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APPENDIX D
JOB SUITABILITY SCALE
Bart, B. D., Hass, M. E., Philbrick, J. H., Sparks, M. R., & Williams, C. (1997).
What's in a name? Women in Management Review, 12, 299-308.
Mclntyre, S., Morberg, D., & Posner, B. (19080). Preferential treatment in pre-
selection decisions according to sex and race. Academy of Management

Journal, 22, 738-749.
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Job Suitability Scale

1) Given all the information you read about the applicant, how suitable do you believe this
applicant is for this position? (Circle one).

1 2 3 4 5
Not Moderately Very
Suitable Suitable Suitable

2) Given all the information you read about this applicant, what is the likelihood that you’d
invite this individual for an interview? (Circle one).

1 2 3 4 5
Not Possibly Very
Likely Likely

3) Given all the information you read about this applicant, do you think this applicant
would be a high performer in this position? (Circle one).

1 2 3 4 5
Not a high Moderate Very High
Performer Performer Performer

4) Given all the information you read about this applicant, how confident would you be in
your decision to hire this candidate? (Circle one).

1 2 3 4 5
Not Moderately Very
Confident Confident Confident

71



APPENDIX E

APPLICANT RANK ORDER FORM
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Applicant Rank Order Form
Instructions:
After reviewing the applicant résumés, please rank order the applicants in the order of
which you would choose to hire them. By placing an applicant in the first spot (Spot 1), you
are indicating that you would hire that applicant first; by placing an applicant in the
second spot (Spot 2), you are indicating that you would hire that applicant second; by
placing an applicant in the third spot (Spot 3), you are indicating that you would hire the

applicant last (third). Please only place one applicant in each spot. Do not use any applicant

twice.

1) would be hired first
2) would be hired second
3) would be hired third
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APPENDIX F

ATTENTION CHECKS
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Attention Checks
Please select the industry that was presented in this scenario
Electronics
Financial Services
Bicycles
Food
Fashion

Cosmetics

How many male and female applicants were there?
Males
Females

Not Possible to know
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APPENDIX G
PROCEDURAL JUSTICE SCALE
Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct
validation of a measure. Journal of Applied Pscyhology, 86(3), 386-400.

doi: http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.lib.csusb.edu/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386
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Procedural Justice Scale

When assigning numbers to the scale items below, think about the selection process you just
participated in, specifically, think about the details you were provided with and the task(s) you

were asked to complete (the previous scale, and the rank order process).

1) This procedure was free from bias (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree

2) Enough information was provided to me to make my decision(s) (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree

3) This procedure upholds ethical standards (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree

4) This procedure is fair (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree

5) I would trust an organization that uses this procedure (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree

6) This procedure should be used for promotion decisions as well (select one).

1 2 3 4
Strongly Somewhat
Disagree Agree
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5
Strongly
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree

5
Strongly
Agree
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SELECTION PROCESS COMPARISON QUESTIONS
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Selection Process Comparison Questions
Blind Selection Question: What additional information about the applicants would you

have liked to see?

Blind Selection Question: Do you think a selection process in which the applicants’ names
are made available to you is more fair than a selection process in which only applicant ID
numbers appear? Select one.

Yes, the process in which applicant names appear is more fair

No, the process which applicant names appear is unfair

Non-Blind Question: Do you think a selection process in which applicant ID numbers are
made available to you is more fair than a selection process in which applicants’ names
appear? Select one.

Yes, the process in which applicant names appear is more fair

No, the process which applicant names appear is unfair
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APPENDIX |
MODERN SEXISM SCALE
Swim, J. K., Aiken, K. J., Hall, W. S., & Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism and racism:
Old fashioned and modern prejudices. Journal of Personality and Social
Psycholigy, 68(2), 199-214. doi:

http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.lib.csusb.edu/10.1037/0022-3514.68.2.199
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Modern Sexism Scale

1)*Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United States. Circle one

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

2)Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

3)It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

4)*On average, people in our society treat husbands and wives equally. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

5)*Society has reached the point where women and men have equal opportunities for
achievement. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

6)*1t is easy to understand the anger of women’s groups in America. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
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7) It is easy to understand why women’s groups are still concerned about societal
limitations of women’s opportunities. Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

8) Over the past few years, the government and news media have ben showing more
concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by women’s actual experiences.
Circle one.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
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APPENDIX J
ATTITUDES TOWRDS WOMEN SCALE (SHORTENED)
Spence, J. T., Helmreich, R., & Strapp, J. (1973). A short version of the attitudes
towards women scale (AWS). Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 2, 219-

220.
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Attitude Towards Women Scale (Shortened)

1. Swearing and obscenity are more repulsive in the speech of a woman than of a man.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

2* Women should take increasing responsibility for leadership in solving the intellectual and
social problems of the day.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

3.* Both husband and wife should be allowed the same grounds for divorce.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

4. Telling dirty jokes should be mostly a masculine prerogative.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

5. Intoxication among women is worse than intoxication among men.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

6.* Under modern economic conditions with women being active outside the home, men should
share in household tasks such as washing dishes and doing the laundry.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
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7.% It is insulting to women to have the "obey" clause remain in the marriage service.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

8.* There should be a strict merit system in job appointment and promotion without
regard to sex.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

9.* A woman should be free as a man to propose marriage.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

10. Women should worry less about their rights and more about becoming good wives and
mothers.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
11.* Women earning as much as their dates should bear equally the expense when they go out
together.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

12.* Women should assume their rightful place in business and all the professions along with

men.
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

13. A woman should not expect to go to exactly the same places or to have quite the same
freedom of action as a man.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
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14. Sons in a family should be given more encouragement to go to college than daughters.

| 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

15. It is ridiculous for a woman to run a locomotive and for a man to darn socks.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

16. In general, the father should have greater authority than the mothr in the bringing up
of the children.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

17. Women should be encouraged not to become sexually intimate with anyone before
marriage, even their fiancés.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
18.* The husband should not be favored by law over the wife in the disposal of family property
or income.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

19. Women should be concerned with their duties of childbearing and house tending rather
than with desires for professional or business careers.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

20. The intellectual leadership of a community should be largely in the hands of men.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
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21.* Economic and social freedom is worth far more to women than acceptance of the ideal of
femininity which has been set up by men.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

22. On the average, women should be regarded as less capable of contributing to
economic production than are men.

1 2 3 S 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree
23. There are many jobs in which men should be given preference over women in being hired or
promoted.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

24.* Women should be given equal opportunity with men for apprenticeships in the various
trades.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

25.* The modern girl is entitled to the same freedom from regulation and
control that is given to the modern boy.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree disagree

87



APPENDIX K

INFORMED CONSENT

88



[aal\.

College of Social and Behavioral Sciences

Department of Psychology

INFORMED CONSENT:

Principle Investigators:
Stephanie Ingalls (BA - psychology)
Dr. Janet Kottke

Approval Statement

This study has been approved by the Department of Psychology Institutional Review Board Sub-
Committee of the California State University, San Bemardino, and a copy of the official
Psychology IRB stamp of approval should appear on this consent form. The University requires
that you give your consent before participating in this study.

Description of the Research
The purpose of the current study is to examine the personnel selections decisions made by
individuals as a function of the information presented.

Statement of Time Required
This study should take no more than 60 minutes to complete.

Compensation
You will receive 2 extra credit units on SONA for your participation in this study.

Risks and Benefits Statement
This study involves no risks that are greater than expected in everyday life, nor any direct
benefits to you as a participant.

Voluntary Participation

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to withdraw your participation at any
time during the study. You are also free to skip any questions you feel uncomfortable answering
without loss of credit.

Confidentiality

As no identifying information will be connected with your responses in this study, all your
responses are completely confidential. Only the primary investigators and faculty advisor will
have access to the results of this study and these will only be reported as group data, not
individual responses. The data will be evaluated, but no connection between your identity and
the results will be made.

Sharing Results

Data from this study will be used for a graduate thesis. All data will be reported as aggregate, or
group data, and no individual responses will be reported. The data may also eventually be
presented at a professional conference and possibly submitted for publication, depending on the
results of the study.
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Opportunity to Ask Questions and Right to Receive a Copy

Any questions regarding this study can be answered by contacting Dr. Janet Kottke
(jkottke(@csusb.edu) and/or Stephanie Ingalls (Stephanie.ingalls@csusb.edu). You may also
contact the CSUSB Psychology department IRB Sub-Committee at psyc.irb@csusb.edu.

Consent

You are voluntarily making the decision to participate in the research study. By clicking on
“Agree” below, you are certifying that you have decided to participate and have read and
understood the information presented to you.

I acknowledge that I understand and have been informed of the purpose and nature of the study
and consent to participate. I am at least 18 years of age.

California State University
Psychology Institutional Review Board Sub-Committee

Approved 2/9/18 Void After 2/9/19
IRB # Chair y
K-18W1-07 e
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APPENDIX L

Table L1. Ethnicity Demographics

Ethnicity Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2 0.5 0.5 0.5

Asian 23 5.9 5.9 6.4

Black or African American 16 4.1 4.1 10.5
White or Caucasian 56 14.3 143 24.8
Hispanic or Latino/Latina 270 69.1 69.1 93.9
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1 0.3 0.3 94,1
Mixed Ethnicity 15 3.8 3.8 98

Other 8 2 2 100

Total 391 100 100
Note. Males = 66, Females = 320, Missing = 5.
Table L2. Mean Differences and Statistics on Modern Sexism

Mean  Mean Diff. F t df p Effect size
Gender 6.103 1 0.0001 cohen'sd = .17
Men 3.81
Women 3.38
0.43

Ethnicity 3.606 6 0.002 eta sqrd = 0.053
American

Indian/Alaskan

Native 3.13

Asian 3.67

Black/African America  3.31

White/Caucasian 3.64

Hispanic 3.39

Mixed 3.63

Other 3.81

Ethnicity Differences

Amer. Ind. & Asian 0.548 0.029

Amer.Ind. & Black 0.565 0.027

Amer. Ind. & Other 0.692 0.01

Asian & White -0.243 0.004

Black & White -0.26 0.007

White & Hispanic 0.164 0.001

White & Other 0.386 0.003

Mixed & Other 0.309 0.039
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