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ABSTRACT

UNDERSTANDING THE MALLEABILITY OF IMPLICIT STEREOTYPING AND
IMPLICIT PREJUDICE TOWARD FEMALE LEADERSHIP: A LONGITUDINAL
FIELD STUDY ON MUNICIPALITY EMPLOYEES IN TURKEY

UZAY DURAL SENOGUZ

Ph.D. Dissertation, May 2016

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mahmut Bayazit

Keywords: Female leadership, implicit attitude, municipality mayor, latent growth
modeling, longitudinal study

The widespread underrepresentation of women in senior leadership positions and
discrimination against them has been mostly explained using socio-cognitive
processes, such as stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes against women’s leadership.
Any reduction in such unfavorable attitudes of employees seems to be necessary
before we can see more gender balance in senior leadership. There are divergent
theories and contradicting results on how malleable stereotypes and prejudices toward
women management are especially for their implicit (i.e. automatic, sub-conscious,
uncontrollable and unintentional) components. The present study aims to examine the
malleability of the implicit stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female
leadership. | consider dynamic views of role congruity theory and implicit leadership
theories as well as divergent theories on the malleability of stereotypes and prejudice,
namely intergroup contact theory, the associative-propositional evaluation model and
the backlash effect arguments. | investigate the presence and extent of change (alpha
or gamma change) in implicit attitudes toward female leadership of employees
following exposure to a female leader at work. | conducted a three-phase (three-month



interval) longitudinal field study in the municipality context. Longitudinal data were
collected from civil servants of metropolitan district municipalities which had a
woman mayor for the first time in their history (n = 147, 46.3% females) and those
with male municipality mayors (n = 160, 56.7% females). The results suggest no
significant overall difference in implicit stereotyping or the change trajectory of
implicit prejudice toward female leadership (via latent growth modelling) following
exposure to a female leader. Participant gender, female leader’s perceived
characteristics (i.e., success & agency/communality) as well as employees’ perceived
quantity and quality of interaction with the female mayor significantly moderated the
exposure’s influence over implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice. | discuss the
implications of this study on contradicting theoretical explanations concerning the
malleability of implicit attitudes toward female leadership as well as dynamic

arguments of leadership theories.



OZET

KADIN LIDERLIGINE KARSI ORTUK KALIP DUSUNCELERIN VE ORTUK
ONYARGILARIN DEGISEBILIRLIGI: TURKIYE’DEKI BELEDIYE
CALISANLARI UZERINE BOYLAMSAL BiR SAHA CALISMASI

UZAY DURAL SENOGUZ

Doktora Tezi, Mayis 2016

Danisman: Dog. Dr. Mahmut Bayazit

Anahtar sozciikler: Kadin liderligi, ortiik onyargi, ortiik kalip diisiince, belediye

baskani, latent biiyiime egrisi, boylamsal ¢alisma

Kadinlarn iist diizey liderlik pozisyonlarinda daha az yer almasinin ve kadin liderlerin
ayrimcilik gérmesinin en Onemli nedenlerinden biri kadin liderligine karsi kalip
diisiinceler ve oOnyargilar gibi sosyal-biligsel siireglerdir. Ust diizey liderlik
pozisyonlarinda cinsiyet esitligini saglayabilecek etmenlerden biri ortiikk diizeydeki
(otomatik aktive olan, bilin¢ dis1 ve istemsiz isleyen) kadin liderligine kars1 olumsuz
tutumlariin azalmasidir. Kadin yoneticiligine kars1 ortiik kalip diisiincelerin ve ortiik
onyargilarin nasil degisebilecegine dair ise farkli teoriler ve birbiri ile gelisen gorgiil
bulgular mevcuttur. Bu ¢alisma kalip diisiincelerin ve onyargilarin 6rtiik bilesenlerinin
degisebilirligini incelemeyi hedeflemektedir. Calisma, rol uyumu teorisinin ve Ortiik
liderlik teorilerinin dinamik yaklasimlar1 ile Onyargilarin degisebilirligine dair
(gruplararasi temas kurami, ¢agrisimsal-onermesel degerlendirmeler modeli ve geri
tepme etkisi gibi) farkli teorileri degerlendirmektedir. Bu teoriler 1s1g8inda is yerinde
bir kadin lidere maruz kalmanin kadin liderligine dair Ortiik tutumlar1 degistirip
degistirmedigini ve degistirdiyse ne diizeyde degistirdigini (alfa degisimi veya gama
degisimi) aragtirmaktayim. Bunun i¢in belediye baglaminda ii¢ fazli bir boylamsal
caligma yiiriittiim. Arastirmaya biiyiiksehir ilge belediyelerinde kadin belediye baskani
altinda ilk defa calisan memurlar (n = 147, % 46,3 kadin) ile erkek belediye baskani

vi



ile ¢alisan memurlar (n = 160, % 56,7 kadin) katildi. Calisanlarin ortiik tutumlarini ve
belediye baskanligina dair degerlendirmelerini ii¢ ay ara ile topladim. Latent biliylime
modellemesi sonuglari bir kadin lidere maruz kalmanin 6rtiik tutumlarin zamana bagl
degisimini tek basmna anlamli diizeyde yordamadigini gostermektedir. Katilimcinin
cinsiyeti, kadin liderin 6zellikleri (basaris1 ve amillik-komiinsellik) ve c¢alisanlarin
kadin bagkan ile etkilesimlerinin niteligi ve niceli§i maruz kalma ile ortik
tutumlardaki degisim arasindaki iliskiyi diizenlemektedir. Bulgular, kadin liderligine
dair Ortiik tutumlarin degisebilirligine dair birbiri ile g¢elisen teorik agiklamalara ve

liderlik teorilerinin dinamik yaklasimlarina 1s1k tutmaktadir.
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INTRODUCTION

Women have been increasingly occupying positions of power in organizations, but
they are still underrepresented in leadership roles (Davidson & Burke, 2004; World
Economic Forum, 2014; 2015). The widespread underrepresentation of women in
senior leadership positions and discrimination against them have been explained using
socio-cognitive processes, such as stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes against
women’s leadership (Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 2001;
Heilman & Eagly, 2008; Rudman, 2005; Rudman & Glick, 1999; 2001; Ryan &
Haslam, 2007; Schein, 2001; Siimer, 2006; Weyer, 2007). Attitude is a subjective
evaluation on entities and objects in the social environment (Allport, 1954/1979).
Stereotypic attitude is the evaluation of a person based on his/her social groups’
typical characteristics. Common stereotypic attitudes toward women reflect the
association of women with subordinate roles/characteristics (Eagly & Karau, 2002;
Rudman, 2005). Prejudice is about negative affective (e.g., antipathy) reactions
against social groups. The disliking of women leaders and associating them with
negativity reflect prejudice against women leaders (Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Eagly &
Karau, 2002; Rudman, 2005). Implicit stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes capture
psychologically deeper mechanisms of reluctance to associate leadership with women
and negative evaluations of female leaders at work setting (Rudman, Ashmore &
Gary, 2001; Rudman & Kilanski, 2000). Any reduction in such unfavorable attitudes
of employees seems to be necessary before we can see more gender balance in senior
leadership. Nevertheless, there are divergent theories and contradicting results on how

malleable implicit forms of stereotypes and prejudices toward women management
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are. The present study aimed to examine the question of the malleability implicit
components of stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership, which
involve automatic, sub-conscious, uncontrollable and unintentional evaluations
(Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).

1.1.Importance of the Study & Theoretical Rationale

Implicit cognitions have non-negligible impact on employee preferences, choices,
emotions and decision-making processes (Johnson & Saboe, 2010; Leavitt, Fong &
Greenwald, 2011; Lord, Brown, Harvey & Hall, 2001; Ziegert & Hanges, 2005).
Implicit form of leadership cognitions were found to determine employees’
categorization of people as leaders or not, their evaluations of managers’ success
(Lord, Foti & de Vader, 1984; Lord et al., 2001) as well as their relationship with
leaders (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin, 2005). Despite their importance, implicit cognitions
of employees (Becker & Cropanzano, 2010) have not received adequate attention from
organizational scholars. Researchers recommended a closer examination of implicit
attitudes in order to refine theories about employees’ stereotyping and prejudice
(Becker & Cropanzano, 2010; Johnson & Saboe, 2010; Leavitt et al., 2011; Ziegert &
Hanges, 2005).

The malleability of implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudices of employees is
particularly neglected in management. This is partly because implicit cognitions at
work are seen as static and enduring cognitive systems that are hard to suppress or
change via interventions (Becker & Cropanzano, 2010; Payne & Gawronski, 2010).
There is a call for studies on the malleability of employees’ implicit attitudes, given
that counter arguments and evidence are recently revealing their malleability (e.g.,
Asgari, Dasgupta, Cote & Gilbert, 2010; Beaman, Chattopadhyay, Duflo, Pande &
Topalova, 2009; Bernstein, Young & Claypool, 2010; Blair, Ma & Lenton, 2001,
Bosak & Diekman, 2010; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008;
Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Gregg, Seibt & Banaji, 2006; Lenton, Bruder &
Sedikides, 2009). The present dissertation heeded these calls by taking a dynamic,

follower centric and context-dependent leadership perspective.
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The current focus on change in employees’ attitudes toward women leaders can
reveal how female leadership processes unfold from the perspective of followers.
Leadership has been usually studied in terms of leaders’ individual attributes, such as
leader traits, characteristics and behaviors (Dinh & Lord, 2012). Recent leadership
theories, however, describe leadership as an ongoing dynamic interrelation among
diverse “loci” at work - i.e., leaders, followers, work context and time context (Eberly,
Johnson, Hernandez & Avolio, 2013). Followers are people who are mutually
influenced by the leader and influence him/her back (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe &
Carsten, 2014). Leadership processes are seen as dynamically determined through
followers’ changing perceptions and attitudes about leaders (Dinh & Lord, 2012; Foti,
Knee & Backert, 2008; Lord & Shondrick, 2011) within the work context (House,
Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman & Gupta, 2004; Lord et al.,, 2001; Thomas, Martin,
Epitropaki, Guillaume & Lee, 2013). Although the critical role of time in studying
leadership has long been recognized (e.g., Lord et al., 2001), it has neglected in the

organizational realm.

The present study can contribute to fill the gap by theorizing whether and under
what conditions implicit attitudes toward women’s leadership can change at work
context and by testing the boundary conditions of dynamic views of leadership. Its
basic assumptions are resided in the mechanisms of leadership perceptions in general
suggested by the implicit leadership theories (ILTs; Dinh & Lord, 2012; Foti et al.,
2008; Lord et al., 2001; Lord & Hall, 2003; Lord & Shondrick, 2011) and
stereotypes/prejudice toward women’s leadership in particular explained by role
congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly & Diekman, 2005). Briefly, role
congruity theory explains that the perceived mismatch between traditional gender roles
and leadership roles lead people to a) not perceive women as leaders (stereotype) and
b) have unfavorable feelings (prejudice) against women at the top positions.
Contextual changes (e.g., societal transformations) might decrease the perceived
mismatch of leadership roles versus gender roles, resulting in lower unfavorable
attitudes against women’s leadership over time (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Deikman &
Goodfriend, 2006; Duehr & Bono, 2006).

ILTs (Lord et al., 2001; Lord & Hall, 2003) explain that employees evaluate a

target person as leader or not basing on the target person’s match with the cognitive
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schemata about leadership — leadership prototypes. Employees tend to associate
leadership with men rather than women (Scott & Brown, 2006), because leadership
prototypes often involve masculine and agentic leadership attributes (e.g., dynamism,
power, authority, assertion) (Hogue & Lord, 2007). The dynamic view of ILTs claims
that any change in the work context can transform leadership perceptions and therefore
evaluations about leaders. To sum, people are stereotypic and prejudicial against
women’s leadership due to the perceived mismatch of female roles and leadership
roles as argued by role congruity theory (Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Eagly & Karau,
2002) and one’s mismatch with leadership prototypes as predicted by ILTs (Hogue &
Lord, 2007). Dynamic perspectives of both theories emphasized the necessity of
contextual transformations. Considering the mechanisms offered by these two follower
centric leadership theories, | propose the first time exposure to women leaders as the

basic predictor of change in employees’ implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

Diverse theoretical perspectives have attempted to delineate the conditions under
which implicit stereotypes and prejudice toward a group can potentially diminish or
increase following the exposure to a member of a prejudiced group, such as women
leaders (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011; Rudman,
2005; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Nauts, 2012). The main effect of exposure
and contact with a member of the prejudiced group was originally explained
intergroup contact theory in social psychology (Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Intergroup contact theory mainly argues that mere
observation of members of prejudiced groups (mere exposure) can increase the
familiarity of the prejudiced group and decrease prejudice over time. Past research
supported the idea that stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes decrease following even
brief exposure to figures who occupy positions against stereotypic beliefs (counter-
stereotypic figures, such as women leaders) at a laboratory setting (e.g., Blair et al.,
2001; Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard, 2008; Rudman & Goodwin, 2004;
Rudman & Kilanski, 2000). Given that a woman leader exemplifies a counter-
stereotypic figure in most societies and organizations (Schein, 2001), | predict that
exposure to a female leader at work can challenge implicit stereotypes and prejudice

toward female leadership.
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The original arguments of Allport (1954/1979) emphasize that a longer contact
with a counter-stereotypic member can optimally enable pleasing experiences with
him/her, decrease anxiety about his/her social group and therefore diminish prejudice
against the group over time. At implicit level, a theory in socio-cognitive psychology -
Associative-Propositional Evaluation (APE) model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006; 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) - similarly
posits that cumulative long-term pleasant experiences with target entities can reduce
implicit prejudice. | similarly suggest that pleasant subjective experiences with women
leaders and/or the observation of their successful managerial performance might
decrease unpleasant cognitive automatic associations about women and leadership in

employees’ mind.

Counter views claimed that mere exposure or contact with prejudiced group
members may not necessarily decrease overall stereotypic or prejudicial attitudes.
Exposure to counter-stereotypic figures can even increase prejudice depending on the
characteristics of the contacted figure (Rudman, 2005). People may tend to show
greater disliking of women leaders — the so-called backlash effect — following the
exposure to them (Rudman & Glick, 1999; 2001). Backlash effect can occur because
the occupation of leadership position mismatches with the traditional role of a woman
as predicted by role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly & Diekman, 2005).
A more recent view (Rudman, 2005; Rudman & Phelan, 2008) underlies the
characteristics of women managers. Masculine traits such as dynamic and agentic
characteristics of female managers (e.g., the image of strong woman manager) might
help employees to label the female manager as a leader, but can paradoxically lead to
greater disliking of her over time. This is because of the constant breach of the
culturally stereotypic norms and expectations about female characteristics, e.g.,
feminine and communal traits (Heilman, 2001; Heilman & Eagly, 2008).

Another counter view claimed that mere exposure or contact with prejudiced group
members does not necessarily change overall stereotypes and prejudices. The mere
exposure or the pleasant experiences and the success of contact figures (e.g., women
leaders) may not be sufficient to challenge implicit level stereotypes and prejudices.
APE model (Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) explains that

the contact figure (e.g., a likable and successful female manager) might be seen as an
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exception in work life and intentionally ignored while evaluating the overall group —
women in management. In the attitude literature, researchers call this phenomenon as
sub-typing (Hugenberg, Blusiewicz & Sacco, 2010; Kunda & Oleson, 1995). APE
model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell
& Gawronski, 2009) argues that at the implicit level, sub-typing tendencies emerge as
a change in contextualized implicit attitudes. In the present context, | similarly propose
that employees might contextualize their positive experiences with the female leader
only to their immediate work setting where they are exposed to a female leader
without generalizing to the overall female leader group. Gawronski and Bodenhausen
(2011) argue that the context dependent changes in implicit attitudes first co-exist with
stable generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes. However, a longer period of repeated
exposure can allow the generalization of pleasant experiences to other members in the

group — e.g., hence, less implicit prejudice toward women leaders over time.

Taken together, what remains a big theoretical question is whether and under what
conditions exposure to a female leader might increase, decrease or not influence
implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female leadership at work (Lali,
Hoffman & Nosek, 2013). The present objective is to provide an answer to this
theoretical question by integrating diverse theoretical arguments in leadership
literature and social-cognitive psychology literature. First, | ask whether implicit
attitudes toward female leadership change or not change following the first time
exposure to a woman leader at work. Second, | examine perceived leader
characteristics, employee characteristics and perceived interaction between leader and
employee as potential facilitators of the malleability of implicit attitudes toward
women leaders. | propose a research model in which | theorize about the malleability
of the context dependent implicit stereotyping as well as the generalized implicit
prejudice toward female leadership following the real life exposure to a female leader.
Accordingly, the change of implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female
leadership can be shaped by employee perceptions on a) leader characteristics (i.e.,
leader success and agentic/communal traits), b) their own characteristics (i.e.,
employee gender and gender role orientations) as well as c) leader-employee
interaction (i.e., the quantity-quality of interaction). Considering the role congruity

theory and ILTs approach, | postulate that implicit stereotypic/prejudicial attitudes

24



toward leadership could change over time when leadership prototypes involve more

stereotypically female characteristics such as sensitivity.

I conducted a longitudinal field study to examine the dynamic pattern of implicit
stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female leadership from the perspective of
employees at an organizational setting. To the extent of my knowledge, no prior study
theoretically modeled context dependent implicit stereotyping as well as within person
variations of generalized implicit prejudice toward leadership of women at work. None
investigated the dynamic patterning of change in implicit attitudes at work in response
to contact with a woman leader. Instead, a large body of past empirical findings on
stereotyping and prejudice against women’s authority are based on well-designed
experiments, but conducted within very short time (e.g., within an hour or day). This
has been criticized by the implicit attitude and leadership literature (Asgari et al.,
2010; Beaman et al., 2009; Beaman, Duflo, Pande & Topalova, 2012; Dasgupta &
Asgari, 2004; Eberly et al., 2013; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; 2005; Foti et al., 2008).
Brief experimental exposure to cues/ images/names of women leaders activates the
association between female and leadership representations in mind and may
temporally decrease stereotypes/prejudice. However, we do not have much knowledge
on the transferability or the durability of longer-term contact of female leaders at
work. Implicit cognitions are very sensitive to contextual cues (Olson & Fazio, 2006).
In contrast to experimental studies, in an actual social setting, members can continue
to show negativity and discrimination against others even though experimental
findings indicate diminishing implicit prejudice. The dynamics of one’s experience
with and evaluations of actual leader characteristics and behaviors over time are
crucial to capture real life exposure effect (Dasgupta & Stout, 2012). Their

generalizability to real world setting is, hence, questionable.

A limited number of longitudinal field studies have examined the role of exposure
in the change of implicit attitudes toward female leadership (i.e., Beaman et al., 2009;
Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004). Existing two studies show decreases in implicit
stereotyping after a one-year exposure to female authority figures in women’s college
(Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004), but also higher likelihood of stability in implicit prejudice
against female leadership over two-year exposure to female representativeness in

Indian villages (Beaman et al., 2009). These two studies are very important and
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inspiring for the current work. However, their findings may not still be easily
applicable to work setting. Their samples were either students of women colleagues in
the USA (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004) or the citizens of villages in India (Beaman et al.,
2009). They sampled only female participants (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004) or did not
account for the leader characteristics or subjective experiences with a specific female
leader (Beaman et al., 2009; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004). In the current study, | sampled
employees who work under the authority of real-life female leaders at work. |
incorporate subjective experiences with the leader and employee characteristics in the

research model.

Apart from the generalizability concerns, the understanding on the malleable
attitudes toward women leaders at work is crucial for practical realm. Such an
understanding can help decision makers to evaluate the potential success of gender
equality policies at work context as well as the limits of female leaders’ influence over
employees and other stakeholders (De Paola, Scoppa & Lombardo, 2010; Epitropaki,
Sy, Martin, Tram-Quon & Topakas, 2013). Widespread organizational policies and
political initiatives force gender quotas at authority positions. They partially aim to
decrease stereotyping/prejudice and discrimination against women’s leadership (De
Paola et al., 2010; Pande & Ford, 2012). Any empirical evidence for or against the
malleability of stereotyping/prejudice against women leaders is essential for further

political and organizational policies and activities.

In sum, the current dissertation aims to contribute to organizational literature by
proposing a research model of the malleability of implicit stereotyping and implicit
prejudice toward female leadership at work context. It tests its research model in a
longitudinal field study where employees were exposed to a woman leader for the first
time in their organizational context. Besides, it offers a methodological contribution
by examining the type of change of the repeated measurement of implicit attitudes
toward female leadership (Golembiewski, Billingsley & Yeage, 1976; Thompson &
Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), which is largely
presented in the theoretical background section. The following section briefly

introduces the current research context.
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1.2.Current Research Context

It is very challenging to find malleability of implicit attitudes toward female
leadership in real life context where gender inequality is pervasive in the society and
organizations. | tested my arguments in such a challenging context - Turkey (see,
Kabasakal, Aycan, Karakas & Maden, 2011). Turkey ranks 120" out of 136 at the
gender equality index according to the 2013 global gender gap report (World
Economic Forum, 2014). It has relatively low participation of women in non-
agricultural labor force (23%) as well as political and top managerial positions in
organizations (12%) (World Economic Forum, 2014). In terms of societal culture,
Turkey has one of the lowest scores in gender egalitarianism cultural value orientation
(House et al., 2004), suggesting societal values and norms approving gender
inequality. Hence, there is a cultural reluctance to accept women in authority or
decision making positions (Aycan, 2004; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2007). People in Turkey
are stereotypically expect women to function in supportive positions at work, rather
than being in charge or occupy positions of power. The cultural stereotypic female

gender roles in Turkey do not seem to match with leadership roles (Siimer, 2006).

Any evidence on the malleability of attitudes toward women in management
within such a context where gender inequality is culturally accepted has very
important implications for the generalization of findings to other contexts. George and
Bennett (2005) claimed that if theoretical expectations are verified for cases in which
conditions act against the predictions, the probability of finding evidence supporting
the theory are more likely in other cases. Due to the low gender egalitarianism values
and gender inequality in the society, the context of Turkish organizations constitutes
one of the conservative cases to find malleability of attitudes toward female
leadership. The Turkish context, hence, provides a valuable opportunity for testing and
revising the theoretical models on implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

I utilize the case of 2014 local management elections in Turkey where some
municipalities had a female mayor for the first time in their history. | investigate
whether the first time exposure to a woman mayor in municipalities might challenge
employees’ context dependent implicit stereotyping and generalized implicit prejudice

against women leaders over time. Furthermore, | examine whether employees’
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personal interaction with the mayor, their perceptions about mayor’s agentic-
communal characteristics as well as her success, and any change in their leadership
prototypes might predict the presence and/or direction of change in implicit attitudes
toward female leadership.

1.3.0utline of the Dissertation

| review the relevant literature on implicit attitudes, women in management and
follower centric leadership theories in the following chapter. This second chapter
presents the current theoretical arguments, proposes the research model and the
hypotheses. The third chapter discusses the methodology of the study including
municipality selection and participant sampling, measures, data collection procedures
and statistical analyses. The fourth chapter presents the empirical research findings.
The fifth and final section summarizes the main findings and discusses the theoretical
as well as practical implications of the current research. It also discusses the

limitations of the study and directions to future research.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND & HYPOTHESES

2.1. Conceptualization of Implicit Attitudes toward Female Leadership

Greenwald and Banaji (1995) coined the term implicit attitudes to describe
evaluations about social entities that are not easily identified with introspection.
Implicit attitude constitutes automatically activated, unintentional evaluations that
operating out of conscious awareness. They are in contrast to explicit attitudes, which
are deliberately processed conscious evaluations. Implicit attitudes versus explicit
attitudes are components of attitudes, but also the products of diverse neuro-cognitive
mechanisms (Olson & Fazio, 2006; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Ito, 2010;
Payne & Gawronski, 2010).

Associative and Propositional Evaluation (APE) model in social-cognitive
psychology (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010)
posits that implicit versus explicit attitudes are, respectively, outcomes of associative
evaluations and propositional evaluations. Accordingly, information about social
entities is stored as a web of cognitive representations in the memory. Associative
evaluation results from automatically activated mental associations/ties among
cognitive representations. Environmental cues can trigger specific associations and
neighboring cognitive representations in the associative network. An activated set of
cognitive representations manifests itself as implicit attitudes during attitude

assessment, such as implicit association tests (IATs) (Greenwald, McGhee &
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Schwartz, 1998). IAT is a computerized test that measures reactions times and errors
in category sorting tasks as proxies for the strength of the association among cognitive
representations (Greenwald et al., 1998). In contrast to associative evaluation,
propositional evaluation involves a deliberate, intentional and controlled thinking
process. We often capture such an effortful process and resulting explicit attitude in

classical self-report attitude measures.

Neuro-imaging studies support the brain level distinction of these cognitive
processes as well as explicit attitudes versus implicit attitudes. In his extensive review,
Ito (2010) reported that effortful, controlled thinking and explicit attitudes are
associated with higher cortical areas in brain responsible for executive functioning and
deliberation (such as medial and lateral pre-frontal cortex). In contrast, associative
processes and implicit attitudes are related to lower cortical brain regions responsible
for somatic and affective processing, such as amygdala and basal ganglia. Theoretical
models and empirical findings, hence, indicate diverging mechanisms and a clear
conceptual differentiation of explicit versus implicit components of attitudes. The
current study theorizes only on associative processes and the malleability of implicit

components of attitudes toward women leaders.

| define implicit attitude toward female leadership as unintentional, non-
consciously operating and automatically activated cognitive associations and affective
evaluative tendencies about female leaders. Leadership literature often ignored
implicit prejudicial attitude toward female leaders and did not much distinguish it from
stereotyping. Although they are related, implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice
are conceptually distinct psychological tendencies (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Beaman
et al., 2009; Lai et al., 2013; Rudman et al., 2001; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). I,
therefore, distinguish implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female
leadership. Implicit stereotypic attitude toward female leadership corresponds to
automatic, unintentional and non-conscious cognitive dissociation of female and
leadership representations in mind. Implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female
leadership corresponds to automatic, unintentional and non-conscious associations of
women leaders with negative/unpleasant affective cues in mind (Rudman et al., 2001).
| focus on their malleability and change following exposure to a female leader.
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2.2. Malleability and Change of Implicit Attitudes toward Female Leadership

The malleability refers to immediate context-specific within person changes,
whereas change refers to across situational and generalized variations of attitudes (Lai
et al., 2013). Implicit cognitions have been known to remain stable across time and be
unmalleable despite external interventions. Past research indicated that implicit
attitudes tend to resist against manipulations in the immediate context, even though
their explicit counterparts change (e.g., Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Gregg et al., 2006;
Lenton et al., 2009; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). Researchers reported that it is easier
to acquire, but harder to suppress (e.g., Lenton et al., 2009) or modify (Gregg et al.,
2006) implicit cognitions. On the other hand, cumulated recent empirical evidences
reveal that implicit attitude can be sensitive to changes in the social context (e.g.,
Asgari et al., 2010; Beaman et al., 2009; Bernstein et al., 2010; Blair et al., 2001;
Bosak & Diekman, 2010; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001;
Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008; Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Gregg et al., 2006;
Lenton et al., 2009; Rudman et al., 2001). As discussed before, not much is known
about the boundary conditions for the sensitiveness of implicit stereotypes/prejudice
toward women in general (Bosak & Diekman, 2010) and women’s leadership in

particular in response to changes in the work context.

The current dissertation can contribute to the leadership literature in
organizational sciences by theorizing on context specific malleability and generalized
change of implicit attitudes toward female leadership. The basic assumptions about the
attitudes toward female leadership and their malleability rely on two follower centric
leadership theories: a) dynamic stereotyping in role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau,
2002; Eagly & Diekman, 2005) and b) the connectionist framework of ILTs (Lord et
al., 2001).

Role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly & Diekman, 2005) explains
stereotypes and prejudice against women management basing on social role approach.
Gender social roles are driven from shared beliefs about how women and men
behave/think/feel in general - what Heilman (2001) called as descriptive stereotype-
based norms. Gender roles also constitute what women/men should do and should not

do in a given situation — that is prescriptive stereotype-based norms (Heilman, 2001;

31



Heilman & Eagly, 2008). In most societies and organizational context, descriptive and
prescriptive gender norms associate women more with feminine and communal
characteristics such as being compassionate, helpful, or sensitive, whereas men with
more masculine and agentic characteristics such as being strong, bold, or competitive,
(Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Heilman, 2001; Rudman, 2005;
Schein, 2001). Male gender roles are similar to leadership roles (Powell & Butterfield,
1979; Schein, 2001) in most management and socio-cultural contexts (Koenig, Eagly,
Mitchell & Ristikari, 2011). Hence, traditional female gender roles and leadership
roles do not often match with each other. Therefore, people a) stereotypically not see
women as leaders and b) they tend to dislike women managers — also called as
backlash effect (Rudman & Glick, 1999; 2001). According to role congruity theory
(Eagly & Diekman, 2005), backlash effect particularly occurs because women’s
occupation of an authority position violates prescriptive gender norms on
communal/feminine characteristics (e.g., “women should not be in an authority

position™).

Dynamic stereotyping perspective explains that stereotypic and prejudicial
attitudes can change through decreasing mismatch of leadership roles and gender
roles. Such a change can occur through increasing levels of communal/feminine
characteristics (e.g., sensitivity) in leadership roles or more agentic/masculine traits in
gender roles (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Duehr & Bono, 2006). Indeed, empirical
findings indicate that female gender roles have been approaching more
masculine/agentic characteristics, whereas leadership roles have been involving more
communal/feminine characteristics over time in societies (e.g., Diekman & Eagly,
2000; Diekman & Goodfriend, 2006; Duehr & Bono, 2006). Such shifts in gender
roles and leadership roles in most societies and organizational context over a long
period can decrease stereotypic and prejudicial tendencies against women’s leadership.
In sum, role congruity theory highlights congruency between gender roles and
leadership roles for a given context in explaining the nature of stereotypic and

prejudiced attitudes against women leaders.

Another follower centric theory, ILTs, has similar arguments with role congruity
theory, but mainly emphasizes the cognitive categorization of an individual based on

leadership prototypes. ILTs originally described the implicit level schema about
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leadership — leadership prototypes — and subsequent leadership evaluations as static
entities (Lord et al., 1984). Accordingly, employees tend to rely on their leadership
prototypes to categorize a target person as leader or not especially when they have
limited and/or ambiguous knowledge about the person. Leadership categorization
approach (Lord et al., 1984; Offermann, Kennedy & Wirtz, 1994) suggest that such
prototype-consistent evaluations color further experiences with the leader, making
original prototypes stronger and more stable in the given context. However, recent
views highlighted the context dependent differentiation of ILTs. Indeed, empirical
evidences revealed that organizational context such as culture (House et al., 2004),
organizational structures, such as hierarchy (Dickson, Resick & Hanges, 2006), female
leadership (Hogue & Lord, 2007) influence the content and processing of leadership
prototypes. If the manager characteristics match with leadership prototypes for a given
work setting (Hanges, Lord & Dickson, 2000) and cultural context (House et al.,
2004), then employees perceive him/her as leader and attribute higher leadership

effectiveness to the manager.

The connectionist framework of ILTs explains the malleability of leadership
prototypes (Dinh & Lord, 2012; Epitropaki et al., 2013; Hogue & Lord, 2007; Lord et
al., 2001; Lord & Shondrick, 2011). This approach exemplifies associative evaluative
processes described in socio-cognitive psychology, i.e., Associative and Propositional
Evaluation (APE) model (e.g., Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011; Gawronski &
Sritharan, 2010). Accordingly, leadership prototype is mentally represented as a neural
like network of information about various leadership attributes. Leadership prototype
representations are embedded within information about emotions, values, beliefs, self-
concept, memories about work situations, events and situational cues (Lord et al.,
2001). A given contextual cue can automatically trigger the most activated path and
therefore specific set of leadership attributes in the mental network. Such activation
patterns about leadership can implicitly determine leadership evaluations — such as
attitudes toward women’s leadership (Hogue & Lord, 2007). People have tendency to
categorize men as leaders, because most work contexts mentally invoke more
masculine /agentic leadership characteristics (e.g., strong or dominant; Schein, 2001),
rather than attributes associated with, for example, sensitivity. The activation of
agentic/masculine characteristics in leadership prototypes match more with men and

therefore employees tend to mentally associate males with leadership.

33



Scott and Brown (2006) empirically report such a pattern by investigating how
leader gender shapes the ease of encoding of leader behavior. In their experimental
study, they manipulated agentic versus communal leader behaviors as well leader
gender. Then they assessed the ease of encoding of leader behavior via a latency based
indirect test (i.e., lexical decision-making task). They found that agentic leadership
characteristics are less mentally encoded, when leader is female compared to situation
where the leader is male. Such an encoding pattern indicated the incongruity of gender
stereotypes (i.e., communal female characteristics) and leadership prototypes (Hogue
& Lord, 2007). Considering the role congruity theory (Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Eagly
& Karau, 2002), the researchers argue that this tendency generally results in the
association of leadership with males rather than females. Such an automatic tendency
manifests itself in “think manager, think male” phenomenon as termed and empirically

shown by Schein (2001).

The dynamic connectionist framework posits that environmental/organizational
changes can change the activation patterns of leadership representations as well as the
content of leadership prototypes (Lord et al.,, 2001). In the context of female
leadership, | suggest that organizational level changes such as working with a female
leader can alter the activation patterns and even increase the communal characteristics

represented leadership prototype.

A few studies tested the long-term changes in ILTs at work setting (e.g.,
Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; 2005). For example, Epitropaki and Martin (2004; 2005)
assessed leadership prototypes of employees with self-report scales within a one-year
period. However, in contrast to the predictions of connectionist framework of ILTSs,
they found no change in leadership prototypes. As noted by the researchers, there was
not any critical change at the work context within their observation period. The only
change was new manager succession for a small group of employees (n = 61) and the
repeated measure ANOVA test revealed no significant effect of it. Researchers called
for further studies to consider and model the effect of contextual alterations on
leadership prototypes and resulting alterations in leadership evaluations at a
longitudinal field setting. The current study examines a contextual level change at
organizational environment — a first time female leader succession - and provides

opportunity to explore any alterations in leadership prototypes in a longitudinal design.
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The exposure to a figure that is counter to stereotypes has been discussed as the
basic predictor of change in automatic stereotyping and prejudice (Asgari et al., 2010;
Beaman et al., 2009; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008; Gawronski
& Bodenhausen, 2006). A first time exposure to a female leader represents a counter-
stereotypical exemplar to most employees. |, therefore, focus on the female leader
succession - exposure to a woman leader - as a contextual factor to understand the

unfolding patterns of implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

2.3. Role of Exposure to a Woman Leader on Implicit Attitudes toward Female
Leadership

There are different theoretical views in social and cognitive psychology that
explain whether and how implicit stereotypes and prejudice toward a group can
change following exposure to a counter-stereotypic figure (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002;
Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011; Rudman, 2005; Rudman et al., 2012). |
compare the predictions of these diverse views, namely, intergroup contact theory in
social psychology, the associative and propositional evaluation (APE) model in socio-
cognitive psychology, ILTs approach and the role congruity approach in leadership

theories.

In brief, the intergroup contact theory suggests that a mere observation or
exposure to members of prejudiced groups can decrease stereotyping and prejudice
(Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). However, a body of
research argues the insufficiency of mere exposure explanation on the malleability of
implicit attitudes (e.g., Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Deikman & Goodfriend, 2006;
Duehr & Bono, 2006; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Gregg et al., 2006; Lenton et al.,
2009). Exposure to counter-stereotypic figures may not necessarily alter stereotypes or
prejudices, because counter-stereotypic figures can be seen as atypical and exceptional
members of a social group. Besides, exposure to a member of a prejudiced group —
woman leader — can even increase the stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes, the so-
called backlash effect (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rudman & Glick, 1999; 2001). | am
explaining these contradicting theoretical arguments and the current propositions in
detail below.
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2.3.1. Mere exposure to a female leader

Intergroup contact theory originally hypothesized the main effect of exposure
and personal contact with a member of the prejudiced group (Allport, 1954/1979;
Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Accordingly, even only the observation of
- mere exposure to - a member of a prejudiced group who is positioned or act counter
to common stereotypes and prejudicial beliefs can challenge prejudice toward his/her
social group. A woman leader exemplifies a counter-stereotypic figure in most
societies (Schein, 2001).

Past research supported the contact arguments and revealed that brief exposure
at a laboratory setting (e.g., Blair et al., 2001; Johnson et al., 2008; Rudman &
Goodwin, 2004; Rudman & Kilanski, 2000) or longer term real life exposure (e.g.,
Beaman et al., 2009; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004) can decrease implicit stereotypic or
prejudicial attitudes. Most experiments exposed respondents to women leaders by
giving either a biographical information, names or images of well-known female
leaders, or asking to imagine successful women authority figures (e.g., Beaman et al.,
2009; Blair et al., 2001; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Hugenberg et al., 2010; Lenton et
al., 2009). For instance, Blair and colleagues (2001) asked participants to imagine
characteristics of an agentic/masculine woman leader (e.g., strong woman). Such a
strong woman image was in contrast to common female gender stereotype on
communal/feminine characteristics (e.g., caring woman). Then, they assessed implicit
stereotypes toward women in general via gendered-IAT and found weaker stereotype
activation after momentary exposure. Similarly, in their experimental study, Dasgupta
and Asgari (2004) exposed participants to biographical information about successful
and famous women leaders and reported lower implicit stereotyping toward female
leadership (assessed via IATs). Lenton and colleagues' (2009) meta-analysis on the
malleability of implicit stereotypes indicate the success of mere exposure to counter-
stereotypic female figures for decreasing automatically activated stereotypes toward

women in general.

In contrast to brief exposure procedures in most experimental studies, people
have diverse and long periods of experiences with women leaders at real life settings.

In fact, the optimal conditions suggested by intergroup contact theory (Allport,
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1954/1979; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) emphasize that pleasant cumulated experiences
with the members of prejudiced groups over time can act against prejudice. The
repeated exposure to a member of a prejudiced group can increase one’s familiarity
with the group. It can decrease anxiety toward the members of the prejudiced group
and can even enhance positive feelings toward the group members. However, recent
meta-analysis points out that, irrespective of the content of experiences, mere exposure
can be sufficient to decrease prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Hence, intergroup
contact perspective states that exposure to prejudiced groups can challenge prejudice
by itself, and pleasant experience with the group members can facilitate the exposure
effect.

Considering these arguments, | argue that mere exposure to a female leader at
work as well as cumulated positive experiences with her can alter employees’ implicit
stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership. However, such a mere
exposure may not be sufficient to alter implicit stereotyping or implicit prejudice,
because people may not consider atypical figures — a positive image of women
manager- while evaluating the given social phenomenon — women’s leadership.
Hence, stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes might be preserved, a phenomenon known
as sub-typing (Kunda & Oleson, 1995). The APE model suggests that sub-typing
might emerge as the contextualization of implicit forms of attitudes in associative

networks.

2.3.2. Context dependent implicit stereotyping toward female leadership

Gawronski and colleagues (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski &
Sritharan, 2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) suggest that sub-typing of counter-
stereotypic figure during attitude assessment (Kunda & Oleson, 1995) may involve
controlled and conscious propositional evaluations and therefore may not be easily
transferable to implicit level theories. Implicit attitudes may change even though
explicit attitudes resist interventions due to sub-typing effect. That is, automatic and
sub-conscious cognitive representations might only change for a given context - be
sub-typed - and may not be easily generalizable to other contexts. Hence, at a

relatively short amount of exposure, automatic stereotyping might show context
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dependent malleability. The relatively long-term exposure can lay the ground for the
accumulation of consistent positive experiences with counter-stereotypic figures,

resulting in the generalization of implicit attitudes across contexts.

The context dependent change in implicit attitudes is similar to changes in
temporal activation pattern of associative network (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011;
Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009). In a shorter amount of
contact with counter-stereotypic figures, people might first alter automatic attitude
only for the immediate context. A study of Hugenberg and colleagues (2010)
exemplifies such contextualization argument. Researchers took sub-typing as women
in specific contexts, either boardroom or kitchen. They utilized mental imagery
procedure (Blair et al., 2001) by asking respondents to imagine a strong and successful
woman. They assessed automatic associations between women and strength related
words. They presented either “woman at boardroom” or, “women at kitchen” image.
Immediately after the presentation of image, either strength related word (e.g., bold,
strong, power, iron, and durable) or weakness related words (e.g., quiet, weak, gentle,
delicate, docile) appeared on a computer screen. Hugenberg and colleagues (2010)
found low latencies and therefore stronger mental association between business-
women images and words. Low latency suggests stronger association between
business-women images and words representing strength, but no change in other
images of women. Their findings revealed that implicit stereotypic attitudes toward
female may not change for overall women group and might be restricted to specific

context — e.g., business.

The APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan,
2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) does not theorize on leadership processes, yet its
arguments are parallel to the connectionist framework of ILTs (Dinh & Lord, 2012).
ILTs contend that changes in the work context — e.g., new managers - can activate
formerly weaker associations about leadership and therefore alter mental activation
patterns about leadership over time (Dinh & Lord, 2012). For example, Foti and
colleagues (2008) provided one of the first tests of such context sensitiveness of
leadership evaluations. Their experimental design allowed respondents to observe and
evaluate various range of hypothetical male and female leader behaviors. They

examined stable versus dynamic patterning in leadership perceptions and evaluations
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under diverse personal relevance and specific contextual manipulations. They found
that across contextual manipulations people usually perceived male candidates as
leaders. However, depending on the perceived match of leadership prototypes and
female characteristics, respondents sometimes categorized female candidates as leader.
Their experimental studies reveal that leadership prototypes and leadership
perceptions have dynamic pattern, especially for female leader candidates. Foti and
colleagues’ (2008) experimental finding imply that leadership perceptions can be
dynamically constructed and re-constructed through the observation of diverse range

of female leader behaviors within a given context.

Considering the contextualization argument of the APE model as well as
implications and evidences of ILTs approach, | posit that employees might similarly
experience diverse experiences with women leaders and diverse ranges of within
person evaluations on female leadership at relatively earlier periods of exposure to a
woman leader. At earlier periods, exposure to a female manager may not easily
challenge overall implicit attitudes toward female leadership. However, the mental
association of female and leadership in the given work context might get stronger. The
positive experiences with the female leader, for example observing the successful
decisions of the leader, the organizational performance as well as frequent and high
quality relationship with her, can further facilitate the strength of mental associations
between female and context dependent leadership. | argue that such context dependent
changes in the activation pattern about leadership might be reflected on less automatic
stereotyping against women’s leadership at the immediate work setting — that is, lower

context dependent implicit stereotyping against female leadership.

Even though employees may associate female and leadership at a given work
context, they might still automatically dislike or not favor female leaders in general. In
other words, we can still observe the stability of implicit prejudice against women’s
leadership. After relatively long exposure to a woman leader, context dependent
changes in implicit stereotypes with pleasant experiences can be generalized to

implicit prejudice against overall group of female leaders.
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2.3.3. Generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership

APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010;
Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) stated that repeated exposure and context dependent
activations could provide conditions for the formation of new ties in associative
evaluative network. This can lead to the de-contextualization and generalization of
implicit attitudes to overall social group, which corresponds to change in the
generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership in the present study. This idea
originates in evaluative conditioning (EC; Olson & Fazio, 2006) model (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011). EC model states that after repeated pairings of a positively
or negatively valence unconditioned stimulus with a neutral stimulus, the valence of
the neutral stimulus becomes positive or negative (Olson & Fazio, 2006). Repeated
temporal and/or spatial pairings of attitude objects with positive/negative stimuli leads
to new associations in mind about attitude objects and therefore result in structural
changes in the associative network (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). This is one of
the basic mechanisms of change in implicit prejudice in general. For example, one
experimental study indicate that after repeated spatial pairings of youth with negative
words and old with positive words, people show lesser implicit prejudice against older
people in IAT (Karpinski & Hilton, 2001).

Lengthy exposure to counter-stereotypic figures provides condition for EC in
social life (Olson & Fazio, 2006). For example, in their longitudinal study, Bernstein
and colleagues (2010) demonstrated that implicit racial prejudice against Black people
decreased following Obama’s election in 2008. Researchers examined undergrads’
implicit and explicit race biases before and immediately after 2008 election. They
found that students’ implicit race biases, but not explicit ones, significantly declined
after Obama’s presidential victory. The change in implicit bias without any change in
explicit counterparts exemplifies EC process in associative networks (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011). The real-life pairing of attitude objects with pleasing
outcomes/processes can make the valence of attitude toward object positive. This
corresponds to the less negativity and prejudice against the object (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011).
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Along with EC process, APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006)
informed that more conscious and controlled level processing on attitude objects (i.e.,
propositional evaluation) could indirectly influence implicit attitudes. People can
acquire new information about female leaders and explicitly reason about their own
experiences with them. APE argues that such subjective encounters can give way to
the formation of new associations among the cognitive representations (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011). These arguments are in line with social contact theory: contact
was assumed to provide opportunities to learn more about members of social groups
(Allport, 1954/1979). Contact and subjective experiences with attitude figures can
allow the formation of affective ties, such as trust and friendship (Pettigrew, 1998).
APE model similarly suggest that consistent and favorable personal experiences might
expand the structure of associative network by adding new and pleasant information
about attitude objects, which reflect on the de-contextualized implicit prejudicial

attitudes.

Rydell and Gawronski (2009) empirically illustrate the formation of context
independent implicit attitudes and the role of subjective experiences on such
formation. Researchers found that the homogeneity of evaluations about prior
experiences with attitude objects might determine the generalization of context-
dependent attitudes across diverse contexts. They argue that the associative
representation of the attitude object can be homogenous, if diverse stimuli coming
from the attitude object (e.g., subjective experiences with the object) activate the same
pattern of association. If previous evaluations are homogenous across contexts, then
attitude toward the object might be generalized to other contexts. If they are
heterogonous (contradict with each other), then the valence of experiences (e.g.,
positivity or negativity) and context in which attitude object is encountered influence
evaluations. This might result in context dependent automatic evaluations. Extended
exposure, EC process and propositional evaluations can homogenize the encounters

with attitude objects over time.

| similarly propose that at earlier stage of exposure to a female leader,
employees might experience a range of positive experiences with and evaluations
about female leaders. In a lengthy exposure period, if the subjective experiences with a

woman leader are cumulatively and consistently positive, then those positive
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experiences might make cognitive representations of women leaders more positive
through EC process. For example, employees might perceive the successful
performance of women managers in high authority positions. In another instance,
employees may also have positive affective and professional exchanges with the
female leader at their work context. Therefore, these cumulated positive experiences
may support the formation of new associations between women leaders and positive
cues in mind, revealing in less generalized prejudice against women leaders.
Employees may also think about such frequent and diverse experiences with the
female leader. These propositional evaluative processes can indirectly influence the
formation of new associations. As a result, employees might be more likely to
associate female leader in general with pleasant words in IAT (Rudman et al., 2001),

resulting in lower implicit prejudice toward female leadership.

In contrast to these predictions, considering the backlash arguments in female
leadership literature, one can suggest that implicit stereotyping and particularly

implicit prejudice can increase following the exposure to a female leader at work.

2.3.4. Backlash arguments

As argued before, role congruity theory (Eagly & Diekman, 2005; Eagly &
Karau, 2002) mainly argues that women’s occupation of leadership positions might
mismatch with stereotypic female gender roles in most work context and therefore
give way to prejudiced attitudes, e.g., disliking, of women leaders. Rudman and
colleagues (Rudman, 2005; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Nauts, 2012; Rudman
& Glick, 1999; 2001; Rudman & Phelan, 2008) theorize that the backlash effect can
particularly occur when women managers have more agentic and masculine
characteristics and therefore violate prescriptive gender norms of most societies (e.qg.,
“women should not be dominant™). This creates a paradox to women management.
People often expect women managers’ to show gender-role congruent behaviors, i.e.,
communal/feminine characteristics such as being sensitive to others’ needs. Such
behaviors often are not sufficient for employees to label women managers as leaders,
because leadership prototypes mostly involve masculine/agentic characteristics, such

as dominant (Lord et al., 2001). The agentic/masculine characteristics of women
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managers, such as being assertive, dominant, competitive, can aid the categorization of
them as leaders. However, these characteristics are incongruent with cultural-
stereotypical gender roles in most societies, and therefore usually result in the
perceived breach in gender norms. This might lead people not to favor and to dislike
women leaders. People might claim leadership to them, yet simultaneously show

higher prejudice against them.

Women’s success in traditionally male sex typed tasks — such as leadership-
might similarly violate women’s prescriptive gender roles (Heilman & Eagly, 2008;
Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Kulich, Ryan & Haslam, 2007). A successful performance
track might enhance women managers’ categorization as leaders, but breach the
gender norms at the same time. Furthermore, people might tend to rationalize
woman’s successful performance in a traditionally male typed task — such as
leadership/management in municipality- by not attributing success to her inner
abilities or skills, but to factors outside of her. Hence, her abilities and successful
performance might not be even enough to challenge the stereotypical and prejudicial

views (Heilman & Haynes, 2005).

In terms of the implicit forms of stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward
female leadership, backlash related evaluative processes about the current female
leader might not challenge mental representations about leadership. It may avoid the
generalization of positive experiences with the immediate female leader to other

context. It, therefore, may not alter implicit stereotyping or implicit prejudice.

2.4. The Present Study

The present study considers these divergent perspectives on the role of exposure
to a female leader on implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female
leadership. The study offers to examine within person variations in implicit
stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership. | investigate the extent
of change — i.e., both generalized changes as reflected on within person variations as
well as context dependent changes in implicit attitude toward female leadership. It

further examines employees’ subjective experiences with leadership. The
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incorporation of richer employee experiences with a woman leader is essential for

observing the limits of implicit attitude malleability.

In order to test these arguments, | conducted a longitudinal field study on
municipality level local management. This is critical because few longitudinal studies
exist to test the malleability of implicit attitudes against women’s leadership after
relatively long and real life exposure to a woman leader (i.e., Dasgupta & Asgari,
2004; Beaman et al., 2009) and to the extent of my knowledge, no study has
investigated them in a work context. Dasgupta and Asgari’s (2004) longitudinal field
study, compared female college students who have been exposed to female deans or
presidents in a women’s college with those in regular (i.e., coed) colleges in the USA.
They assessed female students’ automatic stereotyping at the first years and then at
their sophomore year. They found increases in automatic association of female and
leadership after one year in women’s college. Dasgupta and Asgari’s (2004) findings
indicated that longer-term exposure to a woman leader figure is pertaining to female

students’ lower automatic stereotypes toward women leaders.

Another study is a more recent and large randomized field experiment by
Beaman and colleagues (2009). Researchers studied change in male and female
villagers’ attitudes toward female leadership after exposure to female council members
in Indian villages. The study’s socio-cultural context is relatively relevant for the
present proposal. Similar to Turkish context, India ranks lower levels at gender
equality index (World Economic Forum, 2014) and has relatively lower scores in
gender egalitarianism cultural value orientation (House et al., 2004). Beaman and
colleagues examined the effect of women council members on Indian adolescents’ and
their parents’ implicit cognitions toward women’s management in general.
Researchers benefited from a law in India, which dictated the appointment of women
in the randomly selected village councils of India in 1993. They provided surveys to
adolescents and their parent in 495 villages, which were randomly selected for law
enforcement. Researchers compared these villagers with villagers who had no female
member in councils (Beaman et al., 2009; 2012). They reported decreases in female-
leadership occupation association in IAT two years later after the exposure (Beaman et
al., 2009) as well as increases in female adolescents’ aspirations for leadership

(Beaman et al., 2012). Researchers also compared automatic stereotypes against

44



women’s management (i.e., gender-occupation IAT) in the first cycle (2 years later)
and second cycle (4 years later) of elections. They further provided randomly selected
voters either female voice or male voice of a hypothetical leader delivering speech.
They asked respondents to evaluate the decisions taken by female/male leader in a
vignette. They found that those villagers who were not exposed to female council
members show more biases while evaluating the effectiveness of female leaders in

hypothetical scenarios.

Dasgupta and Asgari’s (2004) as well as Beaman and colleagues’ (2009; 2012)
studies indicate the malleability of implicit attitudes toward female leadership after
exposure to women authority figures. Nevertheless, their findings may not be easily
generalizable to work setting (Dasgupta & Stout, 2012). Working under the authority
of a woman leader on daily basis is a psychologically different phenomenon than
being represented by a female in a village council, or a being student in a college.
Beaman and colleagues studied voters who had indirect interaction with women
council members. Voters reported to have limited amount of personal experience with
female representatives (Beaman et al., 2009): 33% to 67% of citizens knew the name
of the female representative, and only the minority of them (almost exclusively men)
participated in village meetings and personally observe female village representative.
In contrast, employees tend to have opportunity to interact with and observe female
leader in a more frequent and closer basis. Organizational setting constitutes richer and
diverse experiences with leadership phenomenon in general and female leaders in
particular. While automatic stereotypic attitudes are changing, implicit prejudices
against women’s leadership can persist depending on subjective experiences and
quality of relationship with female leadership as well as dynamic revision of
leadership prototypes. This can result in continuing negativity against women leaders,
despite changes in automatic stereotyping. Moreover, change in implicit attitude
toward female leadership can have discontinuous pattern— i.e., context dependent
versus overall changes - within one year observation which has not been captured in

Dasgupta and Asgari’s (2004) as well as Beaman and colleagues’ (2009) studies.
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2.4.1. Research questions and the research model

Taking the past literature and theoretical arguments into consideration, the

current dissertation study focuses on four main research questions:

1. Can exposure to a female leader alter implicit stereotypic and implicit
prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership?

2. To what extent does the context dependent implicit stereotyping and generalized
implicit prejudice against female leadership unfold over time?

3. To what extent does the context dependent malleability of implicit stereotyping
mediate the relationship between exposure and the generalized implicit
prejudice against female leadership?

4. Do a) change in the content of leadership prototypes, b) perceived leader
success, ¢) leader’s communal-agentic characteristics, d) the quality and the
quantity of interaction with the leader and €) gender identity influence the
relationship between exposure and the context dependent implicit stereotyping

as well as generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership?

| propose that exposure to a woman leader can alter context dependent implicit
stereotypic attitudes and the long term generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward
women’s leadership. The context dependent malleability of implicit stereotyping can
mediate the exposure’s effect on generalized implicit prejudice against women’s
management. Alterations in the feminine content of leadership prototypes, such as
sensitivity, can also mediate the relationship between implicit stereotyping and change
in generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership. Frequent pleasant
experiences with the female leader, female leaders’ balanced agentic-communal
characteristics, higher perceived leader success as well as followers’ gender identity
can predict lower levels of context dependent implicit stereotyping and higher changes
in generalized prejudice against female leadership. | illustrate the present research

model at Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1.
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2.4.2. Operationalization of time

In order to examine the unfolding pattern of implicit attitudes toward female
leadership, | collected attitudinal data from municipality civil servants three times with
three-month intervals: Phase 1 (6 to 9 months after election), Phase 2 (9 to 12 months
after election) and Phase 3 (12 to 15 months after election). The choice of time scale —
i.e., “the size of temporal interval” (Zaheer, Albert & Zaheer, 1999) - was a crucial issue

in longitudinal studies.

The literature is almost mute about the time scale necessary for the occurrence of
change in implicit stereotypes or implicit prejudice in general. Experimental studies
tested the malleability of implicit attitudes toward female leadership within an hour/day.
For the longitudinal studies, the period ranged from one year contact with female
professors (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004) to two and four year exposure to female village

council members (Beaman et al., 2009).

In a case where we cannot anticipate periodicity before actual measurement, we
should make empirical observations at relatively small intervals (Collins, 2006; Zaheer
et al., 1999). The smaller observation intervals and time scales allows modeling finer
changes. With regard to arguments and suggestions on time intervals, | preferred three-
month time intervals. A shorter time lag (e.g., one to two months) would increase the
reactivity towards re-tests for self-report and indirect tests (Nosek, Greenwald & Banaji,
2007a). Moreover, the theoretical models of implicit leadership cognitions and implicit
attitudes do not predict rapid change at actual field setting. A longer time lag (e.g., four
to six months) may not allow me to capture ongoing context dependent changes in
implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

I collected data for three time points in order to assess the individual change
trajectories on implicit attitudes toward female leadership. Two wave designs are
problematic in capturing dynamic patterns of attitude change (for further discussion,
Chan, 1998; Duncan & Duncan, 2004; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). For example,
one cannot capture nonlinear growth trajectories through only two waves (note that only
a straight line can fit to two points). Researchers recommended at least three repeated

measurements to obtain more accurate modelling of growth (see, Chan, 1998). In fact,



Ployhart and Vandenberg (2010) argue that a research should have at least three
repeated observations to be qualified as a longitudinal study. Therefore, considering the

logistics and time limits on data collection, | preferred three-repeated measurement.

2.4.3. Operationalization of change in implicit attitudes toward female
leadership: alpha & gamma change

Most longitudinal studies define change as significant mean level differences across
repeated measures. However, it is neither sufficient nor meaningful to compare mean
scores of a variable measured at multiple times without checking the equivalence of
measurement and constructs across time (Chan, 1998; Golembiewski et al., 1976;
Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Riordan, Richardson, Schaffer & Vandenberg, 2003;
Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Contextual changes and
cumulated experience with attitude objects can alter the way people cognize a given
construct and the way they respond to measures of the construct. A reliable and valid
analysis of attitude change requires the confirmation of the “invariance” of
measurement across time. Hence, the equivalence of measurement across time -
longitudinal measurement invariance - is accepted as a precondition to hypothesis
testing on change in attitudes (Chan, 1998). On the other hand, under the condition of
external interventions on attitudes, employees can (implicitly) incorporate new
information to their existing attitude following changes in the organizational setting
(Thompson & Hunt, 1996). Hence, researcher can sometimes predict the lack of
measurement invariance in the context of organizational interventions, such as exposure

to a woman leader at work.

In order to explain changes in attitudes and the violations of measurement
invariance, researchers (e.g., Thompson & Hunt, 1996) recommended utilizing
Golembiewski and colleagues’ (1976) alpha-beta-gamma change (ABG) framework. |
conceptualize change in implicit attitudes toward female leadership through ABG
typology. ABG typology is very useful to capture changes in the attitudes at work,
especially where environmental changes are predicted to influence attitudes (Thompson
& Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002). According to ABG framework, gamma change

represents changes in the reconstruction and re-definition of the attitude. It is shift in the
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attitude concept. Thompson and Hunt (1996) emphasize gamma change while
distinguishing levels of change in cognitive structures on target attitudes. They argue
that any change in the “strength of associative connections” (p. 685) in mind — that is
implicit attitudes - can be examined via gamma change following interventions. Gamma
change is, hence, critical for the current context because it may reflect dynamic
reconstruction of implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female leadership
after exposure to a female leader. Gamma change can be captured via measurement
invariance tests on a) the equivalence of factor structure across repeated measures
(longitudinal configural invariance), and b) the equivalence factorial covariance (e.g.,
Chan, 1998; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Riordan et al.,
2003; Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).

Beta change corresponds to the alterations in the meaning of categories and intervals
at measurement scales (Vandenberg, 2002; VVandenberg & Lance, 2000). It reflects the
lack of equivalence in evaluative or metric scales of measurement instruments across
time. It is necessary to establish metric invariance of repeated measures o to avoid
biases in the estimation of within person change trajectories, such as latent growth
modelling (Chan, 1998). Beta change is often operationalized as a) the in-equivalence of
factor loadings across repeated measures (longitudinal metric invariance) and b) the
equivalence of factor variances (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Riordan et al., 2003;
Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). In the
current context, beta change refers to the reactivity to repeated assessments of IAT and
self-report scales. Indeed, past research indicated that the repeated measurement is
problematic for IAT based measures. The test-re-test reliability measures of IATs can
be as low as .20 (Lane, Banaji, Nosek & Greenwald, 2007). One interpretation is the
relatively higher measurement error of IATs (Cunningham, Preacher & Banaji, 2001).
Researchers recommended separating measurement error from estimates by latent
variable approach and checking beta change in IAT scores (Cunnigham et al., 2001). I,
therefore, analyzed the measurement invariance to control for any beta change across

repeated IATS scores.

Alpha change is shift in absolute means. It is only meaningful if there is empirically
no gamma change and beta change. Alpha change is operationalized as equivalence of

latent factorial means and significant values in hypotheses testing (Ployhart &
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Vandenberg, 2010; Riordan et al., 2003; Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002;
Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). In the present study, it refers to the significant within
person variations in implicit attitudes toward female leadership after establishing the

measurement equivalence.

2.4.4. Research context: municipalities in Turkey

Municipality is an interesting research context to investigate implicit attitudes
toward female leadership. It is a typical case of pervasive stereotypic and prejudicial
attitudes toward women’s leadership in Turkey (Fikret Pasa, Kabasakal & Bodur, 2001;
Kabasakal, et al., 2011; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2007). Turkish law defines municipality

as,

“(A) corporation established in the statute of public legal entity having powers of
self-government (autonomous) both administratively and financially, to meet the
local and common requirements of the country inhabitants and the decision maker
of which is elected by the electors.” (Municipal law no: 5393, 2005).

A municipality mayor is the highest authority/leader in municipalities who is the
governor and the legal representative of a municipal organization (Municipal law no:
5393, 2005). In Turkey, women gained right to vote and to be voted in 1930 for
municipal elections and in 1934 for national elections (Fikret Pasa et al., 2001;
Kabasakal, et al., 2011). Despite state’s support for women’s representation in
Republican era, local management has been traditionally pictured as a men’s job and
women have been underrepresented in municipality mayor roles. Nevertheless,
increasing number of women municipality mayors have been elected in recent years.
The percentage of elected female municipality mayors was around 0.5% (n = 18) in
2004, reached to 0.8% (n = 26) in 2009 and to 2.7% (n = 37) in March 30, 2014 local
election (Mahalli Idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, 2014a; 2014b).

The change in implicit attitudes toward female leadership is a very relevant topic for
local management setting because there is a growing public awareness and upcoming
debates on women’s role as leaders in authority position. The following passage is an
illustration of media cover on debates on women at managerial positions after the

election:
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“Mr. Yiicel Barakazi (AKP), who won March 2014 local elections as mayor in the
city of Bingol, reported that he decided not to give any authority position to women
in the municipality administration. He told, “Appointing women as vice-mayor or
similar titles is against our religion, our traditions and customs!” In the following
day, a female council member of the municipality, Ms. Nurten Ertugrul (AKP)
resigned in order to protest this attitude. Barakazi responded her by telling that no
other woman council members reacted as such and questioned her religiosity as a
woman... His attitude was protested by feminist groups.” (Shortened, Report of
Bingo6l province municipality mayor, 2014).

The passage clearly exemplifies the prescriptive gender norms against women’s
authority roles in the society. More importantly, it shows the visibility of reactions
against stereotypic gender roles in local management, even within a conservative

political party.

The first time succession of women municipality mayors in March 2014 local
elections provided a fruitful and interesting natural field setting to study my research
questions. First, unlike most organizational settings, these managers received their
official certificates for governance (known as mazbata) around the same period after
2014 elections across all municipalities. Such a context allowed the comparison of
municipality employees who started working with female versus male municipality
mayor around the same time. Second, the first time selection of women mayors was
critical to limit the civil servants’ prior exposure to a female municipality mayor.
Third, municipality employees seem not to have any control over female candidates
and their readiness for a female municipality mayor may not be a priority for centrally
located political actors who decide on the mayor candidates. In contrast, top-level
managers and employees’ prior evaluations about the manager candidates often play
role in the selection of managerial candidates in most business setting. Studies on local
management in Turkey yielded that central political offices (e.g., political parties)
mostly play major role in the nomination of candidates for local management (e.g.,
Bayraktar, 2007; Bayraktar & Altan, 2012). Although reformed municipality law in
2005 empowered the local authorities, centrally located political actors still dominate
the determination of the lists of municipality mayor candidates (compared to local
officials or decision makers). Researchers reported that the power balances in the
party, candidates’ personal networks with central actors as well as their position in
ethnic-religious networks in the local community, their financial capital and central

actors’ sensitivities for internal power balances are often key factors in final candidate
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decisions (Bayraktar & Altan, 2012). Hence, | purposefully selected the municipality
setting and utilized a control group to avoid any bias potentially arising from the
selection of women mayors based on employees’ implicit attitudes toward female

leadership prior to election.

The case of the latest March 30, 2014 elections, therefore, provided a good
opportunity for a longitudinal comparative field study to assess the presence and
extent of changes in implicit attitudes toward women’s leadership at work setting. In
the 2014 Turkish local elections, 1396 municipality mayors were elected in total and
only 91 (6.5%) of them officially have female mayors (Mahalli Idareler Genel
Miidirligi, 2014a).

I sampled civil servants who were working in a metropolitan district municipality
where a female mayor was elected in the first time of the history of the given
municipality (Mahalli idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, 2014a;, Metropolitan district
municipalities, 2015; see Appendix A). Civil servants are full-time and permanent
employees of the state, representing more than 50% of all full-time employees of
municipalities in Turkey (52.3%, Metropolitan district municipalities, 2015).

Metropolitan district municipality (biiyliksehir ilge belediyesi) refers to a
municipality that is located within the boundaries of a metropolitan municipality
where its province is a central urban settlement with a population size larger than
750,000 (Municipal law no: 5393, 2005). | focused on metropolitan municipalities,
first, because they embody the largest rate of civil servants (44.6%) among all other
municipalities. Second, metropolitan municipalities could ease the access to civil

servants for repeated measurement and therefore potentially lower attrition rate.

The focus was narrowly on district level municipalities of metropolitans, because
metropolitan municipalities (biiyliksehir belediyesi) or province municipalities (il
belediyesi) have relatively high levels of hierarchy in the organizational structure
(Municipal law no: 5393, 2005). District municipalities, on the other hand, have
relatively flat organizational structure: a municipality mayor at top, vice-mayor(s), unit
managers and unit level civil servants. The lower levels of hierarchy might increase
the likelihood of civil servants’ interaction with or observation of women mayors, and

therefore can enable exposure effect. | elaborate on the sampling of municipalities and
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civil servants in the Methodology chapter in detail. | assessed civil servants sampled
from metropolitan district municipalities with female mayors (exposure group) and
those with male municipality mayors (control group) at three periods with three-month

intervals.

2.5. Current Research Variables & Hypotheses

2.5.1. The main effect of exposure to a female leader: the presence of change

| propose that exposure to a female leader can have a main effect on change in
implicit attitudes toward female leadership. The term exposure to a female leader refers
to working under the authority of female mayor for the first time at municipalities
(exposure group). As previously mentioned, the control group involves employees who
work with a male mayor. | consider the contextualization argument in implicit change
models (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011) as well as the dynamic construction of
leadership prototypes in ILTs literature (Lord et al., 2001). At Phase 1 (six months after
the election), employees have already been exposed to female municipality mayors in
the municipality context. Six-month exposure to a female mayor might have already
altered context dependent automatic associations between female and leadership at
Phase 1.

Hypothesis 1a. At Phase 1, employees who are exposed to a female municipality
mayor (exposure group) will have lower levels of context dependent implicit

stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership relative to the control group.

| suspect that even if there would be group differences at Phase 1, change in context
dependent implicit stereotyping might continue. This was partially related to the
research context. Communications with department directors of municipalities revealed
that employees did not have much opportunity to observe mayor’s leadership at work
(e.g., some were on vacation during the summer period). Therefore, controlling for
Phase 1 measures, | hypothesize that the exposure group would have lower levels of

context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership at Phase 2.
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Hypothesis 1b. The exposure group will have significantly lower levels of context
dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 2)

compared to the control group, controlling for Phase 1 attitude measures.

2.5.2. Main effect of exposure to a female leader: the extent of change

| propose a methodological contribution on the examination of longer-term
changes in implicit attitudes toward female leadership. | consider the ABG typology of
change utilized by organizational scholars (Chan, 1998; Golembiewski et al., 1976;
Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). |
hypothesize that exposure to a female municipality mayor may predict significant
(alpha) change in the trajectory of employees’ generalized implicit prejudice against
women leaders across three periods. In contrast, exposure can lead to implicit level re-
conceptualizations about female leadership phenomenon as indicated by gamma
changes in scores of generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes (accounting for beta

change).

Hypothesis 1c. Exposure to a female mayor will predict significant gamma
change in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership

across three phases.

Hypothesis 1d. Exposure to a female mayor predicts significant within person
variation (alpha change) in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward

female leadership across three phases.

2.5.3. The mediating role of context dependent implicit stereotyping

The context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes can mediate the relation
between exposure and generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership. At
lengthy exposure to a female leader, changes in the municipality context-dependent
automatic associations can be generalized to other contexts. We can observe such

generalization through changes in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes female
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leadership. As I argued before, lengthy exposure to a female mayor can give way to the
repeated activation of ties between female and municipality leadership in mind. Such
repeated activation can cumulatively alter the valence of automatic cognitions about
women leaders (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Olson & Fazio, 2006; Rydell &
Gawronski, 2009). The changes in the valence of automatic cognitions might be
reflected on mean level variations as well as gamma changes in the generalized implicit
prejudicial attitude toward female leadership. I hypothesize that the level of context
dependent automatic association between female and leadership at Phase 2 (controlling
for Phase 1) might predict within person variations in generalized implicit prejudicial

attitude toward female leadership across three periods.

Hypothesis 2a. Controlling for Phase 1 implicit stereotyping, the level of
municipality context dependent automatic association between female and
leadership (at Phase 2) will predict within person variations (alpha change) in
generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership across three

periods following exposure to a female mayor.

Hypothesis 2b. Controlling for Phase 1 implicit stereotyping, the level of
municipality context dependent automatic association between female and
leadership (at Phase 2) will predict gamma changes in generalized implicit
prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership across three periods following

exposure to a female mayor.

| further posit that such generalization process might involve the mediating effect of
context dependent changes in implicit stereotyping on the relation between exposure

and generalized implicit prejudice toward women’s leadership at Phase 3.

Hypothesis 2c. Controlling for Phase 1 measure, implicit stereotypic attitude
toward female leadership (at Phase 2) will mediate the relationship between
exposure to a female mayor and generalized implicit prejudice toward female

leadership (at Phase 3).

The prolonged exposure and diverse experiences with a woman leader might be
challenging for existing cognitions about female leadership. Connectionist framework
(e.g., Dinh & Lord, 2012) contends that the cumulative effect of regular activation of

paths eventually alters the content and associative structure of implicit leadership neural
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network (that is, change in the content of implicit leadership theories). This can result in

the changes in the associate network of implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

2.5.4. The leadership prototype as mediator of change in generalized implicit
prejudice toward female leadership

A relatively low level of sensitivity characteristics in the content of ILTs
contributes to higher perceived mismatch between gender and leadership roles in the
immediate context. This can potentially result in higher prejudice against women
leaders as predicted by role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Exposure to a
woman leader and context dependent automatic association between female and
leadership, on the other hand, can provide opportunities for the repeated activation of
feminine/sensitivity characteristics in leadership prototypes in the immediate work
context. According to the connectionist framework of ILTs, the chronic activation of
prototypes that had formerly weak associations with context cues might alter the
structure of connectionist framework (Dinh & Lord, 2012; Foti et al., 2008; Hogue &
Lord, 2007; Lord et al., 2001; Lord & Hall, 2003; Lord & Shondrick, 2011; Scott &
Brown, 2006). ILTs content might involve more feminized characteristics. Role
congruity theory predicts that sensitivity/femininity characteristics in leadership roles
are congruent with stereotypical female gender norms. It can decrease implicit prejudice
toward female leadership at a generalized level.

Though connectionist framework proposed the malleability of ILTs, to date few
studies have tested field level longitudinal change in ILTs (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin,
2004; 2005). Epitropaki and Martin (2005), for example, examined within person
changes in ILTs scale after one-year period and reported no significant within person
differences on scale points. The authors explained that their respondents might not have

been exposed to significant contextual changes that might have challenged their ILTs.

The present study tests change in the content of employee ILTs following a
natural field level intervention — i.e., contact with a female leader at work setting.
Municipality context might alter the context dependent activation patterns of leadership
prototypes, but does not necessarily alter the content of leadership prototypes (Foti et
al., 2008). In a longer-term exposure to a female mayor, the activation of female and
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leadership at municipality work setting can activate feminine/sensitivity characteristics
in leadership prototypes of employees (Hogue & Lord, 2007). The accumulation of such
repeated prototype activation might make the associations of feminine/sensitivity
characteristics in prototype stronger in the connectionist network, leading to higher
levels of feminine prototype content, such as higher sensitivity. The higher cognitive
association between municipality context and feminine/sensitive characteristics in
leadership prototypes can decrease the perceived mismatch between female gender and
leadership roles. The lower perceived role incongruence can diminish prejudice against
a woman leader in general as predicted by role congruity theory (Eagly & Diekman,
2005; Eagly & Karau, 2002). | hypothesize that the sensitivity characteristics of
leadership prototypes will mediate the relationship between context dependent implicit
stereotyping and generalized implicit attitudes. The context dependent changes in
implicit stereotyping (higher automatic activation of female and leadership) will be
positively linked with feminine/sensitivity characteristics in leadership prototypes,
which can predict lower perceived role incongruence and lower implicit prejudicial

attitudes toward female leadership.

Hypothesis 3a: The level of municipality context dependent automatic association
between female and leadership (at Phase 2) will be positively related to sensitivity
characteristics of leadership prototypes (at Phase 3) in the exposure group

compared to the control group.

Hypothesis 3b: The level of sensitivity characteristics in leadership prototypes (at
Phase 3) will be negatively related to generalized implicit prejudice toward female

leadership (at Phase 3) in the exposure group compared to the control group.

Hypothesis 3c: The level of sensitivity characteristics in leadership prototypes
(Phase 3) will mediate the relation between municipality context dependent implicit
stereotyping (at Phase 2) and generalized implicit prejudice toward female

leadership (at Phase 3) in the exposure group compared to the control group.
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2.5.5. Perceived leader success as a moderator of the malleability of
implicit attitudes toward female leadership

In addition to mediating effect of leadership prototypes, | postulate that
employees’ perception on mayors’ leadership characteristics, employees’ interactions
with them as well as employees’ gender identity may alter the variations in implicit
stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership. | propose the leader
success as one of the perceived characteristics of the leader which might moderate the

exposure’s influence over implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

The perceived leader success corresponds to employees’ subjective evaluation on
the general performance of municipality administrative responsibilities and public
services at Phase 2 in the current context. The main responsibilities of a mayor are the
general governance of the municipality and protecting its rights and interest
(Municipality law no: 5393, 2005). The law states that they should be developing
strategies for municipality activities as well as personnel management (e.g., appointing
municipality employees). Municipality management is also responsible for managing
services for the local citizens’ health, peace and well-being (e.g., social activities,
construction, and waste management within municipality boundaries). Informal
conversations with employees in municipalities revealed that employees track the
performance directly by observing mayors’ decisions, behaviors and success stories
(e.g., following social media) as well as indirectly by municipality’s services and

activities.

From the perspective of intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), the
perceived success of municipalities might emphasize the counter-stereotypic stance of a
female mayor, and therefore might increase exposure’s influence on implicit
stereotyping. Indeed, as mentioned before, past experimental studies exposed
respondents mostly to successful women leader figures to investigate the effect of
exposure on stereotypes toward women or women’s leadership (e.g., Beaman et al.,
2009; Blair et al., 2001; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004; Hugenberg et al., 2010; Lenton et al.,
2009). Similarly, considering the predictions of APE model (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006), the success of a female mayor constituted pleasant experiences
with her and therefore would cumulatively challenge implicit cognitions contextualized
for a given setting over time. Taken together, one may claim that the perceived success
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of the mayor will increase the exposure’s impact on the context specific implicit

stereotyping toward female leadership.

Counter-arguments can rise based on the rationalized success phenomenon
reported in the role congruity literature (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Heilman, 2001; Heilman
& Haynes, 2005). The perceived success of the female mayor may not necessarily
influence the relationship between the exposure and the context dependent implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership. As argued by the role congruity approach
(Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Kulich et al., 2007), women’s successful performance in
male sex typed position such as leadership at top levels can breach prescriptive gender
roles (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Kulich et al., 2007). Therefore,
employees undervalue the contributions of women leaders and therefore may not
attribute any organizational success to women leaders. Heilman and Haynes (2005)
empirically indicate this rationalization of success in their experimental study. In their
study, respondents evaluated the performance of female and male members of a
successful team without clear information on the source of success. Respondents tended
to give more credit to male members’ contribution in a male sex typed task (i.e.,
creating investment portfolio) and rated female team members lower in leadership roles.
The source of success is often ambiguous in municipal organizations potentially
creating room for such a rationalization of mayoral success. Then, one may assert that
the perceived success of the female mayor may not necessarily influence the exposure’s

impact on implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

Taken together, considering the intergroup contact theory and the APE model, 1
hypothesize that employees who are working under the authority of female mayor and
cumulatively perceive higher levels mayor’s success at Phase 2 might experience lower
municipality context dependent implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1
measure of implicit stereotyping. Despite of this formal hypothesis, | will keep in mind
the ILTs arguments and the rationalized success views that the perceived success of
female mayors may not necessarily alter the implicit stereotyping following the first

time exposure to a female mayor.
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Hypothesis 4. The perceived success of female mayor (Phase 2) will moderate the
relationship between exposure to a female mayor and municipality context
dependent implicit stereotyping toward female leadership (at Phase 2), controlling
for Phase 1 measure. The higher the perceived success of female mayors, the more
likely that exposure will be related to higher cognitive associations between women

and leadership.

2.5.6. Perceived communal and agentic characteristics of leaders as moderators
of the malleability of implicit attitudes toward female leadership

In addition to the perceived success of the female leader, the employees’ perception
of agentic and communal characteristics of female leader can matter. Women managers
need to show masculine/agentic characteristics to be qualified as leaders. For example,
female managers who are seen as brave and strength were more likely to be categorized
as effective leaders (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 2003; Scott & Brown, 2006). | observed this

tendency in an informal conversation with a municipality employee:

“She (female mayor) is a totally strong woman. And brave. The last month she
attended a village wedding (as the representative of the municipality). During
celebrations, men started to fire gun into the air (for fun). They were very close
to our (municipality employees) table. We (as women in the group) were afraid
of it, hided under the tables, but she stood still, no sign of fear at all. We were
totally impressed by her braveness as a mayor.” (A female employee, the private
secretary office, 29).

Rudman and colleagues (2012) suggest that women managers’ agentic behaviors and
characteristics (e.g., confidence, competitiveness, power, or capability) might be critical
for women managers’ categorization as leaders. However, they are paradoxically
potential violators of prescriptive gender norms. Therefore, women leaders’ agentic
characteristics can lead to backlash effect, resulting in high negative reactions against
women’s leadership and therefore generalized as high prejudice toward female
leadership. Particularly men could react against women’s leadership and show backlash
effect because of not only the violation of stereotypic gender roles, but also the breach
in status expectations. Rudman and colleagues (2012) argue that people are motivated to
legitimize existing social hierarchies and status differences. Most cultures and societies

believe and expect men to be in higher status positions, but not females (e.g., “women
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should not be in high status positions”). If women act as “too powerful” or dominant,
this can violate status expectations from women. Status incongruity perspective
(Rudman et al., 2012) asserts that people may, therefore, devalue women leaders’
contributions and do not attribute success to them. They show prejudicial attitudes

toward female leaders to restore status expectations.

Recent explanations, however, indicate that the presence of agentic characteristics
and behaviors may not necessarily result in backlash effect. The presence of both
agentic and communal characteristics (e.g., warm, kind, friendly, caring, or supportive,
understanding) of women leaders can suppress prejudice against women leaders, and
create female advantage in today’s management practices (Eagly & Carli, 2003;
Johnson et al., 2008; Rosette & Tost, 2010). As a support of this argument, Johnson and
colleagues (2008) illustrated that gender-inconsistent behavior (e.g., showing strength)
does not always result in disliking of women leaders. Researchers investigated US
undergrad students’ evaluations on masculine/agentic versus feminine/communal
characteristics of hypothetical leaders. In line with the predictions of role congruity
theory and backlash effect, they found that the lack of gender consistent behavior (e.g.,
insensitivity to others emotions) leads to negative evaluations — disliking - of
hypothetical women leaders. Backlash effect might be occurring because the lack of
communal characteristics but not the presence of agentic characteristics is violating the
prescriptive female gender norms. The absence of agentic characteristics (e.g., strength)
in female hypothetical leaders was also negatively evaluated, since it breaches
leadership norms. However, Johnson and colleagues (2008) reported that if a woman
leader has both communal behavior (e.g., sensitivity) and leader-consistent attributes
(e.g., strength), she would be evaluated as more effective and likable due to the

adherence to descriptive and prescriptive gender and leadership norms.

At the implicit attitudinal level, the balance of communal-and-agentic leadership
characteristics might influence automatic association between female and leadership in
a given context by adhering to expectations from leaders especially for the current
research context, Turkey. A leadership style — paternalism, which is characterized by
authority, discipline as well as fatherly benevolence - is a prevalent style in Turkish
business context (Aycan, 2006). People expect from a leader to show a “parent/father

figure” through individualized concern, support and care to his/her followers’ well-
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being at work and at familial life. Women managers who have benevolent forms of
paternalism were evaluated as more effective (e.g., Wang, Chiang, Tsai, Lin & Cheng,
2013). | believe that female managers who are balancing agentic-and-communal
characteristics might be adhering to common expectations from leaders in the Turkish
context. |, therefore, predict that the attribution of both agentic and communal
leadership characteristics to female leaders might increase the likelihood of associating

leadership with women, lowering the implicit stereotyping toward female leadership.

Past research also indicated that the advantage of a balance in communal and
agentic characteristics for women leaders might depend on context (Eagly & Carli,
2003). One study reveals that the context of top-level management sustains female
advantage in leadership through supporting high status of female leaders the eyes of
followers and avoiding the perceived status incongruity (Rosette & Tost, 2010). If
women leaders occupy top managerial level positions (Rosette & Tost, 2010) and are
perceived to act in a relatively modest way, “walk a fine line between presenting
themselves as qualified for leadership while side-stepping perceived violations of (status
expectations)” (Rudman et al,. 2012; p. 176), then they can buffer the backlash effect in
the eyes of followers.

| posit that the balance in communal-and-agentic characteristics particularly in top
managerial levels - such as the highest authority in a district municipality - can be
generalized to female leadership and resulting in lower implicit stereotyping toward
female leadership. As claimed by female advantage argument, communal as well as
agentic characteristics of female leader can decrease the likelihood of the backlash
effect by limiting the breach in prescriptive gender roles as well as by legitimizing the
high status of female leaders. If employees observe high communal and high agentic
leadership characteristics of a female leader, this can increase the repeated and
simultaneous activation of both female and leadership. Such context dependent
activation might respectively increase the likelihood of the context dependent automatic
association of women and leadership, resulting in decreased implicit stereotyping. It can
also avoid the backlash effect and therefore potentially deter any generalized increasing

trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership.

The balance of agentic and communal characteristics is relevant for the current

research setting. The formal responsibilities of municipality mayors necessitate the
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effective management of municipality activities and personnel as well as the
consideration of well-being of its internal and external stockholders (e.g., district
citizens) (Municipal law no: 5393, 2005). A quote from the press speech of newly
elected female mayor of Mihalgazi district municipality, Eskisehir exemplifies a

balanced approach:

“After elections, municipality services, for example waste collection
management, are becoming more effective. Municipality environment will look
different and new services for women’s needs and expectations will be managed
so that everyone will know that women are in charge of the municipality... I am
cautious of avoiding role conflict between being a woman and leader and being
just as a manager in Mihalgazi municipality. (She wears headscarf) | would not
have believed if someone told me 15 years ago that a woman who wears a
headscarf is going to be a municipality mayor. One should not and I won’t give
up our fight during my administration (against protests for wearing head scurf
at public management positions)." (“Female mayor wearing a shalwar was focus
of attention”, 2014)

She emphasized both communal/feminine (e.g., creating a clearer environment, services
for women) as well as agentic (e.g., fight for rights) characteristics. Another example
(mayor of Konak municipality, Izmir) highlights the female mayor’s team-orientation
and participative approach, as previous empirical findings demonstrated as feminine and
communal characteristics (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 2003; Schein, 2001):

"Our first job is going to be getting rid of locks on doors (of the municipality
building and top management offices), because we are creating a municipality
for everyone’s active attendance. We do not need any locks; we will open our
doors (figuratively our room, and our decisions) for everyone else. We are going
to manage the municipality all together. This is one of the first steps of being a
large Konak family.”(“First practice of the female mayor”, 2014)

In sum, | postulate that communal and agentic characteristics of women
municipality mayors can moderate the effect of exposure on context dependent as well
as generalized implicit attitudes toward female leadership. | predict that both high
communality and high agency of municipality mayors might increase the positive
relationship between exposure and context dependent automatic association between
female and leadership (that is lower, implicit stereotyping).

Hypothesis 5: The perceived communal as well as agentic characteristics of the
female mayor (Phase 2) will moderate the relation between exposure and
municipality context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female

leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the levels of communal as well as agentic
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characteristics, the more likely that exposure will predict higher automatic

association between female and municipality leadership.

| also explore whether the cumulated observation of high levels of communal and
agentic leadership characteristics will moderate the relation between exposure and
generalized implicit prejudice toward women’s leadership. High communality and high
agency can contribute to the generalization of contextual experiences with immediate
women mayor, potentially creating changes in implicit prejudicial attitudes toward

female leadership.

2.5.7. Quantity and quality of interaction with the leader as moderators of the
malleability of implicit attitudes toward female leadership

Another potential determinant of exposure’s effect on implicit attitudes toward
female leadership can be subjective interaction with female leader (Uhl-Bien et al.,
2014). My research model suggests that the quantity and quality of interaction with
leader might moderate the effect of exposure to a female mayor on context dependent
implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership. The quantity of interaction
refers to the frequency of direct and indirect conversation with mayors. The field
observations revealed that municipality employees are having a variety of opportunities
to interact with the mayor. Especially in small municipalities, the employees are
observing and communicating with the mayor on the daily basis, whereas in the larger
organizations, the interactions are on monthly basis or less. 1, therefore, expect that the
quantity of interaction with the female mayor might intensify the exposure’s influence

over implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.

The quality of interaction with the leader refers to as a) the level of leader-
member exchange (LMX; Graen, Novak & Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995) and b) the perceived interactional justice of mayor (Bies & Shapiro, 1987,
Moorman, 1991). LMX is usually identified to explain the quality of relationship
between leaders and their subordinates (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer & Ferris,
2012; Graen & UhI-Bien, 1995; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014; Thomas et al.,, 2013).
Accordingly, leaders tend to have varying degrees of relationship with different

followers. Leaders may interact with some followers in a formerly agreed way (low
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LMX relationship), whereas they might develop a relationship in which both leader and
follower feel mutual obligation and reciprocity (e.g., trust, loyalty, commitment) toward
each other (high LMX relationship). A recent meta-analysis on LMX reveals that high
interaction frequency and mutual positive feelings such as liking coincide with high
LMX relationship (Dulebohn et al., 2012). High LMX relationship between the leader
and his/her subordinate was found to predict favorable work outcomes for subordinates,
and positive evaluation of leaders, such as satisfaction with supervisor (Dulebohn et al.,
2012). The following passage is an excerpt from my informal conversation with a
municipality employee in a relatively small municipality and demonstrates the relevance

of exchange relationship in the current research context:

“She (the mayor) is like our elder sibling. We do not call her as “Baskanim” (Mrs.
Mayor, formal term used to address a mayor), but as “Sibling (Abla)” even in our
formal meetings... I feel comfortable to ask her about anything — including my
official paper work or my private issues. For example, if a doctor prescribes a
medicine to me, | first ask her whether to use it or not before taking it. If | have a
problem, for example, with my child, I first consult to her how to behave to him/her.
And | am not an exception, most officers are like that.” (Male employee, finance
department, 42).

In addition to exchange relations with the female leader, employees’ perception
about her fairness might also influence the subjective positive or negative interactions
with the leader. | focus on leader’s interactional justice and particularly its interpersonal
variant (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001), which is related to beliefs and
perceptions about leader’s treatment of one with dignity, respect and courtesy (Bies &
Shapiro, 1987; Bies, 2001; Moorman, 1991). Employee might perceive the leader as just
or unjust if they directly or indirectly associate the leader with fair or unfair
interpersonal treatment of employees (Umphress, Simmons, Folger, Ren, & Bobocel,
2013). The perceptions on the interpersonal fairness of the leader can lead employees to

experience positive feelings toward the leader, such as trust (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011).

| contend that frequent and high quality interaction with the leader through
exchange relations and perceived fairness of the leader in interpersonal relations can
increase exposure’s effect on context dependent implicit stereotyping as well as
generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership. Frequent interaction can
provide opportunities for personal interaction with the leader and the observation of
leader behaviors. More frequent and closer interaction with a female leader on daily

work basis might make female leaders familiar to the person as suggested by
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interpersonal contact hypothesis (Pettigrew, 1998) and hence familiarity can challenge
stereotypical attitudes toward female leadership. At implicit level, such frequent
experiences can lessen the probability of prototype-based categorization of leaders,
easing the change in cognitive schemata (Hogue & Lord, 2007). Indeed, past research
showed that one’s positive affective experiences could promote cognitively flexible
judgments /evaluations and increase one’s openness to new ideas about the attitude

object (Forgas & George, 2001).

Employees’ positive experiences through perceived high quality exchange with
the female leader and the perceptions regarding her personal fairness can further make
the mental associations of women’s leadership positive and therefore can aid lowering
implicit prejudice against female leadership in a longer term. The argument on positive
experiences is one of the basic optimal conditions of Allport (1954/1979) for prejudice
reduction and found as a facilitator of the exposure effect on challenging prejudice
against social groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). At the implicit level, a relatively long
period of pleasant contact with female leadership can alter the valence of association
between female and leadership. This is one of the basic predictions of EC model (Olson
& Fazio, 2006) and APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) in implicit
prejudice reduction as discussed before. After contact with a female leader, the
cumulated and repeated pleasant experiences can make the association of female leaders
and positive cues in the connectionist leadership network stronger in mind. Such
positively conditioned cue is expected to elicit more positive conditioned response
toward female leadership. We can observe it as less implicit prejudicial attitudes toward
female leadership. | propose that the negative image of the female manager, on the other
hand, might not challenge the prevalent implicit prejudice toward female leadership. In
fact, the repeated association of female leaders with the negative image of female
manager can increase the negative valence of women’s leadership, which we can

observe through higher implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership.

Considering these arguments, I, first, contend that the frequent and high quality
subjective experiences with the mayor might increase the relationship between exposure
and lower levels of context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female
leadership. As discussed previously in detail, pleasant experiences with a woman leader

can cumulatively increase the activation of female and leadership in mind, and therefore
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resulting in lower implicit stereotyping against female leaders at the immediate work

context.

Hypothesis 6a. Frequent interactions with a female mayor (Phase 2) will moderate
the relationship between exposure and context dependent implicit stereotypic
attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the frequency of
interaction, the more positive will be the relationship between exposure and

automatic association between female and leadership in municipality context.

I, second, suggest that positive and frequent interaction might increase the
likability of female leaders (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Frequent pleasant experiences
can make the valence of female leaders in general positive from the perspective of EC
(Olson & Fazio, 2006) and therefore can increase the probability on the generalization
of context dependent implicit stereotyping. | predict that, in a longer-term exposure, the
accumulation of frequent and positive experiences could moderate the relationship
between context dependent implicit stereotyping and generalized automatic association
between female leadership and positive cues (implicit prejudice).

Hypothesis 6b. High quality interactions with the female mayor (Phase 2) will
moderate the relation between exposure and context dependent implicit stereotypic
attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the high quality
interactions, the more will be the positive relation between exposure and automatic

association between female and leadership in municipality context.

Hypothesis 6¢. High quality interactions with the female mayor (Phase 2) will
moderate the relation between exposure and generalized implicit prejudicial
attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 3). The higher the high quality
interaction with the female mayor, the more positive will be the relationship
between exposure and automatic association between female leadership-positive

cues.
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2.5.8. Employee gender and gender role identity

In addition to leadership characteristics and perceived relationship with the leader,
employee gender and gender role identity might also matter in predicting change in
implicit attitudes toward female leadership. It is essential to examine the malleability of
implicit attitudes toward female leadership for male versus female groups. Men’s versus
women’s higher stereotypic/prejudicial attitude and potential resistance toward
interventions on implicit attitudes toward female leadership are very critical issues for
policy makers and for leadership literature (Koenig et al., 2011). Most decision makers
who promote (or mostly prefer not to promote) women in leadership positions are men.
Any empirical evidence for or against the malleability of their implicit attitudes toward
female leadership can inform us about potential decision makers’ implicit evaluations

about women managers at work.

Despite of such importance of gender differences, gender difference on attitudes
toward women’s leadership is not theoretically clear. Some studies reveal no gender
differences on attitudes toward female leadership. For example, Heilman and Haynes
(2005) reported that both males and females tended to devalue the leadership roles and
competence of female team members at similar rates. Similarly, Joshi (2014) illustrated
that male and female project members did not differ in terms of devaluing women
authority experts in groups. In another example, although Beaman and colleagues
(2009) reported gender difference in implicit prejudice, they found decreases in male as
well as female Indian voters’ explicit bias (i.e., perceived leader effectiveness) and
implicit bias (i.e., gender-leadership occupation associations) against female political

leadership after two year exposure to a female leader.

On the other hand, some views suggest men are more stereotypical/prejudicial
attitudes against female leadership (e.g., Beaman et al., 2009; Duehr & Bono, 2006;
Eagly, Makhijani & Klonsky, 1992; Koenig et al., 2011). This is explained by higher
rates of sexist attitudes (e.g., “women are weak”, women are not clever”) among men
compared to women (Glick & Fiske, 1996) as well as their perceived threat to status
(Rudman et al., 2012). Men are more likely to have sexist attitudes and therefore are
less likely to prefer or like women leaders. Moreover, a woman leader who occupies

traditionally male dominated position might be threatening for the masculine identity of
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males (e.g., Joshi, 2014). In a traditionally male dominated position, a woman leader
might challenge men’s status expectations. According to status incongruity argument
(Rudman et al., 2012), women’s positioning in high status — i.e., leadership- may breach
norms of social status, resulting in backlash effect. Working under the authority of a
female might threaten their status and identity (manhood) for men, resulting in men’s
higher prejudice (e.g., disliking) of women in authority positions. In contrast, women
might experience higher positive attitudes toward female leadership compared to men,
because they favor same sex leader. This pertains to similarity attraction hypothesis,

which suggests positive evaluations and liking of others that are similar to one.

Past studies, indeed, support the stereotypic/prejudicial inclinations of men against
women’s leadership. For example, one study demonstrates that men are quicker to pair
authority roles with male names, while subordinate roles with female names compared
to women (Rudman & Kilanski, 2000). This implies males’ higher implicit stereotyping
toward female authority figures, compared to women. Similarly, men are also found as
more resistant to change in stereotypic/prejudicial attitude toward women’s leadership,
whereas women often have higher automatic biases in favor of their in-group (women
group) (e.g., Rudman & Goodwin, 2004). Studies reported that counter-stereotyping
manipulations (e.g., imagining a counter-stereotypical female figure) can significantly
reduce implicit biases of female participants against women leaders, but this is not
found for men (e.g., Blair et al., 2001). In the longitudinal field experiment of Beaman
and colleagues (2009), male Indian villagers report no change while female citizens had

lower within person levels in their implicit prejudice against female leaders.

Contradictory findings highlight a need for closer examination of implicit attitudes
toward female leadership from the perspective of follower gender. | predict that such
conflicting findings can be resolved by considering gender identity. | define gender
identity as one’s perception of self through gender roles (Bem, 1974). Accordingly, an
individual can encode and organize information about self in terms of culturally defined
roles of males and females. This reflects sex typing in the definition of self: a high
identifier female perceives self as feminine, whereas high identifier male as masculine.
In their meta-analysis, Lenton and colleagues (2009) report that interventions on the
automatic stereotyping toward women might not always change the cognitions of
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females who are identified with their gender roles, resulting in lack of gender

differences on implicit gender stereotyping.

The higher identification with gender roles increases the saliency of stereotypic
gender norms (Bem, 1974; Wood & Eagly, 2015). The saliency of gender norms and
cues can lead people to attend gender while evaluating female leaders. This can
potentially lead people to perceive higher breach of prescriptive gender norms
(Heilman, 2001). The perceived breach of prescriptive gender norms can result in higher
prejudice against women leaders as claimed by backlash effect (Rudman & Glick, 1999;
2001) and role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Joshi (2014) also conveyed this
argument. In her study, high gender-identifying men and women project members
devalued the expertise of female experts in teams. Joshi (2014) explained this result in

terms of higher saliency argument and perceived breach in prescriptive gender norms.

Taken together, | posit that gender identity of male and female followers might
influence context dependent changes in implicit stereotyping as well as change in
generalized implicit prejudice against female leaders. High gender identity might
increase the salience of gender cues during the evaluation of female leadership.
Increased salience of female leader gender can potentially increase the perceived
incongruence between female gender roles and leadership roles. | predict that higher
gender identifiers tend to show the lower within person changes in generalized implicit

prejudice toward female leadership compared to low identifiers.

Hypothesis 7a: The association between female mayor exposure and the context
dependent automatic association between female and leadership (Phase 2,
controlling for Phase 1) will be lower for high gender identifier employees
compared to low identifiers.

Increased saliency of gender roles might lead to higher likelihood of breach in
prescriptive gender norms, leading to backlash effect. In a longer-term exposure, a
female authority figure might be seen as threatening the status expectations and male’s
manhood. All these forces may act against change in generalized implicit prejudicial
attitudes toward female leadership for high identifier respondents after exposure to a

female mayor.
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Hypothesis 7b: The association between exposure and the within person variation in
generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership will be lower for

high gender identifiers compared to low gender identifier employees.

I will also explore the role of participant gender in relation with their gender identity. |
will also explore the moderating role of participant gender in previously proposed
mechanisms of change in implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female

leadership.
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METHODS

This section describes and discusses the methodology of the dissertation research. In
order to test the proposed hypotheses, | conducted a three-wave longitudinal field study
with three-month intervals. The previous section already discussed the rationale of the
research context and time intervals in the longitudinal design. The current methodology
section, first, describes the sampling procedure and the characteristics of the
participants. Second, it presents the measures and the instruments. | specifically present
the methodological and psychometric issues regarding implicit association tests (IATS)
in detail. Then, I outline the data collection procedure, and the data analytical plans.

3.1.Participants and Sampling Procedures

| recruited participants among employees of district municipalities of metropolitan
cities in Turkey. Three hundred sixty seven municipality civil servants (53.1% female)
participated in the study. Figure 3.1 depicts the sampling procedures that are explained
in the following sections in detail.

To determine the exposure group, | invited all target municipalities with first time
female mayor (n = 17; presented on Appendix A) to the study via e-mail, phone and/or
acquaintances in political parties. | discarded BDP municipality cases from further
invitations based on communications with BDP/HDP employees as well as scholars of
municipalities in Turkey. Severe political turmoil in the southeast region at the
beginning of the first phase (November 2014) was one reason. Another reason was the
co-mayor system in BDP, which requires both male and female managerial
representatives (e.g., mayors in municipalities). The co-mayor system could have

blurred sole exposure to female mayors. Among the other municipalities that were
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contacted, municipality employees in Giidiil (Ankara, AKP), and Urla (Izmir, CHP)
rejected my invitation to the study. Employees in Meram (Konya, AKP) and Mihalgazi
(Eskisehir, AKP) did not respond my invitation via phone/e-mail. Municipalities of
Kalecik (Ankara, AKP), Bozkurt (Denizli, CHP), Avcilar (Istanbul, CHP), Konak
(Izmir, CHP) and Kiraz (Izmir, MHP) gave permission for sampling employees in their
municipalities for the current study. They, therefore, composed the current municipality
sample with first time female mayor (n =5).

Figure 3.1.
Sampling Procedure

Metropolitan district municipalities Municipalities with first Exposure group
Exposure with female mayor for the first time time female mayor civil servants
group in municipality history —» | agreed for participation |-»
selection - n =17 (Out of 91 female (n = 5; after discarding n= 147
municipality mayors across Turkey) BDP cases) 46.3% female
Municipalities with male mayor matched with exposure group & Control group
Control agreed to participate (n = 6) civil servants
giroij_p Matching criteria: n= 160
selection a.  Same province & same political party 56.7% female
b.  Districts similar in terms of district size (the number of voters)
& gender composition of population
¢.  Gender composition in the municipality council

| utilize a matched control group sampled from the pool of municipalities with male
mayors located in the same provinces of the exposure group (Ankara, Denizli, Istanbul
& Izmir, see the list of municipalities in Appendix B). The control group was to
account, first, for the history effects (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002). During the data
collection phases, events that co-occur with exposure to female leader (such as media
covers of gender equality issues in the country) might have simultaneously altered
implicit attitudes toward female leadership. A control group that was under the similar
environmental influence might have limited such alternative explanations. The matching
method was to control regional and municipal characteristics that might create baseline
differences on general attitudes toward women in authority positions as well as
employees’ proneness to alter their implicit cognitions about women’s leadership. | tried
to select a control group, which would have similar characteristics with the exposure
group in terms of the following matching criteria.

Same political party: To account for political party level differentiation on

municipalities’ ideological orientations (e.g., Bayraktar, 2007; Kalaycioglu, 2007;
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Kalaycioglu, 2015; Matland & Tezciir, 2011), for example on gender issues, I selected
municipalities that were matched in terms of their affiliated political parties.

Municipality location and population size: Target municipalities presented in
Appendix B were scattered around a large geographical area with diverse sizes of
district population. Given that more rural areas and smaller districts are usually
associated with traditional attitudes toward women in general (Judge & Livingston,
2008), | sampled control group from the same provinces of exposure group
municipalities and from districts with similar population size.

Gender composition of the population and municipality council: Gender
composition of the district population and of municipality council could be proxies for
district and municipal level attitudes toward female mayor candidates. Gender
composition was argued to reconstruct the perceived gender differences and gender
identities, particularly in managerial levels of organizations (e.g., Cohen & Broschak,
2013; Ely, 1995). For example, in her qualitative and quantitative studies, Ely (1995)
found less stereotypical view of females in cases where women are represented at high
levels of the organizational hierarchy. Gender composition might similarly be a proxy
for public and municipality level attitudes toward women at management. Therefore, |
tried to match exposure group versus control group in terms of gender composition of
district population and municipality council. Gender composition of the district
population is defined as the ratio of female citizens to males. Gender composition of the
municipality council reflects the ratio of female municipality council members to male
members.

I invited all municipalities with male mayors who approximately met matching
criteria. Appendix B lists depicted invited ones (in bold). | received permission to
collect data from the following municipalities: Ayas and Altindag® (Ankara, AKP;
matched for Kalecik), Buldan (Denizli, CHP; matched for Bozkurt), Atasehir (Istanbul,
CHP; matched for Avcilar), Cigli (Izmir, CHP; matched for Konak) and Aliaga (Izmir,
MHP; matched for Kiraz). Table 3.1 demonstrates the list of final municipality sample,
the gender of municipality mayors, municipalities’ political party, their vote ratio, the

population demographics of districts and the characteristics of municipality councils.

' got permission only from Altindag (AKP, Ankara) in Ankara as the match group of Kalecik (AKP, Ankara) on
November 2014. The population and municipality size of Altindag municipality was larger than Kalecik. At the end
of data collection at Phase 1, I got access to Ayas (AKP, Ankara) where population and organizational size were
more congruent with Kalecik. | kept both Altindag and Ayas in the sample.
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Table 3.1.

Characteristics of Municipalities (Metropolitan district municipalities, 2015; Municipal law no: 5393, 2005; Local management database,
2014): Those with Female Mayor Represented Exposure Group & Those with Male Mayor Represented Control Group

District population

Municipality council

Mayor Affiliated Party’s vote % of % of members ~ Frequency of  Frequency of  Frequency of

Municipality gender Party ratio female of mayor’s AKP members CHP members MHP members
N Female % N members  affiliated party (females) (females) (females)

Ankara - Female AKP  56.69% 13678 6800  49.71% 11(0) 0.00%  72.73% 8 (0) 1(0) 2 (0)
Kalecik
Ankara - Ayas'  Male AKP 48.90 % 12997 6518 50.15% 11(0) 0.00% 54.55% 6 (0) 4 (0) 1(0)
ﬁﬂﬁ?‘gl Male ~ AKP  63.63% 350507 178045  49.76% 37(9) 24.32%  81.08% 30 (9) 7(0) 0
gggll(zul:t Female CHP 36.24 % 12279 6657 54.21% 11(0) 0.00% 45.45% 0 5(0) 6 (0)
gﬁﬂ;;xz Male CHP 29.72 % 27558 14192 51.50% 14 (1) 7.14% 50.00% 5 (0) 7@) 2 (0)
Eslcrﬁ);l_ Female CHP 44.03 % 407240 202336 49.68% 37(8) 21.62% 56.76% 16 (5) 21 (3) 0
Istanbul- Male  CHP  4970% 405974 204442  50.36% 38(4) 10.53%  60.53% 15 (2) 23 (2) 0
Atagehir
[zmir-Konak Female CHP 46.91 % 385843 197475 51.18% 37(9) 24.32% 72.97% 10 (2) 27 (7) 0
[zmir-Cigli* Male CHP 52.38 % 173667 86572 49.85% 32(6) 18.75% 68.75% 9(2) 22 (4) 1(0)
fzmir-Kiraz ~ Female X}?ﬂ 4248% 44017 21855  49.65% 15(0) 000%  26.67% 4(0) 3(0) 8 (0)
[zmir-Aliaga® Male MHP 31.90 % 80948 37138 45.88% 25(5) 20.00% 36.00% 12 (1) 4(2) 9(2)

Note 1. The numbers in parentheses represented the frequency of women council members. *Matched municipality for Kalecik, 2 Matched municipality for Bozkurt,
¥ Matched municipality for Aveilar, * Matched Municipality for Konak, *> Matched Municipality for Kiraz * Kiraz Municipality Mayor won the elections while
affiliated with MHP but she transferred to AKP during second visit



3.1.1. Respondent sampling procedure

Once target municipalities accepted my invitation for study participation, | visited
municipalities prior to data collection. | explained the data collection procedure during
meetings with the office of private secretary (or directly with mayor), and took their
verbal permission for recruiting volunteer civil servants. During data collection, |
visited each municipality at least four times.

My first visits to municipalities for data collection were around six months after
the election (November-December 2014). | approached each civil servant (n = 350
approximately) during work hours. | individually informed them about the study and
asked for their voluntary participation®. In total 277 civil servants (51.8 % females)
volunteered. In order to limit prior contact with female mayors, | excluded 16
respondents who either were the relative of the mayor, or worked with a woman
municipality mayor in other municipalities. To avoid self-selection bias (Shadish et al.,
2002), | excluded an additional eight respondents who were hired (or transferred from
another municipality) after the elections. Hence, the final sample at the first visit
consisted of 253 civil servants (52.2 % female).

My second visits were three months later (February-March 2015). Out of 253 civil
servants who attended at the first visit, only 198 of them (51.6 % female) were available
(attrition rate = 21.74 %)>. Informal conversations with human resource employees
revealed that dropouts could be higher at my third visit (around May-June) because of
prospected high workload in parallel to June 2015 National Elections. In order to
overcome this potentially increasing attrition rates, | added 54 new respondents (44.4 %
female) in total during second visits.

My third municipality visits were around May-June 2015. Out of 253 civil
servants who attended at the first visit 176 employees (attrition rate = 30.43 %)

> Pilot testing revealed that it would be more efficient for me to visit each municipality unit and approach each
employee for volunteer participation (rather than any employee introduction such as e-mails from department heads
or the office of private secretary).

* The main reason of attrition at Phase 2 was the unavailability of respondents due to seasonal workload around
February-March of specific departments across municipalities, such as Licensing and Inspection Department (Ruhsat
& Denetim Miidiirliigii), Real Estate Department (Emlak Istimlak Miidiirliigii) Department of Environmental
Protection and Control (Cevre Koruma & Kontrol Miidiirliigii) and Property Department (Emlak & istimlak
Miidirligi).



participated. Out of 54 new respondents 38 employees (attrition rate = 29.63 %) were
available.

The fourth and last visits to municipalities were in September 2015 for only new
respondents. Thirty-six civil servants were available out of 54 (attrition rate = 33.33 %).

Comparison of original sample vs. new participants. | compare original sample
and new participants in terms of demographics and municipality characteristics to test
whether the composition of original groups significantly shifted with newcomer
participants at the second visits. As Table 3.2 presents, the original sample and new
participants did not significantly differ in terms of exposure [* (1) = 1.94, n.s.], gender
[* (1) = .18, n.s.], age [ (2) = .50, n.s.], education [ (2) = 2.38, n.s.], municipality
tenure [}* (2) = 3.10, n.s.], sectoral tenure [* (2) = 3.00, n.s.], and prior exposure to
women leader [y* (1) = .01, n.s.]. Results indicated no significant shift in sample
compositions after the addition of new participants at the second visit. Given these
sample similarities, | merged the responses of the original sample and newcomers. | also
dummy coded for their participating condition as original participant (1) versus

newcomer (0), and checked its effect in trajectory analyses.

Table 3.2.
Comparison of Original Sample versus New Participants at Phase 1
Original sample New participants
(n=253) (n =54)
Characteristics Frequency % Frequency %
Exposure to Exposure (n = 147) 119 47.0 % 28 51.9 %
a female leader Control (n = 160) 134 53.0 % 26 48.1%
Gender Female (n = 144) 124 52.1% 20 44.4%
Male (n = 139) 114 47.9% 25 55.6%
Age (years)*
30> (n=175) 62 28.5% 13 29.5%
30-35 (n=74) 60 27.5% 14 31.8%
36 and < (n =113) 96 44.0% 17 38.7%
Education
High school and > (n = 84) 64 30.0% 18 41.9%
Vocational college (n = 58) 49 23.0% 9 20.9%
Bachelor/master (n = 116) 100 46.9% 16 37.2%
Municipality tenure
1.5-5 years (n =97) 76 37.4% 21 51.2%
5 — 15 years (n=91) 80 39.4% 11 26.8%
15 years < (n =56) 47 23.2% 9 22.0%
Sectoral tenure
1.5-5 years (n=86) 67 32.5% 19 46.4%
5 — 15 years (n=86) 75 36.4% 11 26.8%
15 years < (n=75) 64 31.1% 11 26.8%
Prior exposure to
women managers No (n =236) 193 76.9% 43 79.6%
Yes (n = 69) 58 23.1% 11 20.4%
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Table 3.3 demonstrates the frequencies and attrition rates for each municipality
across phases. Brief summary of frequencies across phases are as follows:

Phase 1 sample: consists of 307 civil servants, 253 for original sample recruited
at first visit (n = 119 exposure group & n = 134 control group) and 54 for new
participants recruited at second visit for the first time (n = 28 exposure group & n = 26
control group).

Phase 2 sample: consists of 236 respondents, 198 for original sample (n = 90
exposure group & n = 108 control group) and 38 for new participants (n = 20 exposure
group & n = 18 control group). Attrition rates are 21.74% for original sample (24.37%
exposure group & 19.40% control group) and 29.63% for new participants (28.57%
exposure group & 30.77% control group).

Phase 3 sample: consists of 212 respondents, 176 for original sample (n = 72
exposure group & n = 104 control group) & 36 for new participants (n = 20 exposure
group & n = 16 control group). Attrition rates are 30.43% for original sample (39.50%
exposure group & 22.39% control group) and 33.33% for new participants (28.57%
exposure group & 38.46% control group).

3.1.2. Respondent characteristics & sample matching analyses

Table 3.4.a illustrates the socio-demographics and municipality characteristics. |
compared the respondent and sample characteristics of exposure group and control
group for matching. | extensively presented the potential gender difference on attitudes
toward female leadership in general. | therefore tried to control for any potential
influence of participant gender by matching two samples in terms of gender. | also tried
to match for age and education. Participant age and education can indicate cognitive
fluency, which can interfere with performance in latency measures (Siegel, Dougherty
& Huber, 2012). Particularly 1ATs involve task switching abilities and learning of the
task that require fluency in cognitive processing and known to be related with age and
experience through education (Siegel et al., 2012). Moreover, although | sampled
employees who have not worked with a female mayor in municipalities, employees may
still be exposed to female managers in their work life and therefore may have more

positive or negative approach to female leadership. The lack of group differences on
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prior exposure to female leadership at work and tenure indicators can account for such
an effect. Chi square analyses do not show any significant group differences in terms of
participant gender, age, education, prior exposure to women’s leadership at work, or
municipal tenure, except sectoral tenure, y* (2) = 6.27, p < .05. Control group has
higher levels of tenured employees compared to exposure group. Analyses also reveal
no significant group differences in terms of the gender composition of district
population and municipality council. As argued before, the lack of group differences on
organizational demographics is critical in matching two samples in terms of potential
perceived gender differences (Cohen & Broschak, 2013; Ely, 1995). | also checked the
representativeness of mayor’s party in the council (i.e., had higher than 50% seats in the
council) to account for mayor’s power/influence over municipality decisions. There was
no significant group difference on the party representativeness in the council at the end
of the second data collection. Yet, the mayor of Kiraz municipality transferred to
another political party, resulting in higher representativeness of male mayors’ affiliated
political parties in the council, * (2) = 6.27, p < .05, at the beginning of third data
collection. Taken together, these results support overall matching in terms of socio-
demographic and municipality characteristics, except for the sectoral tenure. I control
for sectoral tenure in statistical analysis prior to hypothesis testing.

3.1.3. Participant attrition analyses

| explore any systematic pattern in participant attritions across data collection
phases (Graham, 2009; Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2010; Schafer & Graham,
2002). Attrition or drop out occurs when not all participants attend to any subsequent
phase of data collection. It is a common but usually unavoidable threat to the validity of
longitudinal studies (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002).
As shown at Table 3.3, attrition rates range from 21.74 % to 39.50 % across the
exposure group and the control group in the present study. This range of attrition rates is
in parallel to rates found in longitudinal studies in general (see, Ployhart & Vandenberg,
2010). | assessed shift in sample composition and any systematic/-non-random
missingness because of dropouts. Dropouts might have shifted socio-demographic and

municipality characteristics of exposure group versus control group, which might have
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accounted for observed changes/stability in implicit prejudice and implicit stereotypes
toward female leadership.

Besides, non-random missingness may have occurred for participants who have
specific socio-demographic characteristics and/or specific range of baseline implicit
stereotyping and prejudice toward female leadership. Non-random missingness means
that the missingness of X may depend on variable Y. This is also called as missing not
at random (Schafer & Graham, 2002). For example, those who may have had higher
implicit prejudice toward female leadership would have been reluctant to attend
subsequent phases of data collection. If missingness is systematic - missing at random
or completely at random - then the missingness of variable X is independent of other
variables for a given subject and between participants.

In order to assess any systematic missingness of participants and any shifts in
sample compositions across phases — i.e., attrition/drop-out rates, | followed the
following recommendations in past literature (e.g., Asendorpf, van de Schoot, Denissen
& Hutterman, 2014; Bentein, Vandenberghe, Vandenberg & Stinglhamber, 2005;
Byrne, 2010; Cheung, 2007; Hair et al., 2010; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010):

First, | classified participants into four groups: 1) Group 1 consisted of those who
only attended Phase 1 (n = 71, 23.1%), 2) Group 2 attended Phase 1 and Phase 2 (n =
24, 7.8%), 3) Group 3 attended Phase 1 and Phase 3 but not at Phase 2 (n = 4, 1.3%),
and 4) Group 4 consisted of those who attended all three phases (n = 208, 67.8%).
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Table 3.3.

The Frequency of Participants & Attrition Rates among Municipalities across Phases

PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3
Attrition . . .
. Attrition % . Attrition Attrition % .
Municipality Volunteers Noriginal N“_‘EW F"T‘al Noriginal ori(y?nal N“_‘EW for new F"Tlal Noriginal %0 original N“_‘*’W for new F',Tlal
participants Sar?]ple participants participants sample participants participants
Avcilar 41 40 19 59 31 22.50% 15 21.05% 46 28 30.00% 15 21.05% 43
Bozkurt 15 14 0 14 12 14.29% 0 - 12 6 57.14% 0 - 6
Kalecik 12 11 9 20 8 27.27% 5 44.44% 13 7 36.36% 5 44.44% 12
Kiraz 16 14 0 14 11 21.43% 0 - 11 10 28.57% 0 - 10
Konak 46 40 0 40 28 30.00% 0 - 28 21 47.50% 0 - 21
Exposure group 130 119 28 147 90 24.37% 20 28.57% 110 72 39.50% 20 28.57% 92
Aliaga5 27 24 8 32 19 20.83% 6 25.00% 25 19 20.83% 6 25.00% 25
Altlndagl 32 25 3 28 20 20.00% 3 0.00% 23 21 16.00% 3 0.00% 24
Atasehir3 21 20 8 28 18 10.00% 6 25.00% 24 17 15.00% 5 37.50% 22
Buldan? 19 18 1 19 13 27.78% 0 100.00% 13 11 38.89% 0 100.00% 11
Cigli4 32 31 6 37 25 19.35% 3 50.00% 28 25 19.35% 2 66.67% 27
Ayas1 16 16 0 16 13 18.75% 0 - 13 11 31.25% 0 - 11
Control group 147 134 26 160 108 19.40% 18 30.77% 126 104 22.39% 16 38.46% 120
Overall sample 277 253 54 307 198 21.74% 38 29.63% 236 176 30.43% 36 33.33% 212

Note 1. Matched municipality for Kalecik, Z Matched municipality for Bozkurt, *Matched municipality for Avcilar, * Matched Municipality for Konak, > Matched
Municipality for Kiraz
Note 2. At my first visit to municipalities (November-December 2014), | collected data from 254 respondents (original sample) in their Phase 1. At second visit
(Feb-March 2015) 198 of them attended (Phase 2 of original sample) and 54 new participants added (Phase 1 of new participants). At third visit (May-June 2015),
176 of original sample (Phase 3 for original sample) and 38 of new ones (Phase 2 of newcomers) participated. At fourth visit (Sept. 2015), 36 of newcomers were
available in their Phase 3.
Note 3. Initial N: The frequency of all civil servants who volunteered for participation at first municipality visit.
Nariginai: The frequency of participants who were eligible for the selection criteria (e.g., those who were not relatives of mayor, not worked with female mayor
before, or did not start to work after elections) at first visit.
Nnew participants: The frequency of participants who were added to the original sample at second visit (three months after the first data collection).

Final N: The total number of participants attended at each phase.

Attrition %: The dropout rates of participants. Baselines were Phase 1 frequencies.



Table 3.4.a.
Sample Characteristics & Group Level Comparisons for Matching

Exposure Group Control Group
N = 147 N =160
Participant characteristics Frequency % Frequency %
Gender® Female (n = 147) 57 46.3% 90 56.2%
Male (n = 136) 66 53.7% 70 43.8%
Age (years)®
30> (n=75) 32 29.9% 43 27.7%
30-35(n=74) 33 30.8% 41 26.5%
36 and < (n=113) 42 39.3% 71 45.8%
Education®
High school and > (n = 85) 31 25.8% 54 33.8%
Vocational college (n = 71) 27 22.5% 44 27.4%
Bachelor/master (n = 124) 62 51.7% 62 38.8%
Municipality tenure®
1.5-5 years (n = 103) 50 47.6% 53 33.1%
5— 15 years (n = 100) 33 31.4% 67 41.9%
15 years < (n = 62) 22 21.0% 40 25.0%
Sectoral tenure®
1.5-5 years (n=87) 44 40.7% 43 26.9%
5 — 15 years (n=96) 36 33.4% 60 37.5%
15 years < (n =85) 28 25.9% 57 35.6%
Prior exposure to women
leader No (n=189) 79 74.5% 110 68.6%
Yes (n =77) 27 25.5% 50 31.4%
Municipality characteristics
Ratio of female citizens
in district? <50 % (n = 195) 94 62.4% 101 63.1%
>50% (n =112) 53 37.6% 59 36.9%
Ratio of female council
members %" <15% (n = 107) 54 34.0% 53 33.1%
>15% (n = 200) 93 66.0% 107 66.9%
Ratio of council members of
of mayor’s affiliated <50% (n=161) 82 58.2% 69 43.1%
party' >50% (n = 156) 65 41.8% 91 56.9%

Note. Matching tests suggesting no group difference except for sectoral tenure and the representativeness
of mayor’s party affiliation: *X? (1) = 2.22, n.s.; ® X2 (2) = 1.17, n.s.; °X? (2) = 4.98, n.s; °X? (2) =5.71,
no.z.; X% (2) = 6.27, p<.05;"X* (1) =.22, n.s; 9X* (3) = 1.59 n.s., "X* (1) = .24, n.s.,, 'X? (1) =6.27, p <
Second, | compared their socio-demographic characteristics via chi-square tests
(I discarded Group 3 from comparisons because they were few in number, 1.3 %). As
shown at Table 3.4.b, groups were not statistically different in terms of exposure to a
female leader, * (2) = .18, n.s; gender, »* (2) = .18, n.s; age, »° (4) = 2.56, n.s;
education, »* (4) = 7.23, n.s; municipality tenure, »* (4) = .95, n.s; sectoral tenure, y*
(4) = 5.62, n.s; prior exposure to a female leader % (2) = 1.49, n.s. Third, | assessed

any systematic difference in their IAT D scores at Phase 1. One-way ANOVA showed



that Phase 1 measure of GL-IAT, F (2, 281) = 1.68, n.s., and P-1AT, F (2, 299) = .10,
n.s., did not differ across groups, supporting missingness at random and no shift in
sample composition. Hence, analyses did not produce any detectable systematic
dropouts or any potential data biases because of attritions. In most longitudinal studies,
one main source of missingness (attrition rates) was methods to assure anonymity
(Cheung, 2007; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). In the present study, employees
determined their own identification number as their unique codes of participation.

| used identification numbers to match repeated observations across phases®.
This method was highly recommended to address ethical issues and to support data
quality (Cheung, 2007; Shadish et al., 2002). Indeed, the anonymity system motivated
employees to participate. However, as suggested by Cheung (2007) limited information
on the identity of participants often deters matching repeated measures. This study
partly faces with the problem of mismatch among identity numbers in particularly Phase
2, explaining some part of attrition. Moreover, participants are reluctant to report, for
example, basic demographics®. Cheung (2007), indeed, argued that such missingness
might be inevitable despite the anonymity system. Hence, although self-determined
identification number system decreased participants’ initial distress and motivated them
to participate in repeated measurements, it created missingness at repeated

measurements.

*1, nevertheless, informally recorded less personal information (e.g., their location in the municipality, their physical
characteristics) and matched with their identity number following each session.

> In the present study, some employees did not report demographics (e.g., gender, tenure) even if they were civil
servants (and hence have high job security protected strictly by civil servant laws). When asked, they said that one
could easily identify them in the municipality by considering demographics. This happened despite repeated
assurance of anonymity and confidentiality. Personal communications with Turkish scholars confirmed the presence
of such an attitude in other studies and in other types of governmental or private sector organizations. Some refused
to provide their evaluations about mayor in self-report scales.
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Table 3.4.b.
Comparison of Attrition Groups on Socio-Demographics & Phase 1 GL-IAT & P-IAT D
Scores.

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
(n=71) (n =24) (n=4) (n =208)
Characteristics n % n % n % n %

Exposure to a female leader?
Exposure (n = 137) 35 493 % 12 50.0% 4 100.0% 86  41.3%
Control (n = 170) 36 50.7% 12 50.0% 0 0.0% 122 58.7%

Gender” Female (n = 149) 28 56.0% 12 57.1% 2 50.0% 107 51.4%
Male (h = 134) 22 44.0% 9 42.9% 2 50.0% 101 48.6%
Age (years)*
30> (n=175) 14 36.8% 29.5% 1 25.0% 55 27.1%
30-35 (n=74) 9 23.7% 31.8% 2 50.0% 58  28.6%
36 and < (n =113) 15  39.5% 7 38.7% 1 25.0% 90 44.3%
Education®
High school & > (n = 82) 16 42.1% 47.1% 0 0.0% 58 29.4%
Vocational college (n = 58) 8 21.1% 11.8% 2 50.0% 46  23.4%
Bachelor/master (n = 116) 14  36.8% 7 41.1% 2 50.0% 93  47.2%
Municipality tenure®
5 years > (n = 97) 15 41.7% 37.5% 2 50.0% 74 39.4%
5— 15 years(n = 91) 14 38.9% 43.8% 1 25.0% 69 36.7%
15 years < (n = 56) 7 19.4% 3 188% 1 25.0% 45  23.9%
Sectoral tenure'
Syears>(n=86) 15 41.7% 187% 2 50.0% 66  34.5%
5 — 15 years (n = 86) 13 36.1% 56.3% 1 25.0% 63  33.0%
15 years < (n = 75) 8  22.2% 4  250% 1 25.0% 62  32.5%

(SN
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Prior exposure to female

leader®
Yes(n=58) 10 16.7% 4  182% 1 25.0% 43 20.7%
No(n=236) 50 83.3% 18 81.8% 3 75.0% 165  79.3%
M  SD M SD M SD
GL-IAT Ph 1" (n=291) 12 34 -06 .38 - - .07 30
P-IAT Ph1' (n = 305) -16 51 -18 58 - - -17 31

Note. GL-IAT: Gender Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-IAT: Prejudice Implicit Association Test.

Longitudinal studies commonly deal with attrition by discarding incomplete
cases from the study as in listwise deletion method. For studies with relatively small
sample sizes, inflated standard errors after case deletion might create estimation
inefficiencies in longitudinal data analyses (Cheung, 2007; Graham, 2009). Besides,
subject discarding in listwise deletion can be misleading especially if there are
systematic differences between respondents and non-respondents. However, in the
present study, the number of respondents who attended all three phases (n = 208) is
acceptable for a longitudinal study in general and for growth curve models in particular
(Cheung, 2007; Graham, 2009). The current attrition findings disconfirm any such
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systematic difference between respondents versus non-respondents. Therefore, | prefer
listwise deletion and incorporate only the data of Group 1 who attended the three phases
of data collection (exposure group n = 86; control group n = 122) into trajectory

analyses.

3.2.Variables and Measures

Data collection materials involve implicit association tests — i.e., Gender-Leadership
IAT (GL-IAT) and Prejudice IAT (P-IAT) — and self-report survey measures. Table 3.5

presents variables and their measures across data collection phases.

3.2.1. Measures of implicit attitudes toward female leadership: Implicit
Association Tests (IATS)

| assessed implicit attitudes via Implicit Association Tests (IATs). It allows
relatively easy administration and, with its recent refinements, a more elaborative
algorithm for the evaluation of implicit attitudes (Greenwald, Nosek & Banaji, 2003;
Nosek et al., 2007a). It is accepted as the most popular and relatively reliable latency
measure among measures of implicit attitudes (Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlman &
Banaji, 2009; Lane et al., 2007; Nosek, Smyth, Hansen, Devos, Lindner, Ranganath et
al., 2007b; Payne & Gawronski, 2010). IAT provides an opportunity to capture sub-
conscious and automatic associations in attitudes toward female leadership at work
setting. IAT requires respondents to categorize each stimulus into one of the paired
labels as fast and as correct as they can. The logic is that if the test taker is slower and is
making more errors in the categorization for two paired labels (e.g., female-leadership
and male-followership) compared to alternative labels (e.g., male-leadership and
female-followership), then the associations between two paired labels (female and
leadership) are weaker in the mind.

I measured implicit stereotypical and implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female
leadership via Gender-Leadership IAT (GL-IAT) and Prejudice IAT (P-IAT),
respectively. All IATs were developed and run via the Inquisit 4.0.3 computer software
(2013). Both GL-IAT and P-IAT have the standard procedure (Nosek et al., 2007a).
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Test-takers were seated in front of the computer screen. The program, first, presented
standard IAT instructions. Two pairs of labels appear on upper right and upper left of a
black screen (see, schematic illustrations of tests on Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3). Stimuli
(e.g., words or images) randomly appear at the center of the screen. Test takers should
categorize stimuli as quickly and correctly as possible either by pressing left or right
key. If the response is correct, another stimulus appears. If the response is false, then a
red X sign emerges until a response was registered. Each IAT takes 10 minutes on

average to administer.

Table 3.5.
Variables and Measures across Phases

Variables Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3

Implicit attitudes toward
female leadership

Implicit stereotyping  GL-IAT GL-IAT GL-IAT
Implicit prejudice  P-IAT P-1AT P-IAT
Content of leadership prototype ILTs scale - ILTs scale

Perceived leader characteristics
Leader success  Perceived municipality Perceived
performance scale municipality -
performance scale

Agency-communal  Perceived Agency- Perceived Agency-
characteristic ~ Communality of Mayor Communality of
Scale Mayor Scale i
Subjective experience with the Quantity of interaction Quantity of
leader scale interaction scale
LMX-MDM LMX-MDM
Interactional justice Interactional justice
scale scale

Follower characteristic
Gender identity  BSRI

Note. BSRI: Bem Sex Role Inventory, GL-IAT: Gender-Leadership Implicit Association Test, ILTs
scale: Implicit Leadership Theories Scale, LMX-MDM: Leader Member Exchange Multi-dimensional
scale, P-1AT: Prejudice Implicit Association Test.

The categorization procedure follows 7-block structure and 120 trials in total. The
program provides instructions at the beginning of each block. The program, Inquisit,
automatically recorded the latencies and the correctness of all responses. Latencies and

errors in sorting categories and attributes are proxies for the strength of association
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among the cognitive representations of female and leadership in mind (Greenwald et al.,
2003; Nosek et al., 2007a).

The following sections separately describe these IAT characteristics for Gender-
Leadership IAT (GL-1AT) and Prejudice IAT (P-1AT). I present detailed information on
stimuli generation, the structure of blocks and the number of trials for each test below,

and then subsequently introduce scoring, reliability and validity issues.

3.2.2. Implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership: Gender-
Leadership IAT (GL-IAT)

| assessed cognitive associations between female and leadership concepts via GL-
IAT. Bayazit, Czukor, Dural and Ozalp-Tiiretgen (2014) developed GL-IAT and tested
it on an undergraduate student sample. | contextualized the test to the municipality
setting by using municipality mayor and municipality employee labels (instead of team
leader and team follower labels used in the original version). Such modification is used
to adopt the test to the immediate context (De Houwer & Moors, 2010; Olson & Fazio,
2006) - i.e., municipality. All other stimuli and the procedure are similar to Bayazit and

colleagues’ (2014) version. Table 3.6 demonstrates categories/labels and test stimuli.

Table 3.6.
Stimuli of GL- IAT
Female names  Male names Municipality mayor Municipality personnel
(Kadin) (Erkek) (Belediye baskani) (Belediye caligani)
Ayse Ahmet Coordinator (Koordine eden)  Team player (Takim oyuncusu)
Elif Arda Encouraging (Yireklendiren) Compliant (S6z dinleyen)
Esra Emre Far-sighted (ileri goriislii) Cooperative (Isbirligine yatkin)
Fatma Hasan Guiding (Yol gosteren) Loyal (Sadakatli)
Merve Murat Inspiring (ilham veren) Obedient (Itaatkar)
Ozlem Omer Visionary (Vizyoner) Agreeable (Uyumlu)

GL-IAT stimuli generation and content validity. The selection of representative

items for each category is recommended to support the validity of IATs (Mitchell,
Nosek & Banaji, 2003; Nosek, Greenwald & Banaji, 2005). In other words, stimuli
(e.g., the item “coordinator”) should clearly represent the associated label (e.g., the label

municipality mayor). To assure the representativeness of items, Bayazit and colleagues
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(2014) generated a list of items that represent the most typical follower and leader,
basing on results of their large qualitative study conducted in a Turkish employee
sample. They also considered past findings on the leadership conceptions of employees
in Turkey (e.g., Aycan, 2006; House et al., 2004; Kabasakal et al., 2011; Kabasakal &
Bodur, 2007; Ozalp-Tiiretgen & Cesur, 2010; Siimer, 2006; Tabak, Kiziloglu & Tiirkdz,
2013). Then, they asked a sample of 20 students to rate the degree of typicality of items
in terms of leadership versus followership. They selected the most representative six
items for leadership and six items for follower categories as seen on Table 3.7.
Similarly, they selected six names for females and six names for males from the list of
the most frequently used names in Turkey (Civil registration statistics, 2013).

The salience asymmetry (Rothermund & Wentura, 2004) might be threat to the
content and construct validity of IATs in general. Salience asymmetry refers to the
possibility that some categories in IATs might be perceptually more salient and
therefore grouped together quicker than other category-attribute pairs. For example, if a
category or an attribute is more familiar to respondents compared to other stimuli, they
will be easily associated and grouped regardless of stimuli content. The lack of
familiarity with any stimulus might potentially be a source of test artifact (e.g.,
Dasgupta, Greenwald & Banaji, 2003, but also see Nosek et al., 2007a), because the
categorization of unfamiliar stimuli may not reflect the strength of association but
simply the lag due to the effort needed to understand the item. In GL-IAT, Bayazit and
colleagues (2014) tried to select particularly common leadership - followership items
that are frequently used in daily language as well as the most commonly used names.

The salience asymmetry can also derive from the valence of stimuli
(Rothermund & Wentura, 2004). For example, relatively high positive valence for a
category-attribute pair might be associated more easily than other pairs. In order to
avoid such valence effects, Bayazit and colleagues (2014) asked students to rate the
valence of each leadership and followership item in the pilot testing of GL-IAT. The
researchers considered the emotional neutrality of leadership-followership items during
item selection for GL-IAT. Attributes for gender categories — i.e., names — did not yield
any systematic emotionality. We avoided names that can potentially convey

traditionally negative or positive stereotypic cue, or exemplar leaders’ names.

89



GL-IAT blocks and trials. Table 3.7 presents blocks and the number of GL-IAT

trials. GL-IAT is composed of seven blocks - each containing either 20 trials or 40 trials

of categorization.

Table 3.7.
Blocks and trials in GL-IAT
Block # of Labels on Top Left Labels on Top Right
trails
1 (practice) 20 Male (Erkek) Female (Kadin)
2 (practice) 20 Municipality mayor Municipality employee
(Belediye bagkant) (Belediye calisani)
3 (compatible) 20 Male or Municipality Mayor Female or Municipality employee
(Erkek veya Belediye bagkant) (Kadin veya Belediye ¢alisani)
4 (compatible) 20 Male or Municipality Mayor Female or Municipality employee
(Erkek veya Belediye bagkant) (Kadin veya Belediye ¢alisani)
5 (practice) 40 Female (Kadin) Male (Erkek)
6 (incompatible) 40 Female or Municipality Mayor Male or Municipality employee
(Kadin veya Belediye baskani) (Erkek veya Belediye calisant)
7 (incompatible) 40 Female or Municipality Mayor Male or Municipality employee
(Kadin veya Belediye baskani) (Erkek veya Belediye calisani)

The program first presents the standard instructions of IAT. It then trains test
takers in practice blocks. Participants categorize female/male names or
leadership/followership characteristics by pressing the left key (W) or the right key (P).
Participants first distinguish male and female names (Block 1). For example, a female
name (“Esra”) appears on the middle of the screen. Respondent should press right key
given that “female” gender label located on the right top of the screen at Block 1 (see
Table 3.7). Names randomly appear within 20 trials. Respondents, then, categorize
municipality mayor (leadership) and municipality employee (followership)
characteristics (Block 2) within 20 trials on same designed keys.

Following the practice blocks, Block 3 and Block 4 present contrasting two
paired labels (i.e., male or municipality mayor on left, female or municipality employee
on right) on top of the screen (see, Table 3.7). This time either characteristics or names
randomly appear on the middle of the screen. If a male name or leader characteristic
appears, test taker should press left key. If a female name or follower characteristic
appears, s/he should press right button. Block 3 and Block 4 are compatible blocks

given that paired labels are theoretically assigned as compatible (i.e., male-municipality

90



mayor versus female-municipality personnel) (see, Figure 3.2.b). Each block has 20
trials.

Block 3 and Block 4 are followed by a practice block in which male and female
labels are switched (Block 5). As seen on Table 3.7, test takers press left key for female
names and right key for male names. Then test takers distinguish names or
characteristics for female-municipality mayor and male-municipality employee pairs on
Block 6 and Block 7. These blocks are incompatible blocks, because labels are
theoretically incompatible with each other (i.e., female-municipality mayor versus male-
municipality employee) (see, Figure 3.2.b). The scoring involves the comparison of
latencies and errors in compatible blocks versus incompatible blocks as an indicator of
cognitive  associations  between  male-leadership ~ versus  female-leadership

representations in mind.

Figure 3.2.a. Figure 3.2.b.

A schematic illustration of A schematic illustration of
Compatible block for GL-AT Incompatible block for GL-IAT
Male Female Female (Y E:]
or or or or
municipality municipality municipality municipality
leader employee leader employee

Visionary

As seen on Table 3.7, GL-IAT doubles the number of trials for Block 5, Block 6
and Block 7 — i.e., 40 trials instead of 20 trials. This is important to avoid order effect:
respondents can over-learn the task on initial block. Such over-learning can increase the
strength of association in the first two combined tasks compared to the second sets of
combined tasks (Greenwald et al., 1998). Doubling of trials extend the practice with
switched categories and can effectively avoid over-learning (Nosek et al., 2005).

| counterbalanced the order in which the participants performed compatible blocks
and incompatible blocks across participants as recommended by Greenwald and Nosek
(2001). The program automatically records the order of presentation of compatible
versus incompatible blocks. 1, then, check the order effect in GL-IAT. One-way
ANOVA indicated no significant difference between the order of blocks on GL-IAT
Phase 1 score, F (1, 306) =.476, n.s., GL-IAT Phase 2 score, F (1, 233) =.153, n.s., and,
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GL-IAT Phase 3 score, F (1, 206) = .783, n.s. Given that GL-IAT scores are not
different in terms of the order of presentation of compatible blocks versus the
incompatible blocks, | proceed to analyses with merged GL-IAT scores of all block

orders.

3.2.3. Implicit prejudice toward female leadership: Prejudice IAT (P-1AT)

| assessed implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership via P-IAT. |
adopted Race Prejudice IAT of Rudman and colleagues (2001) to gender and leadership
context. P-IAT presents female leader versus male leader image for leader categories
and pleasant versus unpleasant words as positive/negative attributes. Table 3.8 presents
test stimuli of P-1AT.

Table 3.8.
Stimuli for P-1AT
Female leader Male leader Pleasant Unpleasant
(Kadin lider) (Erkek lider) (Olumlu) (Olumsuz)
; Goodness (lyilik) Hate (Nefret)

Awesome (Harika)

Fun (Eglence)

Health (Saglik)

Likeable (Sevilen)

Terrible (Berbat)

Doom (Kasvet)

Harm (Zarar)

Repellent (itici)

P-1AT stimuli generation and content validity: | tried to select the most

representative stimuli for labels/categories (Mitchell et al., 2003) and the familiar items
for respondents (Dasgupta et al., 2003; Rothermund & Wentura, 2004). | used pleasant
and unpleasant words used in previous studies that measured implicit prejudice via IAT
(i.e., Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman et al., 2001). In an initial pilot testing (n = 14, 5%
female), employees rated a list of positive and negative words in terms of pleasantness
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on a 7 point Likert scale (1: Very unpleasant, “Olduk¢a olumsuz”, 7: Very pleasant,
“Oldukg¢a olumlu™). Words such as friend (arkadas), calm (dingin), honest (diiriist), fun
(eglence), awesome (harika), piece (huzur), goodness (iyilik), pleasure (keyif), miracle
(mucize), happiness (mutluluk), pleasant (olumlu), health (saglik), likeable (sevilen),
holiday (tatil) and compliant (uyumlu) were rated as the most pleasant words. Words
such as trouble (bela), terrible (berbat), bomb (bomba), murder (cinayet), worry
(endise), unrestful (huzursuz), gloom (hiiziin), repellent (itici), accident (kaza), doom
(kasvet), hate (nefret), attack (saldir1), distress (sikint1) and harm (zarar) were rated as
the most unpleasant words.

The salience asymmetry among these words could be a source of bias
particularly for P-IAT since the negativity of unpleasant words could be more salient
compared to the positivity of pleasant words. Researchers suggested that such salience
effect might not be so strong if the salience of competing categories and attributes is not
at extreme levels (see, Nosek et al., 2007b; Rothermund & Wenture, 2004). Therefore, |
carefully sorted out pleasant and unpleasant words by matching their degree of
pleasantness versus unpleasantness. The most pleasant and unpleasant words were
identified. I, furthermore, preferred gender-neutral attributed based on sex role measures
and studies in Turkey (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005), as shown at Table 3.8.

In the pilot test, | showed various images of 15 male and 15 female leader
figures one by one to each respondent. Images depicted a silhouette or real life leader
who seemed as if he or she is leading or located in front of a group of followers. | asked
to describe what they saw in a given image and recorded their open-ended responses.
Then, they rated the emotional valence of each image. As explained earlier, the
representativeness (Nosek et al., 2007a), the familiarity of the images (Rothermund &
Wentura, 2004) and selecting the emotionally neutral ones (Greenwald et al., 2009) are
critical. Considering these issues, | selected five images which pilot respondents only
described as the image of a male leader or a female leader with a team of his/her
followers.

P-1AT blocks and trials. Table 3.9 illustrates blocks and the trials of P-1AT.

Similar to GL-IAT, P-1AT consists of 7-block structure. Following the presentation of

standard instructions, Block 1 trains participants to categorize images of male leader by
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pressing left key (R) and those of female leader by pressing right key (1) (20 trials).
Participants practiced pleasant and unpleasant categories at Block 2 (20 trials).

Block 3 (20 trials) and Block 4 (trials) are compatible blocks (see, Figure 3.3.a)
which present paired labels: male leader-or-pleasant versus female leader-or-unpleasant.
As noted before in order to avoid over-learning of categorizing, the test doubles the
number of trails in Blocks 5, 6 and 7 (Greenwald et al., 1998).

Table 3.9.
Blocks and Trials of P-IAT
Block # of trails Labels on Top Left Labels on Top Right
1 (practice) 20 Male leader (Erkek lider) Female leader (Kadin lider)
2 (practice) 20 Pleasant word (Olumlu ifade)  Unpleasant word (Olumsuz ifade)
3 (compatible) 20 Male leader or pleasant Female leader or unpleasant
(Erkek lider veya olumlu) (Kadin lider veya olumsuz)
4 (compatible) 20 Male leader or pleasant Female leader or unpleasant
(Erkek lider veya olumlu) (Kadin lider veya olumsuz)
5 (practice) 40 Female leader (Kadin lider) Male leader (Erkek lider)
6 (incompatible) 40 Female leader or pleasant Male leader or unpleasant
(Kadin lider veya olumlu) (Erkek lider veya olumsuz)
7 (incompatible) 40 Female leader or pleasant Male leader or unpleasant
(Kadin lider veya olumlu) (Erkek lider veya olumsuz)

Block 5 requests participants to press left key for female leader images and right key for
male leader images. Block 6 and Block 7 are incompatible blocks (see, Figure 3.3.b),
including the following paired labels: female leader-or-pleasant versus male leader-or-

unpleasant words.

Figure 3.3.a. Figure 3.3.b.

A schematic illustration of A schematic illustration of
Compatible block for P-AT Incompatible block for P-1AT
Male Leader Female Leader Female Leader Male Leader
Or Or Or Or
Pleasant Unpleasant Pleasant Unpleasant

Repellent

As in GL-IAT, | counterbalanced the order of compatible/incompatible blocks
across participants (Greenwald & Nosek, 2001). | checked the order effect of P-IAT.
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One-way ANOVA indicates no significant difference between the order of blocks on P-
IAT Phase 1 score, F (1, 306) = .069, n.s.; P-IAT Phase 2 score, F (1, 235) =.113, n.s.,
and P-IAT Phase 3 score, F (1, 208) = .360, n.s. Given that P-IAT scores are not
different in terms of the order of presentation of compatible blocks versus the
incompatible blocks, | proceeded to analyses with merged P-1AT scores of all block

orders.

3.2.4. The reliability and validity of GL-IAT and P-1AT

Issues in reliability. IAT is accepted as the most reliable implicit measure, yet it

has relatively low reliability coefficient rates compared to classical self-report scales
(Lane et al., 2007; Nosek et al., 2007b). Points above .60 are commonly accepted as
good indication of internal consistency for latency based measures, yet the correlations
were found to be as low as .40. IATs’ test-retest reliability might even be more
problematic (e.g., Cunnigham et al., 2001). Previous studies showed that the test-re-test
reliability of IAT measures ranged from .20 (e.g., Cunningham et al., 2001) to .69 (see,
Egloff, Schwerdtfeger & Schmukle, 2005; Lane et al., 2007).

The task-irrelevant variability of response latencies and high sensitivity of IATs
to immediate context are common reasons of lower levels of IAT reliability coefficients
(Blair, 2002; Cunnigham et al., 2001). Task irrelevant variability is partly due to
diversities in testing conditions (e.g., environmental distracters). To limit task-irrelevant
variability (Lane et al., 2007) and partly the variability in immediate context, | tried to
standardize the testing conditions across participants. The program provides standard
instructions; tests were conducted in a relatively quiet test environment; and | verbally
instructed respondents in one-by-one sessions (this was detailed in Procedure section).
The context sensitivity of IAT can be also tied to the automatic activation of cognitive
representations of immediate context (e.g., current organizational experience) when
participants see IAT stimuli (Cunnigham et al., 2001; Lane et al., 2007). Municipality
label based GL-IAT can deal with such context based sensitivity by narrowing the
attention of participants to the current organization rather than their broader experiences

with female leadership in general.
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| calculated internal consistencies of GL-IAT and P-IAT by Cronbach alpha
coefficient estimation on four parcels of each IAT (see, Karpinski & Steinman, 2006;
Schmukle & Egloff, 2006; Sriram &Greenwald, 2009). | correlated D scores of Phase 1
and Phase 2 for only control group to examine test-retest reliabilities. In order to
account for error variances due to task-irrelevant variability across time, | further
longitudinally analyzed the measurement models on parcels of GL-IAT and P-IAT. The
result section demonstrates reliability findings in detail.

Issues in the construct validity of 1ATs. | partially test the construct validity of

IATs by examining the relationships between Phase 1 IAT scores and the scores
obtained from the explicit evaluations of actual woman mayors (e.g., the perceived
success of mayor) (see, Results section). Past research indicated that the scores of IATs
and direct measures such as self-report surveys can have varying degrees of correlations
for a given attitude subject (e.g., Nosek, 2005). In classic self-report scales, this might
make the convergent validity of scale questionable. In implicit tests realm it might be
the result of construct level differentiation of implicit versus explicit attitudes in mind
(De Houwer & Moors, 2010; Nosek, 2005). For example, participants may have lower
introspection due to automaticity and unconsciousness involved in implicit association
tests compared to explicit ones (Nosek, 2005).

In addition to construct level differentiation, Nosek (2005) argued that intra-
individual variables (e.g., self-presentation concerns in surveys) as well as attitude
content (e.g., whether attitude has bipolar structure or one-sided dimension) can
moderate the strength of relations among implicit and explicit evaluations. Considering
all these arguments, | will be cautious about evaluating the correlations between IATS
and self-report measures as disconfirming/confirming evidence of IAT’s convergent
validity.

In terms of predictive validity of IAT, contradicting meta-analytical findings
exist (see, Greenwald et al., 2009; Greenwald, Banaji & Nosek, 2015; Oswald, Mitchell,
Blanton, Jaccard & Tetlock, 2013; Oswald, Mitchell, Blanton, Jaccard & Tetlock,
2015). The accumulating evidence, however, suggested that albeit low effect size levels,
IAT D scores are still accounting for subtle cognitive and behavioral outcomes in
diverse contexts, such as cumulative discriminative tendencies in the society (see,
Greenwald et al., 2015).
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There also has been debate on whether association strengths measured by IATS
reflect personally unique prejudicial/stereotypic attitudes versus cultural beliefs about
the attitude object (e.g., Arkes & Tetlock, 2004; Olson & Fazio, 2004; Tetlock & Arkes,
2004). Accordingly, participants may tend to reflect their cultural knowledge about
attitude object rather than their true attitudes during IAT tasks. Olson and Fazio (2004),
similarly, argued that such knowledge on cultural norms about a given attitude might
contaminate personal tendencies.

Greenwald and colleagues (Banaji, Nosek & Greenwald, 2004; Greenwald et al.,
2009; Greenwald et al., 2015) responded to these criticisms by emphasizing that the
association strength reflects “something in the person”, which can involve the
perception of culturally stereotypic beliefs and/or personal implicit attitudes. Indeed, the
meta-analytic study on the predictive validity of IATs (Greenwald et al., 2009)
illustrated that IAT is in general very sensitive to variances in individual differences
within even similar socio-cultural groups. The current research similarly targeted any
within person variations in implicit level attitudes about woman’s leadership without
differentiating change in participants’ cultural beliefs about women’s leadership or their

unique individual attitudinal tendencies.

3.2.5. Content of leadership prototypes: Implicit Leadership Theories (ILTS)
Scale

| measured the content of leadership prototypes using the dynamic versus
sensitivity factors in ILTs scale originally developed by Offermann and colleagues
(1994) and revised by Epitropaki and Martin (2004). | added items to this scale in order
to capture culturally relevant leadership prototypes of employees in Turkey.

Item generation. The revised ILTs scale consists of 21 items. The sub-

dimensions are sensitivity, intelligence, dedication, dynamism, tyranny and masculinity.
| further added items considering past research on ILTs in Turkey (e.g., Fikret Pasa et
al., 2001; House et al., 2004; Kabasakal et al., 2011; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2007) as well
as our preliminary qualitative findings on leadership prototypes of Turkish white collar

employees (Bayazit, Ozalp-Tiiretgen & Dural, under preparation).
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Original items in sensitivity, dedication, dynamism and intelligence sub-scales
directly correspond to the set of most frequent leadership attributes reported by Turkish
employees in past studies (e.g., Bayazit et al., under preparation; Kabasakal et al., 2011;
Kabasakal & Bodur, 2007; Ozalp-Tiiretgen & Cesur, 2010; Tabak et al., 2013). These
are helpful (yardimci), understanding (anlayisli), sincere (samimi/igten) for sensitivity
sub-scale of the revised scale (o = .88). | also added items of Offermann and colleagues
— i.e., compassionate (sefkatli), sensitive (duyarli), sympathetic (sevecen/sempatik),
forgiving (hosgoriilii), and warm (sicakkanli). Items of intelligence sub-dimension of
the revised scale (o =.79) are intelligent (zeki), educated (egitimli), clever (akill1), and
knowledgeable (bilgili). 1 additionally generated items of wise (bilge/alim) and
intellectual (entellektiiel/aydin) for intelligence dimension. Items of dedication sub-
dimension of the revised scale are dedicated (kendini isine adamis), motivated
(motivasyonu yiiksek), and hardworking (¢aligkan) (a = .77). For dynamism sub-scale,
overlapping items are energetic (enerji dolu), strong (giiclii, saglam), and dynamic
(dinamik) (a = .70). I also included items bold (cesur) and charismatic (karizmatik bir
kisilik) reported in dynamism sub-scale of Offermann’s original scale. In sum, I added
all these 22 items, which coincide with original scale items of Offermann et al. and
evidences on attributes of ILTs in Turkish contexts (e.g., Bayazit et al., under
preparation; Kabasakal et al., 2011; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2007; Ozalp-Tiiretgen &
Cesur, 2010; Tabak et al., 2013).

| generated additional 18 items basing on other most frequent leadership
prototypes of employees in Turkey reported in our qualitative study (Bayazit et al.,
under preparation). These are supportive (destekleyici), motivator (motive edici),
encouraging (tesvik edici/cesaret veren), good communicator (iletisimi kuvvetli), far-
sighted (ileri gorislii), decisive (kararl), self-confident (kendine giivenen), rational
(mantikli), able to exert authority (otoritesini kullanabilen). Others are fair (adaletli),
honest (diiriist), trustworthy (giivenilir), strong personality (karakter sahibi), objective
(objektif/duygularin1  ise karistirmayan), professional (profesyonel), transparent
(seffaf/acik sozlii), and consistent (tutarlr).

Scaling. The final version of the scale hence included 40 items (see, Appendix
D). Each item is rated on 7-point Likert scales, ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic)
to 7 (extremely characteristic). To assess the content of leadership prototypes, | asked

98



respondents to consider an ideal municipality mayor in the current work context
(municipality).

Factor structure and reliability. In order to assess the construct validity of ILTs

scale, | conducted Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with principal component
analysis and varimax rotation on all 40 items at Phase 1. The results indicate a 4-factor
solution explaining 79.59% of total variance. Item loadings are above .40 with relatively
few cross-loadings. | also explored 2-factor, 3-factor, 5-factor and 6-factor solutions.
Loadings and item contents are more appropriately distributed for the 4-factor solution
and therefore | accepted the 4-factor structure. Table 3.10a presents the loadings,
eigenvalues, the percentage of variances explained by a given factor and internal
consistencies (Cronbach alpha coefficients).

Twenty items load on the first factor, explaining 27.64% of the total variance.
Item contents of the first factor is about leader integrity (e.g., being fair, trustworthy,
honest, transparent, rational, consistent, objective and having strong character) as well
as leader benevolence (e.g., encouraging, supportive, motivator and understanding).
Understanding is also related to the sensitivity sub-scale of the original ILTs
(Offermann et al., 1994) and as seen on Table 3.10a, it cross-loads at Factor 3 (see,
below). Besides, items of being productive, effective communicator and far-sighted also
load on this factor. The factor has high internal consistency (o = .98).

The second factor accounts for 21.09% of the total variance and includes 12
items. Item contents correspond to items of dynamism and dedication dimensions
originally reported by Offermann and colleagues (1994) as well as Epitropaki and
Martin (2004). Items such as bold, dynamic, energetic, and strong are items of the
dynamism sub-scale of the original version. Items such as motivated, hard working, and
dedicated are original items of the dedication sub-scale. Items professional, self-
confident and decisive are similar to dedication, whereas items such as charismatic and
able to exert authority are related to dynamism. The factor has high internal consistency
(0=.96).
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Table 3.10a.
Loadings of 4-Factor Solution of Implicit Leadership Theories (ILTs) Scale at Phase 1

Factor loadings

Items Integrity&  Dynamism
Benevolence Dedication  Sensitivity  Intelligence
ILT1 Fair (Adaletli) .828 318
ILT16  Trustworthy (Giivenilir) .828 .328
ILT1I0  Honest (Diiriist ) 821
ILT32  Transparent (Seffaf. agik 742 .335 351
s0zlii)
ILT25  Rational (Mantikli) 733 327 406
ILT37  Consistent (Tutarli) 728 441
ILT36  Encouraging (Tesvik edici, 716 .349 315 .302
cesaret veren)
ILT19  Effective communicator .686 417 318
(Tletisimi kuvvetli)
ILT38  Productive (Uretken) .676 .399 371
ILT8 Supportive (Destekleyici) 671 315 400
ILT27 Motivator (Motive edici) .659 373 .394 .346
ILT28  Objective (Objektif. .642 391
duygularimi ige
karigtirmayan)
ILT20  Strong personality (Karakter 622 .359 .368
sahibi)
ILT18  Far-sighted (ileri goriislii) 617 .385 428
ILT3 Understanding (Anlayisli) 579 573
ILT7 Bold (Cesur) .805
ILT29  Able to exert authority .302 .748
(Otoritesini kullanabilen)
ILT9 Dynamic (Dinamik) 425 745 314
ILT6 Hard-working (Caliskan) .738 337
ILT13  Energetic (Enerji dolu) 720 337
ILT15  Strong (Gigli, saglam) .396 720
ILT21  Decisive (Kararlr) 427 .693 .345
ILT24  Dedicated (Kendini isine .673 .304
adamis)
ILT23  Self-confident (Kendine .506 .608 .349
giivenen)
ILT26 Motivated (Motivasyonu 426 .566 315 438
yiiksek)
ILT30  Professional (Profesyonel) 470 .504 473
ILT22  Charisma (Karizmatik bir 403 .356 .396
kigilik)
ILT35  Warm (Sicakkanli) 797
ILT33  Compassionate (Sefkatli) .364 782
ILT34  Sympathetic (Sevecen .329 .749
sempatik)
ILT39  Helpful (Yardimci) 535 .325 673
ILT17  Forgiving (Hosgortilii) 482 .663 337
ILT31 Sincere (Samimi igten) 573 .658
ILT11  Sensitive (Duyarl: ) 593 .302 .598
ILT12  Educated (Egitimli) .326 .306 .760
ILTS Knowledgeable (Bilgili) .395 .393 727
ILT2 Clever (Akillr) 487 725
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Items Integrity&  Dynamism
Benevolence Dedication  Sensitivity  Intelligence

ILT40 Intelligent (Zeki) 484 711
ILT14  Intellectual (Entellektiiel, .701
Aydin)
ILT4 Wise (Bilge, alim) .326 511
Eigenvalues 26.71 2.49 1.50 1.14
Variance Accounted (%) 27.64 % 21.09 % 15.55 % 15.32 %
Cronbach Alpha .98 .96 97 91

Note. N = 287. Factor loading lower than .30 was omitted for the sake of clarity. Numbers in bold
present the factor on which the item is loading highest.

The third factor consists of seven items, accounting the 15.55% of total variance.
The factor corresponds to the sensitivity factor in the original scale and includes warm,
sympathetic, compassionate, helpful, sincere, forgiving, and sensitive (Epitropaki &
Martin, 2004; Offermann et al., 1994). As mentioned above and can be seen at Table
3.10a, the item understanding also loads on this factor and the item sensitive cross-loads
at the first factor. The factor has high internal consistency (a = .97).

The fourth factor has six items explaining 15.32% of total variance. ltems are
related to the intelligence sub-scale of the original version (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004;
Offermann et al., 1994), including intelligent, clever, knowledgeable, educated, wise
and intellectual. The Cronbach alpha coefficient, .91, suggests an acceptable level of
internal consistency.

Seven items of the third factor and the item “understanding” reflect sensitivity
characteristics in leadership prototypes. Eight items of the third factor (i.e., bold, able to
exert authority, dynamic, energetic, strong, decisive, self-confident, and charisma) are
related to dynamism. Given that | focus on the change in sensitivity factor, | re-run EFA
only on these 16 items. As Table 3.10b shows, the results clearly support the 2-factor

solution.
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Table 3.10b.
Loadings of 2-Factor Solution of 16 Items of Implicit Leadership Theories (ILTs) Scale
at Phase 1

Factor loadings

Factor Items Sensitivity ~ Dynamism
Sensitivity ILT31  Sincere (Samimi igten) .854 .338
ILT33  Compassionate (Sefkatli) .848 .339
ILT39  Helpful (Yardimci) .844 .389
ILT17  Forgiving (Hosgoriilil) .836 344
ILT35  Warm (Sicakkanlr) .826 .334
ILT11  Sensitive (Duyarli ) 821 422
ILT3 Understanding (Anlayisli) .806 324
ILT34  Sympathetic (Sevecen sempatik) .755 .388
Dynamism  ILT9 Dynamic (Dinamik) .384 .862
ILT15 Strong (Gtiglii, saglam) 371 .840
ILT7 Bold (Cesur) .834
ILT13  Energetic (Enerji dolu) .355 811
ILT21  Decisive (Kararli) 417 .808
ILT29  Able to exert authority (Otoritesini 799

kullanabilen)
ILT23  Self-confident (Kendine giivenen) .394 762
ILT22  Charisma (Karizmatik bir kisilik) .369 .536
Eigenvalues 6.46 6.01
Variance Accounted (%) 40.39 % 37.53%

Cronbach Alpha .95 .94

N = 287. Note. Factor loadings lower than .30 are omitted for the sake of clarity. Numbers in bold present
the factor on which the item loading is highest.

To confirm the 2-factor structure of the 16-item version of ILTs scale, | conduct CFA
on only the control group at Phase 3°. CFA supports the 2-factor structure, 5 (103) =
290.686, p < .001, CFI = .90, TLI = .91, RMSEA (90% CI) = .10 (.09-.11), in
comparison to the 1-factor model, Ay* = 212.370, Adf = 1, p < .001. Table 3.10c
presents the unstandardized loadings (standard errors) and standardized loadings for 2-

factor CFA model of ILTs scale with 16 items at Phase 3 for only the control group.

® | did not predict any change in leadership prototypes of the control group given the empirical evidences that
suggested the persistence of implicit leadership theories even after one-year period (see, Epitropaki & Martin, 2004).
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Table 3.10c.
Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings for 2-Factor
CFA Model of ILTs Scale with 16 Items at Phase 3 for Only the Control Group

Factor Items Unstandardized  Standardized
(Standard Error)

Sensitivity ILT11. Sensitive (Duyarli) 1.000 (.000) 932
ILT31. Sincere (Samimi, icten) 1.037 (.067) 932
ILT39. Helpful (Yardimer) .955 (.069) 901
ILT17. Forgiving (Hosgortilii) 1.042 (.077) .899
ILT35. Warm (sicakkanli) 873 (.075) .846
ILT33. Compassionate (Sefkatli) .887 (.087) .804
ILT34. Sympathetic (Sevecen, sempatik) .928 (.109) 737
ILT3. Understanding (Anlayislr) .873(.103) 134

Dynamism ILT13. Energetic (Enerji dolu) 2.251 (.507) .956
ILT9. Dynamic (Dinamik) 2.302 (.518) .949
ILT15. Strong (Giiglii, saglam) 2.183 (.497) .897
ILT7. Bold (Cesur) 1.736 (.434) .705
ILT21. Decisive (Kararli) 1.525 (.390) .652
ILT22. Charismatic (Karizmatik bir kisilik) 2.059 (.539) .634
ILT23. Self-confident (Kendine glivenen) 1.249 (.331) .607
ILT29. Able to exert authority (Otoritesini 1.000 (.000) .567
kullanabilen)

N =121. Note. The correlation between sensitivity and dynamic latent variables is .71, p <.001. All item
loadings are significant at p < .001.

In the final version of ILTs scale, the sensitivity sub-scale is composed of items
sensitive, sincere, forgiving, helpful, sympathetic, compassionate, understanding and
warm (a = .94 for the exposure group; a = .96 for the control group). The dynamism
sub-scale is composed of items strong, energetic, decisive, dynamic, professional, bold,
charisma and able to exert authority (a = .92 for the exposure group; a = .91 for the

control group).

3.2.6. Perceived Agentic and Communal Characteristics of the Municipality
Mayor

| assessed the perceived communal and agentic characteristics of their
municipality mayor by instructing respondents to think of the actual manager (the
current municipality mayor) in ILT scale (see, ILTs scale above). The scale includes the
40 items developed in ILTs scale (see, Appendix E). Each item is rated on a 7-point

Likert scale, ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic) to 7 (extremely characteristic). |
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measured this construct twice at Phase 1 and at Phase 2. | utilized Phase 1 score to
conduct EFA and Phase 2 score in hypothesis testing.

Factor structure & reliability. In order to test the construct validity of perceived

agency-communal characteristics of the municipality mayor scale, | conduct EFA with
principal component analysis and varimax rotation (40 items) at Phase 1 scores. The
results indicate 3-factor solution explaining 82.03% of total variance. | also examine the
2-factor, 4-factor and 5-factor solutions, yet loadings and item contents are more
appropriately distributed for the 3-factor solution (see, Table 3.11a).

Twenty-two items load on the first factor explaining 38.88% of the total variance.
First eight items load on the factor that is related to the sensitivity sub-dimension of
ILTs scale (i.e., sincere, understanding, compassionate, sensitive, warm, helpful,
forgiving and sympathetic). Other items of the factor reflect leader support (i.e.,
motivator, encouraging, supportive and effective communicator) and integrity (i.e., fair,
trustworthy, transparent, honest, rational, strong character, consistent and objective).
The factor also has items far-sighted and charisma. Overall, the integrity/benevolence
and sensitivity sub-dimensions of ILTs scale merge within this factor reflecting
communal characteristics. The Cronbach alpha coefficient is .92, indicating an
acceptable level of internal consistency.

Thirteen items load on the second factor explaining 28.30% of the total variance.
Items are related to constructs of dynamism (i.e., dynamic, strong, self-confident,
energetic, decisive and bold) and dedication (i.e., hardworking, dedicated, productive,
professional and motivated). Similar to ILTs scale, able to exert authority also loads in
this factor. However, item related to integrity (i.e., consistent) and intelligence
dimension (i.e., intelligent and clever) also cross-load on this factor. The Cronbach
alpha coefficient for this factor is .90, indicating an acceptable level of internal
consistency.

The remaining five items load on the third factor explaining 16.85% of the total
variance. These items correspond to intelligence sub-scales, such as educated,
knowledgeable, intellectual and wise. Motivated, a dedication item, also loads on this

factor. The factor has high internal consistency (o = .94).
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Table 3.11a.
Three Factor Structure of Perceived Agency-Communal of Municipal Mayor Scale at
Phase 1

Communality Agency Intelligence

ltems &Dedication
PFM31 Sincere (Samimi, i¢ten) .862 332
PFM3  Understanding (Anlayisli) .846 310
PFM33 Compassionate (Sefkatli) .842
PFM11 Sensitive (Duyarlr) .834 .338
PFM35 Warm (Sicakkanlr) .824 .383
PFM39  Helpful (Yardimei) .823 .388
PFM17  Forgiving (Hosgoriili) .806 430
PFM34  Sympathetic (Sevecen sempatik) .805 .338
PFM27  Motivator (Motive edici) .793 .302 .385
PFM36 Encouraging (Tesvik edici, cesaret veren) 187 446
PFM8  Supportive (Destekleyici) 157 .309 416
PFM1  Fair (Adaletli) .739 .328 438
PFM16 Trustworthy (Giivenilir) 129 .537
PFM18 Far-sighted (ileri goriislii) .694 522
PFM32  Transparent (Seffaf. agik s6zlii) .692 547
PFM19 Effective communicator (letisimi kuvvetli) .662 379 464
PFM10 Honest (Diiriist ) .646 .603
PFM25 Rational (Mantiklr) .645 475 432
PFM20  Strong personality (Karakter sahibi) .623 .615
PFM37  Consistent (Tutarli) .585 .500 436
PFM28  Objective (Objektif. duygularimi ise .548 452 452
karistirmayan)
PFM22  Charisma (Karizmatik bir kisilik) 535 514 342
PFM6  Hard-working (Caligkan) .832 339
PFM29  Able to exert authority (Otoritesini kullanabilen) .309 .815
PFM9  Dynamic (Dinamik) 318 .809 337
PFM15 Strong (Giigli, saglam) 327 .808 .354
PFM23  Self-confident (Kendine giivenen) 401 739 334
PFM13  Energetic (Enerji dolu) 456 715
PFM38  Productive (Uretken) .568 .693
PFM24  Dedicated (Kendini isine adamis) .673 .508
PFM21 Decisive (Kararli) .394 .644 452
PFM7  Bold (Cesur) 312 .619 591
PFM2  Clever (Akill) .356 .607 546
PFM30 Professional (Profesyonel) 520 .607
PFM40 Intelligent (Zeki) 371 .598 .500
PFM12 Educated (Egitimli) .307 373 .781
PFM5  Knowledgeable (Bilgili) 482 746
PFM14 Intellectual (Entellektiiel. Aydin) 529 .346 .638
PFM26 Motivated (Motivasyonu yiiksek) 421 .536 .614
PFM4  Wise (Bilge, alim) 463 .359 .594
Eigenvalues 29.01 2.61 1.18
Variance accounted for (%) 38.88% 28.30% 16.85%
Cronbach Alpha coefficient .92 .90 .96

Note. N = 272. Factor loadings lower than .30 are omitted for the sake of clarity.

105



Given that | focus on only agentic and communal characteristics of the mayor, |
conduct additional EFA with principal component analysis and varimax rotation on the
eight items related to communal characteristics (i.e., sensitivity) and the eight items of
the second factor related to agency (i.e., dynamism). Communality items are PFM31-
sincere, PFM3-understanding, PFM33-compassionate, PFM35-warm, PFM11-sensitive,
PFM39-helpful, PFM17-forgiving, PFM34-sympathatic, and PFM22-charisma. Items
related to agency are PFM15-strong, PFM9-dynamic, PFM21-decisive, PFM23-self-
confident, PFM29-able to exert authority, PFM13-energetic and PFM7-bold. EFA on 16
items supports the 2-factor model explaining 84.55% of the total variance. Table 3.11b
shows item loadings. The Cronbach alpha coefficients of these factors are .97 and .98,

respectively.

Table 3.11b.
Loadings of 16 Items of Perceived Agency-Communality of Municipal Mayor Scale

Factor Items Communality  Agency
Communality  PFM31 Sincere (Samimi, i¢ten) .888 322
PFM3 Understanding (Anlayisli) .867 .343
PFM33 Compassionate (Sefkatli) .860 .336
PFM35 Warm (Sicakkanli) .859 378
PFM11 Sensitive (Duyarlt) .854 406
PFM39 Helpful (Yardimci) .851 407
PFM17 Forgiving (Hosgoriilii) .814 433
PFM34 Sympathetic (Sevecen sempatik) .807 418
PFM22 Charisma (Karizmatik bir kisilik) .690 478
Agency PFM15 Strong (Gtiglii, saglam) .358 .878
PFM9 Dynamic (Dinamik) 415 .857
PFM21 Decisive (Kararli) 322 .847
PFM23 Self-confident (Kendine giivenen) 374 .839
PFM29 Able to exert authority (Otoritesini .326 .825
kullanabilen)
PFM13 Energetic (Enerji dolu) 459 781
PFM7 Bold (Cesur) 423 781
Eigenvalues 7.30 6.23
Variance accounted for (%) 45.64 38.91
Cronbach alpha 97 .98
Note. N = 272.

I conduct CFA to validate the 2-factor structure of the scale with 16 items for the

control group. CFA supports the 2-factor structure in comparison to the 1-factor model,
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Ay* = 860.19, Adf = 1, p < .001. The fit indices of 2-factor structure model are at
acceptable levels, * = 650.262, df = 103, p < .001, CFl = .90, TLI= .89, RMSEA (90%
Cl) = .10 (.09-.11). Table 3.11c presents the unstandardized and standardized loadings
of the 2-factor CFA model of perceived agency-communal characteristics of the

municipality mayor scale with 16 items at Phase 2 in the control group.

Table 3.11c.

Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings for the 2-
Factor CFA Model of 16 Item Perceived Agency/Communality of Municipal Mayor
Scale at Phase 2 for only the Control Group

Factor Items Unstandardized  Standardized
(Standard Error)

Communality PFM39 Helpful (Yardimer) 1.051 (.037) .960
PFM11 Sensitive (Duyarli) 1.060 (.038) .955
PFM31 Sincere (Samimi, igten) 1.068 (.040) 944
PFM17 Forgiving (Hosgorili) 1.070 (.041) .940
PFM33 Compassionate (Sefkatli) 1.032 (.040) .937
PFM3 Understanding (Anlayisli) 1.000 (.000) .930
PFM35 Warm (Sicakkanli) 1.091 (.047) .907
PFM34 Sympathetic (Sevecen sempatik) 1.043 (.047) .895

Agency PFM15 Strong (Giiglii, saglam) .994 (.040) .936
PFM9 Dynamic (Dinamik) .963 (.040) 925
PFM13 Energetic (Enerji dolu) 1.000 (.000) 919
PFM7 Bold (Cesur) .988 (.050) .868
PFM23 Self-confident (Kendine giivenen) .847 (.046) .840
PFM21 Decisive (Kararlr) .899 (.054) .808

Able to exert authority

PFM29 Otoritesini kullanabilen) 810(.052) 119
PFM22 Charisma (Karizmatik bir kisilik) .965 (.070) 727

N = 108. Note. The correlation between communal and agency latent variables was .70, p < .001.

Communality sub-scale is composed of items understanding, sincere, compassionate,
helpful, sensitive, warm, sympathetic and forgiving (o = .98 in the exposure group; o =
.98 in the control group). Agency sub-scale is composed of items energetic, charismatic,
decisive, bold, able to exert authority, dynamic, self-confident and strong (a = .95 in the

exposure group; a = .96 in the control group).
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3.2.7. Perceived quantity of interaction

| assessed employees’ quantity of interaction with the mayor by asking the
frequency of direct interaction with and observation of mayor. | adopted the six-item
leader—follower communication frequency scale of Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska and Gully
(2003) to municipality context.

Item_adoption. The original scale of Kacmar and colleagues (2003) asks the
frequency of the following interactions. It asks a) writing memos to boss, b) receiving
memos from boss, c) initiating face-to-face conversations with boss, d) having face-to-
face conversations with boss that were initiated by him/her. It also includes questions on
e) sending boss an e-mail message, f) receiving an e-mail from boss, g) calling boss on
the phone, and h) receiving phone call from boss (a = .84).

Basing on informal conversations with municipality employees, | revised and
utilized items of Kacmar and colleagues (2003) to adapt to the municipality context.
Informal conversations and my observations during field trips revealed a wide range of
contact with the mayor depending on department type, organizational size and the
characteristics of the mayor. For example, employees in the department of public
relations mostly accompany mayor during his/her daily/weekly public visits, whereas
technical civil servants in the department of real estate may not see the mayor for
weeks. In smaller municipalities, almost all employees see and greet the mayor, whereas
in larger municipalities, some employees may only greet the mayor in the corridor. Yet,
even in larger municipalities, some mayors make frequent visits to departments for
informal inspections. Hence, | modified items considering such varying degrees of
contact with the mayor.

Scale items. Current adopted scale asks the frequency of, 1) observing the mayor
in the municipality or during municipality outdoor activities, 2) face to face greetings,
3) face to face communication, 4) sending e-mail to him/her, 5) receiving e-mail from
him/her, 6) giving a phone call to him/her, 7) receiving phone call from him/her and 8)
arranging meeting with him/her (see, Appendix F).

Scaling. Respondents evaluated the frequency of interaction on a 7-point Likert
scale. Scale ranges from 1 “never”, 2 “once in two months or more”, 3 “couple of times

in 3-4 week”, 4 “once a week”, 5 “couple of times in a week”, 6 “almost every day” and

108



7 “couple of times in a day”. | measured the frequency of interaction with the mayor
twice at Phase 1 and at Phase 2. | utilized Phase 1 score to conduct EFA and Phase 2
score in hypothesis testing. The higher scores reflect higher frequency of interaction
with the mayor.

Factor structure and reliability. EFA with principal component analysis and

varimax rotation on Phase 1 scores of Perceived Quantity of Interaction with Leader
Scale gives 2-factor solution. Two-factor solution explains 84.92% of total variance.
The first factor includes six items and the second one two items — i.e., sending e-mail to
the mayor and receiving e-mail from him/her. These two items have low variance: most
respondents give 0 (“Never”) on 8-point Likert scale. Field notes and low score
variances suggest that e-mails might not be a relevant means of communication between
civil servants and municipality mayor. | delete two items, and re-run EFA with
remaining six items. The analysis reveals 1-factor solution explaining 77.66% of total
variance. Table 3.12a shows the item loadings and Cronbach alpha coefficients of

factors of the scale. Item loadings range from .84 to .92.

Table 3.12a.

Item Loadings of the Quantity of Interaction Scale with Six Items at Phase 1
Items Factor loadings
QUAN?2. Greeting mayor (Bagkanla yiiz yiize selamlagma) .92
QUANS3. Talking with mayor (Baskanla yiiz ylize konusma) .89
QUANTI. Observing mayor (Baskan1 yakindan gérme) .89
QUANS. Calling mayor via phone (Baskani telefonla arama) .87
QUANS. Meeting with mayor (Baskanla toplantr) .87
QUANTY7. Receiving phone call from mayor (Baskanin telefonla aramasi) .84

Eigenvalues 4.66
Variance accounted for (%) 77.66
Cronbach Alpha .93

N = 276, EFA with Principal Component Analysis and Varimax Rotation

The Cronbach alpha coefficient is .93, indicating a high level of internal
consistency. To validate the factor structure, I conduct CFA on Phase 2 scores of the
control group. CFA reveals misfit to the 1-factor solution, * = 201.217, df = 9, p < .001,
CFl = .76, TLI= .59, RMSEA (90% CI) = .42 (.37-.47). Considering modification
indices and item contents, the 2- factor model is tested. CFA with the 2-factor reveals a
better fit, Ay*= 168.787, Adf = 1, p < .001. Table 3.12b shows unstandardized loadings
(standard errors) and standardized loadings of the 2-factor solution.
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Table 3.12b.
Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings of 2-Factor
Perceived Quantity of Interaction with the Mayor Scale

Factor Items Unstandardized ~ Standardized
(Standard Error)
Quantity of  QUAN?2. Greeting mayor (Baskanla yiiz yiize 1.064 (.065) .96
Distant selamlasma)
Interaction QUANI. Observing mayor (Bagkani yakindan 1.000 (.000) .87
uzaktan gérme)
QUANS. Talking with mayor (Baskanla yiiz yiize .896 (.071) .85
konugma)
Quantity of  QUANG. Calling mayor via phone (Basgkant 1.000 (.000) .99
Close telefonla arama)
Interaction QUANS. Meeting with mayor (Baskanla toplant1) .947 (.031) .96
QUANT. Receiving phone call from mayor .858 (.065) .78

(Bagkanin telefonla aramasi)

N = 124. Note. 2-Factor solution: x* = 32.430, df = 8, p < .01, CFI = .96, TLI=.92, RMSEA (90% CI) =
.09 (.08-.10). Cronbach alpha coefficient of overall scale = .93; Cronbach alpha coefficient for Quantity
of Distant Interaction sub-scale = .92; Cronbach alpha coefficient for Quantity of Close Interaction sub-
scale = .93.

Each factor includes three items. Items are on the frequency of distant and
formal communication with the mayor (e.g., QUAN2-face to face greetings). Therefore,
I name the factor as Quantity of Distant Interaction. Its internal consistency is at
acceptable level (a = .92). Second factor is related to the frequency of close
communication with mayor such as exchange of phone calls. Therefore, |1 name it as
Quantity of Close Interaction. The internal consistency of this factor is at an acceptable

level (o =.93).

3.2.8. Leader member exchange quality

| used Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional Measure (LMX-MDM) to
assess civil servants’ perceptions on the quality of their relationship with the mayor.
LMX-MDM is a 12-item scale developed by Liden and Maslyn (1998) and translated to
Turkish by Erdogan, Kraimer and Liden (2004). Items are evaluated on 5-point Likert
scale, ranging from 1 “Never” and 5 “Always” (see, Appendix G). The scale consists of
four sub-scales, affect, loyalty, contribution and professional respect. I utilize affect and
professional respect sub-scales in the study, because items of loyalty and contribution

sub-scales are not relevant for the municipality context. Samples items are “I like my
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leader very much as a person.” for affect subscale (a = .90) and “I admire my leader’s
professional skills.” for professional respect sub-scale (a = .92). In the current study, I
use the word “municipality mayor” instead of the word “leader” in the statements. |
provide the scale to participants twice - at Phase 1 to conduct CFA and at Phase 2 to
utilize scores in hypotheses testing. The higher scores reflect higher perceived quality of
relationship with the mayor.

| conduct confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on Phase 1 scores. CFA reveals a
good fit to 2-factor solution as predicted, y*= 18.980, df = 8, p < .05, CFI = .98, TLI=
.97, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .08 (.04-.13). Two factors represent affective LMX (o = .93)
and professional respect LMX (a = .95). The coefficient for overall scale is .95, all of
which indicated good internal consistency in line with previous findings (Erdogan et al.,
2004; Liden & Maslyn, 1998).

3.2.9. Perceived interactional justice scale

Employees’ perception on the mayor’s interactional justice was assessed with
the interactional fairness sub-scale of organizational justice measure of Niehoff and
Moorman (1993). Five items are evaluated on 5-point Likert scale (a= .90). Scale
ranges from 1 “Never” and 5 “Always”. A sample item is “(The leader) treats
employees with respect and dignity.” (see, Appendix H). Higher scores reflect higher
perceptions of interactional justice. | measured perceived interactional justice twice at
Phase 1 to conduct CFA and at Phase 2 to test hypothesis.

CFA reveals a misfit to the 1-factor model of five items, y*= 80.956, df = 5, p <
.001, CFI = .90, TLI= .79, RMSEA = .35 (90% CI = .28-.41). Regarding low variance
of item 133 (considers employee rights), its high correlation with other items (above .90)
and modification indices, | extract this item and re-run CFA on other four items. CFA
on four items of interactional justice scale representing one latent factor has an
acceptable level of fit, y*= 6.438, df = 2, p < .05, CFI = .99, TLI= .97, RMSEA = .09
(90% CI =.06-.13). Four items have high internal consistency (o = .96).

I conduct a second-order CFAs representing the quality of interaction with the

mayor. Affective LMX, professional respect LMX and interactional justice constitute
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first order latent factors. The model has an acceptable level of fit, y*= 63.231, df =32, p
<.01, CFl = .98, TLI= .97, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .08 (.05-.11). Table 3.13 presents the

unstandardized coefficients (standard errors) and standard coefficients of the model.

Table 3.13.

Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings of CFA Model
of Quality of Interaction as Second Order Latent Factor (Control Group, Phase 1
Scores)

Factor Items Unstandardized ~ Standardized
(Standard Error)
LMX-Affective LMX2. Pleasure to work with the leader 1.449 (.138) .936
(Bu kisi ile ¢caligmak zevklidir.)
LMX4. Liking (Bu kisiyi insan olarak 1.000 (.000) .889
severim.)
LMX1. Friendship (Bu kisi herkesin 1.323 (.131) 741
arkadas olmayi isteyecegi tiirde bir
insandir.)
LMX-Professional LMX5. Respect the leader’s .993 (.059) .938
respect knowledge/expertise (Is yerindeki bilgi
ve uzmanligina saygi duyarim.)
LMX6. Affected by job knowledge .964 (.061) 918
(Isine yonelik bilgisinden etkilenirim.)
LMX3. Admire competencies (Bu 1.000 (.000) .905
kisinin mesleki becerilerine hayranlik
duyarim.)
Interactional justice  1J2. Treat with respect and dignity 1.007 (.047) 950
(Calisana saygilidir ve itibar eder.)
1J5. Treat with kindness (Calisanlara 1.000 (.000) .942
nazik davranir.)
1J1. Treat with a truthful manner 1.036 (.056) .892
(Calisana dogru ve icten davranir.)
1J4. Sensitive to needs (Caliganin .946 (.059) 879

ihtiya¢larina duyarlilik gosterir.)
N = 124. Note. The correlation between LMX-affective and LMX-professional = .89. The correlation
between LMX-affective and Interactional Justice = .92. The correlation between LMX-prof. respect and
Interactional justice = .74.

3.2.10. Perceived leadership success

| measured perceived leadership success by developing a 12-item scale on
perceived municipality performance scale (see, Appendix ).

Item _generation. | adopted items of Delaney and Huselid’s (1996) perceived

organizational performance scale to municipality context by considering the legal duties

and responsibilities of mayors (O. Kdseoglu, personal communication, July 27, 2014;
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Municipal law no: 5393, 2005). | provided earlier version of the adopted scale to
employees in human resource departments and strategic development units in a
convenient sample of municipalities (i.e., Uskiidar municipality, Sisli municipality) and
revised according to their feedbacks.

The final version of the scale asks employees’ their municipalities’ and mayor’s
performance within the last six months (nearly 7 months after the local election). Four
items correspond to the responsibilities legally expected from a successful mayor and
municipalities. As stated before these responsibilities are as following (Municipal law
no: 5393, 2005): 1) protecting municipality’s rights and interest, 2) appropriate and
timely planning of municipality strategies and activities, 3) adherence to strategic plans
and 4) the efficient management of budgeting.

Conversations with municipality employees revealed that other potential and
highly visible indicators of the performance of a municipality and therefore mayor were
the quality of basic services: 5) waste management/cleaning services, 6) the
constructions of streets, park and gardens, 7) cultural/sportive/ social activities as well
as 8) the development of new activities/services for district citizens. In addition, 9)
employees’ satisfaction from working in the municipality were mostly reported as a
general indicator. When probed, employees reported that the main determinant of such
organizational satisfaction in municipalities and therefore the performance of the
municipality in the eyes of employees are as follows: 10) the quality of interaction
among managers/chiefs and subordinates, as well as 11) the selection/promotion of
employees to specific roles/positions based on employees’ skills/knowledge. 1 also
added a general item on 12) the effective management and administrative skills of the
municipality mayor.

Scaling. Respondents rated each item on 10-point Likert scale ranging from
10% “Below the expected level. Should be improved more” to 100 % “Above the
expected level. Excellent”. The higher scores reflect higher perceived organizational
performance. | assessed the perceived performance of the mayor via this scale twice at
Phase 1 to conduct EFA and Phase 2 for the hypothesis testing.

Factor _structure and reliability. In order to estimate the construct validity of

Municipality Organizational Performance Scale, | conduct EFA with principal

component analysis and varimax rotation on 12 items. The results reveal 1-factor
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solution explaining 71.14% of variance. Item loadings range from .91 to .76 as shown
on Table 3.14a.

Table 3.14a.
Exploratory Factor Loadings and Internal Consistency of Municipality Organizational
Performance Scale (Phase 1)

Item Factor
loadings

PERF12. General performance of mayor (Belediye baskanin genel performansi) 912

PERF11. Adherence to plans (Onceden yapilan planlara uygun faaliyetlerinin yerine 891
getirilmesi)

PERF1. Adequate recruitment of personnel (Belediye ¢alisanlarinin bilgi ve becerilerine 874
uygun pozisyonlara yerlestirilmesi)

PERF6. Adequate planning of municipality strategies/functions (Belediye .870
stratejilerinin/faaliyetlerinin uygun sekilde dnceden planlanmast)

PERF9. The quality of services such as the construction of road, park and gardens .863
(Belediyenin ilgedeki yol, park ve bahge gibi hizmetlerinin kalitesi)

PERF2. General employee satisfaction (Belediye calisanlarinin genel olarak bu .852
belediyede ¢caligmaktan memnun olmasi)

PERF4. Budget management (Belediye gelir-giderlerinin verimli bir sekilde yonetilmesi) .850

PERF7. New facilities and services offered to district citizens (Belediyede il¢e halkina 831
yonelik yeni etkinlikler ve hizmetlerin getirilmesi)

PERFS5. Protection of municipality rights (Belediye haklarmin ve menfaatlerinin .830
korunmast)

PERF3. The quality of relationship among managers-subordinates (Belediye 814
calisanlariin genel olarak iistleriyle-miidiirleriyle iletisimi ve iliskilerinin kalitesi)

PERF9. The quality of waste management services (Belediyenin ilgedeki temizlik ve 791
atik/¢cOp toplama hizmetlerinin kalitesi)

PERFS. The adequacy of cultural, sportive and social services (Belediyenin il¢e halkina 162

sunulan kiiltiirel, sportif ve sosyal hizmetlerin yeterliligi)

Eigenvalues 8.54
Variance accounted for (%) 71.14
Cronbach Alpha .96

N = 272. Exploratory factor analysis with Principal Component Analysis and Varimax Rotation

The Cronbach alpha coefficient is .96, indicating high internal consistency of
municipality organizational performance scale. To validate the 1-factor model of the
scale, | conduct CFA on Phase- 2 scores of the control group. Fit indices suggest misfit
to the 1-factor model, y°= 223.651, df = 54, p < .001, CFI = .80, TLI= .76, RMSEA (90
% CI) = .20 (.18-.23). | tested the 2-factor, y*= 185.657, df = 53, p < .01, CFI = .85,
TLI= .81, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .18 (.15-.21), and the 3-factor solutions, y*= 150.667, df
=51, p <.01, CFl = .94, TLI= .92, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .12 (.10-.15). Three-factor
solution vyields a better fit. The inspection of modification indices and descriptive

statistics of individual items pinpoint a potential problem of item PERF7 (new facilities
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and services provided to district public).The relatively high missing rate of this item

particularly reveals that employees might have less information on novel public

activities/services. Therefore, | extract this item and re-run CFA on 11 items with 3-
factor model. The model has a better fit to the data, y’= 100.667, df = 41, p < .01, CFl =
.96, TLI=.794, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .10 (.08-.14). Table 3.14b presents loadings of 3-

factor CFA model of municipality organizational performance scale with 11 items.

Table 3.14b.

Unstandardized Loadings (Standard Errors) and Standardized Loadings for CFA
Model of Perceived Performance of Municipality Scale at Phase 2 on the Control

Group

Factor

Items of Perceived Performance of Municipality
Scale

Unstandardized
(Standard Error)

Standardized

Perceived
Performance
for Public
Services

Perceived
Performance
for Strategic
Issues

Perceived
Performance
for Internal
Issues

PERF 10. The quality of services such as the
construction of road, park and gardens
(Belediyenin ilgedeki yol, park ve bahge gibi
hizmetlerinin kalitesi)

PERF 9. The quality of waste management services
(Belediyenin ilgedeki temizlik ve atik/¢op toplama
hizmetlerinin kalitesi)

PERF 8. The adequacy of cultural, sportive and
social services (Belediyenin ilge halkina sunulan
kiiltiirel, sportif ve sosyal hizmetlerin yeterliligi)

PERF 6. Adequate planning of municipality
strategies/functions (Belediye
stratejilerinin/faaliyetlerinin uygun sekilde dnceden
planlanmast)

PERF 11. Adherence to plans (Onceden yapilan
planlara uygun faaliyetlerinin yerine getirilmesi)

PERF 5. Protection of municipality rights (Belediye
haklarinin ve menfaatlerinin korunmasi)

PERF 4. Budget management (Belediye gelir-
giderlerinin verimli bir sekilde yonetilmesi)

PERF 1. Adequate recruitment of personnel
(Belediye calisanlarinin bilgi ve becerilerine uygun
pozisyonlara yerlestirilmesi)

PERF 2. General employee satisfaction (Belediye
calisanlarinin genel olarak bu belediyede
¢alismaktan memnun olmasi)

PERF 3. The quality of relationship among
managers-subordinates (Belediye ¢aliganlarinin
genel olarak tistleriyle-miidiirleriyle iletisimi ve
iligkilerinin kalitesi)

PERF12. General performance of mayor (Belediye
baskanin genel performansi)

1.000 (.000)

882 (.075)

851 (.068)

1.059 (.061)

1.019 (.059)

1.000 (.000)

995 (.070)

1966 (.074)

1.000 (.000)

840 (.070)

866 (.060)

919

.824

.802

.935

.934

.901

.864

.893

.844

811

.887

N = 124. Note. Cronbach alpha for sub-scale of public services = .91; Cronbach alpha for sub-scale of
strategic issues = .94; Cronbach alpha for sub-scale of internal relations = .92.
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The first factor is composed of 3 items which are concerned with perceived
performance related to services provided to the public, such as the quality of cleaning
and waste management system (oo = .91). The second factor is composed of four items
which are related to perceived performance on strategic issues of municipality, such as
the effectiveness of budget management (oo = .94). The third factor is composed of four
items on perceived performance for internal issues, such as employees’ general

organizational satisfaction as well as general performance of mayor (a = .92).

3.2.11. Follower gender identity

I measured gender identity with the revised Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI,;
Bem, 1974; Bem, 1981) at Phase 1. BSRI evaluates respondents’ feminine and
masculine gender role orientations. Dékmen (1991) translated and validated the original
scale into Turkish. I utilize the 20-item Turkish version validated by Ozkan and Lajunen
(2005) (see, Appendix J). The scale consists of 10 items for masculinity sub-scale (a =
.71) and10 items for femininity scale (a« = .77). Masculine sub-scale includes
characteristics that are culturally associated with men, such as assertive, and dominant.
Feminine sub-scale involves characteristics that are perceived to reflect women, such as
understanding and sympathetic.

Scaling and scoring. Each item is evaluated on a 7 point Likert scale, ranging

from “definitely no” to “definitely yes”. I do not utilize filler items, the neutral sub-scale
(10 items), found in the original short version in order to shorten the scale. Besides, past
findings showed gender differences on these items in Turkish samples, potentially
disconfirming the neutrality of these items in Turkish culture (see, Ozkan & Lajunen,
2005). | compute masculine and feminine scores for each participant. The higher
masculinity or femininity scores reflect higher masculine or feminine gender role
orientation, respectively.

Factor structure and reliability. In order to validate the BSRI, | conduct

multiple group (male versus female participants) CFA. The analysis does not confirm
the 2-factor solution with 20 items for male and female participants (Bem, 1981,
Dékmen, 1992; Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005), y*= 1359.38, df = 338, p < .001, CFI = .75,
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TLI= .71, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .09 (.08-.10). I inspect the inter-item correlations as
well as the exploratory factor analyses.

Past studies highlighted the lower validity of BSRI for males, but as in the
current study, an equivalent factor structure for men and women in a student sample in
Turkey was reported (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005). Considering the past findings, | conduct
additional EFAs and CFAs by extracting problematic items one by one. Self-sufficient
and strong personality items are originally masculine items but load on the femininity
factor consistently in both samples. Moreover, two items — i.e., BSRI6-defends own
beliefs as well as BSRI9-assertive — always cross-load on two latent factors in both
gender groups. As discussed by Ozkan and Lajunen (2005), the change in gender
stereotypes in Turkey may incorporate these two instrumental characteristics as
feminine roles. 1, therefore, retain the former two items, but extract two consistently
cross-loading items — i.e., BSRI6-defends own beliefs as well as BSR19-assertive - and
re-run multiple group CFA.

The analysis confirms 2-factor structure with 18 items both for males and for
females, y°= 747.93, df = 268, p < .001, CFI = .89, TLI= .88, RMSEA (90 % CI) = .06
(.05-.07). Table 3.15 reports the loadings of 18 items. Findings indicated similar factor
structure of BSRI for males and females (Bem, 1981; Dokmen, 1992; Ozkan &
Lajunen, 2005). All original femininity 10 items and additional two masculinity items —
I.e., self-sufficient and strong personality — constitute the femininity factor in the female
group (o = .89) and the male group (a0 = .90).

Six masculinity items (i.e., dominant, has leader abilities, willing to take a stand,
willing to take risks, eager to soothe feelings and independent) compose the masculinity
factor in the female group (o = .83) and the male group (o = .80). Given the findings
that support 2-factor structure, and an acceptable level of factor internal consistencies, |

calculated femininity and masculinity sub-scale scores for each participant.
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Table 3.15.
Standardized Loadings of the 18-1tem BSRI among Men and Women (Phase 1)

Factor loadings for women Factor loadings for men
Femininity Masculinity Femininity Masculinity

BSRI17 818 BSRI17 815
BSRI5 814 BSRI19 779
BSRI19 776 BSRI1 767
BSRI1 770 BSRI18 734
BSRI11 .720 BSRI20 .708
BSRI4 711 BSRI11 691
BSRI8 614 BSRI5 .650
BSRI20 575 BSRI15 644
BSRI10 538 BSRI10 531
BSRI15 536 BSRI4 531
BSRI18 409 BSRI16 -.469
BSRI16 -.342 BSRI8 465
BSRI3 879 BSRI3 .790
BSRI14 .805 BSRI12 .682
BSRI12 .755 BSRI13 .632
BSRI2 530 BSRI14 .625
BSRI7 504 BSRI7 512
BSRI13 .369 BSRI2 .357

Cronbach Alpha .89 .83 Cronbach Alpha .90 .80

N = 290 (153 females, 137 males). Note. Items are BSRII. Understanding (anlayisli), BSRI2.
Independent (Bagimsiz), BSRI3. Dominant (baskin), BSRI4. Loves children (¢ocuklar1 seven), BSRIS5.
Take into account other people’s feelings (diger insanlarin duygularint 6nemseyen), BSRI7. Eager to
soothe hurt feelings (duygulari teskin edici/duygularina hakim olabilen), BSRIS. Affectionate (duygusal),
BSRI10. Self-sufficient (ise yarar ve becerikli), BSRI11. Gentle (kibar/nazik), BSRI12. Has leader
abilities (lider 6zelliklerine sahip), BSRI13. Willing to take a stand (muhalif/muhalefet eden), BSRI114.
Willing to take risks (risk alabilen), BSRI15. Strong personality (saglam karakterli), BSRI16. Aggressive
(saldirgan), BSRI17. Compassionate (sefkatli), BSRI18. Sympathetic (sempatik), BSRI19. Tender
(sevecen), BSRI20. Warm (sicakkanli).

3.2.12. Participant characteristics

Participants’ socio-demographic and work characteristics were assessed with
Follower Information Form (see, Appendix K). Participant gender is dummy-coded as 1
for females and 2 for males. Age categories are originally 18-24 years, 25-30 years, 31-
35 years, 36-40 years, 41-45 years, 46-50 years, 51-50 years, 56 and above years. For
group level comparisons, | recode them into 18-30 years, 31-35 years, 36 and above

years. The categories for the education levels are primary school, secondary school,
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high school, vocational college, undergraduate and graduate level. For group level
comparisons, | recode them into high school and below, vocational college, and
bachelor/master degree. The categories for participants’ tenure in the current
municipality and municipality sector are 18-24 months, 2-5 years, 5-10 years, 10-15
years, 15-20 years, 20 and above years. For comparisons, | recode tenure as less than 5
years, 5 to 15 years, more than 15 years. | measured employees’ individual-level
previous exposure to women’s leadership in their work life by asking a) whether they
have worked with female managers before (0, 1), and b) the gender of the current unit
manager (0, 1). I merge the two variables to obtain dummy coded variable of prior

exposure to women manager (0, 1).

3.3.Data Collection Procedure

Sabanct University’s Institutional Review Board — Research Ethics Council -
approved human subject participation in the study (protocol number: SOM-14-09,
11/3/2014). During all phases of data collection, participants first read and signed the
informed consent form (Appendix C). They created an identification number and
entered only this number on tests and survey across three measurements to assure the
confidentiality of data. | recorded and used these identification numbers, omitting any
other information about the participants, such as names etc.

After reading the informed consent form, participants completed GL-IAT and P-
IAT in a random order. Participants took IATs mostly in a quiet room in the
municipality. If a room was not available, | asked them to wear earplugs. | verbally gave
the instructions for quick and correct responding in one to one sessions and usually sat
with them to avoid any potential distracters during the test.

Subsequent to IATs, | provided paper and pencil based self-report survey
material to them to collect in the following day. | randomized the order of self-report
surveys’. Besides, | provided IATSs first and then survey material to participants at Phase
1. The findings on the order effect due to presenting IATs or survey material first were
mixed and not conclusive (see, Nosek et al., 2005). Nosek and colleagues (2005)

" I numbered each survey and ordered them via random number generator for each survey packet. | prepared sets of
such randomly ordered survey packets prior to municipality visits.
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recommended counterbalancing to be on the safe side, if there is no compelling reason
to give IAT or survey first. In the current context, the presentation of IAT was necessary
to build rapport with participants. During pilot testing, | observed that participants were
reluctant to participate after reading surveys on women mayor on survey material. To
avoid such self-selection bias, participants took IAT first and filled the survey questions

in the following day.

3.4.Data Analysis

Inquisit program automatically recorded IAT data. | entered self-report measure
data into Excel files using the non-identifying codes participants created according to
instructions. | conducted IAT scoring, descriptive statistics, Exploratory Factor Analysis
and univariate analyses via SPSS v 17. | ran all latent variable analyses with maximum
likelihood (ML) estimation methods using Mplus v.7 software (Muthen & Muthen,
1998-2012).

3.4.1. Thescoring of GL-IAT and P-IAT

| calculated the improved D score for IAT data at each measurement period by
accounting for latency variability and correct responses of each participant. Greenwald
and colleagues (2003) analyzed large datasets of IATs and optimized D score
transformations for IAT scoring. Recent evidence supports the superiority of the
improved algorithm of D score over other transformation methods, such as log
transformations (e.g., Lane et al., 2007; Nosek et al., 2007a; Richetin, Costantini,
Perugini, Schonbrodt, 2015). The optimized D score is conceptually an individual effect
size estimate, similar to Cohen’s d (Nosek et al., 2007a).

As mentioned before, the basic assumption is that if two labels are strongly
associated in mind compared to another pair, then the categorization of stimuli is
quicker (lower latency) with fewer errors. Latency is the total milliseconds (ms) that

elapsed between the presentation of stimulus on the middle of the screen and the
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participants’ response. Correct response refers to the categorization of the target
stimulus to appropriate label on the top of the screen. Latencies included the time for
correcting an error response in GL-IAT and P-IAT (built-in-error-penalty). At all
phases, D built in error penalties score (D_biep) for each participant is calculated with
the improved algorithm of Greenwald and colleagues (2003; Nosek, 2005; Lane et al.,
2007):
a. The calculation of mean (latency) and “inclusive” standard deviations (latency)
for each participant,
b. The removal of trials >10,000ms,
c. The calculation of mean latencies (for each Block 3, 4, 6 and 7) and latency
mean differences (Meanpiocks — Meanpocks), (Meanpiockz — Meanpiocka),
d. The calculation of “inclusive” standard deviations,
e. The calculation of D built in error penalties scores (D_biep_a and D_biep_b) by
dividing each mean difference by the associated inclusive standard deviation,
f. Taking equal-weight averages of D built in error penalty scores to get D score
for each participant.
Given that compatible responses are subtracted from incompatible responses, higher D
scores indicate higher stereotypic/prejudicial associations. To correct for potential
outliers of IAT, | deleted IAT scores of participants who have more than 10% of trials
that have latencies <300ms and >30% of critical trials with errors (Greenwald et al.,
2003; Nosek et al., 2007a). | only deleted one GL-IAT score at Phase 1; one GL-IAT
and three P-1AT scores at Phase 2; four GL-IAT and two P-IAT scores at Phase 3 (11
scores in total).

To facilitate latent variable analysis on IAT, | further calculated D scores by
parceling IAT data of each participant for each observation period. | create four parcels
for each test following the procedures of past research (e.g., Cunningham et al., 2001,
Nosek et al., 2005; Karpinski & Steinman, 2006; Nosek et al., 2007b; Schmukle &
Egloff, 2006; Sriram &Greenwald, 2009). | combine two paired critical blocks (Block 3
& Block 4 and Block 6 & Block 7). Then | split the trials of combined compatible
blocks and incompatible blocks into four parcels based on odd-even trial numbers. For
example, for a 20-trial block, parcel 1 includes odd trial numbers 1, 5, 9, 13 and 17,

whereas parcel 2 has even trial numbers 2, 6, 10, 14 and 18. Parcel 3 has remaining odd
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trials 3, 7, 11, 15 and 19; and parcel 4 involves remaining even trials 4, 8, 12, 16 and 20.
Note that this procedure is random in terms of stimuli (e.g., attributes) given that stimuli
appear randomly across trials. Such a procedure serves to ensure comparability by
creating equal number of trials of IATs among parcels. It also avoids any effects
because of splitting data into earlier or later trails (Schmukle & Egloff, 2006). Then I
calculate D score for each parcel separately. For GL-IAT, | obtain parcels g1, g2, g3,

and g4, for P-1AT, the parcel scores are pl, p2, p3 and p4.

3.4.2. Descriptives, factor structures, reliability analyses and univariate
analyses

Prior to any analyses, | explore the longitudinal data across sub-samples with an
aim to detect any coding error and to test the normality assumption (Hair et al., 2010).
The aim is to test whether variables are normally distributed across phases. | examine
the frequency tables, the shape of distributions (e.g., skewness-kurtosis degrees,
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests) and graphical representations (e.g., histograms) for each
variable at each data collection point. The visual inspection and statistical tests reveal
approximation to normality for each self-report scale and IAT D scores across phases.

The perceived mayor characteristics - i.e., success/performance and mayor
agency-communality — could be similar for a given mayor (within a given municipality)
and could be differentiated across mayors (between municipalities). In order to increase
the objectivity of mayor characteristics indicators, | explore whether | can aggregate
scores at group level. | try to capture shared perception on mayor characteristics. Then, |
center scores on group level means to reveal employees’ individual level deviation from
group level agreements (i.e., Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) In
order to explore whether there are significant and reliable between group level
consistencies over the total scores of the indicators of mayor characteristics, | utilize the
intra-class coefficients (Bliese, 2000; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). I calculate ICC1 from
the division of between-group variance by the total variance (within group variance +
between group variance) (Bliese, 2000). | calculate ICC2 to estimate the reliability of
the differences among the group means of municipalities. | aggregate the respondent
ratings at group level based on both the significant ICC1 values and ICC2 values above

122



than .70 (Klein, Bliese, Kozlowski, Dansereau, Gavin, Griffin et al., 2000).
Furthermore, in order to capture employees’ individual level deviation from their
group/municipality (i.e., Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), | center
perception scores for each participant at group (i.e., municipal) level by subtracting their
score from group means (Group centered score = individual score — group mean).

To examine group differences in attrition analyses and descriptive statistics, | use
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for continuous dependent variables, and chi-
squares for categorical variables. | examine zero order correlations for inter-relations

among IAT scores and self-report scales.

3.4.3. Measurement invariance, structural invariance and alpha-beta-
gamma (ABG) change

Prior to hypotheses testing, | test multi-group and longitudinal measurement
invariance of repeated measures. Measurement invariance (MI) tests have been
conducted in studies where researchers validate scales across diverse groups (e.g.,
across gender or experimental groups), or across measurement occasions (e.g.,
longitudinal MI). | test the measurement equivalence of IATS across exposure group
versus control group as well as across gender groups at Phase 1. Longitudinal
measurement invariance is a precondition to assess individual change trajectories (Chan,
1998; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). The validity is partially verified by longitudinal
measurement invariance (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). Of current concern in
longitudinal measurement invariance is whether respondents interpreted and evaluated
implicit attitudes toward female leadership in the same way across time. | undertake
longitudinal invariance tests for P-IAT (three-repeated measures), GL-IAT (two
repeated measures) and ILT scale (two repeated measures).

To establish measurement invariance across time, a hierarchical series of nested
CFA models with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation are fitted to the vector of 12
indicator means and variance-covariance matrix each for GL-IAT and P-IAT. As
discussed previously in the current theoretical framework, measurement invariance test
involves four basic models. One is configural invariance, which is whether same factors

assess the target construct across phases. | specify a configural invariance model as a

123



baseline model. The null hypothesis of configural invariance tests is the equivalence of
factor structures across measurement occasions. Three latent factors, all factor
variances, covariances, means and residual covariances are estimated simultaneously
and freely. For identification purposes, one observed indicator’s loading is fixed to 1
and its intercept is fixed to O for each latent factor.

The second model is metric invariance (or, “weak” invariance) is concerned with
the degree of loadings across repeated measures. Metric invariance model is nested in
configural invariance model. I constrained all factor loadings to be equal across phases.
For identification purpose, the factor variance is fixed to 1 for Phase 1 latent factor, but
freely estimated for other latent factors. All intercepts and residuals are freely estimated.

The third model is scalar invariance (or, “strong invariance”) which is about the
equality of unstandardized indicator intercepts across phases. Scalar invariance model is
nested in metric invariance model. All indicator intercepts are constrained equal across
phases. Additionally, the factor mean of Phase 1 latent factor is fixed to 0 for
identification purposes, but other factor means and residuals are freely estimated. The
fourth one is the residual invariance (“strict” invariance) model, which tests the
equality of the unstandardized residual variances across phases. It tests whether the
amount of indicator variance not accounted by the latent factor is equal across phases.
Residual invariance model is nested in scalar invariance model. | constrained all
residual variances to be equal across phases.

Given the longitudinal and multiple group measurement invariance of repeated
measures, | further examine the structural invariance of measures with three models.
The first structural invariance model is the equality of factor variances. The invariance
model of factor variance is nested on residual measurement invariance model. This time
all latent factor variances are constrained to one. The second structural invariance model
is the equality of factor covariances. It is nested in the factor variance model and tests
the equality of factor covariances across time. | constrained all latent factor covariances
to be equal. The final model is the equality of latent factor means and is nested in the
factor covariance model. Latent factor means are constrained to be equal to each other.

CFA based measurement and structural invariance models are considered as the
most valid means of capturing the presence of alpha-beta-gamma (ABG) change (see,
Riordan et al., 2003; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). In Golembiewski and colleagues’
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(1976) seminal paper, alterations in factor structure are taken as an indication of beta
and gamma change without clearly distinguishing between these two change types.
More recent CFA based approaches (see, Chan, 1998; Riordan et al., 2003; VVandenberg
& Lance, 2000) and empirical analyses (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Thompson &
Hunt, 1996) have operationalized ABG change within measurement invariance (MlI)
and structural invariance (SI) framework. Here | follow such operationalization of ABG
change types.

| operationalize gamma change in terms of the lack of configural invariance in
MI and non-equivalence among factor covariances in Sl. Beta change is defined as the
recalibration of scaling units (i.e., the lack of metric invariance given configural
invariance) and change in the value of item ratings shown in unequal item intercepts
(i.e., the lack of scalar invariance given metric invariance). Given that residual
invariance, the lack of equivalence of factor variances across time (i.e., the lack of
factor variance Sl) also indicates the presence of beta change. |1, therefore,
operationalize respondents’ recalibration of responding to IATs stimuli as the absence
of metric invariance, the lack of scalar invariance and non-equivalence of factorial
variances across time. Alpha change is defined as the differences in factorial means
across time given Ml and other tests of structural invariance (i.e., factorial variance and
covariance). The absence of factorial mean invariance across time may indicate the
presence of mean level change in implicit attitudes toward female leadership in
exposure group. | test ABG changes in nested hierarchical models of longitudinal and

multi group (exposure group versus control group) Ml and Sl.

3.4.4. Latent growth modeling

After verifying the measurement invariance of repeated measures, | test my main
hypothesis with Latent Growth Modeling within structural equation modelling
framework. LGM is a highly recommended technique to analyze within person change
trajectories given that it overcomes most limitations of other analyses such as repeated
measure analysis of variance (ANOVA) and random coefficient models (such as
hierarchical linear modeling, HLM) (Chan, 1998; Muthen & Curran, 1997). ANOVA
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assumes the homogeneity and equality of residuals of repeated measurement, which is

mostly unlikely because individual variability can exist in change patterns. Random

coefficient models do not allow testing latent variables as predictors of change. To
examine the rate of intra-individual change in generalized implicit prejudice toward
female leadership, | analyze data with multiple indicator latent growth modelling

(MLGM; Chan, 1998; Geiser, Keller & Lockhart, 2013; Muthen & Muthen, 1998-

2012). MLGM extends latent growth by modelling target construct as latent variable

(first-order) with multiple observed indicators on confirmatory factor model. | utilize

MLGM (Chan, 1998; Geiser et al., 2013), because first it partials out random error from

true change trajectory and time specific residual variability. Second, it allows the
estimation of the longitudinal measurement invariance model while estimating growth
trajectory.

In the current MLGM, four observed parcels of P-IAT represent each first order
latent variable. First order latent variables function as indicators of two second-order
latent factors — that is, growth parameters: intercept and slope (Chan, 1998). Intercept
represents initial status of growth curve — i.e., means and variances of each individual’s
intercepts. Slope represents the rate of change — i.c., slope of each individual’s growth
curve. The latent variable slope serves to index participants’ true change on implicit
prejudice over repeated measurements. The means of intercept and slope represent the
average starting point and the rate of change, respectively. The variance of intercept and
the variance of slope represent the individual variability at the beginning and the extent
of change.

Any significant variability of intercept and slope suggest that time invariant and/or
time varying covariates can be entered to model to account for the variability among
individuals in terms of starting point and the rate of change, respectively. In the current
study, | estimate a series of MLGM models:

1) I, first, determine the unconditional MLGM of control group and exposure group,
separately. Each measurement of P-1AT is represented as a latent indicator of two
growth factors — intercept and slope. The loadings of latent variable intercept are
fixed to 1 so that intercept serves to index participants’ baseline levels - Phase 1
score of implicit prejudice toward female leadership (Chan, 1998). The loadings of
slope are fixed to O for the phase 1 measurement, 1 to phase 2 measurement and 2
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2)

3)

4)

5)

for phase 3. Constraints on loadings of slope are evenly spaced, because time
intervals are equal (three-month interval). These weights are positive given that the
basic expectation is a linear trend (especially for only three observation time
points).

| test multiple group unconditional MLGM to test the difference between exposure
group and control group.

Then, | determine the functional form of growth trajectory of P-IAT. | examine
whether the change function follows a linear pattern or alternative (“optimal”)
estimation (such as curvilinearity). To test the linearity, the change (slope) factor
loadings are constrained to 0, 1 and 2 across repeated measures. To test the optimal
estimation, | constrain the first and second change factor loadings to 0 and 1
respectively, but allow the free estimation of the third loading.

| augment MLGM model with demographic variables such as gender and
hypothesized predictors of change in P-IAT — namely a) implicit stereotyping, b)
ILT, c) perceived agency-communality of mayor, d) perceived success of mayor, €)
perceived quantity and quality (i.e., LMX, 1J) of relationship with mayor, f) gender
identity and gender of participants.

Finally, I specify mediational models to test whether a) implicit stereotyping and b)
the sensitive content of leadership prototypes mediated the relationship between
exposure to female leadership and the slope factor of P-IAT. The models
concerning with the mediating effect of the sensitivity content of leadership
prototypes are developed on multiple group MLGM. They exemplify conditional
indirect effect (Preacher, 2010) or the moderated mediation models. Multiple-group
MLGM calculates the mediating effects separately for the grouping variable —
exposure group versus control group

For all MLGM analysis, | utilize maximum likelihood (ML) estimation given the

linear distribution of P-IATs D scores for each time point. As mentioned before, factor

loadings of intercept latent factors are fixed to one. The covariation between latent

intercept and slope is freely estimated in order to reveal whether the starting implicit

prejudice levels predict the change trajectory. | specify listwise deletion missing data

procedure in all analyses as discussed before.
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3.4.5. Model fit assessment for latent variable analyses

For all latent variable analyses in Mplus, | utilize standard indices to assess
model fit with the aim of minimizing Type 1 and Type 2 errors (Bentler, 1990; Chen,
2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). | use the following fit
indices to detect model misspecifications in all latent analyses and model comparisons
in nested models: a) chi-square (X?) goodness of fit test, b) the Comparative Fit Index
(CF1), ¢) Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and d) the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA).

Any small difference among factor patterns of groups and larger sample size
increases the probability of finding the chi square level as significant. Researchers,
therefore, recommend supplementing chi-square with other indices, such as CFI, NFI,
TLI and RMSEA (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance,
2000). Values .90 or above are accepted to indicate satisfactory fit, whereas values .95
or above indicate a good fit for CFI and TLI values. The absolute value of RMSEA is
generally useful to observe misspecified models and especially to inspect misfit
loadings of latent factors in measurement invariance models. As a rule of thumb,
RMSEA value .08 (or even .10) is regarded as a satisfactory fit, and value .05 or below
indicate a good fit (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). To compare nested models, | compute
the likelihood ratio test by scaling chi square difference for degrees of freedom (AX?
/Adf). T use the chi square difference tests to compare differences in fit indices of

models.
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RESULTS

This section presents the current findings. It begins with descriptive
statistics, factor analysis and reliability estimates of measures. Then it reports the results
on univariate analyses, longitudinal measurement invariance tests and tests on change in

implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

4.1.Descriptives and Reliability of IATs

Table 4.1 presents descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations,
internal consistencies and zero order correlations indicating test-retest reliabilities of
IAT D scores.

Table 4.1.
Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Coefficients and Zero Order
Correlations Indicating Test-Retest Reliability of GL-IAT and P-1AT D scores

Mean (SD) Cronbach Alpha Correlations in Control Group
Exposure  Control  Exposure Control 2 3 4 5 6
1.GL-IATPH1 .06 (.31) .09 (.32) 81 78 18 14 -06 -14 -09
2.GL-IAT PH2 .03 (31) .14(.31) 78 12 - .20 -04 -13 -.09
3.GL-IATPH3  .01(27) .10(.27) 74 68 - -17 -10  -17
4.P-1AT PH1 -15(52) -.18(.52) 92 93 - 467 357
5.P-IAT PH2 -15(52) -.16 (.49) .89 .90 - 397
6.P-IAT PH3 -18 (.45) -.17 (.47) .88 .89 -

*p<.05. p <.01. Correlations N =122. Note. GL-IAT: Gender Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-
IAT: Prejudice Implicit Association Test; Ph1: Phase 1; Ph2: Phase 2; Ph3: Phase 3.
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In the exposure group, Cronbach alpha coefficients ranged from .74 to .81 for GL-IAT
and ranged from .88 to .92 for P-IAT across phases. In the control group, Cronbach
alpha coefficients ranged from .68 to .78 for GL-IAT and ranged from .89 to .93 for P-
IAT across phases. These ranges are above the .60 threshold for the reliability of
implicit measures as a rule of thumb (Lane et al., 2007; Nosek et al., 2007a) and
therefore supported an acceptable level of internal consistency of GL-IAT and P-IAT
for each group.

| examine test-retest reliability of IATs for only the control group where change in
scores is not predicted. In the control group, zero order correlations of P-IAT repeated
measures indicate acceptable level of test-retest reliability, rpjarpni-pn2 = .46, p < .01 and
rpiaTPh2-ph3 = .39, p < .01. The correlations among repeated scores of GL-IAT in the
control group are rggiatehi-ph2 = .18, N.S., reLiateha-ph3 = .20, p < .05 and rgLiatehi-phs =
.14, n.s. Except correlations between Phase 2 and Phase 3 scores, test-retest reliabilities
are lower than the acceptable range of .20 to .69 as reported in previous research (e.g.,
Cunningham et al., 2001; Egloff et al., 2005; Lane et al., 2007). Hence, GL-IAT may
not be a reliable measure of implicit stereotype toward female leadership, which might
threaten the validity of inferences on the change of implicit stereotyping toward female
leadership. | examine this threat in the measurement invariance models of GL-IAT and |
am cautious in interpreting all statistical analyses involving GL-IAT.

The means of GL-IAT D scores are positive (Greenwald et al., 1998) across group
and across time, indicating implicit stereotypic view of female leadership. The means of
all P-IAT D scores are negative, indicating that participants of the exposure group and
the control group tend not to have implicit prejudicial attitudes against female
leadership. Moreover, as shown on Table 4.1, D scores of GL-IAT and P-IAT
negatively correlate in the control group. Although they do not reach a significant level,
negative correlations implied the divergence of measurements on implicit stereotyping
and implicit prejudice. | check the divergence of their measurements - discriminant
validity of GL-IAT and P-1AT - by comparing one second-order latent factor versus two
first order factors in CFA models tested on the control group at Phase 1 D scores. Table
4.2 shows the unstandardized estimates (standard errors) and standardized estimates of

the 2-factor model.
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Table 4.2.
Unstandardized Estimates (Standard Errors) and Standardized Estimates of GL-IAT
and P-1AT for the Control Group at Phase-1

Unstandardized estimates Standardized estimates
(Standard error)

GL-IAT
g1l 1.000 (.000) 744
g12 845 (.105) 744
g13 964 (.126) 695
g14 890 (.114) 713
P-IAT
p1l 1.000 (.000) 832
pl12 1.297 (.094) 888
pl3 1.122 (.082) 886
pl4 1.176 (.091) 851

Note. N = 170. Parcels g11 to g14 represented GL-IAT Phase 1. Parcels pll to pl14 represented P-IAT
Phase 1. All estimates are significant at p <.001. The correlation between GL-IAT and P-1AT = -.06, n.s.
The results show the superiority of the non-covariation among the two first order factor
model, Ay? = 278.695, Adf = 2, p < .001, over the one latent factor model, »* (21) =
315.761, p <.001, CFI = .57, TLI = .42, RMSEA (90% CI) = .30 (.27-.33). The 2-factor
model, )(2 (19) = 37.066, p = .008, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.04-

.12), supports the measurement level differentiation of IATs (Blair et al., 2010).

4.2.Univariate Analyses

Table 4.3a and Table 4.3b present means, standard deviations, Cronbach alpha
coefficients and correlations in the exposure group and the control group, respectively.
GL-IAT D scores (Phase 2) have significant positive correlations with performance
indicators (ranging from .31 to .40) in the exposure group. The exposure group’s PIAT
D scores (Phase 1) have significant positive correlations with the dynamic ILT (Phase
3), r = .28, p < .05. The exposure group’s P-IAT D scores at Phase 3 have significant
negative correlations with the scores of quantity of interaction with the female leader
(overall, r = -.34, p <.05; distant interaction, r = -.33, p <.05, and close interaction, r = -
.29, p < .05). These scores have also significantly negative correlations with the quality
of interaction with the female leader (overall, r = -.31, p < .05, the affective exchange, r

=-.33, p <.05, and professional exchange, r = -.31, p <.05).
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| further examined group level comparisons by conducting univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA) on employee characteristics. As shown on Table 4.4a, one way
ANOVA:s indicated no group difference on IATs among exposure to female leadership
(the exposure group versus the control group), participants’ age, or education groups.
Similarly, there was no group difference on IATs among groups of prior experience
with women managers (yes, no), as well as municipality characteristics (i.e.,
municipality size, % of female council members, % of representativeness of mayor’s
party in the council)®. I found significant group differences on respondents’ gender and
tenure in terms of Phase 1 IATs. Men (M = .12, SD = .49) had higher implicit prejudice
at Phase 1 compared to women (M = -.44, SD = .39), F (1, 216) = 111.14, p < .001, 5*=
29. In contrast, men (M = .01, SD = .31) had lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 1
compared to women (M = .13, SD = .31), F (1, 216) = 10.68, p < .01, »* = .04.
Municipality tenure was related to higher implicit stereotyping at Phase 1, F (2, 216) =
3.62, p < .05, #°=.03. Fisher’s LSD post hoc analyses on municipal tenure showed that
employees who are tenured less than 5 years (M = .02, SD = .30) had significantly lower
implicit stereotyping than those tenured more than 15 years (M = .15, SD = .32).
Sectoral tenure groups significantly differed in terms of implicit stereotyping, F (2, 216)
= 3.04, p < .05, n* = .03, and implicit prejudice, F (2, 216) = 3.47, p < .05, 5> = .03.
Fisher’s LSD post hoc analyses on sectoral tenure showed that employees who are
tenured less than 5 years (M = .02, SD = .29) had significantly lower implicit
stereotyping than those tenured more than 15 years (M = .13, SD = .33). Fisher’s LSD
post hoc analyses on sectoral tenure showed that employees who are tenured less than 5
years (M = -.17, SD = .56) had lower implicit prejudice toward female leadership
compared to others. Considering these significant results, | explore participant gender
and tenure in trajectory analyses on GL-IAT and P-IAT. | dichotomize tenure variables
as 1 (high tenure; 5 years or higher) and 0 (low tenure; lower than 5 years) in

subsequent analyses®.

® Phase 1 scores of IATs did not differ between the original sample and newly added participants, suggesting similar
levels of implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership of these participants (see, Table
4.18a). Two sample groups, similarly, did not differ in terms of GL-IAT Phase 2 [F (1, 235) = .218, n.s.], GL-IAT
Phase 3 [F (1, 206) = 2.87, n.s.], P-IAT Phase 2 [F (1, 235) = 2.42, n.s.] and P-1AT Phase 3 [F (1, 208) = .005, n.s.].
These findings indicated that new participants did not differ from the original sample in terms of implicit stereotyping
and implicit prejudice toward female leadership. Therefore, | merged two samples in further analyses.

® | dichotomize the tenure because multiple-group MLGM did not converge with eight groups.
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Table 4.3a.

Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Coefficients and Zero Order Pearson Correlations among Variables for the Exposure
Group

Exposure group M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1.GL-IATPH1 .06 .31 (81) .15 .05 27 -14 -227 -.07 -13 .01 -15 -17 -14 -19
2GL-IATPH2 .03 .31 (.78) 18 -.02 -.05 -.07 15 20 .08 14 16 18 .07

3.GL-IATPH3 .01 .27 (.74) .02 -19 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.08 -.06 -.04 -16 -.04
4.P-1AT PH1 -15 52 (.92) 317 307 .03 .05 .01 15 .07 12 23

5.P-IAT PH2 -15 52 (.89) 407 A1 13 13 -.09 -10 -11 .02

6.P-IAT PH3 -18 45 (.88) -34 -33°  -20 317 -33°  -31* -18
7.Quantity 162 190 (.94) 957 94” 517 547 417 AT
8.Quantity — 245 2.6 (.93) 78" 56" 597 457 547
distant

9.Quantity- 86  1.89 (.95) 40 43 34 35

close

10.Quality 302 .91 (.97) 94" 93" 907
11.Quality- 302 .91 (.93) 83" 797
LMX affect

12.Quality — 293 1.08 (.93) 73"
LMX prof.

13.Quality -1 3.16 .96 (.96)

Note. GL-IAT: D score for Gender-Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-IAT: D score for Prejudice Implicit Association Test; Quantity: Score of frequency of
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-distant: Score of frequency of distant interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-close: Score of frequency of close
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quality: Composite score of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale and interactional justice scale at Phase 2;
Quality-LMX affect: affect sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-LMX professional respect: professional respect
sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-1J: score of interactional justice scale at Phase 2;



Exposure group M SD 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25

1.GL-IATPH1L .06 31 -.05 -.05 -.06 -.04 01 -10 -23 -.01 -13 -17 -.08 -.06
2.GL-IAT PH2 .03 31 37 36 407 317 14 16 -01 -.04 .08 14 .08 01

3.GL-IATPH3 .01 27 A1 14 15 .01 -.07 -.02 -18 -.01 .01 -.04 13 -19
4.P-1AT PH1 -15 52 .06 .01 .08 .08 .03 .08 17 28" 15 18 -.05 -16
5.P-IAT PH2 -15 52 -11 -.08 -.06 -14 -.03 -14 -.07 -12 -.08 -14 -17 11
6.P-IAT PH3 -18 45 -22 -14 -21 -.29 -.061 -18 -.07 -.09 -18 -.27 -14 .03

7.Quantity 1.62  1.90 537 407 517 617 437 32 38" 32 56" 48" 397 25

8.Quantity — 245 216 607 49 577 65" 48" 37 437 33 64" 537 447 26

distant

9.Quantity- 86  1.89 427 27 417 507 33 24 28 28 39 37 32" 24

close

10.Quality 302 .91 84" 76" a7 87" 36" 27 627 55" 86" 72" 48" 36"
11.Quality- 302 .91 78" 737 697 81" 37 35" 60" 517 80" 67" 597 447
LMX affect

12.Quality — 293 1.08 78" 72" 707 797 28 27 52 AT 71" a7 407 44
LMX prof.

13.Quality - 1 316 .96 757 65" 72" a7 40 17 637 50" 84" 517 36" 13

14.Performance  7.02  2.31 (.94 957 957 96 447 35" 437 427 797 66" AT 317
-overall

15.Performance  7.05  2.42 (.95) 85" 86" 427 37 31 30 a7 637 447 30
- strategy

16.Performance  7.13  2.31 (.92) 87" 38 21 397 427 707 647 33" 19

-public affairs

17.Performance  6.83  2.50 (.94) 46" 417 537 48" 797 637 537 36
-internal affair

18.ILTsensitivit  6.20  1.08 (.96) 65" 20 .09 537 27 397 28"
yPH1

19.ILT- 6.27 .94 (.96) 33 29 38" 447 38" 317
dynamism PH 1

20.ILT 6.19  1.02 (.96) 717 70" AT 23 24

sensitivity PH3

21.ILT- 6.19 .86 (.94) 48" AT .08 14

dynamic PH 3

22.Mayor 582 114 (.98) 68" 527 15
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communality

Exposure group M SD 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
23.Mayor 588  1.13 (.95) 40 29

agency

24.Participant 631 .58 (.83) 42"
femininity

25.Participant 5.72 .96 (.84)
masculinity

Note. GL-IAT: D score for Gender-Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-IAT: D score for Prejudice Implicit Association Test; Quantity: Score of frequency of
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-distant: Score of frequency of distant interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-close: Score of frequency of close
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quality: Composite score of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale and interactional justice scale at Phase 2;
Quality-LMX affect: affect sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-LMX professional respect: professional respect
sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-1J: score of interactional justice scale at Phase 2; performance-overall: Score
of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; Performance-strategy: Score of strategy sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale
at Phase 2; Performance-public affairs: Score of public affairs sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; Performance-internal
affairs: Score of internal affairs sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; ILT sensitivity PH1: Sensitivity sub-scale score of Implicit
Leadership Theories scale at Phase 1; ILT dynamism PH1: Dynamism sub-scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories at Phase 1; ILT sensitivity PH3: Sensitivity sub-
scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories scale at Phase 3; ILT dynamism PH3: Dynamism sub-scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories at Phase 3; Mayor
communality: Communality sub-scale of Mayor Agency-Communality Scale at Phase 2; Mayor agency: agency sub-scale of Mayor Agency-Communality Scale at
Phase 2; Participant Masculinity: Masculine sub-scale score of Bem Sex Role Inventory; Participant Femininity: Feminine sub-scale score of Bem Sex Role
Inventory.
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Table 4.3b.
Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Coefficients and Zero Order Pearson Correlations for the Control Group

Control group M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1.GL-IAT PH1 09 32 (78) 18 14 -06 .14 -09 -17 -21 -09 -02 .01 .01 -05
2.GL-IAT PH2 14 31 (72) .20~ -04 -13 -09 14 15 .09 -06 -05 -05 -08
3.GL-IAT PH3 10 .27 (68 -17 -10 -17 -08 -01 -16 -03 -03 -13 .05

4.P-IAT PH1 -18 52 (93) 467 357 11 12 .09 05  -04 .07 .01

5.P-IAT PH2 -16 .49 (90) 397 .10 A1 .07 18 15 13 13

6.P-IAT PH3 -17 47 (89) -05 .03 -12 .01 .01 .02 -03
7.Quantity 1.42 155 (93) 947 89" 417 357 387 407
8.Quantity —distant 221 197 (92) 707 467 387 457 44”
9.Quantity-close 67 142 (93) 26" .24 23 28
10.Quality 232 114 (95) 967 917 .94
11.Quality-LMX affect 233 115 (95) .807 .89
12.Quality — LMX prof. 250 1.20 (95) 747
13.Quality - 1J 218 1.26 (.96)

Note. GL-1AT: D score for Gender-Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-IAT: D score for Prejudice Implicit Association Test; Quantity: Score of frequency of
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-distant: Score of frequency of distant interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-close: Score of frequency of close
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quality: Composite score of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale and interactional justice scale at Phase 2;
Quality-LMX affect: affect sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-LMX professional respect: professional respect
sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-1J: score of interactional justice scale at Phase 2.
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Control group M SD 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1.GL-IAT PH1 .09 32 .02 .09 .04 -01  -.05 .03 -22  -04 .05 -01 -02  -02
2.GL-IAT PH2 14 31 -1 -10 -10 -11  -02 -15 -11  -07 -21  -14 10 -12
3.GL-IAT PH3 10 27 -09 -07 -10 -08 .06 -02 -18 -20 -06  -09 07 .02
4.P-IAT PH1 -18 52 11 A1 .08 17 -01  -10 .09 12 .04 .02 -.02 15
5.P-IAT PH2 -16 49 10 14 .05 .09 -10 -14  -01 .04 15 18 -16 17
6.P-IAT PH3 -17 A7 .05 13 .01 .05 -10 -09  -04 .04 A1 10 -.08 .07
7.Quantity 142 155 477 457 457 447 14 .09 26 20 377 25 .08 .05
8.Quantity —distant 221 197 497 467 467 AT 12 .06 25 21 377 25 14 13
9.Quantity-close 67 142 397 357 387 357 A1 A1 21 13 28" 19 -.02 -.07
10.Quality 232 114 80" 67 .75 757 21 18 317 427 827 727 09 14
11.Quality-LMX affect 233 115 747 657 687 677 .19 10 33" 407 797 677 .09 19
12.Quality — LMX prof. 250 120 717 627 707 657 277 .28 25 467 717 707" .06 17
13.Quality - 1J 218 126 767 607 67 797 .18 15 29" 300 80" 66 .12 .08
14.Performance-overall 652 198  (.92) 927 94" 917 22 29 22 407 757 737 16 12
15.Performance- strategy 652  2.23 (94) 847 827 16 18 24 347 607 697 .10 14
16.Performance-public affairs ~ 7.20  1.90 (91) 807 28" 337 13 28 697 677 .20 13
17.Performance-internal affair 590  2.30 (.92) 17 24" 22 36" 767 637 .16 .06
18.I1LTsensitivity PH 1 580 143 (95 727  -04  -03 17 19 387 16
19.ILT-dynamism PH 1 611 111 (97)  -.19 .06 26" 337 41T 217
20.ILT sensitivity PH3 582  1.36 (98) 697 36 28"  -16 .03
21.ILT-dynamic PH 3 598  1.09 (94) 377 437 -12 15
22.Mayor communality 440 191 (98) 707 .09 17
23.Mayor agency 5.54 1.69 (.94) A3 24
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Control group M SD 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
24 Participant femininity 601 101 (84) 327
25.Participant masculinity 5.47 1.17 (.85)

Note. GL-IAT: D score for Gender-Leadership Implicit Association Test; P-IAT: D score for Prejudice Implicit Association Test; Quantity: Score of frequency of
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-distant: Score of frequency of distant interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quantity-close: Score of frequency of close
interaction with the leader at Phase 2; Quality: Composite score of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale and interactional justice scale at Phase 2;
Quality-LMX affect: affect sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-LMX professional respect: professional respect
sub-dimension of Leader-Member Exchange Multidimensional scale at Phase 2; Quality-1J: score of interactional justice scale at Phase 2; performance-overall: Score
of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; Performance-strategy: Score of strategy sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale
at Phase 2; Performance-public affairs: Score of public affairs sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; Performance-internal
affairs: Score of internal affairs sub-dimension of municipality organizational performance scale at Phase 2; ILT sensitivity PH1: Sensitivity sub-scale score of Implicit
Leadership Theories scale at Phase 1; ILT dynamism PH1: Dynamism sub-scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories at Phase 1; ILT sensitivity PH3: Sensitivity sub-
scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories scale at Phase 3; ILT dynamism PH3: Dynamism sub-scale score of Implicit Leadership Theories at Phase 3; Mayor
communality: Communality sub-scale of Mayor Agency-Communality Scale at Phase 2; Mayor agency: agency sub-scale of Mayor Agency-Communality Scale at
Phase 2; Participant Masculinity: Masculine sub-scale score of Bem Sex Role Inventory; Participant Femininity: Feminine sub-scale score of Bem Sex Role
Inventory.
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Table 4.4.

One Way ANOVA on Group Comparisons for GL-IAT and P-IAT D scores at Phase 1

GL-IAT P-IAT
Participant characteristics Mean (SD) df MS F 7 Mean (SD) df MS F 7

Exposure vs. control Control group (n = 174) .09 (.32) 1 .06 .62 .002 -18 (.52) 1 .05 .18 .001
Exposure group (n = 133) .06 (.31) -15(.52)

Gender Female (n = 144) 13 (.31) 1 1.03 10.68** .039 -.44 (.39) 1 2163 111.14*** 286
Male (n = 139) .01 (.31) 12 (.49)

Age (years) 30> (n=75) .05 (.25) 2 .05 47 .004 -.17 (.51) 2 .81 1.08 .024
30-35 (n=74) .08 (.31) -.07 (.55)
36 and < (n =113) .10 (.34) -.16 (.48)

Education High school and > (n = 84) .09 (.31) 2 .02 16 .001 -.19 (.53) 2 45 1.70 .013
Vocational college (n = 58) .08 (.33) -.06(.53)
Bachelor/master (n = 116) .07 (.31) -.21 (.50)

Municipality tenure 5 years > (n =97) .02 (.30) 2 .35 3.62* .031 -.19 (.56) 2 48 1.79 .015
5-15 years (n = 91) .10 (.31) -.09 (.50)
15 years < (n = 56) 15 (.32) -.25 (.49)

Sectoral tenure 5 years > (n = 86) .02 (.29) 2 .29 3.04* .026 -.17 (.56) 2 .93 3.47* .028
5-15 years (n = 86) 11 (.31) -.07 (.49)
15 years < (n = 75) 13 (.33) -.09 (.50)

Prior exposure to Yes (n =69) .06 (.31) 1 .01 11 .001 -.16 (.52) 1 .02 .09 .001
women managers No (n = 236) .08 (.31) -.19 (.51)

Participant samples Original sample (n = 253) .08 (.32) 1 .01 01 .001 -15(.52) 1 48 1.75 .019
Additional sample (n = 54) .08 (.26) -.25 (.55)
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Municipality characteristics Mean (SD) df  MS F n Mean (SD) df MS F n
% of female citizens <50 % (n=185) .09 (.31) 1 .05 48 .002 -.21 (.50) 1 .80 2.94 .010
in district >50% (n = 118) .06 (.32) -.10 (.55)

% of female council <15% (n=112) .02 (.31) 1 45 1.46 .006 -.16 (.53) 1 .01 .04 .001
members >15% (n =191) .06 (.33) -17 (.52)

% of council

members of mayor’s <50 % (n = 153) .06 (.32) 1 13 1.34 .005 -.22 (.55) 1 74 2.72 .009
affiliated party >50% (n = 150) .10 (.31) -.12 (.50)

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p <.001.

Note. For GL-IAT: Fisher’s LSD post hoc analyses for sectoral tenure showed significant difference between those with less than 5 years and those with more than 15
years (p < .05). For municipal tenure, there was significant difference between less than 5 years and more than 15 years (p < .05). For P-IAT: Fisher’s LSD post hoc
analyses age, there was significant difference between participants of 30-35 years and those of 36 and more years (p < .05). For sectoral tenure, there was significant
difference between those with more than 15 years and those with 5-15 year (p <.05).
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4.2.1. Hypothesis testing on the group differences of GL-IAT

Hypotheses on group differences on GL-IAT state that employees who are
exposed to a female municipality mayor (exposure group) would have lower levels of
context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership relative to
the control group at Phase 1 (Hypothesis 1a) and at Phase 2 controlling for Phase 1
measure (Hypothesis 1b). As stated before and shown at Table 4.4, one-way ANOVA
indicates no significant difference on GL-IAT across the exposure group and the
control group at Phase 1. This refutes Hypothesis 1a.

To test Hypothesis 1b, considering the univariate analyses, | conduct a 2 X 2
ANCOVA to assess the main effect of exposure to female leadership on GL-IAT
Phase 2 score as well as its interaction with participant gender. As shown at Table 4.5,
2 X 2 ANCOVA shows that controlling for GL-IAT Phase 1 measure, exposure to
female leadership does not have significant main effect on GL-IAT Phase 2 scores
controlling for Phase 1 score, F (1, 216) = 1.66, n.s. This also refutes Hypothesis 1b:
the exposure group (M = .03, SD = .31)* do not have significantly lower levels of GL-
IAT (at Phase 2) compared to the control group (M = .15, SD = .31), controlling for
Phase 1 D score of GL-IAT.

Table 4.5.

2 X 2 ANCOVA Results with GL-IAT Phase 2 D Scores as the Dependent Variable
Variables df MS F n

GL-IAT Phl 1 10.601 219.413** .504

Exposure to the female mayor 1 .080 1.655 .008

Participant Gender 1 291 6.030* .027

Exposure * Participant Gender 1 .057 1.184 .005

Error 216 .048

*p < .05. Note. GL-IAT Phase-2 as DV: R* = .53, Adj R = .52, adjustments based on GL-IAT Phase 1
mean =1.07. Homogeneity of error variance was tested and not significant, F (3, 217) = 1.09, n.s.

Furthermore, female participants (M = .12, SD = .28) have higher D score for GL-IAT
Phase 2 than male participants (M = .05, SD = .34), F (1, 216) = 6.03, p < .05, *=.03.

However, the interaction of gender and exposure to female leadership is not

10 Means in the parentheses are estimated means.



statistically significant, F (1, 216) = 1.184, n.s. | also explore the interaction between
the sectoral tenure and the exposure to the female mayor, but the analysis reveals no
significant main effects or interaction effects.

In sum, these findings indicate that in contrast to Hypothesis 1a, participants in
the exposure group and those in the control group do not have significantly different
levels of implicit stereotyping at Phase 1. Albeit the first hypothesis is refuted, this
finding indicate that the level of implicit stereotyping of two groups do not differ at
the beginning of data collection. Furthermore, in contrast to Hypothesis 1b, controlling
for Phase 1 measure, two groups do not differ in terms of implicit stereotyping at
Phase 2, implying the lack of change in implicit stereotyping.

4.3.Measurement Invariance of Phase 1 D Scores of GL-IAT and P-1AT

Prior to tests on ABG change within measurement invariance (MI) and structural
invariance (SI) framework, | specify several Ml models: 1) MI of Phase 1 scores of
GL-IAT and P-IAT scores across gender groups and the exposure group versus the
control group.

Table 4.6a presents nested models on multiple-group MI tests of GL-IAT at
Phase 1. | examine the configural invariance of GL-IAT in CFA models. Baseline
models have satisfactory levels of fit indices supporting GL-IAT’s configural
invariance across the exposure group versus the control group, °= 8.640, df = 4, p =
071, CFI = .99, TLI= .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.00-.18). Results similarly suggest
configural invariance of GL-IAT across respondent gender groups, y°= 3.200, df = 4, p
= 525, CFl = 1.00, TLI= 1.01, RMSEA (90% CIl) = .00 (.00-.12) (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002).

Given the configural invariance, | proceed to test the metric invariance model
(nested in configural invariance), scalar invariance model (nested in metric invariance)
and residual invariance model (nested in scalar invariance). The likelihood ratio
comparison tests indicate non-significant change in chi-square tests of metric
invariance for the exposure versus the control group, AXZ (3) =1.532 n.s., as well as

for gender group, Ay® (3) = 2.526 n.s. These findings support the metric invariance
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(“weak invariance”) of GL-IAT across exposure versus control groups and across

gender groups.

Table 4.6a.
Multiple-Group Measurement Invariance Tests of GL-IAT at Phase 1 across Groups

Model Y df p Ay’  Adf CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI)
Respondent gender

Configural ~ 3.200 4 525 - - 100 1.01 .00 (.00-.12)
Metric  5.726 7 572 2526 3 100 1.01 .00 (.00-.10)
Scalar  8.513 10 579 2787 3 100 1.01 .00 (.00-.08)
Residual 12541 14 527 4.028 4 1.00 1.00 .00 (.00-.08)
Exposure vs. control
Configural  8.640 4 071 - 99 .96 .09 (.00-.18)
Metric  10.172 7 179 1532 99 .98 .06 (.00-.13)

3
Scalar 12.844 10 .232 2.672 3 99 .99 .05 (.00-.11)

Residual  14.492 14 414 1648 4 .100 1.00 .02 (.00-.08)
Note. All loadings are statistically significant for each model.

The likelihood ratio comparison, similarly, indicate non-significant change in
chi-square test on scalar invariance for the exposure group versus the control group,
Ax? (3) = 2.672 n.s., as well as for gender group, Ay* (3) = 2.787, n.s. These findings
support the scalar invariance (“strong invariance”) of GL-IAT across exposure versus
control groups and across gender groups. Hence, the mean D scores are comparable
across groups in hypothesis testing. | find also non-significant change in chi-square
test on residual invariance for exposure versus control group, A x* (4) = 1.648, n.s., as
well as for gender group, Ay* (4) = 4.028, n.s. These findings support the residual
invariance (“strict invariance”) of GL-IAT across exposure versus control groups and
across gender groups: the residual variances of observed parcel scores of GL-IAT are
equivalent across groups.

Table 4.6b presents nested models on multiple-group (exposure vs. control) Ml
tests of P-IAT at Phase 1. Baseline model has acceptable levels of fit indices
supporting P-IAT’s configural invariance across exposure versus control groups, )(2=
9.722, df = 4, p =.045, CFl = .99, TLI= .98, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.01-.18), as well
as respondent gender groups, y’= 7.146, df = 4, p = .128, CFI = 1.00, TLI= .98,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.00-.17). The analyses support metric invariance of P-1AT
for exposure versus control group, A;{Z (3) = 2.664 n.s., and participant gender groups,
A ¥* (3) = 6.349, n.s. Scalar invariance of P-IAT across exposure versus control group,
A ¥* (3) = 518, n.s., and gender groups, A ¥* (3) = 1.053, n.s., are also supported.
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Finally, residual invariance is found across exposure versus control group, A »* (4) =

2.639, n.s., and gender groups, A ¥ (4) = 1.836, n.s.
Table 4.6b.
Multiple Group Measurement Invariance Tests of P-IAT at Phase 1
Model Y df p Ay’  Adf CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI)
Respondent gender
Configural ~ 7.146 4 128 - - .100 .98 .08 (.00-.17)
Metric  13.495 7 061 6.349 3 99 .98 .08 (.00-.15)
Scalar 14548 10 .145 1.053 399 99 .06 (.00-.12)
Residual 16.384 14 291  1.836 4 1.00 1.00 .04 (.00-.09)
Exposure vs. control
Configural ~ 9.722 4 .045 - - 99 .98 .09 (.01-.18)
Metric  12.386 7 .089 2.664 3 99 .99 .07 (.00-.14)
Scalar 12904 10 .229 518 3 .100 .100 .04 (.00-.11)
Residual 15543 14 232 2.639 4 100 1.00 .04 (.00-.10)

Note. All loadings of each model were statistically significant.

In sum, analyses suggest that GL-IAT and P-IAT Phase 1 measurement have

configural,

metric, scalar and residual invariance across the exposure group versus the

control group as well as across participant gender groups. Hence, the equivalence of

measurement models legitimizes mean and variance level comparisons of IATs scores

across groups at Phase 1 and tests of M1 across time.

4.4.Longitudinal Measurement Invariance (MI) Models

The findings in the previous sub-section confirm the M1 models of GL-IAT and P-

IAT across

groups at Phase 1. Hence, | further tested MI of GL-IAT, P-IAT and ILTs

scale across phases and across groups. | specify the following models:

1.
2.
3.

Longitudinal MI of GL-1AT across gender groups,

Longitudinal MI of P-IAT across gender groups,

Longitudinal MI and structural invariance (SI) of GL-IAT across the
exposure group versus the control group,

Longitudinal M1 and SI of P-IAT across the exposure group versus the
control group, and,

Longitudinal MI of ILTs scale.
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4.4.1. Longitudinal MI of IATs across gender groups

1, first, explore the models of longitudinal M1 of GL-IAT across three phases*.
However, the fit indices of the longitudinal configural invariance model are not
acceptable across gender groups, y*= 1267.013, df = 89, p < .001, CFI = .74, TLI= .71,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .18 (.15-.22). I, therefore, estimate the model testing MI of GL-
IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2. Analysis confirm configural invariance of GL-IAT
across two phases and gender groups, x°= 67.167, df = 40, p = .005, CFI = .94, TLI=
.91, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.05-.12), yet not metric invariance, Ay’ (10) = 24.069, p
< .05. Based on the inspection of modification indices, | relax equality constraints on
gl4 (Phase 1 measure of g4). Analysis confirms non-significant chi square statistics
compared to baseline model, Ay* (8) = 13.709, n.s., supporting partial metric
invariance of GL-IAT across gender groups. Scalar and residual invariance across
gender groups are also confirmed for GL-IAT, Ay (6) = 9.545, p > .05 and Ay (10) =
15.741, p > .05 respectively. Table 4.7 presents the fit indices for nested longitudinal

MI models of GL-IAT (Phase 1 and Phase 2) across female and male participants.

Table 4.7.
Longitudinal Measurement Invariance of GL-IAT (Phase 1 and Phase 2) and P-IAT
(Three Phases) across Participant Gender Groups

Longitudinal Ml x df p Ay? Adf  CFI  TLI RMSEA
across Gender (90% ClI)
Groups
GL-IAT (Phase 1 &
Phase 2)
Configural  67.167 40 .005 - - 94 91 .08 (.05-.12)
Metric  91.236 50 .001 24.069* 10 91 .90 .09 (.06-.12)
Partial metric  80.876 48 .002 13.709 8 93 91 .08 (.05.11)

Scalar 71.331 54 .057 9.545 6 96 .96 .06 (.00-.09)
Residual 87.072 64 .029 15741 10 95 .95 .06 (.02-.09)

P-IAT (Three phases)
Configural 269.377 89 p<.001 - - 90 .89 .10 (.09-.12)
Metric 283549 105 p<.001 14172 16 90 .90 .10 (.09-.12)
Scalar 290.327 120 p<.001 6.778 15 91 .90 .09 (.08-.11)
Residual 291.299 140 p<.001 972 20 92 .92 .08 (.07-.09)

* p < .05. Note. All loadings are statistically significant for each model. The equality constraint on g14
was relaxed in the partial metric invariance model of GL-IAT.

1 Note that M1 of GL-IAT across three phases was exploratory and not necessary to test relevant
hypotheses.
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Second, | test the longitudinal MI of P-IAT across gender groups. As Table 4.7
presents, the configural invariance of P-IAT over three phases across gender group has
acceptable levels of fit indices, y*= 269.377, df = 89, p < .001, CFI = .90, TLI= .89,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .10 (.09-.12). The fit indices are better for the model on metric
invariance, y*= 283.549, df = 105, p < .001, CFI = .90, TLI= .90, RMSEA (90% ClI) =
.10 (.09-.12). The likelihood ratio test support the metric invariance of P-IAT across
time and gender groups, Ay® (16) = 14.172, p >.05. Scalar invariance test across time
and gender have also better fit, y*= 290.327, df = 120, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI= .90,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.08-.11). The likelihood ratio test support scalar invariance,
Ay? (15) = 6.778, n.s. Finally, fit indices, y*= 291.299, df = 140, p < .001, CFI = .92,
TLI= .92, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.07-.09), and the likelihood ratio test, Ay? (20) =
972, n.s., support residual longitudinal invariance of P-IAT across gender groups.

In sum, analyses suggest that GL-IAT and P-1AT had configural, (partial) metric,
scalar and residual invariance across time and across gender groups. I, furthermore,
test the longitudinal MI and structural invariance of IATs across the exposure group

versus the control group.

4.4.2. Longitudinal MI and SI of GL-IAT across the exposure group versus
the control group

| specify longitudinal MI models of GL-IAT across three phases to explore any
patterns of implicit stereotyping toward female leadership across the exposure group
and the control group. However, similar to tests across gender groups, longitudinal Ml
tests across three phases yield misfit to the data. That is, the configural invariance of
GL-IAT is not supported across three phase of measurement. Hence, | specify
longitudinal MI models of GL-IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2. Table 4.8a
demonstrates fit indices of models of multiple-group longitudinal Ml and SI of GL-

IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2.
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Table 4.8a.
Models of Multiple Group Longitudinal Measurement and Structural Invariance of
GL-IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2 for Exposure versus Control Groups

Longitudinal MI Y df p Ay’ Adf CFI TLI RMSEA (90% Cl)
Configural 80.104 40 <.001 - - 93 .90 .08 (.06-.11)
Metric  98.336 50 <001 18.232 10 91 .90 .08 (.06-.11)
Scalar 79.679 58 .028 425 8 .96 .96 .05 (.02-.08)
Residual 88.750 64 .022 13257 10 .94 .95 .06 (.02-.09)
Structural
invariance models
Factor variance  92.153 66 .019 3.403 2 94 .95 .06 (.03-.09)
Factor covariance  92.820 67 .020 .667 1 94 95 .06 (.03-.09)
Factor mean  93.066 68 .024 .246 1 94 .95 .06 (.02-.09)

*p <.05. Note. All loadings are statistically significant for each model.

Analysis confirms configural invariance of GL-IAT across two phases, y’=
80.104, df = 40, p <.001, CFI = .93, TLI= .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.06-.11). The
non-significant chi square statistics compared to the baseline model, Ay* (10) =
18.232, n.s., support metric invariance of GL-IAT. Longitudinal scalar and residual
invariance across exposure versus control groups are also confirmed for GL-IAT, Ay
(8) = .425, n.s., and Ay? (10) = 13.257, n.s., respectively. The equivalence of latent
factor variance, Ay® (2) = 3.403, n.s., latent factor covariance, Ay? (1) = .667, n.s., and
the factor mean invariance, Ay (1) = .246, n.s., are also supported across phases and
exposure versus control groups. Hence, as shown at Table 4.8a, MI and structural
equivalence of GL-IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2 and across municipality groups are
confirmed.

Taken together, exposure to a female leader does not predict any significant
gamma change or alpha change in GL-1AT scores of participants who are exposed to a
female mayor across two phases. These findings support previous ANOVA findings,
which revealed non-significant differences between the exposure group and the control
group on Phase 2 scores of GL-IAT compared to Phase 1 scores. Hence, they are other
evidences that refuted Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b.The confirmation of MI of
GL-IAT, however, enables the valid comparison of the means and variances of GL-

IAT scores across two phases and across groups.
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4.4.3. Longitudinal MI and Sl of P-1AT across the exposure group versus
the control group

| test the longitudinal MI and structural invariance of P-IAT across three phases
for the exposure group and the control group. Table 4.8b presents the model fit indices
of MI and structural invariance tests. Analysis confirms configural invariance of P-
IAT across three phases and exposure versus control group, »* = 130.397, df = 89, p =
.003, CFI =.97, TLI= .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.05-.09). Analysis also show non-
significant chi square statistics compared to the baseline model, Ay* (16) = 19.213,
n.s., supporting longitudinal metric invariance of P-IAT across exposure versus
control groups. Longitudinal scalar and residual invariance across exposure versus
control groups are also confirmed for P-IAT, Ay? (15) = 22.882, n.s. and Ay* (20) =
16.870, n.s., respectively. Structural equivalence of P-IAT across phases and across
municipality groups is also confirmed. Nested on residual invariance model, test on
equivalence of latent factor variance of P-IAT indicates non-significant likelihood
ratio, Ay? (4) = 4.294, n.s. The equivalence of latent factor covariance, Ay? (5) = 3.841,
n.s., and the factor mean invariance, Ay? (1) = .466, n.s., are also supported across time

and exposure versus control groups of P-1AT.

Table 4.8b.
Multiple Group Longitudinal Measurement Invariance and Structural Invariance
Models of P-1AT across Three Phases for Exposure versus Control Groups

Longitudinal MI Y df p Ay’ Adf CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI)
Configural 130.397 89 .003 - - 97 .96 .07 (.05-.09)
Metric  149.610 105  .003 19.213 16 .97 .97 .07 (.04-.09)
Scalar 172.492 120 .001 22882 15 .97 .97 .06 (.04-.09)
Residual 189.362 140  .004 16.870 20 .97 .97 .06 (.03-.08)
Structural
invariance models
Factor variance 193.656 144  .004 4.294 4 97 97 .06 (.03-.08)
Factor covariance 197.497 149 .005 3.841 5 97 97 .06 (.03-.08)

Factor mean 197.963 150  .005 466 1 97 97 .06 (.03 -.08)
Note. All loadings are statistically significant for each model.

The measurement invariance and structural equivalence of P-IAT across phases
and groups suggest that, in contrast to expectations, there is not any significant gamma
change in P-1AT after exposure to female municipality mayor. This refutes Hypothesis

1d, which hypothesizes that exposure to female municipality mayor would predict
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significant gamma change in P-IAT D score across three phases. It also pinpoints the
lack of alpha change — significant mean difference - in P-IAT D scores, potentially
refuting Hypothesis 1c. | further investigate change trajectory - as another indicator of
alpha change of P-1AT D scores - within latent growth modeling framework.

To sum up, tests on models of longitudinal MI of P-IAT suggest that P-IAT is
invariant across gender groups as well as across the exposure group and the control
group. This finding is a precondition to conduct LGM and therefore | proceed to
examine within person variations in P-1AT across phases and groups. Tests on models
of longitudinal MI of GL-IAT D scores are not invariant across three phases and
therefore within variations of GL-IAT are not explored within LGM framework.
However, GL-IAT has MI and structural invariance across phases and groups. This
finding suggests that one can compare Phase 1 and Phase 2 mean scores of GL-IAT
across time and groups, but with a caution given that test-retest reliability is low.
Given the presence of scalar invariance (strong M), | calculate latent change score of
GL-IAT (Phase 2 — Phase 1) following the previous analytical recommendations and
past research (e.g., Grimm, An, McArdle, Zonderman & Resnick, 2012; McArdle,
2009; McArdle & Grimm, 2010; Selig & Preacher, 2009).

4.4.4. Longitudinal MI of ILT scale across the exposure group versus the
control group

Finally, I test the longitudinal MI of ILTs scale scores across Phase 1 and
Phase 3 for the exposure group versus the control group. Table 4.9 presents the fit
indices of longitudinal M1 models of ILTs scale across the exposure group versus the
control group.

Analysis confirms configural invariance of ILTs scale across two phases, y°=
745.149, df =406, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI= .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.07-.09).
The test of metric invariance reveals non-significant change in chi square in proportion
to change in degrees of freedom, A){Z (14) = 22.433, n.s., supporting metric
equivalence of ILTs scale. Longitudinal scalar invariance across exposure versus
control groups is also confirmed for ILTs scale, Ay (22) = 23.150, n.s. However, the

model of longitudinal residual invariance is not confirmed, AXZ (22) = 84.943, p < .01.
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Considering the modification indices, | relax equality constraints of nine items across
groups and across time (i.e., ILT37-Bold, ILT315-Strong, ILT329-Able to exert
authority, 1LT322-Charisma, ILT39-Dynamic, ILT126-Motivated, ILT131-Sincere,
ILT129-Able to exert authority, and 1L19-Dynamic). Partial residual invariance model

is confirmed when compared with the scalar invariance model, AXZ (13) =19.801, n.s.

Table 4.9.
Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Models of ILT Scale across the Exposure
Group vs. the Control Group

Measurement Invariance e df p Ay*  Adf CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI)

Configural 745.149 406 <.001 - 91 .90 .08 (.07-.09)

Metric 767.582 420 <.001 22433 14 .91 .90 .08 (.07-.09)

Scalar 790.732 442 <.001 23.150 22 .91 .90 .08 (.07-.09)

Residual 875.675 464 <.001 84.943** 22 .90 .90 .09 (.08-.10)

Partial residual 810.533 455 <.001 19.801 13 .91 .90 .08 (.07-.09)
Partial residual invariance model relaxed equality constraint of following items across groups: ILT37
bold, ILT315 Strong, ILT329 Able to exert authority, ILT322 Charisma, ILT39 Dynamic, ILT126

Motivated, ILT131 Sincere, ILT129 Able to exert authority, and 1L19 Dynamic.

To sum up, the results suggest that ILTs scale has partially strict Ml (partial
residual invariance) across phases. This indicates that the variance of items not
explained by the latent factor is the same across Phase 1 and Phase 2, except for these
nine items. Given the partially strict MI of ILTs scale, | calculate latent change score
of the sensitivity sub-scale across Phase 1 and Phase 3 following the previous
analytical recommendations and past research (e.g., Grimm et al., 2012; McArdle,
2009; McArdle & Grimm, 2010; Selig & Preacher, 2009).

4.5.Within Person Change Trajectory of Implicit Prejudicial Attitudes
toward Female Leadership: Multiple Indicator Latent Growth
Modelling (MLGM)

One of the main hypotheses of the current study is whether exposure to female
municipality mayor would predict significant within-person variation (alpha change)
in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership across three
phases (Hypothesis 1c). To test Hypothesis 1c, | conduct nested models of MLGM,
following the analytical procedures outlined in the data analysis section and reported

in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005; Chan, 1998; Cheong, MacKinnon & Khoo,
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2003; Geiser et al., 2013; Lance & Vandenberg, 2000; Muthen & Curran, 1997,
Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2012). Table 4.10 shows the unstandardized parameter

estimates (standard errors) of MLGM on P-1AT across three phases.

Table 4.10.
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3:
Multiple group
Control group  Exposure group  Control group Exposure

Growth parameters group
Intercept mean .000 (.000) .000 (.000) .000 (.000) -.134* (.057)
Intercept variance 152%** ((038)  .092* (.042)  .152***(.038)  .078* (.039)
Slope mean -073** (021)  -.081** (.027)  -.073**(.021)  -.020 (.037)
Slope variance 013 (.012) .004 (.017) .013 (.012) .002 (.016)
Covariance btw. -.039* (.019) -.015 (.027) -.039* (.019)  -.010(.021)

intercept-slope
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended
in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

Single-Group MLGMs. | first fit MLGM model separately for the control group
in Model 1 and the exposure group in Model 2. The main goal of Model 1 and Model
2 is to test whether the change trajectory fits to the data of the exposure group and the
control group. Model 1 yields an acceptable fit, y? (66) = 93.411, p = .015, CFI = .97,
TLI = .97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.09) and shows significant decrease in P-IAT
scores across three phases for the control group. Model 2 has also acceptable fit to
data, »* (66) = 83.996, p = .07, CFI = .97, TLI = .97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-
.09), and decrease in P-IAT D scores for the exposure group. The decrease in P-IAT
scores suggests decreasing implicit prejudice toward female leadership across three
phases for both the exposure group and the control group.

Multiple-Group MLGM. Subsequently, I fit MLGM simultaneously on the
control group and the exposure group in multiple group analysis (Model 3). Appendix
L presents the graphic representation of Model 3. Given the MI and structural
invariance of P-IAT across the exposure group and the control group, I retain the
equality constraints on residuals and the variance of latent P-IAT factors across

groups?,

2 initially, retained all equality constraints of measurement invariance models. However, the model did not
converge albeit increasing the number of iterations and changing the starting values as suggested before (e.g.,
Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2012; personal communication with Muthen & Muthen’s stat team, 2015). Given that P-
IAT has measurement invariance and structural invariance, the equality constraints on only item residuals and
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The Model 3 has a good fit to the data, y* (132) = 172.366, p = .01, CFI = .98,
TLI = .98, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.08). It shows that intercept mean of P-IAT
has significantly negative value in the exposure group (Mintercept= --134, SEintercept=
057, p < .05). However, it does not differ across the exposure group and the control
group, Ay (1) = .900, n.s., suggesting no significant difference between the exposure
group and the control group on baseline (Phase 1) implicit prejudicial attitudes toward
female leadership™.

The mean of slope is significant for the control group (Msiope = -.073, SEsiope =
.021, p < .01), but not for the exposure group (Msjope = -.020, SEsiope = .037, N.S.).
However, the control group and the exposure group do not significantly differ on the
slope of P-IAT, Ay® (1) = .721, n.s. This finding refutes Hypothesis 1c as predicted
based on findings suggesting the structural invariance of P-IAT: exposure to female
leadership do not predict significant change in implicit prejudice compared to the
control group.

The significant variance estimates of intercepts in the exposure group (c2intercept =
.078, SE 6intercept = .039, p < .05) and the control group (c%intercept = -152, SE Zintercept =
.038, p < .001) suggest that there is a within group variability at baseline (Phase 1)
scores of P-IAT. Participants significantly differ on their level of implicit prejudice
toward female leadership at the beginning within each group. In contrast, the variance
estimates of slopes in the exposure group (6%iope= .002, SE 6%jope = .016, n.S.) and the
control group (c%iope = .013, SE o%iope = .012, n.s.) are not significant. This
demonstrates that there is no significant within person variability in P-IAT — that is, no
significant change trajectory of implicit prejudice. Predictors other than exposure to
female leadership might explain the change pattern of P-IAT D scores.

Functional form of the P-1AT trajectory. | explore whether the slope of P-IAT
scores has a linear form or not. The linear form is already tested in Model 3 by
constraining the factor loadings of slope equal to 0, 1 and 2. | optimally estimate the

functional form by constraining the factor loadings of two phases (0 & 1) but relaxing

factor variances were legitimate and sufficient for the estimation of the model (personal communication with
Kisbu-Sakarya, 2015; Preacher, 2010).

% Throughout the paper, | tested group differences as follows (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2012): | put equality
constraint on intercept (or, slope) across groups to test group differences on intercept (or, slope) mean. Then I ran
this model and calculated Ay? and Adf. If the likelihood ratio test was (not) significant then group difference was
(not) significant.
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the third loading. The results indicate that the optimal form of change do not
significantly improve the fitness of the model over the linear form, Ay? (2) = 1.256,
n.s. Hence, I retain the linear form of change in consecutive analyses.

Participant characteristics as covariates. | further estimate the structural
relationship between growth parameters of P-IAT and participant characteristics —
participant gender (Model 4a), municipal tenure (Model 4b), sectoral tenure (Model
4¢) and prior exposure to female leadership (Model 4d) — in multiple group MLGM
frame. | entered participant characteristics separately as covariates on Model 3. The fit
indices are good for Model 4a [*(152) = 257.598, p <.001, CFI = .94, TLI = .94,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.07-.10)], Model 4b [*(152) = 188.426, p = .024, CFI = .98,
TLI = .97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.02-.07)], Model 4c [*(152) = 184.601, p =
.037, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.01-.07)], and Model 4d [;*(152)
=170.959, p =.139, CFl = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA (90% CI) = .04 (.00-.06)].Table
4.11 presents unstandardized parameter estimates (standard errors).

Table 4.11.
Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) and Model Fit Indices of MLGM Models on
P-1AT with Participant Characteristics as Covariates

Dependent Model 4a Model 4b Model 4c Model 4d
variable: Participant Gender as  Municipal tenure as  Sectoral tenure as Prior exposure as
Slope of covariate covariate covariate covariate
P-IAT

Exposure  Control  Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control

Intercept -.022 - 176*** -.072 -.069* -.083 -.074* -.044 -.079*
(constant) (.048) (.029) (.054) (.033) (.055) (.034) (.064) (.034)
Participant -.124* -.045 - - - - - -
gender (.061) (.049)

Municipal .080 .047

tenure (.065) (.043)

Sectoral .096 .069

tenure (.065) (.043)

Prior .028 .069
exposure (.070) (.042)
to female

managers

"p =.06. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as
recommended in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

The results suggest that participant characteristics except participant gender do
not predict the slope mean of P-IAT at a significant level. Employees’ municipal

tenure (Model 4b), sectoral tenure (Model 4c) and prior experience with women’s
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leadership (Model 4d) are not significantly related to the change trajectory of implicit
prejudice toward female leadership. In contrast, the results of Model 4a indicate that
participant gender predict significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the exposure group
(b =-.124, SE = .061, p < .05) but not in the control group (b =-.045, SE =.049, n.s.).
This indicates decreasing implicit prejudice toward female leadership for males. The
likelihood ratio test is, however, not significant when equality constraint is put on
gender across the exposure group versus the control group, Ay® (1) = 3.506, n.s,
suggesting no difference between the exposure group and the control group in terms of
the role of gender in predicting the slope of P-1AT.

To sum up, the findings yield that there is no significant main difference between
exposure to female mayors and working with male mayors in terms of alpha change or
gamma change in implicit prejudice toward female leadership, refuting both
Hypothesis 1c and Hypothesis 1d. However, being male predicts decreasing levels of
implicit prejudice toward female leadership in the exposure group and the control
group. The effect is not significant in the control group and there was no group
difference between the exposure group and the control group. Therefore, | explore the

effect of participant gender and control it if necessary in further MLGM analyses.

4.6.Mediating Role of Change in Implicit Stereotyping

| hypothesized that the level of municipality context dependent automatic
association between female and leadership (at Phase 2) would predict (alpha) change
in P-IAT across three periods (Hypothesis 2a) and gamma changes in P-IAT scores
(Hypothesis 2b). | further predicted that controlling for Phase 1 measure, implicit
stereotypic attitude toward female leadership (at Phase 2) would mediate the
relationship between exposure to female mayor and generalized implicit prejudice
toward female leadership (Hypothesis 2c).

To test Hypothesis 2a and Hypothesis 2b, | conduct multiple group MLGMSs on
P-IAT with change in GL-IAT (latent change score) as covariate. As noted before, |
utilize the latent change score (or the latent difference score, LDS; McArdle, 2009) in
particularly specifying mediational analysis (Selig & Preacher, 2009) of GL-IAT.

Given the strong invariances, | retain equality constraints on factor loadings and
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intercepts of GL-IAT across the exposure group and the control group. Table 4.12

shows the unstandardized parameter estimates (standard errors) of Model 5a.

Table 4.12.
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
with GL-IAT as Covariate (Model 5a) and the Mediator (Model 5b)

Model 5a Model 5b
Exposure Control

Intercept (constant) -.041 (.038) -.065** (.023)  -.074** (.022)
AGL-IAT - Slope of P-IAT -.134 (.081) .020 (.066) .049 (.036)
Exposure to female leadership > - .044 (.037)
Slope of P-IAT
Exposure to female leadership > - - .005 (.010)
AGL-IAT

"p =.06. **p < .01. Note. AGL-IAT = latent change score between Phase 1 score and Phase 2 score of
GL-IAT. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g.,
Bentein et al., 2005). Model 5b has a good fit to the data, *(207) = 271.100, p =.002, CFI = .97, TLI =
.97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .04 (.03-.05).

The fit indices of Model5a are satisfactory, *(392) = 500.634, p < .01, CFI =
94, TLI = .95, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.04-.07). The results yield that change in GL-
IAT (AGL-IAT) does not significantly predict the slope of P-IAT in neither the
exposure group nor the control group, refuting Hypothesis 2a. | relax the equality
constraints of latent factor variances of P-IAT to capture gamma change (Thompson &
Hunt, 1996), yet the results are almost similar and refuting Hypothesis 2b. These
insignificant findings also refute the hypothesis on the significant mediational effect of
implicit stereotyping (Hypothesis 2c). Indeed, the mediational model on the MLGM
(e.g., Cheong et al., 2003; Selig & Preacher, 2009), Model 5b, shows the non-
significant mediational effect of the change in GL-1AT scores across two phases.

In sum, findings indicate that change in implicit stereotyping is not significantly
related to alpha change (Hypothesis 2a) or gamma change (Hypothesis 2b) in
generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership across the exposure group and
the control group, refuting the proposed mediational impact of implicit stereotyping

(Hypothesis 2c).
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4.7.Mediating Role of Change in Sensitivity Dimension of ILTs

| hypothesized that change in the sensitivity dimension of ILT would be
significantly related to change in GL-IAT D score (Hypothesis 3a) and the slope of P-
IAT D score (Hypothesis 3b). I, moreover, predicted that the level of sensitivity
content of leadership prototypes for municipality context (at Phase 3) would mediate
the relation between municipality context dependent implicit stereotyping (at Phase 2)
and generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership (at Phase 3) in the
exposure group compared to the control group (Hypothesis 3c).

To test Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b, | regress latent change score of ILT-
sensitivity on the change score of GL-IAT (Model 6a) and the change trajectory of P-
IAT (Model 6b). Given the strong invariance of two measures, | retain equality
constraints on factor loadings and intercepts across the exposure group and the control
group. Model 6a has an acceptable fit to the data, y* (315) = 433.564, p < .001, CFI =
.92, TLI = .93, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.06-.10) and The fitness of Model 6b is good,
%*(457) = 561.041, p =.001, CFI = .96, TLI = .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.04-.08).
In contrast to the hypotheses, change in GL-IAT score across Phase 1 and Phase 2 or
the change trajectory of P-IAT across three phases are not significantly related to
change in ILTs scale score in the exposure group or the control group. Hypothesis 3a
and Hypothesis 3b are not supported, and therefore there is no need to test. Indeed, the
mediating effect of change in ILT-sensitivity scale on the relationship between change
in GL-IAT and the slope of P-IAT across the exposure group and the control group is
not significant (Model 6c), refuting Hypothesis 3c. Table 4.13 reports the
unstandardized estimates (standard errors) of the models.

In sum, the findings indicated that change in the sensitivity dimension of ILTs is
not related to the latent change in implicit stereotyping or the change trajectory of
implicit prejudice, refuting Hypothesis 3a, Hypothesis 3b and hence does not mediate

their relation, refuting Hypothesis 3c.
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Table 4.13.
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of the Relationship among
ILT sensitivity, GL-IAT Scores and the Slope of P-IAT

Model 6a Model 6b Model 6¢
Dependent variable:  Dependent variable: Mediation analysis
AILT-sensitivity Slope of P-IAT
Exposure  Control Exposure Control Exposure  Control
Intercept (constant) -.042 .000 -.007 -.069* -.020 -.076***
(.058) (.000) (.045) (.032) (.034) (.021)
AGL-IAT-> Slope of P- 243 119 - - -.108 -.010
IAT (.455) (.398) (.075) (.055)
AGL-IAT=> AILT- - - -.548 -.050
sensitivity (.606) (.273)
AILT-sensitivity >Slope 011 016 -.003 .005
of P-1AT (.024) (.014) (.024) (.013)

“p < .05. ***p < .001. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior
research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005). The fit indices of Model 6¢ are, »* (892) = 1208.691, p < .001, CFI
= .89, TLI = .89, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.05-.10). Though CFI and TLI are below .90 point, the
confidence interval of RMSEA value involves .05, indicating an acceptable level of model fitness.

4.8.Moderating Effect of Perceived Municipality Performance

| also hypothesized that the perceived success of mayor measured with
municipality performance would moderate the relationship between exposure to
female mayor and municipality context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward
female leadership (at Phase 2), controlling for Phase 1 measures (Hypothesis 4). The
higher the perceived success of female mayors, the more likely that exposure would be
related to higher cognitive associations between women and leadership (therefore
lower implicit stereotyping).

Prior to testing Hypothesis 4, | explore whether there are significant within group
and between group variances in the indicators of perceived success of mayor: total
score of municipality performance, performance on strategy, performance on public
affairs and performance on internal affairs. | run a hierarchical linear model to test
whether there are any significant differences at the group level (municipality) on the
outcome variables - each performance variable and calculate ICCs for each indicator
(Bliese, 2000; Klein et al., 2000). The results indicate significant between-group
variability in overall perceived performance of municipality, ;(2 (10, N=11) =61.49, p
< .001. The 33% of the variance in perceived overall performance at individual level
(ICC1 = .33) can be explained by being employee of the given municipality.

157



Moreover, municipalities seem to be reliably (ICC2 = .82) differentiated in terms of
employees’ perceived performance of municipalities. The findings are similar for the
perceived performance on strategy, »*(10, N=11) = 58.76, p < .001, ICC1=.33,
ICC2=.81; and the perceived performance on internal relations, y*(10, N=11) = 69.92,
p <.001, ICC1=.35, ICC2=.84. There is also significant between group variability in
the perceived performance on public affairs, »*(10, N=11) = 35.25, p < .001,
ICC1=.28, albeit the reliability estimate of group level mean is slightly below .70 cut-
off point (Klein et al., 2000), ICC2=.68.

Overall, these results indicate the significant differences on municipal level
perceived performances and therefore support the aggregation of perceived
performance score at the municipality level. | calculate the aggregated score of
perceived performance. | cautiously evaluate the results for the performance on public
affairs. Given that the hypotheses are on the employees’ perception on the
performance of the mayor, I utilize centering to examine employees’ deviation from
their colleagues in the same municipality. In order to capture employees’ individual
level deviation from the municipality level perceived performance (i.e., Hofmann &
Gavin, 1998), | center perceived performance scores for each participant at group (i.e.,
municipal) mean (performancecentered = individual score — group mean).

To test Hypothesis 4, | specify multiple group (exposure group versus control
group) models in which GL-IAT Phase 2 is regressed on its Phase 1 measure, overall
performance of municipality and group centered overall performance (Model 7a). The
model 7a has good fitness to the data [y*(72) = 72.550, p = .460, CFIl = 1.00, TLI =
1.00, RMSEA (90% CI) = .01 (.00-.08)]. Table 4.14a presents the parameter estimates.
The results suggest no significant effect of perceived performance on the phase 2 score
of GL-IAT in the exposure group or in the control group. Therefore, | examine the
interactive effect of participant gender. GL-IAT Phase 2 is regressed on its Phase 1
measure, participant gender, performance indicators and their group centered scores as

well as their interaction with gender.

158



Table 4.14a
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of Moderating Effect of Municipal Performance Indicators on GL-IAT

Dependent variable: Model 7a Model 7b Model 7¢ Model 7d Model 7e
GL-IAT Phase 2 Exposure  Control  Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control
Intercept (constant) -.628 .000 -575 .000 -.266 000 -1.136 .000 -.489 .000
(.517) (.000) (.499) (.000) (.324) (.000) (.702) (.000) (.428) (.000)
GL-IAT Phase 1 .094 125 .097 .069 097 .059 .098 .070 .090 .073
(.122) (.094) (.120) (.098) (.118) (.098) (.119) (.097) (.118) (.103)
Participant gender - - -.004 -.093 -.008 -.092 .003 -.089 .001 -.075
(.082) (.077) (.078) (.078) (.081) (.077) (.080) (.080)
Performance-overall .030 -.049 .020 -.045 - - - - - -
(.057) (.048) (.057) (.043)
Group mean centered performance- -.001 .019 -.012 .034 - - - - - -
overall (.061) (.051) (.062) (.048)
Group mean centered performance- - - .050 -.052 - - - - - -
overall* gender (.040) (.045)
Perf.-strategy 011 -.008 - - - -
(.042) (.019)
Group mean centered perf.-strategy .018 .001 - - - -
(.047) (.026)
Group mean centered perf.-strategy .015 -.065 - - - -
*gender (.038) (.040)
Perf.- public .060 -.079 - -
(.082) (.050)
Group mean centered perf.-public -.048 .076 - -
(.084) (.054)
Group mean centered perf.- .051 -.052 - -
public*gender (.038) (.043)
Perf.- internal relation .023 -.035
(.054) (.032)
Group mean centered perf.-internal -.041 -.018
relations (.059) (.039)
Group mean centered perf.- -.070* -.005
internal*gender (.035) (.039)

"p =.06. *p < .05. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).



Models separately include the perceived overall performance of municipality
(Model 7b), performance on strategy (Model 7c), performance on public affairs (Model
7d) and performance on internal affairs which include the item on the overall perceived
performance of mayor (Model 7e). The models have good fitness to the data: Model 7b
[*(100) = 122.988, p =.059, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.00-.10)],
Model 7c [*(100) = 131.074, p =.020, CFI = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08
(.03-.11)], Model 7d [}%(100) = 115.273, p = .141, CFl = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA
(90% CI) = .05 (.03-.09)], Model 7e [*(100) = 122.616, p =.062, CFI =.92, TLI = .91,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.10)].

The results suggest that group centered perceived performance on internal affairs
and its interaction with being male (Model 7e) significantly predict phase 2 score of
GL-IAT, controlling for its Phase 1 scores. That is, males who perceived higher
performance on internal relations in relative to other employees in the given
municipality have significantly lower GL-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.070, SE =
.035, p<.05), compared to the control group (b = -.005, SE = .039, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 4.209,
p <.05. The parameter estimates of other models - Model 7b, Model 7c and Model 7d -
do not reach significance.

Overall, these findings partially support Hypothesis 4. The perceived success of
mayor in terms of municipality performance on internal affairs does not significantly
predict implicit stereotyping at Phase 2 by itself. It significantly interacts with
participant gender in determining the level of implicit stereotyping toward female
leadership. As shown at the figure in Figure 4.1, male participants who attribute lower
success to their female mayor in terms of municipality’s internal affairs tend to have
higher implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2 compared to others
(controlling for Phase 1).

As an exploratory analysis, | examine whether the indicators of perceived
performance of municipality might moderate the relationship between exposure and
change in implicit prejudice toward female leadership. I, first, conduct multiple-group
MLGM on P-IAT D scores with overall performance group mean centered overall
performance as covariate (Model 7f). Then, the slope of P-IAT is regressed on the
interactive effect of participant gender and overall performance (Model 79),
performance on strategy (Model 7h), public affairs (Model 7i) and internal affairs
(Model 7j) in predicting the slope of P-IAT.



Figure 4.1.
Interactive Effect of Gender and Perceived Performance on Internal Affair on GL-IAT
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The fit indices of all models are satisfactory: Model 7f [;%(173) = 237.788, p
.001, CFI = .93, TLI = .93, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.05-.10)], Model 7g [*(213)
271.933, p =.004, CFl = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.04-.09)], Model 7h
[¥%(213) = 260.034, p = .015, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.09)];
Model 7i [*(213) = 271.028, p =.004, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07
(.04-.09)]; and Model 7j [%(213) = 281.523, p =.001, CFI = .93, TLI = .93, RMSEA
(90% CI) =.07 (.05-.10)]. Table 4.14b shows the model estimates.

The results indicate that the interactions between the perceived performance

indicators are significant in all models. In Model 79, males who perceive higher
centered overall performance have significantly negative slope of P-1AT in the exposure
group (b = -.083, SE = .035, p < .05), compared to the control group (b =-.009, SE =
.035, n.s.). Exposure group and control group significantly differ in terms of the
interactive effect, Ay® (1) = 3.989, p < .05.
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Table 4.14b.
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT with Municipality Performance and Gender as
Covariates

Dependent variable: Model 7f Model 79 Model 7h Model 7i Model 7j
Slope of P-IAT Exposure  Control Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control
Intercept (constant) 017 021 -.143 -.048 .006 -.163* -.393 -.041 -.156 -.084
(.362) (.153) (.357) (.135) (.283) (.074) (.496) (.185) (.335) (.108)
Participant gender - - .012 -.073 -.002 -.061 .023 -.070 011 -.074
(.077) (.064) (.079) (.065) (.075) (.064) (.077) (.066)
Performance-overall -.008 -.003 .016 .012 - - - - - -
(.051) (.023) (.050) (.021)
Group mean centered performance-overall -.025 .013 -.017 .005 - - - - - -
(.055) (.029) (.052) (.030)
Group mean centered performance-overall* -.083* -.009 - - - - - -
gender (.035) (.035)
Perf.-strategy -.015 -.027* - - - -
(.039) (.013)
Group mean centered perf.-strategy .016 -.002
(.043) (.020)
Group mean centered perf.-strategy *gender -.077* -.023 - - - -
(.036) (.032)
Perf.- public .050 .010 - -
(.068) (.027)
Group mean centered perf.-public -.050 .001
(.069) (.034)
Group mean centered perf.- public*gender -.097** -.018 - -
(.034) (.034)
Perf.- internal relation .018 .019
(.048) (.019)
Group mean centered perf.-internal relations -.032 -.012
(.051) (.029)
Group mean centered perf.- internal*gender -.067* -.007

(032)  (.032)

"p =.06. *p < .05. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).



In Model 7h, perceived performance on strategic issues do not significantly
predict significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.015, SE =
.039, n.s). The centered performance indicator on strategic issues significantly interact
with gender in predicting the slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.077, SE =
.036, p <.05), but not in the control group (b = -.023, SE = .032, n.s.).Accordingly,
males who perceive higher performance on strategic issues have significantly negative
slope of P-IAT in the exposure group compared to control group, Ay (1) = 4.102 p <
.05.

In Model 7i, males who perceive higher performance on public affairs have
significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.097, SE = .034, p <
.01), but not significantly in the control group (b = -.018, SE = .034, n.s.). Exposure
group and control group significantly differ in terms this interactive effect, Ay* (1) =
5.529, p < .05.

Lastly, in Model 7j, males who perceive higher performance on internal relations
have significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.067, SE = .032,
p < .05), but not significantly in the control group (b =-.007, SE =.032, n.s.). However,
exposure group and control group do not significantly differ on this interaction effect,
Ax? (1) = 2.072 n.s. Males who perceived the performance of their female mayor more
positively than their coworkers were more likely to exhibit a decreasing trajectory of
implicit prejudice toward female leadership as measured by P-1AT.

In sum, these findings partially support Hypothesis 4 by qualifying the effect of
perceived performance by participant gender in predicting implicit stereotyping toward
female leadership. The perceived performance of municipality in terms of internal
affairs and mayor’s administrative success significantly interact with being male in
determining implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2. Male
participants who work with female mayor and attribute higher success to the
municipality in terms of its internal affairs and mayor performance tend to have lower
implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2 (controlling for Phase 1). The
exploratory analyses reveal that group-mean centered perceived performance of
municipality significantly interacts with participant gender in predicting the change in
implicit prejudice toward female leadership. Men who attribute higher performance

particularly to the municipality’s strategic issues and public affairs in relative to other



colleagues in the same municipality have decreasing levels of implicit prejudice toward

female leadership in exposure group, compared to control group.

4.9.Moderating Effect of Perceived Agency and Communal Characteristics

of the Municipality Mayor

Another hypothesized moderator of the relationship between exposure to female
leadership and implicit attitudes toward female leadership is the perceived agency and
communal characteristics of the municipality mayor. | predicted that the agency and
communal characteristics of female mayors would moderate the relationship between
exposure and municipality context dependent stereotypic attitudes toward female
leadership at Phase 2 (Hypothesis 5). The higher the level of agency as well as
communal characteristics, the more likely that the exposure would predict higher
automatic association between female and municipality leadership, and hence lower
GL-IAT Phase 2 score controlling for Phase 1 score.

Prior to testing Hypothesis 5, I explore whether there are significant within group
and between group variances in the perceived mayor communality and agency scores. |
run hierarchical linear models to test whether there are any significant differences at the
group level (municipality) on the mayor’s perceived communality and agency indicators
at Phase 2 and calculate ICCs for each indicator (Bliese, 2000; Klein et al., 2000). The
results indicate significant between-group variability in mayor communality score at
Phase 2, * (10, N = 11) = 135.94, p < .001. The 44 % of the variance in mayor
communality (ICC1 = .44) can be explained by being employee of the given
municipality. Moreover, mayors seem to be reliably (ICC2 = .91) differentiated in terms
of their communality level. The findings are similar for the mayor agency, »* (10, N =
11) = 48.12, p < .001, ICC1 =. 30, ICC2 = .75. Overall, these results support the
aggregation of mayor communality and mayor agency scores at the municipality level.
In order to capture employees’ perceptions stated in the hypothesis and therefore
individual level deviation from the municipality level communality and agency of
mayor (i.e., Hofmann & Gavin, 1998), | center communality and agency scores for each
participant at group (i.e., municipal) level. Participants with group centered

communality as well as agency score higher than the median scores are given 1 and
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others are assigned for O to create the dummy variable for “high agency-and-high
communality”.

To test Hypothesis 5, | specify multiple-group (exposure group versus control
group) models in which GL-IAT Phase 2 is regressed on its Phase 1 measure and high
agency-and-high communality. The results yield no significant effect of high agency-
and-high communality and considering the critical role of participant gender in previous
analyses | add interaction between gender and agency-and-high communality (Model
8a). The fit indices of Model 8a are satisfactory [,*(86) = 102.055, p = .114, CFI = .97,
TLI = .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .04 (.00-.07)]. Table 4.15a reports the parameter

estimates.

Table 4.15a
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of Two-Group SEM: Perceived
Mayor Agency and Communality as Predictors of GL-IAT Phase 2 Scores

Dependent variable: Model 8a Model 8b Model 8¢
GL-IAT Phase 2 Exposure  Control  Exposure Control Exposure Control
Intercept (constant) -119* .000 -.708 .000 -.599 .000
(.059) (.000) (.536) (.000) (.586) (.000)
GL-IAT Phase 1 .052 .025 .168 -.032 230" -.090
(.067) (.083) (.131) (.090) (.122) (.078)
Participant gender - 172** -.079 -.013 -.068 .039 -.090
(.066) (.062) (.093) (.075) (.090) (.078)
High agency-and-high -121 .070 - - - -
communality (1, 0) (.092) (.095)
High agency-and-high -.460** -.012
communality *gender (.152) (.135) .
Mayor communality ~021 ~055
(.086) (.035)
Group centered mayor -.107 .052
communality (.122) (.040)
Group centered mayor .188 .094"
communality*gender (.109) (.050)
Mayor agency ~051 ~130%
(.087) (.057)
Group centered mayor agency 039 098
(.107) (.058)
Group centered mayor agency 1847 .010
*gender (.096) (.051)

"p=.06.*p < .05. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior
research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

The results indicate that high agency-and-high communality dummy variable
(Model 8a) does not significantly predict GL-IAT Phase 2 scores, yet significantly
interacts with participant gender in the exposure group (b = -.460, SE = .152, p < .01),
compared to the control group (b =-.012, SE = .135, n.s.), AXZ (1) =5.763, p < .05. As

seen at the figure of Figure 4.2, male respondents who perceive high agency-and-high
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communality of female leader had significantly lower Phase 2 score of GL-IAT in the
exposure group, compared to males in the control group.

I also separately explore the moderating role of employees’ perception on their
mayor’s communality (Model 8b) as well as their mayor’s agency (Model 8c). The fit
indices of the models are satisfactory for the Model 8b [* (100) = 110.011, p = .232,
CFl = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.00-.09)], and Model 8c [ (100) =
105.607, p =.331, CFI =.98, TLI = .97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .04 (.00-.09)]. The results
suggest that mayor agency (Model 8c), mayor communality (Model 8b) or their
interactions with participant gender do not significantly predict GL-IAT Phase 2 scores

in the exposure group, controlling for Phase 1 score.

Figure 4.2.
Interactive Effect of Gender and Mayor Agency and Mayor Communality on GL-IAT
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In sum, high agency-and-high communality does not predict GL-IAT by itself, but
interacts with gender in shaping GL-IAT at Phase 2. Hence, these findings partially
support Hypothesis 5. Male participants who attribute higher agency as well as high
communality to their female mayor at Phase 2 are implicitly less stereotypical toward
female leadership compared to those in the control group.

| subsequently explore the moderating roles of mayor agency, mayor

communality and high agency-and-high communality variables on the relationship
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between exposure and the slope of P-IAT. The slope of P-IAT is regressed on mayor
agency (Model 8d), mayor communality (Model 8e), and mayor’s high agency-and-high
communality (Model 8f). The fit indices are satisfactory for all models: Model 8d
[¥*(213) = 289.939, p =.001, CFI = .91, TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.06-.11)],
Model 8e [*(213) = 254.473, p = .027 CFl = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07
(.02-.09)], Model 8f [4*(193) = 232.892, p =.026, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA (90%
Cl) =.05 (.02-.07)]. Table 4.15b reports the parameter estimates.

Table 4.15b
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
with Indicators of the Perceived Communality-Agency of Municipal Mayor

Dependent variable: Model 8d Model 8e Model 8f

Slope of P-IAT Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control

Intercept (constant) 1.315**  -.064* .662 -.094 -.021 -.071**
(.457) (.033) (.427) (.103) (.041) (.025)

Mayor agency -.223** .005 - - - -
(.077) (.035)

173* .049

Group centered mayor agency (.088) (.035)

. -115 .016

Mayor communality (.073) (.023)

Group centered mayor .067 -.001

communality (.085) (.035)
High agency-and-high .001 .100
communality (1, 0) (.069) (.061)

*p < .05. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g.,
Bentein et al., 2005).

In Model 8d, mayor agency predicts significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the
exposure group (b = -.223, SE = .077, p < .01), but not in the control group (b = .005,
SE = .035, n.s.). The exposure group and the control group significantly differ on
predicting the slope, Ay® (1) = 7.034, p < .01. Similarly, group centered mayor agency
predicts significantly positive slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = .173, SE =
.088, p < .05), but not in the control group (b = .049, SE = .035, n.s.). However, the
exposure group and the control group do not significantly differ on predicting the slope,
Ay (1) = .023, n.s. The analyses of other models do not yield significant results™*.

In sum, there is partial support to Hypothesis 5. High agency and high
communality of female mayor do not predict the implicit stereotyping by itself, yet it

interacts with participant gender in determining implicit stereotyping toward female

14| additionally explore whether the interaction between participant gender and mayor agency, mayor communality
and high agency-and —high communality predicted the slope of P-IAT across the exposure group and the control
group. The results yield no significant interaction effects with participant gender.
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leadership at Phase 2. Male respondents who perceive high agency and high
communality of female mayor have lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling
for Phase 1 GL-IAT measures. The exploratory analyses reveal that the findings do not
yield significant effects of high agency-and-high communality on the slope of P-1AT,
but leader agency predicts significantly decreasing levels of implicit prejudice in the
exposure group, compared to control group. The group mean centered mayor agency, in
contrast, predicts increasing levels of implicit prejudice, yet this effect does not differ

across the exposure group versus the control group.

4.10. Moderating Effect of Perceived Quantity and Quality of Interaction

The perceived quantity and quality of interaction with the mayor were proposed to
moderate the potential influence of exposure to female leadership and implicit attitudes
toward female leadership. | predicted that frequent (Hypothesis 6a) and high quality
(Hypothesis 6b) interactions with female mayor would moderate the relation between
exposure and context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership
(at Phase 2). The more frequent and high quality the interaction with female mayor are,
the higher would be the positive relation between automatic association between
exposure and automatic association between female and context dependent leadership. |
further hypothesized that high quality interactions with a female mayor (Hypothesis 6¢)
would moderate the relation between exposure and generalized implicit prejudicial
attitudes toward female leadership. The more frequent and high quality the interaction
with female mayor are, the higher would be the positive relation between automatic
association between exposure and automatic association between female leadership-
positive cues.

| conduct a series of multiple group (exposure vs. control) SEM to examine the
moderating effect of quantity and quality of interactions on the implicit stereotyping as
well as multiple group (exposure vs. control) MLGM to investigate their moderating

effect on the relationship between exposure and implicit prejudice.
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4.10.1. Moderating effect of the quantity of interaction on GL-IAT

In order to test Hypothesis 6a, I, first, examine the moderating effects of quantity
of interaction in general (Model 9a), the quantity of distant interaction (Model 9b) and
the quantity of close interactions (Model 9c) and explore their interactions with
participant gender. Fit indices are satisfactory for Model 9a [;%(86) = 107.657, p = .057,
CFl = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.00-.11)], for Model 9b [;%(86) =
104.688, p =.083, CFl = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.10)] and for
Model 9c [,*(86) = 113.965, p =.024, CFl = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08
(.03-.11)]. Table 4.16a shows the estimates of three models.

Table 4.16a
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of Two-Group SEM: Quantity
of Interaction as Predictors of GL-IAT Phase 2 Scores

Dependent variable: Model 9a Model 9b Model 9c
GL-1AT Phase 2 Exposure  Control ~ Exposure  Control  Exposure  Control
Intercept (constant) .012 .000 -.001 .000 .002 .000
(.090) (.000) (.103) (.000) (.100) (.000)
GL-IAT Phase 1 .094 .058 102 .065 117 .050
(.125) (.103) (.133) (.103) (.118) (.101)
Participant gender -.224* -.056 -.260* -.045 -.138 -.055
(.104) (.102) (.125) (.108) (.078) (.084)
Quantity -.055* -.030 - - - -
(.027) (.034)
Quantity*gender 131** -.006
(.046) (.049)
Quantity-distant -.023 .031
(.023) (.026)
Quantity-distant*gender .094* -.015
(.040) (.036)
Quantity-close -.074** .006
(.027) (.036)
Quantity-close*gender 141** .002

(.044) (.055)
*p <.05. **p <.01. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior
research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

The estimations reveal similar results in Model9a, Model 9b and Model 9c. In
Model 9a, controlling for Phase 1 GL-IAT scores, the overall quantity of interaction
with mayor predicts significantly lower GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b
=-.055, SE = .027, p <.05), but not in the control group (b =-.030, SE =.034, n.s.).
This supports Hypothesis 6a, except the exposure group and the control group do not
significantly differ on the quantity of interaction’s main effect of implicit stereotyping

across the exposure group versus the control group, A;(Z (1) = .610, n.s. The quantity of
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interaction interact with participant gender in predicting significantly higher GL-IAT
Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b = .131, SE = .046, p < .01), compared to the
control group (b = -.006, SE = .049, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 4.410, p < .05. As shown at Figure
4.3, this indicates that males who have more frequent interaction with their female
mayor have higher implicit stereotyping toward female leadership.

In Model 9b, controlling for Phase 1 GL-IAT scores, the quantity of distant
communication interacts with being male in predicting significantly higher GL-IAT
Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b = .094, SE = .040, p < .05), compared to the
control group (b = -.015, SE = .036, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 4.376, p < .05. Males who have
more frequent and distant interaction with their female mayor have higher implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2 (see, Figure 4.3).

In Model 9c, controlling for Phase 1 GL-IAT scores, the quantity of close
interaction with mayor predicts significantly lower GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the
exposure group (b =-.074, SE = .027, p < .01), compared to the control group (b =.006,
SE =.036, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 3.976, p < .05. Similar to other indicators, it interacts with
being male in predicting significantly higher GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the exposure
group (b = .141, SE = .044, p < .01), compared to the control group (b = .002, SE =
055, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 4.610, p < .05. As shown at Figure 4.3, males who have more
frequent close interaction with female mayor have higher implicit stereotyping toward
female leadership, whereas female employees who have frequent close interaction have
lower implicit stereotyping toward female leadership.

Overall, the quantity of close interaction with female mayor predicts lower
implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1 measure of stereotyping,
supporting Hypothesis 6a. | explore the interactions with participant gender and find
that male participants who have more frequent interaction with their female mayor have
higher implicit stereotyping, whereas female counterparts have lower implicit

stereotyping toward female leadership.
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Figure 4.3
Interactive Effect of Participant Gender and Quantity of Interaction on GL-IAT Phase 2
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4.10.2. Moderating effect of the quality of interaction on GL-IAT

In order to test Hypothesis 6b, | examine the moderating effects of quality of
interaction (Model 9d), affective component of LMX (Model 9e), professional respect
LMX (Model 9f) and interactional justice of the mayor (Model 9g). The fit indices are
satisfactory for all models: Model 9d /%(86) = 104.130, p =.089, CFI = .93, TLI = .92,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.10)], Model 9e [4*(86) = 103.222, p = .100, CFI = .94,
TLI = .93, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.10)], Model 9f [*(86) = 115.670, p = .022,
CFl = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.03-.11)], and Model 9g / *(86) =
102.762, p = .105, CFl = .94, TLI = .92, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.10)]. Table
4.16b shows the parameter estimates.

As shown at Table 4.16b, the estimates of Model 9f and Model 9g are not
significant. Professional respect dimension of LMX (Model 9f), interactional justice
(Model 9h) and their interaction with participant gender in these two models do not
significantly predict Phase 2 score of GL-IAT. In Model 9d, controlling for Phase 1 GL-
IAT scores, overall quality of interaction with the mayor does not predict GL-IAT Phase
2 score in the exposure group (b =-.084, SE = .055, n.s.), or in the control group (b = -
030, SE = .043, n.s.). Yet, the quality of interaction significantly interacts with
participant gender in predicting GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b = .220,
SE = .103, p < .05), but not in the control group (b = .021, SE = .062, n.s.). However,
the exposure group and the control group do not significantly differ on such an
interaction effect, Ay® (1) = 2.977, n.s.

In Model 9e, controlling for Phase 1 GL-IAT scores, the affective component of
LMX predicts significantly lower GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b = -
107, SE = .050, p <.05), but this effect does not significantly differ from the control
group, Ay* (1) = 1.208, n.s. The LMX-affect interacts with being male in predicting
significantly higher GL-IAT Phase 2 score in the exposure group (b =.231, SE =.094, p
< .05), compared to the control group (b = .027, SE = .059, n.s.), AXZ (1) =3.979, p <
.05. As illustrated at Figure 4.4, male (female) respondents who perceive higher
affective LMX with their female mayor tend to have higher (lower) implicit level
stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1

measure.
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Table 4.16b

Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of Moderating Effect of the
Quality of Interaction on GL-IAT

Dependent Model 9d Model 9e Model 9f Model 9g

variable:

GL-IAT Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control  Exposure  Control

Phase 2

Intercept .002 .000 .001 .000 -.001 .000 -.003 .000

(constant) (.085) (.000) (.094) (.000) (.080) (.000) (.102) (.000)

GL-IAT 125 10 .070 017 .088 021 126 -.004

Phase 1 (.114) (.096) (.101) (.093) (.101) (.103) (.119) (.102)

Participant -.665* -.110 -.686* -.119 -.193 -215 -470 -113

gender (.320) (.156) (.289) (.150) (.170) (.148) (.336) (.130)

Quality -.084 -.030 - - - - - -

(.055) (.043)

Quality* .220* .021 - - - - - -

gender (.103) (.062)

LMX- - - -.107* -.030 - - - -

affect (.050) (.0412)

LMX- - - .231* .027 - - - -

affect™ (.094) (.059)

gender

LMX-prof. - - - - -.026 -.052 - -

(.040) (.039)

LMX- - - - - .068 .067 - -

prof.* (.052) (.050)

gender

N - - - - - - -.057 -.037
(.053) (.038)

IJ*gender - - - - - - 147 .020
(103) (.054)

*p < .05. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g.,
Bentein et al., 2005). LMX-affect: Leader-member exchange, affect sub-scale score; LMX-prof: Leader-
member exchange professional respect sub-scale; 1J: Perceived interactional justice of mayor. The quality
of interaction was measured as composite score of LMX-affect, LMX-professional and 1J observed
scores.

Taken together, the overall quality of interaction with the mayor and the quality of
affective leader-member exchange significantly predict lower implicit stereotyping
attitudes toward female leadership at Phase 2 in the exposure group. However, the
exposure group and the control group significantly differ on implicit stereotyping at
Phase 2 for only the interactive effect of LMX-affect and being male, partially
supporting Hypothesis 6b. Female respondents who perceive higher affective LMX with
their female mayor tend to have lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for

Phase 1 measure.
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Figure 4.4.
Interactive Effect of Participant Gender and Quality of Interaction on GL-IAT
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4.10.3. Moderating effect of the quality of interaction on the slope of P-1AT

In order to test Hypothesis 6c¢, | examine the moderating effect of the interaction
quality in general (Model 10d), affective dimension of LMX (Model 10e), professional
respect dimension of LMX (Model 10f), and the interactional justice (Model 10g) on the
slope of P-IAT. The fit indices are satisfactory for all models: Model 10d [;%(233) =

299.192, p =.002, CFl = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.05-.10)], Model 10e
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[¥*(233) = 284.910, p = .011, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.09)],
Model 10f [*(233) = 299.442, p = .002, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07
(.05-.10)], and Model 10g [*(233) = 298.659, p = .002, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA
(90% CI) = .07 (.05-.10)]. Table 4.17 shows the parameter estimates of the models.

Table 4.17
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
with Quality of Interaction as Covariates

Dependent Model 10d Model 10e Model 10f Model 10g
variable:

Slope of P- Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control
IAT

Intercept .362* -.094 212 -115" 181 -114 .262 -.104

(constant) (.155) (.068) (.142) (.062) (.115) (.065) (.152) (.060)

Gender -.041 . 035 -.007 -.039 .050 -.011 -.034 .045
(.082) (.064) (.065) (.089) (.086) (.069) (.080) (.062)

Quality -.141** .021 - - - - - -
(.048) (.027)

LMX- - - -.090* 042

affect (.042) (.024)

LMX-prof. - - -.093** .040

(.036) (.026)
N - - -.100* .022
(.043) (.022)
"p < .06. *p < .05. **p < .01. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in
prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005). LMX-affect: Leader-member exchange affect sub-scale score;
LMX-prof: Leader-member exchange professional respect sub-scale; 1J: Perceived interactional justice of
mayor. The quality of interaction was a composite score of LMX-affect, LMX-professional and IJ
observed scores.

In Model 10d, the interaction between Phase 2 score of GL-IAT and the quality of
interaction is not significant across groups. However, the quality of interaction with the
mayor predicts significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the exposure group (b = -.141,
SE = .048, p <.01), compared to the control group (b =.021, SE = .027, n.s.), 4% (1) =
8.635, p < .001. That is, employees’ high quality relationship with their female mayor
predicts decreasing implicit prejudice toward female leadership, compared to the control
group, as suggested by Hypothesis 6¢. Similarly, the indicators of the interaction quality
— i.e., LMX-affect (Model 10e), LMX-professional respect (Model 10f) and
interactional justice (Model 10g) - predict significantly negative slope of P-IAT in the
exposure group, but not in the control group.

In Model 10e, the likelihood ratio test reveals significant group difference when
equality constraint put on LMX-affect across the exposure group (b =-.090, SE = .042,
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p < .05) versus the control group (b = .042, SE = .024, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 7.146, p < .001. In
Model 10f, the likelihood ratio test reveals significant group difference when equality
constraint put on LMX-profession across the exposure group (b =-.093, SE = .036, p <
.01) versus the control group (b = .040, SE = .026, n.s.), Ay® (1) = 8.994, p < .001. Yet,
in Model 10g, the likelihood ratio test reveals non-significant group difference when
equality constraint put on 1J across the exposure group versus the control group, Ay? (1)
=3.363, n.s.

| explore the interaction of participant gender and the indicators of quality of
interaction with the mayor. The results yield that being male significantly interacted
with only LMX-profession in predicting the slope of P-IAT in the exposure group, >
(233) = 281.422, p = .016, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.09).
Males who perceive higher LMX-profession in the exposure group (b = -.162, SE =
.076, p < .05) have significantly negative slope of P-IAT. Yet, the comparison of the
exposure group and the control group (b = -.069, SE = .046, n.s.) does not reach
significant level, Ay? (1) = 1.106, n.s.

Overall, these results suggest that the quality of interaction and particularly LMX
indicators significantly moderate the relationship between exposure and change in
implicit prejudice toward female leadership, supporting Hypothesis 6¢. The perceived
affective interaction with the female mayor (Model 10e) and professional respect
toward the female mayor (Model 10f) significantly predict decreasing levels of implicit

prejudice toward female leadership in the exposure group, compared to the control

group.

4.11. Moderating Effect of Participants’ Sex Role and Gender

I, lastly, predicted that high gender identifier employees would have weaker
association between exposure to female mayor and context dependent implicit
stereotyping at Phase 2 (Hypothesis 7a) as well as the association between exposure and

generalized implicit prejudice (Hypothesis 7Db).
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4.11.1. Moderating effect of sex role on the relationship between exposure to
female leadership and implicit stereotyping

To test Hypothesis 7a, | specify two-group SEMs on GL-IAT Phase 2 score with
participant sex role indicators and their gender as predictors. Table 4.18a reports the
parameter estimates of the relevant models (Model 14a, Model 14b & Model 14c). As a
further test of Hypothesis 7a, | examine the sex role indicators for each gender group
separately (Model 14d to Model 14f for males; Model 14g to Model 14i for females).

Table 4.18b demonstrates the parameter estimates of these six models for each gender

group.

Table 4.18a
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of Two-Group SEM on GL-
IAT, Participant Sex Role and Gender as Predictors

Dependent variable: Model 14a Model 14b Model 14c
GL-1AT Phase 2 Exposure  Control Exposure Control Exposure Control
Intercept (constant) .394 .000 377 .000 -.374 .000
(.521) (.000) (.516) (.000) (.400) (.000)
GL-IAT Phase 1 047 .033 .052 .029 .084 .033
(.076) (.076) (.077) (.076) (.077) (.076)
Femininity -.061 .054 -.039 .063* .098 .060*
(.088) (.032) (.082) (.029) (.058) (.026)
Masculinity -.006 -.036 -.030 -.049* -.046 -.040
(.045) (.027) (.033) (.023) (.043) (.025)
Participant Gender -.105 -.061 -1.514* -.020 -173 14
(.069) (.053) (.701) (.258) (.348) (.216)
Femininity *Gender 275* .019 .234* -.006 - -
(.125) (.052) (.110) (.043)
Masculinity *Gender -.053 -.040 - - 024 -.031
(.068) (.046) (.060) (.039)

*p <.05. **p < .01. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior
research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

In Model 14a, Phase 2 score of GL-IAT is regressed on its Phase 1 measure,
participant femininity, their masculinity, gender as well as the interactions among
gender and sex role orientations. The fit indices of the model are reasonable, y*(114) =
163.843, p = .002, CFIl = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.04-.09). The
interaction between femininity and being male significantly predicts Phase 2 score of
GL-IAT in the exposure group (b = .275, SE = .125, p < .05), compared to the control
group (b =.019, SE =.052, n.s.), A;{Z (1) = 4.115, p <.05. This indicates that males who
have higher femininity orientation have higher implicit stereotyping at Phase 2,

controlling for Phase 1 measure.
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In Model 14b, Phase 2 score of GL-1AT is regressed on its Phase 1 measure, sex
role indicators, participant gender and only the interaction between femininity and
gender. The fit indices of Model 14b are reasonable, °(100) = 134.702, p =.012, CFI =
92, TLI = .91, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.08). Model estimates show that femininity
significantly predicts lower GL-IAT Phase 2 in the control group, but it does not
significantly differ from the estimates of the exposure group, Ay*(1) = 3.350, n.s. On the
other hand, as indicated in Model 14a, the femininity level and being male significantly
interact in predicting higher Phase 2 score of GL-IAT in the exposure group (b = .234,
SE =.110, p < .05), compared to the control group (b = -.006, SE = .043, n.s.), Ay* (1) =
4.770, p < .05. The interactive effect for the exposure group is illustrated at Figure 4.5.
Men who have higher feminine sex role orientation have higher implicit stereotyping in

the exposure group, compared to those with lower feminine sex role identity.

Figure 4.5.
Interactive Effect of Participant Gender and Gender Role Identity on GL-IAT
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In Model 14c, Phase 2 score of GL-IAT is regressed on its Phase 1 measure, sex
role indicators, gender and only the interaction between masculinity and gender. The fit
indices of Model 14c are reasonable, »*(100) = 134.755, p = .012, CFI = .92, TLI = .91,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.03-.08). Model estimates show that femininity significantly
predict higher GL-IAT Phase 2 in the control group (b = .060, SE = .026, p < .05), but
not in the exposure group (b = .098, SE = .058, n.s.). Yet, the group difference is not
significant, Ay*(1) = .606, n.s. The masculinity and gender do not significantly predict
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Phase 2 score of GL-IAT in the exposure group. Taken together, in contrast to
Hypothesis 7a, rather than high identification with one’s sex role, male respondents’
femininity seems to predict higher implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at
Phase 2.

| explore whether the femininity and masculinity sex role orientations (Model
14d & Model 14g), being high gender identifier as a dummy variable (Model 14e &
Model 14h) and being androgynous as a dummy variable (Model 14f & Model 14i)
would predict GL-IAT for each gender group (see, Table 4.18b). The fit indices are
reasonable for Model 14d, 5*(72) = 88.225, p = .094, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA
(90% CI) = .07 (.00-.12); Model 14e, *(58) = 66.552, p = .206, CFI = .96, TLI = .95,
RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.00-.11); Model 14f, *(58) = 72.145, p = .100, CFI = .92,
TLI = .90, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.00-.15); Model 14g, 44(72) = 102.258, p = .011,
CF1 =.90, TLI = .89, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.05-.13); Model 14h, *(58) = 88.032, p
=.007, CFI =.90, TLI = .89, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.05-.14); and Model 14i, *(58) =
85.796, p = .010, CFl = .90, TLI = .89, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.06-.12).In Model
14d, the findings are similar to Model 14a and Model 14b: male respondents who have
higher femininity orientation (b = .249, SE = .095, p < .01) report higher implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership compared to males in the control group (b = .074,
SE =.043, n.s.), Ay* (1) = 4.879, p <.05. Furthermore, males with higher masculinity do
not significantly predict implicit stereotyping in the exposure group (b = -.076, SE =
.062, n.s.), but significantly predict lower implicit stereotyping in the control group (b =
-.099, SE = .041, p < .05). However, there is no significant group difference between the
exposure group and the control group, Ay*(1) .091, n.s. The findings of other models
suggest that being high gender identifier does not significantly predict Phase 2 score of
GL-IAT neither in the exposure group nor in the control group for males (Model 14e) as
well as females (Model 14h). Similarly, the androgyny does not significantly predict
Phase 2 score of GL-IAT neither in the exposure group nor in the control group for
males (Model 14f) as well as females (Model 14i).

Overall, these findings refute Hypothesis 7a. Being high identifier is not found
as significant predictor of implicit stereotyping in neither group. However, in contrast to
Hypothesis 7a, men who score higher at femininity have higher implicit stereotyping
toward female leadership in the exposure group, compared to the control group males

with low femininity orientation.
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Table 4.18b
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of GL-IAT with Participant Sex Role as Covariates for Each Gender Group

Dependent variable; Male Participants Female participants

GL-IAT Phase 2 Model 14d Model 14e Model 14f Model 14g Model 14h Model 14i
Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure  Control ~ Exposure Control Exposure  Control
Intercept (constant) -1.415* .000 -.266* .000 -071 .000 149 .000 -.054 .000 -.133 .000
(.577) (.000) (.103) (.000) (.083) (.000) (.403) (.000) (.057) (.000) (.088) (.000)
GL-IAT Phase 1 .001 .268 .061 .257 137 .600* 129 -.137 123 -.142 133 -.186
(.138) (.134) (.144) (.142) (.131) (.276) (.126) (.090) (.101) (.101) (.116) (.146)
Femininity 249** .074 - - - - -.008 .047 - - - -
(.095) (.043) (.065) (.034)
Masculinity -.076 -.099* - - - - -.018 -.030 - - - -
(.062) (.041) (.033) (.025)
High identifier (1, 0) - - .104 -.060 - - - - -.047 .059 - -
(.112) (.093) (.085) (.066)
Androgyny (1, 0) - - - - .024 .078 - - - - .007 -.097
(.096) (.116) (.063) (.108)

*p <.05. **p <.01. Note.

The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).



4.11.2. Moderating effect of sex role on the relationship between exposure to
female leadership and implicit prejudice

To test Hypothesis 7b, first, the slope of P-IAT is regressed on the femininity
and masculinity orientations of respondents and their gender across exposure and
control groups (Model 15a, Model 15b & Model 15c). Table 4.19 reports the
parameter estimates. Second, the slope of P-IAT of males and the slope of females are
separately regressed on the feminine-masculine orientations (Model 15d & Model
15¢), being high gender identifier (Model 15 & Model 15h), and the androgyny
(Model 15f & Model 15i). Table 4.19b shows latter model’s parameter estimates.

In Model 15a, the slope of P-IAT is regressed on participant femininity,
participant masculinity, participant gender and the interactions among sex role
indicators and gender. The fit indices of the model are good, % (233) = 294.884, p =
.004, CFI = .96, TLI = .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.03-.07). The results indicate no

significant main effect or interaction effect of sex role indicators.

Table 4.19a
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
with Participant Sex Role and Gender as Covariates

Dependent variable: Model 15a Model 15b Model 15¢
Slope of P-IAT Exposure  Control Exposure Control Exposure Control
Intercept (constant) -.204 .048 -.203 .025 .095 -.018
(.505) (.152) (.505) (.150) (.377) (.128)
Femininity -.030 -.005 -.030 .004 -.088 .005
(.087) (.029) (.084) (.027) (.057) (.022)
Masculinity 074 .006 .074* .001 .087* .006
(.047) (.026) (.036) (.021) (.043) (.024)
Gender 523 -.238 522 -.139 -117 -.106*
(.729) (.292) (.660) (.249) (.065) (.054)
Femininity *Gender -.102 .015 -.101 -.001 - -
(.115) (.048) (.104) (.0412)
Masculinity * Gender .001 -.019 - - -.028 -.018
(.072) (.043) (.065) (.036)

*p <.05. **p <.01. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior
research (e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

In Model 15b, the slope of P-IAT is regressed on participant femininity,
participant masculinity, participant gender and the interaction between femininity and
gender. The fit indices of Model 15b are good, ;(2(213) = 266.920, p =.007, CFI =
97, TLI = .97, RMSEA (90% CI) = .05 (.03-.07). Model estimates show that



masculinity significantly predicted higher P-IAT in the exposure group, but not in the
control group. Yet, the group difference is not significant, Ay (1) = 3.209, n.s.

In Model 15c, the slope of P-IAT is regressed on participant femininity,
participant masculinity, participant gender and the interaction between masculinity and
gender. The fit indices of Model 15c are good, »* (213) = 279.789, p = .001, CFI =
.96, TLI = .96, RMSEA (90% CI) = .06 (.04-.08). Similar to Model 15b, masculinity
significantly predicts higher P-IAT in the exposure group, but not in the control group
and the group difference is not significant, Ay (1) = 2.523, n.s.

As mentioned before, additional models are specified for each gender group to
explore whether the femininity and masculinity sex role orientations (Model 15d &
Model 15g), being high gender identifier (Model 15e & Model 15h) and being
androgynous (Model 15f & Model 15i) would predict GL-IAT (see, Table 4.19b).

Table 4.19b
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates (Standard Errors) of MLGM Models on P-IAT
with Participant Sex Role as Covariates for Each Gender Group

Dependent variable: Male Participants
Slope of P-IAT Model 15d Model 15e Model 15f
Exposure  Control Exposure Control Exposure  Control

Intercept (constant) 311 -.060 -.086 .012 -.087 .019
(.492) (.137) (.072) (.035) (.085) (.044)

Femininity -134 .005 - - - -
(.085) (.035)

Masculinity .076 -.016

(.062) (.034)

High identifier (1, 0) - - .016 -.106
(.100) (.074)
- - .003 -.106
(.110) (.090)

Androgyny (1, 0)

Dependent variable: Female participants
Slope of P-IAT Model 15¢g Model 15h Model 15i
Exposure Control Exposure Control Exposure  Control

Intercept (constant) -.161 .087 .007 -.138 .042 - 141 %**
(.429) (.181) (.068) (.047) (.054) (.040)

Femininity -.032 -.009 - - - -
(.074) (.032)

Masculinity .070 .007

(040)  (.026)
- - 032 117
(077)  (.076)

High identifier (1, 0)

-.010 .069

(.033) (.039)

***p < .001. Note. The values represent unstandardized estimates as recommended in prior research
(e.g., Bentein et al., 2005).

Androgyny (1, 0)
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The fit indices are reasonable for all models: Model 15d, y*(173) = 219.251, p
.010, CFI = .93, TLI = .93, RMSEA (90% CI) = .08 (.04-.11), Model 15¢ »?(153)
189.906, p =.023, CFl = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA (90% CI) = .07 (.03-.10); Model 15f
2*(153) = 208.452, p = .002, CFI = .90, TLI = .89, RMSEA (90% CI) = .09 (.07-.13);
Model 15g x*(173) = 219.608, p = .010, CFI = .91, TLI = .91, RMSEA (90% CI) =
.08 (.04-.10); Model 15h »*(153) = 214.524, p =.001, CFI = .90, TLI = .89, RMSEA
(90% CI) = .09 (.06-.12); Model 15i y*(153) = 225.306, p < .001, CFI = .89, TLI =
.89, RMSEA (90% CI) =.09 (.07-.12).

The results indicate that the femininity and masculinity orientations of males

(Model 15d) and females (Model 15g) do not significantly predict the change
trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership. Being high gender identifier
does not predict any change in implicit prejudice for males (Model 15e) and for
females (Model 15h). Being androgynous, similarly, does not predict the slope of
implicit prejudice measures for males (Model 15f) and for females (Model 15i).
Overall, these findings refute Hypothesis 7b. The feminine or masculine
orientations of participants and being high identifier are not significantly related with

the trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership.
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DISCUSSION

The present study inquires the malleability of employees’ implicit attitudes
toward female leadership. To my knowledge, this is the first study to examine change
in implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice towards female leadership at work. It is
also one of the first organizational studies to test the diverging theoretical perspectives
such as intergroup contact theory, APE model and backlash arguments on the
malleability of implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.

It contributes to the leadership literature by investigating the unfolding patterns
of employees’ context dependent implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward
female leadership following exposure to a woman leader at top position. First, it
examined whether employees’ implicit stereotyping toward female leadership in their
organizational context changes following exposure to a female top manager (i.e.,
municipality mayor). Second, it investigated the extent and type of change trajectories
of implicit prejudice toward female leadership in general following such an exposure.
Third, it examined whether a) leader characteristics (i.e., perceived success and
perceived agency —and-communality), b) employee characteristics (i.e., gender and
gender identity) and c) the perceived interaction between the leader and employee (i.e.,
the quantity and quality of interaction) shape the change in implicit attitudes toward
female leadership.

| tested these inquiries in a three-wave longitudinal field setting. | repeatedly
measure employees’ implicit attitudes for three times with three-month time intervals.
In the following sections, | first summarize hypotheses and the research findings (see,
Table 5.1). Then, I discuss the theoretical as well as practical implications of these

findings, the limitations of the study and the recommendations for future research.
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Table 5.1.
Summary of Research Questions and Findings of Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses Results Explanation

Hla. At Phase 1, employees who are exposed to a female Refuted Participants in the exposure group and those in the control group do not have
municipality mayor (the exposure group) will have lower significantly different levels of implicit stereotyping at Phase 1. Albeit the
levels of context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes first hypothesis is refuted, this finding indicate that the level of implicit
toward female leadership relative to the control group. stereotyping of two groups do not differ at the beginning of data collection.

H1b. Exposure group will have significantly lower levels of Refuted Furthermore, in contrast to Hypothesis 1b, controlling for Phase 1 measure,
context dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward two groups do not differ in terms of implicit stereotyping at Phase 2,
female leadership (at Phase 2) compared to the control implying the lack of change in implicit stereotyping.
group, controlling for Phase 1 attitude measures.

Hlc. Exposure to a female mayor will predict significant Refuted The findings yield that there is no significant main difference between
gamma change in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes exposure to female mayors and working with male mayors in terms of
toward female leadership across three phases. alpha change or gamma change in implicit prejudice toward female

H1d. Exposure to a female mayor will predict significant within  Refuted leadership, refuting both Hypothesis 1¢ and Hypothesis 1d.
person variation (alpha change) in generalized implicit
prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership.

H2a.Controlling for Phase 1 implicit stereotyping, implicit Refuted Findings indicate that change in implicit stereotyping is not significantly
stereotyping will predict within person variations (alpha related to alpha change (Hypothesis 2a) or gamma change (Hypothesis 2b)
change) in generalized implicit prejudice toward female in generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership across the
leadership across three periods following exposure to a exposure group and the control group, refuting the proposed mediational
female mayor. impact of implicit stereotyping (Hypothesis 2c).

H2b.Controlling for Phase 1 implicit stereotyping, implicit Refuted
stereotyping will predict gamma changes in generalized
implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership
across three periods following exposure to a female mayor.

H2c.Controlling for Phase 1 levels, implicit stereotyping (at Refuted

Phase 2) will mediate the relationship between exposure to a
female mayor and generalized implicit prejudice toward
female leadership.




Hypotheses

Results

Explanation

H3a.The level of municipality context dependent implicit
stereotyping (at Phase 2) will be positively related to
sensitivity characteristics of leadership prototypes (at Phase
3) in the exposure group compared to the control group.

H3b.The level of sensitivity characteristics in leadership
prototypes (at Phase 3) will be negatively related to
generalized implicit prejudice toward female leadership (at
Phase 3) in the exposure group compared to the control
group.

H3c.The level of sensitivity characteristics in leadership
prototypes for municipality context (Phase 3) will mediate
context dependent implicit stereotyping (at Phase 2) and
generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership (at
Phase 3).

H4. The perceived success of female mayor (Phase 2) will
moderate the relationship between exposure to a female
mayor and municipality context dependent implicit
stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 2),
controlling for Phase 1 levels. The higher the perceived
success of female mayor, the more likely that exposure will
be related to higher cognitive associations between women
and leadership.

Refuted

Refuted

Refuted

Partially

supported

The findings indicated that change in the sensitivity dimension of ILTs is not
related to the latent change in implicit stereotyping or the change trajectory
of implicit prejudice, refuting Hypothesis 3a, Hypothesis 3b and hence
does not mediate their relation, refuting Hypothesis 3c.

Findings partially support Hypothesis 4 by qualifying the effect of perceived
performance by participant gender in predicting implicit stereotyping
toward female leadership. The perceived performance of municipality in
terms of internal affairs and mayor’s administrative success significantly
interact with being male in determining implicit stereotyping toward
female leadership at Phase 2. Male participants who work with female
mayor and attribute higher success to the municipality in terms of its
internal affairs and mayor performance tend to have lower implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2 (controlling for Phase 1).

The exploratory analyses reveal that group-mean centered perceived
performance of municipality significantly interacts with participant gender
in predicting the change in implicit prejudice toward female leadership.
Men who attribute higher performance particularly to the municipality’s
strategic issues and public affairs in relative to other colleagues in the same
municipality have decreasing levels of implicit prejudice toward female
leadership in exposure group, compared to control group.
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Hypotheses

Results

Explanation

H5.The perceived communal as well as agentic characteristics

of female mayor (Phase 2) will moderate the relation
between exposure and municipality context dependent
stereotypic attitudes toward female leadership (at Phase 2).
The higher the perceived communal as well as agentic
characteristics, the more likely that exposure will predict
higher automatic association between female and
municipality leadership.

H6a.Frequent interactions with a female mayor (Phase 2) will

moderate the relationship between exposure and context
dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female
leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the frequency of
interaction, the more positive will be the relationship
between exposure and automatic association between
female and leadership in municipality context.

H6b.High quality interactions with the female mayor (Phase 2)

will moderate the relation between exposure and context
dependent implicit stereotypic attitudes toward female
leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the high quality
interactions, the more will be the positive relation between
exposure and automatic association between female and
leadership in municipality context.

Partially
supported

Supported

Partially
supported

High agency and high communality of female mayor do not predict the
implicit stereotyping by itself, yet it interacts with participant gender in
determining implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2.
Male respondents who perceive high agency and high communality of
female mayor have lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for
Phase 1 GL-IAT measures.

The exploratory analyses reveal that the findings do not yield significant
effects of high agency-and-high communality on the slope of P-1AT, but
leader agency predicts significantly decreasing levels of implicit prejudice
in the exposure group, compared to control group. The group mean
centered mayor agency, in contrast, predicts increasing levels of implicit
prejudice, yet this effect does not differ across the exposure group versus
the control group.

The quantity of close interaction with female mayor predicts lower implicit
stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1 measure of stereotyping,
supporting Hypothesis 6a. | explore the interactions with participant gender
and find that male participants who have more frequent interaction with
their female mayor have higher implicit stereotyping, whereas female
counterparts have lower implicit stereotyping toward female leadership.

The overall quality of interaction with the mayor and the quality of affective
leader-member exchange significantly predict lower implicit stereotyping
attitudes toward female leadership at Phase 2 in the exposure group.
However, the exposure group and the control group significantly differ on
implicit stereotyping at Phase 2 for only the interactive effect of LMX-
affect and being male, partially supporting Hypothesis 6b. Female
respondents who perceive higher affective LMX with their female mayor
tend to have lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1
measure.
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Hypotheses Results Explanation

H6c. High quality interactions with the female mayor (Phase 2) Supported The quality of interaction and particularly exchange quality with the mayor

will moderate the relation between exposure and significantly moderate the relationship between exposure and change in
generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward female implicit prejudice toward female leadership, supporting Hypothesis 6c. The
leadership (at Phase 3). The higher the high quality perceived affective interaction with the female mayor and professional
interaction with the female mayor, the more positive will be respect toward the female mayor significantly predict decreasing levels of
the relationship between exposure and automatic association implicit prejudice toward female leadership in the exposure group,
between female leadership-positive cues. compared to the control group.

H7a.The association between exposure and the context Refuted Being high identifier is not found as significant predictor of implicit
dependent automatic association between female and stereotyping in neither group. In contrast to Hypothesis 7a, men who score
leadership (Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1) will be lower higher at femininity sex role orientation have higher implicit stereotyping
for high gender identifier employees compared to low toward female leadership in the exposure group, compared to the control
identifiers. group males with low femininity orientation.

H7b.The association between exposure and the within person Refuted The feminine or masculine orientations of participants and being high
variation in generalized implicit prejudicial attitudes toward identifier are not significantly related with the trajectory of implicit
female leadership will be lower for high gender identifiers prejudice toward female leadership.
compared to low gender identifier employees.
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5.1.Malleability of Context Dependent Implicit Stereotyping and
Generalized Implicit Prejudice toward Female Leadership

5.1.1. Exposure to a female mayor and context dependent implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership

One main research question is whether exposure to a female leader at work
might enable alterations in the association between the mental representations of
“female” and “leadership” concepts. This proposition resides on the contextualization
argument of the APE model and ILTs. According to the APE model (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Hugenberg et al., 2010; Rydell &
Gawronski, 2009), the sub-typing tendencies reported in attitudinal research can
emerge as context specific alterations in the automatic associations, while there is no
change in the generalized implicit attitudes. | similarly argued that first time exposure
to a female mayor would not readily alter employees’ implicit prejudices, but can
challenge the mental associations of female and leadership in the municipality.
Considering the connectionist framework of ILTs, | posited that first time experience
with a female leader occupying the highest office (i.e., mayor) in the municipality
context could activate characteristics of women and mayor in mind repeatedly and
simultaneously. This, in turn, can make the mental associations stronger, decreasing
the context dependent implicit stereotyping toward female mayors.

Considering these arguments, | hypothesized that the cumulated experience
with a woman mayor during the time between the elections and first time data
collection (Hypothesis 1a) as well as the time between first time and second time data
collection (Hypothesis 1b) may have challenged the context dependent implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership. In contrast to these expectations, the analysis
showed no significant difference between the exposure group and the control group in
terms of implicit stereotyping at Phase 1 or at Phase 2, refuting Hypothesis 1a and
Hypothesis 1b. There was also no group difference on implicit prejudice at Phase 1.
Although the lack of group difference on implicit stereotyping at Phase 1 refuted the
hypothesis, taken together non-significant findings back the matching of employees in
the exposure group and the control group in terms of implicit attitudes toward female
leadership at the beginning of data collection.



Considering the significant relationships between participant gender and
implicit stereotyping in univariate analyses, | explored the interactive effect of
participant gender and exposure to female mayor on the Phase 2 implicit stereotyping
levels. The exploratory analyses showed that female employees’ implicit stereotyping
against female leadership was significantly higher at Phase 2, compared to male
employees, controlling for Phase 1 implicit stereotyping. The main effect of exposure
to a female mayor or the interactive effect of exposure and gender on the Phase 2
implicit stereotyping was not significant. The presence of longitudinal structural
invariance of GL-IAT across Phase 1 and Phase 2 as well as across groups also agrees
with the non-significant group differences. The longitudinal invariance analyses
revealed that GL-1AT has factorial mean equivalence across Phase 1 and Phase 2. This
indicated neither a gamma change nor an alpha change across two phases of implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership.

The lack of group difference and the presence of structural invariance estimates
of GL-IAT together refuted Hypothesis 1b and implied the stability of implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership across 9 to 12-month exposure to a female
leader. This finding is in contrast to the findings reported by Dasgupta and Asgari
(2004). In their longitudinal field study, Dasgupta and Asgari (2004) tracked the
female students of women’s colleges and other regular colleges at the beginning of the
first year in college and then at the end of the first year in college. They found that
students had lower levels of implicit stereotyping against female leadership after one-
year contact with female lecturers and deans in women’s colleges, compared to
students in regular colleges. One explanation of the current non-significant findings is
that their research setting might enable students more frequent exposure to female
leader figures and closer interaction with them on daily basis. Municipal employees
might not have so frequent or close interaction with their female mayor as students
interacted with their professors, lowering the impact of exposure effect on implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership.

Another explanation is that the trajectory of context dependent implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership may have changed across three phases of data
collection rather than two phases. Indeed, Selig and Preacher (2009) argue that the
time spans of repeated observations can limit alterations in trajectories. Considering

this argument, | provided the measure of implicit stereotyping (GL-1AT) to
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participants at Phase 3, too (though not hypothesized). Prior to data collection, |
planned to explore the change trajectory of implicit stereotyping (Cheong et al., 2003;
Selig & Preacher, 2009). If | found at least strong longitudinal measurement
invariance (longitudinal scalar invariance; Chan, 1998) of GL-IAT, | would conduct
MLGM on implicit stereotyping. Instead, | utilized the latent change scores of implicit
stereotyping (Phase 2 — Phase 1). Indeed, the measurement invariance (M) test of GL-
IAT across three phases and across groups (exposure vs. control) did not support the
longitudinal configural invariance model, potentially indicating a gamma change (the
restructuring of the attitude construct in mind; Chan, 1998; Riordan et al., 2003,;
Thompson & Hunt, 1996; Vandenberg, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). That is,
the mental configurations of female and leadership might be restructured so that
employees’ understanding of the context dependent leadership might be altered over
three phases.

Rather than an indication of gamma change, the failure of configural invariance
model might reflect problems in the construct validity of GL-IAT (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002), as partially tracked in relatively low reliability coefficients of GL-
IAT, ranging from .14 to .20. As discussed in the methodology section, the test-retest
reliability of latency measures is often lower than the rule-of-thumb values commonly
accepted for the explicit counterparts (Nosek et al., 2007a; Lane et al., 2007; Payne &
Gawronski, 2010). The relatively low reliability of latency measures is often the result
of their sensitiveness to time lags among the repeated measurement and the immediate
testing conditions, such as any environmental distractors, or fatigue during testing
(Nosek et al., 2007a). Most studies retested IATs in an experimental setting with a
short time lag (e.g., one week or few days). In such a design, the test-retest reliability
of IATs is around .50 to .69. A longer time lag decreases the test-retest reliability of
IATS, to as low as .20 (Cunningham et al., 2001). The range of GL-IAT is below the
range of .20 to .69, whereas the reliability range of P-IAT is .35 to .46 in the control
group. Hence, the time lag may not be responsible for the low reliability in the current
study. Moreover, | took some precautions to make the testing conditions of IATs
similar across time and across participants (as detailed in the methodology section;
e.g., Cunnigham et al., 2001; Lane et al., 2007). For example, | counterbalanced the
presentation of GL-IAT and P-IAT across participants to overcome fatigue effect. If

the immediate testing conditions were threat to the test-retest reliability of GL-IAT, I
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would expect to find a similar effect for P-IAT. The test-retest reliability of P-IAT was
at moderate levels, suggesting that testing conditions are probably not responsible for
the relatively low test-retest reliability of GL-IAT. Besides, although the internal
consistency coefficients of GL-1AT are at acceptable levels across the exposure group
(.74 to .81) and the control group (.68 to .78), they are lower than the internal
consistency levels of P-IAT in the exposure group (.88 to .92) and in the control group
(.89 to0 .93). An alternative explanation is, the cognitive distinction between the uses of
words versus pictures might play role in the differences between GL-IAT and P-1AT.
Such a tendency is empirically shown in a recent experimental study (Carnevale,
Fujita, Han & Amit, 2015). The study examined how the words and pictures utilized in
IATs influence the evaluative associations in mind. They reported that words in IATs
activate higher level processing such as more broad and abstract categories in mind,
and provide a room for self-control, whereas pictures in IATs activate lower level
processing such as direct and vivid experiences. Similarly, in the current study, the
GL-IAT might require more attention to perceive stimuli — words reflecting leadership
and followership, whereas P-IAT requires less cognitive processing since it presents
pictures/graphic figures of leaders. Moreover, pictures in P-IAT might be clearer to
respondents, and ease the categorization. On the other hand, leadership versus
followership characteristics might be less easy to read and grasp quickly. Moreover, |
tried to contextualize the GL-IAT by using “municipality mayor” as the leader label
and “municipality employee” as the follower label. These factors might increase the
cognitive load required for stimuli categorizations, resulting in within person
fluctuations in responding to GL-IAT across time and therefore lower reliability
coefficients (Nosek et al., 2007; Lai et al., 2007). Future studies should re-examine
the construct validity and particularly the reliability of GL-IAT in other contexts. One
can test and compare alternative sets of leadership versus followership stimuli in GL-
IAT to pinpoint the problems related to the content validity. The test-retest reliability
of GL-IAT must be tested in other study contexts with varying time intervals.

Overall, there is no support for the malleability of the context dependent
implicit stereotyping following nine to 12 months exposure to a female mayor. The
exploratory analyses imply gamma change in the implicit stereotyping across three
phases, yet this is not a definitive finding given the low reliability estimates of GL-

IAT. Hence, there is a tentative and weak support for the contextualization argument
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of the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). In the light of generalization
process offered by the APE model, I, furthermore, proposed change in the trajectory of

generalized implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

5.1.2. Exposure to female mayor and implicit prejudice toward female
leadership

| argued that accumulated experiences with a female leader might enable the
generalization of immediate experiences to other context, altering the implicit
prejudice toward female leadership. Basing on the alpha-beta-gamma change models
in organizational studies (Chan, 1998; Riordan et al., 2003; Thompson & Hunt, 1996;
Vandenberg, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), | argued that exposure to a female
leader can alter overall construction of mental associations - gamma change
(Hypothesis 1c). Alternatively, it might just change the strength of association among
the mental representations of female leadership - alpha change (Hypothesis 1d). The
direction of within person variations in implicit prejudice toward female leadership is
also critical, although | did not formally hypothesize it. Regarding the arguments of
intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998) and the empirical
evidence (e.g., see meta-analysis of Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), mere exposure to a
female mayor might decrease the implicit prejudices against female leadership across
three phases. However, exposure to a female mayor might also increase the perceived
breach in the prescriptive gender norms, resulting in backlash (Rudman et al., 2012)
and therefore may increase the implicit prejudice against female leadership over time.

The longitudinal measurement invariance and structural invariance tests on the
measure of implicit prejudice toward female leadership (P-1AT) revealed no evidence
of gamma change across the exposure versus the control group, refuting Hypothesis
1c. The trajectory analyses through MLGM revealed decrease in implicit prejudice in
both the exposure group and the control group across three phases. The trajectories are
significantly in linear forms as would be expected from three repeated measurement
designs (Chan, 1998; Preacher, 2010). Multiple group MLGM shows the trajectories
of two groups do not significantly differ from each other, indicating no significant
alpha change following exposure to a female mayor compared to the control group.

This refutes Hypothesis 1d.

193



One potential reason of the significant decrease in implicit prejudice toward
female leadership in both groups is, exposure effect might not be restricted to
employees in municipalities where the female mayor was elected. It might be relevant
for employees in other municipalities through extensive cover in the national media as
well as local press following the March 2014 local elections. Indeed, as | mentioned
and exemplified through media reports in the theoretical background section before,
the March 2014 local elections drew national interest to female mayors who were
elected for the first time of the municipality histories. Female mayors gave speeches
after their victory in national media, have been focus of attention in local press and in
particularly the social media of affiliated political parties. Employees in the control
group might not personally interact with the female mayors, but they might be merely
observing women’s occupation of an authority position in a work setting similar to
theirs. This is in accord with the arguments of mere exposure effect (Pettigrew &
Tropp, 2006). The mere observation of female mayors might be enough to challenge
the automatic association between female and leadership, resulting in no significant
group differences in implicit stereotyping. It might also lower the negative image of
female leadership for all employees, leading to significant decrease in implicit
prejudice toward female leadership. These arguments are speculative given that | did
not assess employees’ indirect exposure, for example, through media coverage and
therefore could not control for these potential influences, which constitute a
confounding effect that threatens the internal validity of the present longitudinal study
(Shadish et al., 2002). I highly recommend future studies to account for the indirect
ways of exposure to female leadership at work setting to examine the malleability of
implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice. It will be very interesting to compare the
differential impact of merely observing a female leader in another organization versus
personally interacting with her in the immediate work context. Researchers can
compare the sub-typing and contextualization tendencies, decrease or increases in
implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice across various ways and extent of

exposure to a female leader.
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5.2. Mediating Effects of Change of Implicit Stereotyping and Change of
Implicit Leadership Theories (ILTs)

Considering the de-contextualization mechanisms of implicit attitudes posited
by the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010;
Rydell & Gawronski, 2009), I proposed that the change in the context specific implicit
attitudes might be generalized to other contexts. | argued that such generalization
process would emerge as change in implicit prejudice toward female leadership. As
discussed above, | anticipated that the repeated pairing of women and leadership in an
immediate context might first alter the strength or the composition of the mental
representations about female and mayoral leadership (change in the context dependent
implicit stereotyping). Such a change, then, might challenge the mental associations of
female leadership and negative cues over time, resulting in gamma change
(Hypothesis 2a) or gamma change (Hypothesis 2b) in implicit prejudice toward female
leadership. If so, | predicted that the change in the context dependent implicit
stereotyping toward female leadership might mediate the relationship between
exposure to a female leader and change in generalized implicit prejudice toward
female leadership (Hypothesis 2c).

Building on this de-contextualization argument, | furthermore suggested that
the stronger mental association between female and leadership following exposure
might promote the prevalence of sensitivity characteristics in employees’ leadership
prototypes and hence change the leadership prototypes. This argument was based on
ILTs connectionist framework (Dinh & Lord, 2012; Hogue & Lord, 2007; Lord &
Hall, 2003; Lord & Shondrick, 2011) and empirical findings revealing the context
sensitivity of leadership prototypes (e.g., Foti et al., 2008; Scott & Brown, 2006). The
repeated activation of “female” and “leadership” characteristics in mind might trigger
higher levels of feminine or sensitivity properties in leadership prototypes at Phase 3
(Hypothesis 3a). The accrued prevalence of sensitivity characteristics (e.g., caring,
sensitive, compassionate), in turn, might challenge the implicit prejudice through
decreasing the perceived mismatch between female leadership and positive
evaluations (Hypothesis 3b). If so, | hypothesized that the level of sensitivity
characteristics in ILTs for municipality context (Phase 3) would mediate the relation
between municipality context dependent implicit stereotyping (at Phase 2) and
generalized implicit prejudice against female leadership (at Phase 3) (Hypothesis 3c).

195



The analyses revealed no significant multivariate relationships among the
latent change in implicit stereotypes, the latent change in leadership prototypes and the
change trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership. These findings
refuted Hypothesis 2a and Hypothesis 2b as well as Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b.
These insignificant findings are not surprising, partially because the within person
variations in implicit prejudice is not significant in the exposure group compared to
the control group. Previous analyses also revealed non-significant group (exposure vs.
control) differences on Phase 1 as well as Phase 2 implicit stereotyping. The tests of
the mediating effects of implicit stereotyping as well as leadership prototypes were not
therefore significant, refuting Hypothesis 2c and Hypothesis 3c, respectively.

These findings do not endorse the de-contextualization proposition of the APE
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell &
Gawronski, 2009) which states that the exposure to a female leader would alter the
context dependent implicit stereotyping and then generalize it in implicit prejudice
toward female leadership. Instead, the results might be indicating overall stability of
implicit stereotyping, and implicit prejudice following first time exposure to a female
mayor within a one-year observation period compared to the control group. The
findings also do not pinpoint any significant change in implicit prejudice toward
female leadership through leadership prototypes. One potential explanation might be
that particularly overall content of leadership prototypes does not change over the 12
to 15-month period of exposure to a female leader, compared to the control group.
This is in contrast to expectations based on the immediate context dependent
alterations of leadership evaluations argued by connectionist framework of ILTs (Foti
et al., 2008; Lord et al., 2001), yet aligned with the previous findings of Epitropaki and
Martin (2005). These researchers found that leadership prototypes do not change over
a one-year period and influence the variations in leadership evaluations of employees,
such as the quality of interaction with the manager (i.e., LMX). They did not examine
any organizational/environmental change that might have potentially triggered the
change of implicit leadership theories. Current results built on their findings by
revealing that it might not be easy to challenge leadership prototypes over a one-year
period, even though employee are experiencing changes at leadership figures. Future
studies can benefit from re-examining the mediating effects of leadership prototypes in

196



an extended observation period, or with changes in the organizational setting other

than leader succession.

5.3.Moderating Effect of Employee Perceptions of Mayor’s Success and
Agentic-Communal Characteristic

I proposed that female leaders’ characteristics in the eyes of employees might
influence the relationship between exposure and implicit stereotyping as well as
implicit prejudice toward female leadership. | specifically focus on the perceived

success of the mayors and their agentic as well as communal characteristics.

5.3.1. Moderating effect of the perceived municipality performance as an
indication of the perceived success of mayor

Considering the intergroup contact approach (Pettigrew, 1998), | anticipated
that the indicators of success can make contact with counter-stereotypic exemplar —
i.e.,, female leader — “salient” (Blair, Dasgupta & Glaser, 2014) to employees,
facilitating the contact’s influence against stereotyping. At the implicit level, as
suggested by the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006), success indicators of
female mayors can strengthen the association between female and the context specific
leadership representations in employees’ mind (lower implicit stereotyping). |,
therefore, proposed the moderating role of overall perceived organizational
performance and the dimensions of performance (i.e., strategic issues, public
services/affairs, and internal relations/affairs) at Phase 2 on the relationship between
exposure and implicit stereotyping (Hypothesis 4). | expected that the higher the
perceived success attributed to the mayor through municipality performance, the more
likely that exposure would predict lower implicit stereotyping.

The analyses yielded that employees’ perceived municipality performance on
internal affairs relative to others significantly interacted with participant gender in the
exposure group, but not in the control group. Male participants who worked with a
female mayor and attributed higher success to the municipality (internal affairs) tend
to have lower implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2 (controlling

for Phase 1). Other perceived success indicators did not significantly moderate the
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relationship between exposure and implicit stereotyping at Phase 2. These results
partially supported Hypothesis 4 by qualifying the moderating effect of perceived
mayor success in relation with the participant gender and performance in internal
affairs. The performance of female mayors in managing the internal affairs of the
municipality in the eyes of male employees seems to predict lower implicit
stereotyping across a 9 to 12-month of exposure to a female mayor.

| additionally explored whether my predictions held for the change trajectory
of implicit prejudice toward female leadership. |1 examined whether the perceived
organizational performance would moderate the relationship between the exposure and
the change trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership. The interaction
between all three perceived organizational performance indicators and gender
significantly predicted a decreasing trajectory of implicit prejudice in the exposure
group. In particular, male participants who perceived higher municipality performance
in terms of strategic issues and public affairs had higher decrease in implicit prejudice
toward female leadership following a 12 to 15-month exposure to a female mayor.

Taken together, success attributed to the female mayor explained lower
implicit stereotyping and decreasing generalized implicit prejudice particularly for
male participants. These findings are in line with the arguments based on the
intergroup contact theory and the APE model. The higher perceived success relative to
other employees in the municipality may augment the counter-stereotypical
characteristics of the mayor and therefore act against implicit stereotypes. The
cumulative association of a real-life successful woman leader image and her
leadership position might have substantiated the mental representation of female and
mayoral leadership, resulting in lower implicit stereotyping scores at Phase 2. In terms
of implicit prejudice, considering the EC arguments of the APE model (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006), the cumulative perceptions on the municipality success and the
female mayor success has enabled the conditioning of female leadership with positive
experiences. Hence, the perceived success of a specific female leader seems to
challenge the mental associations between negative cues and female leadership,
decreasing implicit prejudice.

The divergent moderating effect of performance indicators is an unexpected
and interesting finding. The performance indicators are the sub-dimensions of the

Perceived Municipality Performance Scale. The scale has a relatively high internal
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consistency at Phase 2 (overall score a = .91, in the control group). The correlations
among these sub-indicators are relatively high in the exposure group (ranging from .85
to .96) as well as in the control group (ranging from .80 to .94). Therefore, | was
expecting to find similar effects of these performance indicators in predicting implicit
stereotyping during hypothesis testing. Interestingly, in contrast to my expectations,
the perceived performance of the municipality of a female mayor in terms of internal
affairs appears as a critical predictor of lower implicit stereotyping for male employees
in the exposure group. On the other hand, the municipality performances on strategic
issues and public affairs emerge as important predictors of diminishing implicit
prejudice for male participants in the exposure group.

Such a divergence of performance indicators might enable us to integrate the
contrasting theoretical predictions on the perceived success of the female leader
reviewed in the Theoretical Background section. | found a significant moderating
effect of the perceived success on the internal affairs but not on the strategic issues and
public affairs, probably because employees may have gained knowledge on the
mayor’s role and contributions in the internal affairs at Phase 2, but not much on the
strategic issues or public affairs. The decisions of mayors on internal affairs might
have been readily visible to employees at Phase 2. Phase 2 corresponds to the 9 to 12-
month period following the elections (around February to April of 2015), yet as
mentioned before, the communications with the key informants in the municipalities
revealed that employees had chance to observe and interact with the mayor
particularly after the summer vacation, during the fall of 2014. Similarly, the field
observations suggest that mayors took actions first on internal issues, such as the
rotations of employees across departments, after the elections. Their active decisions
on the strategic issues and the activities/services provided to the organization may
have extended over time. Employees’ clearer knowledge on the internal affair might
challenge implicit stereotyping, as offered by the arguments based on the intergroup
contract theory and the APE model. Indeed, in their experimental tests on the
rationalization of success argument, Heilman and Haynes (2005) found that the
attribution of the success of female figures to external factors (the rationalization of
success) diminishes when the individual contribution of female figures are clear.
Employees might have ambiguous knowledge on the strategic performance of the

municipality and the quality of its services to the public at Phase 2. This presumably
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enabled the rationalization of success to factors external to the female mayor and
therefore resulted in no significant moderating effect of the perceived performance on
implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, as contended by the rationalized success argument in
the role congruity literature (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Heilman & Haynes; 2005).

We can extend this logic of argument to the implicit prejudice. Male
employees in the exposure group had significantly less implicit prejudice for the
higher perceived municipality performance on strategic issues and public affairs,
compared to the control group. The two group differences are at marginally significant
levels for the internal affairs. In other words, following exposure to a female leader for
a 12 to 15 month period, male employees seem to have gained additional information
on the municipality performance on public affairs and strategic issues. Therefore, they
had lower implicit prejudice toward female leadership, as would be anticipated by
Heilman and colleagues (Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Heilman, 2012).

Another major finding is none of the perceived performance indicators
significantly predicted the implicit stereotyping or the change trajectory of implicit
prejudice by itself, but significantly predicted them through interacting with
participant gender. Inferences reported above apply particularly to male employees.
Being male seems critical in determining the perceived success’ impact on the implicit
stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership at work.

The present finding on participant gender contributes to past research which
demonstrated mixed findings for gender differences on the reactions to successful
women in general (e.g., Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Inesi & Cable, 2015; Joshi, 2014;
Parks-Stamm, Heilman & Hearns, 2008), yet majority of previous studies were not on
implicit stereotyping/prejudice toward female leadership. Some findings indicated no
gender differences on the rationalization of success of female team members in tasks
that are mostly associated with men (e.g., Heilman & Haynes, 2005), or no gender
difference on the devaluation of the expertise of women authorities in groups at all
(e.g., Joshi, 2014). Males and females attributed female members’ success to external
factors at similar degrees in those studies. Similarly, in their experimental study,
Parks-Stamm and colleagues (2008) found that male and female participants do not
differ in their motivation to evaluate a successful woman as unlikable and hostile in

interpersonal relations for male sex type tasks.
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The present finding on gender differences reveals different attitudinal
mechanisms of male and female employees unlike the lack of gender differences on
the evaluations about the successful women reported in past literature. Similar to
current findings, the experimental manipulations of Parks-Stamm and colleagues
(2008) revealed that females tend to devalue the contributions of women in jobs
mostly associated with men (male sex typed jobs), because they tend to feel inferior to
these successful women in such tasks. Therefore, in order to protect their sense of
competence, females might derogate the successful contributions of other women in
male sex typed jobs. Indeed, when women’s sense of competence enhanced through
manipulations, such a penalization of successful women diminishes (Parks-Stamm et
al., 2008). In the current study, female employees could have overcome the threat to
their competences by undervaluing the female mayor’s success more by disregarding
the perceived municipality performance during automatic evaluations of female
leadership, compared to male employees. That might be why being male might have
significantly interacted with the perceived success in predicting the implicit
stereotyping at Phase 2.

Males seem to experience a significant decrease in the implicit prejudice
toward female leadership through perceiving higher success of their female mayors.
This is in contrast to past research that argue that men might derogate the success of
women to defend their selves (manhood; e.g., Joshi, 2014) against the threat of
successful women to their position in the social hierarchy and the social status (Inesi &
Cable, 2015; Rudman et al., 2012). Accordingly, due to the breach in the norms about
the social hierarchy, males would be more likely to show the backlash effect toward
successful women leaders. In contrast to these backlash arguments, the present study
reveals that male employees’ attribution of success to female mayors particularly in
strategic issues such as budgeting as well as organization’s relationship with the
environment, such as services provided to the customers can positively condition
mental associations about women’s leadership. Male employees might positive
experiences through such organizational and mayoral success. Therefore, their implicit
prejudice might decline, as predicted by EC argument of the APE model (Gawronski
& Bodenhausen, 2011). Future research should re-examine whether the perceived

success of female leaders decreases implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward
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female leadership for males and females at similar degrees in organizational contexts

and with other performance indicators, too.

5.3.2. Moderating effect of the perceived agency and communality of the
female mayor

| proposed that the perceived agentic and communal characteristics of the
female mayor might influence implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice.
Considering theoretical arguments highlighting the female advantage in high authority
positions (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008; Rosette & Tost, 2010;
Rudman et al., 2012), I argued that high agency and high communality of female
mayors can promote the mental association of female and leadership in the
municipality context. | hypothesized that the perceived communal as well as agentic
characteristics of female mayors (Phase 2) would moderate the relation between
exposure and municipality context dependent stereotypic attitudes toward female
leadership (at Phase 2). The higher the perceived communal as well as agentic
characteristics, the more likely the exposure would predict higher implicit stereotyping
(Hypothesis 5).

The results yielded that contrary to the hypothesis, the indicators of high
agency-high communality dummy variable did not significantly predict implicit
stereotyping (Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1) in the exposure group. Nevertheless,
high agency-high communality significantly interacted with participant gender. Male
respondents who attributed higher agency and high communality to their female
mayor relative to other employees in their municipality had significantly lower
implicit stereotyping toward female leadership at Phase 2, partially supporting
Hypothesis 5. As claimed by the female advantage arguments (Eagly & Carli, 2003;
Johnson et al., 2008; Rosette & Tost, 2010), the female mayors’ balance of perceived
agency and communality yielded stronger mental association between female and
leadership for males in the municipality context, controlling for baseline measurement.

The exploratory analyses on MLGM did not provide any evidence on the
moderating role of high agency and high communality of female mayors on implicit
prejudice toward female leadership following exposure to a female leader. Contrary to

my arguments based on female advantage literature (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Johnson et

202



al., 2008; Rosette & Tost, 2010; Rudman et al., 2012), the balance of agency and
communality might not have created a positive image of female mayors and therefore
did not challenge the mental association between female leaders and negative cues.
Instead, | found that the general agreement on the agentic characteristics of the female
mayor within a given municipality predicted lower implicit prejudice, whereas
employees’ evaluation of leader agency relative to other participants of their
municipality predicted higher implicit prejudice in the exposure group. These two
findings suggest that while exposure to an agentic women leader is associated with a
decreasing trajectory of prejudice, controlling for agency of the leader employees who
perceive even more agency than average increase in their prejudice. Decreasing
implicit prejudice following an agentic female leader is supportive of the arguments
derived from the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) and the ILTs
approach (Hogue & Lord, 2003). An agentic female mayor may have signaled her
effectiveness as the leader in the municipality. From the perspective of ILTS,
employees might categorize the agentic female mayor as leader. From the perspective
of the APE model, the accumulated signals of her agency over time might have
signaled her effectiveness as leader and therefore endorsed a more positive view of the
female mayor. This, in turn, might be generalized to positive mental representations of
female leadership. On the other hand, increasing trajectory of implicit prejudice for
employees who attributed even higher agency to the female leader, than average is in
accordance with the backlash argument (Rudman et al., 2012). Considering the
backlash effect arguments of the role congruity theory (Eagly & Diekman, 2005;
Eagly & Karau, 2002) and the status incongruity theory (Rudman et al., 2012), | argue
that employees’ attribution of agentic characteristics (such as being dynamic, or ability
to exert authority) to the female leader relative to their colleagues in the given
municipality might breach the prescriptive gender norms. This might have created a
backlash effect, might be generalized to overall female leadership, and therefore
resulting in higher negative mental images of female leadership (higher implicit
prejudice).

Taken together, female leader’s balance of agentic and communal behaviors in
the eyes of male employees predicts lower implicit stereotyping, supporting the female
advantage arguments (Eagly & Carli, 2003), APE model and ILTs approach. The

aggregate level perceived agency predicted lower implicit prejudice, additionally
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revealing the alternative explanations based on the APE model and ILTs approach. In
contrast, employees’ perceptions of higher agency of the female leader (relative to
other colleagues) explained increase in implicit prejudice toward female leadership
across three phases. This supports the backlash effect argument.

Overall, the current results partially support the significant moderating role of
the perceived female mayor characteristics, in terms of success and the agentic-
communal characteristics. | proceeded to focus on the moderating roles of the
interaction between the female leader and employees. | examined the quality and
quantity of interaction with the female leader as potential moderators of the

relationship between exposure and implicit attitudes toward female leadership.

5.4.Moderating Effect of the Quantity and Quality of Interaction with the
Female Leader

| suggested that the frequent interactions with the female mayor might
strengthen the mental associations between female and leadership in the municipality
(Hypothesis 6a) as well as the associations between the implicit stereotyping and
implicit prejudice (Hypothesis 6b). | adopted the arguments of the intergroup contact
theory (Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and the APE
model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011) to female leadership context at work.
From the perspective of the EC arguments of the APE model, high leader-member
exchange (LMX; e.g., liking the mayor) and perceived interactional justice of mayor
can positively condition mental associations on female leadership. These positively
conditioned mental associations can impose over the negative representations of
female leadership in mind and therefore decrease context dependent implicit
stereotyping (Hypothesis 6¢) and generalized implicit prejudice. Through the
generalization process proposed by the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2011), the high quality interactions would increase the relationship between implicit
stereotyping (Phase 2) and change trajectory of generalized implicit prejudice
(Hypothesis 6d).

As expected in Hypothesis 6a, | found that frequent close interactions with the
female mayor (Phase 2) predicted significantly lower implicit stereotyping (at Phase 2)

compared to control group. Particularly, female employees who had frequent
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interaction with the female mayor had lower implicit stereotyping toward female
leadership (at Phase 2). In contrast to Hypothesis 6b, the frequent interactions did not
significantly moderate the relationship between exposure and change trajectory of
implicit prejudice.

Taken together, frequent interaction with the female mayor significantly
predicts lower implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, but not the change trajectory of
implicit prejudice. The significant finding is aligned with the previous finding of
Dasgupta and Asgari (2004). They similarly reported that female employees’ frequent
contact with female college professors predicted lower implicit stereotypes toward
women within one-year period. The current finding also is also in line with my
propositions based on the intergroup contact approach and the APE model. The
quantity of contact is one of the optimal conditions for contact effect proposed by the
interpersonal contact theory (Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). Accordingly, frequent contact can make the counter-stereotypic figures more
salient and therefore can enhance the contact’s impact on stereotyping. APE model
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011) proposed a similar effect at the implicit
level. Accordingly, the frequent observation of counter-stereotypic figures (e.g.,
female leaders) can repeatedly activate mental paths about the figure (e.g., higher
activation of mental associations between female and leadership in mind), decreasing
implicit stereotypes. Current findings indicate that the repeated activation of the paths
between female and leadership in the municipality context might have made the
association between female and leadership stronger in mind, leading to decrease in
implicit stereotyping toward female leadership. Further analyses also revealed that the
quantity of interaction indicators did not significantly predict the change trajectory of
implicit prejudice in the exposure group. This is in contrast to the idea that frequent
contact can decrease prejudice through increasing familiarity and knowledge about the
prejudiced group (Allport, 1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998).

The results also indicated that high quality interactions with the female mayor
(Phase 2) in general did not significantly predict implicit stereotyping (Phase 2). Yet,
the overall quality of interaction and the affective component of LMX significantly
interacted with participant gender in predicting implicit stereotyping. High quality
interactions in general and high affective LMX in particular predicted lower context

dependent implicit stereotyping in the exposure group for female employees,
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compared to males. This finding support Hypothesis 6¢c. Moreover, the overall quality
of interaction, affective component of LMX and the professional respect dimension of
LMX at Phase 2 significantly predicted decreasing implicit prejudice in the exposure
group, in contrast to the control group. This is also supporting Hypothesis 6d.
Employees who reported higher positive and affective exchange relations with the
female mayor at Phase 2 had diminishing implicit prejudice against female leadership
over time. Similarly, employees who respected the professional abilities and
competencies of the female mayor had decreases in implicit prejudice against female
leadership. This time, there was no gender difference on these moderating effects of
interaction quality.

These results collectively provide evidence for the arguments of intergroup
contact theory and the APE model. Although I did not measure attitudes toward
female leadership at explicit level, positive interactions with the counter-stereotypic
figure — female leader — might have increased the knowledge/familiarity about female
leaders in general and decreased the anxiety against them, diminishing prejudice. At
the implicit level, the positive experiences with the leader seem to make the automatic
association between female and leadership more salient in the municipality context,
lowering implicit stereotyping. Moreover, high affective components and professional
respect of LMX with the female mayor seem to elicit positive mental associations on
female leadership across three phases. This supports the evaluative conditioning
(Olson & Fazio, 2006) argument of APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006;
2011). The accumulated pleasant experiences with the female mayor seem to condition
the mental representations about the female leadership. The mental associations of
female leadership might become more positive, decreasing the implicit prejudice. For
example, employees who liked their female mayor (high affective LMX) seem to
generalize these positive experiences to female leadership. Indeed, past research
showed that the quality of interaction with real-life women authority figures (e.g.,
Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004) predicted higher automatic association between women and
high authority positions/occupations.

In sum, frequent interactions and high quality affective relationship with the
female mayor explained lower implicit stereotyping particularly for female employees
following 9 to 12 month exposure. The repeated activation of female and mayor

through frequent and positive interactions with the female mayor seem to diminish
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implicit stereotyping. The affective interactions (affective dimension of LMX) with
the female mayor and respecting her professional stance (professional respect
dimension of LMX) explained a decreasing trajectory of implicit prejudice. The
accumulation of positive affective and professional interactions with the female leader
seems to make the mental associations of female leadership positive over time. The
findings are supporting the optimal conditions of intergroup contact theory and the
APE model.

5.5.Moderating Effect of Gender Identity

Considering the contradicting past findings on the role of participant gender, |
proposed that participants’ sex role identity might clarify the relationship between
exposure and context dependent implicit stereotyping as well as generalized implicit
prejudice against female leadership for each gender group. The identification with
gender roles can raise the saliency of gender of others and therefore participants may
tend to attend the gender norms while evaluating female leaders (Joshi, 2014; Wood &
Eagly, 2015). Participants may tend to perceive higher mismatch between the
leadership roles and female roles as offered by the role congruity theory (Eagly &
Karau, 2002; Wood & Eagly, 2015). 1, therefore, suggested that employees’ attention
to the gender of the female mayor due to high sex role identity would decrease the
exposure’s effect on the automatic association between female and leadership (higher
implicit stereotyping at Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1; Hypothesis 7a). Similarly, the
reliance of gender norms can enhance the perceived breach in gender norms during
real life experiences with the female leader, potentially resulting in backlash effect and
therefore higher prejudice toward female leadership over time. 1, therefore,
hypothesized that the association between exposure to a female leader and the change
trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership would be lower for
participants who identify with their sex role (Hypothesis 7b).

The analyses revealed that being high identifier did not significantly predict
implicit attitudes in the exposure group, compared to the control group, in contrast to
Hypothesis 7a and Hypothesis 7b. Being high identifier is not significant predictor of

implicit stereotyping or implicit prejudice in the exposure group. | explored the
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femininity and masculinity orientations of employees as well as being androgynous
(high femininity-high masculinity; Bem, 1974). None of the predictors was significant
across the groups. One exception is, the femininity orientations of males were
significantly predicting higher implicit stereotyping (Phase 2, controlling for Phase 1)
in the exposure group, compared to the control group. This finding is not in accord
with previous studies (e.g., Joshi, 2014; Heilman & Haynes, 2005; Wood & Eagly,
2015) which argued that high identification with one’s own gender role increase the
saliency of the target person’s gender and therefore lead to higher likelihood of
perceived breach of prescriptive gender norms. Instead, | found that being male with
feminine orientation predicted weakened mental associations of female and leadership
in the organizational context. This is in line with higher implicit stereotyping
tendencies of female respondents compared to males at Phase 2 controlling for Phase 1
measures. Considering the saliency argument (Joshi, 2014), | suggest that the gender
of the woman manager might be more salient to females and males with high feminine
orientation. They might attend more to the leader gender at work, which might further
strengthen the perceived incongruence between female and leadership roles at the
immediate work context over time (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Future studies should
empirically examine whether high gender identity versus being female or having
higher feminine orientation increase the perceived saliency of leader gender and
therefore the automatic stereotypic tendencies against female leadership.

5.6.Conclusion, Limitations and Future Directions

The present study and the empirical findings contribute to the management
literature by adopting and testing the diverse range of socio-cognitive and role theories
to explain the malleability of implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward
female leadership. I based on two follower-centric and dynamic theories of leadership
— i.e., the role congruity theory and implicit leadership theories — to explain the
mechanisms of stereotypes and attitudes toward female leadership at work context. In
order to explain stereotypes and prejudices following exposure to a counter-stereotypic
figure (female leader), | compared the arguments of intergroup contact theory and the

associative-propositional evaluation (APE) model versus the backlash effect
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arguments. Current findings contribute to the leadership literature by integrating the
theoretical arguments based on the optimal conditions of contact hypothesis (Allport,
1954/1979; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), the generalization argument of
the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010;
Rydell & Gawronski, 2009) as well as the backlash arguments (Rudman & Glick,
2001).

One main contribution of the current work to the leadership literature is the initial
evidence that working under the authority of women’s management may not readily
challenge prevailing implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudice for all employees. |
found overall stability of implicit prejudice toward female leadership and weak
evidence of change in the contextualized implicit stereotyping toward female
leadership across three phases in the exposure group, compared to the control group.
Together, the findings on implicit stereotyping may imply contextualization
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell &
Gawronski, 2009), yet the validity of such a finding is questionable due to problems in
the measure of implicit stereotyping (GL-IAT). The overall implicit prejudice
decreased both for the exposure group and for the control group. This does not discard
or totally support the mere exposure argument (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), because it
is not clear whether exposure to a female mayor is sufficient to decrease implicit
prejudice against female leadership even for the control group, or not. Future studies
should examine both direct as well as indirect ways of exposure to women occupying
top authority positions in organizations.

These findings are also in contrast to past findings of longitudinal field studies on
female leadership revealing overall malleability of stereotypes/prejudices (Beaman et
al., 2009; Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004). As Lai and colleagues (2013) highlighted,
publication biases favoring the report of significant results might be partially
responsible for the past findings demonstrating the malleability of implicit attitudes in
general. There are very limited number of field studies examining the malleability of
stereotypes and prejudice toward female leadership in general, and fewer at the
implicit domain. It would be interesting for future studies to conduct meta-analyses on
the published and unpublished field studies to test the mere exposure effect on the

implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.
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The second main contribution is the individual and relational conditions of
changes in implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership. The
perceived success of the leader, leader’s perceived agency, the quantity and quality of
interaction with the leader and employee gender and gender identity influence how
implicit stereotyping differ following a 9 to 12 month exposure to a female leader. On
the other hand, the perceived success of the leader, the perceived agency of the leader,
the quality of interaction with the leader and employee gender seem to play role in the
change trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership following a 12 to 15-
month exposure to a female leader.

The pairing of female leader exposure and positive experiences reduces implicit
prejudice and implicit stereotyping toward female leadership. This supports the
optimal conditions argument of intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954/1979;
Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and the APE model (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010; Rydell & Gawronski, 2009). First,
the reduction of implicit stereotyping as well as implicit prejudice following exposure
to a female leader was a function of the LMX quality (affect and respect), especially
for female employees. This difference in the type of positive experience suggests that
females were more concerned with having a female leader that they like personally
and respect professionally. This helped reduce their implicit prejudice toward the
broader group of female leaders. Second, implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice
diminished through positive experiences about organizational performance. Female
leader’s success on internal affairs (such as human resource management and her
overall ability to manage organization) decreased implicit stereotyping of males after a
9 to 12 month of exposure. Whereas, their success on strategic issues such as
budgeting and services/products provided to customers (e.g., citizens) lowered implicit
prejudice following a 12 to 15 month exposure. This difference in the type of
performance indicators integrates the predictions of the optimal conditions of
intergroup contact theory, APE model as well as the female advantage arguments in
the backlash effect. Employees might have had clear knowledge on internal affairs,
observed success of the leader and therefore experienced diminishing implicit
stereotyping. They might have rationalized the female leader’s success by attributing
her contributions on strategic issues and public affairs to external events at Phase 2

and therefore these indicators did not challenge implicit stereotyping. At phase 3,
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through the acquisition of more knowledge on the strategic issues and public services
of the organization, employees seemed not to rationalize the leader success in any of
the performance dimensions anymore and therefore experienced lowered implicit
prejudice.

The pairing of female leader exposure and her agentic as well as communal
characteristics had a contradictory impact on implicit stereotyping and increased
implicit prejudice. High agency and high communality creates an advantage to the
female leader. This supports the female advantage argument based on the role
congruity theory and the backlash effect (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008;
Rosette & Tost, 2010). High agency is congruent with a leadership role, whereas high
communality does not violate prescriptive gender norms. Therefore, first time
exposure to a female mayor with balanced agentic and communal characteristics
lowered the implicit prejudice. Leader agency measured as the aggregate score at the
organizational level similarly lowers implicit prejudice. High agentic female leader
might signal an effective leader image, challenging prejudice as the APE model and
ILTs approach would claim. In contrast, the perceived agency of the female leader in
the eyes of employees seems to breach the prescriptive gender norms, creating
backlash effect (Rudman & Glick, 2001). This increases the implicit prejudice toward
female leadership.

A third key finding is that the determinants of change in implicit stereotyping and
implicit prejudice toward female leadership are different for male and female
employees. The present findings suggest that while a successful and agentic female
mayor influences male employees, the frequency and quality of their interactions with
their female mayor play role in female employees’ implicit attitudes toward female
leadership. Male employees are becoming less automatically prejudiced toward female
leadership in general, if they attribute higher success to their organization and
therefore to their female manager. Male employees seem to acquire a more pleasant
positive image of female leadership following the cumulated positive experiences
through organizational success and agentic traits of female leaders. Hence, the
predictions of the moderating effect of success and agency based on the intergroup
contact theory and the APE model are relevant to male employees rather than females.
In contrast, female employees are becoming less prejudiced and less stereotypic under

the conditions of quantity of communication and high exchange with the female

211



leader. Female employees’ implicit attitudes toward female leadership seem to benefit
more from positive experience through frequent and high affective exchange with their
female leader. Employees’ reactions to female leadership need to be evaluated
according to their gender, separately and in comparison with each other in future
research.

The current empirical setting has provided fruitful opportunities to examine the
proposed research model. First, unlike most business organizations, municipalities
usually have male mayors. Therefore, the municipal elections enable a natural
condition for first time exposure to a female mayor at work. Second, exposure to the
female mayor started at similar weeks across municipalities. Third, it provides a
conservative test on the effect of exposure on the implicit stereotypes and implicit
prejudice toward female leadership. It was very challenging to observe any change in
implicit attitudes toward female leadership in the municipality context of Turkey
where gender inequality is pervasive and culturally accepted (Kabasakal et al., 2011;
Siimer, 2006; World Economic Forum, 2014). Hence, any significant finding and the
verification of specific predictions in the municipality might be more likely to occur in
other organizational contexts where women are represented more frequently in
authority positions (such as education sector, World Economic Forum, 2014) and
organizational cultures where the gender equality values are prevalent.

The longitudinal field study design with a control group partly enabled the
interpretation of the real life effects of exposure to female leadership on the implicit
attitudes toward female leadership. The repeated measurement and the case of
municipalities after local elections permitted the temporal precedence of first time
exposure to a woman municipality mayor. Employees in the exposure group as well
as in the control group have not worked under the authority of a female mayor in the
district municipality or in the metropolitan municipality before. Only the employees in
the exposure group have been exposed to a female mayor after the March 2014
elections. Less ambiguity in the temporal precedence of exposure might have eased
the causal inference (Shadish et al., 2002) on the malleability of implicit stereotyping

and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.
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5.6.1. Limitations and future research directions

Despite of these theoretical and empirical contributions, the current research
findings should be interpreted with some critical limitations in mind. First, the
correlational nature of our study limited the causal inference. Although the
longitudinal design might allow the temporal relationship between the exposure and
change in implicit attitudes, the study lacks a random assignment (Shadish et al.,
2002). Mayors were not randomly appointed to municipalities, or, employees were not
randomly assigned to exposure group versus control group.

An alternative explanation arises: women mayor candidates might be elected at
municipalities where municipality officers were more prone to accept women’s
authority. | did not have the opportunity to measure civil servants prior to the March
2014 local elections. A pre-test in the design (Shadish et al., 2002) could have partial
out true baseline differences of all employees on implicit attitudes toward female
leadership prior to elections. Despite of the lack of pre-test assessment, Phase 1 level
of implicit attitudes did not significantly differ across exposure group versus control
group. This refuted Hypothesis la, yet partially overcame this explanation by
providing a support to the similarities of employees on implicit attitudes toward
female leadership, at least, at Phase 1. Yet, another alternative explanation remains.
Regardless of their baseline attitudes, employees of the exposure group might have
been more prone to or ready to change their attitudes toward female leadership over
time. Some characteristics of the current research context and research design partially
overcome causality inference problems arising from non-random assignments and the
lack of pre-test measurement. Studies on local management in Turkey suggested that
central political offices (e.g., political parties) play major role in the nomination of
candidates for local management (e.g., Bayraktar & Altan, 2012). Centrally located
political actors dominate the determination of the lists of municipality mayor
candidates (compared to local employees or decision makers). The literature on the
local management in Turkey (e.g., Bayraktar, 2007, Bayraktar & Altan, 2012;
Kalaycioglu, 2007; Kalaycioglu, 2015) and personal communications with political
science scholars (e.g., E. Kalaycioglu, personal communication, Sept. 21, 2015; U.
Bayraktar, personal communication, Oct. 27, 2014) revealed almost no control of

municipality employees over mayor candidates. Municipal employees’ readiness for a
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female mayor was argued as not a prior concern of centrally located political actors.
Such a condition might partially overcome problems arising from the non-random
selection of women municipality mayors.

| utilized a matched control group (Shadish et al., 2002) with an aim to equalize
the employees’ proneness to change implicit attitudes toward female leadership after
exposure. Each municipality in the exposure group had a matched counterpart in the
control group, in terms of, political parties (Bayraktar, 2007; Matland & Tezclir,
2011), municipality location (the metropolitan city, an urban settlement; Judge &
Livingston, 2008), district level population size, the gender composition of the district
population and the municipality council. The exposure group and the control group did
not differ in terms of socio-demographics of employees. Similar district
characteristics, municipal characteristics and employee characteristics may have
reconciled general attitudes toward women at work prior to exposure. Additionally,
the matched group might have partially accounted for history effects (Shadish et al.,
2002), such as societal events about women’s role in the management and politics that
co-occurred between the beginning of election and the end of Phase 3 assessment.
Although the control group accounts for co-occurring societal events, these events
such as the mass media reports on women’s leadership in municipalities might have
confounded and threatened the interval validity. As discussed before, the decreasing
trajectory of implicit prejudice in both groups might be result of an indirect exposure
of the control group to the real life image of female mayor through mass media covers.
Future longitudinal studies should control for this effect by assessing employees’
exposure to the female leader figure not only through being employee of her
organization, but also through employees’ indirect contact through press and social
media.

Second, the study also lacks the random selection of municipalities as well as
employees, potentially limiting the conclusions about cause and effect relationships
(Shadish et al., 2002). As | thoroughly explained in the sampling section of the
Methodology chapter, | determined the inclusion criteria prior to the selection of
municipalities (e.g., municipality districts) and employees (e.g., being a civil servant).
Note that not all eligible municipalities or employees accepted the invitation for the
volunteer participation in the study. The volunteered municipalities and employees

might not necessarily differ from other eligible municipalities in terms of attitudes
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toward women’s leadership. This was partly because the informed forms sent to the
municipalities and provided to employees did not imply any word on the current focus
of women’s leadership. Rather than cultural norms and attitudes toward women or
women’s leadership, my indirect and social ties in the local district or political actors
in the metropolitan cities played the major role in municipalities’ willingness or
reluctance to participate. In most cases, municipalities first either rejected or did not
respond to my invitation, but then accepted it with the help of a centrally located
political actor in their affiliated party or an acquaintance within the council of the
municipality. Hence, municipality’s willingness or reluctance to participate did not
necessarily reflect bias in favor of baseline level positive attitudes toward female
leadership. However, the municipality sample was not still, for example
geographically, representative of the population of municipalities in Turkey.

In terms of employee selection procedure, the field observations and informal
communication with key informants in the municipalities revealed that volunteering to
a scientific study or participating in an attitude assessment was not a common practice
in municipalities. This factor was not necessarily related to the gender of the mayor,
yet it could be determined by employees’ education level. Indeed, the majority of
respondents graduated at least from a higher educational institution in the exposure
group, 74.2% and in the control group, 66.2%. Hence, we should be careful to
generalize the findings to employees or specifically employees with high school or
less education. In order to avoid the limitations arising from the random selection and
random assignment, | highly recommend an experimental longitudinal field study to
test the current research model and hypotheses. Only in an experimentally controlled
field setting, we can confidently infer causal impact of exposure to a female leader on
the implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.

Third limitation concerns with respondent attrition, which was an inevitable yet
potentially bias inducing factor in most longitudinal studies (Graham, 2009; Hair et
al., 2010; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Schafer & Graham, 2002; Shadish et al.,
2002). In the present study, the sample size remained acceptable at Phase 3 (n = 208).
The sample size decreased from first time municipality visits (n = 147 for the exposure
group, n = 160 for the control group) to the second time municipality visits (n = 90 for
the exposure group, n = 108 for the control group) with an attrition rate of 21.74 %

(24.37% for the exposure group, 19.40% for the control group). I, therefore, sampled
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additional participants from the municipalities of exposure group (n = 28) and the
control group (n= 26). Detailed attrition analyses revealed no systematic missingness
in terms of outcome variables and no significant shifts in the composition of the
groups in terms of employee and municipality characteristics after participant
additions at the second visit and dropouts at each phase. My field notes also revealed
that dropouts were mostly due to varying work overloads at departmental level and
problems of logistics during the data collection. These findings and observations
refuted any bias due to attrition (Shadish et al., 2002).

Fourth, we need to question the generalizability of findings to other organizations
in the world and to employees in other organizational settings of Turkey. Would |
observe similar findings within organizations embedded within other cultures and
institutional environments? The sampling employees from Turkish local management
constituted a conservative case (George & Bennett, 2005) where the effect of exposure
to women leader on the implicit attitudes toward female leadership would be less
likely to occur. Therefore, we might expect decreasing levels of implicit stereotyping
and implicit prejudice toward female leadership in less conservative organizational
cultures and even societal settings. In other organizations and societies where cultural
norms are dictating gender egalitarian values, the change process might be even
shorter across employees.

The generalizability of current findings is also restricted by the municipality
characteristics and the sample size. The municipality sample is limited to 11 district
municipalities of metropolitan cities located on western geographic regions —
Marmara, Aegean and Central Anatolia of Turkey. The sampling of employees from
only western regions of Turkey and metropolitan areas — i.e., urban settlement — may
have assured a relatively more liberal approach in terms of traditional gender roles
(Judge & Livingston, 2008). Such a choice might ease the change of implicit
stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female leadership. One may find higher
resistance to change in implicit attitudes against female leaders in organizations from
culturally less liberal geographical regions and cities in terms of gender equality.
Besides, the size of the exposure group and the control group decreased across phases.
Even though the attrition did not alter the groups’ socio-demographic composition and
the final sample sizes are sufficient for trajectory analyses (Chan, 1998; McArdle,

2009; Preacher, 2010), decrease in the sample size limited the statistical conclusion
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validity and the generalization of particularly non-significant findings (Shadish et al.,
2002). The criteria of being civil servant with an organizational tenure of at least 18
months largely restricted my target sample at the beginning. The objective of selecting
only civil servants was to ensure the psychological security of respondents during the
attitude assessment, given that civil servants are permanent employees of
municipalities. My field observations, indeed, indicated that other employees
(contracted white collars or blue-collar workers) would not be comfortable with
evaluating their mayor or expressing their true thoughts/feelings at self-report scales at
similar degrees in the exposure group and in the control group. Yet, most
municipalities utilize contracted employees nowadays. Future studies can utilize a
more heterogeneous and larger sample size by additionally sampling the contracted
white-collar employees as well as blue-collar workers of municipalities at baseline
measurement. Moreover, even if | tried to reach every participant in subsequent
phases, the variations in the workloads of departments mainly limited my access to
participants, resulting in unforeseen dropouts. Future longitudinal studies in the
municipality field should target a very larger employee sample to compensate varying
dropout rates due to the seasonal workloads of municipalities.

Fifth, the total data collection period of 12 to 15 months might not enable the
observation of gamma change in implicit prejudice, or the mediating effects of implicit
stereotyping and leadership prototypes. Due to the lack of empirical evidence on the
trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership, | assessed employees with 3-
month intervals and within a one-year period in order to capture finer within person
variation in implicit prejudice. Such an operationalization of time was recommended
in cases where the time intervals of the repeated measurement were not empirically
anticipated (Collins, 2006; Zaheer et al., 1999). The trajectory of implicit attitude
toward female leadership was not studied before. The existing two longitudinal studies
compared implicit attitude scores obtained at the beginning of exposure and at around
two-four years (Beaman et al., 2009) and at around one-year (Dasgupta & Asgari,
2004). The longitudinal field study of Beaman and colleagues (2009) reported
decreasing implicit prejudice toward female leadership 2 to 4 years after the random
appointment of women to village councils in India. Dasgupta and Asgari (2004)
reported change in implicit stereotyping after one year of contact with women’s

college environment. However, their empirical settings (Indian villages and women
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colleges, respectively) were different from work setting where employees experienced
more intense interactions with the mayor on daily basis. For example in the Indian
village setting (Beaman et al., 2009), most of the citizens did not know the female
council members, unlike the current municipality setting. In the present study, working
under the authority of women mayor and observing her behaviors/decisions on daily
work life would intensify the mere exposure effect. It would be very interesting for
future studies investigate the effect of first time exposure to a female leader at work on
the trajectory of implicit prejudice toward female leadership in an extended
observation period (more than 12 to 15-month). Considering Beaman and colleagues’
(2009) report, future studies can repeatedly measure stereotypes and prejudice toward
female leadership within 2 to 4 year periods. Besides, the present study adhered to
three time points that are necessary for proper estimation of LGM (Chan, 1998;
Preacher, 2010; Selig & Preacher, 2009). However, complex patterns of trajectories
(e.g., quadratic trends) might be captured with four or five time points. Future research
can examine complex change trajectories of implicit stereotyping and implicit
prejudice by increasing the number of observations.

Sixth, despite the self-report instruments demonstrated reliability and validity, I
assessed the characteristics of the mayor and employees’ interactions with him/her
only from the perspective of employees. The assessment of employee perceptions was
consistent with the theoretical arguments and the hypotheses. However, the data could
have been triangulated with women mayors’ own evaluations about their agentic-
communal characteristics and their perceived quality of relationship with employees,
as well as the objective indicators of mayor performance. | could not measure the
mayors’ self-assessment on agentic-communal characteristics, because | did not get
access to municipality mayors in the sample. Private Secretary Office of mayors
usually interacted with me on behalf of mayors. Furthermore, | could not triangulate
the perceived success with the objective performance indicators of mayors or the
municipalities, such as annual municipality performance. This is partly because, first,
there is not a specific indicator of mayor success in the performance program of
municipalities (Municipal law no: 5393, 2005; the head of strategic planning unit of
Uskiidar municipality, personal communication, 20 July 2014). As Kdseoglu (2008;
personal communication, July 22, 2014) indicated, the municipality performance can

be a valid indicator of mayor performance. Second, mayor is the legal representative
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who is accountable on the municipality performance in terms of budgeting, but also
the quality and the quantity of services/products provided to the public and employees.
Hence, the municipality performance indicators such as annul profits may not
necessarily reflect the actual performance and success of municipalities (Koseoglu,
2008). Third, although each municipality should publicly announce their strategic
plans and their performance indicators, more than half of the sampled ones do not
publicly share (and did not volunteer to share) their performance indicators. It would
be very interesting for future research to incorporate women leaders’ self-assessments
on agentic-communal characteristics, in predicting the change in employees’ implicit
stereotyping and implicit prejudice.

Lastly, | have predominantly focused on the implicit forms of attitudes toward
female leadership at work and therefore theorized about the malleability of attitudes at
associative process level in the light of the APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2011; Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010). Future research can augment the current
research model by theorizing about the employees’ motivation to change their
attitudes (e.g., Wyer, 2016) as well as the propositional processes (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2011). Past research highlighted that implicit attitudes may resist to
change when there is a high motivation to draw conclusion from limited information
(e.g., Wyer, 2016). Some people may have an immediate tendency to conform
stereotypes without effortful thinking about contextual information (e.g., Wyer, 2016).
The matched design and therefore similar socio-demographics of employees such as
education level might have partially balanced the level of motivation to change
attitudes™. Yet, it would be fruitful to examine the role of employees’ motivation to
change on the malleability of implicit stereotypes and implicit prejudice toward female
leadership in the future research.

Employees’ motivation to change their attitudes might be triggered by the
propositional processes and therefore such an attitude might indirectly alter the
implicit level attitudes (see, the propositional processes in the APE model; Gawronski
& Bodenhausen, 2006; 2011). My field observations revealed that employees in the
exposure group and those in the control group had similar contextual opportunities to

elaborate on their prejudice and stereotypes toward female leadership. It would be

' | was extra cautious in order not to motivate employees to change their thoughts. | explained the repeated
assessment as a validity check of my measures.
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fruitful to examine the variations among organizations in term of activities (e.g., in-
service trainings) that intentionally try to reconstruct employees’ understanding and
beliefs on gender equality at work context. Such activities can lay the ground for
employees’ effortful thinking and elaboration on their thoughts about women’s
leadership. Women managers’ and organizations effortful strategies to highlight
gender issues and to form positive image about female leadership might increase the
salience of exposure effect (Rudman et al, 2012). Hence, it would advance the current
theoretical arguments and be practically very informative to examine the effortful
processes of employees through examining their personal cognitive tendencies and
motivation to change their thoughts as well as organizational activities/interventions
on employees’ biased/prejudicial attitudes toward women in management.

Despite of these limitations, by focusing on automatic and unconscious level
attitudes, the current dissertation study contributes to the understanding of employees’
stereotypic and prejudicial attitudes toward female leadership. Few studies have
examined change in employees’ attitudes toward leadership in general and female
leadership in particular. The current study tests the diverse theoretical views on how
first time and real life exposure to a female leader influences employees’
organizational context dependent implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward

female leadership.

5.6.2. Practical implications

The current evidence on the change in automatic stereotyping toward female
leadership and implicit prejudice toward female leadership has practical implications
for organizational decision makers and female leaders themselves. Current results can
particularly contribute to debates on gender quotas and task forces on gender equality
in organizational settings, although the appointment of women mayors to district
municipalities is not random but is achieved through elections. This is particularly
relevant for organizations in Turkey given that task forces such as the Equality at
Work Platform were launched to decrease the discriminations against women in the
workplaces in Turkey (World Economic Forum, 2015). One of the basic assumptions

of gender quota policies as well as workforces is that gender quotas and gender
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diversity can improve the general attitudes toward female leadership and therefore
decrease discrimination against females in authority positions (Pande & Ford, 2011).
Beaman and colleagues’ (2009) experimental field study in Indian village councils
supports the beneficial role of gender quota in general. Yet, to the extent of my
knowledge, no study has tested this assumption in terms of employee attitudes toward
female leadership within a work context. The present findings entail that women’s
occupation of high authority positions does not necessarily alter employees’ implicit
stereotyping and implicit prejudicial attitude toward female leadership. The policy
makers and organizational decision makers should pay attention to how a target group
of male and female employees perceive women leaders’ (or, candidates)
characteristics such as agentic behaviors, their success as leaders and their interactions
with employees. An agreement of employees on the agentic characteristics of a female
leader and the employees’ perceived success of the female leader seem as critical
determinants of decreasing implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice against female
leadership especially for male employees. Positive and frequent interaction with the
female leader is particularly important determinant of change in female employees’
implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice.

These findings have implications for leadership development programs and
female managers themselves. Leadership programs should entail skill tools designed
specifically to develop leadership abilities of woman managers. Female managers
should acquire knowledge and skills on balancing their agentic as well as communal
leadership characteristics to challenge employees’ automatic stereotyping against them
and female leadership. They should show a moderate level of agentic behaviors in
their daily decisions and interactions with employees. Their agentic behaviors should
be high enough to be attributed as leaders but low enough not to breach the
prescriptive gender norms of employees and the organization. Moreover, female
managers should pay attention to spend time on their personal communications with
particularly female employees. During their interactions with employees, they should
be more cognizant of their high affective and professional exchange with employees.
By paying attention to their behaviors, characteristics and the personal interactions in
the eyes employees, female managers can be active agents of change in employees’

implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice toward female leadership.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A.
Metropolitan District Municipalities with Women Mayors Selected for the First Time
in March 2014 Local Elections (Mahalli Idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, 2014a;
Metropolitan district municipalities, 2015)

Province - District Political Voteratio Second Voteratio for 2013 District 2013 District
Party highest the second municipality municipality
party highest party ~ population - population -
female male
Ankara-Gudiil AKP 40.37 % MHP 20.79 % 4589 4322
Ankara — Kalecik* AKP 56.69 % MHP 2143 % 6800 6878
Eskisehir - Mihalgazi  AKP 43.74 % MHP 2471 % 1778 1705
Konya - Meram AKP 70.73 % MHP 16.16 % 167917 166071
Denizli — Bozkurt* CHP 36.24 % MHP 31.98% 6657 5622
Istanbul-Avcilar* CHP 44.03 % AKP 40.89 % 202336 204904
[zmir - Urla CHP 4443 % MHP 2137 % 27774 28977
[zmir — Konak* CHP 46.91 % AKP 30.94 % 197475 188368
[zmir — Kiraz* MHP 3297 % AKP 29.28 % 21855 22162
Diyarbakir-Hazro BDP 67.13 % AKP 2331 % 8501 8719
Diyarbakir-Silvan BDP 69.55 % AKP 2237 % 42780 43313
Mardin - Dargegit BDP 60.16 % AKP 3353 % 14576 14315
Mardin - Mazidagi BDP 61.71 % AKP 26.74 % 16346 16737
Van - Edremit BDP 50.91 % AKP 41.82 % 51997 53509
Van - Ercig BDP 49.40 % AKP 42.8 % 82155 87969
Van - Ipekyolu BDP 60.19 % AKP 57.19 % 136074 138828
Van - Ozalp BDP 71.62 % AKP 25.62 % 35855 37158

*Municipalities that accepted to participate in the current study.
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Appendix B.
The Complete List of District Municipaliﬁes in Ankara, Denizli, Istanbul, Izmir and
Their Characteristics (Mahalli Idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, 2014a)

Province District 2013 District Party Municipality mayor’s Gender
Population Name Surname
Denizli Acipayam 55.971 AKP Hulusi Sevkan Male
Denizli Babadag 6.707 AKP Salim Demirezen  Male
Denizli Baklan 5.934 AKP Yusuf Giilsever Male
Denizli Bekilli 7.751 CHP Mustafa Bagskafa Male
Denizli Beyagag 7.116 AKP Mustafa Akgay Male
Denizli Bozkurt 12.279 CHP Birsen Celik Female
Denizli Buldan 27.558 CHP Mustafa Giilbay Male
Denizli Cal 20.587 MHP Fethi Akcan Male
Denizli Cameli 19.315 AKP Cengiz Avrslan Male
Denizli Cardak 9.386 AKP Mahmut Oztiirk Male
Denizli Civril 60.615 AKP Giircan Giiven Male
Denizli Denizli 963.464 AKP Osman Zolan Male
Denizli Giiney 10.796 AKP Halil Ayhan Male
Denizli Honaz 32.324 AKP Turgut Devecioglu ~ Male
Denizli Kale 21.293 AKP Erkan Hayla Male
Denizli Merkezefendi 262.825 AKP Muhammet Subagioglu  Male
Denizli Pamukkale 311.496 AKP Hiiseyin Giirlesin Male
Denizli Saraykdy 29.650 AKP Ahmet Necati Ozbas Male
Denizli Serinhisar 14.817 AKP Mehmet Kobas Male
Denizli Tavas 47.044 AKP Turhan Veli Akyol Male
Ankara Akyurt 28.349 AKP Giiltekin Ayantag Male
Ankara Altindag 359.597 AKP Veysel Tiryaki Male
Ankara Ayas 12.997 AKP Biilent Tasan Male
Ankara Bala 23.138 AKP ibrahim Giirbiiz Male
Ankara Beypazari 47.234 AKP Tuncer Kaplan Male
Ankara Camlidere 7.181 AKP Hazim Caner Can Male
Ankara Cankaya 914.501 CHP Alper Tagdelen Male
Ankara Cubuk 83.449 AKP Tuncay Acehan Male
Ankara Elmadag 43.873 AKP Gazi Sahin Male
Ankara Etimesgut 469.626 MHP Enver Demirel Male
Ankara Evren 2.995 AKP Abdulkadir Demirci Male
Ankara Golbast 115.924 AKP Fatih Duruay Male
Ankara Giidiil 8.921 AKP Hava Yildirim Female
Ankara Haymana 42.566 DP Ozdemir Turgut Male
Ankara Kalecik 13.678 AKP Filiz Ulusoy Female
Ankara Kazan 45.879 AKP Lokman Ertiirk Male
Ankara Kegioren 848.305 AKP Mustafa Ak Male
Ankara Kizilcahamam 26.694 AKP Muhittin Giiney Male
Ankara Mamak 568.396 AKP Mesut Akgiil Male
Ankara Nallihan 29.797 AKP ismail Ontas Male
Ankara Polatht 117.393 MHP Miirsel Yildizkaya  Male
Ankara Pursaklar 123.857 AKP Selguk Cetin Male
Ankara Sincan 484.694 AKP Mustafa Tuna Male
Ankara Sereflikoghisar ~ 34.577 AKP Ferda Polat Male
Ankara Yenimahalle 591.462 CHP Fethi Yasar Male
Istanbul Adalar 16.166 CHP Atilla Aytag Male
Istanbul Arnavutkdy 215.531 AKP Ahmet Hasimi Baltaci Male
Istanbul ~ Atasehir 405.974 CHP Battal ligezdi Male
Istanbul  Avclar 407.240 CHP Hanay Handan Benli Female
Istanbul Bagcilar 752.250 AKP Lokman Cagirici Male
Istanbul Bahgelievler 602.931 AKP Osman Develioglu  Male
Istanbul  Bakirkéy 220.974 CHP Biilent Kerimoglu Male
Istanbul Basaksehir 333.047 AKP Mevliit Uysal Male
Istanbul Bayrampasa 269.677 AKP Atila Ayder Male
Istanbul Besiktas 186.570 CHP Murat Hazinedar ~ Male
istanbul Beykoz 248.056 AKP Yiicel Celikbilek ~ Male
Istanbul Beylikdiizi 244.760 CHP Ekrem fmamoglu Male
Istanbul Beyoglu 245.219 AKP Ahmet Misbah Demircan Male
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Province District 2013 District Party Municipality mayor’ Gender

Population Name Surname
Istanbul ~ Biiyiikcekmece  211.000 CHP Hasan Akgiin Male
Istanbul Catalca 65.811 CHP Cem Kara Male
Istanbul Cekmekoy 207.476 AKP Ahmet Poyraz Male
Istanbul Esenler 461.621 AKP Mehmet Tevfik Goksu Male
Istanbul Esenyurt 624.733 AKP Necmi Kadioglu Male
Istanbul Eyiip 361.531 AKP Remzi Aydin Male
Istanbul Fatih 425.875 AKP Mustafa Demir Male
Istanbul Gaziosmanpasa  495.006 AKP Hasan Tahsin Usta Male
Istanbul Giingéren 306.854 AKP Sakir Yiicel Karaman Male
Istanbul ~ Kadikdy 506.293 CHP Aykurt Nuhoglu Male
Istanbul Kagithane 428.755 AKP Fazli Kilig Male
Istanbul Kartal 447.110 CHP Altiok Oz Male
Istanbul Kiigiikgekmece ~ 740.090 AKP Temel Karadeniz Male
Istanbul  Maltepe 471.059 CHP Ali Kilig Male
Istanbul Pendik 646.375 AKP Salih Kenan Sahin Male
Istanbul Sancaktepe 304.406 AKP Ismail Erdem Male
Istanbul Sartyer 335.598 CHP Siikrii Geng Male
Istanbul Silivri 155.923 CHP Ozcan Isiklar Male
Istanbul Sultanbeyli 309.347 AKP Hiiseyin Keskin Male
Istanbul Sultangazi 505.190 AKP Cahit Altunay Male
Istanbul Sile 31.718 AKP Can Tabakoglu ~ Male
Istanbul Sisli 274.420 CHP Hasan Hayri Inénii Male
Istanbul Tuzla 208.807 AKP Sadi Yazici Male
Istanbul Umraniye 660.125 AKP Hasan Can Male
Istanbul Uskiidar 534.636 AKP Hilmi Tiirkmen Male
Istanbul Zeytinburnu 292.313 AKP Murat Aydm Male
Tzmir Aliaga 80.948 MHP Serkan Acar Male
[zmir Balgova 77.624 CHP Mehmet Ali Calkaya Male
[zmir Bayindir 40.690 CHP Ufuk Sesli Male
izmir Bayrakh 310.656 CHP Hasan Karabag Male
[zmir Bergama 101.217 CHP Mehmet Goneng Male
[zmir Beydag 12.555 CHP Siileyman Vasfi Sentiirk Male
[zmir Bornova 426.490 CHP Olgun Atila Male
[zmir Buca 454,112 CHP Levent Piristina Male
[zmir Cesme 35.965 CHP Muhittin Dalgic Male
Izmir Cigli 173.667 CHP Hasan Arslan Male
[zmir Dikili 36.124 CHP Mustafa Tosun Male
[zmir Foca 32.534 CHP Gokhan Demirag Male
[zmir Gaziemir 129.534 CHP Halil ibrahim Senol Male
[zmir Giizelbahge 27.389 CHP Ozdem Mustafa ince Male
Izmir Karabaglar 471.676 CHP Muhittin Selvitopu Male
[zmir Karaburun 9.092 CHP Ahmet Cakir Male
Izmir Karsiyaka 321.870 CHP Hiiseyin Mutlu Akpinar Male
Izmir Kemalpasa 97.499 AKP Arif Ugurli Male
izmir Kimk 28.000 AKP Sadik Dogruer Male
Izmir Kiraz 44.017 MHP Saliha Sengiil Female
Tzmir Konak 385.843 CHP Sema Pekdas Female
[zmir Menderes 77.706 AKP Biilent Soylu Male
[zmir Menemen 142.836 CHP Tahir Sahin Male
Izmir Narlidere 63.743 CHP Abdiil Batur Male
[zmir Odemis 129.295 AKP A. Mahmut Badem Male
Izmir Seferihisar 33.588 CHP Mustafa Tung Soyer Male
Izmir Selcuk 34.979 AKP Dahi Zeynel Bakici Male
[zmir Tire 80.381 CHP Tayfur Cigek Male
[zmir Torbali 144.293 AKP Adnan Yasar GoOrmez Male
izmir Urla 56.751 CHP Sibel Uyar Female

Note. Bold rows represent municipalities which | contacted and italics denote those which
accepted my invitation.
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Appendix C.
Informed Consent Form

Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Saym Katilimel,

Bu calisma, Sabanci Universitesi Yonetim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Doktora program dgrencisi
Uzay Dural Senoguz tarafindan Dog¢. Dr. Mahmut Bayazit’in danismanliginda yiiriitiilen
“Tiirkiye’de is yerinde liderlik algilamalar1” konulu tez kapsaminda yapilmaktadir.

Calismanin amaci, genel olarak is yerinde liderlik 6zelliklerinin ¢aliganlar tarafindan nasil
algilandigini ve bu algilarin zaman i¢inde nasil degistigini incelemektir.

Bu anlamda sizinle bugiin, lic ay sonra ve alt1 ay sonra olmak {izere ii¢ kere goriisme
yapilacaktir. Her goriismemizde genel olarak liderligi nasil algiladiginiz bilgisayar iizerinde basit
bir test ile olgiilecektir. Ardindan liderlikle ilgili disiincelerinizi ve degerlendirmelerinizi daha
ayrintili almak {izere bir anket doldurmaniz istenecektir. Her gorlisme yaklagik 20 dakika
slirecektir.

Kim oldugunuzu ve nerede calistidinizi belirtici hicbir bilgi sizden talep edilmeyecektir.
Bize vereceginiz tiim bilgiler gizli tutulacak, kurum icinden veya kurum disindan Kisilerle
hicbir sekilde paylasilmayacaktir. Sizden alman bilgiler sadece arastirma amaciyla
kullanilacaktir.

Calisma Sabanci Universitesi Etik Kurulu tarafindan SOM-14-09 protokol numarasi ile
03.11.2014 tarihinde onaylanmustir. Goriismeler katilimeiy: rahatsiz edici sorular icermemektedir.
Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan veya herhangi bir baska nedenden 6tiirii rahatsiz hissederseniz
aragtirmaciya bunu iletebilirsiniz.

Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin Sabanci Universitesi Yénetim Bilimleri
Fakiiltesi’nden Uzay Dural Senoguz’a uzaydural@sabanciuniv.edu ile veya 0533 — 4318810 ile
ulagabilirsiniz. Ayrica damigman Dog¢. Dr. Mahmut Bayazit’a mbayazit@sabanciuniv.edu ile
iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Eger onam formunun kopyasini size géndermemizi isterseniz liitfen e-mail
adresinizi bize yazdirm. Hak ihlali oldugunu diisiiniiyorsamz Sabanci Universitesi Arastirma ve
Lisansiistii Politikalar Direktorii Hasan Mandal’a (216) 483-9666 veya hmandal@sabanciuniv.edu
ile ulasabilirsiniz.

Bu calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz!

Bu calismaya tamamen_goniillii olarak katilyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
ctkabilecegimi bilivorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclh yayimlarda kullanilmasini_kabul

ediyorum.

Evet Tarih:
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Appendix D.
Implicit Leadership Theories Scale

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin, /[DEALINIZDEKI BELEDIYE LIDERINI ne oranda yansittigimi verilen
olcegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz. LUTFEN HICBIR SORUYU BOS BIRAKMAYIN!

Hig Ne yansitiyor, ne Tamamen
yansitmiyor. de yansitmiyor. yansitryor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ILT1 Adaletli

ILT2 Akall
ILT3 Anlayislt
ILT4 Bilge, alim

ILTS Bilgili
ILT6 Caliskan
ILT7 Cesur

ILT8 Destekleyici

ILT9 Dinamik

ILT10  Diiriist

ILT11  Duyarh

ILT12  Egitimli

ILT13  Enerjidolu

ILT14  Entellektiiel, aydin
ILT15  Giigli, saglam

ILT16  Giivenilir

ILT17  Hosgoriilii

ILT18  ileri goriislii

ILT19  letisimi kuvvetli
ILT20  Karakter sahibi
ILT21  Kararli

ILT22  Karizmatik bir kisilik
ILT23  Kendine giivenen
ILT24  Kendini igsine adamus
ILT25  Mantikli

ILT26  Motivasyonu yiiksek
ILT27  Motive edici

ILT28  Objektif, duygularini ise karistirmayan
ILT29  Otoritesini kullanabilen
ILT30  Profesyonel

ILT31 Samimi igten

ILT32 Seffaf, a¢ik sozli
ILT33  Sefkatli

ILT34  Sevecen sempatik
ILT35 Sicakkanli

ILT36  Tesvik edici, cesaret veren
ILT37  Tutarl

ILT38  Uretken

ILT39  Yardimci

ILTA0  Zeki

PR RPRRPRRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPEPRPRPRPPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRPRELPRERERRLER
NN NNNNNRN
GO W LW WL LWL L LW LMWL WWWHWOHWHWHwaowaowaowaowaowaowaowaowowaowaowowaowaowowaowaw
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Appendix E.
Perceived Agency and Communality of the Mayor Scale

Asagidaki ifadelerin, MEVCUT belediyedeki belediye baskanini ne oranda yansittigini verilen 6lgegi
kullanarak degerlendiriniz.  LUTFEN HICBIiR SORUYU BOS BIRAKMAYIN, LK AKLINIZA
GELEN CEVABI iISARETLEYIN!

Hig Ne yansitiyor, ne Tamamen
yansitmiyor. de yansitmiyor. yansitryor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PFM1  Adaletli

PFM2  Akill
PFM3  Anlayish
PFM4  Bilge, alim

PFM5 Bilgili
PFM6 Caligskan
PFM7  Cesur

PFM8  Destekleyici

PFM9  Dinamik

PFM10 Diiriist

PFM11 Duyarl

PFM12 Egitimli

PFM13  Enerji dolu

PFM14  Entellektiiel, aydin
PFM15  Gigli, saglam
PFM16  Giivenilir

PFM17  Hosgoriili

PFM18  {leri goriislii

PFM19 {letisimi kuvvetli
PFM20 Karakter sahibi
PFM21 Kararl

PFEM22  Karizmatik bir kisilik
PFM23 Kendine giivenen
PFM24  Kendini isine adamig
PFM25  Mantikli

PFM26 Motivasyonu yiiksek
PFM27  Motive edici

PFM28  Objektif, duygularini ige karigtirmayan
PFM29  Otoritesini kullanabilen
PFM30 Profesyonel

PFM31 Samimi igten

PFM32  Seffaf, acik sozli
PFM33  Sefkatli

PFM34  Sevecen sempatik
PFM35  Sicakkanl

PFEM36  Tegvik edici, cesaret veren
PFM37  Tutarli

PFM38  Uretken

PFM39  Yardimci

PFM40  Zeki
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Appendix F.
Quantity of Interaction Scale (Kacmar et al., 2003)

Liitfen is yerindeki liderinizi (belediye bagkanim) diisiinerek asagidaki sorulari cevaplayin.

Simdiki belediye baskani ile son se¢imden 6nce beraber [0  Hayir
calistiniz m1? ) Evet
Evet ise ne kadar siire?

Belediye baskanini belediye disinda tanir miydiniz? [J Hayir
(6nceki is yeri, akrabalik, komsuluk, arkadaslik vb. gibi) ] Evet
Evet ise ne kadar siire?

Belediye baskani ile son se¢cimden sonra kag aydir ¢aligiyorsunuz?

Liitfen is yerindeki liderinizi (belediye baskanini) diisiinerek asagidaki sorulari cevaplaymn. Uygun rakam
YUVARLAK ICiNE ALIN! LUTFEN HiCBiR SORUYU BOS BIRAKMAYIN!

BELEDIYE BASKANI Hic  ikiayda 3-4 iki Haftad Haftada Hemen Her
ILE iLETISIMINiZi bir/daha  haftada  haftada  a bir birkac  hemen  giinde
DUSUNUN. SIMDIYE az bir bir kez her giin  birkac
KADAR NE SIKLIKLA; kez
QUAN ... kendisini 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 belediye iginde
yakindan/uzaktan

gbrme firsatiniz
oldu? (koridorda,
bir etkinlikte vb.)

QUAN ... kendisi ile yiiz 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 ylizeselamlagtiniz
(bayramlagma,
tebrik vb.)
QUAN ...kendisiyle yiiz 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 yiize karsiliklt
konustunuz?(ayak
iistli sohbet vb.)
QUAN ... kendisine siz 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 e-posta
yolladiniz?
QUAN  ...kendisinden e- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 posta aldmiz?
QUAN ... kendisini 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6 telefonla aradiniz?
QUAN ... kendisi sizi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 telefonla aradi?
QUAN ... kendisiile 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 toplant1 yaptiniz?
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Appendix G.
Affect and Professional Respect Sub-Scales of LMX-MDM Scale
(Erdogan et al., 2004, Liden & Maslyn, 1998)

Liitfen is yerindeki liderinizi (belediye baskanim) diisiinerek asagidaki sorulari cevaplaym.
Uygun rakami1 YUVARLAK ICINE ALIN! LUTFEN HICBIR SORUYU BOS BIRAKMAYIN,

ILK AKLINIZA GELEN CEVABI iSARETLEYIN!

Hig Cokaz  Ortalama Cok Tamamen
LMX1 Bu kisi herkesin arkadas olmay1 0 1 2 3 4
isteyecegi tiirde bir insandir.
LMX2 Bu kisi ile ¢alismak zevklidir. 0 1 2 3 4
LMX3 Bu kisinin mesleki becerilerine 0 1 2 3 4
hayranlik duyarim.
LMX4 Bu kisiyi insan olarak severim. 0 1 2 3 4
LMX5 Is yerindeki bilgi ve uzmanligia saygi 0 1 2 3 4
duyarim.
LMX6 Isine yonelik bilgisinden etkilenirim. 0 1 2 3 4

229



Appendix H.
The Perceived Interactional Justice Scale (Moorman, 1991)

Liitfen is yerindeki liderinizi (belediye baskanim) diisiinerek asagidaki sorulari cevaplaym. Uygun
rakami YUVARLAK ICINE ALIN! LUTFEN HiCBiR SORUYU BOS BIRAKMAYIN!

Kurumunuzdaki lider, Hig Cokaz  Ortalama Cok Tamamen

1J1 Calisana dogru ve icten davranir. 0 1 2 3 4

132 Calisana saygilidir ve itibar eder. 0 1 2 3 4

133 Calisanin haklarini g6z 6niinde 0 1 2 3 4
bulundurur.

1J4 Calisanin ihtiyaglarina duyarlilik 0 1 2 3 4
gosterir.

135 Calisanlara nazik davranir. 0 1 2 3 4
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Appendix I.
Perceived Organizational Performance Scale

BELEDIYENIN SON 3 AYINI DUSUNUN. Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin, belediyeniz i¢in ne oranda
uygun oldugunu goéz dniine alm. Uygun rakami YUVARLAK ICINE ALIN!

Beklenenin ¢ok altinda. Beklenenin altinda. Beklenenin ¢cok

Daha ¢ok gelistirilmesi Gelistirilmesi Beklenglr;l:zeyde. B ellf.lle;r(‘llenlin. iizerinde.
gerekir. gerekir. tzerinde. tyl Miikemmel
%10 %20 %30 %40 %50 %60 %70 %80 %90 %100

PERF Belediye calisanlarinin bilgi ve ~ % % % % % % % % % %

1 becerilerine uygun 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
pozisyonlara yerlestirilmesi
PERF Belediye calisanlarinin genel % % % % % % % % % %
2 olarak bu belediyede 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

calismaktan memnun olmasi
PERF Belediye ¢alisanlariin genel % % % % % % % % % %
3 olarak iistleriyle-miidiirleriyle =~ 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
iletisimi ve iliskilerinin Kkalitesi
PERF Belediye gelir-giderlerinin % % % % % % % % % %
4 verimli bir sekilde yonetilmesi 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

PERF Belediye haklarinin ve % % % % % % % % % %
5 menfaatlerinin korunmasi 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
PERF Belediye stratejilerinin/ % % % % % % % % % %

6 faaliyetlerinin uygun sekilde 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
onceden planlanmasi
PERF Belediyede il¢e halkina yonelik % % % % % % % % % %
7 yeni etkinlikler ve hizmetlerin 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

getirilmesi
PERF Belediyenin ilge halkina % % % % % % % % % %
8 sunulan Kkiiltiirel, sportif ve 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

sosyal hizmetlerin yeterliligi
PERF Belediyenin ilcedeki temizlik % % % % % % % % % %
9 ve atik/¢cop toplama 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
hizmetlerinin kalitesi
PERF Belediyenin ilcedeki yol, park % % % % % % % % % %

10  ve bahge gibi hizmetlerinin 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
kalitesi
PERF Onceden yapilan planlara % % % % % % % % % %
11 uygun faaliyetlerinin yerine 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
getirilmesi
PERF Belediye baskaninin genel % % % % % % % % % %
12 olarak belediyeyi yonetme ve 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
idare etmesi
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Appendix J.
Bem Sex Role Inventory
(Bem, 1974; Dékmen, 1991; Ozkan & Lajunen, 2004)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin, sizin icin ne oranda dogru ya da yanhs oldugunu, sizi ne
oranda tanimladigini goz oniine ahp ilgili rakam daire icine alarak belirtiniz.

Tamamen  Cogunlukla Biraz Nedogru  Birazdogru Cogunlukla ~ Tamamen
yanlig yanlis yanlig ne yanlis dogru dogru
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BSRI1  Anlayish

BSRI2  Bagimsiz / Diledigini yapan

BSRI3  Baskin / Ustiin / Hakim

BSRI4  Cocuklari seven

BSRI5S  Diger insanlarin duygularini 6nemseyen
BSRI6  Diisiince ve inanglarini savunan

BSRI7  Duygularina hakim olabilen / Teskin edici
BSRI8  Duygusal

BSRI9  iddiali / Tuttugunu koparan

BSRI10  ise yarar ve becerikli

BSRI11  Kibar / Nazik

BSRI12  Lider / Liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip
BSRI13  Muhalif / Muhalefet eden

BSRI14  Risk alabilen / Risk almay1 seven
BSRI15  Saglam karakterli / Giigli kisilikli
BSRI16  Saldirgan

BSRI17  Sefkatli / Merhametli

BSRI18  Sempatik

BSRI19  Sevecen/ Sevgi dolu

BSRI20  Sicakkanl

B el
NN NNNMNNNNNNRN
WWWWWWOWOOmwWowWowomwaowaowaowowowwww
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Appendix K.
Employee Information Form (Calisan Bilgi Formu)

Cinsiyetiniz:
[J Kadin
0 Erkek
Yasimiz:
[J 18-24 (] 41-45
] 25-30 (] 46-50
b 31-35 [J 51-55
[J 36-40 [J 56 ve lzeri
Egitim durumunuz:
0 Tlkokul 0  Yiiksekokul
[J  Ortaokul [J Lisans
[J Lise [J Lisansiistii

Kag ay/yildir BU belediyede ¢aligiyorsunuz?

[J 18 -—24 ay arast [J  10-15 yil arast
[J 2-5yilarasi [ 15-20 y1l arast
[ 5-10 y1l aras1 0 20 yil ve tizeri
Toplam kag ay/yildir genel olarak belediyelerde ¢alisiyorsunuz?
[1 18 —24 ay aras1 (1 10-15 yil aras1
(1 2-5yil arasi (1 15-20 yil aras1
(] 5-10 yil aras1 (1 20 y1l ve lizeri

Kag yildir profesyonel is hayatindasimz (stajlariniz dahil, {icret karsiliginda ¢alisma)?

[J 18 -—24 ay arast [J  10-15 y1l arast
[J 2-5yilarasi [ 15-20 y1l arast
[ 5-10 y1l aras1 0 20 yil ve tizeri

Birim amirinizin (miidiiriin) cinsiyeti nedir?

[J Kadin
[1  Erkek

Kendisi ile ne kadar siiredir ¢alistyorsunuz? (ay/yil)

D aha 6nce kadin bir yonetici Ile ¢alistimz m?

[J  Hayrr
[1 Evet - Evetise TOPLAM ne kadar siire ¢alistiniz (ay/y1l)?
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Appendix L.

A Path Diagram of Multiple Group -Multiple Indicator Latent Growth Modelling
(MLGM) of P-IAT (Model 3)

P22 || P22 || P24 Fat P32

338888668844

234



REFERENCES

Allport, G. W. (1954/1979). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Perseus Books.

Amodio, D. M., & Devine, P. G. (2006). Stereotyping and evaluation in implicit race
bias: evidence for independent constructs and unique effects on behavior. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 652 - 675.

Arkes, H. R., & Tetlock, P. E. (2004). Attributions of implicit prejudice, or" would
Jesse Jackson ‘fail' the Implicit Association Test?" Psychological Inquiry, 15, 257-
278.

Asendorpf, J. B., Van De Schoot, R., Denissen, J. J., & Hutteman, R. (2014).
Reducing bias due to systematic attrition in longitudinal studies: The benefits of
multiple imputation. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 38, 453-
460.

Asgari, S., Dasgupta, N., Cote, N. G. & Gilbert, N. (2010). When does contact with
successful in-group members change self-stereotypes? A longitudinal study
comparing the effect of quantity vs. quality of contact with successful individuals.
Social Psychology, 41, 203 - 227.

Aycan, Z. (2004). Key success factors for women in management in Turkey. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 53, 453-477.

Aycan, Z. (2006). Paternalism: towards conceptual refinement and operationalization.
In Yang, KS, Hwang, KK, & Kim, U. (Eds.). Indigenous and cultural psychology
(pp. 445-466). US: Springer.

Banaji, M. R., Nosek, B. A., & Greenwald, A. G. (2004). No place for nostalgia in
science: A response to Arkes and Tetlock. Psychological Inquiry, 15(4), 279-310.

Bayazit, M., Czukor, G., Dural, U. & Ozalp-Tiiretgen, 1. (2014). Pick your words
carefully! Leader gender, emotion regulation request and follower reactions.
Presented in the 74th Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management - August 1-
5, 2014 - Philadelphia, PA.

Bayazit, M., Ozalp-Tiiretgen, 1. & Dural, U. (under preparation). Implicit leadership
theories in Turkish organizations.

Bayraktar, U.S. & Altan, C. (2012). Explaining Turkish party centralism: traditions
and trends in the exclusion of local party offices in Mersin and beyond. In Elise
Massicard & Nicole Watts (ed.) Negotiating Political Power in Turkey: Breaking
up the Party (pp. 17-36). Oxford: Routledge.

Bayraktar, U.S. (2007). Turkish municipalities: Reconsidering local democracy
beyond administrative autonomy. European Journal of Turkish Studies, Articles,
URL: https://ejts.revues.org/1103

235


https://ejts.revues.org/1103

Beaman, L., Chattopadhyay, R., Duflo, E., Pande, R., & Topalova, P. (2009).
Powerful women: does exposure reduce bias? The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 124, 1497-1540.

Beaman, L., Duflo, E., Pande, R., & Topalova, P. (2012). Female leadership raises
aspirations and educational attainment for girls: A policy experiment in India.
Science, 335, 582-586.

Becker, W. J., & Cropanzano, R. (2010). Organizational neuroscience: The promise
and prospects of an emerging discipline. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31,
1055-1059.

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42, 155- 162.

Bem, S. L. (1981). Gender schema theory: A cognitive account of sex
typing. Psychological Review, 88(4), 354.

Bentein, K., Vandenberghe, C., Vandenberg, R., & Stinglhamber, F. (2005). The role
of change in the relationship between commitment and turnover: a latent growth
modeling approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 468- 482.

Bentler, P.M., (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological
Bulletin, 107, 238 - 256.

Bernstein, M. J., Young, S. G., & Claypool, H. M. (2010). Is Obama’s win a gain for
Blacks? Changes in implicit racial prejudice following the 2008 selection. Social
Psychology, 41, 147-158.

Bies, R. J. (2001). International (in)justice: The sacred and the profane. In J.
Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organization justice (pp. 89—
118). Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press.

Bies, R. J., & Shapiro, D. L. (1987). Interactional fairness judgments: The influence of
causal accounts. Social Justice Research, 1, 199-218.

Blair, 1. V. (2002). The malleability of automatic stereotypes and prejudice.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 6, 242-261.

Blair, I. V., Ma, J. E., & Lenton, A. P. (2001). Imagining stereotypes away: the
moderation of implicit stereotypes through mental imagery. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 828-841.

Blair, 1.V., Dasgupta, N., & Glaser, J. (2014). Implicit attitudes. In M. Mikulincer, P.
R. Shaver, E. (Eds.), APA Handbook of Personality and Social Psychology,
Volume 1: Attitudes and social cognition (pp. 665-691). Washington DC:
American Psychological Association.

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability:
Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S.W.J. Kozlowski

236



(Eds.), Multilevel Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations (pp. 349-381).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bosak, J., & Diekman, A. B. (2010). Malleability of intergroup stereotypes and
attitudes. Social Psychology, 41, 111-112.

Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts,
applications, and programming. Routledge.

Carnevale, J. J., Fujita, K., Han, H. A., & Amit, E. (2015). Immersion versus
transcendence how pictures and words impact evaluative associations assessed by
the Implicit Association Test. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6,
92-100.

Chan, D. (1998). The conceptualization and analysis of change over time: An
integrative approach incorporating longitudinal mean and covariance structures
analysis (LMACS) and multiple indicator latent growth modeling (MLGM).
Organizational Research Methods, 1, 421-483.

Chen, F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14, 464-
504.

Cheong, J., MacKinnon, D. P., & Khoo, S. T. (2003). Investigation of mediational
processes using parallel process latent growth curve modeling. Structural
Equation Modeling, 10, 238-262.

Cheung, G.W. & Rensvold, R.B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for
testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9, 233-255.

Cheung, M. W. L. (2007). Comparison of methods of handling missing time-invariant
covariates in latent growth models under the assumption of missing completely at
random. Organizational Research Methods, 4, 609-634.

Civil registration statistics (2013). The most registered 50 names in Turkey. Retrieved
http://www.nvi.gov.tr/Files/File/lstatistikler/Isimler/en%20%C3%A70k%20kulla
n%C4%B1lan%20ad.pdf

Cohen, L. E., & Broschak, J. P. (2013). Whose jobs are these? The impact of the
proportion of female managers on the number of new management jobs filled by
women versus men. Administrative Science Quarterly, 58, 509-541.

Collins, L.M. (2006). Analysis of longitudinal data: The integration of theoretical
model, temporal design and statistical model. Annual Review of Psychology, 57,
505-528.

Colquitt, J. A., & Rodell, J. B. (2011). Justice, trust, and trustworthiness: A

longitudinal analysis integrating three theoretical perspectives. Academy of
Management Journal, 54, 1183-1206.

237


http://www.nvi.gov.tr/Files/File/Istatistikler/Isimler/en%20%C3%A7ok%20kullan%C4%B1lan%20ad.pdf
http://www.nvi.gov.tr/Files/File/Istatistikler/Isimler/en%20%C3%A7ok%20kullan%C4%B1lan%20ad.pdf

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O., & Ng, K. Y. (2001).
Justice at the millennium: a meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational
justice research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 425-445.

Cunningham, W. A., Preacher, K. J., & Banaji, M. R. (2001). Implicit attitude
measures: Consistency, stability, and convergent validity. Psychological Science,
12, 163-170.

Dasgupta, N. & Stout, J. G. (2012), Contemporary discrimination in the lab and field:
benefits and obstacles of full-cycle social psychology. Journal of Social Issues,
68, 399-412.

Dasgupta, N. & Asgari, S. (2004). Seeing is believing: Exposure to counter-stereotypic
women leaders and its effect on the malleability of automatic gender stereotyping.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 642—658.

Dasgupta, N. & Greenwald, A. G. (2001). On the malleability of automatic attitudes:
combating automatic prejudice with images of admired and disliked individuals.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 800-815.

Dasgupta, N. & Rivera, L. M. (2008). When social context matters: The influence of
long-term contact and short-term exposure to admired out-group members on
implicit attitudes and behavioral intentions. Social Cognition, 26, 112-123.

Dasgupta, N., Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). The first ontological
challenge to the IAT: Attitude or mere familiarity? Psychological Inquiry, 14,
238-243.

Davidson, M.J. & Burke, R.J. (2004). Women in management worldwide: Facts,
figures and analysis. Adlershot: Ashgate Publishing.

De Houwer, J., & Moors, A. (2010). Implicit measures: Similarities and differences. In
B. Gawronski, & B. K. Payne (Eds.), Handbook of Implicit Social Cognition:
Measurement, Theory, and Applications (p. 176-193). New York: Guilford Press.

De Paola, M., Scoppa, V. & Lombardo, R. (2010). Can gender quotas break down
negative stereotypes? Evidence from changes in electoral rules. Journal of Public
Economics, 94, 344-353.

Delaney, J. T., & Huselid, M.A. (1996). The impact of human resource management
practices on performance in for-profit and nonprofit organizations. Academy of
Management Journal, 39, 949-969.

Dickson, M. W., Resick, C. J.,, & Hanges, P. J. (2006). Systematic variation in
organizationally-shared cognitive prototypes of effective leadership based on
organizational form. The Leadership Quarterly, 17, 487—505.

Diekman, A. B., & Eagly, A. H. (2000). Stereotypes as dynamic constructs: Women

and men of the past, present, and future. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 26, 1171-1188.

238


http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/pubeco/v94y2010i5-6p344-353.html
http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/pubeco/v94y2010i5-6p344-353.html
http://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/pubeco.html
http://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/pubeco.html

Diekman, A. B., & Goodfriend, W. (2006). Rolling with the changes: A role congruity
perspective on gender norms. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30, 369-383.

Dinh, J. E., & Lord, R. G. (2012). Implications of dispositional and process views of
traits for individual difference research in leadership. The Leadership Quarterly,
23, 651-669.

Dokmen Z (1991) Bem cinsiyet rolii envanterinin gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismasi. Dil
ve Tarih Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 35, 81-809.

Duehr, E. E. & Bono, J. E. (2006). Men, women, and managers: Are stereotypes
finally changing? Personnel Psychology, 59, 815-846.

Dulebohn, J.H., Bommer, W.H., Liden, R.C., Brouer, R.L., & Ferris, G.R. (2012). A
meta-analysis of antecedents and consequences of leader-member exchange:
Integrating the past with an eye toward the future. Journal of Management, 38,
1715-1761.

Duncan, T. E. & Duncan, S. C. (2004). An introduction to latent growth curve
modeling. Behavior Therapy, 35(2), 333-363.

Eagly A. H. & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female
leaders. Psychological Review, 109, 573-598.

Eagly, A. H. & Carli, L. L. (2003). The female leadership advantage: An evaluation of
the evidence. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 807-834.

Eagly, A. H. & Diekman, A. B. (2005). What is the problem? Prejudice as an attitude-
in-context. In J. F. Dovidio, P. Glick, & L. A. Rudman (Eds.), On the Nature of
Prejudice: Fifty Years After Allport (p. 19-35). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Eagly, A. H., Makhijani, M. G., & Klonsky, B. G. (1992). Gender and the evaluation
of leaders: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 3-22.

Eberly, M. B., Johnson, M. D., Hernandez, M., & Avolio, B. J. (2013). An integrative
process model of leadership: examining loci, mechanisms, and event cycles.
American Psychologist. 68, 427-43.

Egloff, B., Schwerdtfeger, A., & Schmukle, S. C. (2005). Temporal stability of the
implicit association test-anxiety. Journal of Personality Assessment, 84, 82-88.

Ely, R.J. (1995). The power in demography: Women’s social constructions of gender
identity at work. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 589 —634.

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings:
Factor structure, generalizability and stability over time. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89, 293-310.

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2005). From ideal to real: A longitudinal study of
implicit leadership theories, leader—-member exchanges and employee outcomes.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 659-676.

239



Epitropaki, O., Sy, T., Martin, R., Tram-Quon, S. & A. Topakas. (2013). Implicit
Leadership and Followership Theories “in the wild”: Taking stock of information-
processing approaches to leadership and followership in organizational settings.
The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 858-881.

Erdogan, B., Kraimer, M. L., & Liden, R. C. (2004). Work value congruence and
intrinsic career success: the compensatory roles of leader-member exchange and
perceived organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 57, 305-332.

Female mayor wearing shalwar was focus of attention. (2014). Retrieved 30" of May,
2014 from http://www.turkiyegazetesi.com.tr/gundem/147145.aspx

Fikret Pasa, S., Kabasakal, H., & Bodur, M. (2001). Society, organizations, and
leadership in Turkey. Applied Psychology, 50, 559-589.

First practice of the female mayor (2014). Retrieved in 21th July, 2014 from
http://www.haber7.com/yerel-yonetimler/haber/1143821-kadin-belediye-
baskaninin-ilk-icraati

Forgas, J. P., & George, J. M. (2001). Affective influences on judgments and behavior
in organizations: An information processing perspective. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 86, 3-34.

Foti, R. J., Knee, R. E., & Backert, R. S. G. (2008). Multi-level implications of
framing leadership perceptions as a dynamic process. The Leadership Quarterly,
19, 178—194.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2006). Associative and propositional processes
in evaluation: An integrative review of implicit and explicit attitude change.
Psychological Bulletin, 132, 692—731.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2011). The associative-propositional
evaluation model: Theory, evidence, and open questions. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 59-127.

Gawronski, B., & Sritharan, R. (2010). Formation, change, and contextualization of
mental associations: determinants and principles of variations in implicit
measures. Gawronski, Bertram (Ed); Payne, B. Keith (Ed), (2010). Handbook of
Implicit Social Cognition: Measurement, Theory, and Applications. (pp. 216-240).
New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.

Geiser, C., Bishop, J., Lockhart, G., Shiffman, S., & Grenard, J. (2013). Analyzing
latent state-trait and multiple-indicator latent growth curve models as multilevel
structural equation models. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, 975.

George, A. L., & Bennett, A. (2005). Case studies and theory development in the
social sciences. MIT Press.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: Differentiating
hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70,
491 - 507.

240


http://www.turkiyegazetesi.com.tr/gundem/147145.aspx
http://www.haber7.com/yerel-yonetimler/haber/1143821-kadin-belediye-baskaninin-ilk-icraati
http://www.haber7.com/yerel-yonetimler/haber/1143821-kadin-belediye-baskaninin-ilk-icraati
http://faculty.wcas.northwestern.edu/bodenhausen/Advances2011.pdf
http://faculty.wcas.northwestern.edu/bodenhausen/Advances2011.pdf

Golembiewski, R. T., Billingsley, K., & Yeager, S. (1976). Measuring change and
persistence in human affairs: Types of change generated by OD designs. The
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 12, 133-157.

Graen, G., Novak, M. A., & Sommerkamp, P. (1982). The effects of leader—member
exchange and job design on productivity and satisfaction: Testing a dual
attachment model. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 30, 109-
131.

Graen, G.B. & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leadership-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over
25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership
Quarterly, 6, 219-247.

Graham, J. W. (2009). Missing data analysis: Making it work in the real world. Annual
Review of Psychology, 60, 549-576.

Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (1995). Implicit social cognition: Attitudes, self-
esteem, and stereotypes. Psychological Review, 102, 4-27.

Greenwald, A. G., & Nosek, B. A. (2001). Health of the Implicit Association Test at
age 3. Zeitschrift fiir Experimentelle Psychologie, 48, 85-93.

Greenwald, A. G., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2015). Statistically small effects of
the Implicit Association Test can have societally large effects. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 108, 553-561.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. K. L. (1998). Measuring individual
differences in implicit cognition: The Implicit Association Test. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1464-1480.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the
Implicit Association Test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 197-216.

Greenwald, A. G., Poehlman, T. A., Uhlmann, E. L., & Banaji, M. R. (2009).
Understanding and using the Implicit Association Test: Ill. Meta-analysis of
predictive validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 17 - 39.

Gregg, A. P., Seibt, B., & Banaji, M. R. (2006). Easier done than undone: asymmetry
in the malleability of implicit preferences. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 90, 1-20.

Grimm, K. J., An, Y., McArdle, J. J., Zonderman, A. B., & Resnick, S. M. (2012).
Recent changes leading to subsequent changes: Extensions of multivariate latent
difference score models. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 19, 268-292.

Hair J.R., Black, J.F., Babin, B.J. & Anderson, R.E.. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis, 7th ed. Macmillan, New York.

241



Hanges, P.J., Lord, R.G. & Dickson, M.W. (2000). An information processing
perspective on leadership and culture: a case for connectionist architecture.
Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49, 133-161.

Heilman, M. E. (2001). Description and prescription: How gender stereotypes prevent
women's ascent up the organizational ladder. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 637-
655.

Heilman, M. E., & Eagly, A. H. (2008). Gender stereotypes are alive, well, and busy
producing workplace discrimination. Industrial and Organizational Psychology:
Perspectives on Science and Practice, 1, 393-398.

Heilman, M. E., & Haynes, M. C. (2005). No credit where credit is due: Attributional
rationalization of women’s success in male-female teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90, 905-916.

Hofmann, D.A. & Gavin, M. B. (1998). Centering decisions in hierarchical linear
models: implications for research in organizations. Journal of Management, 24,
623-641.

Hogue, M. & Lord, R. (2007). A multilevel, complexity theory approach to
understanding gender bias in leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 370-390.

House, R.J., Hanges, R.J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, R.W. & Gupta, V. (2004) Culture,
Leadership, and Organizations: The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hugenberg, K., Blusiewicz, R. L., & Sacco, D. F. (2010). On malleable and
immalleable subtypes: Stereotype malleability in one subtype does not spill over
to other prominent subtypes. Social Psychology, 41, 124-137.

Inesi, M. E., & Cable, D. M. (2015). When accomplishments come back to haunt you:
The negative effect of competence signals on women's performance
evaluations. Personnel Psychology, 68(3), 615-657.

Inquisit 4.0.3 [Computer software]. (2013). Seattle, WA: Millisecond Software.

Ito, T.A. (2010). Implicit social cognition: insights from social neuroscience. In B.
Gawronski & K. Payne (Eds.) Handbook of Implicit Social Cognition:
Measurement, Theory, and Applications (pp. 80-94). New York: Guilford.

Johnson, R. E. & Saboe, K. N. (2010). Measuring implicit traits in organizational
research: Development of an indirect measure of employee implicit self-concept.
Organizational Research Methods. 14, 530-547.

Johnson, S. K., Murphy, S. E., Zewdie, S., & Reichard, R. J. (2008). The strong,
sensitive type: Effects of gender stereotypes and leadership prototypes on the
evaluation of male and female leaders. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 106, 39-60.

242



Joshi, A. (2014). By whom and when is women’s expertise recognized? The
interactive effects of gender and education in science and engineering teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 59, 202-239.

Judge, T. A. & Livingston, B. A. (2008). Is the gap more than gender? A longitudinal
analysis of gender, gender role orientation, and earnings. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93, 994 - 1012.

Kabasakal, H. & Bodur, M. (2007). Leadership and culture in Turkey: A multifaceted
phenomenon. In J. S. Chhokar, F. C. Brodbeck, & R. J. House (Eds.), Culture and
Leadership across the World: The GLOBE Book of In-depth Studies of 25
Societies (pp. 835-874). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kabasakal, H., Aycan, Z., Karakas, F., & Maden, C. (2011). Women in management
in Turkey. In M. J. Davidson and R. J. Burke (Eds.) Women in Management
Worldwide (2" Ed.) (pp. 317-338). Surrey, England: Gower.

Kacmar, K. M., Witt, L. A., Zivnuska, S., & Gully, S. M. (2003). The interactive
effect of leader-member exchange and communication frequency on performance
ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 764 - 785.

Kalaycioglu, E. (2007). Politics of conservatism in Turkey. Turkish Studies,8, 233-
252.

Kalaycioglu, E. (2015). Turkish popular presidential elections: deepening legitimacy
issues and looming regime change. South European Society and Politics, 20, 157-
179.

Karpinski, A., & Hilton, J. L. (2001). Attitudes and the Implicit Association Test.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 774-782.

Karpinski, A., & Steinman, R. B. (2006). The single category implicit association test
as a measure of implicit social cognition. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 91, 16-32.

Klein, K. J., Bliese, P. D., Kozlowski, S.W.J., Dansereau, F., Gavin, M. B., Griffin, M.
A., Hofmann, D. A., James, L. R., Yammarino, F. J., & Bligh, M. C. (2000).
Multilevel analytical techniques: Commonalities, differences, and continuing
questions. In K. J. Klein & S.W.J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research
and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp.
512-553). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass

Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., & Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader
stereotypes masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms.
Psychological Bulletin, 137, 616-631.

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and
research in organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J.
Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research and methods in
organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 3-90). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

243



Kulich, C., Ryan, M. K., & Haslam, S. A. (2007). Where is the romance for women
leaders? The effects of gender on leadership attributions and performance-based
pay. Applied Psychology, 56, 582-601.

Kunda, Z., & Oleson, K. C. (1995). Maintaining stereotypes in the face of
disconfirmation: constructing grounds for subtyping deviants. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 565-580.

Lai, C. K., Hoffman, K. M., & Nosek, B. A. (2013). Reducing implicit prejudice.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7, 315-330.

Lane, K. A., Banaji, M. R., Nosek, B. A., & Greenwald, A. G. (2007). Understanding
and using the Implicit Association Test: IV: Procedures and validity. In B.
Wittenbrink & N. Schwarz (Eds.), Implicit Measures of Attitudes: Procedures and
Controversies (pp. 59-102). New York: Guilford Press.

Leavitt, K., Fong, C. T., & Greenwald, A. G. (2011). Asking about well-being gets
you half an answer: Intra-individual processes of implicit and explicit job
attitudes. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 672-687.

Lenton, A. P., Bruder, M., & Sedikides, C. (2009). A meta-analysis on the malleability
of automatic gender stereotypes. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 33, 183-196.

Liden, R. C., & Maslyn, J. M. (1998). Multidimensionality of leader— member
exchange: An empirical assessment through scale development. Journal of
Management, 24, 43-72.

Local management database.  (2014).  Retrieved June 4™ 2014,
http://www.yerelbilgi.gov.tr

Lord, R. G. & Hall, R. (2003). Identity, leadership categorization, and leadership
schema. In D. van Knippenberg & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), Leadership and Power:
Identity Processes in Groups and Organizations (pp. 48-64). London, UK: Sage.

Lord, R. G. & Shondrick, S. J. (2011). Leadership and knowledge: Symbolic,
connectionist, and embodied perspectives. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 207-
222.

Lord, R. G., Brown, D.J., Harvey, J.L. & Hall, R.J. (2001). Contextual constraints on
prototype generation and their multilevel consequences for leadership perceptions.
The Leadership Quarterly, 12, 311-38.

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & de Vader, C. L. (1984). A test of leadership categorization
theory: Internal structure, information processing, and leadership perceptions.
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 34, 343-378.

Mahalli Idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, MIGM (2014a). List of mayors of municipalities
in 30™ March, 2014 local management election. Retrieved in Feb. 24, 2016,
http://www.migm.gov.tr/belediyeleristatistik.

244


javascript:request('LBNG2007.pdf')
javascript:request('LBNG2007.pdf')
http://www.yerelbilgi.gov.tr/
http://www.migm.gov.tr/belediyeleristatistik

Mahalli idareler Genel Miidiirliigii, MIGM (2014b). The list of municipalities where
the mayor is female in 2012. Feb. 24, 2016,
http://www.migm.gov.tr/kurumlar/migm.gov.tr/BELED%C4%B0YELER/2012
Belediye Baskani_Kadin_ Olan_Belediyelerin_Listesi.pdf

Matland, R. E., & Tezciir, G. M. (2011). Women as candidates: An experimental study
in Turkey. Politics & Gender, 7, 365-390.

McArdle, J. J. (2009). Latent variable modeling of differences and changes with
longitudinal data. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 577-605.

McArdle, J. J., & Grimm, K. J. (2010). Five steps in latent curve and latent change
score modeling with longitudinal data. In Longitudinal research with latent
variables (pp. 245-273). Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Metropolitan district municipalities (2015). In YerelNet. Retrieved Feb. 24, 2016, from
http://www.yerelnet.org.tr/belediyeler/.

Mitchell, J. P., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Contextual variations in implicit
evaluation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 132, 455-469.

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and
organizational citizenship behaviors: Do fairness perceptions influence employee
citizenship? Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 845 - 855.

Municipal law no: 5393 (2005). Official Gazette, no. 25874. Retrieved in Feb. 24,
2016,
http://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/Metin.Aspx?MevzuatKod=1.5.5393&Mevzuatlliski=0
&sourceXmlSearch=

Muthén, B. O., & Curran, P. J. (1997). General longitudinal modeling of individual
differences in experimental designs: A latent variable framework for analysis and
power estimation. Psychological Methods, 2(4), 371-402.

Muthén, L.K. & Muthén, B.O. (1998/2012). Mplus user’s guide. Seventh Edition. Los
Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.

Nosek, B. A. (2005). Moderators of the relationship between implicit and explicit
evaluation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 134, 565-584.

Nosek, B. A., Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (2005). Understanding and using the
Implicit Association Test: Il. Method variables and construct validity. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 166-180.

Nosek, B. A., Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (2007a). The Implicit Association
Test at age 7: A methodological and conceptual review. In J. A. Bargh (Ed.),
Automatic Processes in Social Thinking and Behavior (pp. 265-292). Psychology
Press.

Nosek, B. A., Smyth, F. L., Hansen, J. J., Devos, T., Lindner, N. M., Ranganath, K.
A., Smith, C.T., Olson, K.R., Chugh, D., Greenwald, A.G. & Banaji, M. R.

245


http://www.migm.gov.tr/kurumlar/migm.gov.tr/BELED%C4%B0YELER/2012_Belediye_Baskani_Kadin_Olan_Belediyelerin_Listesi.pdf
http://www.migm.gov.tr/kurumlar/migm.gov.tr/BELED%C4%B0YELER/2012_Belediye_Baskani_Kadin_Olan_Belediyelerin_Listesi.pdf
http://www.yerelnet.org.tr/belediyeler/
http://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/Metin.Aspx?MevzuatKod=1.5.5393&MevzuatIliski=0&sourceXmlSearch
http://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/Metin.Aspx?MevzuatKod=1.5.5393&MevzuatIliski=0&sourceXmlSearch

(2007b).  Pervasiveness and correlates of implicit attitudes and
stereotypes. European Review of Social Psychology, 18, 36-88.

Offermann, L. R., Kennedy Jr, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership
theories: Content, structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5, 43-
58.

Olson, M. A., & Fazio, R. H. (2006). Reducing automatically activated racial
prejudice through implicit evaluative conditioning. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 32, 421-433.

Oswald, F. L., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P. E. (2013).
Predicting ethnic and racial discrimination: A meta-analysis of IAT criterion
studies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105, 171-192.

Oswald, F., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P.E. (2015), Revisiting
the predictive validity of the Implicit Association Test. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology. 108, 562-571.

Ozalp Tiiretgen, 1. & Cesur, S. (2010). Is yasamindaki yonetici liderlige ve siyasi
liderlige yonelik ortiik liderlik teorilerinin karsilastirilmasi. Yonetim, 21, 52-66.

Ozkan, T., & Lajunen, T. (2005). Masculinity, femininity, and the Bem sex role
inventory in Turkey. Sex Roles, 52, 103-110.

Pande, R. & Ford, D. (2012). Gender quotas and female leadership. Washington, DC:
World Bank. Retrieved https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/9120
License: CC BY 3.0 Unported.

Parks-Stamm, E. J., Heilman, M. E., & Hearns, K. A. (2008). Motivated to penalize:
Women's strategic rejection of successful women. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 34, 237-247.

Payne, B. K., & Gawronski, B. (2010). A history of implicit social cognition: Where is
it coming from? Where is it now? Where is it going? In B. Gawronski, & B. K.
Payne (Eds.), Handbook of Implicit Social Cognition: Measurement, Theory, and
Applications (pp. 1-18). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. Annual Review of Psychology, 49,
65-85.

Pettigrew, T.F. & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact
theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-778.

Ployhart, R. E., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2010). Longitudinal research: The theory,
design, and analysis of change. Journal of Management, 36, 94-120.

Powell, G. N. & Butterfield, D. A. (1979). The “good manager”: Masculine or
androgynous?. Academy of Management Journal, 22, 395-403.

246


http://www.unc.edu/~bkpayne/publications/PG_History.pdf

Preacher, K. J. (2010). Latent growth curve models. In G. R. Hancock & R. O.
Mueller (Eds.), The Reviewer's Guide to Quantitative Methods in the Social
Sciences (pp. 185-198). London: Routledge.

Report of Bingdl province municipality mayor. (2014). Retrieved May 20 2014, from
http://www.radikal.com.tr/politika/bingol belediye baskanindan kadin yardimci
aciklamasi-1185497.

Richetin J, Costantini G, Perugini M & Schonbrodt F (2015). Should we stop looking
for a better scoring algorithm for handling Implicit Association Test data? Test of
the role of errors, extreme latencies treatment, scoring formula, and practice trials
on reliability —and  validity. PLoS ONE 10(6): e0129601.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0129601

Riordan, C. M., Richardson, H., Schaffer, B., & Vandenberg, R.J. (2003). Alpha, beta,
and gamma change: A review of past research with recommendations for new
directions. In C. A. Schriesheim & L. L. Neider (Eds.), Research in Management:
Vol. 1. Equivalence in measurement (pp. 51-98). Greenwich, CT: Information
Age Publishing.

Rosette, A. S., & Tost, L. P. (2010). Agentic women and communal leadership: How
role prescriptions confer advantage to top women leaders. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 95, 221-235.

Rothermund, K., & Wentura, D. (2004). Underlying processes in the implicit
association test: dissociating salience from associations. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 133(2), 139-165.

Rudman, L. A. & Glick, P. (1999). Feminized management and backlash toward
agentic women: the hidden costs to women of a kinder, gentler image of middle
managers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 1004-1010.

Rudman, L. A. & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash
toward agentic women. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 743-762.

Rudman, L. A. & Goodwin, S. A. (2004). Gender differences in automatic in-group
bias: Why do women like women more than men like men? Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 494—509.

Rudman, L. A. (2005). Rejection of women? Beyond prejudice as antipathy. In J. F.
Dovidio, P. Glick, & L. A. Rudman (Eds.), On the Nature of Prejudice: Fifty
Years after Allport (pp. 106-120). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Rudman, L. A., & Phelan, J. E. (2008). Backlash effects for disconfirming gender
stereotypes in organizations. Research in Organizational Behavior, 28, 61-79.

Rudman, L. A., Ashmore, R. D. & Gary, M. L. (2001). "Unlearning™ automatic biases:
the malleability of implicit prejudice and stereotypes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 81, 856- 868.

247


http://www.radikal.com.tr/politika/bingol_belediye_baskanindan_kadin_yardimci_aciklamasi-1185497
http://www.radikal.com.tr/politika/bingol_belediye_baskanindan_kadin_yardimci_aciklamasi-1185497

Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status
incongruity and backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates
prejudice toward female leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology. 48,
165-179.

Rudman, L.A. & Kilanski, S.E. (2000). Implicit and explicit attitudes toward female
authority. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1315-1328.

Ryan, M. K., & Haslam, S. A. (2007). The glass cliff: Exploring the dynamics
surrounding the appointment of women to precarious leadership positions.
Academy of Management Review, 32, 549-572.

Rydell, R. J., & Gawronski, B. (2009). I like you, I like you not: Understanding the
formation of context-dependent automatic attitudes. Cognition and Emotion, 23,
1118-1152.

Schafer, J. L., & Graham, J. W. (2002). Missing data: our view of the state of the
art. Psychological methods, 7(2), 147-168.

Schein, V. E. (2001). A global look at psychological barriers to women's progress in
management. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 675-688.

Schmukle, S. C., & Egloff, B. (2006). Assessing anxiety with extrinsic Simon
tasks. Experimental Psychology, 53(2), 149-160.

Scott, K. A. & Brown, D. J. (2006). Female first, leader second? Gender bias in the
encoding of leadership behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 101, 230-242.

Selig, J. P., & Preacher, K. J. (2009). Mediation models for longitudinal data in
developmental research. Research in Human Development, 6(2-3), 144-164.

Shadish, W.R., Cook, T.D. & Campbell, D.T. (2002). Experimental and quasi
experimental designs for generalized causal inferences. Berkeley: Houghton
Mifflin.

Siegel, E. F., Dougherty, M. R., & Huber, D. E. (2012). Manipulating the role of
cognitive control while taking the implicit association test. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 48(5), 1057-1068.

Sriram, N., & Greenwald, A. G. (2009). The brief implicit association test.
Experimental Psychology, 56(4), 283-294.

Siimer, H. C. (2006). Women in management: Still waiting to be full members of the
club. Sex Roles, 55, 63-72.

Tabak, A., Kiziloglu, A., & Tiirkéz, T. (2013). Ortiilii liderlik Slcegi gelistirme
calismasi. METU Studies in Development, 40, 97-138.

248



Tetlock, P. E., & Arkes, H. R. (2004). Author Response: The Implicit Prejudice
Exchange: islands of consensus in a sea of controversy. Psychological
Inquiry, 15(4), 311-321.

Thomas, G., Martin, R., Epitropaki, O., Guillaume, Y., & Lee, A. (2013). Social
cognition in leader—follower relationships: Applying insights from relationship
science to understanding relationship-based approaches to leadership. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 34, 63-81.

Thompson, R. C., & Hunt, J. G. J. (1996). Inside the black box of alpha, beta, and
gamma change: Using a cognitive-processing model to assess attitude structure.
Academy of Management Review, 21, 655-690.

Uhl-Bien, M., Riggio, R. E., Lowe, K. B., & Carsten, M. K. (2014). Followership
theory: A review and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 25, 83-104.

Umphress, E.E., Simmons, A.L., Folger, R., Ren, R. & Bobocel, R. (2013). Observer
reactions to interpersonal injustice: The roles of perpetrator intent and victim
perception. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34, 327-349.

Vandenberg, R. J. (2002). Toward a further understanding of and improvement in
measurement invariance methods and procedures. Organizational Research
Methods, 5, 139-158.

Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement
invariance literature: Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for
organizational research. Organizational Research Methods, 3, 4-70.

Wang, A. C., Chiang, J. T. J., Tsai, C. Y., Lin, T. T., & Cheng, B. S. (2013). Gender
makes the difference: The moderating role of leader gender on the relationship
between leadership styles and subordinate performance. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 122, 101-113.

Weyer, B. (2007). Twenty years later: explaining the persistence of the glass ceiling
for women leaders. Women in Management Review, 22, 482-496.

Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. (2015). Two traditions of research on gender identity. Sex
Roles, 73, 461-473.

World Economic Forum (2014). Global gender gap report. 20" of May, 2014, from
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GenderGap_Report 2013.pdf

World Economic Forum (2015).Closing the gender gap: the gender parity taskforce.
21th Feb. 2016,
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Gender_Taskforce Report 2015.pdf

Wyer, N. A. (2016). Easier done than undone... by some of the people, some of the
time: The role of elaboration in explicit and implicit group preferences. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 63, 77-85.

249


http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GenderGap_Report_2013.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Gender_Taskforce_Report_2015.pdf

Zaheer, S., Albert, S., & Zaheer, A. (1999). Time scales and organizational theory.
Academy of Management Review, 24, 725-741.

Ziegert, J. C. & Hanges, P. J. (2005). Employment discrimination: the role of implicit
attitudes, motivation, and a climate for racial bias. Journal of Applied Psychology,
90, 553 — 562.

250



