For these examples you are being asked to perform a meta-analysis examining the effect of a target’s gender on evaluations.  We will therefore base our analyses on the standardized difference effect size g (and its correction d) because we are looking at a categorical difference.  In addition to calculating an overall effect size we will also examine the influence of several moderating variables.  These will include theoretical variables, such as the sex of the participants and the sex role of the material being evaluated, procedural variables, such as the type of material being evaluated and whether participants evaluated members of only one gender or of both genders, and measures of study quality, such as where the study was published.

 Study 1

This study was part of an unpublished dissertation.  The purpose was to examine how the match between observer and target gender influenced the ratings given to job candidates of differing competence.   A total of 84 participants were recruited for the study, 44 men and 40 women.  Participants were told that they were to pretend that they were the manager of an engineering firm who had to make job offers to two different candidates.  After reading through the job applications, one individual with high ability and one of low ability, participants were asked to state how much money they thought the company should offer to each, ranging from 50.000 fl to 200.000 fl.  Half of the participants rated only male candidates and half rated only female candidates to avoid contrast effects.  

The study was analyzed using a 2 (participant gender) X 2 (target gender) X 2 (competence) mixed factorial design, where participant gender and target gender were between-subject factors and competence was a within-subjects factor.  There was a massively significant effect of competence (F[1, 80] = 279.601, p < 0001) indicating that the manipulation was successful.  There was also a main effect of participant gender (F[1,80] = 25.962, p < .0001), where women offered more money than men, as well as a marginally significant effect of target gender (F[1,80] = 3.036, p < .09), where female candidates received more money than male candidates.  The only significant interaction was between competence and target gender (F[1,80] = 8.735, p < .005).  Preplanned tests for evidence of gender bias showed that male participants offered more money to female candidates, but only marginally (t[42]=1.686, p < .1).  Female participants showed a weaker trend in the same direction (t[38] = 0.841, p < .5).

Study 2

This study, published in JESP, examined how gender and attractiveness interact in impression formation.  A total of 120 participants were given a photograph and a self-descriptive paragraph supposedly written by the person in the photo.  One quarter of the participants were given photos of attractive men, one quarter were given photos of attractive women, one quarter were given photos of unattractive men, and one quarter were given photos of unattractive women.  The self-descriptive paragraph was the same for all participants, and was pretested to be equally applicable to both men and women.  After viewing the photograph and reading the descriptions participants were asked to judge both how intelligent and how friendly they believed the pictured person was.

The table below presents the results of the study.  In addition to the factors described above, the findings were also broken down by the gender of the participant.

Ratings of Intelligence

	
	Male 

Attractive
	Male 

Unattractive
	Female Attractive
	Female Unattractive

	Male Participants
	M = 5.46

Sd = 2.30

N = 11
	M = 4.74

Sd = 1.98

N = 10
	M = 4.81

Sd = 1.76

N = 15
	M = 4.20

Sd = 2.03

N =  12

	Female Participants
	M = 5.41

Sd = 1.92

N = 16
	M = 5.09

Sd = 2.12

N = 23
	M = 4.66

Sd = 2.06

N = 17
	M = 4.29

Sd = 2.02

N = 16


Ratings of Friendliness

	
	Male 

Attractive
	Male 

Unattractive
	Female Attractive
	Female Unattractive

	Male Participants
	M = 4.96

Sd = 2.49

N = 11
	M = 2.72

Sd = 1.50

N = 10
	M = 6.58

Sd = 2.32

N = 15
	M = 4.20

Sd = 2.03

N = 12

	Female Participants
	M = 5.17

Sd = 1.90

N = 16
	M = 4.51

Sd = 2.25

N = 23
	M = 5.01

Sd = 1.83

N = 17
	M = 4.63

Sd = 1.66

N = 16


Study 3


This study was presented in a book chapter.  The purpose was to examine the influence of gender-role expectancies on evaluations.  Participants were told that they were going to be acting as graders for a number of essays written by high school students.  Each essay was approximately 300 words, and was labeled with a student's name at the top.  Participants were then asked to read and grade five different essays.   Essays number 1, 2, 4, and 6 were the same for all of the participants, and were on gender-neutral topics.  Female students supposedly wrote essays 1 and 4 while male students supposedly wrote essays 2 and 6.  The contents of essays 2 and 4 varied with the experimental condition.  For half of the participants these essays were about working as a cattle ranch hand and playing baseball, stereotypically male behaviors.  For the other half of the participants these essays were about learning needlepoint and cooking a meal, stereotypically female behaviors.  The order that the stories were presented was counterbalanced across participants.  The first essay was always labeled as being written by "Heidi Cullen" while the second essay was labeled as being written by "Bill Eisley."  A measure of gender bias can therefore be obtained by examining the difference in the ratings given to male and female students across participants.


Statistical tests indicated that overall stereotypically male behaviors received higher evaluations than stereotypically female behaviors (t[78] = 4.17, p < .001).   Essays of female students received higher evaluations than those of male students, but not significantly  so (t[79] = 1.096, p < .3).   For male-stereotypical behaviors, male students received nonsignificantly higher evaluations (t[39] = .477, p < .65), while female students received significantly higher evaluations on female-stereotypical behaviors (t[39] = 2.116, p < .05).

Study 4


This study was included in a JPSP article.   Its purpose was to determine if gender biases were dependent on the specific type of medium being evaluated.  In this study a total of 90 participants were asked to evaluate men and women portrayed in stereotypically male and stereotypically female roles.  Each participant was asked to rate both a man and a woman in approximately equivalent circumstances.  In one condition participants were asked to rate the quality of job applications for a position either in a day-care center or a biochemistry firm.  In the second condition participants read short stories about individuals performing stereotypically male (playing billiards or body-building) or female (cooking a meal or changing a diaper) behaviors.  Afterwards participants were asked to rate the competence of the individuals performing these behaviors.  The third condition was approximately the same as the second, except that participants watched a video of individuals performing the behaviors instead of reading a story.  In all cases the targets were evaluated on a scale of 1 to 7, where 7 was the best rating..


The analysis was conducted using a 2 (target gender) X 2 (sex role) X 3 (target medium) mixed factorial design, where target gender was manipulated within-subjects and sex role and target medium were manipulated between-subjects.  The ANOVA table and means are presented below.

ANOVA TABLE

	Source
	SS
	Df
	MS
	F
	p-value

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SEX ROLE
	23.244
	1
	23.244
	3.440
	.067

	MEDIUM
	46.240
	2
	23.120
	3.421
	.037

	SEX ROLE * MEDIUM
	63.424
	2
	31.712
	4.693
	.012

	Between Error
	567.638
	84
	6.758
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	GENDER
	18.012
	1
	18.012
	2.548
	.114

	GENDER * SEXROLE
	61.689
	1
	61.689
	8.725
	.004

	GENDER * MEDIUM
	13.459
	2
	6.730
	.952
	.390

	GENDER * SEXROLE  *  MEDIUM
	20.476
	2
	10.238
	1.448
	.241

	Within error
	593.906
	84
	7.070
	
	


MEANS

	
	Male target
	Female target

	
	Male sex role
	Female sex role
	Male sex role
	Female sex role

	Application
	4.58
	3.43
	4.25
	3.80

	Behavior (written)
	5.68
	5.39
	3.92
	5.94

	Behavior (video)
	5.53
	2.84
	2.12
	6.22


Study 5


This study appeared in Sex Roles.  It examined how the presence of a gender label affected the grades elementary school teachers assigned to homework problems.  A total of 48 female teachers participated in the experiment.  Each teacher was asked to grade an essay supposedly written by a 10-year old student.  The same essay, about the lives of desert animals was given to all of the teachers.  Half the teachers were told that the essay was an assignment for a Science class while the other half was told that it was an essay for a writing class.  As an additional factor, one-third of the essays were labeled as being written by a male student, one third were labeled as being written by a female student, and one third were unlabeled.  The researchers predicted that male students would be favored when the assignment was supposed to be for a Science class while female students would be favored when the assignment was for a writing class.  Grades were assigned on a scale of 0 to 100.


A 2 (class) X 3 (label) between-subjects ANOVA revealed non-significant main effects of both class (F[1, 42] = 3.075, p < .09) and label (F[2, 42] = 1.836, p < .18).  However, the interaction between class and label was significant (F[2, 42] = 4.768, p < .02).  Examining the means below we can see that the primary research hypothesis was confirmed, in that male students received higher grades on science essays while female students received higher grades on writing essays

AVERAGE ASSIGNED GRADES


	
	Science essay
	Writing essay

	No label
	79.42
	80.93

	Male label
	83.29
	80.63

	Female label
	72.62
	83.04


Study 6


This study, which appeared in the Journal of Applied Social Psychology, examined how attractiveness and gender influence hiring decisions.  A total of 100 male and female participants were asked to read resumes applying for a job as a restaurant manager.  A photograph of the applicant was included in each resume.  After reviewing the material, participants were asked to indicate which candidate they thought should be given the position.  The materials were designed such that one candidate in particular possessed an outstanding background.  The primary experimental manipulation involved what type of photo was paired with this candidate.   For 25 subjects it was an attractive female, for 25 it was an attractive male, for 25 it was an unattractive female, and for 25 it was an unattractive male.  The table below indicates the number of times the candidate was chosen for the position in each condition.

	
	Attractive
	Unattractive

	Female
	23
	15

	Male
	21
	15


Study 7


This PSPB study was designed to examine the crossing of gender and race on impressions.   Sixty white participants were asked to make likeability judgments of a set of descriptions when pared with male and female photos of black and white individuals.  The likeability ratings were made on a scale of 1 to 10.  Each participant made three judgments of individuals in each condition for a total of twelve judgments.  The three replications were averaged together for analysis.  The content of the descriptions was stereotypically neutral with regard to both race and gender.  The exact pairing of descriptions and photographs was randomized for each subject.  


In addition to the factors described above, the results were also analyzed by the gender of the participant.  The ANOVA table and means are presented below.

ANOVA TABLE

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Participant gender
	1.281E-02
	1
	1.281E-02
	.001
	.972

	Between Error
	587.628
	58
	10.132
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Photo gender
	73.136
	1
	73.136
	7.749
	.007

	Participant gender * Photo gender
	61.121
	1
	61.121
	6.476
	.014

	Error(Photo gender)
	547.382
	58
	9.438
	
	

	Race
	81.810
	1
	81.810
	11.296
	.001

	Race * Participant gender
	2.447
	1
	2.447
	.338
	.563

	Error(Race)
	420.049
	58
	7.242
	
	

	Photo gender * Race
	7.499
	1
	7.499
	.685
	.411

	Photo gender* Race* Participant gender
	13.474
	1
	13.474
	1.232
	.272

	Error(Photo gender * race)
	634.557
	58
	10.941
	
	


MEAN RATINGS

	
	Black Photos
	White Photos

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	Male 

Participants
	4.56
	7.50
	6.35
	7.64

	Female Participants
	5.19
	6.65
	6.72
	7.46


Study 8


This study, which is currently unpublished, attempted to examine how time pressure influences the impressions made of men and women.  The researchers theorized that the faster that people have to make judgments, the more likely they were to base those judgments on stereotypes.  Research evidence has shown that the stereotype of women is very complex.  Although women are stereotypically seen as less competent than men, both women and men appear to have more positive feelings about women in general.  This study therefore wanted to look at the effect of time pressure both on competence and liking for male and female targets.


A total of 64 participants were selected for the studies.  Only male participants were used because it was thought that males would have more extreme stereotypes, and would therefore exhibit stronger effects than women.  Half of the participants completed a competence judgment task where they were asked to predict the success of several advertising campaigns for a toothpaste.  Participants evaluated 4 different designs, two of which were ostensibly designed by women and two of which were ostensibly designed by men.  The other half of the participants were asked to read four different personality descriptions, and to rate how much they thought they would like each person in real life.  Two of the descriptions were about women and two of the descriptions were about men.  The exact pairing of gender to stimulus material was randomly assigned for every participant, so that overall the judgments should be comparable.  The descriptions themselves were neither stereotypically male nor female.  Finally, half the participants given 7.5 minutes to make their judgments while the other half were given fifteen minutes.


The results of both the competence and liking tasks were individually analyzed using  (time pressure) X 2 (target gender) mixed factorial designs, where time pressure was manipulated between subjects while target gender was manipulated within subjects.  Judgments for both tasks were made on a scale of 1 to 100.  No significant effects were found using the competence task, though a significant main effect of gender was found using the liking task (F[1,30] = 5.266, p < .03), such that women were liked more than men.  However, even in this task the difference between subjects with and without time pressure was not significant.(F[1,30] = 1.646, p < .25) and did not interact with gender (F[1, 30] = .577, p > .5).

Study 9


In this study, appearing in the British Journal of Social Psychology, the authors wanted to explore the influence of gender and gender roles on evaluations.  A total of 48 men and 48 women participated in the experiment.  Each participant was asked to review essays that had supposedly been written by research participants in a different experiment.  Each participant was asked to rate a total of three essays.  Each essay was approximately one handwritten page long, and dealt with innovative summer jobs.  The first two essays were actually just distractors, and had gender neutral content.  The third essay was either about running a lawn mowing business during the summer (a masculine topic) or about running a baby-sitting service during the summer (a feminine topic).  While none of the essays were labeled, the last essay was clearly written in either a masculine or feminine handwriting to establish gender expectancies.  Male and female participants were divided evenly among the conditions of gender role of topic and handwriting gender, with 12 male and 12 female participants in each.


The data were submitted to a 2 X 2 X 2 between-subjects ANOVA.  There was a marginally significant main effect of business type (F[1, 88] = 3.463, p < .07), which is of no theoretical interest.  The main finding of interest is a significant interaction (F[1, 88] = 3.971, p < .05).   This effect was in the predicted direction, such that essays were rated higher when the gender of the handwriting matched the gender role of the business.  The table of means and standard deviations is presented below.

	
	
	Male subjects
	Female subjects

	Lawn mowing
	Male handwriting
	M = 7.6009

Sd = 3.2053
	M = 5.8885

Sd = 3.1125

	
	Female handwriting
	M = 4.6753

Sd = 2.2327
	M = 5.6306

Sd = 1.9106

	Baby sitting
	Male handwriting
	M = 7.4966

Sd = 3.0954
	M = 5.8478

Sd = 2.9488

	
	Female handwriting
	M = 7.6290

Sd = 2.5403
	M = 6.9176

Sd = 2.7942


Study 10


This unpublished study investigated the influence of race and gender in college admissions.  Fifteen male and twenty-five female academic counselors from a number of American Universities agreed to participate in the study.  Participants were told that the study was to examine how the inclusion of different types of material influenced college admissions.  Each participant was sent four "admissions packets" each containing different items.  For example, one packet included a CD-ROM with a multimedia resume while another contained a videotape of the student organizing a political meeting.  The packet of critical importance included a "photo journal" of the student throughout high school, which included 10 photographs in different contexts.  While the content of both the application always approximately the same, the individual sending the application (and therefore the person pictured in the photographs) was either a white male, a white female, a black male, or a black female.  Participants were asked to make ratings on a scale of 1 to 7 of how much they thought the candidate deserved acceptance into their own institution for each applicant.


The mean ratings received by condition are presented below.  While there was no differences in ratings with respect to the gender of the target, white applicants received significantly higher ratings than black applicants (F[1,36] = 7.541, p < .01).

Mean ratings

	
	White
	Black

	Male
	6.45
	4.12

	Female
	5.65
	5.28
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