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participants were told that they would take part in a series of pilot tests. Their first

task was to complete the IATs to indirectly measure hostile and benevolent sexist

(élttitudes‘ The 1ATs were introduced as a task requiring participants “to sort words
according to certain categories”. The HS-IAT always preceeded the BS-IAT. Afiller
task separated both IATs.

After completion of the second IAT, participants were presented with a set of

sexist and nonsexist short jokes, which they were asked to rate according to their
M .

degree of funniness. Depending on experimental condition, participants either had no
time constraints when making their judgments, or were instructed to respond quickly
while a progress bar indicated how mluch fime they had left for their funniness ratings
{see Materials section for details).

Subsequently, participants were presented with explicit self-report items to

assess their attitudes toward a range of gender-related and other issues. This was

o S

followed by an open-ended suspicion probe, where participants were given the
opportunity to express their assumptions concerning the research question to be
tested in the study. Participants were further asked to report their age, sexual
orientation, ethnicity, first language, field of study, and level of education. Finally,
participants were handed debriefing sheets, and were informed about the purpose o
the research by the male experimenter. After receiving payment, they were thanke

and dismissed.

Materials

Joke measures. As a means of assessing spontaneous vs. more controlied ™~
sexist behavior in the laboratory setting, participants were presented with a set of 23
jokes. The first three jokes were neutral and served as fillers, whereas the remaining

set consisted of 10 sexist and 10 nonsexist jokes. A sexist joke was always followed
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by a nonsexist joke; otherwise, the presentation order was randomized before the
experiment and then held constant across participants. The jokes had been pretested
for their degree of funniness within a sample of university students from the target
population (see Sabelus, 2004). Examples for sexist joke materials are: “When does
a woman lose 99% of her intelligence? When her husband dies”, or "Why can’t
women be both good-looking and intelligent at the same time? Because then they
would be men”. Typical examples for jokes with nor}sexist content ' are: “‘How do you
recognize a friendly motorbike rider? Flies are stuck in his teeth”, or “Why don’t bees
go to church? Because they are InSects”. Participants were asked to rate the
funniness of each joke on a 7-po§n_t rating scale ranging from 1, not at afl funny, to 7,
very funny, that was presented underneath each joke.

The rating procedure varied according to experimental condition: In the high
time constraints condition, participants were instructed 'tb respond quickly; this
instruction was emphasized by means of a progress bar that became visible once
each joke was presented on the computer screen. Participants were asked to
complete their ratings before the progress bar reached the right margin (see Figure 1
for an original screenshot). The time that the progress bar took to complete its

movement was 5 seconds.
--- insert figure 1 about here -

In the fow time constraints condition, participants were simply instructed to rate
the funniness of each joke that would be presented on the screen. No time restriction
was given, so that participants could take as much time as needed to complete their

ratings {see Figure 2 for an original screenshot).
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- Insert figure 2 about here ---

Participants’ responses 1o the 10 sexist and the 10 nonsexist jokes, respectively,

were averaged to form one funniness index for eag e of joke.

IAT measures. Participants completed two types of IATS - one assessing

implicit hostile sexism and the other assessingimplicit benevolent sexism. The target

stimuli for the IATs were German male first names (e.g., Dominik, Florian) and

German female first names (g.g., Ctaldia, Sabine) that had already been used as
M

IAT stimuli in previous research (Steffens & Mehl, 2003). The attribute stimuli were

adjectives that are strongly associated with either benevolent or hostile sexism, or

we@@ in meaning (e.g., considerate, inferior, rectangular). The adjectives in

the neutral category were selected in such a way that hbne of them was applicable to
persons (whereas, obviously, all of the benevolent and hostile stimuli were applicable
to persons). The Appendix provides a cdmpiete list of the original German stimuli and
their English translations.

In the present study, the 1AT was introduced as a “newly developed word .~
categorization task that is being tested in the context of a series of pilot studies”.
Participants learned that the task would require them to categorize words as quickly
and accurately as possible by pressing one of two labeled keys (“D” and *K") on the
computer keyboard. To familiarize themselves with the stimulus words, participants
completed 40 practice trials during which they categorized neutral and benevolent (or
hostile) stimuli according to the categories “ap_plicab!e to persons” and “not applicable
to persons”) Examples of stimuli that are “applicable to persons” are dependent,

dishonest (hostile), loving, prepossessing (benevoient). Terms like material and
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woven were used as exemplars for the category “not applicable to persons”. Words
appeared individually in the middle of the computer screen and were presented in a
random order that had been determined by the computer program and was heid
constant across participants. Participants were asked to categorize the stimuli as fast

and accurately as possible. They were informed verbally and in writing that each time

they made a categorization error, a red cross would be displayed and remain in the
tower part of the screen until the correct response was given.

Participants underwent 3 blocks per IAT measure, reacting to 40 words per
trial. Category labels were visible on the PC screen throughout the categorization
task, and the evaluative mapping also remained constant. Subsequently, participants
completed two test blocks of trials; the “compatible” biock followed by the
“‘incompatibie” block. in the context of this study, “compatible” means that female
names shared a response key with the hostile (or bené\)olent) sexist terms and male
names shared a key with neutral terms, whereas “incompatible” means that female
first names shared a key with the neutral terms and male names shared a key with

the hostile (or benevolent) sexist terms. |AT scores for hostile and benevolent

sexism, respectively, were computed by subtracting the mean response latency in
the compatible block from the mean response latency in the incompatible block.
Explicit attitude measures

Explicit attitudes related to gender and socio-political issues were assessed
with a variety of self-report scales. Each item was accompanied by a 7-point

response scale ranging from 1, completely disagree, to 7, completely agree.

Participants were instructed to read each statement carefully and then tick the
number that best represented their personal opinion. ltems were presented in a

randomized order that was the same for all participants.




Endorsement of sexist humor 13

Ambivalent sexism. A German version (Eckes & Six-Materna, 1999) of the 22-
item Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (AS!; Glick & Fiske, 1996) was used to explicitly
measure ambivalent sexism and its subcomponents, hostile (HS) and benevolent
sexism (BS). Example items are: “No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not
truly complete as a person unless he has the love of a woman” (BS) or “Many women
are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor them over men,
under the guise of asking for equality” (HS). Usually, HS and BS are positively
correlated, thus, fulfilling the literal meaning of ambivalence (“both valences”).

Modern sexism. To assess modern sexist beliefs, a 10-item German version
{Eckes & Six-Materna, 1998) of the Modern Sexism Scale (MSS; Swim, Aikin, Hali, &
Hunter, 1995) was used. A sample item reads “Discrimination against women is no
longer a problem in Germany”.

Normative gender role attitudes. To measure ndrmative gender role attitudes;
we used 10 items with the highest item-to-total correlation taken from the normative
gender roles questionnaire by Athenstaedt (NGRO; 2002). This recently developed
instrument was used to measure traditional vs. egalitarian gender role attitudes (e.g.,__
“Ironing shirts is not men's business”, “Boys and girls should be responsibie for the
same chores in the household™). .

Rape myth acceptance. Participants' rape myth acceptance (RMA) was
assessed using 10 items taken from the Acceptance of Modern Myths about Sexual
Agaression (AMMSA) scale (Gerger, Kley, Bohner, & Siebler, in press). This scale
(item example: "Many women tend to exaggerate the problem of male violence") was
designed to assess contemporary myths regarding sexual viclence in a more subtle
manner than do “traditional” RMA measures (e.g., Burt, 1980; Payne, Lonsway, &

Fitzgerald, 1999). Its reliability and validity are weil established (Bohner, Jarvis,




'Er.id.or.sel'ﬁeht. 'of.'s_e)'(iét' humor | 15 g o
reads: “When in company of others, one should not say something negative about
minorities”.

Resuits
Prefiminary analyses.

IAT measures. Following procedures in previous IAT research, anticipatory
responses and inattention were corrected for by recoding outliers and erratic trials.
Specifically, reaction times that were smaller than 300 ms or greater than 3000 ms
were recoded as 300 ms and 3000 ms, respectively (see Greenwald et al., 1998). As
recommended by Grfe‘tl_an_walct et al. (1998), response latencies were th

s

transformed. This was done to normalize the skewed distribfxtions that result from

response latency measurements. Finally, the average response times across blocks
were calculated. All analyses are based on the mean log-transformed reaction times.
However, for ease of interpretation, untransformed mean response times are
reported as descriptive data, although the log-transformed scores were used in
significance tests. Results of a one-sample t-test indicated a stronger association of
women relative to men with benevolent attributes (M = 60), {(130) = 6.54, p < .001,
whereas no such stronger association of women relative to men emerged for the
hostile traits (M = -6}, {(130) =-.52, p > .10,

Joke measure. To investigate the factor structure underlying 10 the sexist and
the 10 nonsexist jokes, a factor analysis with maximum likelihood extraction and
promax rotation was performed. This analysis revealed an almost perfect two-factor
solution.? That is, ali pretested sexist jokes loaded on one factor (“sexist content”),
whereas all preselected nonsexist jokes loaded on the second factor (“nonsexist
content”) — the variables were thus well defined by this two-factor solution. These

results support the validity of our selected joke items, which can be distinguished




