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Advances in gender equality and progressive policies are often stymied by cultural sexist systems and individual-level sexist attitudes. These attitudes are pervasive but vary in type—from benevolent to hostile and implicit to explicit. Understanding the types of sexism and their foundations are important for identifying connections to specific social and political attitudes and behaviors. The current study examines the impact of various manifestations of sexism on attitudes regarding policies and public opinion issues that involve gender equality or have gendered implications. More specifically, we look at attitudes on reproductive rights, support for the #MeToo Movement, equal pay, and paid leave policies. In Study 1 we use data from a high-quality web panel (n = 1,400) to look at the relationship between hostile, benevolent, and implicit sexism, and reproductive rights attitudes, as well as support for the #MeToo Movement. In Study 2 we use data from the American National Election Study (n = 4,270) to examine the relationship between hostile and modern sexism and attitudes on abortion, equal pay, and paid family leave. Overall, these results reveal a complicated relationship between different conceptualizations of sexism and gendered attitudes, underscoring the need to consider how different forms of sexism shape broader social and political views, from both a normative perspective for societal change and a measurement approach for research precision.
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INTRODUCTION

Politics can be a masculine enterprise, both historically and presently around the world. For many decades, feminist scholars and activists have identified and criticized the gendered structures and attitudes that lead to sexist policies and exclusion of women from political spaces. After the U.S. election of Donald Trump, an election that featured the first major party woman nominee and a candidate that frequently made sexist remarks, and the advent of social movements like #MeToo, more researchers began exploring the role of sexism and gender attitudes in American politics. Sexism batteries became more commonly included in large surveys like the American National Election Study (ANES) and the Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES). Prior to 2016, these surveys had inconsistently included survey questions tapping sexist attitudes (Schaffner, 2021). The focus of much of the empirical research was the impact of sexism on vote choice. Even when controlling for partisanship, sexism is a powerful predictor of vote choice (Valentino et al., 2018), and hostile sexism, in particular, is connected to Trump support in 2016 (Ratliff et al., 2017; Cassese and Holman, 2019). We know less about the implications of different forms of sexism on public opinion and policy attitudes, particularly those that are explicitly and implicitly gendered. Moving beyond the electoral context and candidate support, we consider how different manifestations of sexism impact political attitudes and demonstrate that parsing out benevolent, hostile, modern, and implicit sexism may help us better understand why the connection between gender attitudes and issues like abortion have been mixed (Strickler and Danigelis, 2002; Jelen, 2015).

We build on an area of research that conceptualizes sexism and the opposition to gender equality as a way of justifying male dominance and maintaining existing gender relations (Jost and Kay, 2005; Cassese and Holman, 2019). All forms of sexism contribute to the maintenance of the gender status quo, but variation in these types of attitudes result in varying support for gender-related policies. The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory delineates hostile and benevolent sexism as distinct forms of prejudice (Glick and Fiske, 1996). Additionally, we explore the role of implicit sexism, prejudiced attitudes held at the nonconscious level (Jost et al., 2004). Because of the social desirability some people may exhibit in the presentation of sexist survey items, implicit tests of gender stereotypes can influence people's attitudes toward female candidates above and beyond their explicitly stated gender preferences (Mo, 2015).

The connection between sexism and gender attitudes and policy positions seems straightforward. We would expect that those who hold sexist attitudes would be less likely to support progressive policies with expressly gendered implications. In some policy areas, this direct connection appears to exist. However, in the gender-salient domain of reproductive rights, the association between sexism and gender attitudes is less clear and has only been somewhat elucidated by separating hostile from benevolent forms of sexism (Begun and Walls, 2015; Huang et al., 2016; Hodson and MacInnis, 2017; Petterson and Sutton, 2018).

Using an original survey and data from the ANES, we test whether and when hostile, benevolent, modern, and implicit sexism predict attitudes toward gendered public opinion issues and policy attitudes. We argue that all forms of sexism contribute to the subjugation of women in society. However, there are important nuances in different manifestations of sexism that have implications for public opinion and policy attitudes. Our results across the studies are considerable to unpack but the biggest takeaway is that sexism is not a uniformly negative predictor of progressive gender attitudes. We find that benevolent sexism was positively related to support for the #MeToo Movement whereas hostile sexism was a strong negative predictor. This reflects the fact that hostile sexism uncovers antipathy toward women while benevolent sexism taps the idea that women are morally superior and purer than men and should therefore be protected. We find that hostile sexism predicts less support for abortion and birth control access, as well as funding for Planned Parenthood. In our second study, we replicate these findings on abortion but find that modern sexism, not hostile, is related to less support for equal pay and paid leave policies. We also argue that sexism researchers should consider that the relationship between sexism and different political outcomes may be conditional on gender. We see in our data that for men, benevolent sexism does not always predict less progressive gendered policy attitudes, but it does for women. Although our data cannot speak to the exact mechanisms that connect different forms of sexism to policy and public opinion attitudes, we show that this connection does exist but is conditional on the type of sexism measured. Our results also underscore the need for more research aimed at understanding the antecedents and consequences of different forms of sexist attitudes.



THEORY


How We Measure Sexism

Though empirical research on sexism and political outcomes like vote choice has proliferated in recent years, particularly after the U.S. election of Donald Trump, feminist activists and theorists have long discussed the role of sexist institutions and attitudes in stymying gender equality in education, pay, healthcare, and in politics. Feminist theorists have highlighted the ways in which sexism exists in institutionally structured settings, such as when women are paid less than men for the same labor, but also sexism in interpersonal interactions and even in the private sphere of the home (Okin, 1989; Nussbaum, 1998; Swim et al., 2001). Both forms of sexism reinforce existing gendered systems of dominance and subordination. Gender inequalities are often the result of sexism, but sexism also constitutes tacit beliefs and attitudes that individuals hold. Research in the social sciences in the 1980s and 90s began to try and measure these attitudes. We constructed Table 1 to define the main types of sexism measures used in social science research.


Table 1. Measures of sexism used in social science research.
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According to Glick and Fiske (1996), sexism is an ambivalent form of prejudice in which antipathy toward women who seek to undermine male dominance coexists with the idealization of women who occupy the roles carved out for them in the patriarchal system—wives, mothers, and homemakers in need of male protection (Glick and Fiske, 2001). Glick and Fiske (1996) introduced the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory that captured the way in which negative gender attitudes can be actively hostile but also paternalistic and patronizing. This measure reflects the fact that cultural representations of women, throughout history, have not always been strictly negative (Eagly and Mladinic, 1994). Women are represented as caregivers and housewives whose role is primarily within the domestic sphere. However, women are also subject to negative stereotypes and bias, particularly when they step outside of domestic roles. The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory reflects the duality of these cultural representations and stereotypes. The first dimension, hostile sexism, defines women as a group in competition with men, vying for social dominance. Someone who holds strong hostile sexist attitudes believes that women are inferior to men and, thus, incapable, and unworthy of power. As a result, this person is hostile toward women who do not accept their assigned roles in the patriarchy and perceive calls for gender equality as a ploy to usurp men's power and assert dominance over men. In contrast, the second dimension, benevolent sexism, adopts a more positive, but ultimately patronizing and paternalistic view of women. It shares with hostile sexism the notion that women are not capable of wielding power, and because of this, they require protection by men. As separate dimensions of sexism, individuals can be low on both (non-sexists) and high on both (ambivalent sexists), but they can also be high on one dimension and low on another. Hostile sexists are those who only see women as a threat to men's power, while benevolent sexist tend to simply see women as fragile, precious, and possessing moral superiority (Glick and Fiske, 1996).

The modern sexism measure was specifically constructed to capture attitudes that deny the existence of systematic discrimination against women (Swim et al., 1995). The development of this measure coincided with discussions in popular culture and feminist discourse about backlash against modern feminism (Banet-Weiser et al., 2019). Many critics of feminist movements hold the belief that we live in a post-feminist world in which equality has already been achieved (Anderson, 2015). These beliefs resulted in a cultural backlash against many of the advances achieved by feminism in the 1970s (Faludi, 1991). Contrary to traditional sexism, which openly endorses the idea that women are inferior to men, modern sexism is a subtler form of prejudice that involves a resentment toward demands for gender inequality. Individuals who hold modern sexist attitudes often feel negatively about the shifting roles of women in society. In analyses of the comparability of different sexism measures, the items on the modern sexism scale have been found to load together with hostile sexism items, although modern sexism items tapping antagonism and resentment more closely mapped onto hostile sexism than the items tapping denial of gender discrimination (Schaffner, 2021). A less frequently used scale is the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale, also constructed by Swim et al. (1995). Modeled after the Old-Fashioned Racism scale, this scale measures blatant expressions of sexism like believing that men are smarter and more logical than women.

These varying patterns of sexist attitudes often have different attitudinal and behavioral implications. For example, hostile sexism is correlated with negative attitudes toward women in managerial positions whereas benevolent sexism is not (Masser and Abrams, 2004; Eagly and Carlie, 2007). Hostile sexists are more likely to condone violence toward women, including rape (Begany and Milburn, 2002; Masser et al., 2006), whereas benevolent sexists react negatively toward overtly crude, hostile treatment of women (Cassese and Holman, 2019). This is not surprising given that some studies have found only a weak positive correlation or no correlation between these two measures (Glick and Fiske, 2011). However, the mixture of negatively putatively positive stereotypes that make up hostile and benevolent sexism create “complementary gender stereotypes” that offer a justification for gender inequality (Jost and Kay, 2005). In addition, individuals need not be fully aware that they hold sexist stereotypes. Notions that women's roles are confined to being homemakers and mothers can be internalized and held at the nonconscious “implicit” level (Jost et al., 2004). When people formulate an attitude or a behavioral intention, their minds first draw on a network of nonconscious processes that serve as a starting point for conscious thought (Bargh and Chartrand, 1999; Lodge and Taber, 2013). Sometimes these intuitions are incorporated into people's attitudes and behavior without much consideration and guide people's political decisions outside of people's awareness (Arceneaux and Vander Wielen, 2017).



Sexism in American Politics

Much of the literature on sexism in American politics has focused on the ways in which sexist attitudes and stereotypes impact women political candidates (Sanbonmatsu, 2002; Bauer, 2015; Mo, 2015; Cassese and Holman, 2017). Though our main focus is on attitudes toward gendered policies, understanding the prevalence of sexism aimed at women in public life is helpful for investigating how else this prejudice is likely to spill over into policy preferences. Because partisanship is the strongest lever in American political behavior, there is a complicated relationship between sexism and candidate evaluation and vote choice, but ultimately research shows that when women run for office, particularly at higher levels, they face gender bias (Lawless, 2004; Paul and Smith, 2008). Vote choice chiefly comes down to incumbency and partisanship (Dolan, 2014), but gender stereotyping and sexism still play a role in electoral politics (Schneider and Bos, 2014) and often lead voters to have different standards of evaluation for men and women politicians (Barnes and Beaulieu, 2014; Barnes et al., 2020). Cassese and Barnes (2018) find that despite the blatant sexism present in the 2016 presidential race, many white women endorsed sexist beliefs, and these beliefs informed their vote choice. Both modern and traditional sexism were significant predictors of an individual's presidential vote in 2016 (Knuckey, 2019), and both hostile and benevolent sexists punish women politicians involved in sex scandals more than non-sexists (Barnes et al., 2020). Relatedly, concerns about gender discrimination predict support for a woman president (Huddy and Carey, 2009), and denials of this discrimination are associated with opposition to women politicians like Hillary Clinton (Sulfaro, 2007; Tesler and Sears, 2010; McThomas and Tesler, 2016) and the gender gap in partisanship (Simas and Bumgardner, 2017).

Indeed, women in the electorate are not immune from the influence of sexism in their politics. Personal experiences of sexism and sexual harassment can actually motivate political engagement (Bankert, 2020). Similarly, Hansen and Dolan (2020) find that women who reported being sexual harassed at work were more likely to mobilize. The broader #MeToo Movement, in which issues of sexual harassment and assault were brought to the forefront of American politics, also may have influenced increased participation among women (Dittmar, 2020). Sexism, in women's public and private lives, has also contributed to the gender gap in political interest and engagement (Carroll, 1989; Burns et al., 2001).

Importantly for our purposes, the type of sexism exposure matters. Experiencing hostile sexism can motivate engagement in collective action whereas benevolent sexism seems to decrease this interest (Becker and Wright, 2011). For those who hold sexist attitudes, hostile sexists who were exposed to sexist attacks against Hillary Clinton showed increased support for Trump and decreased support for Clinton, while benevolent sexists exposed to the same attack responded with increased support for Clinton (Cassese and Holman, 2019).



The Impact of Sexism on Policy Attitudes

Sexism not only impacts outcomes like vote choice and evaluations of political candidates, but it can impact attitudes, particularly political opinions that are gender salient. For example, modern sexism is associated with a denial of discrimination against women and a lack of support for policies designed to help women in the domains of education and the workplace (Swim et al., 1995). Hideg et al. (2016) find that benevolent sexism is associated with more support for employment equity policies supporting women, but this support did not extend into more stereotypically masculine workplace settings. Hostile sexists are less likely to support the adoption of gender quotas to increase women's representation in politics, whereas benevolent sexists are more likely to support these policies even though they do not support gender equality generally (Beauregard and Sheppard, 2021). Hostile sexism predicts victim-blaming attributions for the gender gap in income inequality (Connor and Fiske, 2019) as well as opposition to breastfeeding in public (Huang et al., 2020) and tolerance for sexual harassment (Russell and Trigg, 2004). Modern sexist attitudes are related to the belief that sexual harassment is not pervasive, the notion that the #MeToo Movement has gone too far, and opposition to workplace harassment training (Archer and Kam, 2021). Recent research even shows that sexism can impact compliance with public health measures, with higher levels of benevolent sexism actually increasing compliance (Chen and Farhart, 2020). This work is all in contrast to earlier research that failed to find definitive connections between sexism and gender-salient policy attitudes (Twenge, 1997), likely because measures of sexism now capture more subtle forms of gender-based prejudices.

Within the domain of reproductive rights, one of the most gender-salient policy areas, the connection between gender attitudes, sexism, and support for access to abortion and birth control is inconsistent (Jelen and Wilcox, 2003; Patel and Johns, 2009; Barkan, 2014). Some scholars find a positive correlation between opposition to abortion and both forms of ambivalent sexism, hostile and benevolent (Hodson and MacInnis, 2017), while others find only evidence for a correlation between abortion attitudes and benevolent sexism (Huang et al., 2016) or hostile sexism (Petterson and Sutton, 2018). These inconclusive findings may arise from the fact that most of these studies come from small convenience samples collected on college campuses, and they all focus on a relatively limited definition of reproductive rights—namely, abortion. People's attitudes about abortion tend to be relatively crystalized and heavily linked to moral absolutes (Wilcox and Norrander, 2002; Jelen and Wilcox, 2003; Mooney and Schuldt, 2008; Jelen, 2014; Ryan, 2014), whereas broader policy attitudes about women's reproductive rights, such as access to birth control, may be more malleable (Arceneaux and Kolodny, 2009).

Furthermore, gender identity and sexist attitudes may not supersede other identities like race and ethnicity. Women feel closer links to men of their race than their women peers of other groups (Junn, 1997; Gay and Tate, 1998). Compared to other groups, women's levels of group consciousness tend to be lower (Clayton and Crosby, 1992), which in part explains why they lack the political cohesion that other historically marginalized groups display (Cassese and Barnes, 2018). In U.S. politics, accounting for racial identity demonstrates that the supposed “gender gap” in women preferring Democratic to Republican candidates disappears, with white women selecting Republican presidents in an overwhelming majority of previous elections (Junn and Masuoka, 2020). White women are more likely to vote and prefer policies connected to their race and partisanship over their gender (Cassese and Barnes, 2018), and Black women also politically engage in ways more consistent with linked fate toward their racial rather than gender group (Stout and Tate, 2013). Thus, an intersectional lens is necessary to fully understand the experiences and preferences of women, particularly of Black American women (Crenshaw, 1989; Hancock, 2007; Brown, 2014). Indeed, attitudes on reproductive rights in the U.S. differ across racial/ethnic groups as well as religious affiliations (Smith, 2013; Jelen, 2014; Lizotte, 2015; Holman et al., 2020). The rich body of literature on intersectionality is necessary to understand how sexism operates in society, but there is less work on empirically connecting measures of sexism to intersectionality (see Junn and Masuoka, 2020 for discussion on how variation in socioeconomic and religious indicators matter more for the white woman vote). One of the challenges is the small sample problem—that most “representative” samples of American adults do not include enough participants from minority racial/ethnic groups to conduct meaningful analyses. Of course, this is the limitation of quantitative work that attempts to wedge intersectional theory into a model (Hancock, 2007). Nevertheless, there has been some recent research demonstrating that Black men and women are more likely to endorse benevolent sexism attitudes, as compared to white men and women (Davis et al., 2022), but we do not know how this plays out in public opinion of policy issues.

Previous literature in psychology and sociology has shed light on the relationship between sexism and a range of attitudes. Political science research, particularly since the 2016 U.S. election, has increasingly considered the role of sexism in shaping both vote choice and public opinion with a notable uptick in the number of articles in political science journals focusing on sexism (Schaffner, 2021). However, the scales used across studies often differ with some scholars using the full ASI scale (Cassese and Holman, 2019), while other studies rely on only the hostile sexism items from the ASI (Schaffner et al., 2018; Valentino et al., 2018). Furthermore, much of this literature describes the role of sexism in shaping vote choice. Our contribution is three-fold: First, we expand the dependent variables to consider how sexism may correlate with public opinion. We look at not only abortion, but also birth control, support for #Me Too, equal pay, and paid leave. Second, we do not assume that there is one pattern of sexist attitudes that can shape social and political views and instead look at how different measures of sexism predict gendered political attitudes. We utilize the measures of sexism that are most commonly used in political science: hostile, benevolent, and modern as well as an implicit measure of sexism to capture sexist attitudes that may exist outside of one's conscious awareness. Finally, we improve on previous research by leveraging two large representative samples.



Expectations

All manifestations of sexism, in some way, contribute to the maintenance of the gender status quo. However, sexism takes many different forms, and there are reasons to expect that different sexist attitudes may have differential impacts on public opinion and policy attitudes, particularly those that are expressly gendered. Hostile sexism is perhaps the least subtle form of sexism as it involves open hostility and resentment toward women and gender equality. Modern sexism, which also involves antagonistic attitudes toward women and demands for equality, is closely related to hostile sexism and sometimes characterized as comparable scales (Valentino et al., 2018; Schaffner, 2021). Therefore, we expect:

H1: Hostile and modern sexism will have a significant and negative effect on support for gendered policy attitudes.

A fundamental feature of hostile sexism is the desire to maintain men's power (Cross et al., 2019). Hostile sexists express antagonistic and aggressive views about women and gender equality, positing that women are constantly vying for the social advantages, resources, and privileges that men have (Glick et al., 2000). Research has shown that hostile sexism is associated with negative evaluations of women in managerial positions, feminists, and in other roles that are deemed “non-traditional” (Glick et al., 1997; Masser and Abrams, 2004). We expect hostile sexism to be negatively correlated with expanded reproductive rights, including increased access to birth control and abortion, because the ability for women to have more control over their reproductive lives directly contradicts hostile sexist beliefs about women's subordinate status in society and affirms the belief that women are out to compete against men and vie for social dominance. Similarly, we theorize that hostile sexism will be negatively related to policies like paid leave and equal pay because of the antagonistic views about women that undergird hostile sexism.

Modern sexism is correlated with hostile sexism, though notably the modern sexism items that tap antagonistic and resentful attitudes toward women more closely map onto hostile sexism than the items focused on the denial of gender discrimination (Schaffner, 2021). We also expect that modern sexism will be associated with lower levels of support for reproductive rights, paid leave, and equal pay. Although these issues differ, they all involve pushing back against gender discrimination in some facet and the assumption that women face unequal conditions. Modern sexists do not believe that any gender inequalities stem from systemic discrimination and therefore would be unlikely to believe women deserve “special treatment” in the form of expanded reproductive rights or government intervention into ensuring equal pay and paid leave.

On the other hand, while benevolent sexist attitudes still ultimately uphold the gender status quo and male dominance, it is possible that these attitudes create cross pressures and competing considerations as it relates to gendered policy attitudes. For example, Hideg et al. (2016) find that benevolent sexism was associated with more support for employment equity policies for women, but this support disappeared when the workplace domain was stereotypically masculine, and those with high levels of benevolent sexist attitudes are more likely to support gender quota policies to increase women's presence in politics than those with low levels of benevolent sexism (Beauregard and Sheppard, 2021). This support stemmed from the belief that women need the help and protection of gender quotas to achieve success in politics and not from a belief in gender equality. Overall, benevolent sexism is associated with support for gender-based affirmative action in the workplace, but this association is based in the belief that women need assistance to be successful (Sibley and Perry, 2010). With certain topics, the desire to “protect” women may clash with the desire to maintain male dominance and uphold traditional gender roles. Therefore, we expect:

H2: Benevolent sexism will have a significant and negative effect on support for gendered policy attitudes.

Ultimately, we still expect benevolent sexism to be negatively related to support for abortion, birth control access, Planned Parenthood funding, and the #MeToo Movement, even though cross pressures may exist. Though benevolent sexist attitudes are putatively positive in tone, these attitudes still serve to restrict women to traditional roles like caregivers and homemakers. Furthermore, a major assumption of benevolent sexists is that women are purer than men and morally superior (Glick and Fiske, 1996). This ideology also idealized women as nurturing mothers which may lead to less support for reproductive rights, as past research has shown (Huang et al., 2014).

We also explore the connection between implicit sexism and various gendered policy attitudes. Measured at the unconscious level, this type of bias occurs outside of our awareness and reflects the automatic associations we have attached to objects/words. Even those who do not report hostile or benevolent sexist attitudes can still be implicitly sexist, and when we only measure explicit attitudes, we risk missing a dimension of people's gender attitudes. We test whether this more subtle and inadvertent form of sexism can impact gendered attitudes. There is little research connecting implicit sexism to policy attitudes, but we know that implicit gender attitudes can impact support for women candidates (Mo, 2015), and other work has used implicit measures to elucidate the connection between implicit bias and attitudes toward immigration (Malhotra et al., 2012; Kroll, 2013), as well as implicit racism and support for voter ID laws (Banks and Hicks, 2016). We expect that the connection between implicit sexism and attitudes that are expressly gendered will be conditional on the strength of an issue attitude. For example, abortion is one of the few policy areas in which people have consistent attitudes, and these attitudes across the American population have been stable over time (Wilcox and Norrander, 2002; Jelen and Wilcox, 2003). It is unlikely that implicit sexism would impact relatively stable abortion attitudes that are more likely to be informed by explicit manifestations of sexism. Furthermore, abortion attitudes are closely linked to partisan identification (Killian, 2008; Levendusky, 2009). However, implicit sexism may impact attitudes on issues where opinions might be less crystallized like access to birth control.

H3: Implicit sexism will have a significant and negative effect on support for gendered policy attitudes with the exception of abortion.

In some ways, we would logically expect that women would be more likely to support gender-salient policies. Women tend to express fewer sexist attitudes than men (Cowie et al., 2019), and these policies are more likely to directly impact their lives. However, women also are capable of holding sexist and gender system-justifying attitudes. Although women tend to express fewer sexist attitudes than men, some women buy into hostile and benevolent stereotypes as a way to “…justify and maintain the status quo” (Jost and Kay, 2005, p. 498). As noted above, gender identity is less politically influential relative to identities like race and ethnicity. Furthermore, past research has found a lack of gender differences in support for public opinion issues that have a disproportionate impact on women (Sapiro, 2003; Lizotte, 2015). Given this mixed evidence, we remain agnostic about whether the effect of sexist attitudes on gender-salient public opinion issues will be conditional on gender.




MATERIALS AND METHODS


Study 1


Sample

To explore the relationship between sexism and gender salient policy attitudes, we recruited 1,400 respondents via the survey platform Prolific to take part in a “Gender Identity and Political Attitudes” survey in the Winter of 2018. Unlike publicly available survey data, our survey included multiple measures of explicit sexism, a measure of implicit sexism, as well as various measures of reproductive rights attitudes. Participants were paid $1.50 to take part in the 10-minute long study. The benefit of using Prolific is that they have algorithms in place to fairly allocate study spaces, decreasing the issue of non-naïve participants (Chandler et al., 2014). The sample was 50.1% men and 48.3% women. The mean age was 35.6, 74.4% of the sample were white, 5.4% were Black, 3.1% were Latino/a or Hispanic, 6.9% were Asian, 0.5% were Native American, 9.7% identified as multiracial and the median income was “Between $50,000 and $64,999.” Full demographic information can be found in the Appendix.



Measures

Participants first consented to the study and then responded to demographic questions, a 20-item Big Five personality battery (Donnellan et al., 2006), a Social Dominance Orientation battery (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999), as well as the Bem Sex Role Inventory. The Bem Sex Role Inventory is a commonly used measure of gender expression and gender roles. All participants completed the Gender-Career Implicit Association Test (IAT). The purpose of the IAT is to measure implicit gender attitudes in a way that is not subject to social desirability bias. In the congruent task, participants had to match up common male names with words related to work and careers and match up common female names with words related to family and home life. In the incongruent task, participants had to match male names with words related to family and home life and female names with words related to work and careers. The resulting D-Score measure is computed based on the difference in performance speeds between the two classification tasks. To compute the D-Score, we used the improved IAT algorithm specified in Greenwald et al. (2003) and the IAT package in R. Participants completed five items from both the Hostile and Benevolent sexism scales in the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick and Fiske, 1996). Alpha values indicate a high reliability for both the hostile subscale (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.92) and the benevolent subscale (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.84). All items were coded such that higher values indicated a more sexist response. A mean composite score was generated for each subscale by averaged responses across the items that ranged from 1 (not sexist) to 5 (sexist). The hostile and benevolent scales were moderately correlated with each other (r= 0.47), while the hostile and implicit sexism (D-score) (r = 0.05) and benevolent and implicit sexism (D-score) (r = 0.05) were not correlated.

To measure abortion attitudes, participates were asked “Under the following conditions, do you think pregnant women should be allowed to obtain a legal abortion…” The nine conditions ranged from “If the pregnancy was caused by rape” to “If the pregnancy was caused by a casual encounter.” The full battery of conditions can be found in the Appendix. All items were coded such that higher values indicated more support for abortion access. A mean composite score was generated by averaging response across all nine items (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.94). To tap birth control attitudes, participants were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the following statements: (1) The government should make it easier for women to obtain birth control, (2) Single women should not be able to obtain birth control (reverse-coded), and (3) Men should have no say in a woman's decision about birth control. Items were coded such that higher values indicated more support for birth control access and a mean composite score was generated by average responses across the three items (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.51). Finally, participants were asked on a five-point scale how much they agreed with the federal government cutting off funding for Planned Parenthood (explained in the survey as a non-profit organization that provided sexual health care) with higher values indicating more support for Planned Parenthood funding. They were also asked how much they approved of the #MeToo Movement with higher values indicating more support.



Controls

Several different control variables were measured to account for other factors that may influence the outcomes in which we are interested. We controlled for age, gender, income, education, religiosity, race, and ideology as we may expect younger people, women, those who have higher incomes and are more educated, as well as liberals to be more supportive of various gendered public opinion issues. We controlled for religiosity with an item measuring the frequency of religious service attendance (Lizotte, 2015). Race was coded as a dummy variable with white and non-white as the categories. All variables were recoded to range from 0 to 1 for ease of interpretation of the unstandardized coefficients.





RESULTS (STUDY 1)

To look at the relationship between sexism and gendered public opinion and policy attitudes, a total of four OLS regression models were estimated with results found in Table 2 (Hlavac, 2022). For all models, we looked at the variance inflation factor (VIF) to detect multicollinearity given that the hostile and benevolent sexism measures are moderately correlated with each other. We found no evidence of significant multicollinearity in any of the models. The key independent variables were the three sexism measures. We looked at the impact of these variables as well as a set of controls on abortion and birth control attitudes, support for Planned Parenthood funding, and approval of the #MeToo Movement. Our first hypothesis was that hostile sexism would have a significant and negative effect on support for gendered public opinion and policy attitudes. Indeed, there was a significant, negative correlation between hostile sexism and less support for abortion access, birth control access, funding for Planned Parenthood, and the #MeToo Movement. Figure 1 shows the marginal effect of hostile sexism on the dependent variables with continuous control variables set to their means and factors set to their reference categories. This is consistent with research that finds that hostile sexism predicts a variety of anti-egalitarian outcomes (Sakall, 2001; Murphy et al., 2011; Patev et al., 2019).


Table 2. Study 1 regression results.
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FIGURE 1. Effects of hostile sexism.


Hypothesis 2 predicted that benevolent sexism would be negatively related to support for gendered public opinion and policy attitudes. We find partial support for this hypothesis. Benevolent sexism is negatively related to abortion access and support for Planned Parenthood (p < 0.1), and the effects sizes are more modest than the effects of hostile sexism on these outcomes. Benevolent sexism was not significantly related to birth control attitudes, and contrary to theoretical expectations, benevolent sexism was positively correlated with support for the #MeToo Movement.

Finally, our third hypothesis predicted that implicit sexism, as measured with the implicit association test, would be negatively associated with support for gendered policy attitudes except for abortion. We only find partial support for this hypothesis as well. As expected, implicit sexism did not significantly predict abortion support. Implicit sexism was significantly related to Planned Parenthood access, with those higher in implicit sexism being less likely to support funding of Planned Parenthood. There was no significant relationship between implicit sexism and birth control attitudes or approval of the #MeToo Movement. Figure 2 shows the marginal effect of benevolent sexism on support for abortion, Planned Parenthood, and #MeToo with continuous control variables set to their means and factors set to their reference categories. Figure 3 displays the marginal effect of implicit sexism on support for Planned Parenthood. With respect to the control variables, age was negatively related to abortion attitudes and #MeToo support, being a woman was a positive and significant predictor of birth control attitudes, support for Planned Parenthood, and approval of the #MeToo Movement, and church attendance was a negative predictor of support for abortion, birth control access, and Planned Parenthood. Interestingly, church attendance was positively related to approval of the #MeToo Movement. Income was positively related to abortion attitudes and approval of #MeToo, while education was negatively related to birth control and Planned Parenthood support. Unsurprisingly, ideology was a significant negative predictor of all four dependent variables, with conservatives less likely to support abortion and birth control access, funding for Planned Parenthood, and they were less likely to approve of the #MeToo Movement.
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FIGURE 2. Effects of benevolent sexism.
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FIGURE 3. Effects of implicit sexism.


We also wanted to test whether the relationship between various measures of sexism and gendered policy attitudes are conditional on gender. We ran the same regression models described above but included interactions between gender and the three sexism scales. Full regression results can be found in Table 3. Again, the key independent variables were the three sexism measures. Regression results show that hostile sexism was significantly and negatively related to all four dependent variables. The interaction between gender and hostile sexism was positive and statistically significant for the birth control and Planned Parenthood models, indicating that the negative effect of hostile sexism is weaker for women as compared to men. The interaction between gender and benevolent sexism was negative and statistically significant when looking at abortion, birth control, and #MeToo attitudes. Figure 4 depicts how gender moderates the relationship between benevolent sexism and these attitudes. We see that for men, levels of benevolent sexism have virtually no effect on support for abortion or birth control access. However, there is a significant and negative relationship between benevolent sexism and these attitudes for women. When it comes to #MeToo support, benevolent sexism is a significant and positive predictor for both men and women, although it appears to be a slightly weaker relationship for women.


Table 3. Study 1 regression results with gender interaction.
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FIGURE 4. Effects of benevolent sexism by gender.



Study 2


Sample

While Study 1 allowed us to simultaneously estimate the effects of different measures, including implicit sexism, on attitudes toward reproductive rights, its main limitation is that it does not use a probability sample. Consequently, in Study 2, we use the nationally representative 2016 American National Election Study (n = 4,270) to replicate (partially) the findings on abortion attitudes in Study 1, and to extend our analysis to look at attitudes about equal pay and paid family leave. Reproductive rights issues may be a particular type of policy that taps into forms of sexism, but general equality of the sexes is at the heart of most sexist attitudes and debates. Thus, we are interested in better understanding what forms of sexism predict gendered workplace-related policies like equal pay and paid family leave (McBride and Parry, 2016). The ANES relies on a probability sample of eligible voters in the United States. The sample was 47.1% men and 52.9% women, and 71.7% white, 9.4% Black, 3.5% Asian, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander, 10.6% Hispanic, 0.6% Native American or Alaska Native, and 4.2% other or multi-racial. The median income was between $50,000 and $64,999. Full demographic information can be found in the Appendix.



Measures

The 2016 ANES uses several different measures to tap gender attitudes, including an abbreviated version of the hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick and Fiske, 1996). The benevolent sexism subscale was not included on the ANES. Respondents were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the following statements: (1) Many women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist; (2) Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them; (3) Women seek to gain power by getting control over men; and (4) Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she tries to put him on a tight leash. All items were coded such that higher values indicated a more sexist response (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.79). The last two items were also measured in Study 1. The Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995) was included, which consists of three items: (1) How much attention should the media pay to discrimination against women?, (2) When women demand equality these days, how often are they actually seeking special favors?, and (3) When women complain about discrimination, how often do they cause more problems than they solve? All items were coded such that higher values indicated a more sexist response (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.65). A mean composite score was generated for each subscale (hostile and modern) by averaging responses across the items. The hostile and modern scales were moderately correlated with each other (r = 0.42).

Finally, the ANES included the following question on abortion attitudes: “There has been some discussion about abortion during recent years. Which one of the opinions on this page best agrees with your view?” Response categories were, (1) By law, abortion should never be permitted; (2) By law, only in case of rape, incest, or a woman's life in danger; (3) By law, for reasons other than rape, incest, or woman's life in danger if need established; (4) By law, abortion as a matter of personal choice. Response categories were coded such that higher scores indicated more liberal abortion attitudes. We also analyzed an item asking about equal pay, which was “Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose requiring employers to pay women and men the same amount for the same work?” Our final dependent variable was an item regarding paid leave—“Do you favor/oppose, or neither favor nor oppose requiring employers to offer paid leave to parents of new children?” Response categories were coded such that higher values indicated more support.



Controls

We controlled for age, gender, race, religiosity, income, education, and ideology as we may expect younger people, women, those who have higher incomes and are more educated, as well as liberals to be more supportive of various gendered public opinion issues. All variables were recoded to range from 0 to 1 for ease of interpretation of the unstandardized coefficients.





RESULTS (STUDY 2)

To look at the relationship between sexism and gendered public opinion and policy attitudes, we estimated three OLS regression models, with results displayed in Table 4. For all models, we looked at the variance inflation factor (VIF) to detect multicollinearity given that the sexism measures are moderately correlated with each other. We found no evidence of multicollinearity in any of the models. The key independent variables were the two sexism measures. We looked at the impact of these variables, as well as a set of controls on abortion attitudes, equal pay, and paid leave. Our first hypothesis was that both hostile and modern sexism would have a significant and negative effect on support for gendered public opinion and policy attitudes. We find mixed support for this hypothesis. Consistent with our results from Study 1 and Hypothesis 1, hostile sexism was associated with less support for abortion access as well as equal pay. However, it was not a significant predictor of support for paid leave policies. Figure 5 shows the marginal effect of hostile sexism on the dependent variables with continuous control variables set to their means and factors set to their reference categories. Again, consistent with our first hypothesis, modern sexism is related to reduced support for abortion, equal pay, and paid leave policies as displayed in Figure 6. With respect to the control variables, age had a positive and significant effect on support for abortion and equal pay, but a negative and significant effect on support for paid leave. Women were significantly more supportive of equal pay and paid leave policies and less supportive of abortion, church attendance was negatively related to abortion support, education was positively related to abortion support, and conservatism was associated with less support for all three dependent variables. Income was a positive and significant predictor of support for abortion.


Table 4. Study 2 regression results.
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FIGURE 5. Effects of hostile sexism.
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FIGURE 6. Effects of modern sexism.


Again, we were interested in whether the relationship between sexism and gendered policy attitudes is conditional on gender. Using the same analysis strategy as we used in Study 1, we estimated three regression models, interacting gender with both the hostile and modern sexism scales. Full regression results can be found below in Table 5. Contrary to our results in Study 1 in which the negative effect of hostile sexism on abortion support was weaker for women as compared to men, we do not see a significant interaction between gender and abortion support in this data. There was also no significant interaction between gender and hostile sexism when it came to paid leave and equal pay. Gender does appear to moderate the relationship between modern sexism and support for equal pay. More specifically, modern sexism was a weaker predictor of equal pay support for women as compared to men.


Table 5. Study 1 regression results with gender interaction.
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DISCUSSION

We know that the influence of sexism on candidate evaluations and vote choice has increased in the past decade (Cassese and Barnes, 2018; Valentino et al., 2018). Adding to this literature, we demonstrate that sexism may have an impact beyond the electoral context to inform a myriad of political attitudes, particularly those attitudes that have expressly gendered implications. Scholars have used various forms of sexism scales to predict political phenomena, creating a mixed pattern of findings that are difficult to compare and unpack. By simultaneously estimating the associations between multiple measures of sexism, including an implicit association test, and political attitudes, we contribute to efforts to understand the mechanisms at work underlying sexist attitudes and suggest that sexism indeed comes in many shades that have implications for particular policies. Our contribution underscores the need for scholars who are using sexism batteries to carefully consider the scales they choose and the accompanying underlying attitudes about women. In other words, are the items measuring a form of sexism motivated by antipathy toward women, opposition to gender equality, a motivation to maintain existing gender relations, or ideas about the moral superiority and purity of women?

Including the implicit sexism measure alongside explicit measures of sexist attitudes in our statistical models allows us to assess whether unconscious sexism is related to attitudes toward reproductive rights as well as address the concern of social desirability bias that could be present in people's responses to explicit sexism scales. Furthermore, by using the implicit test around gender roles like workplaces and the home, we contribute to our understanding of how separate spheres ideology impacts attitudes beyond workplace and domestic space equality (Miller and Borgida, 2016). Specifically, individuals who are more likely to associate women with the home and men with work likely hold a set of attitudes that suggest women should be mothers and, thus, be less supportive of women's reproductive freedom. It's also possible individuals may connect birth control to sexual behaviors like sex outside of marriage or multiple partners and oppose Planned Parenthood to further restrict women's sex lives (Friesen et al., 2017). Future research should consider measuring support for condom access or erectile dysfunction medication to further elicit the role of sexism in these domains related to men's sexuality.

Our findings suggest that often the relationship between sexism and support for gendered policy is fairly straightforward. In Study 1, we found that hostile sexism, regardless of gender, was related to less support for abortion access, birth control access, funding for Planned Parenthood, and support for the #MeToo Movement. This suggests that antipathy toward women and beliefs that women are in competition with men vying for social dominance, the hallmarks of hostile sexism, are associated with support for restricting reproductive rights. In our second study, we replicated the finding that hostile sexism is negatively related to support for abortion. However, hostile sexism was only marginally related to equal pay and was not associated with support for paid leave while modern sexism was a negative predictor of all three. Previous research has found that modern and hostile sexism are closely related but that the modern sexism items tapping antagonism and resentment more closely mapped onto hostile sexism than the items tapping denial of discrimination. Because the modern sexism items on the ANES were more focused on the denial of discrimination rather than antipathy toward women, this suggests that—at least with respect to equal pay and paid leave policies—the mechanism driving these attitudes is more about a denial that women face unequal conditions rather than overt hostility toward women.

We were also interested in the relationship between benevolent sexism, the other sub-scale in the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, and gendered attitudes. We found that benevolent sexists were less likely to support abortion and Planned Parenthood. However, the significant interaction between gender and benevolent sexism suggests that it is a stronger predictor for women as compared to men. Benevolent sexist women were more likely to show decreased support for abortion, birth control access, and support for the #MeToo Movement. More research needs to be done to understand how gender moderates the relationship between benevolent sexism and policy attitudes as our findings suggest that women and men may have different motivations for adopting benevolent sexist attitudes. One possibility of many is that benevolent sexist women may oppose abortion and birth control because they conflict with heteronormative and gendered notions of motherhood. In contrast, benevolent sexist men may not oppose abortion and birth control, per se, especially since these could offer men ways to “protect” women in their lives (e.g., a father encouraging his teenage daughter to obtain an abortion). Because there is some evidence of racial differences in benevolent sexism (Davis et al., 2022), scholars should be challenged to acquire larger samples of racial/ethnic groups to more adequately model intersectional effects.

Finally, we found that benevolent sexism was related to increased support for the #MeToo Movement. Although this was not an expected finding, it squares with the protective nature of benevolent sexism and is consistent with research that has found a positive relationship between benevolent sexism and support for gender quotas and even compliance with public health measures (Chen and Farhart, 2020; Beauregard and Sheppard, 2021). This connection raises important questions for how men view this movement and the strategies that political leaders and activists should take in pushing for more progressive policies. Understanding how various forms of sexism relate to policy attitudes can be helpful for social movement organizations (SMOs) hoping to appeal to and mobilize men on their behalf. For example, SMOs targeted men in Ireland's Repeal the 8th referendum, the amendment in their constitution that prohibited abortion for any reason. This framing in messaging on social media included themes like “She lives on your street” or “Grandfathers for Yes” (Hunt and Friesen, 2021). Nearly all of the messages in the anti-abortion and pro-choice tweets aimed at men took on a benevolent sexism theme. The 8th was repealed, and men did turn out on behalf of a “women's” issue but appealing to protective tropes can undermine broader gender equality goals. In the example of appealing to men in anti-sex trafficking movements, messages like “real men don't buy girls” could do more harm than good (Steele and Shores, 2015). By treating women as weak humans who need protection from men, benevolent sexist framing undermines the ultimate goal of achieving gender equality.

With the U.S. Supreme Court poised to overturn Roe v. Wade and severely restrict abortion rights for millions of women, this research also has implications for how we understand both abortion attitudes and attitudes about the potential rollback of abortion rights. Although our findings are only correlational in nature, our results suggest that both antipathy toward women and opposition to measures to address gender inequality predict negative support for abortion. This is a useful insight into the motivations that drive anti-abortion attitudes in light of the fact that most pro-life activist groups emphasize the desire to protect the sanctity of fetal life. Our research indicates that all different forms of sexist intuitions, hostile, benevolent, and modern, drive anti-choice attitudes.



CONCLUSION

Overall, our results reveal a complicated relationship between different conceptualizations of sexism and gendered attitudes, underscoring the need to consider how different forms of sexism shape broader social and political views, from both a normative perspective for societal change and a measurement approach for research precision. Because of the observational nature of our data, there are many limitations to our findings. We can only speculate about the exact mechanisms that connect sexism to gendered policy attitudes. Furthermore, both of our samples were predominantly white. This limits the generalizability of our findings to the broader population, and future research should explore the interaction between gender and race as it relates to sexism and political attitudes. For example, gender, race, and religiosity interact to shape abortion support, demonstrating the importance of these intersectional dynamics (Holman et al., 2020). More work needs to be done to fully understand the complexities of gender, race, and sexism in shaping political attitudes.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by Temple University Institutional Review Board. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

CG and KA collaborated in designing and conducting this study. CG has taken the lead role in developing the article and conducting the statistical analysis. KA and AF contributed to the theoretical framework and to the discussion. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

The data collection utilized in Study 1 was funded by the Behavioral Foundations Lab at Temple University.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Erin Cassese for helpful comments on this article.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpos.2022.817309/full#supplementary-material



REFERENCES

 Anderson, K. J. (2015). Modern Misogyny. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Arceneaux, K., and Kolodny, R. (2009). The effect of grassroots campaigning on issue preferences and issue salience. J. Elect. Public Opinion Part. 19, 235–249. doi: 10.1080/17457280903072916

 Arceneaux, K., and Vander Wielen, R. J. (2017). Taming Intuition: How Reflection Minimizes Partisan Reasoning and Promotes Democratic Accountability. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Archer, A. M. N., and Kam, C. D. (2021). Modern sexism in modern times public opinion in the s#MeToo era. Public Opin. Q. 21, 58. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfaa058

 Banet-Weiser, S., Gill, R., and Rottenberg, C. (2019). Postfeminism, popular feminism and neoliberal feminism? sarah banet-weiser, rosalind gill and catherine rottenberg in conversation. Feminist Theory 21, 3–24. doi: 10.1177/1464700119842555

 Bankert, A. (2020). Let's talk about sexism: The differential effects of gender discrimination on liberal and conservative women's political engagement. Am. Politics Res. 48, 779–791. doi: 10.1177/1532673X20939503

 Banks, H. M., and Hicks, H. M. (2016). Fear and implicit racism: White's support for voter ID laws. Politic. Psychol. 37, 641–658. doi: 10.1111/pops.12292

 Bargh, J. A., and Chartrand, T. L. (1999). The unbearable automaticity of being. Am. Psychol. 54, 462–479. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.54.7.462

 Barkan, S. E. (2014). Gender and abortion attitudes: religiosity as a suppressor variable. Public Opin. Q. 78, 940–950. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfu047

 Barnes, T. D., and Beaulieu, E. (2014). Gender stereotypes and corruption: how candidates affect perceptions of election fraud. Politic. Gender 10, 365–391. doi: 10.1017/S1743923X14000221

 Barnes, T. D., Beaulieu, E., and Saxton, G. W. (2020). Sex and corruption: how sexism shapes voters' responses to scandal. Politic. Group Identit. 8, 1–19. doi: 10.1080/21565503.2018.1441725

 Bauer, N. M. (2015). Emotional, sensitive, and unfit for office? gender stereotype activation and support female candidates. Politic. Psychol. 36, 691–708. doi: 10.1111/pops.12186

 Beauregard, K., and Sheppard, J. (2021). Antiwomen but proquota: disaggregating sexism and support for gender quota policies. Politic. Psychol. 42, 12696. doi: 10.1111/pops.12696

 Becker, J. C., and Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet another dark side of chivalry: benevolent sexism undermines, and hostile sexism motivates collective action for social change. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 101, 62–77. doi: 10.1037/a0022615

 Begany, J. J., and Milburn, M. A. (2002). Psychological predictors of sexual harassment: authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and rape myths. Psychol. Men Masculin. 3, 119. doi: 10.1037/1524-9220.3.2.119

 Begun, S., and Walls, N. E. (2015). Pedestal or gutter: Exploring ambivalent sexism's relationship with abortion attitudes. Affilia: J. Wom. Soc. Work 30, 200–215. doi: 10.1177/0886109914555216

 Brown, N. E. (2014). Political participation of women of color: an intersectional analysis. J. Wom. Politic. Policy 35, 315–348. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2014.955406

 Burns, N., Schlozman, K. L., and Verba, S. (2001). The Private Roots of Public Action. Hardward: Harvard University Press.

 Carroll, S. J. (1989). The personal is political: The intersection and private lives and public roles among women and men in elective and appointive office. Wom. Politic. 2, 3. doi: 10.1300/J014v09n02_03

 Cassese, E. C., and Barnes, T. D. (2018). Reconciling sexism and women's support for Republican candidates: a look at gender, class, and whiteness in the 2012 and 2016 presidential races. Politic. Behav. 41, 677–700. doi: 10.1007/s11109-018-9468-2

 Cassese, E. C., and Holman, M. (2019). Playing the woman card: Ambivalent sexism in the 2016 U.S. presidential race. Politic. Psychol. 40, 55–74. doi: 10.1111/pops.12492

 Cassese, E. C., and Holman, M. R. (2017). Party and gender stereotypes in campaign attacks. Politic. Behav. 17, 1–23 doi: 10.1007/s11109-017-9423-7

 Chaiken, S., and Trope, Y. (1999). Dual-Process Theories in Social Psychology. Guilford Press.

 Chandler, J., Mueller, P., and Paolacci, G. (2014). Nonnaïveté among Amazon Mechanical Turk workers: Consequences and solutions for behavioral researchers. Behav. Res. Methods 46, 112–130. doi: 10.3758/s13428-013-0365-7

 Chen, P., and Farhart, C. (2020). Gender, benevolent sexism, and public health compliance. Politic. Gender 16, 1036–1043. doi: 10.1017/S1743923X20000495

 Clayton, S. D., and Crosby, F. J. (1992). Justice, Gender, and Affirmative Action. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

 Connor, R. A., and Fiske, S. T. (2019). Not minding the gap: how hostile sexism encourages choice explanations for the gender income gap. Psychol. Wom. Q. 43, 22–36. doi: 10.1177/0361684318815468

 Cowie, L. J., Greaves, L. M., and Sibley, C. G. (2019). Sexuality and sexism: differences in ambivalent sexism across gender and sexual identity. Personal. Individ. Differen. 148, 85–89. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2019.05.023

 Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the Intersection of Race and Sex. Chicago: University of Chicago Legal Forces, p. 139–68.

 Cross, E. J., Overall, N. C., Low, R. S. T., and McNulty, J. K. (2019). An interdependence account of sexism and power: Men's hostile sexism, biased perceptions of lower power, and relationship aggression. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Interperson. Relat. Group Processes 117, 338–363. doi: 10.1037/pspi0000167

 Davis, T. M., Settles, I. H., and Jones, M. K. (2022). Standpoints and situatedness: examining the perception of benevolent sexism in black and white undergraduate women and men. Psychol. Women Q. 22, 108. doi: 10.1177/03616843211043108

 Dittmar, K. (2020). Urgency and ambition: The influence of political environment and emotion in spurring U.S. women's candidacies in 2018. Euro. J. Politic. Gender 3, 143–160. doi: 10.1332/251510819X15728693158427

 Dolan, K. (2014). When Does Gender Matter? Women Candidates and Gender Stereotypes in American Elections. New York: Oxford University Press.

 Donnellan, M. B., Oswald, F. L., Baird, O. B., and Lucas, R. E. (2006). The Mini-IPIP scales: tiny-yet-effective measures of the big five factors of personality. Psychologic. Assess. 18, 192–203. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.18.2.192

 Eagly, A., and Mladinic, A. (1994). Are people prejudiced against women? some answers from research on attitudes, gender stereotypes, and judgments of competence. Euro. Rev. Soc. Psychol. 5, 1–35. doi: 10.1080/14792779543000002

 Eagly, A. H., and Carlie, L. L. (2007). Through the Labyrinth: The Truth About How Women Become Leaders. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School.

 Faludi, S. (1991). Backlash: The Undeclared War Against American Women. New York, NY: Crown.

 Friesen, A., Smith, K. B., and Hibbing, J. R. (2017). Physiological arousal and self-reported valence for erotic images correlate with sexual policy preferences. Int. J. Public Opin. Res. 29, 449–470. doi: 10.1093/ijpor/edw008

 Gay, C., and Tate, K. (1998). Doubly bound: the impact of gender and race on the politics of Black women.” Politic. Psychol. 19, 169–184. doi: 10.1111/0162-895X.00098

 Glick, P., Diebold, J., Bailey-Werner, B., and Zhu, L. (1997). The two faces of Adam: ambivalent sexism and polarized attitudes toward women. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 23, 1323–1334. doi: 10.1177/01461672972312009

 Glick, P., and Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 70, 491–512. doi: 10.1037/t00700-000

 Glick, P., and Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent sexism as complementary justifications for gender inequality. Am. Psychol. 56, 109–118. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.56.2.109

 Glick, P., and Fiske, S. T. (2011). Ambivalent sexism revisited. Psychol. Women Q. 35, 530–535. doi: 10.1177/0361684311414832

 Glick, P., Fiske, S. T., Mladinic, A., Saiz, J. L., Abrams, D., Masser, B., et al. (2000). Beyond prejudice as simple antipathy: Hostile and benevolent sexism across cultures. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 79, 763–775. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.763

 Greenwald, A. G., Banaji, M. R., and Nosek, B. A. (2003). Understanding and using the implicit association test: I. an improved scoring algorithm. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 85, 197–216. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.197

 Hancock, A. (2007). When multiplication doesn't equal quick addition: examining intersectionality as a research paradigm. Perspect. Politi. 5, 63–79. doi: 10.1017/S1537592707070065

 Hansen, M., and Dolan, K. (2020). Voter sex, party, and gender-salient issues: Attitudes about sexual harassment and Brett Kavanaugh in the 2018 elections. Am. Politic> Res. 48, 532–542. doi: 10.1177/1532673X20939502

 Hideg, I., Lance, F. D., and Kawakami, K. (2016). The compassionate sexist? how benevolent sexism promotes and undermines gender equality in the workplace. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 111, 706–727. doi: 10.1037/pspi0000072

 Hlavac, M. (2022). stargazer: Well-Formatted Regression and Summary Statistics Tables. Social Policy Institute, Bratislava, Slovakia. R package version 5.2.3. Available online at: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=stargazer

 Hodson, G., and MacInnis, C. C. (2017). Can left-right differences in abortion support be explained by sexism? Personal. Individ. Differen. 104I, 118–121. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.07.044

 Holman, M., Podrazik, E., and Silber Mohamed, H. (2020). Choosing choice: how gender and religiosity shape abortion attitudes among Latinos. J. Race, Ethnic. Politics 5, 384–411. doi: 10.1017/rep.2019.51

 Huang, Y., Davies, P. G., Sibley, C. G., and Osborne, D. (2016). Benevolent sexism, attitudes toward motherhood, and reproductive rights. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull, 42, 970–984. doi: 10.1177/0146167216649607

 Huang, Y., Osborne, D., Sibley, C. G., and Davies, P. (2014). The precious vessel: ambivalent sexism and opposition to elective and traumatic abortion. Sex Roles 71, 436–449. doi: 10.1007/s11199-014-0423-3

 Huang, Y., Sibley, C. G., and Osborne, D. (2020). Breast is best, but where? hostile sexism underlies men's opposition to breastfeeding in public. J. Soc. Issues 76, 219–238. doi: 10.1111/josi.12379

 Huddy, L., and Carey, T. E. (2009). Group politics redux: race and gender in the 2008 democratic presidential primaries. Politics Gender 5, 81–96. doi: 10.1017/S1743923X09000063

 Hunt, K., and Friesen, A. (2021). “‘You can't repeal regret': targeting men for mobilization in ireland's abortion debate,” in European Journal of Politics and Gender.

 Jelen, T. G. (2014). The subjective bases of abortion attitudes: A cross national comparison of religious traditions. Politic. Relig. 7, 550–567. doi: 10.1017/S1755048314000467

 Jelen, T. G. (2015). Gender role beliefs and attitudes toward abortion: a cross-national exploration. J. Res. Gender Stud. 5, 11–22.

 Jelen, T. G., and Wilcox, C. (2003). Causes and consequences of public attitudes toward abortion: a review and research agenda. Politic. Res. Q. 56, 489–500.

 Jost, J. T., and Kay, A. C. (2005). Exposure to benevolent sexism and complementary gender stereotypes: Consequences for specific and diffuse forms of system justification. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 88, 498–509. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.498

 Jost, T., Banaji, M. R., and Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Politic. Psychol. 25, 881–919. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x

 Junn, J. (1997). “Assimilating or coloring participation? Gender, race and democratic political participation,” in Women Transforming Politics: An Alternative Reader, eds Cathy, C., Kathleen, J., and Joan, T. (New York: New York University Press), p. 387–97.

 Junn, J., and Masuoka, N. (2020). The gender gap is a race gap: women voters in US presidential elections. Perspectiv. Politic. 18, 1135–1145. doi: 10.1017/S1537592719003876

 Killian, M., and Wilcox, C. (2008). Do abortion attitudes lead to party switching? Politi. Res. Q. 61, 561–573. doi: 10.1177/1065912907312981

 Knuckey, J. (2019). “I just don't think she has a presidential look”: Sexism and vote choice in the 2016 election. Soc. Sci. Q. 100, 1. doi: 10.1111/ssqu.12547

 Kroll, B. R. (2013). Implicit nativist attitudes, social desirability, and immigration policy preferences. Int. Migrat. Rev. 47, 132–165. doi: 10.1111/imre.12016

 Lawless, J. L. (2004). Women, war, and willing elections: Gender stereotyping in the post September 11th era. Politic. Res. Q. 53, 479–90. doi: 10.1177/106591290405700312

 Levendusky, M. (2009). The Partisan Sort: How Liberals Became Democrats and Conservatives Became Republicans. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

 Lizotte, M. (2015). The abortion attitudes paradox: Model specification and gender differences. J. Wom. Politic. Polic. 36, 1. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2015.985151

 Lodge, M., and Taber, C. S. (2013). The ratIonalizing Voter. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Malhotra, N., Margalit, Y., and Mo, C. H. (2012). Economic explanations for opposition to immigration: distinguishing between prevalence and conditional impact. Am. J. Politic. Sci. 57, 391–410. doi: 10.1111/ajps.12012

 Masser, B., and Abrams, D. (2004). Reinforcing the glass ceiling: the consequences of hostile sexism for female managerial candidates. Sex Roles 51, 609–615. doi: 10.1007/s11199-004-5470-8

 Masser, B., Viki, G. T., and Power, C. (2006). Hostile sexism and rape proclivity amongst men. Sex Roles 54, 565–574. doi: 10.1007/s11199-006-9022-2

 McBride, D. E., and Parry, J. A. (2016). Women's Rights in the USA: Policy Debates and Gender Roles. New York, NY: Routledge.

 McThomas, M., and Tesler, M. (2016). The growing influence of gender attitudes on public support for Hillary Clinton, 2008–2012. Politics Gender 12, 28–49. doi: 10.1017/S1743923X15000562

 Miller, A. L., and Borgida, E. (2016). The separate spheres model of gendered inequality. PloS One 11, e0147315. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0147315

 Mo, C. H. (2015). The consequences of explicit and implicit gender attitudes and candidate quality in the calculations of voters. Polit. Behav. 37, 357–395. doi: 10.1007/s11109-014-9274-4

 Mooney, C. Z., and Schuldt, R. G. (2008). Does morality policy exist? testing a basic assumption. Policy Stud. J. 36, 199–218. doi: 10.1111/j.1541-0072.2008.00262.x

 Morrison, M. A., Morrison, T. G., and Zumbo, B. D. (1999). An investigation of measures of modern and old-fashioned sexism. Soc. Indicat. Res. 48, 29–50. doi: 10.1023/A:1006873203349

 Murphy, A. O., Sutton, R. M., Douglas, K. M., and McClellan, L. M. (2011). Ambivalent sexism and the “do's and “don'ts of pregnancy: examining attitudes toward proscriptions and the women who flout them. Personal. Individ. Differen. 51, 812–816. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2011.06.031

 Nussbaum, M. C. (1998). Sex and Social Justice. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Okin, S. M. (1989). Justice, Gender, and the Family. New York, NY: Basic Books.

 Patel, C. J., and Johns, L. (2009). Gender role attitudes and attitudes to abortion: are there gender differences? Soc. Sci. J. 46, 493–505. doi: 10.1016/j.soscij.2009.02.006

 Patev, A. J., Hall, C. J., Dunn, C. E., Bell, A. D., and Owens, B. D. (2019). Hostile sexism and Right-Wing Authoritarianism as mediators of the relationship between sexual disgust and abortion stigmatizing attitudes. Personal. Individ. Differen. 19, 151. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2019.109528

 Paul, D., and Smith, J. L. (2008). Subtle sexism? examining vote preferences when women run against men for the presidency. J. Wom. Politic. Policy 29, 451–476. doi: 10.1080/15544770802092576

 Petterson, A., and Sutton, R. M. (2018). Sexist ideology and endorsement of men's control over women's decisions in reproductive health. Psychol. Women Q. 42, 235. doi: 10.1177/0361684317744531

 Ratliff, K. A., Redford, L., Conway, J., and Smith, C. T. (2017). Engendering support: Hostile sexism predicts voting for Donald Trump over Hillary Clinton in the 2016 U.S. presidential election. Group Process. Intergroup Relat. 22, 578–593. doi: 10.1177/1368430217741203

 Russell, B., and Trigg, T. Y. (2004). Tolerance of sexual harassment: An examination of gender differences, ambivalent sexism, social dominance, and gender roles. Sex Roles 50, 565–573. doi: 10.1023/B:SERS.0000023075.32252.fd

 Ryan, T. J. (2014). Reconsidering moral issues in politics. J. Politics. 76, 380–397. doi: 10.1017/S0022381613001357

 Sakall, N. (2001). Beliefs about wife beating among Turkish college students: the effects of patriarchy, sexism, and sex differences. Sex Roles 44, 599–610. doi: 10.1023/A:1012295109711

 Sanbonmatsu, K. (2002). Gender stereotypes and vote choice. Am. J. Politic. Sci. 46, 20–34. doi: 10.2307/3088412

 Sapiro, V. (2003). “Theorizing gender in political psychology research,” in Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology, eds. David O. Sears, Leonie Huddy, and Robert Jervis. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Schaffner, B. F. (2021). Optimizing the measurement of sexism in political surveys. Politic. Anal. 21, 6. doi: 10.1017/pan.2021.6

 Schaffner, B. F., Macwilliams, M., and Nteta, T. (2018). Understanding white polarization in the 2016 vote for President: The sobering role of racism and sexism. Polit. Sci. Q. 133, 9–34. doi: 10.1002/polq.12737

 Schneider, M. C., and Bos, A. L. (2014). Measuring stereotypes of female politicians. Politic. Psychol. 35, 245–266. doi: 10.1111/pops.12040

 Sibley, C. G., and Perry, R. (2010). An opposing process model of benevolent sexism. Sex Roles 62, 438–452. doi: 10.1007/s11199-009-9705-6

 Sidanius, J., and Pratto, F. (1999). Social Dominance: An Intergroup Theory of Social Hierarchy and Oppression. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Simas, E., and Bumgardner, M. (2017). Modern sexism and the 2012 U.S. presidential election: Reassessing the casualties of the “War on Women.” Politic. Gender 13, 359–378. doi: 10.1017/S1743923X17000083

 Smith, C. W. (2013). Ethnicity and the role of group consciousness: a comparison between African Americans and Black immigrants. Politic. Groups Identit. 1, 199–220. doi: 10.1080/21565503.2013.786650

 Steele, S. L., and Shores, T. (2015). Real and unreal masculinities: the celebrity image in anti-trafficking campaigns. J. Gender Stud. 24, 419–435. doi: 10.1080/09589236.2014.959477

 Stout, C., and Tate, K. (2013). The 2008 presidential election, political efficacy, and group empowerment. Politic. Groups Identit. 1, 143–63. doi: 10.1080/21565503.2013.785960

 Strickler, J., and Danigelis, N. (2002). Changing frameworks in attitudes toward abortion. Sociologic. Forum 17, 187–201. doi: 10.1023/A:1016033012225

 Sulfaro, V. A. (2007). Affective evaluations of first ladies: a comparison of Hillary Clinton and Laura Bush. President. Stud. Q. 37, 486–514. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-5705.2007.02608.x

 Swim, J., Hyers, L., Cohen, L., and Ferguson, M. (2001). Everyday sexism: evidence for its incidence, nature, and psychological impact from three daily diary studies. J. Soc. Issues 57, 31–53. doi: 10.1111/0022-4537.00200

 Swim, J. K., Aikin, K. J., Hall, W. S., and Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism and racism: Old-fashioned and modern prejudices. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 68, 199–214. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.68.2.199

 Swim, J. K., and Cohen, L. L. (1997). Overt, covert, and subtle sexism: a comparison between the attitudes toward women and modern sexism scales. Psychol. Wom. Q. 21, 103–118. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00103.x

 Tesler, M., and Sears, D. O. (2010). Obama's Race: The 2008 Election and the Dream of a Post-Racial America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

 Twenge, J. M. (1997). Attitudes toward women, 1970-1995: A meta-analysis. Psychol. Women Q. 21, 35–51.

 Valentino, N., Wayne, C., and Oceno, M. (2018). Mobilizing sexism: the interaction of emotion and gender attitudes in the 12016 U.S. presidential election. Public Opin. Q. 82, 799–821. doi: 10.1093/poq/nfy003

 Wilcox, C., and Norrander, B. (2002). “Of mood and morals: the dynamics of opinion on abortion and gay rights,” in Understanding Public Opinion, eds Barbara Norrander and Clyde Wilcox, 2nd ed. Washington DC: CQ Press.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher's Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Gothreau, Arceneaux and Friesen. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g005.gif
Abortion Support

[Paid Loave Support

oz

Hostil Soxism

\

Hostile Soxism

Equal Pay Suppert

o0

omr

—

o0 02 om o 1o
Hostlo Soxism





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g006.gif
Abortion Support
HIE I
Equat Pay Support

Modorn Soxsm Modorn Sexism

Faid Loave Support

Modern Sexism





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g003.gif





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g004.gif
Abortion Support

#MeToo Support:

o7
s

Binth Control Support

Banevolent Sexism Banevolent Sexism

o0 0m om on 1
Banevolent Sexism

P






OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-t003.jpg
Age

White

Religiosity
Income
Education
Conservative
Impiicit

Hostile
Benevolent
Women
ImplcitWomen
HostileXWomen
BenevolentXWormen
Constant
Observations.

R

Adjusted R?
Residual std. error
F statistic

Abortion

—0.054** (0.027)
—0.004 (0.012)
—0.220"" (0.018)
0,061 (0.020)
0.002 (0.021)
~0.462"* (0.022)
0,001 (0.021)
~0.056" (0.081)
0012 (0.035)
0,091 (0.025)
~0.010(0.081)
~0.059 (0.046)
~0.170"* (0.051)
0.939" (0.024)
1,349
0.484
0.478
0.189 (df = 1,335)
96.182""* (df = 13; 1335)

Dependent variable

Birth control

—-0.023 (0.022)
0.011 (0.010)
~0.101"* (0.015)
0,018 (0.016)
~0.033* (0.018)
~0.269"* (0.018)
-0.032* (0.017)
~0.240"" (0.025)
0.021(0.029)
0066 (0.021)
0028 (0.026)
0.084** (0.038)
~0.085" (0.042)
0960 (0.020)
1,349
0.430
0.424
0.155 (df = 1,386)
77.479" (df = 13; 1335)

Planned parenthood

—0.058 (0.036)
0.004 (0.017)
—0.207""* (0.025)
0,008 (0.027)
~0.062" (0.029)
—0.450"** (0.030)
—0.078"* (0.029)
-0.388"" (0.042)
~0.120" (0.047)
~0.058" (0.034)
0.004 (0.043)
0.153" (0.063)
0.102 (0.069)
1,196 (0.033)
1,349
0.442
0.437
0.256 (df = 1,335)
81.327""" (df = 13; 1335)

#MeToo

—~0.056" (0.031)
0.029" (0.014)
0.042" (0.021)
0.058" (0.023)
~0.001 (0.025)
—0.374"* (0.026)
~0.016 (0.025)
—0.409" (0.036)"
0,238 (0.040)
016" (0.029)
0013 (0.037)
~0.037 (0.054)
~0.150"* (0.059)
0804 (0.028)
1,347
0.389
0.383
0219 (df = 1,338)
65.242" (df = 13; 1333)

*p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-t001.jpg
Modern sexism

Old-fashioned
sexism

Hostile sexism (AS)

Benevolent sexism
(AS)
Impiicit Sexism

Definition

Involves the denial of gender-based discrimination and a resentment or disapproval of policies
to address inequalities between men and women

Belief that women are generaly inferior to men, less logical, and traditional gender roles should
be adhered to

Part of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory- support for traditional gender roles, sees wormen in
compeition with men for social dominance

Part of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory- involves belief that women should be protected and
cherished by men; women are morally superior, but men shouid still generally wield power
Builds off of the dual process model —the idea that our actions, thoughts, attitudes, and
decisions are influenced by conscious and non-conscious processes that occur
simultaneously. These are sexist atitudes that are at the unconscious level of awareness.

References

Swim et al., 1995;
Swim and Cohen, 1997
Swim et al., 1995;
Morrison et al., 1999
Glick and Fiske, 1996

Glick and Fiske, 1996;
Chaiken and Trope, 1999;
Mo, 2015





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-t002.jpg
Dependent variable

Abortion Birth control Planned parenthood #MeToo
Age ~0.056" (0.027) ~0.023 (0.022) —0.055 (0.036) ~0.058" (0.031)
Women —0.0086 (0.011) 0.053"** (0.009) 0.041***(0.015) 0.033* (0.013)
White ~0.0004 (0.012) 0012 (0.010) 0.00004 (0.017) 0.082" (0.014)
Religiosity ~0216" (0.018) ~0.102" (0.015) ~0212" (0.025) 0044 (0.021)
Income 0.086"** (0.020) 0.019(0.016) 0,003 (0.027) 0061 (0.023)
Education 0.013 (0.021) ~0.032* (0.018) —0.074* (0.029) 0.008 (0.025)
Conservative —0.472 (0.022) —0.269"" (0.018) ~0.438"* (0.030) ~0.383"* (0.025)
Implicit 0,002 (0.016) ~0.018 (0018) ~0.080"* (0.021) ~0.006 (0.018)
Hostile ~0.080"* (0.024) ~0.205"" (0.020) ~0.325"* (0.033) ~0.424"* (0.028)
Benevolent ~0.068" (0.026) ~0.017 (0021) —0.069" (0.035) 0.167"** (0.030)
Constant 0.980"* (0.022) 0963 (0.018) 1.151°* (0.080) 0839 (0.026)
Observations 1,349 1,349 1,349 1,847
[ 0476 0.427 0.436 0384
Adjusted R? 0472 0.423 0432 0379
Residual std. error 0.190 (df = 1338) 0.155 (df = 1,338) 0.257 (df = 1,338) 0220 (df = 1,336)
F statistic 121.329" (df = 10; 1,338) 99.683"** (df = 10; 1,338) 103.469" (df = 10; 1,338) 83.304""" (df = 10; 1,336)

*p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Hostile, Benevolent, Implicit: How Different Shades of Sexism Impact Gendered Policy Attitudes



		Introduction



		Theory



		How We Measure Sexism



		Sexism in American Politics



		The Impact of Sexism on Policy Attitudes



		Expectations







		Materials and Methods



		Study 1



		Sample



		Measures



		Controls













		Results (Study 1)



		Study 2



		Sample



		Measures



		Controls













		Results (Study 2)



		Discussion



		Conclusion



		Data Availability Statement



		Ethics Statement



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		Acknowledgments



		Supplementary Material



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Political Science

Hostile, Benevolent, Implicit: How
Different Shades of Sexism Impact
Gendered Policy Attitudes





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g001.gif
H

Binth Conteal Support

Abortion Support
H

Hostil Soxiam Hostlo Soxiam

MoToo Support

ot Bt ot Bt





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-g002.gif
PP Support

Abortion Support

om

o7

—

oms

Benevolent Sexism

et Bt

#MsToo Support

Benevolent Sexism





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-t005.jpg
Abortion
Age 0,098 (0.025)
Women 0,020 (0.025)
White 0,022 (0.014)
Religiosity —0.348"* (0.025)
Income 0,049 (0.020)
Education 0,098 (0.022)
Conservative ~0.539" (0.026)
Modem —0.144* (0.041)
Hostile -0.081*(0.042)
ModemXWomen —0.023 (0.058)
HostileX\Women —0.093 (0.057)
Constant 1109 (0.031)
Observations. 2,648
R? 0.340
Adjusted R? 0337
Residual std. error 0.299 (df = 2636)
F statistic 123,518 (df = 11; 2636)

Dependent variable

Equal pay

0080 (0.016)
0.018(0.016)
0.022** (0.009)
~0.013(0.016)
—0.022* (0.013)
~0.007 (0.014)
~0.046"" (0.016)
~0.342"* (0.027)
-0.027 (0.027)
017" (0.087)
~0.021 (0.037)
0992 (0.020)
2,663
0.163
0.160
0.193 (df = 2651)
46.958" (df = 11; 2651)

Paid leave

—0.226"* (0.028)
0.032 (0.024)
~0.017 (0013)
0011 (0.023)
0001 (0.018)
~0.021 (0.020)
—0.181"" (0.024)
~0.280"* (0.038)
~0.028 (0.088)
0056 (0.053)
~0.001 (0.053)
1,084 (0.029)
2,657
0.156
0.152
0276 (df = 2645)
44.412"" (df = 11; 2645)

*p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.





OPS/images/fpos-04-817309-t004.jpg
Age

Women
White
Religiosity
Income
Education
Conservative
Modern
Hostile
Constant
Observations
R

Adjusted R?
Residual std. error
F statistic

Abortion

0,007
(0.025)
~0.025" (0.012)
0.022(0.014)
~0.349"* (0.025)
0.049" (0.020)
0099 (0.022)
~0.540"* (0.026)
~0.155"* (0.031)
~0.129"* (0.080)
1,134 (0.029)
2,648
0.339
0.337
0299 (df = 2,638)
150366 (df = 9; 2,638)

*p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

Dependent variable
Equal pay

0081
0.016)
0.046"** (0.008)
0.022" (0.009)
~0.013(0.016)
~0.023* (0.013)
~0.009 (0.014)
~0.046"* (0.017)
~0.286"" (0.020)
—0.087* (0.019)
0.978"* (0.019)
2,663
0.160
0.157
0.194 (df = 2,658)
56.028"" (df = 9; 2,653)

Paid leave

~0.225
(0.023)
0049 (0.011)
~0.017 (0013)
0011 (0.023)
0.001 (0.018)
~0.022 (0.020)
—0.181"** (0.024)
—0.254"" (0.029)
~0.028 (0.028)
1,025 (0.027)
2,657
0.155
0.153
0276 (df = 2,647)
54.147" (df = 9; 2,647)









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Political Science





