
 

“□ LOVE HER □ HATE HER (Check One):” 

PRIMING EFFECTS OF MAGAZINE COVERS IN THE 2008 PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN  

 
by 
 

Samantha Montgomery 
 
 
 
 

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of 

The Wilkes Honors College 

in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 

Bachelor of Arts in Liberal Arts and Sciences 

with Concentrations in Psychology and Women’s Studies 

 

 

Wilkes Honors College of 

Florida Atlantic University 

Jupiter, Florida 

May 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

“□ LOVE HER □ HATE HER (Check One):” 

PRIMING EFFECTS OF MAGAZINE COVERS IN THE 2008 PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN  

 
by 
 

Samantha Montgomery 
 

 
This thesis was prepared under the direction of the candidate’s thesis advisors, Dr. 

Kevin Lanning and Dr. Wairimũ Njambi, and has been approved by the members of 

her supervisory committee. It was submitted to the faculty of The Honors College and 

was accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Bachelor of 

Arts in Liberal Arts and Sciences. 

 
 
SUPERVISORY COMMITTEE: 
 
____________________________ 
Dr. Kevin Lanning 
 
____________________________ 
Dr. Wairimũ Njambi 
 
______________________________ 
Dean, Wilkes Honors College 
 
____________ 
Date 
 

 

 

 

 

ii. 



 

Acknowledgements 

Thanks to my thesis advisors, Dr. Lanning and Dr. Njambi, for their 

unwavering guidance and support. To Sean J. Pierce for constantly encouraging me to 

“defy gravity.” To Shereen Siddiqui for always reminding me that social change is 

possible. To my friendly neighborhood Starbucks baristas (you know why). To my 

roommates, comrades, and fellow Honors College troopers. You have all left 

handprints on my heart. To Grandma Rose, Adam, and Dad. You will truly be 

missed. And finally, to Mom. You are my inspiration, occasional therapist, and best 

friend. I live each day to make you proud. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

iii. 



 

ABSTRACT 

Author:    Samantha Montgomery 

Title:     “□ Love Her □ Hate Her (Check One):” Priming effects 

    of magazine covers in the 2008 Presidential campaign. 

Institution:    Wilkes Honors College of Florida Atlantic University 

Thesis Advisors:   Dr. Kevin Lanning and Dr. Wairimũ Njambi 

Degree:    Bachelor of Arts in Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Concentrations:   Psychology and Women’s Studies 

Year:     2008 

 

The primary objective of this research was to investigate the effects of passive 

exposure to actual media primes on several measures of attitudes. Participants rated 

the aesthetic properties of a series of Time magazine covers prior to completing 

measures of ambivalent sexism, narcissism, system justification, and personality 

traits.  Ambivalent Sexism (AS) includes two positively correlated components, 

benevolent sexism and hostile sexism. System Justification may be defined as a 

motivated investment in the status-quo and includes both gender-specific and diffuse 

forms. Participants exposed to the AS prime scored higher on Ambivalent Sexism, 

lower on Narcissism, and lower on several facets of the five factor model of 

personality. Exposure to this condition was unrelated to measures of System 

Justification. The research is grounded in a feminist theoretical framework and 

contributes to the limited pool of experimental knowledge concerning the relationship 

between ambivalent sexism, system justification, narcissism and personality traits. 
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“□ Love Her □ Hate Her (Check One):”  

Priming Effects of Magazine Covers in the 2008 Presidential Campaign 

  

The 2008 Presidential campaign can be seen as a collision between stereotypes 

and social change, or between representations of candidates by the mainstream media 

and motives held by American voters. With the presence of two presidential 

candidates who challenge what Donna Haraway (1991) refers to as the “informatics 

of domination,” we are seeing an opportunity for a politics rooted in claims about 

“fundamental changes in the nature of class, race, and gender in an emerging system 

of world order analogous in its novelty and scope to that created by industrial 

capitalism” (p. 161). However, representations that adhere to prevailing cultural 

notions regarding gender roles and power may negate any potentially transgressive 

possibilities and lead to an endorsement of reactionary attitudes.  

Jennifer Newens (2006) reminds us of the paradoxical reactions to the initial 

success of Martha Stewart, whose power stemmed directly from the feminized realm 

of homemaking and therefore couldn’t be explained away as a “masculinized 

female.” Rather than question traditional notions of femininity, the mainstream media 

drew attention away from how she had used housewifely duties to build an empire 

and instead focused on her lack of a husband.  

How do individuals resolve paradoxical representations of gender roles? Does 

exposure to prevailing cultural stereotypes affect their attitudes? What implications 

might there be for the 2008 Presidential campaign, the first in which a woman nearly 

achieved the nomination of a major political party? Driven by a feminist theoretical 
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and social psychological framework, the present study examines the hypothesis that 

particular representations of the candidates can influence individual attitudes and 

personality attributes in ways that are informed by traditional notions of gender, class, 

race, sexuality and power. 

 

Ambivalent Sexism 

 Sexism holds ambivalent properties, having hostile and ‘benevolent’ forms. 

Believing that sexism is marked by a deep ambivalence, rather than a uniform 

antipathy, toward women, Glick and Fiske (1996) have validated their measure that 

takes an individual-differences approach to measurement and differentiates hostile 

sexism (HS) from benevolent sexism (BS)—the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI). 

Although positively correlated, hostile sexism and benevolent sexism represent 

opposite evaluative orientations toward women: sexist antipathy (HS) and a 

subjectively positive attitude toward women (BS).  

 Despite the greater social acceptability of benevolent sexism, research 

suggests that it serves as a crucial complement to hostile sexism and helps to pacify 

women’s resistance to societal gender inequality. Indeed, benevolent sexism should 

not be considered “a good thing” because despite the positive feelings evoked by the 

perceiver, its underpinnings lie in traditional stereotyping and masculine dominance 

and its consequences are often damaging. Both HS and BS revolve around issues of 

social power, gender identity, and sexuality, composed of three shared components: 

Paternalism, Gender Differentiation, and Heterosexual Intimacy. Indeed, both uphold 

what Judith Butler (2004) refers to as the “compulsory performance of gender,” 
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where behaviors or representations that act out of line with heterosexual norms bring 

with them “ostracism, punishment, and violence, not to mention the transgressive 

pleasures produced by those very prohibitions” (p. 565).  

Interested in the complementary ideologies of hostile sexism and benevolent 

sexism, Glick et al. (2000) administered the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) in 

19 countries to determine the cross-national relevance and validity of the scale, as 

well as to see how measures of HS and BS are related to the oppression of women 

worldwide. Over 15,000 participants completed the ASI and were then assessed in 

their spontaneous stereotypes of women and how they defined the subjective 

positivity and negativity of each trait. Each country was then assessed with two 

indices of national gender inequality: the GEM and the Gender-Related Development 

Index (GDI). Overall, the results showed that a) HS and BS are coherent constructs 

that correlate positively across nations, but b) HS predicts the ascription of negative 

traits to women and BS predicts the ascription of positive traits to women. Moreover, 

relative to men, women are more likely to reject HS than BS, especially when overall 

levels of sexism in a culture are high, and national averages on both BS and HS 

predict gender inequality across nations. This preliminary evidence suggests that HS 

and BS work together as a particular effective method of system maintenance for 

gender inequality. 

Ambivalent sexism is particularly ubiquitous in contemporary America and is 

reflected in the mass media, particularly in the depiction of powerful women. 

Postcolonial feminist author Trinh Minh-ha (1989) refers to the cultural prevalence of 

“the female identity enclosure,” where anything that deviates from the dominant 
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stream of thought can “easily fit into the categories of the ‘mentally ill’ or the 

‘mentally underdeveloped’” (p. 95). Glick et al. (1997) similarly propose that 

ambivalent sexists (those high in Hostile Sexism and high in Benevolent Sexism) 

would habitually classify women into polarized subgroups (i.e. those that they put on 

a “pedestal” and those they place in the “gutter”). They suggest that between-category 

polarization is both a consequence of ambivalent attitude structures and also a 

mechanism by which the conscious experience of ambivalent affect toward a 

particular target is minimized or even completely avoided.  

In their study, participants responded to general labels of “traditional” and 

“nontraditional” women and were then asked to construe these types as they typically 

might. Their results demonstrated that the negative component of sexist ambivalence 

(hostile sexism) predicted less favorable evaluations of women in a nontraditional 

role (e.g. career women), whereas the subjectively positive component of sexist 

ambivalence (benevolent sexism) predicted favorable feelings toward women in a 

traditional role (e.g. homemakers). Moreover, the content of men’s construals of these 

female types seems consistent with the motivations identified by ambivalent sexism 

theory. Career women evoked feelings of envy and intimidation in sexist men, 

whereas homemakers evoked strongly positive feelings and symbolic beliefs that 

centered on the complementary roles men and women have in marriage. These 

subjectively favorable feelings toward women may make it much easier for 

ambivalent sexists to rationalize that they cannot possibly be considered to be 

prejudiced against women. Thus, ambivalent sexism may be a particularly insidious 
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and volatile phenomenon in which BS and HS reinforce each other and allow 

ambivalent sexists to rationalize their behavior and feelings. 

 Providing a review of ambivalent sexism, Glick and Fiske (2001) contend that 

hostile and benevolent sexism are complementary, cross-culturally prevalent 

ideologies, both of which predict gender inequality. Together, these ideologies 

represent a system of rewards and punishments that provide greater incentive for 

women to remain in conventional gender roles. Their research provides significant 

implications for theories of prejudice, suggesting distinct causes and consequences of 

paternalistic and envious types of prejudice. Overall, their approach challenges the 

assumption that prejudice is merely a form of surface-level antipathy and suggests 

that emotions toward out-groups, though complex and ambivalent, can be predicted 

and understood. 

 

Ambivalent Sexism and System Justification 

 System justification theory argues that people want to hold favorable attitudes 

about social and political systems that affect them (Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). 

Building on previous theoretical arguments, Jost and Kay (2005) propose that the 

enhanced cognitive accessibility of communal and benevolent gender stereotypes 

directly increases the tendency to perceive existing arrangements as fair, legitimate, 

and justifiable. Specifically, benevolent stereotypes of women as communal serve 

system-justifying ends by counterbalancing men’s presumed advantages in terms of 

agency and status. Thus, merely reminding people of culturally prevalent, 

complementary gender stereotypes could increase the degree to which they will 
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endorse a system of inequality that may not be in their best interest. In three studies, 

the authors exposed people to specific types of gender-related beliefs and 

subsequently asked them to complete measures of gender-specific or diffuse system 

justification. In Studies 1 and 2, activating a) communal or complementary 

(communal and agentic) gender stereotypes or b) benevolent or complementary 

(benevolent and hostile) sexist items increased support for the status quo among 

women. These findings suggest that communal stereotypes of women may be 

functionally equivalent to Benevolent Sexism, at least from the standpoint of system 

maintenance. 

 Exploring the relations between endorsement of sexist beliefs and judgments 

about the beliefs and behaviors, Swim et al. (2005) examined the subtlety of four 

measures of sexism: traditional, modern, hostile, and benevolent. Modern Sexism 

refers to doubts about the current prevalence of sexism, unfavorable responses to 

people who complain about sexism, and unfavorable responses to efforts to reduce 

sexism. Male and female participants completed the Attitudes Toward Women Scale 

(AWS), the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI), and the Modern Sexism Scale and 

then rated the extent to which the beliefs and behaviors from each of the sexism 

scales were sexist. Overall, men judged the beliefs and behaviors to be less sexist than 

women. However, all participants judged traditional gender-role beliefs and hostile 

sexist beliefs as more sexist than benevolent and modern sexist beliefs, indicating the 

latter were more subtle measures of sexism. Moreover, variation in judgments of 

beliefs as sexist was related to differences in the likelihood of endorsing such beliefs, 

suggesting that people may be reluctant to define their own beliefs as sexist. 
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Predicting Endorsement of Dominant Ideologies 

  How does Ambivalent Sexism relate to the expression of political attitudes 

concerning gender discrimination? Masser and Abrams (1999) proposed that both 

subscales of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) would be positively correlated 

with Neosexism, another component of contemporary sexism which can be defined as 

the conflict between egalitarian values and residual negative feelings toward women. 

Across three samples of 907 participants, Neosexism was found to be primarily 

associated with the Hostile rather than the Benevolent components of Ambivalent 

Sexism. For all of the samples, men scored significantly higher on each sexism scale 

than women, although the gender difference was smallest for Benevolent Sexism. 

Moreover, Hostile Sexism, Benevolent Sexism, and Neosexism were all significantly 

associated with attitudes toward lesbian and gay men’s rights, and both Hostile 

Sexism and Neosexism were significantly associated with attitudes toward women’s 

rights. They also assessed the relationship of the ASI and the Neosexism Scale to 

humanitarian-egalitarian and Protestant ethic value orientations. Neosexism and 

Hostile Sexism were negatively associated with a humanitarian-egalitarian 

orientation, whereas Benevolent Sexism was positively associated with a Protestant-

ethic orientation. Overall, the results suggest that although the Neosexism Scale and 

ASI both measure contemporary sexism, only the Benevolent Sexism subscale of the 

ASI taps the subjectively positive side of contemporary sexism. 

 What may be the motivational goals underlying expressions of hostile and 

benevolent sexism? Sibley, Wilson, and Duckitt (2007) extend Duckitt’s (2001) dual-
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process model to propose that individual differences in men’s Benevolent Sexism 

(BS) stem from a threat-driven security-cohesion motivation, indexed by Right-Wing 

Authoritarianism (RWA), whereas Hostile Sexism (HS) stems from a competitively 

driven motivation for intergroup dominance, indexed by Social Dominance 

Orientation (SDO). In Study 1, a meta-analysis indicated that men’s SDO was 

moderately positively associated with HS and weakly related to BS. Men’s RWA, in 

contrast, was moderately positively associated with BS and more weakly associated 

with HS. Study 2 elaborated on these findings, testing a structural equation model for 

the dual personality traits and world views underlying HS and BS. The model 

suggested that BS may function as a legitimizing myth that men motivated by threat-

driven security cohesion (RWA) may use to justify more overtly hostile expressions 

of sexism. Finally, Study 3 demonstrated that SDO predicts increases in HS (but not 

BS) and RWA predicted increases in BS (but not HS) in a longitudinal analysis 

conducted over a 5-month period. Overall, the dual-process model appears to 

correspond to dual domains of legitimizing myths used to justify gender inequality 

and sexist discrimination, maintaining both hierarchical relations between groups and 

ingroup norms and social roles. 

 Christopher and Mull (2006) examined how three different facets of 

conservative ideology—namely, Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), Right-Wing 

Authoritarianism (RWA), and Protestant Work Ethic (PWE)—are predictive of 

hostile and benevolent sexism. They assessed 246 residents of two towns in southern 

Michigan via a mail-in survey that consisted of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

(ASI) and scales for SDO, RWA, and PWE. Using multiple regression analyses, they 
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found that SDO and PWE (but not RWA) were significantly related to hostile sexism, 

whereas RWA (but not SDO or PWE) was significantly related to benevolent sexism. 

Their results lend support to previous research suggesting that SDO and RWA are 

differentially related to expressions of prejudice, further extending implications of 

conservative ideologies and their predictive value for sexist attitudes. 

Seeking to extend research on the role of female subtyping in ambivalent 

sexism, Sibley and Wilson (2004) examined hostile and benevolent sexist evaluations 

of a female character whose behavior was consistent with either a stereotypically 

sexually positive (e.g chaste, sexually pure) or negative (e.g. seductress, sexual tease, 

flirt) subtype. 61 male participants were assessed on their levels of sexist attitudes by 

the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) and their sexual self-schemas using an 

adjective-rating measure. They then read a vignette featuring either a negative or 

positive sexual female subtype and were asked to evaluate the female character.  

 Consistent with their hypothesis, men’s hostile sexist evaluations of the 

female character were higher when her behavior was consistent with a negative 

subtype, whereas benevolent sexist evaluations were higher when her behavior was 

consistent with a positive subtype. Moreover, men with higher sexual self-schema 

ratings expressed increased levels of hostile sexism toward negative female sexual 

subtypes, whereas men with lower sexual self-schema ratings expressed similarly low 

levels of hostile sexism toward the female character regardless of whether she fitted a 

negative or positive subtype (Sibley & Wilson, 2004). These findings emphasize the 

role of social dominance motives and more subtle sociocognitive processes 

underlying gender stereotyping in the expression of ambivalent sexism. 
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Proposing that disparaging humor creates a norm of tolerance of 

discrimination against members of the disparaged group, Ford (2000) investigated 

whether exposure to sexist humor alters a perceiver’s tolerance of a sexist event. Over 

three experiments, participants were assessed with the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

(ASI) and then asked to respond to a series of five vignettes, one of which contained 

either sexist/neutral humor that was followed by a vignette of a serious sexist event. 

Experiment 1 revealed that participants high in Hostile Sexism were more tolerant of 

the sexist event after exposure to sexist humor than after exposure to neutral humors 

or serious sexist communication. However, the results of Experiments 2 and 3 suggest 

that the activation of a noncritical judgment mindset was an important factor in the 

ability for sexist humor to increase tolerance of sex discrimination. When the sexist 

jokes were interpreted in a serious, critical manner, either as a result of explicit 

instructions (Experiment 2) or contextual cues such as the group membership of the 

joke teller (Experiment 3), the harmful effects of sexist humor were nullified among 

participants high in Hostile Sexism. If people high in Hostile Sexism are more prone 

to responding to a sexist event in accordance with the normative standards implied by 

sexist humor, they may have less strongly internalized convictions that are contrary to 

the standards implied by the sexist humor. As a result, the way they construe a sexist 

event is more likely to be affected by the noncritical norms implied by the sexist 

humor. 
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The Current Study  

 Both ambivalent sexism theory and system justification theory predict that 

women and men may have a vested interest in endorsing sexist attitudes that adhere to 

the status quo. As Ford (2000) has demonstrated, this tendency may be enhanced by 

passive exposure to stimuli reflecting values about gender, power, and the self-

concept. Indeed, research has shown that attitudes and affective reactions can be 

triggered automatically by the mere presence of relevant objects and events, so that 

evaluation and emotion join perception in the realm of direct, unmediated 

psychological effects of the environment (Bargh, 1994). Reflections of system 

justification in the media might include subjectively positive images of current power 

inequities, such as race, class, and gender. Images in the media may also tap into the 

polarized attitudes toward women that are socially prevalent and crucial to the 

mechanisms maintaining Ambivalent Sexism. Exposure to these culturally salient 

cues may have complex interactions, especially when paired with images that 

highlight attitudes about the self-concept. Haraway (1997) refers to this phenomenon 

as “sociotechnical production” or “the knowledge-power processes that inscribe and 

materialize the world in some forms rather than others” (p. 7). The aim of the current 

study is to assess the differential effects of passive exposure to actual media primes 

on several measures of attitudes, specifically ambivalent sexism, system justification, 

narcissism, and personality. 
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Method 
 
Participants 

Participants included 194 respondents to an online advertisement for a study 

that was described as an investigation of personality and aesthetic preferences. 

Participants could also access the study website directly at www.personalitystudy.org. 

The majority of participants (72.7 %, n = 141) self-identified as female and the 

majority of participants (71.1%, n = 138) self-identified as White or European 

American.  52.6 % (N= 102) were between the ages 20-29 and 50.5% (N= 98) had at 

least some college. 

 All participants received feedback on personality measures. Undergraduate 

students from FAU psychology courses were also recruited to participate and could 

receive research credit for their respective psychology classes upon completion of the 

study.  

 

Materials 

Participants were exposed to paired comparisons of actual Time magazine 

covers that included Hillary Clinton, You, and Mitt Romney (see Appendix A). These 

were intended to prime ambivalent sexism, narcissism, and system justification, 

respectively. An additional abstract design cover was also used as a control. 

 

Procedure 

 Upon connecting to the website, participants were randomly assigned to one 

of four experimental conditions. In each condition participants were asked to choose 
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between nine pairs of selected Time magazine covers on the basis of aesthetic appeal 

alone. 

 Participants in all conditions were then asked to choose between three pairs 

of magazine covers on the basis of which cover they thought would sell more copies. 

These questions were designed in order to ensure that participants were attending to 

the covers without consciously expressing endorsement of latent values.  

Participants in all conditions then completed a randomized set of 270 

questions that measured levels of ambivalent sexism, narcissism, system justification 

(Appendix C), and the five factor model of personality. Upon completion of the 

survey, participants then received individualized feedback on the personality items. 

 

Measures of Attitudes 

Participants in all conditions completed the 22-item version of the Ambivalent 

Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 2001), which includes items that measure both 

Benevolent Sexism (e.g. “A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man,” 

“Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility,” etc.) and 

Hostile Sexism (e.g, “Women seek to gain power by getting control over men,” 

“Women exaggerate problems they have at work,” etc.).  

Participants in all conditions also completed 108 revised items from the 

Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1981), which includes measures 

for superiority, exhibitionism, entitlement, vanity, authority, exploitativeness and 

self-sufficiency. Individual questions were taken from the originally forced-choice 

inventory and included both measures of narcissism (e.g. “I know that I am good 
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because everybody keeps telling me so”) and reverse-scored items (e.g. “The thought 

of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me”).  

Participants in all conditions also completed 8 items that measure attitudes of 

Diffuse System Justification (Kay & Jost, 2003) and 8 items that measure attitudes of 

Gender-Specific System Justification (Jost & Kay, 2005). Items for diffuse system 

justification included “In general, you find society to be fair,” and “Everyone has a 

fair shot at wealth and happiness.” Gender-specific system justification items 

included statements such as “In general, relations between men and women are fair,” 

and “Society is set up so that men and women usually get what they deserve.”  

 

Measure of Personality Traits 

Participants in all conditions also completed a 120-item measure of the Five 

Factors of personality (Goldberg, 1999), which includes questions that measure levels 

of Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and 

Extraversion/Introversion. Participants were asked to indicate how accurately each 

statement described their personality on a 5 point scale ranging from “Very 

Inaccurate” to “Very Accurate.” 
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Results 
 

A preliminary analysis indicated that exposure to particular magazine covers 

was associated with scores on a range of attitude and personality measures. Table 1 

summarizes the correlations that were computed between the three priming conditions 

(Ambivalent/Clinton, SystemJustification/Romney, and Narcissism/You) and the 11 

dependent variables (Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Extraversion, 

Openness to Experience, Hostile Sexism, Benevolent Sexism, Diffuse System 

Justification, Gender-Specific System Justification, Narcissism, and Overall 

Ambivalent Sexism).  

Participants who saw the Ambivalent/Clinton cover (N=149) scored higher on 

Ambivalent Sexism (r = .16, p <.05) and lower on Narcissism (r = -.18, p <.05). 

Exposure to this condition was unrelated to two measures of System Justification (rs 

of .06 and .02, both n.s.).  

Participants who saw the Ambivalent/Clinton cover also scored lower on 

several facets of the five factor model of personality including the Achievement 

Striving facet of Conscientiousness (r = -.20, p <.05), the Warmth (r = -.17, p <.05) 

and Assertiveness (r = -.17, p <.05) facets of Extraversion, and the Aesthetics (r = -

.19, p <.05) and Openness to Values (r = -.18, p <.05) facets of Openness to 

Experience. 

Participants who saw the Narcissism/You cover  (N=154) scored higher on the 

Excitement Seeking facet of Extraversion (r = .19, p <.05). 

A preliminary analysis also revealed significant correlations between the 

attitudes scales and personality measures. Agreeableness was negatively correlated 
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with Hostile Sexism (r = -.19, p <.05), Benevolent Sexism (r = -.211, p <.05), and 

Narcissism (r = -.44, p <.001). Neuroticism was negatively correlated with Hostile 

Sexism (r = -.21, p <.05), Diffuse System Justification (r = -.27, p <.01), and Gender-

Specific System Justification (r = -.22, p <.01). Extraversion was positively correlated 

with Narcissism (r = .23, p <.01).  

 

Discussion 
 

Overall, exposure to the Ambivalent/Clinton magazine cover corresponded to 

significantly different individual responses on measures of sexism, narcissism, and 

the five factors of personality. Further analyses will reveal if interactions between 

priming conditions differentially influenced the attitudes and personality of 

participants, particularly on measures of system justification. We will also conduct 

analyses controlling for the gender, age, race, and educational level of the 

participants. 

 

The relationship between Ambivalent Sexism and Personality 

Overall, those who were more agreeable were less likely to endorse sexist  

attitudes and were less narcissistic. Those who scored higher on Neuroticism were 

less likely to endorse sexist antipathy and were less likely to endorse the status-quo. 

Those who were more extraverted scored higher on measures of narcissism. 

 

Reactions of Female Participants 

 Given that the majority of participants self-identified as female, what may 

account for the endorsement of sexist attitudes? Two possible explanations present 

themselves: First, a system justification perspective. Second, a self-protective 
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mechanism. Believing that the extent to which women endorse Benevolent Sexism 

may be partially a function of perceived environmental hostility, Fischer (2006) tested 

two competing scenarios for women’s responses to manipulated information about 

men’s attitudes toward women. 105 women were first assessed with Fassinger’s 

Attitudes Toward Feminism and the Women’s Movement Scale (FWM) and then 

randomly assigned to one of three conditions, which differed only in what 

participants were told about research findings on men’s attitudes toward women. 

Participants then completed the Ambivalent Sexist Inventory (ASI) to measure levels 

of benevolent and hostile sexist attitudes.  As predicted, women reported greater 

benevolent sexism when led to believe that men hold negative attitudes than the 

women either given no information or led to believe men hold positive attitudes. 

However, this effect was not attributable to attitudes toward feminism. Also, there 

was no effect on the level of hostile sexism expressed by women, supporting the idea 

that although hostile and benevolent sexism are related, they function somewhat 

differently.  

Overall, Fischer’s (2006) results indicate a lack of support for a system 

justification perspective, which would predict that women’s attitudes would mirror 

their beliefs about men’s attitudes and that they would endorse higher levels of hostile 

sexism when told men hold negative attitudes toward women. Instead, these findings 

are consistent with the notion that women may adopt benevolent sexist attitudes as a 

self-protective strategy in response to negative attitudes about women as a group. 

This phenomenon mirrors what feminist psychoanalytic theorist Julia Kristeva (2004) 

refers to as the “logic of identification,” where the political demands of women stem 
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from values that are not ideological, but “logical and ontological with regard to the 

dominant rationality of the nation and the state” (p. 650). 

 

Sexism and the Self-Concept 

Additionally, participants who were exposed to the Ambivalent/Clinton prime 

scored lower in their levels of Narcissism, Achievement Striving, and Assertiveness. 

Interested in the effects of minority status on self-descriptions and judgments of 

others, Swan et al. (1997) investigated how the distribution of men and women in a 

group affect participants’ consciousness of their identity as male or female and how 

concepts activated by this consciousness would influence self-judgments and their 

reactions to information about a target person. In that study, both male and female 

participants were assigned to groups where they were either the only member of their 

sex or in the majority. They were then asked to rate themselves along gender-

stereotypic traits and then evaluate a gender-ambiguous target person from a written 

vignette. Both men and women reported themselves more masculine and judged the 

target to be more masculine when they were in the minority than when they were in 

the majority. 

 The findings lend support to social-identity theory, which emphasizes 

subjective belief structures that people have regarding the stability and legitimacy of 

status differences between their in-groups and out-groups. Men’s consciousness of 

their sex made them aware of their high social status in relation to women and 

activated concepts about themselves that confirmed their membership in this high-

status category. In contrast, women’s consciousness of their sex made them aware of 
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their low social status relative to men and motivated them to view themselves in 

terms of concepts that distinguished them from other members of this low-status 

category. However, the researchers found substantial differences between personal 

and cultural gender stereotypes, suggesting that individuals have different gender 

stereotypes and their social-identity motivations may lead them to emphasize 

different traits (Swan et al, 1997). Women and men respond differently, in ways that 

reject or embrace same-sex stereotypes and help maintain systems of inequality. 

Ultimately, in order to adhere to a principle of democratic equivalence, we 

may prefer to adopt Mouffe’s (1992) conception of citizenship, an interpretation that 

emphasizes the numerous social relations in which situations of domination exist that 

must be challenged if the principles of liberty and equality are to apply. As she writes, 

this “radical democratic conception” indicates the common recognition by the 

different groups struggling for an extension and radicalization of democracy that they 

have a common concern, helping to “construct a ‘we’ as radical democratic citizens, a 

collective political identity” (p. 379). 

 

Reactions to Depictions of Powerful Women 

Overall, those who were exposed to the Ambivalent/ Clinton prime had higher 

levels of hostile sexism (HS) than benevolent sexism (BS). Women and men’s 

expressions of benevolent sexism may be used to idealize and reward women who are 

categorized into subtypes that conform to male-dominated social hierarchies, whereas 

women who defy traditional gender roles may experience more hostile and negative 

reactions. According to Haraway (1991), hostile attitudes toward women who defy 
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dominant social hierarchies may be viewed in terms of anxieties with “boundary-

crossing.” As she explains, socially constructed gender roles are drawn by mapping 

practices and do not preexist as such. However,  “boundaries shift from within; 

boundaries are very tricky. What boundaries provisionally contain remains 

generative, productive of meanings and bodies. Siting (sighting) boundaries is a risky 

practice” (Haraway, 1991, p. 201). 

Limitations, Strengths, and Directions for Future Study 

Limitations of the current study include the reliance upon online 

administration, a venue dependent upon adequate computer competency among 

participants and one that assumes equal internet accessibility for all demographics. 

Moreover, without reliable monitoring of the participants, individuals could easily 

“christmas-tree” their responses or leave their computers unattended for lengthy 

amounts of time.  Furthermore, although the length of each experimental condition 

served as a disincentive to take multiple forms of the test, there is no way to ensure 

that a single participant did not respond more than once. Nevertheless, the chosen 

methodology proves to be an effective way to gather a larger sample in a shorter 

amount of time and to administer the study to participants from more diverse 

backgrounds.  Overall, the current study adequately combined rigorous experimental 

methods with field data demonstrating real world applications and implications. 

Three possible explanations for the effects of the Ambivalent/Clinton image 

can be considered: The first, that Clinton herself evokes reactions of ambivalent 

sexism.  The second, that powerful and/or ambitious women (of whom Clinton is 

obviously an exemplar) prompt people to endorse sexist attitudes. The third is that 
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neither Clinton herself nor her gender norm-defiance intrinsically evoke a negative 

reaction, rather, it is the specific media representation that influenced the reactively 

sexist responses. Further research should attempt to disentangle these competing 

explanations.   

If mere exposure to magazine covers can influence individual attitudes and 

attributes of personality, what effect might they have on important behaviors and 

decisions? The media coverage of the 2008 Presidential campaign and subsequent 

voting results may provide the richest source of data for answering this question. 

Ultimately, as bell hooks (2000) reminds us: 

Women and men have made great strides in the direction of gender equality. 

And those strides towards freedom must give us strength to go further. We 

must courageously learn from the past and work for a future where feminist 

principles will undergird every aspect of our public and private lives. Feminist 

politics aims to end domination to free us to be who we are—to live lives 

where we love justice, where we can live in peace. Feminism is for 

everybody. (p.117-8) 
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Table 1 
 
Correlations between Priming Conditions and Variables of Interest 
 
 Ambivalent/Clinton SJ/Romney Narc./Pers.Year 

Agreeableness -.061 -.038 -.030 

Conscientiousness -.184* -.022 .042 

Neuroticism .050 -.019 .069 

Extraversion -.240** .010 .052 

Openness to Exp. -.212* .042 .0002 

HS .164* .044 -.110 

BS .131 .030 -.133 

DSJ .063 -.010 -.093 

GSJ .018 .039 -.011 

Narcissism -.177 .070 -.001 

Overall Sexism .164* .042 -.134 

 

Note. HS = Hostile Sexism, BS = Benevolent Sexism, DSJ = Diffuse System 

Justification, GSJ = Gender-Specific System Justification 

  

** p < .01, *p < .05 
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Appendix A 
 

Magazine Cover Primes 
 
Ambivalent/Clinton Prime 
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Appendix A (cont.) 
 

SystemJustification/ Romney Prime 
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Appendix A (cont.) 
 

Narcissism/You Prime 
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Appendix A (cont.) 
 

Abstract/Control  
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Appendix B. 

Main Page- Consent Form 

 

Welcome to Personalitystudy.org 

Aesthetic preferences and personality 

 

 

On the following pages you will find a survey of beliefs, attitudes, 
personality and behavior.  We appreciate your interest in our work. 

Following the survey, you will receive brief feedback concerning your 
scores on measures of personality (such as extraversion), attitudes 
(towards issues such as security), and values (things you like and 
don't like).  

Please review the consent form below and click below to continue to 
the survey. 

1) Title of Research Study: Aesthetic Preferences and Personality

2) Investigators: Dr. Kevin Lanning and Samantha Montgomery

3) Purpose:
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship betw een

 

I consent to participation in this survey      Yes     No  

Continue
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Appendix C 

Original Attitude Scales 

The 22-ltem Ambivalent Sexism Inventory- Glick & Fiske (1995) 

Relationships Between Men and Women 

Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their 

relationships in contemporary society.  Please indicate the degree to which you agree 

or disagree with each statement using the scale below: 

0  1  2  3   4   5 
     Disagree       disagree        disagree          agree          agree          agree 
    Strongly      somewhat        slightly        slightly      somewhat      strongly 
 
1. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless 

he has the love of a woman. 

2. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor 

them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality." 

3. In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men. 

4. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist. 

5. Women are too easily offended. 

6. People are not truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 

member of the other sex. 

7. Feminists are seeking for women to have more power than men. 

8. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 

9. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 

10. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them. 

11. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
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12. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 

13. Men are incomplete without women. 

14. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 

15. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 

leash. 

16. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about 

being discriminated against. 

17. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 

18. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and 

then refusing male advances. 

19. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 

20. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide 

financially for the women in their lives. 

21. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 

22. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and 

good taste. 

 

Scoring: 

Total ASI score = average of all items. 
Hostile Sexism = average of Items 2, 4, 5, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21. 
Benevolent Sexism = average of Items 1, 3, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 17, 19, 20, 22. 
Note. Items 3, 6, 7, 13, 18, and 21 are reverse-worded in the original version of the 
ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996), though not in the version that appears here because 
reverse-worded items did not perform well in translation to other languages (other 
than lower factor loadings for reversed items, similar results have been obtained in 
the United States and elsewhere when both reversed and nonreversed wordings have 
been administered; see Glick et al., 2000, footnote 2). B = benevolent sexism; I = 
heterosexual intimacy; H = hostile sexism; P = protective paternalism; G = gender 
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differentiation. Copyright 1995 by Peter Glick and Susan T. Fiske. Use of this scale 
for nonacademic purposes (i.e., activities other than nonprofit scientific research and 
classroom demonstrations) requires permission of one of the authors. 
 

Diffuse System Justification- Kay & Jost (2003) 

 

1. In general, you find society to be fair. 

2. In general, the American political system operates as it should.  

3. American society needs to be radically restructured. (reverse-scored) 

4. The United States is the best country in the world to live in. 

5. Most policies serve the greater good. 

6. Everyone has a fair shot at wealth and happiness. 

7. Our society is getting worse every year. (reverse-scored) 

8. Society is set up so that people usually get what they deserve. 

 

Gender-specific System Justification- Kay & Jost (2005) 

1. In general, relations between men and women are fair.  

2. The division of labor in families generally operates as it should.  

3. Gender roles need to be radically restructured. 

4. For women, the United States is the best country in the world to live in.  

5. Most policies relating to gender and the sexual division of labor serve the 

greater good.  

6. Everyone (male or female) has a fair shot at wealth and happiness.  

7. Sexism in society is getting worse every year.  

8. Society is set up so that men and women usually get what they deserve. 
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Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin & Hall, 1981) 

Reverse 1 4 7 8 11 12 14 15 18 21 23 25-28 30 32 36 37 39 43 46 49 54 

instructions:  Each of the items in this survey includes two statements.  Read both the 

statement on the left and the statement on the right.  Decide which one is most true 

for you, and then mark the appropriate response on the answer sheet. Please mark 

your responses on the General Purpose Answer Sheet, not on this booklet. 

Sample: I like having authority over people. 

--- or ---  

I don't mind following orders. 

Read the scale at the bottom of the page.  If you identified slightly more with the left 

statement ("having authority") than with the right statement ("following orders"), you 

would enter 'C' on the answer sheet. 

1. I am a fairly sensitive person. 

--- or ---  

I am more sensitive than most other people. 

2. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 

--- or ---  

I am not good at influencing people. 

3. Modesty doesn't become me. 

--- or ---  

I am essentially a modest person. 

4. Superiority is something that you acquire with experience. 
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--- or ---  

Superiority is something you are born with. 

5. I would do almost anything on a dare. 

--- or ---  

I tend to be a fairly cautious person. 

6. I would be willing to describe myself as a strong personality. 

--- or ---  

I would be reluctant to describe myself as a strong personality. 

7. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed. 

--- or ---  

I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so. 

8. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me. 

--- or ---  

If I ruled the world it would be a much better place. 

9. People just naturally gravitate towards me. 

--- or ---  

Some people like me. 

10. I can usually talk my way out of anything. 

--- or ---  

I try to accept the consequences of my behavior. 

11. When I play a game I don't mind losing once in a while. 

--- or ---  

When I play a game I hate to lose. 
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12. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 

--- or ---  

I like to be the center of attraction. 

13. I will be a success. 

--- or ---  

I'm not too concerned about success. 

14. I am no better or no worse than most people. 

--- or ---  

I think I am a special person. 

15. I am not sure if I would make a good leader. 

--- or ---  

I see myself as a good leader. 

16. I am assertive. 

--- or ---  

I wish I were more assertive. 

17. I like having authority over other people. 

--- or ---  

I don't mind following orders. 

18. There is a lot I can learn from other people. 

--- or ---  

People can learn a great deal from me. 

19. I find it easy to manipulate people. 

--- or ---  
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I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people. 

20. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me. 

--- or ---  

I usually get the respect I deserve. 

21. I don't particularly like to show off my body. 

--- or ---  

I like to display my body. 

22. I can read people like a book. 

--- or ---  

People are sometimes hard to understand. 

23. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making         

decisions. 

--- or ---  

I like to take responsibility for making decisions. 

24. I am at my best when the situation is at its worst. 

--- or ---  

Sometimes I don't handle difficult situations too well. 

25. I just want to be reasonably happy. 

--- or ---  

I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world. 

26. My body is nothing special. 

--- or ---  

I like to look at my body. 
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27. Beauty is in the eyes of the beholder. 

--- or ---  

I have good taste when it comes to beauty. 

28. I try not to be a show off. 

--- or ---  

I am apt to show off if I get the chance. 

29. I always know what I am doing. 

--- or ---  

Sometimes I'm not sure of what I am doing.  

30. I sometimes depend on people to get things done. 

--- or ---  

I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done. 

31. I'm always in perfect health. 

--- or ---  

Sometimes I get sick. 

32. Sometimes I tell good stories. 

--- or ---  

Everybody likes to hear my stories. 

33. I usually dominate any conversation. 

--- or ---  

At times I am capable of dominating a conversation. 

34. I expect a great deal from other people. 

--- or ---  
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I like to do things for other people. 

35. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 

--- or ---  

I take my satisfactions as they come. 

36. Compliments embarrass me. 

--- or ---  

I like to be complimented. 

37.  My basic responsibility is to be aware of the needs of others. 

--- or ---  

My basic responsibility is to be aware of my own needs. 

38. I have a strong will to power. 

--- or ---  

Power for its own sake doesn't interest me. 

39. I don't very much care about new fads and fashions. 

--- or ---  

I like to start new fads and fashions. 

40. I am envious of other people's good fortune. 

--- or ---  

I enjoy seeing other people have good fortune. 

41. I am loved because I am loveable. 

--- or ---  

I am loved because I give love. 

42. I like to look at myself in the mirror. 
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--- or ---  

I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror. 

43. I am not especially witty or clever. 

--- or ---  

I am witty and clever. 

44. I really like to be the center of attention. 

--- or ---  

It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 

45. I can live my life in any way I want to. 

--- or ---  

People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want. 

46. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me. 

--- or ---  

People always seem to recognize my authority. 

47. I would prefer to be a leader. 

--- or ---  

It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not. 

48. I am going to be a great person. 

--- or ---  

I hope I am going to be successful. 

49. People sometimes believe what I tell them. 

--- or ---  

I can make anybody believe anything I want them to. 
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50. I am a born leader. 

--- or ---  

Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop. 

51. I wish someone would someday write my biography. 

--- or ---  

I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason. 

52. I get upset when people don't notice how I look when I go out in          public. 

--- or ---  

I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public. 

53. I am more capable than other people. 

--- or ---  

There is a lot that I can learn from other people. 

54. I am much like everybody else. 

--- or ---  

I am an extraordinary person. 

 

             Which statement do you most identify with? 

 

<--- A     B         C    D     E    F      ---> 

    Definitely Mostly      Slightly         Slightly  Mostly        Definitely 

---- the left statement ----    ---- the right statement ---- 
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Appendix D. 
 

Sample Attitude Items 
 

Survey #59: Gattitudes  
Page 1 of 7  
 
Please rate how strongly you agree with each statement.  

  
Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Strongly 

Superiority is 
something 
you are born 
with.  

      

When 
women lose 
to men in a 
fair 
competition, 
they typically 
complain 
about being 
discriminated 
against. 

      

I like to start 
new fads and 
fashions.  

      

I am more 
capable than 
other people. 

      

I am more 
sensitive 
than most 
other people.  

      

People are 
sometimes 
hard to 
understand.  
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Appendix E. 
 

Sample Personality Items 
 

Survey #39: Five factors 2008  
Page 1 of 8  
 

Your personality 
 
For each phrase, please select the button which most accurately describes you. 

  
Very 

inaccurate 
Inaccurate Neither Accurate 

Very 
accurate 

Do not enjoy 
going to art 
museums.      

Sympathize 
with the 
homeless.      

Break rules. 
     

Am always 
on the go.      

Tell the truth. 
     

Am afraid of 
many things.      
  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 45

Appendix F. 
 

Debriefing Statement 
 

Survey #29: Comments  

Page 1 of 2  
 

An overview of our research 
 
You participated in one of three studies examining relations between current 
events and personality. These are described in more detail below. Your 
responses on this survey are valuable, and greatly appreciated. A report of this 
research should be ready for circulation by the end of August 2008. If you 
would like to receive a copy, please send an e-mail to Kevin Lanning 
(lanning@fau.edu ) expressing your interest in the results and providing your 
e-mail address. 
 
For problems or questions regarding your rights as a subject, the Division of 
Research of Florida Atlantic University can be contacted at (561) 297-0777. For 
questions about the study, you should call the senior principal investigator, Dr. 
Kevin Lanning, at (561) 799-8652. If you would like your responses to be 
withdrawn from the study, please click here. If you would like a copy of this 
information, please click the “print” button on your browser now. 
 

Aesthetic preferences and personality  
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between aesthetic 
preferences and personality. We are interested in how seeing particular images 
on magazine covers might influence attitudes about gender, power, and the 
self-concept.  
 
Social attitudes may be complex, and may include feelings such as kindness, 
harshness, and control. These feelings, in turn, may be directed towards 
people like or unlike the self, as well as to society in general. For example, a 
magazine cover with the word ‘You’ is expected to act like a mirror and may 
increase the intensity of self-evaluation. Exposure to the remaining magazine 
covers may, in a similar manner, influence attitudes about gender and power.  
 
This research is significant in that it contributes to our limited understanding of 
how exposure to everyday things, such as a magazine cover, can have an 
influence on our personality and attitudes. 
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Appendix G. 
 

Sample Feedback Response 

 

Full List of Possible Feedback Responses 

“With respect to the trait of “Agreeableness you appear "; 
• "determined, competitive, skeptical, and proud. You tend to express your 

anger directly."; 

• "trusting, modest, sympathetic, compassionate, good-natured, and 
cooperative. You are willing to make sacrifices to preserve interpersonal 
relationships."; 

• "generally trusting, warm, and sympathetic, but you can sometimes be 
skeptical, competitive, and stubborn."; 

"With respect to Neuroticism, "; 
• "you appear calm, secure, and relaxed under stressful conditions in 

comparison with others. You are not fearful."; 

• " you are particularly sensitive, emotional, and prone to feeling discouraged or 
overwhelmed."; 

• "you resemble the average respondent in your ability to tolerate stress.  Like 
most others, you are generally calm, but can at times experience negative 
emotions such as fear, anger, worry, and self-doubt."; 
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Appendix G. (cont.) 
 

"With respect to Extraversion"; 
• "you are reflective and socially cautious. You are seen as reserved and 

serious.  You find many social situations as effortful or even stressful, and 
generally prefer to be alone or with a few close friends."; 

• "you are energetic, outgoing, and high-spirited. You are comfortable in most 
social settings, and enjoy the opportunity to lead or coordinate social activities 
that serve a common good."; 

• "you are moderate in your social enthusiasm and your activity level. You 
enjoy social situations but at times find these to be stressful.  You value both 
the company of others as well as quiet time spent alone."; 

"With respect to Conscientiousness, "; 
• "you are easygoing, but do not always finish what you begin.  You do not like 

making or keeping plans, and others may feel that you break commitments or 
promises to them. You may appear careless or disorganized."; 

• "you are well-organized. You are careful and consistent in striving for high 
standards.  Others see you as hard-working, but not particularly 
spontaneous."; 

• "you are generally dependable, consistent, and careful. You are neither 
excessively planful nor obsessed with your work, but you are generally 
prepared and organized."; 

"With respect to Openness to Experience, "; 
• "you are practical, traditional, and down-to-earth.  You prefer to deal with real 

concerns rather than with fantasy or theory. You may appear to be 
conventional or even set in your ways."; 

• "you are open-minded and enjoy new experiences. You are imaginative, have 
broad interests, and enjoy abstract, philosophical concerns.  You are 
emotionally responsive."; 

• "you are generally practical, but are willing to consider new ways of doing 
things. You are moderately open to aesthetic and emotional experiences.” 
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