rSiZARRIEl A543 M4Z(20209), pp. 41~82

re
4
rr
Ho

SAtEFole] Eiy A 48Y =it

32 QAKISO Tt AT

?:! 7| =S5 Ol ZH :DI;*** . Zo_l E—l’ Hl****

o —

= GE GAETOl0| YAH 2ot YA =S EAEIC AETolE HeldAtelA 29|
eSS HolMAM 22 Y2l 2HAoM= LIERD QICt oo, & E7ls R4S Sal FxY
|E0| ofsh AWM MOt FAUEIUS W, A7 YAEFOIE FYFM OfEA
LelzlEA| EMeit 22N HIE A GRrERolet 23 FaERols 4y Haoibe
ALHURRAE, H2H EH=0fM Elftis O2i0] Y2 SEHY 4 USS EOECL TAREH2
2, Aoy dAETols 2YH0| HSHo2 GAIEHRl YW (E SIS, 2YH Faigs
o= A0 A=HO=2 0[0f SZE 4~ USO| HRAEC H2tM 2 A= FRIWL|EO| ofgH|
Sf = g2l ERH0| o= RS Ao =IO QB HAIETO| Hoks ilH ARl AE

o

OIMM FAYFAME LRIAZ & USS EOIEL

FHO: gxiEzel, XM &4, AYH Fu, 4ER4¥

oot

* o] =2 2016 ARAY(SH ARAR AT TSR O = = AdTATe] Aede
Hhol ATLE|QI(NRF-2016 S1A3A2925033), B3t o] A= dk=e)=oltidtn wujdt&Ed
TH9 A DL ol FE AFAYTh

*+ n| e AR waly, A1 A 2K gidongkim@mail.missouri.edu).
wkx Glrolrolt|gnl AX|Yusls) Hudy wAlA A jaemook@gmail.com).
wkx Flaiololtfely FX) Q| wety vl 354 A aaabic@naver.com).



42 Tgk=ALs] 8l A543 A4 5(2020)

T

1. A&

o] AT Aapazoe] A

=i
=
Adols7t F4EIL glom, ol T A 11 Aolz Hl%%

JN

= AFH A5
< HolA FE- oA T AAPEARI AEA 45 BEoE EH L Jrkelut
<, 2016). ol W}, =EAFOIY 714 B Aele] A4 Lol Yehp= ATz
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g = ok & AALYEE BAF FFHe AL 5 s A=d W 34
AYE 7= oS AAIK(Kritzer, 1979). kA tholF=F27} ti5e] A
A Fo A B ALY E] A AH=2A | A= T FRE T AT
o= o] 2BEl(Easton, 1953)9] 182 AX|AA o] 2ol mel, A 32221
e Pk dleHolv =Bl Fol orld =3 F US Aokt
(Brookman and Skovron, 2018).
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Ut Ly AR C] oA WA oA Tl 3 3 el o] wiAAY
%% ‘H bl-/\-]kLL]. o:]/\—b\—lo] Eélé_‘},] % 7}-10]1'4-(71_9_13] 2004) E‘-‘] izo]—7] ];H

1993), Ol% E/HO DSBS
HjAlel= A= 7}Z4%E} a8a o]k WA H o 3 157139 E%’—o—ﬂr A}

A W G BUH Y BENN AP o 4 FYARAHEA

o
JE
Olr
Rl
=
.
>
toke
o
i
)
2
N
-~
OZi



44 T=ALE] Y A543 A4 E(2020)

4, 2016).

et ARPEE 7|BZ 0= T AL AXALSA 233 JAHE wES uhe
o7 AL Fatl fltk 18y SR|EAIE IR 183 ARSIA 2113 wet
AR HEE 77 EY =842 H=E 7HA7] whdolth A|2El 3] o
E(system justification theory)ol] W= (Jost and Banaji, 1994), A}8] TAYES
5ol Al e AR Azl d BEE fFAs] S s VA, 1A
£ EdZ A9 A9 e AYE odo] HAF Al E gEE TSRt
Attt ¥ stk A2, ol2l’ 723k d|lo] 712 ARAAT BT
ST Ee AoFA XY BEE AsRivks Zlolth. AR oR, 7]ES ARlTx

> ml
ol

2|

2 Q18] o]ole We TN oljel A% 0 Ho|ojg Mol YUnAE @
AUE FASIA e MBS I, Aol ASAOR Hee WA e
AT

29| A9E FElgst7|= dHJost, Banaji, and Nosek, 2004).

et AZ TR Qe T3k xPEA 012, = gapaFe] HA] Al2E Qs
ol29 +=g|& B3l A= 4 ArkSibley, Overall, and Duckitt, 2007; Kray,
Howland, Russell, and Jackman, 2017; Cassese and Holman, 2019). Z3}A}H, &
43} ofAdo] AEstHom thEr] wEe) Ao RE AR & 92 7 &
Hhell ittar B AxpEFolo] #3L 7129 A YoM 378 AYgdeldh=
shuto] Al2HlS A5 02 83t AFlele dHE vehd = ok T2v o
71M9] AapEFele Y FEZA R YEhbA] 1 7HAQl FElE veRhdth
TFAHO R, 7tH AJAPEF2](ambivalent sexism)oll= A& AJxPEF2|(hostile
sexism)2} 2482 A2PEF(benevolent sexism)7} EZETHGlick and Fiske,
1997; Ratliff, Redford, Conway, and Smith, 2019; F<=7d< kA4, 2005).
AR, Add AT = P ¢S R HEA A 9T A=k,
of/doll gk FAd o] AEARI o}

(A AHzpEFol= FAA|H = AL
st weta A4S FAY oA BET} RIEA] eg SYFo)R] X3k &
A= spetgict.

71 A3, AA ARPEFT) £S5 7, ARBIAEAIE Aol LA o R S0
Uil s A Esel G 75T % Halgtha 2ot 5, 943 oA &
AL YR wetshr] wZol A9 o]o)e & ddo Eafigtal 143tk
A5 S0, 719 ALIHANA AAY U= A ALAEG FAolghk= o] 7t
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02 PSS o AEsA K Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, and Tamkins, 2004), ¢143<]

& SAo] A AgtsiAl ¥om, RS tus AL Kook 784
of A ¥doZ F Ute Y HEH A ozt dAAde gt
(Brescoll and Uhlmann, 2005; Christopher and Wojda, 2008). T|%-], AX]Z& 9
M= Ahz JapEFo|7) o, JuldiEnt ohue}t A, A 5
ARBIZAA vl SAlStt et oA doleke o] ko oA $HE Y AR5t
3 FRE O AAske Aol d= A& Hid Hb UTH(Valentino, Wayne,
and Oceno, 2018; Cassese and Holman, 2019; Ratliff et al., 2019). ©]&{g} JEHL
FUHATAME FASHA SR19th &, Atd JxPEF7) skl s 7T
T AEH oA dRY A7 A4 T HIAEA oA el sl o FA3Ql
H=E 7 a(As]s 9, 2005), Elo]EEE 22 A o] @ WIketH(F
B2, 2019), A ARAE H7FE wol = WIFAR] o4 A=A WA
o] FEAE MAAR] FALA L oA AEAE Tyt ¥ Aese AoE H
1F v ATk - A< PR, 2005).

gHH, A AUlE ubel o), A AApEFo = HE ZHA o EE AU
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Z(Donald Trump)oll thet MSE ¢ Fol= o= B v} JTHRatliff et al.,
2019). o]} fFARHA, Tl % FRH 2= 244 HAAPEF7L #5575 2
2 Aol sl SRR BEE HolAKAsS 9, 2005), A4 BAAE=AE
AEshs FFoE Uehp]s SRR F 9, 2005), &= BE o 2E bo]

- 5o Ajolqroll e Atha] AxpEFolo) A9 A2 F1%
AoZ RIFV|E T FH-1kx]4, 2019; Glick, Sakalli-Ugurlu, Ferreira, and
Souza, 2002).)
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oo M2 B Al tid ARl AL ARRlTAdE Aol she] ot
oz wolgox gtk I2lal 233 wgddL AT o] AR A
o] A HE 5Eolxl AR ME AApEFel = oS doRjlet, o=
Ao dapdFoler 242 a7l FEer FEHN ok W
2hA JQle] ARt AapaFe] 42 FAH el=ek ol tejr s dFFS T
Sty 53, A vi=e] tiidelel o] Al A o dFRI}t & };}744
o = Aolsrt B4 Aol AarEFele] dFH S Hw Fed

A& Zoltk oHd =& HIEeE, ¥ AFoME tae 7 Al lf&E}

SORX|7ALt HSIX] @42 Zio|ch

T 9 o] =& HIRCE S ), 2AF xpEFo)o] FXH I
g2 A dapdFolet gy WA X o Aok o= 2484 "é APE 2] 7}
71 A W, S wHF o REE oA sl &3fstal 1%
= AR RAAHE AAZE AF] AP0 ot fASHA o4
I BE7p wteA] 93k F52Q0 EAl= vk ] wEelth of2fd o]f= s
ol SHEo] q]/‘\jz[zp,_i SN At vl= tidoll A 284 AapEFot =
S Aol gk F42 Rkgo 24 Fddo) tigh XA &
HFH(Cassese and Holman, 2019), ~12]3F Ef]z ]
A= E8lal Aol S¥Eo] oXolghe o] fTe g AAAAAA 1
£ AAeHA] gtial AHsly| S SoKRatliff et al., 2019). ofgollA A= 5ol
B AT APAA N E AGFTRY EnkE TP Y GRS 1 AAA
Aol A gk RO Aapd WIo = I3 Arjo|lwrt F244d A&s 7Pgdth weh
Al o]F Bl Fh=e] wiFolA Arjolsrt H4E w, 242 HxPEFE 7Rl
ArEe] AR BTt ofEA vehbeA] AuEVR ok weks 242 At
ool #3F vho] F 7RSS AR

.

1) ol o], EHA 0T s gl A F o8 Rt AA HapEFolE AYA dapEs
QR 445 WA O s2 AR H|IY|E $tk(Barreto and Ellemers, 2005).
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Jf&2-1. MAHZAH QI oy H|stEioz =20| B= 27t AS o, 25H
ATt =25 11 F20f| tiE XX|= Zoix|= g o 20 oigh X|X|

o
£ SOHX|7{L} BistX| g2 Z0[ch

Jt&2-20 MAZATCIA 0{Y HlslUieZ =2l0| F&= 2Tt JUS w, 2N
NAEFOIVL =28 O F=o| thst X[X[= =0IX|= HHH At =0 chst X[X|
= RORX[HLt HSIX| 942 Zo|Ct.

2. daEFoo| 24 2t

ghE, A 9 243 PR AWEE H AabEFeE Aicle] 7t
2 A4 Z Aol ik B EA el A3 predisposition)S 2P| &) o

AR A 22 Q1Y -3 718 (personality traits)¥HE2 oFU AT, 1
UatEe] REAS 7L ok wheba] ShA AAIE vhef o], EA%F AApdF
o] Ak AAA A5 9 HEE2A =dd 4 ok =3, AAPEFo)r) Jikle] A
deFol7] Wizl AAHAANA Uebd & e HAdnlst Ed oA 2 AH
o olof gk AgF oA S FId 4 Stk
AL AX| oA RIS ThFoizl FA7) oo, HE S0 AHX|Eol|A
of Uit =9+ FUeFe R Eoju}al Iti(Valentino, Brader, Groenendyk,
Gregorowicz, and Hutchings, 2011; Villalobos and Sirin, 2017; Ellitthorpe, Huang,
and Oliver, 2019; ©]743, 2013; 294, 2014; W3-8-40), 2016). 24T FAH
B 2 el 3 AAl thE =9 FE F 7HA] o] & AR ARl AAA
50] E(affective intelligence theory)©]th. ©] o|&2 Ao R FHE= HAZH Ht
3ol AXA Fge vIRg oF-alld i SHAHoE YR 4 glow, 18
A HAE 343 32 B AL Q1Y dsds I vE ¢ dvka 2
3t Marcus and MacKuen, 1993; Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen, 2000). ©]=
7l ool Aol o], QIZte] Q1A HAH KT BeA W& TS 4

el o I, 39, 718 5 s 1HE ] Hde AAHNE A~

oA @57 X(behavioral approach)?] El=AES ZFZ1A]7
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rlo

A BAHL BHAFTH(reward-seeking) 2] FO2, FAHH 1A
(danger-averting)2] WO 2A FEE F vkl AHITHGray, 1990).

Ty o] gyl Ag ® o2 o]2% AU AR 7o E(cognitive ap-
praisal theory)2 HA HAAFol&7} 2] TS Fdshks I Wt Oigh o3|
£ U Ax3th weEbs o] o]& = Ror FEEE AAE0] st
Aol A dEH o T FESHTIL HA 22 Qo] iR1e] 7 of
A S o2 Hkgalr| Bt 7ol 2 RS s/ 2
THFrijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991). Bl&
g, ot FEF 59 FAA AAHS 2E A4S THRAY
IE 7 A et Aotk 23]#, Ehy
ZH¥ 8 (attribution)Z} Zlo] A& FAl(control)
Hrtol| wpet 2] A= slolth FAFOE, Eire s U &
gatar 2pilo] 11 R1E SAIE ¢ s o WAEke v, e §2 A48 1
fQlo] B Hnt oplz} olof] tigk FAI7F £7Fse wl UERdTHElsworth
and Smith, 1985; Tiedens and Linton, 2001; Valentino et al., 2011). L 23}, ¥
= A@FT(risk-seeking)d] WEOE, TR 2 AHL AP T(risk avoid-
ance)?] FFO 2 YeP 4 UThLemer and Keltner, 2000). wehr A7-e] o}
ARt A= S8A Aol dAR AXF e} SR FABAE LA,
FAA A FolMe Erv AAFA e} Bt 382 RS 7= v

2 ITHLazarus, 1991;
Valentino et al., 2011; ©]73, 2013). o9} FARBH, Eixi= 2] @Al o
< AR A8

Eol= Al AA AR & 2Fs}AZItHHuddy, Feldman, and Cassese, 2007).

o] gk o] 83 =olE vigoE B dAFolA #S 7HAE ARPETY e}
22 B=g AR, |A, Ad RPEFA7L 5575 oo o] A9
2 94S st A4 uf) B 7S 7R oJAdd gk HuldS
O 7438 4 QtiJakupcak, Tull, and Roemer, 2005; Dahl, Vescio, and
Weaver, 2015; Cassese and Holman, 2019). ¥HH, &9 &340 AxH WA
o] $-gAjo] FzE Zgolls, A AApEF7 22355 B AR 0]
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AA 7] gzl AL FASAY AZAl e Tishs B E= 3ol thel
A FAA e 22 g Sk 2 A, AAZRERIA o dn]st o s <l
Aol #22 w), 15 Aelolld 32 A &, T 2 249 4
< U o o ok 2y gE e T3 Bl ojdds O o
A Aol AR e-dairhs A Qo] 297 wEel vhd FgF]l vt
SHhE HolA ¢bs % Ytk 53], B A7t AAT AFlMAE, AAZH
ol o4 mishido s Arjolsrt F4E w, 242 YAEFt wopdsE
ARz eg 2/71s sPIAT B A7 Yo A e o Utk iy

EAV s W Ukl 2541 544 74e)7]
wjolt. wWebd el ¥ e AN

JHSM1: MIIZTIIA 014 BISILUS St B2t US W, 2HH HREFY
7t 2242 RYUNl Bt ML SO M, YUYl SW(SHE)S

Z=1 0 Toom
o

OFX| AL} Bi5HX| 2& Zi0|Ch

-

a2, MHRIM 0fA blsjole
£242 2350l RHUH HH2 Lol HE, HIel

7t
SOX|7Lt Bi5HX| gb2 Zi0|Ct S BFH(SHE) AAl LOFX[HLE HSHA| F2 20|

C}

7 FEAE] 7 PP AAEFE 3N BE DL B NS0 of
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DA HRAH=AE BAE] flaliA, B d7e AgEEE T8 4
NG 2ARs 2REARE B3l 2020 7€ 14LHE 2020 7€ 219744
2Rl e 2 ZPHUTh AR th-S A= 7 194 o] Al fdAE =3
Go g SRR AL BAE ad dellAd dE, A
E]Z-3}3E 7 (quota-stratified sampling)S 3l E5F 50799 HE-S HAITE g

1 ZAF FAAE A= Folo w2 ZRIEV) A FE = waloZ <l

oft
N
ies
o
fd
S,
okt
)
4

ek olebd] Be Fle) £eel EASH PRI, B AT BE oA thEd
& 83 gushd 2 Sevt 2A9T 53, L0l AR 544 I, A9
% DY, 1ASA, T8l SR ATV} S JESE Dol ek 5
SIct.

olgfl9] <Table 1> & A7te] Etio] H& ELPJ AT EAL B
ok AAE, | o] 7P F BAEE HAae
FALE] ZA(KGSS) 2] 2018 FEI} Hlwa|RH ) B o] TR A, Hd

B

o[ o[ |1
¥

40
Aol A tEAF Y] A= E]r/\ ‘ZFBZ}Q T s 7/4\0]13} ﬁi}f%i, B AT FE
o=

A8 Bty T ATl 29l Sl hE ARt FAIE

QA8 B4 AN FAHole T ek

2) A HSRIE YoM AR AFH KGSS 5 7F Al Az 2018 AHRo|th EE,
KGSS YA tlgAe] EAZRE 443 AF22 A2 ofUth wehA o7ides bx] B A7
9] FE9| tjEAo] A= AEJAE 7Hesh] A shte] A= &8st B A B89
KGSS(2018)] F&o] th3l HlwE= <Appendix 1> AAFIT)

3) B3 AT TR HLEANA G g4 7t Zolrt dAEHS e, ol B At A
A TR} FAHE FEoA FU3HA ERIFTE olol] ek BAIHEA L A¥= <Appendix
2>0f A g,
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{Table 1> Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N, %)

Total Treatment Control
sample group group
Gender Male 255(50.30%) 119(46.67%) 136(53.97%)
Female 252(49.70%) 136(53.33%) 116(46.03%)
20s 92(18.15%) 47(18.43%) 45(17.86%)
30s 110(21.70%) 54(21.18%) 56(22.22%)
Age group 40s 114(22.49%) 55(21.57%) 59(23.41%)
50s 106(20.91%) 58(22.75%) 48(19.05%)
60s= 85(16.77%) 41(16.08%) 44(17.46%)
Low 59(11.64%) 29(11.37%) 30(11.90%)
Income®) Middle 252(49.70%) 131(51.37%) 121(48.02%)
High 196(38.66%) 95(37.25%) 101(40.08%)
High school= 119(23.47%) 62(24.31%) 57(22.62%)
Education College 340(67.06%) 167(65.49%) 173(68.65%)
Graduate < 48(9.47%) 26(10.20%) 22(8.73%)
Seoul 117(23.08%) 64(25.10%) 53(21.03%)
Gyeonggi-Incheon 166(32.74%) 80(31.37%) 86(34.13%)
PK 73(14.40%) 40(15.69%) 33(13.10%)
Region TK 50(9.86%) 28(10.98%) 22(8.73%)
Honam 42(8.28%) 18(7.06%) 24(9.52%)
Chungcheong-Sejong 42(8.28%) 17(6.67%) 25(9.92%)
Gangwon-Jeju-Others 17(3.35%) 8(3.14%) 9(3.57%)
Total 507(100.0%) 255(100.0%) 252(100.0%)
2. &9 &3t

Ao Fa BAe AAWRINA 54 Frel JapRz B0 wet Aol

7k B9 W, 050 7 he AahETele) gl 3AH 2 1
=
=

09 R 95 MBS S AN, 2 15 Felol FoIHA
g 25 Byl BgoRM 2AE ARSIk Jg BA, 48, A4, AFAY

=2
a)
g0
N
r

X
o
r o
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BE L BHS ANOZ FolABe Arja 47

ojojA, FHoixEelAl FAE F 7 AR tE TP AR7IAE AlEdTh

&S0 AXA Ao tidk AYPATE mel@H &M, 2018), A7) 200*1” bl
RE=) % 2007+ ©)3~5007H HIRHE Sk, TI2]AL 5005k o) e 1S5S0 BRI
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(
g

WA 71 ks 7ol At FHR AR Fo $EI} o dnjst e =
d 7IAEA, o2 T8l AAAHRINA AFolrt FAE =S AAYTHA

N O

fOome

). 53], 714 A9 VA AA|EoR AT olfE Ak 7AE 7R
2Rl E(negative valence)S TAI3H7] Ydolth &, F 7|AK] HHHEQ] E9]
AR5 o]F ol nlE FFHE FASA k) TS BA aU)E U=,
ARZE ZE 717620208 7€)0] 210 F41(20201 4€) o] Ll AUA] gk
Aol 7] Wil 21t F49 43S 7Pt o =N HE sPde] dadAgl=
FoAxpEolA Hoighe] dAS AlFstaat Aty wEkA] oo <Figure 1>¢] Al
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<Figure 3> Gender and Sexism

Mean of hostile sexism
Mean of benevolent sexism
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<Figure 4> Gender, Age, and Sexism

Hostile sexism by age (Male) Hostile sexism by age (Female)
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<Figure 6> Sexism and Candidate Evaluation: Conditional Effect of Gender
(Treatment Group)
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Note: The figure is from interaction models in <Appendix 5>. Y-axis is the predicted value of
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<Figure 7> Sexism and Emotion
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<Figure 8> Sexism and Emotion: Conditional Effect of Gender (Treatment Group)
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each dependent variable across different levels of hostile and benevolent sexism. Shaded
areas mark 95% confidence intervals.
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Political and Emotional Effects of Ambivalent Sexism:
A Survey Experiment in South Korea

Gidong Kim
University of Missouri
Jae Mook Lee
Hankuk University of Foreign Studies
Da Bin Jung
Hankuk University of Foreign Studies

This study examines political and psychological effects of ambivalent sexism. The
effects of sexism, which is different from biological sex and sociological gender, are
witnessed in political areas beyond psychological and sociological areas. By conducting an
experimental survey, we analyze how ambivalent sexism affects Korean voters' political
attitudes when gender issues are salient in election campaigns. Our findings present that
hostile and benevolent sexism have similar political effects even though they show different
emotional reactions. Specifically, while hostile sexism reacts to sexist political elites in a
direct and active way, benevolent sexism in an indirect and passive way. Hence, we
suggest that gender-discriminational remarks of political elites can activate voters' latent
sexism during election campaigns, which in turn influence their political attitudes.

Key words: ambivalent sexism, political effects, emotional effects, survey experiment
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<Appendix 1> Comparison of Samples: the Experiment and KGSS (2018) (N, %)

Variable Present experiment KGSS (2018)
Male 255(50.30%) 468(45.39%)
Gender
Female 252(49.70%) 563(54.61%)
20s 92(18.15%) 172(16.70%)
30s 110(21.70%) 140(13.59%)
Age group 40s 114(22.49%) 176(17.09%)
50s 106(20.91%) 183(17.77%)
60s < 85(16.77%) 359(34.85%)
Low 59(11.64%) 224(25.03%)
Income Middle 252(49.70%) 360(40.22%)
High 196(38.66%) 311(34.75%)
High school = 119(23.47%) 545(52.92%)
Education College 340(67.06%) 414(40.19%)
Graduate < 48(9.47%) 71(6.89%)
Seoul 117(23.08%) 194(18.82%)
Gyeonggi-Incheon 166(32.74%) 204(19.79%)
PK 73(14.40%) o
Region TK 50(9.86%) 308(29.87%)
Honam 42(8.28%) 135(13.09%)
Chungcheong-Sejong 42(8.28%) 128(12.42%)
Gangwon-Jeju-Others 17(3.35%) 62(6.01%)
Total 507(100.0%) 1031(100.0%)
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<Appendix 2> Mean Comparison (Total Sample)

. Party A Party B
Variable (N) V((;)t: rt;hil;e canrgdate canlgdate
thermometer thermometer

Gender Male (255) 0.42 43.02 47.62
Female (252) 0.31 35.79 49.36

F 6.62* 9.41%* 0.58

20s (92) 0.38 40.01 47.94

30s (110) 0.30 37.48 47.96

Age group 40s (114) 0.37 38.53 45.95
50s (106) 0.37 42.22 50.16

60s = (85) 0.43 39.04 51.07

F 0.84 0.48 0.62

Low (59) 0.38 41.74 48.93

Income Middle (242) 0.34 40.29 47.92
High (196) 0.40 37.62 49.08

F 0.83 0.80 0.12

High school = (119) 0.36 4221 51.59

Education College (340) 0.36 39.10 47.86
Graduate< (48) 0.43 34.85 45.18

F 0.48 1.38 1.35

Seoul (117) 0.37 39.42 52.11

Gyeonggi-Incheon

4 %& 5 0.38 38.46 45.75

PK (73) 0.27 40.35 48.68
. TK (52) 0.32 38.82 53.70

Region
Honam (42) 0.42 38.90 48.59
Chungeheong:Sejong 0.45 46.16 43.69
(42)
Gangwon-Jeju-Others 0.47 3141 45.64
an
F 1.02 0.75 1.31

Note: Results are not different from analyses on the control group.

% p<0.01, * p<0.05.
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<{Appendix 3> Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Vote choice (Party A) 507 0.372 0.484 0 1
Party A candidate thermometer 507 39.431 26.734 0 100
Party B candidate thermometer 507 48.489 25.839 0 100
Anger 507 4.064 0.810 1 5
Fear 507 3.468 0.956 1 5
Enthusiasm 507 2.043 0.965 1 5
Hostile sexism 507 2.690 0.919 1 5
Benevolent sexism 507 2917 0.862 1 5
Female 507 0.497 0.500 0 1
Age group 507 3.964 1.350 2 6
Education 507 1.859 0.557 1 3
Income 507 6.169 2.577 1 12
Seoul-Gyeonggi-Incheon 507 0.558 0.497 0 1
Region Yeongnam 507 0.242 0.429 0 1
Honam 507 0.082 0.275 0 1
Others 507 0.116 0.320 0 1
Treatment 507 0.502 0.500 0 1
<Appendix 4> Sexism and Political Attitudes
Vote choice Party A candidate Party B candidate
(Party A) thermometer thermometer
Treatment  Control  Treatment  Control  Treatment  Control
Hostile 0.352 0.083 5.108** 1.618 1.107 0.026
Sexism (0.294) (0.176) (1.958) (1.970) (2.125) (1.823)
Benevolent 0.092 0.171 4.452% 5.690** 3.833 4.793*
Sexism (0.296) (0.179) (1.967) (2.020) (2.134) (1.869)
Female 0.140 -0.342 -0.684 -6.426 -2.246 5.310
(0.502) (0.304) (3.437) (3.482) (3.730) (3.221)
Age group -0.035 0.132 -1.878 0.878 0.860 -0.737
(0.180) (0.104) (1.227) (1.186) (1.332) (1.098)
Education -0.040 0.251 -1.957 -6.585% -5.708 -3.010
(0.436) (0.268) (2.932) (3.047) (3.182) (2.819)
Income -0.078 0.049 0.353 -0.426 1.671% -0.150
(0.100) (0.059) (0.640) (0.670) (0.694) (0.620)
Constant -3.027 -1.050 14.026 40.295%*  35.433**  37.861**
(1.573) (0.914) (10.459)  (10.413)  (11.349) (9.634)
Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 255 252 255 252 255 252
Log likelihood  -68.1283  -152.082
Adj. R? 0.0564 0.0654 0.0215 0.0259

Note: Coefficients from logistic regressions (vote choice) and OLS regressions (candidate
thermometer) are presented. Standard errors are in parentheses.
** p<0.01, * p<0.05.
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<{Appendix 5> Sexism and Political Attitudes: Conditional Effect of Gender

Vote choice

Party A candidate

Party B candidate

(Party A) thermometer thermometer

Treatment  Control Treatment  Control Treatment  Control

Hostile 0.411 0.027 3.236 1.369 1.126 -0.970
sexism (0.447) (0.247) (3.197) (2.660) (3.474) (2.445)
Benevolent -0.393 -0.008 1.540 5.891* 1.174 7.627%*
sexism (0.434) (0.264) (3.108) (2.875) (3.376) (2.643)
Female -1.861 -1.364 -20.074 -6.581 -13.413 14.220
(2.413) (1.249) (15.864) (13.956) (17.235) (12.829)

Hostile -0.304 0.031 2.232 0.718 -0.840 4.061
x Female (0.590) (0.377) (4.099) (4.247) (4.453) (3.904)
Benevolent 0.932 0.313 4.356 -0.590 4.465 -6.593
x Female (0.585) (0.372) (3.930) (4.179) (4.270) (3.841)
Age group -0.018 0.136 -1.889 0.842 0.927 -0.983
(0.182) (0.106) (1.233) (1.207) (1.340) (1.109)

Education -0.008 0.265 -1.891 -6.489* -5.523 -2.545
(0.441) (0.274) (2.942) (3.122) (3.196) (2.870)

Income -0.071 0.045 0.435 -0.428 1.732* -0.125
(0.100) (0.059) (0.643) (0.675) (0.699) (0.620)
Constant -1.977 -0.356 27.903 40.400%** 42.342% 32.178*
(2.280) (1.228) (15.649) (13.587) (17.003) (12.491)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

erg 255 252 255 252 255 252

likelihood -66.8175  -151.640

Adj, R 0.0552 0.0578 0.0179 0.0304

Note: Coefficients from logistic regressions (vote choice) and OLS regressions (candidate

thermometer) are presented. Standard errors are in parentheses.

% p<0.01, * p<0.05.
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<{Appendix 6> Sexism and Emotion

Anger Fear Enthusiasm

Treatment  Control  Treatment Control  Treatment  Control

Hostile -0.099* -0.021 0.104 0.052 0.267** 0.155%
Sexism (0.050) (0.066) (0.072) (0.075) (0.065) (0.075)
Benevolent 0.017 -0.117 0.166* 0.032 0.239** 0.284%**
Sexism (0.050) (0.068) (0.072) (0.077) (0.065) (0.077)
Female 0.339%%* -0.013 0.275% -0.145 0.072 0.169
(0.088) (0.117) (0.126) (0.132) (0.114) (0.133)
Age group 0.060 0.042 0.084 0.078 -0.178** -0.093*
(0.031) (0.039) (0.045) (0.045) (0.040) (0.045)

Education -0.071 0.058 0.001 -0.051 0.060 -0.037
(0.075) (0.102) (0.108) (0.116) (0.097) (0.116)

Income 0.078%* 0.065%* 0.030 0.050 -0.061** -0.008
(0.016) (0.022) (0.023) (0.025) (0.021) (0.025)
3.648%* 3.741%* 2.110** 2.844** 1.481%* 1.314%*

Constant

(0.268) (0.350) (0.385) (0.396) (0.347) (0.398)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 255 252 255 252 255 252
Adj. R? 0.1843 0.0776 0.0638 0.0367 0.1929 0.0796

Note: Coefficients from OLS regressions are presented. Standard errors are in parentheses.
** p<01, * p<0.05.
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<{Appendix 7> Sexism and Political Attitudes: Conditional Effect of Gender

Anger Fear Enthusiasm

Treatment  Control  Treatment Control  Treatment Control

Hostile 0.012 0.096 0.107 0.196 0.175 0.084
sexism (0.081) (0.088) (0.118) (0.100) (0.106) (0.101)
Benevolent 0.025 -0.032 0.127 0.073 0.184 0.344%**
sexism (0.079) (0.095) (0.114) (0.108) (0.103) (0.109)
Female 0.796 0.909 0.119 0.684 -0.510 0.138
(0.406) (0.465) (0.586) (0.527) (0.527) (0.531)

Hostile -0.183 -0.238 -0.017 -0.325* 0.136 0.206
x Female (0.104) (0.141) (0.151) (0.160) (0.136) (0.161)
Benevolent 0.017 -0.093 0.067 0.014 0.066 -0.173
x Female (0.100) (0.139) (0.145) (0.157) (0.130) (0.159)
Age group 0.065%* 0.050 0.085 0.091* -0.181%* -0.103*
(0.031) (0.040) (0.045) (0.045) (0.041) (0.045)

Education -0.064 0.019 0.003 -0.101 0.057 -0.010
(0.075) (0.104) (0.108) (0.117) (0.097) (0.118)

Income 0.077** 0.068%** 0.031 0.053* -0.059%** -0.008
(0.016) (0.022) (0.023) (0.025) (0.021) (0.025)
Constant 3.255%%* 3.147%* 0.203%*  2.310%* 1.934%%* 1.335%*
(0.400) (0.453) (0.578) (0.513) (0.520) (0.517)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 255 252 255 252 255 252
Adj. R? 0.1877 0.0880 0.0570 0.0470 0.1910 0.0799

Note: Coefficients from OLS regressions are presented. Standard errors are in parentheses.
** p<0.01, * p<0.05.



