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ABSTRACT

Advertising research has indicated that a high degree
of sexism toward women occurs in magazine and television advertising.
However, the design of such marketing studies is different from the
designs typically used in most psychological research. An
experimental approach was used for a study in which 137 college
students rated 10 control and 10 "sexist" target magazine
advertisements for appeal and perceived sexism and completed the
Attitudes toward Women Scale (AWS). Females found target ads to be
more sexist than males, although both sexes rated target ads as much
more sexist than control ads. There were no sex differences in
ratings of the appeal of control ads. Females rated target ads as
less appealing than control ads. High sexism ratings of the target
ads were associated with low appeal ratings. Additionally, females
displayed more liberal attitudes on the AWS than did males. The
findings suggest that social desirability factors may have influenced
ratings on the AWS and sexism scale, but not the appeal ratings.
(Author/JAC)
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PERCEPTION OF WOMEN IN MAGAZINE ADVFRTISING

Researcﬁ puﬁlished in *he advertising ard marketing litera*ure
suggasts that a high degree of "sexism" toward women =2xists 1in
magazin2 and television advertiéinq, that is, that women *and %0 be
portrayed 2ither in a d4egrading or demeaning fashion, or irn sex-role
stereotypic behaviors (Belkaoui & Belxaoni, 1976 Courfnpy &
Lockeretz, 1971; Culley & Bennett, 197¢t; Pe*arson & Kerin, 1977;
venkatesar. & Losco, 1975; Wagner & Banos, 1973). Such resaarch also
suggests that males and females react %o seXx ir adver*isirng
jifferently, males geﬂerally judgirqg sexual adver+ising more
favorably than females (Baker & Churchill, 7977; Lunds+rom &
Sciglimpaqglia, 1977; Morrison & Skerman, 1972; Pe*erson & Kerin,
1977; Wise, King, & Merenski, 1974).

Unfor+ura*ely, though perhaps understandably, th= desiqgn of many
of +he advertising and marketing studies is diffarernt fronm *h=
designs typically employed in mos* psycholngical research.
‘Advertisinq ard marketing research on the depiction of women irn
advar+ising relies primarily on th2 conten* analysis of
advertisements. Experimental and correlational designs ar# no*-
frequently employed, and whern used are +ypically concerned with
consumer attitudes anrd behavinsrs, such as produc* reciall (e.q.
Alexander & Judd, 1978; Steadman, 1969). Rssearch reported nu*tside
the advertising and marketing domain has been scant, bu* has also
primarily adopted the content analysis approach (Mart & Darrnch,

1975; Pesch, Knill, Pursey, Gilpin, & Perloff, 1981; Pravher &

Pidell, 1975; Seidenberg, 1974; Stemple & Tyler, 1974) .
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Tn the present s+tudy, at =xperimental aoproach was adop*=2d. The
type of magazine adver*isemen®t subjacts viewad was manipulat2d:
targat ads were selected tha* depicted wom=n as s2x obhj=c's, while
control ads depic+2d4 men and women interac*ing as equals. Both
types of ads were rated by male and female subjacts for appneal and
for the degree of saxism portrayed in *he ads.

Since ¢*he attirudes of subj2cts toward th2 rol=s of wonma2n ir
contemporary society mighz plausibly influance targe: and con*-ol ad
ratings, the Atti<udes Toward Women Scals (AWS) (Sp=2nc= & Yelmreich,
1972: Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1973) was also adminis*ter=1 o all
subjects.

MEZHOD

A panel of three "axpert" ra*ers (two female sociologis*=z
specializing in women's issues and one mals social psychnloqist)
selec*ed 10 control anl 10 "s=xis+" tarqget ads from amonqg 40
magazine advertisemen*s (in%Arrater raliability = 0.95). S2xism was
jafined for +he rarers as "The portrayal of wom2rn as in€arior «n or
Aominated by men via situations in which females are d=qgradedi,
jemeaned, sexually or ntherwise exploi*ed, or portrayei as haiving
lass importan+ capaci*ies and/or functiors +han men". Con+%rol ads
1id not exploit women or portray *hem as s=x objects, bu+ dii

portray males and females intaracting as equals. All ads w2re drawn

A “otal of 137 irtroductory psychology s<udarts (55 males, B2

females ar-icipated in +he study for cours=2 credit. Subijects
p |4 I
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ranged in age from 18 *o 47 y=ars, with a median aqge of 20, anl were
primarily (75%) freshmen and sophomores. Ik groups of approximately
25-35, subjects viewed a randomized sequence of “he 20 ads, rating
cach ad on a S-point like-dislike scale (higher scores reflec*ing
grea¢ter appeal). Subjects vere *hen'sbown #+ha 20 ads aqgain, but in
a differer+t random order, rating sach ad on a 5-point "s2xism" stale
(higher scoras indicating greater sexism). Sexism was defin=d for
subjects in the same way as for *he raters.

Afrer rating all ads on both scales, all subjects comple*ed the
26-i+tam A*++itudes Toward Women Scale (Spencs & Helmreich, 1972;
Spenrc=, et al., 1973). On this instrument, high scores indica==
conservative or tradi+ional atti¢udes toward womer, whil= low scores
indicat2 more liberal a%*titudzs.

RFSULTS

Maans and standard deviasions for tha aop=22al ra¢tings of “3arg2“
arnd con+rol ads as a functior of subject gender are shown in Table

1.

Table 1 about here

- Y R A A W we W W W e e W

Appeal scal= ratings were analysed using a *wo-way fixed-effacts
‘analysis of variance (ANOVA). Significant main effects w2r=> fourd
for subjec* gender [F(1,135) = 9.82, p < .01, w.2 = ,067 and for rhe
type of advertisemen: shown [F(1,135) = 113.20, p < .001, w2 =
.20]. Th2 irteraction of *th2 two main effacts was als»> significant

[PF(1,135) = 57.21, p < .001, w2 = .10]. Simple effects follow-up

tests (Wirer, 1971) revealed that the diffarences in appeal ratings
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be+ween males and females for the control 3ds was no¢ significarnt

[P(1,139)

3.75, p.> .05], but for target ads was siqgrificant
& .

[F(1,135)

50.19, p < .001]. Similarly, *ke differenca2s in anp23l
ratings between target and control ads was rot sigrifican+ for males

[P (1,135)

3.59, p > .05], but was significan% for f=2males

[F(1,135) = 210.78, p < .001].

Sexism Scale

Maans and standard devia+tions for the sexism ratings of *arget
and con*+rol ads as a function of subject gerder are 3also given in
Table 1.

A two-way fixed-effects ANOVA was conducted on th= saxism scala
ratings. As with the appeal scale results, significar% main effec*s
were found for both subject gender [F(1,135) = 4.80, p < .05, wW? =
.03] and for +he “ype of advzrtisement shown [P(1,135) = 1234.90, p
< .001, « 2 = .72]. The interaction of the two main =2ffects was
also siqrifipant [F(1,135) = 8.86, p < .01, w2z = .01}

)

correlations b2+*ween apperal anil sexism scale ratings are

repor*ed in Table 2. For both targzt (r = -0.48) and control (r =

Tabl= 2 about h=are

-0.40) 2i1s these correlations were nega*tive, as expectaed, indicating
~ha*, inr gansral, ads rated high on the sexism scalas raceivad low
appeal ratings, while ads rat2d low on the sexism scals rac~ivad
higher appeal ratings. Furthermore, these rela*ionships held for
both male and female snbjects. However, these correlations were far
from perfect, accoun+ing for approxima*ely 20% of the shared

variance in the appeal and sexism ratings.
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ANS_Scale
On the Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS), females (Mean = 1.89,
SD = 0.46) displayed more lib2ral attitudes toward wom=n than 1id
males (Mean = 2.24, SD = 0.57) [F(1,135) = 15.79, p < .031, w2 =
«10). AWS scores were restricted in range (Mean = 2.03, SD = 0.53):
although a 5-poirnt rating scale was used on *he AWS, tha highest
score for a male subject uis 3.60, and onrly ore female subject

scored above 2.72.

AWS scores were correlated with appeal and sexism scal= ra“ings

[yl
0

for target and con+trol ads for both male ani femaie subjacts., These

results are given ir Table 3. AWS scores did ro* correlate with ¢the

appeal or sexism ratings of cortrol ads, but 1id correla*e
significantly wi<h the ratings for target ads. For the app=al scal=
the correlation was positive, and for *he ssxism scal= nega+tiva,

The directionr of these correlatiors were no* surprisina, although
the magnitude of *he relationships weres quit=2 rodest.

The 12 highes* arnd lowest scorars on the AWS for bo*h males and
famalas were s2lec*ad for further analysis. ANOVAs were ajain
conducted, and the results for subject gender and for %the =ype nf ad
shown were essa2n+ially the same as those repor*<1 above for th=2
antire sample. However, the manipulation of AWS scores was no*
siqgnificant, and entered into no significar% in*erac-ions, for

aithear thz appeal scale or the sexism scaletl.
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DISCUSSION

Both males and females fourd *arget ads to be much mor= sexist
than control ads. The effect was very large, accoun%-ing for 72% of
the variance in thes sexism ratings (W2 = .72), but not v=ary
surprising, and a*“ests primarily to the affectivenass of the
manipulation of the type of advertisemsnt showr *o the subijects. It
might be noted that, in conrtrast to thess2 results, Stemple and Tyler
(1974) found that colleges womern, while awarsa that adver+tising is
traditionally sexist, do not always evaluate sexis® ads as such.
Their sample was small (N = 30), howaver, and their da*a was
collected nearly 10 years ago. Thus, the results reported here are
likely to be more reliable.

More interesting than the main effect for the type df ad ace the
effects for subject gender and for *he interac+ticn on *he s2xism
scale. These results indicated “ha*, although males found racge*
ads to ba quite sexist, they nevertheless rated *arge* ads as
significan*ly less sexist than did females. Thaese effacts wara
rather small, however, accounting for a total of about 4% of the

variance in rated sexism, qualifying as a small-to-m2dium sized

affecs according to Cohen's (1977; Welkowitz, Ewen, & Cohen, 1982)

scaling of effect sizes2. (Although not intended as an apology for
a small effec* size, we migh® point Qut tha¢t when on=2 variable in a
desiqn accounts for a grea+ deal of variance, +he remaining
variables cannot accoun* for very much. On *he other hand, when
anly tarijet ads are included in th2 analysis, *he effect nf sex
s+ill accoun*s for orly about 10% of the to+al varianco in ra+=z4

saxism.) These results may have hean dus *2 a h=2ighten=i
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Fd
consciousness amony our male introductory psychology studen*s, bu+

more likely were due to tha opera%*ion of a social desirabili*y
factor. At the very least, our subjacts w2re able %o distinguish
clearly between targe* and control ads when required *o 4o s9.

Significant effacts on th2 appeal scale were quite large,
accountirg for a *otal of 36% of the variance in ra%=d app=al.
Males and females did not differ in rating the app=al of con+rol
ads. Similarly, males' ratings of target ad appeal wera not
significantly lower than were their ratings of control ad appeal.
However, females rated *arget ads as less appraling +han con%rol
ads, and also qa@e target ads lowar appeal ra*irgs than did male
subj>cts. Males' appeal ratings of target ais were more favorable
than ratings giver by females, and were 2gsen+tially th2 same as the
appeal of cont+trol ads <o both sexes. If males seem=d *9o perceive
rargs+ ads as sexist, as is apparen* fronm the sexism scale r@sulté,
then such perceptions seemed to mat+ter less *o them wirh respest o
an ad's appeal thar to females.

Ratings orn the appeal scale were probably lass influ2ncad by
social desirability, since appeal ratings for all subjacts wara
obtained prior to the more "obvious" sexism scale ratings. In fact,
the administration of +he app=al and sexism ra*ing scalss was rot*
counterbalanced precisely in anticipation of social desirability
problems. To be certain, however, the role 6f social Aesirability
should be investigated in future r2search.

AWS results were restricted in range, and therefore somewhit
equivocal. Pemales displayed more liberal a+titudes ¢toward women

than did males, and despite the restriction ir range, this 2ffact
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accounted for 10% of the variance in AWS scoras, a medizg-1arg=
sized effect. PRelationships between AWS scores and rated appzal and
sexism of target ads were alsd> modes*. For both males and f-maies,
more traditiomal attitudes toward women were generally associated
with greater appeal ratings for target ads. Similarly, mors
traditional atti*tudes were associated with lower sexism ratirgs for
targat ads (see Table 3).

These results were consistent with our intui+ive notions of how
subjects would rate *he ads, although the relationships were2 not, as
we had expeéted, strorger for males than for females. Furthermor=,
the magnitude of *the effacts were also moderate.

The restriction in range of the AWS scores urdoubtedly played a
role in attenuating these correlations,,and,ua s;spect rhat+ a social
desirability factor might account for the restriction in rarge.
results of a recent s+tudy by Goldberg, Katz, and Rappeport (1979)
also suggest tha+ the AWS is contamirated by social desirabili«y.
They found tha* "liberal" scores on the AWS did rot corralate with a
hehavioral measure of commitment to the feminis% moveman+t. I* may
be that *he AWS is no* a subtle enough instrumentq*o 1ssess as
amotionally-laden and political an issue as at*itud2s toward women.
Preliminary results of a principal comporents analysis of *the AWS
suggast that the scale may also hav2 psychometric probl=ms (Ro3si &
Rnssi, 19R2). These factors might accourt for the modast

relationships between AWS scores and ratad appeal anl sexism of

target ads.
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FOOTNOTES
Portions of this paper were presented a* the 52nd annual m2eting
of the Fastern Psychological Associatiorn, New York, April, i981.
Correspondence should be addressed to the second author at *he
Departmen+ of Psychology, University of Rhode Island, Kingston, PRI
02881.
Sincere *hanks go to our "exper“" raters: Al Lo**+, Claire
pedrick-Cornell, and Mary Ellen Reilley. Tharnks also for helpful
advice are due to Bernice Lot* and =specially to Kathryn

Quina-Holland.

11t should be noted here *that, given the magnitude of -he =2ffects
undar investigation, the powsr of these ANOVAsS was quite lnw,
probably not more than 0.50.

2¢ohen (1977) has defined effect sizes for social research (i.=.,
research conducted outside the labora*ory) in terms of *he
propor+tion of variance in the dependent variable which can be
accounted for by the manipula*ion of the irdependent variable, as

14%.

follows: small effect = 1%; medium affect = 6%; large effact
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Table 1
Appeal and Sexism Ra*ings for Con*trol and Target Ads
Appeal Scale Sexism Scal-=
Control Target Con+trol Targe*
wales wear 3.2 306 .82 370
(N=55) SD 0.52 0.56 0.65 0.72
Females Mean 3.44 2.34 1.84 4.07
{N=82) SD 0. 64 0.59 0.65 0.45
Total Mean 3.136 2.63 1.83 3.92
(N=137) SD 0.60 0.68 0.65 0.60

greater ad appeal. Higher scores on +he sexism scal=e

/

indica*e grea-er perceived ad sexism. /

/

15.




Rating

Scalev

Zorrela+*ion Matrix for

Ratings of Control

Control
Target

Control

Controel

Target

Lontrol

Target

Control
Target
Control

Target*

Table 2
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Appeal and Sexisnm

and Targ=at Ads
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Table
AWS Correlations with
Ratings for Control

Rating

Subjec* Sample
Scale Ad Type Malas Females Total
Control 0.10 0.20 0.10
Appeal -
Target 0.31% 0.2u4% 0.39%%
Control -0.76 -0.11 -0.13
Sexism
Target -0.27%* -0.24% -0.33%%
N = 55 82 137
*p < .05
xxp < .00

3

Appeal and Sexism

and Targe+* Ads
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