WE THINK, THEREFORE YOU ARE

The more I was treated as a woman, the more woman 1 became.
I adapted willy-nilty. If I was assumed to be incompetent at
reversing cars, or opening bottles, oddly incompetent T found
myself becoming. If a case was thought too heavy for me, inex-
plicably I found it so myself,

~Jan Mortis, a male-to-female transsexuat describing her posttransi-
tion experiences in her autoblagraphy, Conundrum (19878

mﬁ%omn a researcher were to tap you on the shoulder and ask
you to write down what, according to cultural lore, males
and females are like. Would you stare at the researcher blankly
and exclaim, “But what can you mean? Every person is a unique,
multifaceted, sometimes even contradictory individual, and with
such an astonishing range of personality traits within each sex,
and across contexts, social class, age, experience, educational level,
sexuality, and ethnicity, it would be pointless and meaningless to
attempt to pigeonhole such rich complexity and variability into two
crude stereotypes”® No. You'd pick up your pencil and start writ-
ing.? Take a look at the two lists from such a survey, and you will
find yourself reading adjectives that would not look out of place in
an eighteenth-century treatise on the different duties of the two
sexes. One list would probably feature communal personality traits
such as compassionate, loves children, dependent, interpersonally sensi-
tive, nurturing. T'hese, you will note, are ideal qualifications for
someone who wishes to live to serve the needs of others. On the
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o ‘other character inventory we would see agentic anmnn%soum. like
...N&&mn aggressive, ambitious, analytical, competitive, dominant, inde-

;\.vms&%n_ and individualistic. These are the perfect traits .momm vnm&m

B ing the world to your command, and earning a .émm.n forit? 1 n_obw

" have to tell you which is the female list and a.iﬁnr is .Hﬂn B.&n one:

woc already know. (These lists, as sociologists Cecilia Ridgeway

~“and Shelley Correll have pointed out, also most closely match ste-

| reotypes of “white, middle-class, heterosexual men and women, if
anyone.”)* .

Even if you, personally, don’t subscribe to Hv.omm stereotypes,
there is a part of your mind that isn't so prissy. Social psychologists
are finding that what we can consciously report about oawmn?nm
does not tell the whole story’ Stereotypes, as well as attitudes,
goals, and identity also appear to exist at an .HBE.HQH Hn.ﬁr and
operate “without the encumbrances of awareness, intention, and
control,” as social psychologists Brian Nosck m.:m Jeffrey Hansen
have put it.* The implicit associations of the mind can mn thought
of as a tangled but highly organized network of connections. They
connect representations of objects, people, nwann_.uﬂmu feelings, your
own self, goals, motives, and behaviors with one another. Af.m
strength of each of these connections depends on your past experi-
ences (and also, interestingly, the current context): how omﬁb those
two objects, say, or that person and that feeling, or that object and
a certain behavior have gone together in the past.” .

So what does the implicit mind automatically mmmo&m”nn with
women and men? The various tests that social psychologists use

implici iati i at if
to assess implicit associations work from the assumption th .

you present your participant with a particular stimulus, then this

will rapidly, automatically, and unintentionally activate strongly -
associated concepts, actions, goals, and so on, more than weakly

associated ones. These primed representations become more read-

ily accessible to influence perception and guide _oowmio.hw In one
of the most widely used tests, the computer-based T.uwron Asso-
ciation Test or IAT (developed by social psychologists ?5.903\
Greenwald, Mahzarin Banaji, and Brian Nosek), participants

WE THINK, THEREFORE YOU ARE 5

must pair categories of words or pictures.” For example, first they

“might have to pair female names with communal words (like corn-
- nected and supportive), and male names with agentic words (like
ndrvidualistic and competitive). Participants usually find this easier
~than the opposite pairing (female names with agentic words, and
“ male names with communal words}. The small but significant dif-
ference in reaction time this creates is taken as a measure of the
-stronger automatic and unintended associations between women
-and communality, and men and agency.®
You probably have similar associations, regardless of whether
you consciously endorse them. The reason for this is that the learn-

ing of these associations is also a process that takes place with-
“out the need for awareness, intention, and control. The principle
‘behind learning in associative memory is simple: as its name sug-
gests
- woman behind almost every vacuum cleaner being pushed around

, what is picked up are associations in the environment. Place a

..u.nm%nﬁ and, by Jove, associative memory will pick up the pattern,
This certainly has its benefits—it’s an effortless and efficient way
o learn about the world around you—but it also has its draw-
‘backs. Unlike explicitly held knowledge, where you can be reflec-
tive and picky about what you believe, associative MEMmory seems

be fairly indiscriminate in what it takes on board. Most likely,
...mwowm up and responds to cultural patterns in society, media, and
advertising, which may well be reinforcing implicit associations
-you don't consciously endorse. What this means is that if you are
‘a liberal, politically correct sort of person, then chances are you
won't very much like your implicit mind’s attitudes. Between it
and your conscious, reflective self there will be many points of dis-
agreement. Researchers have shown that our implicit representa-
; ons of social groups are often remarkably reactionary, even when
ur consciously reported beliefs are modern and progressive.** As
or gender, the automatic associations of the categories male and
emale are not a few flimsy strands linked to penis and vagina.
Measures of implicit associations reveal that men, more than

men, are implicitly associated with science, math, career, hier-
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archy, and high authority. 1n contrast, women, .Boﬁ than men, are
implicitly associated with the liberal arts, family and domesticity,
egalitarianism, and low authority."* . o
The results of a series of experiments by Nilanjana U,W.,ml
gupta and Shaki Asgari at the University .om H.Smmmmnwcmnﬂm give
us an indication of how the media, and life itself, can m?.o rise
to these associations, quite independently of our consciously
endorsed beliefs, These researchers looked at the effects of
counterstereotypic information. In the first study, they gave one
. group of women a series of short biographies of famous women
leaders to read (like Meg Whitman, then CEO of e-Bay, and
Ruth Bader Ginsburg, US Supreme Court Justice). Afterward,
these women found it easier to pair female names with leader-
ship words on the IAT, compared with nonﬂo.wm who had not
just read about women leaders. However, reading about mﬁmw
exceptional women had not an ounce om. effect on the women’s
explicit beliefs about women’s leadership qualities. Dasgupta
and Asgari then went on to look at the effects of the real 4.&0&&
on the implicit mind. They recruited women umuoB two liberal
arts colleges in the United States, one a women's noﬂnmm mm& the
other coed. The researchers measured the women's implicit and
conscious attitudes toward women and leadership during the first
few months of freshman year and then again a year later. The
type of college experience—coed or single molewwmm no .am.nn.n
on the students’ self-reported beliefs about women’s capacity pﬁ.ﬁ
leadership. However, it did have an effect on their implicit atti-
tudes. At the beginning of freshman year, both groups of women
were slow to pair female and leadership words on the IAT. But do.%
sophomore year, the women at the mwzmwn-mﬁﬁ. college wm&. lost m.ﬁm
implicit disinclination to assoclate women scﬁr. _.nwmnnmr%“ while
coed students had become even slower at pairing such 49.%.
This divergence appeared to be due to students in women's col-
leges tending to have more exposure to female mmn.&&o and coed
students—particularly those who took math m:m.mnﬁ:n.o.&mmmnmll
having less experience with women in leadership positions. The
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patterns of their environment, in other words, altered the gender
stereotypes represented in the implicit mind.3

When gender is salient in the environment, or we categorize
someone as male or female, gender stereotypes are automatically
primed. For several years, social psychologists have been investi-
gating how this activation of stereotypes affects our perception of
others. But more recently, soctal psychologists have also become
interested in the possibility that sometimes we might also perceive
our own selves through the lens of an activated stereotype. For, as
it turns out, the self-concept is surprisingly malleable.

Perhaps, on waomwnmbm your psyche to a psychiatrist for analy-
sis, you would fail to see a brightening of the eye, a gleam that
anticipates an hour that is more pleasure than work. But even if
your personality offers little to hold the interest of a shrink, there
is nonetheless plenty in there to fascinate the social psychologist.
This is because your self has multiple strings to its bow, it’s a rich,
complex web, it has a nuance for every occasion. As Walt Whie-
man neatly put it, “T am large: I contain multitudes.”* But while a
self that runs to the multitudes is certainly a fine thing to own, you
can immediately see that it is not ideal to have the entire multitude
in charge at the same time. What works better is if, at any one
time, just a few self-concept items are plucked out from the giant
Wardrobe of Self.

Some psychologists refer to whatever selfis in current use—the
particular self-concept chosen from the multitudes—as the active
self'® As the name implies, this is no passive, sloblike entity that
idles unchanging day after day, week after week. Rather, the active
self is a dynamic chameleon, changing from moment to moment
in response to its social environment. Of course, the mind can only
make use of what is available—and for each of us certain portions
of the self-concept come more easily to hand than do others. But in
all of us, a rather large portion of the Wardrobe of Self is taken up
with the stereotypical costumes of the many social identities each
person has (New Yorker, father, Hispanic American, vet, squash
player, man). Who you aze at a particular moment—which part of
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your self-concept is active—turns out to be very sensitive to con-
text, While sometimes your active self will be personal and idio-
syncratic, at other times the context will bring one of your social
identities hurtling toward the active self for use. With a particular
social identity in place, it would not be surprising if self-perception
became more stereotypic as a result. In line with this idea, priming
gender seems to have exactly this effect.”’

In one study, for example, a group of French high school stu-
dents was asked to rate the truth of stereotypes about gender differ-
ence in talent in math and the arts before rating their own abilities
in these domains. So, for these students, gender stercotypes were
very salient as they rated their own ability. Next, they were asked
to report their scores in math and the arts on a very important
national standardized test taken about two years carlier. Unlike
students in a control condition, those in the stereotype-salient
group altered the memory of their own objective achievements to
fit the well-known stereotype. The girls remembered doing better
than they really had in the arts, while the boys inflated their marks
in math. They gave themselves, on average, almost an extra 3 per-
cent on their real score while the girls subtracted the same amount
from their actual math score. This might not seem like a large
effect, but it’s not impossible to imagine two young people con-
sidering different occupational paths when, with gender in mind,
a boy sees himself as an A student while an equally successful girl
thinks she’s only a B.*#

If this method of priming gender doesnt seem very subtle,
it's because it isn’t. Of course that’s not to say that it might not
provide a useful proxy for the real world. Gender stereotypes are
biquitous, sometimes even in settings where they shouldnt be.
When the Scottish Qualifications Authority recently announced a
drive to increase the dismally low numbers of high school gitls in
subjects like physics, woodworking, and computing, some teachers
freely expressed doubt that it was worth the effort. “I think it is
much better to realise that there are differences between boys and
girls, and ways in which they learn,” said a headmaster at a well-
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known Edinburgh private school. “Overall, boys choose subjects
to suit their learning style, which is more logic based.”” He was
gracious enough to leave his audience to make the inference that
girls’ preferred learning style is an tllogical one, rather than mak-
ing the point explicitly. But importantly, gender identity can also
be primed without the help of openly expressed stereotypes. Have

you, for example, ever filled in a question on a form that looks
something like this?

O Male
O Female

Even an innocently neutral question of this kind can prime gender,
annﬁnr.oam asked American university students to rate their math-
ematical and verbal abilities, but beforehand, some students were
asked to note down their gender in a short demographics section,
and others to mark their ethnicity.? The simple process of tick-
ing a box had surprising effects. European American women, for
example, felt more confident about their verbal skills when gender
was salient (consistent with the prevailing belief that females have
the edge when it comes to language skills) and rared their math
ability lower, compared with when they identified themselves as
European American. In contrast, European American men rated
their math ability higher when they were thinking of themselves as
men (rather than as European Americans), but their verbal ability
better when their ethnicity had been made salient.

Even stimuli that are so subtle as to be imperceptible can
bring about a change in self-perception. Psychologists Jenni-
fer Steele and Nalini Ambady gave female students a vigilance
task, in which they had to indicate with a key press, as quickly as
possible, on which side of the computer screen a series of flashes
appeared.”! These flashes, were, in fact, subliminal primes: words
replaced so quickly by a string of Xs that the word itself couldn’t
be identified. For one group, the words primed “female” (aunt, doll,
earring, flower, girl, and so on). The other group saw words like
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uncle, hammer, suit, cigar, and boy. Then, the volunteers were .mm.w.nm
to rate how much pleasure they found in both feminine moﬂﬁﬂ.ﬁm
(like writing an essay or taking a literature exam) and masculine
tasks (like solving an equation, taking a calculus exam, or comput-
ing compound interest). The male-primed group of women wmﬁmm
both types of activity as equally enjoyable. But mﬁm .WB»K%EB&
group reported a preference for arts-related activities over B.»ﬁww
based ones. The prime “changed women’s lens of self-perception,

the authors suggest.

We are not just influenced by the imperceptible, but also the
intangible. The Australian writer Helen Garner noted that one
can either “think of people as discrete bubbles floating past m.mnr
other and sometimes colliding, or . . . see them overlap, seep into
each other’s lives, penetrate the fabric of each other.”” Wm.moﬁ.nw
supports the latter view. The boundary of the self-concept is per-
meable to other people’s conceptions of you (or, manérmﬁ.Eopd
accurately, your perception of their perception of you). >ma€.&.§5
James put it, “a man has as many social selves as there are 5&5&“

_ als who recognize him and carry an image of him in their EE.&.
By way of scientific support for James’s idea, Princeton Univer-
sity psychologist Stacey Sinclair and her colleagues have .m_uoéb
in a string of experiments that people socially “tune” their self-
evaluations to blend with the opinion of the self held by others.
‘With a particular person in mind, or in anticipation of wbw.o_.mnmﬁm
with them, self-conception adjusts to create a shared reality. This
means that when their perception of you is stereotypical, your own
mind follows suit. For example, Sinclair manipulated one group
of women into thinking that they were about to spend some Q.Bn
with a charmingly sexist man. (Not a woman-hater, but the kind
of man who thinks that women deserve to be cherished and pro-
tected by men, while being rather less enthusiastic about m.EB
being too confident and assertive.) Obligingly, the women mmeE\
tuned their view of themselves to better match these traditional
opinions. They regarded themselves as more stereotypically mma.nw-
nine, compared with another group of women who were expecting
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wnstead to interact with a man with a more modern view of their
sex.” Interestingly, this social tuning only seems to happen when
there is some sort of motivation for a good relationship. This sug-
gests that close or powerful others in your life may be especially
likely to act as a mirror in which you perceive your own qualities.

These shifts in the self-concept do not just bring about changes

in the eye of the self-beholder. They can also change behavior. In
her report of kindergarten children, sociologist Bronwyn Davies
describes how one little girl, Catherine, reacts when the doll she
is playing with is snatched away by a boy. After one failed attempt
to retrieve the doll, Catherine strides to the dress-up cupboard
and pulls out a man’s waistcoat. She puts it on, and “marches out.
This time she returns victorious with the dolly under her arm. She
immediately takes off the waistcoat and drops it on the floor.”?
When adults pull 2 new active self out of the wardrobe, the change
of costume is merely metaphorical. But might it nonetheless, as it
did for Catherine, help us better fulfill a particular role or goal?
Research suggests that it can.

In a recent series of experiments, Adam Galinsky at North-
western University and his colleagues showed participants a photo-
graph of someone: a cheerleader, a professor, an elderdly man, or an
African American man. Tn each case, some of the volunteers were
asked to pretend to actually 4e the person in the photograph and to
write about a typical day as that person. Control participants were
told to write about a typical day in the person’s life from a more
dispassionate, third-person (he/she . . .) point of view. (This meant
the researchers could see the effects of perspective-taking over and
above any effects of priming a stereotype.) The researchers dis-
covered that perspective-taking gave rise to “self-other merging.”
Asked to rate their own traits after the exercise, those who had
imagined themselves as a cheerleader rated themselves as more
attractive, porgeous, and sexy, compared with controls. Those who
imagined themselves as professors felt smarter, those who walked
in the shoes of the elderly felt weaker and more dependent, and
those who had temporarily lived life as an African American man
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rated themselves as more aggressive and athletic. Self-perception
absorbed the stereotypical qualities of another social group.?”

The researchers then went on to show that these changes in
the self-concept had an effect on behavior. Galinsky and his col-
leagues found that pretending to be a professor improved analytic
skills compared with controls, while a self-merging with cheer-
leader traits impaired them. Those who had imagined them-
selves as an African American man behaved more competitively
in a game than those who had briefly imagined themselves to
be elderly. The simple, brief experience of imagining oneself as
another transformed both self-perception and, through this trans-
formation, behavior. The maxim “fake it till you make it” gains
empirical support.

No less remarkable effects on behavior were seen by Stacey
Sinclair and her colleagues. You'll recall that women who thought
they were about to meet a man with traditional views of women
perceived themselves as more feminine than women who expected
to meet a man with more modern opinions. In one experiment,
Sinclair arranged for her participants to actually interact with this
man. (Of course, he was really a stooge, but didn't know what
each woman thought he thought about women.) Women who
thought he was a benevolent sexist didn’t just think themselves
more feminine, they also behaved in a more stereotypically femi-
nine way.?® (As a psychologist who has worked for several years in
phifosophy departments, perhaps thisis a good moment to suggest
to any colleagues who have found tearoom conversations with me
intellectually unsatisfying that they have only their low opinion of
psychologists to blame.)

It’s not hard to see just how useful and adaptable a dynamic
sense of self can be.?? As the pivot through which the social con-
text—which includes the minds of others~—alters self-perception,
a changing social self can help to ensure that we are wearing the
right psychological hat for every situation. As we've begun to see,
this change in the sclf-concept can then have effects for behavior, a
phenomenon we'll look at more closely in the chapters that follow.
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With the right social identity for the occasion or the companion
this malleability and sensitivity to the social world helps us to mm
ourselves into, as well as better perform, our current social role.
No doubt the female self and the male self can be as useful as
any other social identity in the right circumstances. But flexible,
context-sensitive, and useful is not the same as “hardwired.” And
when we take a closer look at the gender gap in empathizing s:m
m.wﬁw that what is being chalked up to hardwiring on closer wbmmnnu
tion starts to look more like the sensitive tuning of the self to the
expectations lurking in the social context.
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28 (Ryan, David, & Reynolds, 2004). Gilligan's work and critiques summarized
here also.

29 'This claim also found support in (Ryan, David, & Reynolds, 2004), study 1.

30 {Ryan, David, & Reynolds, 2004), pp. 253 and 254, respectively, references

‘removed.

3. "BACKWARDS AND IN HIGH HEELS”

1 For meta-analysis, see (Voyer, Voyer, & Bryden, 1995).
2 (Moore & Johnson, 2008; Quinn & Liben, 2008). It’s worth neting that the




