the discounting principle, it was
proposed that female applicants associated with affirmative action would be
perceived negatively compared to male and female applicants not associated with
affirmative action. Based on gender stereotyping, it was proposed that female
applicants would be perceived negatively in the Engineering program (strongly

male sex-typed) but not in the Dentistry program (slightly male sex-typed).
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Consistent with previous research findings (Heilman et al., 1992), it was expected
that gender stercotypes would only influence perceptions of competence,
interpersonal characteristics, and projected program prognoses. Therefore,
interactions between program sex-type and applicant are predicted only for these
variables.
Perceived Competence h

[ hypothesized a two-way interaction between program sex-type and
applicant on the measure of perceived competence. First, when affirmative action
was not mentioned, it was predicted that female applicants would be perceived as
less competent than male applicants in the Engineering program, while it was
predicted that male and female applicants in the Dentistry program would be
perceived similarly on perceived competence. Furthermore, the female applicant in
the Engineering program was expected to be perceived as less competent than the
female applicant in the Dentistry program. Based on gender stereotypes, the female
applicant in the strongly male sex-typed Engineering program, compared to the
slightly male sex-typed Dentistry program, was predicted to be stereotyped as
incompetent based solely on her gender.

Second, [ predicted that in both graduate programs, the female applicants
accepted under affirmative action would be perccived as less competent than the
male and female applicants accepted without affirmative action. Based on Kelley's
(1971) discounting theory, it was thought that the affirmative action label would
provide a plausible cause to explain the minority’s acceptance into the graduate
program. The new plausible cause was expected to lead to discounting the
minority's competence and qualifications to handle the program. Furthermore, [
predicted that the female applicant accepted with affirmative action into the

Engineering program would be perceived as the least competent, followed by the
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female applicant accepted with affirmative action into the Dentistry program.
Based on Heilman et al.'s (1992) research on female affirmative action recipients,
it was thought that the negative cvaluations of a female's perceived competency
based on her gender may become even more negative if she were perceived to be
sclected under an affirmative action policy. Therefore, affirmative action females
in Engineering were expected to be discriminated against because of their gender
and their association with affirmative action, whereas affirmative action females in
Dentistry were expected to be discriminated against solely on their association with
affirmative action.

In addition to measures of perceived competence, | was also interested in
whether the affirmative action label would produce negative evaluations in other
academic perceptions, such as characterizations of interpersonal (i.¢., likable-
unlikable), potency (i.c., strong-weak), and activity (i.c., hardworking-lazy)
attributes. {t was important to investigate whether other negative inferences were
associated with the affirmative action label which might affect perceptions ot an
individual's effectiveness and success within an academic program. My predictions
of these charactenizations in the academic domain were based on Heilman etal.'s
{1992) tindings in the emplovment domain and on Kelley's (1971) discounting
theorv. It was thought that if people choose to believe female applicants were
accepted primarily because of their minority status, people would discount the role
of qualifications in the decision process. The discounting process may in turn lead
to negative evaluations on such characterizations.
interpersonal Characternistics Hyvpoth

I hypothesized a two-way interaction between program sex-type and
applicant on interpersonal characteristic measures. First, [ predicted that in both

programs male applicants, as compared to female and affirmative action female
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applicants, would be perceived the most positively on interpersonal characteristics.
Sccond, | predicted that the female accepted into the Engineering program would
be perceived more negatively on interpersonal traits than the female accepted into
the Denustry program. And third, [ predicted that the female accepted into
Engineering under affirmative action would be perceived the most negatively,
followed by the temale applicant accepted into Dentistry under affirmative action.

Based on gender stercotypes, it was hypothesized that female applicants
entering strongly male dominated areas, more so than those entering slightly male
dominated arcas, would be seen as deviating from their feminine role and feminine
characteristics. On the other hand, male applicants enterning male dominated
programs would be perceived as following their masculine role by entering arcas
which emphasizes male characteristics. Finally, [ expected atfirmative action
temale applicants to be perceived the most negatively on interpersonal ratings
because of gender stereotypes and the affirmative action stigma working together.
Once again it was believed that the combination of the two stereotypes would be
especially harmful for women in strongly maie sex-typed areas such as

Engineering.
Potency Hypothesis

fn terms of potency, [ hypothesized a main effect for the applicant. 1
predicted that the female applicant would be perceived as less potent than the male
applicant, and the affirmative action label would exacerbate the perceived lack of
potency, regardless of the sex-typed graduate program. [t was thought that when
females were presumed 1o be accepted because of their minority status and not

their qualifications, the perceived lack of potency typically ascribed to women

would become even more negative.
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Activity Hypothesis

[n terms of activity, [ hypothesized a main effect for the applicant. [n both
graduate programs, | predicted no differences in evaluations of the male and female
applicants, however, those females associated with affirmative action would be
characterized as less active. [t was thought that when affirmative action was
present, people would discount the role of qualifications, including the individual's
activity level, in the decision process. [t was furthermore thought that the
association with an affirmative action policy would create an impression of
passivity for femalc recipients that would not have existed without the association.
Projected Program Prog

[ also investigated participants’ predictions of cach applicant's progress
through the particular programs. [ hypothesized a two-way interaction between
program sex-type and applicant on program progress expectations. First, regardless
of program, [ predicted that male applicants, as compared to female and affirmative
action femalc applicants, would be perceived with the highest expectations of
progress. Second, when affirmative action was not mentioned, [ predicted that the
femalc applicant in the Engineering program would receive lower prognoses than
the female applicant in the Dentistry program. Third, [ predicted that the
affirmative action female applicant in the Engineering program would be perceived
with the lowest expectations of program progress, followed by the affirmative
action applicant in the Dentistry program.

Based on gender stereotypes, it was thought that being a malc applicant in
both programs would pose no disadvantage due to the male sex-typed nature of the
programs. On the other hand, it was anticipated that people would perceive that
female applicants were more likely to struggle with adapting to male dominated

disciplines, and this would be especially difficult in the strongly male sex-typed
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graduate program. Furthermore, it was thought that if the female was accepted
under an affirmative action policy, her qualifications would be discounted, which in
turn would result in the female being perceived as even less likely to succeed in the
program.

ved Faime .

To try to capture the assumptions being made about the procedures used to
select women through affirmative action, [ also looked at the perceptions of
fairness and the extent to which qualifications played a role in the decision process.
[ hypothesized a main effect for applicant on the perceived fairness of the decision
conditions would perceive the decision process to be less fair than particinants in
the male and temale apnlicant conditions. Participants in the male and female
applicant conditions (without affirmative action) were expected to nerceive the

decision nroce < with similar ratings of tairness. Thic hypot hesis was based on the

reasoning that an affirmative action recipient’'s qualifications would be discounted

if 1t was assumed the recipient's minority status was the basis for acceptance. {t was

thought that feelings of inequity would result from the affirmative action

Raole of ﬂna!iﬁr‘atinncﬂvpﬂ[hecic

Finally, I hvpothesized a main effect for applicant on the perceived role of
qualifications in the decision process. | predicted that in both programs, the role of
qualifications would be rated as less important for females hired under atfirmative

action than for either the males or females not associated with affirmative action. |
expected no differences in perceptions regarding the role of qualifications in the
decision process for the male and female applicants accepted without affirmative

action. This hypothesis was based on the discounting principle such that when
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affirmative action was mentioned, the role of qualifications woulid be discounted
and the applicant would be assumed to have been accepted primarily because of
their minority status.

Method
Participants and Design

One hundred and fifty seven undergraduates, {12 females and 45 males,
cnrolled in Introductory Psychology at the University of Manitoba participated in
the study Students participated collectively, and received partial course credit for
their participation. [ntroductory students, who were beginning their undergraduate
programs (M = 19.03, SD = 2.00 for age in years) were uscd as participants to
¢nsure that the participants did not have prior knowledge of specific graduate
programs or graduate applicant procedures.

The hypotheses were tested using a 2 (program sex-type: strongly male vs.
slightly male) X 3 (applicant: male vs. female vs. affirmative action female)
tactorial design. Therefore, [ experimentally manipulated the program sex-type and
applicant.

Program sex-type was manipulated by selecting academic programs that
ditfered in the degree to which they were perceived to be male sex-typed. [n this
study, male sex-typed programs were defined by the perceived proportion of males
and females in cach program. In the pilot study, Engineering was chosen as the
strongly male sex-typed program with 74% male students and Dentistry was chosen
as the slightly male sex-typed program with 6 1% male students. Participants in the
strongly male sex-typed conditions reviewed an application of a student who
applied and was accepted to the Engineering program. Participants in the slightly
male sex-tvped conditions reviewed an application of a student who applied and

was accepted to the Dentistry program.
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With regard to applicant, the student accepted was either a male or a
female, and the female either was or was not associated with affirmative action. To
manipulate the affirmative action status, there either was or was not an affirmative
action statcment appearing on the bottom of the application form. The statement
was typed in bold letters to ensure it was salient to participants. The statement read,
"This university i1s committed to an affirmative action policy. We encourage
diversity in the workplace, and we do not discriminate on the basis of sex, race,
color, national origin, age, or religion in any of our policies or procedures. Women
and members of minority groups are especially encouraged to apply.” This
statement did not appear in the no affirmative action conditions.

Therefore, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six
experimental conditions. For the Engineering program, 26 participants reviewed
the male applicant, 27 the female applicant, and 27 the affirmative action female
applicant. For the Dentistry program, 22 participants reviewed the male applicant,
27 the female applicant, and 26 the affirmative action applicant. Male and female
participants were distributed in roughly equal proportions across the experimental
conditions.

Brocedure

Participants were told they were participating in a study investigating
"university application and selection procedures.” The experimenter indicated that
they would be reviewing and evaluating an application package belonging to a
student who recently applied and was accepted into a graduate program. After
obtaining informed consent (see Appendix A), the experimenter distributed the
application package and the dependent measures to participants in a single stapled
booklet. The application package included an official university letter, the

applicant’s personal application form, and a brief questionnaire.
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The first page of the package was the official university information letter,
which contained information about the graduate program, either Engineering or
Dentistry. This letter provided standard information about the university, such as
the good academic reputation, research facilities, and available courses. However,
the name of the university was crossed out to ensure that participants did not have
prior knowledge of particular programs or university procedures. The experimenter
cxplained to participants that the university's name was not mentioned for privacy
rcasons. For participants in the affirmative action conditions, the affirmative action
statement was typed in bold at the bottom of this letter (sec Appendix B). For
participants in the no affirmative action conditions, this letter did not include the
affirmative action statement (sce Appendix C).

The second page of the package was the student's application form. This
form described the personal background and academic qualifications ot the
applicant. The male applicant, Eric Johnson (sec Appendix D), and the female
applicant, Lisa Johnson (see Appendix E), were chosen to ensure that sex, not race,
was the basis of the applicant's affirmative action status. All applicants had
identical backgrounds and qualifications. The applicants were described very
briefly and had average backgrounds and qualifications. The average image was
chosen because evaluations of the applicant could be affected if the applicant was
said to have exceptionally good or exceptionally bad qualifications (Summers,
1991). Therefore, the applicant was described as a single 24 year old, witha 3.5
grade point average. [nvolvement in school and work activities, such as research
and volunteer work, were included in order to balance the school qualifications
with outside activities.

After reviewing the university information letter and the personal

application form, participants were asked to complete the questionnaire (see
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Appendix F) Participants were asked to evaluate the applicant on a number of traits
and respond to questions regarding the perceived competence and expected
program progress of their particular applicant. They also answered questions
regarding the perceived faimess and the role of qualifications in the decision
process. Finally, participants completed a number of questions serving as
manipulation checks of the program sex-type and the applicant. Atter completing
the questionnaire, participants were debricfed (see Appendix G) and thanked for
their participation.
Dependent Measures

The dependent measures for this study were based on those developed by
Heilman et al (1992) For the purpose of this study, some measures were reworded
to correspond with the academic domain.

Perceived competence To assess perceived competence, the key dependent
vanable in the study, participants were asked to respond to five semantic
difterentials (competent-incompetent, intelligent-unintelligent, qualified-
unqualified, effective-ineffective, decisive-indecisive) and two questions using 9-
point scales. The first question asked, "How competently do you expect this student
to perform in this graduate program?” Participants responded using a 9-point scale
with endpoints labeled 1 (not at all competently) and 9 (very competently). The
sccond question asked, "How effective do you think this student will be at doing
the school work?" Participants responded using a 9-point scale with endpoints
labeled 1 (not at all effective) and 9 (very effective). A reliability analysis of the
seven items revealed the measures formed a reliable scale, Chronbach's alpha = 88
The average of the seven items was taken as the mean perceived competence

rating, with higher ratings indicating higher perceived competence.
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Interpersonal characteristics. Using a series of 9-point semantic
differentials, participants evaluated applicants on eight interpersonal characteristics
(hikable-unlikable, unpleasant-pleasant, disagreeable-agreeable, helpful-not helpful,
cooperative-uncooperative, trustworthy-untrustworthy, bright-dull, respectful-
disrespectful) Ratings for the eight interpersonal traits formed a reliabie scale
{Chronbach's alpha = 75) and were combined into a single score, where the
average ratings of the traits produced a mean interpersonal charactenistic rating
Therefore the higher the mean the more favorable the perceptions on the
interpersonal traits

Potency Rarings of the rthree 9-point patency questions (strong-weak, fimid-
forceful, tough-soft) were combined and formed a moderate reliable scale,
(hronbach's alpha = 53 The average of the responses to items comprising the
scale produced a mean potency rating Therefore the higher the mean the more
favorahlc the perceptions on the potency traits

Activity_ A reliability analysis of the four 9-point activity questions
(hardworking-lazy, gives up easily-persistent, energetic-sluggish, inefficient-
efticient) indicated that the measure formed a moderate reliable scale, Chronbach’s
alpha = 56 These items were then combined into a single scare where the average
of the responses was taken as the mean activity rating Therefare the higher the
mean the more favorahle the perceptions on the activity fraits

Projected program prognoses Panicipanm were asked two quiestions

reparding the applicant's expected progress in the academic program The first
question asked, "How likely do vou think this student will receive high grades in
this graduate program?” Participants responded using a 9-point scale with
endpaints labeled 1 (not ar all likely) and O (very likely) The second question

acked "If thic student finishes this gmdu:_ne program, how quicklv do vou think it
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will happen?" Participants responded using a 9-point scale with endpoints labeled
I(not at all quickly) and 9(very quickly) Ratings on rhese two questions formed a
reliable scale, Chronbach's alpha = 72 and were averaged to represent the mean
projccted program rating Therefore the higher the mean the more favarable the

program progress rating.

Perceived faimess To assess the perceived faimess of the application
process, participants were asked to ratc on a 9-point scale, "To what extent do vou
think the application process had been " with endpaoints labeled as 1 (not at all
fair) and 9 (completely fair) Therefore the lower the mean the lower the perceived
faimess of the decision process

Role of qualifications The last seven questions concerned the perceived
role of qualifications in the decision process. The first four questions were
developed by Garcia et al. (1981). Participants responded to the first and second
questions on a 9-point scale with endpoints labeled | (much lower) and 9 (much
higher). These questions asked participants to ” Indicate whether you think the
student's GPA was higher or lower than the average GPA of all those who applied
to the program,” and to "Indicate whether you think the student's GPA was higher
or lower than the average GPA of all those who were accepted into the program.”
Participants responded to the third and fourth questions on a 9-point scale with
endpoints labeled 1 (much less qualified) and 9 (much more qualified). Participants
were asked to "Indicate whether you think the student's overali qualifications were
higher or lower than of all those who applied to the program,” and to "[ndicate
whether vou think the student's overall qualifications were higher or lower than of
all those who were accepted into the program.” The fifth, sixth, and seventh
questions regarded the role qualifications played in the decision process and were

rated on 9-point scales with endpoints fabeled 1 (not at all) and 9 (completely). The
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questions asked: "to what extent do you think this student was accepted because of
their qualifications to perform well in the program?”, "to what extent do you think
this student was in fact qualified to perform well in the program when accepted?”,
"to what extent do you think this student was accepted into the program because of
affirmative action policies”" Ratings of these seven items formed a reliable scale,
Chronbach's alpha = .83, and were averaged to produce a mean acceptance due to
qualifications rating. Thercfore, the higher the mean the higher the perception that
qualifications were important in the decision process.

To check the manipulation of academic program sex-type, participants were
asked to, "Estimate the percentage of males and females currently enrolicd in this
particular graduate program.” Participants were also asked to evaluate the program,
on seven 9-point scales (boring-interesting, casy-difficult, relaxed-stressed,
challenging-unchallenging, demanding-undemanding, strenuous-cascful,
complicated-uncomplicated) to ensure the programs were perceived similarly.
Next, to check that the applicant manipulation was effective, participants
responded to three questions. First, participants reported the sex of the applicant
whosc materials they reviewed to ensure the participants were aware of the sex of
the applicant. Second, participants recalled, with a yes or no answer, "Does the
university have an affirmative action policy?" Third, to ensure participants had
some knowledge of what affirmative action was, they were asked to
briefly explain what they believed an affirmative action policy was. Finally,
participants indicated their first language, gender, age, and ethnic background, for
the purpose of controlling these potential confounds.

Results

Preliminary analyses indicated no differences in the ratings of male and
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female participants. All main effects and interactions with the participants' gender
variable were non significant (ps > .12). Therefore, the data was collapsed across
this variable for all analyses reported.

Manipulation Checks

One hundred and fifty five participants (98.9%) correctly indicated whether
they were evaluating a male or female applicant. Two participants were dropped
from the analyses for incorrectly recalling the applicant's sex.

To check the program sex-type manipulation, analysis of the mean
percentages of each gender in the two programs revealed a significant ctfect for
program, 1 (2,155) = 5.04, p < .001, with the Engineering program perceived as
strongly male sex-typed and the Dentistry program as slightly male sex-typed.
Participants perceived the Engineering program to have more male students
(M =71.9 %) than the Dentistry program (M = 62.1%). These results are similar to
those found in the pilot study.

To verify that participants perceived the two graduate programs similarly, a
2 (program: Engineering vs. Dentistry) X 3 (applicant: male vs. female vs.
affirmative action female) MANOVA was conducted on the seven bipolar items.
The MANOVA revealed no significant main effects for program, Multivariate E (7,
143) = 04, p > .63, or applicant, Multivariate F (14, 288) = .10, p > .43, and no
interaction, Multivariate E (14, 288) = .04, p > .96. Therefore, the choice of the
Engineering and Dentistry programs were effective in portraying strongly and
slightly male sex-typed programs that were not perceived to differ with respect to
difficulty. These results are similar to those of the pilot study.

The majority of participants in the affirmative action conditions (72.2 %)
correctly indicated that the university they reviewed was committed to an

affirmative action policy. Participants in the affirmative action condition who
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responded incorrectly, indicated on the open-ended question that they were aware
the university had such a policy, yet were not sure whether the policy was
implemented for their particular applicant. The majority of participants in the non-
affirmative action conditions (91.3 %) indicated that they did not know whether the
university was or was not committed to an affirmative action policy. Since no
affirmative action statement was included for the non-affirmative action conditions,
participants' responses seem logical.

The open-ended question examining participants’ perceptions of affirmative
action indicated that, consistent with previous research (Heilman et al., 1992),
participants in the atfirmative action conditions assumed these policics gave
preferential treatment to individuals based on their minority membership. In
contrast, participants in the non-atfirmative action conditions did not know what
affirmative action was. This lack of knowledge of affirmative action may also
cxplain why the participants could not indicate whether or not the university was
committcd to such a policy.

. <

Preliminary analysis involved the correlations among the dependent
measures. This analysis revealed that there were positive correlations among all
dependent measures (ps < .035). For example, these correlations indicated that
higher competence ratings are associated with higher ratings on the role of
qualifications in the decision process, and higher competence ratings are associated
with projected program prognoses. All correlations among the dependent measures
are presented in Table 2.

Univariate 2 (program: engineering vs. dentistry) x 3 (applicant: male vs.
female vs. affirmative action female) ANOVAs and planned comparisons using

two-tailed t-tests were conducted to test each of the hypotheses. Means based on
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program and applicant conditions for each of the dependent variables are presented
in Table 3.

Pereeiv

The ANOVA on the perceived competence measure indicated that the
intcraction between program sex-type and applicant was not significant, F (2, 1355)
= .12, p > .89. In addition, main cffects for program, E (1, [55) =15, p > .69, and
applicant, E (2, 155) = .36, p > .69, were not significant. Aithough the ANOVA
revealed no significant interaction, planned comparisons using two-tailed t-tests
were conducted to test the specific perceived competence hypotheses.

First, when affirmative action was not mentioned, [ predicted similar
perceived competence ratings for male and female applicants in the Dentistry
program, while | predicted the female applicants to be perceived as less competent
than malcs in the Enginecring program. Furthermorg, [ hypothesized the female
applicant in the Engineering program to be perceived as less competent than the
femalce applicant in the Dentistry program. As expected, male and female
applicants were perceived similarly with regards to competency in the Dentistry
program, t (47) = -.19, p > .85. However, there were no significant differences
between male and female applicant's perceived competence in the Engineering
program, t (51) =-.16, p > .87. Furthermore, there was no significant difference
between female applicants in the Engineering and Dentistry graduate programs.
Therefore, inconsistent with the gender stereotyping hypotheses, female applicants
were not perceived differently than male applicants, nor were female applicants
viewed differently in the strongly and slightly male sex-typed programs.

Second, [ predicted that in both programs the female applicants accepted
under affirmative action would be perceived as less competent than the male or

‘emale applicants accepted without affirmative action. Furthermore, [ expected the
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aftirmative action female applicant in the Engineering program to be perceived less
competently than the affirmative action female applicant in the Dentistry program.
Planncd comparisons indicated that the affirmative action female applicants were
perceived to be just as competent as the non-affirmative action female applicants (t
(32)=.27,p > .78 in Engineering, and t (51) = .92, p >.36 in Dentistry) and the
male applicants, (£ (31) = .14, p > .89 in Engineering, and 1 (46) = .59, p > .56 in
Denuistry). Furthermore, when affirmative action was mentioned, female applicants
in Enginecring and Dentistry were perceived as equally competent (1 (51) = .39, p >
.56). Therefore, inconsistent with previous rescarch (Heilman et al., 1992), female
applicants associated with affirmative action were not negatively perceived as
incompetent based on their gender or the affirmative action label.

The ANOVA on the mean interpersonal characteristics indicated that the

two-way interaction between program sex-type and applicant was not significant, E

th

(2, 135) = .25, p< .78. Furthermore, the main effects for program, E (1, 155) =
1.73, p > .19, and applicant, E (2, 155) = .03, p > .97, were not significant.
Although the ANOVA revealed no significant interaction, independent samples t-
tests were conducted to further test the interpersonal characteristic hypotheses.
First, [ expected that in both programs, male applicants would be perceived
the most positively on interpersonal characteristics. Second, | predicted the female
applicant in the Engineering program to be perceived more negatively than the
female applicant in the Dentistry program. And third, I predicted the affirmative
action temale in Engineering would be perceived the most negatively, fotlowed by
the affirmative action female in Dentistry. Independent samples t-tests revealed

that in both programs, male applicants were perceived similarly on interpersonal

traits to female applicants accepted without affirmative action, (1 (51) = .24, p > .81
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in Engineering, and t (47) = -.49, p > .62 in Dentistry), and fcmale applicants
accepted with affirmative action, (1 (51) = .53, p > .59 in Engineering, and
1(46) = -42, p > .62 in Dentistry). Furthermore, female applicants were perccived
similarly in both Engineering and the Dentistry (1 (52) = .66, p > .51), as were the
affirmative action female applicant in both male sex-typed programs (1 (51) = .34,
p > .74). Finally, no significant differences were found between the female
applicants accepted with or without affirmative action in either graduate program
(1(32) =28, p >.77 in Engineering, vs. 1 (31) = .01, p > 98 in Dentistry). in short,
applicants’ gender or association with an affirmative action policy did not effect
how they were perceived on interpersonal characteristics.

Potengy,

The ANOVA on the potency measure indicated no significant main effects
for the applicant, E (2, 155) = .23, p > .79, or program, E (1, 155)=.001,p>.79. In
addition, the interaction between program and applicant was not significant, E (2,
133) = .20, p = .82. Two tailed t-tests were conducted, though, to explore the
potency hypothesis.

I predicted that regardless of program, the female applicants would be
perceived as less potent than the male applicants, and the affirmative action female
applicants would be perceived even more negatively. No significant differences
between the applicant conditions on the potency measures were found. Female
applicants associated with affirmative action were perceived similarly on potency
traits with both male applicants, (t (99) = -.65, p > .52) and female applicants not
associated with affirmative action (1 (105) =-.10, p > .92). Furthermore, when
affirmative action was not mentioned, female and male applicants were also
perceived similarly with respect to potency, (£ (100) =-61, p> .54). The

stereotypical perception of a lack of potency previously found to be ascribed to
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women (Heilman et al., 1992) was not evident. In addition, the association with a
preferential policy did not effect how females were perceived on the potency traits.

Activity,

The ANOVA was predicted to reveal a main effect for applicant, however
no such main cffect was found, E (2, 155) = .52, p > .59. In addition, neither the
main effect for program, E (1, 155) =.18, p > .39, nor the interaction between
program and applicant were significant, E (2, 155) = 43, p > .65. { predicted that in
both graduate programs, there would be no differences in activity evaluations for
the male and female applicants, yet | did expect that temales associated with
affirmative action would be characterized as less active. Independent sample t-tests
indicated that as ¢xpected, there were no significant differences between male and
female applicants in either graduate program (¢ (100) = -.95, p > .35). However,
there were also no significant differences between affirmative action female and
male applicants (£ (99) = -.12, p > 91) or between affirmative action female and
non-affirmative action female applicants (1 (105) = .89, p > .38). In sum, the
association with an affirmative action policy did not create an impression of
passivity for female recipients.

Projected program progress.

The ANOVA indicated no significant interaction between program sex-type
and applicant on program prognoses, E (2, 155) = .27, p > .76. The main effects for
program, £ (1, 135) = .09, p > .76, and for applicant, £ (2, 155) = 1.60, p > .20,
were also not significant. Planned comparisons using two-tailed t-tests were
conducted to test the projected program progress hypotheses.

First, regardless of program, [ expected the male applicants to be perceived
with the highest expectations of progress. Second, [ predicted that the female

applicant in Engineering would receive lower prognoses than the female applicant
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in Dentistry. Furthermore, [ expected the affirmative action female applicant in
Engincering to receive the lowest expectation of program prognoses, followed by
the affirmative action female applicant in Dentistry. The t-tests revealed that male
applicants were perceived to progress through both programs similarly to female
applicants accepted without affirmative action (t (100) =-.68, p > .50) and female
applicants accepted with affirmative action (1 (99) = 1.10, p > .28). Furthermore,
the t-tests revealed that the female applicant in Engineenng was perceived to
progress through the program similarly to the female applicant in Dentistry (1 (52) =
-23, p > .82). Similarly, t-tests indicated that when affirmative action was
mentioned, female applicants were perceived to progress with a similar rate and
with similar success in both programs (1 (51) = .32, p > .75). Finally, female
applicants accepted with affirmative action were not perceived to progress
difterently than females applicants accepted without affirmative action in either
program (1 (32) = 84, p > .40 in Engineering, and t (51)=1.52, p> .13 in
Dentistry). Therefore, no differences in program progress were evident in the
applicant conditions. Simple being a female or being associated with an affirmative
action policy was not sufficient to negatively effect how femalec applicants were
perceived to progress through male sex-typed programs.

| predicted that in both programs, the decision process associated with affirmative
action would be perceived as less fair than the decision process for the male and
female applicants accepted without affirmative action. The ANOVA on perceived
faimness revealed no significant main effects for applicant, E (2, 155)=201,p>
.13, or for program, F (1, 155) =2.01, p > .15. Furthermore, no significant
interaction between program and applicant was found, E (2, 155) = .61, p > 34.

Independent two-tailed t-tests indicated that the decision process for affirmative
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action female recipients was perceived to be just as fair as the decision process for
male applicants (1 (99) = -1.89, p > .16) and for female applicants accepted without
affirmative action (t (105) = -.46, p > .65). Association with an affirmative action
policy did not effect how fair the decision process was perceived in the acceptance
of temale applicants in male sex-typed programs.

Role ot qualifications

Regardless of program, [ predicted the female applicants accepted with
atfirmative action would be perceived to have been accepted much less on the basis
of qualifications than the male and female applicants accepted without affirmative
action. The ANOVA indicated no significant main cffccts for applicant, E (2, 155)
= 1.64,p > .19, or tor program, E¢1, 155) = 87, p > .35. In addition, the interaction
between program and applicant was not significant, E (2, 155) = .20, p > .81.
Independent two-tailed t-tests revealed that the role of qualifications in the
acceptance decision was similar for all applicant conditions. The role of
qualifications for affirmative action females was perceived similarly as for the
male applicants (1(99) = 1.83, p > .17 ) and for the female applicants not
associated with affirmative action (£ (105) = 1.01, p > .31). In sum, perceptions of
the role of qualifications in the decision process were not affected by the presence
of an affirmative action policy favoring female applicants.

Discussion

Based on the discounting principle, it was proposed that the association
with affirmative action would negatively affect perceptions of female applicants in
both strongly and slightly male sex-typed academic programs. Based on gender
stereotypes, it was expected that female applicants would be negatively perceived
in Engineering (strongly male sex-typed) but not in Dentistry (slightly male sex-

typed). Contrary to these hypotheses, perceptions of female applicants accepted
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into male sex-typed programs under affirmative action were not influenced by the
discounting principle or gender stereotypes.

The principle of discounting was proposed to account for negative
perceptions of affirmative action recipients. However, my results indicated that
female applicants associated with affirmative action were not perceived negatively
on competency, potency, activity, and interpersonal characteristics. In addition,
atfirmauve action female applicants were perceived to progress with similar speed
and success through both programs as male and female applicants accepted without
affirmative action. The rolc of qualifications in the decision process captured the
fact that the discounting principle was not being applied to participants in this
study. It was expected that the presence of the affirmative action policy would
provide an alternative reason (acceptance based on gender not qualifications) for
the acceptance of female affirmative action recipients. Contrary to expectations,
perceptions of the role of qualifications in the decision process were similar for
applicants accepted with and without affirmative action. Therefore, the role of
qualifications was perceived by all participants, regardless of condition, to be
important. Furthermore, my results indicate that the presence of an affirmative
action policy did not influence perceptions of how fair the decision process was
with regards to the acceptance of female applicants. Since the affirmative action
recipients’ qualifications were not discounted, feelings of inequity did not lead to
perceptions of unfairness of the decision process. Consistent with this finding, the
perceived role of qualifications was positively correlated with the perceived
fairness. The female applicants associated with affirmative action were perceived
Just as favorably as applicants not associated with such policies. Discounting the
affirmative action recipients’ qualifications did not occur and the presence of the

policy did not effect how fair the decision process was perceived.
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Inconsistent with the gender stercotyping hypotheses, female applicants
were not perceived differently than male applicants, and the female applicants were
not perceived differently in the strongly and slightly male sex-typed programs. In
both programs, female applicants not associated with affirmative action were
perceived similarly to male applicants on competency, potency, activity, and
interpersonal characteristics. In addition, female applicants were perceived to
progress through both programs just as quickly and as successfully as male
applicants. Consistent with my predictions, female applicants were not negatively
discriminated against in the slightly male sex-typed program Dentistry.
Unexpectedly however, even in the strongly male sex-typed program
(Engincering), where female students were perceived to be highly
underrepresented, female applicants were perceived similarly to male applicants.
These favorable perceptions of female applicants in the Engineering program
suggests that gender stereotyping of female applicants did not occur in this study.

Finally, this study investigated whether female applicants accepted with an
atfirmative action policy experienced discrimination based on their association
with affirmative action in addition to their gender. Inconsistent with this
hypothesis, female applicants accepted into the strongly male sex-typed program
under affirmative action were perceived similarly to the other applicant and
program conditions. Therefore, affirmative action female applicants in Engincering
were not perceived negatively based on gender or based on the further addition of
the atfirmative action stigma.
implicanions of the Findings

Overall, my hypotheses based on gender stereotypes, discounting, and the
combination of the two were not supported. However, the data revealed particular

insights into perceptions of female applicants entering male dominated areas of
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cducation (e.g., Engineering) and of females associated with affirmative action.

Female applicants were not perceived to be disadvantaged based on their
gender in cither male sex-typed program. Despite the consensus that Engineering
was an arca of education that is greatly dominated by male students, people did not
discriminate against female students entering this program. One explanation for the
similar perceptions of male and female students in areas where females have been
traditionally underrcpresented may lic in the dynamic gender stereotypes of
women. With the increasing number of women entering male dominated areas, the
roles of women and men may have become more similar. Dickman and Eagly
{2000) propose that aspects of gender stereotypes are greatly influenced by
perceived change in the status of the minority group in the social world. As gender
stereotypes reflect perceptions of men and women in social roles, perceptions of
men and women will change as their status in social roles change. Since the
distribution of men and women in academics has become more equivalent,
perceptions on certain characteristics of men and women may have become more
similar. Furthermore, if perccivers belicve greater role similarity between men and
women will continue to occur in the future, "they should also project the continued
crosion of sex differences” (Diekman & Eagly, 2000, p. 1172). One explanation for
similar perceptions of malc and female applicants in this study then is that the
'emale applicants were no longer seen as a disadvantaged group. With the social
roles of male and female applicants merging together, the sexes may be viewed as
more sitmilar in their characteristics. Therefore, Dickman and Eagly's (2000)
argument that stereotypes of women encompass women's change of social status
over time supports the present study. These researchers found that stereotypes of
women have changed while stereotypes of men have remained relatively stable. In

fact, Diekman and Eagly (2000) suggested that the change in the stereotypes of
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women have become more similar to the stereotypes of men. The change in
women's traditional roles and characteristics influence the process of stereotyping,
"surely, stereotypes of groups are marked by their current status and by the work
that their members currently do, but they are also marked by change in group
members' typical roles and responsibilities” (Dickman & Eagly, 2000, p. 1186). The
finding that male and female applicants were perceived similarly even in the
Engincering program suggests that perceived roles of males and females are
becoming more egalitarian and in turn, the sexes are being viewed as more similar
in their characteristics included in this rescarch.

The shifting standards model (Bierat & Kobrynowicz, 1997; Biernat,
Manis, & Nelson, 1991) may also provide an explanation for the similar
perceptions of male and female applicants in the male sex-typed academic
programs. The shifting standards model focuses on how observers use different
judgment standards to evaluate individuals form different stereotyped groups. This
model proposes that people use within-category reference points to evaluate group
members on stercotype-reievant dimensions. In the present study, then, competency
¢valuations of the female applicants may have been compared against specific
standards sct for females, while competency judgments of the male applicants may
have been compared against specific standards set for males. The competency
standards tor females, though, may be set at a lower rate than the competency
standards for males. Such reasoning implies that even though this study indicated
similar competency perceptions of male and female applicants in the two
programs, it may not be accurate to conclude that gender stereotypes were
inoperative. For example, if participants held the stereotype that "females are less
competent than males in Engineering”, they would evaluate the competence of the

female applicants against lower standards for females, and the competence of male
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applicants against higher standards for males. Therefore, "it may not be appropriate
to directly compare the subjective evaluations given to a male and female target:
because cach is judged relative to his or her sex, the meaning of an cvaluation is
category specitic (e.g., "she's good for a woman" may mean something quite
difterent than "he’s good for a man")" (Biernat & Kobrynowicz, 1997, p. 545).
Overall, the minimal criteria to qualify one as competent in Engineering may have
been lower for female applicants than male applicants. This shifting standards
framework suggests that the subjective scales used in the present research "may
produce what appears to be small gender stereotype effects (or null effects), even
when the respondents believe that male and female targets are substantially
different with respect to the attribute being judged” (Bicrnat ¢t al., 1991, p. 489).
Furthermore, Biernat and Kobrynowicz (1997) suggest using an objective response
rating scale, where measurement units take on the same meaning for ail individuals
regardless of social group membership. Therefore, future research should include
both objective and subjective measures of competency to determine the actual
influences of gender stereotypes and discounting on competence ratings of females
accepted into male sex-typed programs through affirmative action.

Next, the findings of this study are an important addition to previous
rescarch investigating perceptions of female affirmative action recipients. To date,
only on¢ other study has looked at how female applicants are perceived in sex-
typed areas (Heilman et al., 1992). Inconsistent with this previous study, the
present research did not find that female applicants were negatively perceived
based on their gender or their association with affirmative action. However, there
are two key aspects that differ between the present study and Heilman et al.'s study

(1992) which may aid in the understanding of the complexity of affirmative action.
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First, this study investigated affirmative action female applicants in male
sex-typed academic areas rather than employment areas. Klugel and Smith (1983)
found there was greater support for affirmative action policies in the area of
cducation (range from 24% to 30.9%) than in the area of employment (range from
10.7% to 17.5%). Therefore, the findings of the present research in the area of
academics may be partially explained by the stronger acceptance of affirmative
action and affirmative action recipients in education.

Sccond, Heilman et al.'s study ( 1992) was conducted in the United States
almost a decade ago, while the present study in Canada incorporates current beliefs
and issues. The political climate in the USA when affirmative action was first
introduccd may differ substantially than the present political beliefs in Canada.
Since more women are entering male dominated areas of work and study,
acceptance of women in higher status positions and universitics may have
increased since Heilman et al.'s study. Hence, there is a possibility that acceptance
of atfirmative action policies has also gained support over the past ten years. There
is a need, though, for research to study cultural influences on reactions to
affirmative action and changes in attitudes towards affirmative action over time in
both Canada and the United States.

One limitation of the main study concerns participants’ apparent lack of
knowledge of affirmative action policies. Since the affirmative action statement
used for this study described what such a policy entails, it seems logical that
participants who viewed the statement were able to correctly define what
affirmative action is. However, those participants who did not view the statement
were unable to accurately describe an affirmative action policy. In fact, most

participants in the non-affirmative action conditions did not even recognize the
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term "affirmative action.” The pilot study though revealed that almost ali
participants knew what affirmative action was. However, all participants in the
pilot study were from a single Introductory Psychology class, which may lead to the
possibility they were exposed to lectures or discussions on such policies. In
addition, the term "affirmative action” to Canadian students may not have the same
influence on their perceptions of recipients than the term "employment equity.”
Since Canadians have greater exposure to the employment cquity term, the use of
the affirmative action term may not have revealed accurate perceptions of the
minority group (females) recciving preferential treatment. However, the affirmative
action term was chosen since this study emphasized preferential treatment of
female students applying to a university for their education, not female professors
applying to a university for employment. Using the affirmative action term in this
study is further justified since previous rescarch conducted in Canada has also used
the affirmative action term successfully with Canadians (Maio & Esscs, 1998;
Nosworthy ¢t al., 1995).

For this study, the manipulation of program sex-type was rclated to the
proportion of male students compared to female students. The Engineering
program was chosen as the strongly male sex-tvped program since the perceived
percentage of students resembled a 75% male to 25% female split, while the
Dentistry program was chosen as the slightly male sex-typed program since the
perceived percentage of students resembled a 60% male to 40% split. Even though
both programs were perceived to be male dominated with respect to the greater
proportion of male students, this does not necessarily imply the program was
perceived as male "sex-typed” on other aspects. For example, there is a possibility
male and female students in Engineering and Dentistry would be perceived

differently on agentic and communal traits. Therefore, the manipulation of strongly
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and shightly male sex-typed programs was limited to merely representing the
proportion of male students to female students without including perceptions of
malc and female students on agentic and communal traits.

As with much psychological research, questions need to be raised
concerning the apparent realism in the findings. Even though students were
purposcly chosen as participants (since the study involved perceptions of students
applying to academic programs) actual applicants in real life universities may be
perceived quite differently by their peers than by participants in this experiment.
More specifically, female affirmative action recipients in Engineering may be
perceived much more negatively by fellow students in real university situations
where there is a limited number of educational opportunitics and competition for
acceptance is fierce. In real life, vested interests and personal gain or loss of a
program spot may influence perceptions of femalc applicants given preferential
treatment. Concerns of distributive justice and outcome equity may be apparent
with real life situations, while ignored by undergraduates in the present study.
Finally, participants in this study were not personally affected nor did they have
anything at stake when rating the graduate school applicant. Therefore, aithough
this controlled study had the advantage of increased validity, external validity was
sacriticed.

And finally, a possible limitation of this study concerns the lack of male
participants. With 112 female and 45 male participants, analyses of any possible
participant gender effects may not have resulted in an accurate reflection. For
instance, even though the participants of this study accurately reflect the proportion
of male and female students in Introductory Psychology, the participants do not

represent gender proportions of the general population.
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Future Research

In the present study, the student's application form only briefly described
the student's personal background and qualifications, such as the undergraduate
university that was attended and their GPA. Such lack of detail concerning the
applicant's qualifications may raisc questions concerning the applicant's
competency. Darley and Gross ( 1983) found that onlookers require sufficient
cvidence to decide on the accuracy of a stereotype before making stereotypic
Judgments of individual group members. Since participants were not provided with
sufficient information describing the applicant, participants may have refrained
from making unjustified stereotypic ratings of female applicants accepted into male
sex-typed programs under affirmative action. Future research needs to investigate
whether the incorporation of more detailed information concerning the applicant's
specific qualifications may affect how others perceive the applicant's competency.
Even though in this study no negative effects of the affirmative action label were
tound, further rescarch needs to study situations where others have complete
information about the minonty group member.

While this study investigated female applicants entering male dominated
arcas under affirmative action, future research should also investigate how male
applicants accepted into female sex-typed programs under affirmative action would
be perceived. Since males are typically perceived as the majority group who reeps
full advantages over minority groups, such research may prove to be very
interesting. However, when considering areas such as Nursing or Social Work, men
clearly have a minority status. Furthermore, males have not entered female oriented
academics or occupations to the same degree that females have entered male
dominated domains over the years. Since the change in the males' social role is

much more limited than that of females, the gender stereotypes for males may be
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much more stable. As Diekman and Eagly (2000) suggest, "stercotypes about
women thus portrayed them as extremely dynamic, whereas stereotypes about men
portrayed them as relatively unchanging” (p. 1183).

This study investigated how a female selected under affirmative action was
perceived by others with regards to competency. However, future research needs to
cxplore how being selected under affirmative action affects the recipient's self-
cvaluations of perceived competence. Being selected for a male sex-typed position
with an affirmative action policy may negatively affect the female's feelings of her
own competency in the position. For example, the female may feel uncertain how
to attribute her success. [f she attributes her success to her sex by receiving
preferential treatment in the affirmative action program, she may perceive herselt
as lower in competency than if she attributed her success to her abilities and
qualifications. [n addition, if the female internalizes other people's possible
negative perceptions of her competency, she may create the self-fulfilling prophecy
that produces the very performance others expect.

Conglusion

The present research addressed the process of discounting and gender
stereotypes to understand how recipients of affirmative action were perceived in
sex-typed academic programs. My results indicate that perceptions of female
applicants accepted into male sex-typed programs with affirmative action were not
discriminated against based on their gender or on the affirmative action label.

Affirmative action policies have been enacted in universities and
organizations to prevent discrimination against women and minorities in applicant
procedures. Even though affirmative action policies in Canadian universities are
implemented with female employees and not students, there is a strong need to

study perceptions of female students entering male sex-typed academic programs
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through preferential treatment. [t is only when we have a better understanding of
how affirmative action recipients are perceived by others can we confirm whether

the positive intentions of affirmative action policies are, in fact, positive.
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Appendix A

Informed Consent

[ agree to participate in the experiment "Toronto" which is being conducted
by Tara Boyaniwsky and Dr. Marian Morry, and has been reviewed by the
Department of Psychology's Ethics Committee at the University of Manitoba. |
have been told that this experiment involves reviewing a student's graduate
application package and then completing a brief questionnaire. [ understand that
the experimental scssion will last approximately 40 minutes, and | will receive
course credit for my participation. [ understand that all information obtained will
be kept confidential. | have been informed that my name and student number will
NOT be associated in any way with my responses. Finally, [ understand that
participation in this study is voluntary and that [ am free to withdraw my consent to
participate, in whole or in part, at any time without penalty or loss of my
cxperimental credit.

Your signature below indicates that you have read and understood the
preceding form and you freely give your consent to participate in this research.

Name (please print)

Signature

Datc of Participation
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Appendix B

January 7, 1999

Dear Prospective Student:

The Departiment of Engineering /Dentistry at the University of

was established in 1968 and has a long-standing academic
reputation of providing excellent educational opportunities throughout Canada.
The Department includes 16 faculty members, 7 adjunct faculty members, and
approximately 13 support staff.

The goals of the Department of Engineering /Dentistry are to provide
students with high quality education, to actively perform applied research, and to
provide professional and public service through hands-on training. [nstructional
techniques in Engineering /Dentistry include classroom lectures, seminars, and
laboratory practice. All students must complete a thesis in their final year of the
program.

The Department's active role in research has contributed to a wide range of
technological advance along with numerous awards and honours in the field.
Research facilities include computer-based laboratories with the latest computer
equipment, statistical packages, and technical staff.

Plcasc feel free to contact us for further information on the Engineering /
Dentistry program or the variety of teaching, research, and professional services we
offer to our students.

Sincerely,

William P. Lebow, PhD
Graduate Head

THIS UNIVERSITY IS COMMITTED TO AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION POLICY. WE
ENCOURAGE DIVERSITY IN THE WORKPLACE, AND WE DO NOT DISCRIMINATE ON
THE BASIS OF SEX, RACE, COLOR, NATIONAL ORIGIN, DISABILITY, AGE, OR
RELIGION IN ANY OF OUR POLICIES AND PROCEDURES. WOMEN AND MEMBERS OF
MINORITY GROUPS ARE ESPECIALLY ENCOURAGED TO APPLY.
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Appendix C
1al Letter from Universi i | 1 1§
January 7, 1999
Dear Prospective Student:
The Department of Enginecring / Dentistry at the University of

was cstablished in 1968 and has a long-standing academic
reputation of providing excellent educational opportunities throughout Canada.
The Department includes 16 faculty members, 7 adjunct faculty members, and
approximately |35 support staff.

The goals of the Department of Engincering / Dentistry are to provide
students with high quality education, to actively perform applied research, and to
provide protessional and public service through hands-on training. [nstructional
techniques in Engincering / Dentistry include classroom lectures, seminars, and
laboratory practice. All students must complete a thesis in their final year of the
program.

The Department's active role in research has contributed to a wide range of
technological advance along with numerous awards and honours in the field.
Research facilities include computer-based laboratories with the latest computer
cquipment, statistical packages, and technical staff.

Please feel free to contact us for further information on the Engineering /
Dentistry program or the variety of teaching, research, and professional services we
offer to our students.

Sincerely,

William P. Lebow, PhD
Graduate Head
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Appendix E
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Appendix F
Dependent Measures for All Experimental Groups
The items below are personality traits with endpoints marking the extremes. For

cach scale, pleasc circle the number that best describes where the student whose
application you viewed falls on each of the dimensions.

hardworking 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 lazy
likable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 unlikable
unplcasant 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 plcasant
strong t2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 weak
disagrecable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 agreeable
gives up casily i 2 5 4 5 6 7 8 9 persistent
helpful i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 not helpful
timid I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 forceful
cooperative 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 uncooperative
energetic r 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 sluggish
tough I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 soft
trustworthy 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 untrustworthy
bright 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 dull
inefficient 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 efficient
respectful I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 disrespectful
competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 incompetent
intelligent I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 unintelligent
qualified i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 unqualified
cffective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ¢ ineffective
decisive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 indecisive
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For each question, please circle the number that best reflects your opinions of the

student whose application you viewed on each of the scales.

1. How competently do you expect this student to perform in this graduate

program?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all very competently
competently

How effective do you think this student will be at doing the schoolwork?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all

very effective
etfective

LY

tHow likely do you think this student will receive high grades in this graduate

program”’
1 2 3 4 h] 6 7 8 9
not at ail very likely
likely

[f this student finishes this graduate program, how quickly do you think it wiil
happen?

|

[I]
LI
F 5N
vy
[=,}
~J
[#¢]

9
not at all

very quickly
quickly

For cach of the following questions, please circle the number that best describes

vour opinions of the application decision process of the student whose application

vou viewed.

I. To what extent do you think the application process had been

[ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all fair

very fair
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2. Indicate whether you think the student's GPA was higher or lower than the
average GPA of all those who applied to the program.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
much lower much higher
3. Indicate whether you think the student's GPA was higher or lower than the
average GPA of all those who were accepted into the program.

I 2 3 4 § 6 7 8 9
much lower much higher

4. Indicate whether you think the student's overall qualifications were higher or
lower than of all those who applied to the program.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
much lower much higher
3. Indicate whether you think the student's overall qualifications were higher or
lower than of all those who were accepted into the program.
| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
much lower much higher
6. To what extent do you think this student was accepted because of their
qualifications to perform well in the program?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

not at all compietely

7. To what extent do you think this student was in fact qualified to perform well in
the program when accepted?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

not at all completely
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8. To what extent do you think this student was accepted into the program because

of affirmative action policies?

] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

not at all completely

1. Estimate the percentage of males and females you think are currently enrolled in
the particular graduate program the student whose application you viewed was
accepted in. (Please make sure the percentages add up to 100%).

Maies Females

2. Evaluate the particular graduate program of the student whose application you

viewed on the following seven dimensions.

boring P2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 interesting
casy i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 difficult
rclaxed I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 stressed
challenging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 unchalienging
demanding I 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 undemanding
strenuous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 caseful
complicated | 2 3 4 35 6 7 8 9 uncomplicated
3. Indicate the sex of the student whose application you viewed.

Male Female
4. Does the university you reviewed have an affirmative action policy?

Yes No Pon't know
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5. Please write a brief explanation of what you believe is an affirmative action

6. Please indicate your:

Gender

Age

First Language

Ethnic Background
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Appendix G
Debriefing icl S

Thank-you for participating, your input is greatly appreciated in helping the
rescarchers address the aims of this research. At this time there are a few
additional things [ would like to explain to you. At the beginning of the study [
indicated that this study was examining university application and selection
procedures. The reason | could not tell you at the beginning exactly what [ am
interested in is that [ did not want my expectations to influence your responses.
The real purposc of this experiment was to investigate how affirmative action
cftects people's perceptions of women accepted into male dominated academic
programs.

All participants were given a graduate application package to review and
then asked to complete the brief questionnaire. Half of the participants reviewed
an application of a student who was accepted into an Engineering program, while
the other half reviewed an application of a student who was accepted into a
Dentistry program. The Engineering program represented an academic program
that is strongly male sex-typed (such that there is an approximate split of 75%
males and 25% females enrolled in the program), while the Dentistry program
represented an academic program that is slightly male sex-typed (with an
approximate split of 60% males and 40% females enrolled in the program). The
applicant was either presented as a male (Eric Johnson) or a female (Lisa Johnson).
[t is important to know that the actual student and university described in the
application arg not real, but were simply created for this experiment. For those
who reviewed a female applicant's package, haif of the participants reviewed a
female's application who was accepted into a graduate school through a university

that 1s committed to an affirmative action policy (the affirmative action statement
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located on the bottom of the university letter), while the other half reviewed a
female's application who was accepted into a graduate school without affirmative
action (no staterent was given). After reviewing the various applications, all
participants completed the same questionnaire.

In particular, this study investigated how women accepted under affirmative
action into male sex-typed graduate programs are perceived with regards to
competency, adjectival characterizations (interpersonal, activity, and potency
attributes), and expectations of progress within the program. Furthermore, this
study examined participant's perceptions of the faimess and the role of
qualifications in the decision process. It is hypothesized that the female applicant
accepted into the strongly male sex-typed program (Engineering) under a university
with an affirmative action policy, will be perceived the most negatively on
dependent measures because of both gender stercotyping and discounting
processes. Kelley's (1971) discounting principle reasons that the affirmative action
label may cause people to assume the female was accepted into the program on the
basis of their minority membership (gender) while discounting the role of
qualifications. Such discounting of the applicant's qualifications may result in
negative perceptions of the female's competency to handie herself in the program.

Please do not discuss this experiment with other students who may
participate in the future, A summary of the major findings will be posted outside
room P239 at the end of the study in early April. [f you have any questions about
this research, please contact Tara Boyaniwsky or Dr. Morry at 474-6982. Thank-

vou for your participation.



Affirmative Action 76

Table 1
il mean ratings of
Engineering Dentistry

boring-interesting 545 5.36
casy-difficult 8.09 8.05
rclaxed-stressed 7.36 741
challenging-unchalienging 2,50 295
demanding-undemanding 254 3.00
strenuous-caseful 281 3.14
complicated-uncomplicated 245 3.00

Note, Ratings based on seven S-point semantic differential scales, where higher
numbers reflect the second adjective in the pair. Allts <211, all ps> .12, except

for challenging-unchalienging (p > .05).
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Table 2
Correlations of dependent measures

Perceived  Interpersonal Potency Activity Projected Perceived  Role of

Competence Program Faimess Qualifications
Progress
Perceived .585 424 597 482 288 442
Competence
Interpersonal Sl 623 296 261 295

Charactenistics

Potency 522 210 196 240
Activity 384 274 336
Projected 283 523

Program Progress

Perceived 312
Fairness
Role of 1.0

Qualitications

Notg: All ps <.0S.
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Table 3

Condition Perceived  Interpersonal Potency Activity Projected  Perceived Role

Competence Program Faimess Qualifications
Progress

Engineenng
Male 7.39 6.90 3.63 7.14 7.08 6.08 6.46
Female 7.64 6.83 5.86 7.51 7.24 6.74 631
Affirmative 7.36 6.75 391 7.135 7.00 7.00 6.22
Action
Female
Dentistry
Male 7.38 6.33 5.79 7.16 7.235 6.10 6.40
Female 7.64 6.66 5.80 7.20 7.50 6.33 6.22
Atfirmative 7.37 6.63 5.79 7.21 6.90 6.35 5.93
Action
Female

Note: The higher the mean, the more favorable the rating,





