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Benevolent Sexism and Agentic Responsés

Abstract

Three studies examine how women’s benevolent sesiepes support for other
women’s agentic responses to gender-based thne@tudly 1, women read vignettes about a
woman who agentically responded (vs. no responsggnder-based threat (e.g., sexism). As
hypothesized, BS predicted more positive attitudesrds the woman who choset to
challenge sexism, and more negative attitudes ttsutne woman who did. Studies 2 and 3
focused on whether these effects are driven bpéhaviour displayed by the target (response or
not) or by the ideology it seeks to uphold (tramfiil or non-traditional). There may be
circumstances under which BS is associated positiveattitudes towards women'’s agentic
(i.e., non-gender role conforming) behaviour, festance when it is used to support traditional
gender roles. Studies 2 and 3 showed that when weragentic behaviour is used to uphold
traditional gender roles (vs. challenge them), 8fasitively associated with support for such
behaviour These findings underscore the importance of idgologlerlying women’s agentic
behaviour: BS can support women’s agentic respahsg¢wiolate prescribed gender roles, so

long as they reinforce the status quo.
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When is women’s benevolent sexism associated withpport for other women’s agentic
responses to gender-based threat?

Women continue to be disadvantaged in many sosiatid in a variety of contexts.
Among other indicators, women are under-representagyh paying and high-status jobs, are
paid less than men for the work they do (Euro2@18), and are more likely to experience
sexual and domestic violence (e.g., Tjaden & Thesnpf000). However, women who speak out
against the discriminatory treatment they haveivedeare often negatively evaluated (see
Barreto & Ellemers, 2015; Kaiser & Major, 2006; I&ar et al., 2003 for reviews), not only by
members of the out-group (i.e. men), but also bgdein-group members (i.e. other women).
Women who claim gender discrimination are frequewigwed as complainers (Kaiser &

Miller, 2001). In other words, both men and womemd to derogate women who speak out and
confront gender-based threat (Dodd, Guilano, Bw&eMoran, 2001; Garcia, Schmitt,
Branscombe, & Ellemers, 2010; Kahn, Barreto, Kai&Rego, 2016; Kaiser, Hagiwara,
Malahy, & Wilkins, 2009).

This paper focuses specifically on women'’s respepts®ther women who challenge
gender-based threat and on Benevolent Sexism @&)eedictor of these responses. It aims to
establish, first, that benevolent sexism is assediwith more critical attitudes towards women
who agentically respond to gender-based threat, @gism) and more supportive attitudes
toward those who do not. Importantly, however)sbaconsiders circumstances under which
benevolent sexism might be associated wihitiveattitudes towards women’s agentic
behaviour in response to gender-based threat-wihen this is a threat to a traditional view of

women. Therefore, as challenges to traditional gerales present a gender-based threat to
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women who endorse BS, we examine whether BS peepladitive attitudes to women who
respond agentically to these challenges. In thig wa separate the behavioural action (agentic
behaviour) from the ideology being expressed (sttpmpor challenging traditional gender
roles) to gain a clearer understanding of why B&ljgts negative evaluations of women who
speak out against sexism: Is it because of theartige actions or because of the implications
their behaviour has for traditional gender roled #re status quo?

When women experience a gender-based threat, tagyspeak up, behaving in agentic
ways that contradict gender stereotypical presongt Here, agentic responses are defined in
terms of power, action, and assertiveness, inviitle prior research on gender stereotypes
(Eagly, 1987; Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 20@ne such agentic response is
interpersonal confrontation, in which an individdalectly expresses dissatisfaction to a biased
perpetrator (Kaiser & Miller, 2004). Women'’s agertonfrontation behaviour is often studied
in the context of gender discrimination, with camftation behaviour viewed as a way of
challenging sexism that seeks to uphold traditigesider roles (e.g., Czopp & Monteith, 2003;
Dodd et al., 2001). The current studies examine grosiagentic responses to gender-based
threat (e.g., sexism in Study 1), as well as agetiions that challenge or support non-
traditional andraditional ideologies (Studies 2, 3). That is, in keepingdbgentic behaviour the
same (e.g., challenge), how does the ideology beithected (supporting or rejecting traditional
gender roles) impact women’s evaluations and sumbather women? This work, then,
disentangles women'’s agentic actiges sefrom the ideology they serve, by considering
agentic responses thatallengetraditional gender roles, as well ggholdtraditional gender

roles.
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Research has mainly examined how members of dotgmanps perceive low status
group members who confront prejudice (e.g., Rich&s&ommers, 2016). Instead, the current
paper highlights intragroup support among wometh amn eye toward how to gain crucial
ingroup support. Understanding when and under whiadlitions women will support or
derogate other women who experience and challead#ional gender roles is a key step in
enacting collective action and broader social ckawgn Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008).
Benevolent Sexism

Benevolent sexism is a form of sexism that emehges stereotypes of women as warm
but incompetent, and communicates an ideal viewarhen as caregiving, domestic, and
submissive (Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001). Benevoleexism is endorsed both by men and by
women, across a variety of national contexts (&flick et al., 2000). It is positive in tone and
consists of the exaltation of women who conforrtradlitional gender roles. Due to its positive
phrasing, benevolent sexism often remains unrezedras a form of sexism, and it is frequently
misperceived as a positive attitude toward womearr@®o & Ellemers, 2005; Kilianski &
Rudman, 1998). Although benevolent sexism is theaiéy proposed to function mainly as the
‘carrot’ that rewards traditional gender roles;an also function as the ‘stick’ that punishes
deviations from traditional gender roles (e.g., &bs et al., 2003; McMahon & Kahn, 2015;
Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Sakalgddu & Glick, 2003; Sibley & Wilson, 2004).
Because BS values women’s submissive and demiiredes, it is predicted that higher BS
among women would be associated with more negattitedes towards women who act
agentically (outside their prescribed gender ralg) challenge sexism, and more positive

attitudes towards women who choose not to. Thimnas examined in Study 1.
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However, it is additionally argued that the effeatdbenevolent sexism on attitudes
towards women’s agentic behaviour in response nogebased threat dependwhat ideology
is being confrontedPrevious research on women’s agentic behaviowstgx on behaviour that
opposes discrimination or inequality, or challengaditional gender roles (see e.g., Czopp &
Monteith, 2003; Dodd et al., 2001). That is, magtvpus research focuses on confrontatbn
sexism or biasThis raises the question of whetimegative responses to confrontation might
emerge because confronters behave agenticallygaause they are challenging sexism and
thereby expressing egalitarian ideologies. Moradly agentic actions can also be used to
defendtraditional roles in response to perceived thrieaportantly, what is a threat to women
low in BS is an ideal to women high in BS, and wegsa. So, while low BS women perceive
gender-related threat when experiencing sexisnim, Bigywomen feel gender-based threat when
traditional gender roles are threatened. Feministhnen-traditional gender roles violate BS
values, which can lead to threat and backlash k@&i€iske, 1996). For example, one can look
to prominent American conservative activist Phy8hlafly who fought against the perceived
threat of the gender equality act, believing thatauld be a “step down” for women, in her
support of traditional gender roles and family ea{Sullivan, 2016).

Will BS also predict negative attitudes to thisnioof agentic behaviour? Or might BS
actually inspire positive attitudes toward spealongwhen it serves to uphold traditional gender
roles? Regarding the first option — that higheri88lways associated with negative evaluations
of women'’s objections in response to gender-bdset (regardless of what is being
challenged)- the fact that agentic behaviour isred counter-stereotypical for women, plays

a large role in affecting evaluations (e.g., Pan& Carranza, 2002). Relatedly, benevolent
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sexism predicts the extent to which people endsusé gender stereotypes involving agency
and communality (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Individudlggh in benevolent sexism are more likely
to approve of women who behave demurely or subwahgiin line with stereotypical gender
prescriptions (Rudman & Glick, 2001), rather thgeratic ones. Therefore, because an agentic
response is “unfeminine” and violates gender rdlgs,action should lead to derogation
regardless of ideology.

The second option, instead, suggests that the lyimgrdeology agentic actions seeks to
uphold is crucial in determining the relationshgieen BS and attitudes towards agentic
responses. More specifically, it suggests thatB&sociated with negative attitudes towards
agentic responses when it challenges traditionadiggeroles, bupositiveattitudes when it
defends traditional gender roles. This idea is suep by research that has argued that BS
represents a system justifying belief (SJBs, Gfidkiske, 2001; Jost & Kay, 2005). SJBs are
sets of beliefs that justify the existing statustegyn and therefore contribute to its maintenance
(Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).ssh, SIBs are associated with support for
any behaviour that defends the status quo, whiddes agentic behaviour promoting
traditional gender roles. Specifically, a studyWhite Americans’ attitudes towards those who
confront “anti-White discrimination” (Wilkins, Wethan, & Kaiser, 2013) supports this point. In
this case, discrimination itself goes against ffstesn, as advantaged groups are used to being
valued and celebrated, not discriminated agairst.cbnfronter, then, is perceived as restoring
or defending the social status quo by confrontinty@/hite bias and restoring the hierarchy. As
endorsement of SJBs increased, the confronter vadsaged more positively. As an SJB (Glick

& Fiske, 2001; Jost & Kay, 2005), BS suggests #ainen are more suited to certain (low-
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status) roles, which serves to justify their disatteged position relative to men. In this line of
reasoning, then, BS is associated with more peséftitudes towards any behaviour, even an
agentic one, that reinforces traditional gendezg@nd hierarchy. The current studies examine
whether this might also include behaviours thatgemerally seen as counter-stereotypical for
women, such as agentic responses to gender-basedl th
Overview of the Research

Across three studies, this research examines whiegmevolent sexism moderates
women'’s reactions to other women who engage intagersponses to gender-based threat.
Study 1 examines women'’s agentic behaviour thdtesiges traditional gender roles (e.g.,
sexism). In doing so, the goal is to establishbtasic relationship between benevolent sexism
and agentic responses to gender-based threasandtst often studied in the literature (e.g.,
confronting sexism). Women participants were exgdsea woman who challenges a sexist
perpetrator (or not), and we examine how BS imppattcipants’ perceptions of this woman. It
is expected that higher benevolent sexism woulddseciated with reduced support for the
woman who responds to gender-based threat, anebised support for the woman who does not.

In Studies 2 and 3, the gender role ideology aeddésponse are separated, in order to
examine whether women who act agentically are ineggtevaluated due to their assertive
actions or because they reject traditional genalesr Study 2 involves 2 different conditions,
both of which describe a woman showing interpersagantic behaviour in response to gender-
based threat. In one condition, her actions chg#éraditional gender roles (as in Study 1) and
in the other condition, her actions defé¢ratlitional gender roles. It is expected that,naStudy

1, higher benevolent sexism is associated withaedsupport for agentic actions that challenge
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traditional roles. Crucially, it is also expectéat benevolent sexism is associated \githater
support for agentic actions that defend traditiondds. Study 3 combines the manipulations
from Study 1 and 2 in a 2x2 fully crossed desigmipalating behaviour (responding vs. not)
and the ideology expressed (traditional vs. nodii@al). Similarly, it is hypothesized that
higher benevolent sexism predicts greater supposdmen who endorse traditional roles, and
that the specific behaviour they use to do so (mesp or not) may play less of a role.
Study 1

Study 1 examines how benevolent sexism affects wsavaluations of a woman who
either responds or not toward a male perpetrateexim (e.g., gender-based threat). It is
hypothesized that women’s benevolent sexism willenate impressions of the female target,
such that (H1) the higher participants’ BS, the enpositive their impression of the female target
who does not respond, and (H2) the more negateie ithpression of the target who responds.
The higher the BS, the more women will regard itnappropriate for women to speak up and as
appropriate for womenotto respond to gender-based threat, “rewardingistbman who acts
in accordance with prescribed gender norms withenpoisitive evaluations.

Method

Design and Participants

The study included 2 between-participant experiaesanditions that varied a female
target’s behavioural response: A female targeegissn either responded or did not respond to
the male perpetrator’s sexist comment. In additgamticipants’ benevolent sexism was
measured before the manipulation of confrontatimh @sed as a continuous predictor in the

analyses. The study was conducted through the Madnirke participant system. Of the 133
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participants, 99 were White/Caucasian (74.4%), ft8@&n American/Black (9.8%), 8 were
Asian/Asian American (6.0%), 6 Latino/Hispanic @) and 7 identified as “Other” (5.3%).
The mean age was 34.7 years @@£12.9). All participants were located in the Unitidtes
and received $0.50 compensation for their parttmpawhich was in line with MTurk
recommendations at the time of data collectionotaltof 14 participants were excluded for
failing the manipulation or attention checks. Tlei a final sample of 119 participarits.
Sensitivity analyses were conducted using G*Powaul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,
2007; Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner & Lang, 2009). Rissmdicated that this sample of N=119 with
3 predictors could detect a two-way interactioreetfiof small effect size{= 0.07) with 80%
power (givenx=.05). Effect sizes for the study analyses exchesd indications (see Table 1),
suggesting adequate power.
Materials and Procedure
After giving consent to participate, participargseived an online survey about
American society and impression formation. The syivegan by asking the 11 item Benevolent
Sexism measure from the Ambivalent Sexism Invenfisom 1= strongly disagree to
7=strongly agree; Glick & Fiske, 1996). Sample ganclude, “Women should be cherished and
protected by men,” and “Many women have a qualitguwity that few men possessi< .90).
Because people can adjust their BS to the contegt, McMahon & Kahn, 2015), it was

preferable to measure BS before the manipulatiath, tive addition of 3 distractor items (e.g.,

1 The pattern of results is similar if all particigamre included.
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guestions about their city of residence) to proddditional, albeit very brief, temporal
separation. Still, it is possible that BS was pdntigrough this manipulation, and we discuss this
possibility further in the general discussion.

After completing this measure, participants sgvaegraph purportedly written by a 23
year old White female participant from a differstudy. The paragraph described a woman’s
reaction to a sexist comment made by a male calkeathis reaction varied depending on the
experimental condition (response vs. no respoixeh vignettes began with the following
description:

| was having lunch with co-workers and some busimesn who were visiting our company for a

meeting. While we were eating lunch together, Irti@me of the visiting businessmen talk about

how he preferred to hire males instead of femaléssecompany. He said that women are not as

committed to the job as men, always have childismges, are too emotional, and are too soft for

the business world. | did not like what the bussmesn said.

In the no response condition, the female targetiwoed, “I found his comment offensive
and sexist, but I did not say anything,” makindeacattribution to sexism, but choosing to not
respond to the perpetrator. In the response conglithe woman wrote, “I told him that | found
his comment offensive and sexist,” attributing teenment to sexism and directly responding to
the perpetrator.

After reading the scenario, participants answeredries of questions. All responses
were provided on seven point Likert type scalestiépants’impressiornof the target was
assessed with one item tapping into overall impoes@.e., “What is your overall impression of

this woman?” from 1=very negative to 7=very pogjivtheir impression of how the woman
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handled the situation (1=very negative to 7=versifpee), and impressions on specific traits
assessing competence (competent, capable), tribimess (sincere, honest, trustworthy),
sociability (nice, friendly, sociable), and compliaig (reverse coded: argumentative,
problematic, complainer) (from 1=strongly disagt@&=strongly agree). Because the 13 items
formed a reliable scale£.92) and revealed similar patterns, they were ¢oetbinto one

measure of overall impression of the target. Ppdids also rated the gender-appropriateness of
the target’s response by indicating the extenthelvthe woman behaved as women ‘ought to’
or ‘should ideally’ act (r=.85j.

The survey continued with manipulation and attenthecks, asking participants to
briefly summarize in their own words the scenahiat the woman described (open ended, coded
as correct or incorrect) and how the woman respbta¢éhe businessman’s comments
(responding or not responding). Finally, particiizaanswered basic demographic information
(participants’ gender, race, age). Once complgtadicipants were debriefed, paid, and thanked
for their participation.

Preliminary analyses

2 The two dependent variables (impression and geaqienopriateness) were correlated at r=.50. In lijtspace,
and to avoid redundancy, the complete data is geavin Table 1. The focus of the analysis and dision is on the
impression variable. Supplemental Materials Onfarehe study also contain graphs of the interactind simple

slopes analyses for the additional variable.
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Before proceeding to hypothesis testing, it waaldisthed that scores on benevolent
sexism M=3.56,SD=1.27) did not differ based on confrontation coiodit(no response:
M=3.62,SD=1.18; responsé¥1=3.48,SD=1.38, F<1).

Results

Regression analyses tested the hypothesis thédrttae target’s response (responding or
not) would moderate the effect of benevolent sexasmvomen’s impressions of the target. The
analyses entered benevolent sexism and respondeiagorfO=no response, 1=response), as well
as the benevolent sexism X response conditionactien (see Table 1 for full results). Results
indicated a main effect of benevolent sexism onr@sgions of the female targbt.22,SE=.09,
t(115)=2.40p=.02. As predicted, this effect was qualified bg thteraction between response
condition and benevolent sexisbs-.42,SE=.13,t(115)=-3.29p=.001 (P=.09 for model, see
Figure 1). Simple slope analyses were conductedyeaphed using Interaction software (Soper,
2013). Supporting H1, the simple slope of the repoase condition was reliably positie;.22,
SE=.09,1(115)=2.40p=.02, indicating that when the target chose noegpond, higher
benevolent sexism was associated with more positipeessions of that target. Conversely,
supporting H2, the simple slope for the response wegativeb=-.20,SE=.09,t(115)=-2.25,
p=.03, revealing that the higher participants’ besient sexism, the more negative was their
impression of the woman who challenged the perfmetra

Discussion

Study 1 finds that benevolent sexism moderatesemsrimpressions of other women’s

responses to gender-based threat (e.g., sexis@puiginess context, women’s impressions of a

woman who spoke out against a man making sexigimstats depended on her behavioural
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reaction and BS. Higher BS was associated with gé1) more positive impressions of women
who chose not to confront sexism and (H2) more tiaganpressions of women who respond
agentically to sexism. In this way, this study pdes evidence that BS can function as both the
‘carrot’ and the ‘stick’, through its associatioithvmore negative impressions of women who
dispute the gender hierarchy, and more positiveesgions of women who choose not to do so.
In this study, both women recognized the eveneass(although only one of them chose to
respond). That is, her response was manipulateddiuhe role of the underlying ideology,
which is the aim of Studies 2 and 3. Will women vepeak out in support of traditional
ideologies still be derogated by higher BS women?
Study 2

Study 2 sheds further light on the process ugtgylthe role of BS in women’s
evaluation of in-group members who speak out aggesder-based threstlomen’s agentic
responses to gender-based threat can be usedlengeasexist beliefs and promote non-
traditional gender roles: Study 1 observed thasuich a case, higher benevolent sexism is
associated with reduced support for women who engathis type of agentic behaviour, while
lower BS was associated with more support. Howdlercrucial argument here is that agentic
responses and behaviours can also be usgohdtraditional gender roles. In this case, the
agentic response is the same, but it serves aeatitfedeology. In Studies 2 and 3, we examine
how this difference impacts the relationship betwB& and support for women who engage in
agentic responses to gender-based threat, sepggitagimole of ideology from the agentic

behaviour used to convey the ideology.
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Agentic responses to sexism can take many fommsy €lirect and public actions to
indirect and private behaviours. Instead of focggin women'’s type of response to gender-
based threat, these studies now ask whether roleenforming responses would be evaluated
positively by high BS women if they support therhrehy. That is, in keeping the agentic
behaviour the same (e.g., challenging a male paipe}, are negative evaluations of women
buffered when they seem to be upholding traditimadlies?

As noted in the Introduction, BS is associatedhwiitical attitudes towards women who
engage in role non-conforming behaviours, and pexce often find more tactful and role-
conforming behaviours by women to be more palatgdéeker & Barreto, 2014; Czopp,
Monteith, & Mark, 2006; Gervais & Hillard, 2014; ys, 2010; Stangor et al., 2002). As such,
BS may predict negative attitudes to agentic astioegardless of the ideology they uphold -
because assertive behaviour is counter-stereotyfpicaomen (Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
Alternatively, given that BS is a system-justifyibglief (e.g. Brady et al., 2015; Jost & Kay,
2005), one might predict that BS will actually imgpositiveattitudes to complaining when it
serves to uphold traditional gender roles. Studyen, will shed light onvhyBS was associated
with more critical attitudes towards confrontatiarStudy 1.

To examine this, Study 2 manipulates women'’s ageasponses to gender-based threat
that supports traditional or non-traditional gendges. The study scenarios involve a female
target challenging a school’s decision that affgatis at the school, and her action either served
to promote non-traditional (in line with Study I)teaditional gender roles (new in Study 2). As
in Study 1, it is hypothesized that (H1) the higiwemen’s BS, the more negative their

impression of a woman who acts agentically to prienmon-traditional gender roles.
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Importantly, it is further expected (H2) that thghter women’s BS, the mopmositivetheir
impression of a woman who acts agentically to preni@ditional gender roles.
Method

Design and Participants

Study 2 consisted of 2 between-participants camtt Responding to advance
traditional versus non-traditional gender ideolsgi@enevolent sexism was again measured as a
continuous variable. All participants read a scieniawrwhich a woman confronted a man. One
hundred forty five women patrticipated in the expemt, recruited from the Amazon MTurk
participant pool. Of these, 112 (77.2%) identifesdWhite, 16 (11.0%) identified as
Black/African American, 10 (6.9%) as Asian/Asian Ancan, 5 (3.5%) as Latino/Hispanic, and
2 (1.4%) identified as ‘Other’. The average agéhefparticipants was 35.9 years (SD= 13.1).
All participants were from the United States anckireed $.50 compensation for their
participation. Five participants were excludedftaling basic manipulation checks (letter
manipulation check, n=2, class type manipulatioac&hn=3), resulting in a sample of 140
female participants.

G*Power was used to test for sensitivity (Faulletz007; 2009). The sample of N=140
with 3 predictors could detect a two-way interactédfect of small effect sizé*(= 0.06) with
80% power (giverx=.05). Effect size for the regression results atleeded these cut offs,

indicating sufficient power.

3 Patterns reported below are the same if all ppétits are included in the sample.
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Materials and Procedure

Study 2 followed a similar procedure and includgehitical measures to Study 1.
Participants completed an online survey about Acaersociety and impression formation. After
agreeing to participate, participants answered#nevolent sexism scale<.90), followed by
six distractor items (items about their city anadgr, listed on a separate survey page) to
provide short temporal distancing between the Bffesand the manipulation, which occurred on
separate pages. Next, participants read a vigoetiining the experimental manipulation, in
which a woman responded to gender-based thredifferent reasons—either to advance
traditional gender ideologies or a more egalitgmmam-traditional agenda. Specifically, the
vignette consisted of a (bogus) letter written iy tnother of a high school student to the male
school principal objecting to the school’'s decisiortancel either the science club (non-
traditional) or the home economics club (traditipre part of the after-school programme. The
mother explained that this cancelation dispropaotily affected girls at the school. She wrote in
a letter addressed to the School District Superdeat Eric McLaughlin (traditional condition
indicated in parentheses):

| am a concerned parent of a freshman daughtdaah High School. | would like to state my

displeasure and objection to Marin High School'sisien to cancel the science club (home

economics club) as part of the after school progrdime science club (home economics cisb)

a favourite activity of and highly liked by, youmgomen at the school. The science club (home

economics club) offers students the chance taesgarch (cooking), understand how to conduct

an experiment (run a househgldhd learn about scientific reasoning (home issUd®.science

club (home economics cluly important to young women to learn necessarysskit their
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future careers (responsibilities at home) aftedgating high school. Reinstating the science club
(home economics club) would ensure that femalecstisdare given the best preparation and

opportunities to succeed at Marin High School agygbind.

After reading the vignette, participants answehedsame 13 questions from Study 1 to
assess their impression of the woman ©3). In addition to the variables of centraknast
(impression), Study 2 included the same 2 itemssomaag the gender appropriateness of the
target’s response from Study 1 (gender appropes®nas well as 4 items measuring how much
the participant agreed with the target’s reactegrée reaction), 3 items measuring how helpful
the target’s actions were for women (helpful womdn}ems measuring the inference of shared
values between the participant and the target éshaalues), and 3 items measuring the
participant's empathy with the target (empatAypfterwards, participants responded to
manipulation check questions, which asked partitgp#o briefly summarize the letter (open
ended, coded as correct vs. incorrect) and to ateliwhat club the author did not want cancelled
(science club, home economics club, or gym class.survey concluded with demographic
information being collected. At the end, particifsawere thanked for their participation,

debriefed, and paid.

4 Given the consistency of the results across meastire analysis focuses on the impression vari@ble results
of these additional variables are included in T@bl€he patterns were highly consistent with thpriession
variable described in the main text. Further angalgad graphs of the additional variables are kxtat the

Supplemental Material Online.
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Preliminary analyses.Because benevolent sexism was measured before the
manipulation, analyses examined whether BS scoees affected by the manipulations to
confirm that randomization was successful. Scorethe benevolent sexism sca<3.44,
SD=1.28) did not vary depending on gender role ideplaendition (traditionalM=3.51,
SD=1.30; non-traditionalM=3.38,SD=1.26),F<1.

Results

To test the hypotheses, a regression was condurctaach gender role ideology
condition (O=traditional, 1=non-traditional), beréent sexism (centred), and the interaction
term were regressed on impressions of the femejettalable 2 displays the full regression
results for all study variables. Results revealeeliable main effect of ideology condition,
b=.74,SE=.15,t1(136)=5.00p<.001, and a reliable main effect of benevolentsexh=.47,
SE=.08,1(136)=5.91p<.001, on impressions of the female target. Thesenain effects were
qualified by the predicted gender role ideologydiban*benevolent sexism interactiobs-.38,
SE=.12,1(136)=-3.27 p<.001 (P=.43 for model, see Figure 2). Analyses of the &nsfopes
revealed that, unlike in Study 1, benevolent sexisag not associated with evaluations of the
woman who objected for non-traditional reasdors09, SE=.08,t(136)=1.10p=.27. That is,
there was no support for Hypothesis 1. Howeverc#mral hypothesis (H2) was supported:
higher scores on benevolent sexism were assoaciatienorepositiveperceptions of the
woman who objected when she did so for traditiseatonsb=.47,SE=.08,1(136)=5.90,
p<.001.

A similar pattern of results was observed for ttieeo study variables, including gender

appropriateness, agreement with reaction, helpfubmen, shared values, and empathy:
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higher benevolent sexism was associated with mosgiye ratings of the woman who
confronted for traditional reasons (H1 not supphrté2 supported). Regression analyses for
these variables are included in Table 2, and graptiee significant interaction and simple slope
analyse are provided in Supplemental Materialsr@nli

Discussion

In Study 1, women'’s agentic responses challengeidr® and traditional gender roles,
and higher BS was associated with dislike for thvesmen. Expanding on this effect, Study 2
examined women’s agentic responses to gender-telateat that served different purposes:
Either advancing or rejecting traditional genddesoln doing so, it differentiates between
agentic actions aimed to reduce gender prejudiddlase that instead aim to support traditional
gender relations. In Study 2, then, this effectfiBtudy 1 was reversed: Benevolent sexism was
associated with moneositiveimpressions of women who agentically speak ouinsggender-
based threat, bunlyif it is done to promote traditional gender roles.sTihdicates that female
participants were more responsive to the gendelodg being promoted by the target’s
behaviour than to the behaviour itself.

Study 2 also produced some unexpected findingst Maportantly, unlike in Study 1, in
this case benevolent sexism did not affect attdudevards the woman advancing non-traditional
gender beliefs. Relatedly, results seem to be dineze by women who scoi@v on benevolent
sexism. There are several differences between Staayl Study 2 that might have given rise to
these differences, include the more indirect maoh#ére agentic action (compared to more
direct in Study 1), the context of a school (conepaio a workplace), and a mother acting on

behalf of her child (versus a business woman), vhiitl be discussed further in the General
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Discussion. Nevertheless, holding the type of agdmghaviour consistent within a setting, this
study established that BS is not always associatidcritical attitudes towards women'’s
agentic actions in response to gender-based thnestme situations, higher BS can be
associated with support for acting agentically enallenging a man, namely when it supports
traditional roles. By the same token, the abseh@&Sds not always associated with support for
agentic responses to gender threat, but can aldodemen to derogate women who act to
defend traditional gender roles.

So far, Studies 1 and 2 have examined how BS aftdtitudes towards non-traditional
women who act agentically (S1 and S2), non-trad#iavomen who do not respond (S1) and
traditional women who act agentically (S2) in resg®to gender-based threat. In Study 3, the
manipulations from Study 1 and Study 2 are brotgdpether into a 2 response (response vs. no
response) x 2 gender role ideology (traditionalnem-traditional) design. This set up allows,
first, to establish the combined influence of resting behaviour and the ideology it upholds,
and second, to also examine how BS affects wonatitades towards traditional women who
do not respond (and therefore act in line with grieed gender roles), a possibility that was
absent from the first 2 studies.

Study 3

Study 3 examines whether high BS women’s suppontashen who stay silent (as found
in Study 1) can extend to women who speak up, @etgainst prescribed gender norms. As
Study 2 demonstrated, high BS women can support-rahderogate—women who speak out,
as long as their actions serves to advance traditigender roles. Study 3 is designed to replicate

the findings of Study 2 using a fully-crossed dasimgwhich an agentic response (vs. no
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response) and the traditional (vs. non-traditiogahder role ideology it serves are manipulated.
As such, Study 3 fully disentangles the behavioacsibns from the ideology it advances. The
scenario again takes place in a school contextevé@nother agentically responds (or does not
respond) to the cancellation of a school prograrfongirls. In both cases, the mother argues
that the cancellation of the programme unfairlyadisantages girls, perceiving a gender-based
threat. We manipulate whether the school programmeestion reflects traditional gender roles
(cooking) or non-traditional gender roles (scienesd whether the mother chooses to respond
to the cancellation or not.

It is hypothesized that stronger BS is associatéu (M1) more negative impressions of
women who support non-traditional gender roles, &) that this effect is particularly strong
when the woman expresses this through agentic mespgin line with Study 1. In line with
Study 2, it is also predicted that stronger BSsmsoaiated with (H3) more positive impressions of
women who support traditional gender roles, and) H& effect will not depend on the target’s
behavioural response. That is, high BS women mppat a woman, regardless of if she speaks
out or not, as long as she is doing so to advaadéibnal gender roles.

Method
Design and Participants

This study followed a 2 (gender role ideologyditimnal vs. non-traditional) X 2
(response: response vs. nNo response) betweenantcdesign, with benevolent sexism as a
continuous predictor. A total of 186 female papamts 1=38.7 years oldSD=13.2) located in
the United States were collected from Amazon MTorkkhe study. The sample consisted of

135 (72.6%) White, 21 (11.3%) Black/African Amemgd 1 (5.9%) Asian/Asian American, 8
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(4.3%) Latino/Hispanic, and 11(5.9%) Other. Foutipgants were excluded from analysis for
failing manipulation or attention checks (identifgigender of author, response condition, and/or
ideology condition checks), leaving a final sampfid.82 participants.

Sensitivity analyses were conducted using G*PoWwaul et al., 2007; 2009). Results
indicated that this sample of N=182 with 7 predistoould detect a three-way interaction effect
of small effect sizeff = 0.04) with 80% power (givesn=.05). Effect size for the regressions,
indicated below, exceeded these indications.

Materials and Procedure

Study 3 followed a similar procedure to Studiemntl 2 with the same dependent
measures as Study 2. Participants agreed to jpaticin an online survey about American
society and, as in the preceding studies, answheeblenevolent sexism items from the A&t (
.89), followed by the same distractor items. Neatticipants read the experimental vignette, in
which the type of gender role ideology expressetliional vs. non-traditional) and the
woman’s behavioural response (response vs. nomsspwere manipulated. The vignette was
purportedly written by a mother of a high schodlglater, who described her displeasure with
the cancelation of either a “Girls in Science Clob’a “Girls and Cooking Club” at the school
and her subsequent response. In all conditiongpstweives the cancellation as

disproportionately affecting the girls at the sdhoepresenting a gender-based threat. The

5 patterns are the same if all participants are dweslu
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mother describes how she either responded or dickepond to the male principal responsible
for the cancellation (traditional condition andnesponse condition indicated in parentheses):

| was at my daughter’s high school for curriculuight. While | was there, the Principal stated

that he was cancelling the Girls and Science G&idg and Cooking Club) as part of the after

school program. | was very displeased at this ancement... The Girls and Science Club (Girls
and Cooking Club) offers students the chance toesgarch (cooking), understand how to
conduct an experiment (combine ingredients), aathlabout scientific reasoning (grocery
shopping guidelines). The Girls and Science Cludg@nd Cooking Club) is especially
important for girls to learn necessary skills foeit future careers after graduating high school.

After making the announcement, the Principal dad it takes too many resources to run the

club, that the girls aren’t getting useful skilterh it, and the girls probably wouldn’t use these

skills in the future. This cancellation unfairlysdidvantages the female students. | did not like
what the Principal said regarding the female sttgdand the club cancellation. | found his
comments offensive and sexist, and | tactfully tult so (but | did not say anything).

After reading the vignette, participants ratedrthrapression of the mother by answering
the same 13 items used in Studw2 (92). The additional items from Study 2 were also
included (gender appropriateness, helpfulness éonen, agree with reaction, shared values,
empathy). To gauge their engagement with the spamjcipants responded to manipulation and
attention check items, which included asking paréints to briefly summarize the content of the
vignette (open ended, coded as correct or incQrnebether or not the woman responded to the
principal, the type of programme that was beingceied (girls and science club, girls and

cooking club, or girls and gym club), and the gerafehe author (male, female). They lastly
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answered demographic questions. Upon completiey, were thanked, debriefed, and paid.
Participants received $0.50 compensation for theiticipation in the study.
Preliminary analyses

As before, benevolent sexism was measured befersmémipulation, with the same filler
items as Study 2 in between. Confirming that randation was successful, benevolent sexism
scores 1=3.77,SD=1.20) did not vary depending on whether the targgpondedNi=3.84,
SD=1.15) or not 1=3.71,SD=1.25),F<1. However, there was a trend, although not-ridior
an effect of ideology condition on benevolent sexisith higher levels of benevolent sexism in
the traditional conditionM=3.92,SD=1.20) than in the non-traditional conditidi£3.61,
SD=1.20),F(1, 180)=3.15p=.08. It is worth keeping this in mind when considg the results
below.

Results

A regression analysis was conducted on impresditimedarget, in which the main
effects of benevolent sexism (centred), genderidgelogy condition (0= traditional, 1=non-
traditional), and target behavioural response (Oesponse, 1=response) were entered, followed
by the corresponding 2-way and 3-way interactiéiodl. results are shown in Table 3. Results
revealed a reliable main effect of benevolent sexis=.24,SE=.11,t(174)=2.13p=.04, and a
main effect of gender role ideology conditidw,44,SE=.19,t1(174)=2.31p=.02. These were
gualified by a 2 way interaction between benevosexism and gender role ideology condition,
b=-.35,SE=.15,1(174)=-2.32p=.02 (see Figure 3). The three way interaction betw
benevolent sexism, gender role ideology conditam response condition was not reliable,

t(174)=.63,p=.53, indicating that the relationship between gendle ideology condition and
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benevolent sexism did not depend on the targetias\ieural response (response vs. no
response) {f.15 for model). As such, there was no evidencéhfethypothesis that relied on the
3-way interaction (not supporting H2, while suppaytH4). Collapsing across the target’s
behaviour, then, we assessed the evidence for HHa&nSimple slopes analyses for the
significant BS* ideology condition interaction reted that higher benevolent sexism was
associated with more positive impressions of thena supporting traditional gender roles
(cancellation of the cooking programmisy,.24,SE=.11,1(174)=2.13p=.04, confirming H3

(and replicating Study 2). By contrast, benevogatism did not influence perceptions of the
woman in the non-traditional gender role ideologgdition,b=-.11,SE=.11,t(174)=-1.11,

p=.27, and as such there was no support for Hli¢aplg Study 2, but not Study 1).

Similar patterns were found with the additionalasired variables, supporting H3 and
H4, but not H1 or H2. Regression results are prexith Table 3, and simple slope and graphs of
these variables are included in the Supplementatiidd Online. As with the impression
variable, the simple slopes of the traditional ggndle condition were reliable and positive,
such that higher BS was associated with more peditipressions of the woman, while the
slopes of the non-traditional gender role conditi@re all negative, but not reliable.

As an additional test of the hypotheses, regresanatyses were rerun only for the
woman who speaks out (e.g., the response conditgith a smaller sample (h=83) that limits
power, a significant BS*Programme Ideology conditioteraction was present for 4 of the 6
dependent variables (gender appropriateness, agffeecaction, helpful for women, shared
values). Simple slopes demonstrate the same pattgported in the full sample: BS increases

support for the woman speaking out in the tradélodeology condition (reliable simple slope
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for all variables), and has no effect in the naditional condition (not reliable for all variab)es
For the two variables in which the interaction was reliable (impression: p=.26 and empathy:
p=.16), the pattern of the simple slopes was idahto the other variables (positive in the
traditional condition and not reliable in the noaeditional condition). These additional analyses
demonstrate that high BS women can approve of womtenspeak out, under certain
circumstances (e.g., when it is in defence of tiauolal gender roles). Additional information on

these analyses are provided in the Supplementaridkt Online.

Discussion

Study 3 demonstrates that, under certain conditioigh BS women can be persuaded to
support women who speak up and act agentidélilge woman in question supports traditional
gender roles. Indeed, benevolent sexist women stupjpan-group members who endorse
traditional gender roles when perceiving a gendeeld threat (H1), regardless of the behaviour
they use to do so (responding or not). The behavias less influential in shaping their support
compared to the expressed gender role beliefsuéts, sinder some circumstances, benevolent
sexists drop their objections to agentic non-ralefarming behaviour in the face of gender
threat, behaviour which is normally considered d¢eustereotypical for women. As in Study 2,
benevolent sexism was mostly robustly associatédwwmen’s impressions of ingroup
members wheupporttraditional gender roles, but less so with thoke whallenge these roles.
For high BS women, other women can act agentieailty challenge a male perpetrator in the
face of gender-based threat, or choose not taragsds they are expressing support for

traditional ideologies. The lack of moderation lné two-way interaction between BS and
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program ideology by the target’s behaviour was seina surprising. It was possible that high
BS women, even in supporting women who speak autdditional roles, would have most
preferred women to stay silent (replicating Stujlyiistead, however, they showed no
preference based on the behaviour itself (respgnatimot), but were most driven by the
underlying ideology being communicated. Expressungport for traditional gender roles was
enough to buffer derogation and engender similgl$eof support as the woman who stayed
silent.
General Discussion

Across three studies, women'’s attitudes towarlsroomen’s responses to gender-
based threat were shaped by benevolent sexisnthanohderlying gender role ideology being
expressed. Study 1 finds that high BS women rejgentic responses (confrontation) of group-
based threat (sexism) that challenges traditioakles, and support behaviour that does not
challenge it. However, Study 2 shows that this gation does not extend to a similarly agentic
action that instead upholds traditional gendersolénat is, Study 2 demonstrates that high BS
women will support a woman confronting and actiggratically, if her actions serve to promote
traditional gender roles. Study 3 confirms thas iess about the specific behaviour enacted
(women acting agentically or not) but rather altbetideology being promoted. High BS
women will support both types of behavioural resges even non-gender role conforming ones
such as speaking out, and not derogate the worndong as traditional gender relations are
being valued. In addition to their overall impressbf the woman, the positive evaluations of
the woman in Studies 2 and 3 also included howapate women perceived her behaviour to

be, how much they agreed with her reaction, howfbkthey perceived her actions were toward
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other women, their shared values with the womad their empathy toward her (see Tables 2
and 3 and supplemental analyses). In sum, thelis B& necessarily always related to critical
attitudes toward women’s agentic behaviour in respdo group-based threat, but can under
some circumstances also ins@ueport forsuch behaviour, depending on the gender ideology it
supports.

There were a number of additional aspects of tidirigs that are worth noting. First,
these studies suggest that benevolent sexism isrolmsstly associated with women'’s
impressions of women wrsupporttraditional gender roles (effects in all 3 studliésit less so
with impressions of in-group members who challethgse roles (effects in Study 1 only).
Although this is somewhat surprising, is worth elmhing that, in Studies 2 and 3, the agentic
response was done on behalf of someone else. lithg stanipulation introduced a mother who
challenged the cancellation of a girls after-sclahob (science/home economics) on behalf of
her daughter. Confrontation and agentic respongesoasidered more palatable when they are
done on behalf of others (Czopp & Monteith, 20081 & Kaiser, 2014) than when they are
‘self-interested’. Additionally, motherhood is penged as a traditional role for women (e.g.,
Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997). In fa@a mother standing up for her child is one
of the very few cultural narratives that celebratssertiveness by women (Traister, 2019). In
this case, the non-traditional woman defends tiese class (non-traditional), but is still a
mother, arguing on behalf of her child. This iseeey have reduced the objections to the non-
traditional woman amongst benevolent sexists, @ah lbesponsible for the absence of an effect

for the non-traditional woman in Studies 2 andn3cdntrast, in Study 1, the agentic response
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occurred within a workplace involving a businesswan, which represents a gender role-
challenging, non-traditional environment towardsakitBS women could more strongly reject.
An additional, and related, issue is that the ¢ffe€ BS on impressions of traditional
women seem to be driven mainly by women who stmweon BS. In the figures, high BS
women do not seem to differentiate between thetioadl and non-traditional women, but as
BS decreases, people become especially criticabaien who engage in behaviours to reinforce
the gender hierarchy. In other words, when speatirigupports traditional gender roles, this
does not so much remove objections amongst higiv@8en but rathentroducesobjections
amongst low BS women (who would normally be expgtbesupport women’s agentic
behaviour). To some extent, this response pattéghtrbe a result of the fact that that the non-
traditional conditions showed no effects in Studieshd 3. That is, perhaps if the manipulation
of the non-traditional woman had been strongem &udy 1 with a female businesswoman
reacting to an overtly sexist statement, effecteragst high BS women would have been more
pronounced and differentiated between the traditiand non-traditional gender role conditions.
Further, the type and manner of agentic behaviatied between the studies, which may have
also contributed to the lack of effects in the mi@ditional conditions. Whereas Study 1
involved a direct agentic confrontation, that hBfd women derogated, the agentic actions in
Study 2 and 3 were more indirect (writing a let@r}actful in approach. While still an agentic
behaviour, this reserved approach to confrontasiariten perceived better (Becker & Barreto,
2014; Hyers, 2010), and particularly could be farge high in BS. However, whichever end of

the scale is driving the results here, these figglilemonstrate a reversal in the relationship
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between agentic behaviour and BS from what is ntbymeported in the literature, as a result of
variations in the gender role ideology it supports.

Fewer effects were also found for BS on evaluatansomen who confront for non-
traditional reasons, where one would expect negativpunishment’ effects. A possible
explanation for the lack of derogation of womengmrting non-traditional gender role
ideologies could be due to the studies’ focus arelselent, as opposed to hostile, sexism.
Across studies, BS positively impacts the evaluatibwomen who act agentically in support of
traditional reasons, which is in line with the ideat BS rewards traditionally-oriented women.
Hostile Sexism (HS), instead, functions to puniskiant women (Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001).
Had HS been included as an additional predictohenstudies, there may have been more
evidence of the ‘punishment’ side in the evaluatlmnon-traditional woman. Indeed, future
work could examine the role of HS in punishing womnaho violate traditional gender roles.

Overall, this research makes important contribuitmexisting literature on agentic
responses to gender-based threat and literatuberogvolent sexism. First, prior research has not
examined how benevolent sexism might moderate wsmedgements of other women’s
responses to gender-based threat. Thus, it protheefgst evidence that BS increases support
for women who stay silent in response to sexisrd,darogate those who agentically respond
against it. Second, research on benevolent sdrisds to associate it with prescriptions for
women’s submissive and demure attitudes. Our fololarify that this does not necessarily
mean that women who endorse benevolent sexism tanpport non-gender role conforming
agentic actions, so long as they serve to uph@dtitus quo. High BS women do not

necessarily prefer submission and can instead sugggposedly ‘unfeminine’ actions toward



Benevolent Sexism and Agentic Responsé&2

which they are normally opposed. Similarly, lowe3 B not always associated with support for
challenging gender-based threat, but can alsosme@ted with dack of support, namely when
actions endorse traditional gender role beliefesehfinding helps to disentangle the whether
women who stand up to sexism are derogated becdtiseir agentic behaviour, or because of
the traditional or non-traditional ideologies benfigputed. Next, these findings provide further
evidence that benevolent sexism should be seesyseam justifying belief (Brady et al., 2015;
Jost & Kay, 2005); BS predicts support for beharibat reinforces traditional gender roles and
gender hierarchies, serving to uphold the statos Kmally, the intragroup focus on women'’s
reactions to other women'’s behaviours providesrgortant and often less studied perspective
of ingroup support for confrontation. Forming atedicoalition of ingroup members facilitates
collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2008), dnd paper highlights one potential barrier
toward that goal that many women endorse--benetvekasm.

It is important to note some limitations of thesedies. First, the manipulations of
traditional and non-traditional gender role ideadsgwere subtle, and may have benefitted from
more direct framing. For instance, traditional gemidle ideologies were manipulated in Studies
2 and 3 by having women express support for a gioisking club. Although manipulation
checks confirmed that participants understood thretraditional versus traditional role
implications of the manipulation, results may haeen more in line with hypotheses (e.g. with
regards to attitudes towards progressive women}tmdanipulations been stronger. Further,
methodological choices required that benevolenssebe measured prior to the confrontation
scenario. While distractor items were includeditoaduce a very limited amount of temporal

distancing, and BS largely did not vary betweeneeixpental conditions, there is still the
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possibility that BS was primed while evaluating soenario (and by distractor items regarding
gender). This may have made such concerns abodégeries more salient across conditions,
having a larger effect on overall evaluations. Fein@search may wish to further separate the
measurement of BS and experimental manipulatioresaegneasurement sessions. Further,
across studies, we defined the woman’s responageasic, due to her deliberative actions to
speak up against the male perpetrator. It is plestiat, under certain circumstances, one may
remain agentically silent or confront without areintional decision to do so (e.g., a reflexive
response). Future research could fully disentaagéncy in decisionmaking from response type.

This work was also unable to look at the intacacof race and gender on the outcomes
of interest (e.g., see McMahon & Kahn, 2015), gitteat the sample was composed mostly of
White women. Relatedly, future work might fruitfplinclude male participants (Fiske & Glick,
2001). The person being confronted was always aimtrese studies, which is a common
situation involving gender-based dynamics. Thal,saomen do support traditional ideologies
and both endorse and actively promote traditioealdgr roles as well. It could be speculated
that, in our studies, the fact that it is a marc8ams that the woman is responding to should be
more against what is appropriate for a woman téodbdigh BS women. It should be harder for
high BS women to support this action, but they dblif the agentic action serves to promote
traditional gender roles. Future research couldnéx@ women agentically challenging an
ingroup member and how support varies by benevaskexist ideologies.

Conclusions.Across 3 studies, this research demonstrates ¢ém&violent sexism is not
necessarily associated with critical attitudes t@lsavomen’s agentic responses against gender-

based threat, but can sometinmregeasesupport for such behaviour, namely when it supports
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traditional gender role ideologies. Similarly, |&% is not always associated with support for
speaking out against sexism, but can also be agedavith dack of support, namely when it
endorses traditional gender role beliefs. Indewel rélationship between benevolent sexism and
attitudes towards women is determined mostly bygéreder role ideology the person expresses

in response to bias, rather than by the behavimy tise to do so.
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Figures and Tables

Table 1.Full Results Study 1

Gender
Study 1 Variables Impression Appropriate
Constant 5.36 (.11)** 2.87 (.13)**
Response Condition -.03 (.16) 1.04 (.20)**
Benevolent Sexism .22 (.09)* 22 ((11)+
Response Condition*BS =42 (L13)** -.35 (.16)*

Note: Table provides b and (SE) for each variable<.1, *=p<.05, ** p<.01

Figure 1.Impression of target as a function of benevolertssn (centred) and target's

behaviour (Study 1).
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Table 2.Full Results Study 2

Benevolent Sexism and Agentic Responsd®

Gender Agree Helpful for Shared
Study 2 Variables Impression  Appropriate Reaction Women Values Empathy
Constant 4.70 (.10)** 2.56 (.12)** 2.34 (12)*  4.16)** 2.24 ((12)*  4.29 (.19)**
Ideology Condition | .74 (.15)**  1.19 (.17)** 1.2007)**  2.13 (.22)** 1.35 (17  1.14 (.27)*
Benevolent Sexism| .47 (.08)** .72 (.09)** .60 (.69) .92 (.12)** .68 (.09)** .64 (.15)**
Condition*BS -38 (12)**  -.69 (.13)** -.65 (.13)** -1.00 (.18)** -76 (14 71 (.22)*
Note: Table provides b and (SE) for each variabip<.05, ** p<.01

Figure 2.Impression as a function of benevolent sexismt(edhand gender role ideology

condition.
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Table 3.Full Results Study 3

Benevolent Sexism and Agentic Responsés

Study 3 Variables

Impression Gender Appropriate Agree Reaction Helpful for Women Shared Values Empathy

Constant 4.87 (.13)**2.70 (.14)**
Benevolent Sexism 24 ((11)* .41 ((12)*
Response Condition -.28 (.20) .07 (.22)
Ideology Condition 44 ((19)* .65 (.21)*
BS*Response .05 (.17) -.06 (.18)
BS*Ideology -35(.15)* -.52 (.17)**
Response* Ideology .20 (.28) .34 (.31)
BS*Ideology*Response .15 (.24) 11 (.26)

2.73 (16)*  4.07 (.19)* 2.70 (.16)™ 5.02 (.20)**
45 (18)* .73 (A7) 49 (14)* 37 (A7)

11 (.24) -.26 (.29) -15 (.24) -33(.31)
84 (p2 75 (.28)* 80 (23)* .74 (:29)*
.04 (.20) -.03).2 -.06 (.20) .03 (.26)

-62 (18)* .98 (.22)** -69 ((18)*  -.40 (.24)+
14 (33) 4 (BL)+ 17 (.34) 15 (.44)

.08 (.28) .30 (.35) 16 (.29) -.04 (.37)

Note: Table provides b and (SE) for each variable<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01

Figure 3.Impression of the target as a function of benewdaexism (centred) and gender role

ideology condition.
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Supplemental Material Online

Study materials, data, and syntax associated et studies can be viewed at

https://osf.io/bng7t/?view only=c6ee5dbff0964814txetd9bd4198a.

Study 1 Supplemental Analyses

Gender Appropriateness
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f2=.29 for model. The simple slope of the non-respammndition was marginally positive,
b=.22,SE=.11,t(115)=1.91p=.058, and the simple slope of the confrontatiomdition was not
reliable,b=-.14,SE=.11,1(115)=1.28 p=.20.
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Study 2 Supplemental Analyses

Gender Appropriateness
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== Mon-traditional
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2=.79 for model. The simple slope of the traditiddaology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.72,SE=.09,1(136)=7.90p<.001, and the simple slope of the non-traditional
ideology condition was not reliable+.03,SE=.10,t(136)=.34 p=.74.

Agree with Reaction

74 Ideology Condition
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Traditional
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f2=.70 for model. The simple slope of the traditioiai@lology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.60,SE=.09,1(136)=6.70p<.001, while the simple slope of the non-traditiona
ideology condition was not reliable+-.05, SE=.09,t(136)= -.53 p=.60.
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Helpful for Women
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f2=1.07 for model. The simple slope of the traditicc@ndition was reliable and positivies.92,
SE=.12,1(136)=7.64p<.001, while the simple slope of the non-traditiodaology condition
was not reliableb=-.08,SE=.13,t(136)= -.65p=.52.

Shared Values

Shared Values

T4
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m— "on-traditional
Traditional

T
2.0

T T T
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Benevolent Sexism

T
2.0

2=.82 for model. The simple slope of the traditioia@ology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.68,SE=.09,1(136)=7.29 p<.001, while the simple slope of the non-traditiona
ideology condition was not reliable+-.08,SE=.10,t(136)= -.76 p=.45.
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Empathy
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f2=.26 for model. The simple slope of the traditioiai@lology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.64,SE=.15,1(136)=4.34p<.001, while the simple slope of the non-traditiona
ideology condition was not reliable+-.06, SE=.16,t(136)= -.40 p=.609.
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Gen

der Appropriateness
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Gender appropriateness

74
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Ideology Condition
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f2=.28 for model. The simple slope in the traditioid&iology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.41,SE=.12,1(174)=3.36 p<.001. The simple slope in the non-traditional idgy
condition was not reliablé=-.11,SE=.11,t(174)=-.99 p=.33.

Agree with Reaction

Agree with Reaction
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Benevolent Sexism

Ideclogy Condition
Traditional
e Non-traditional

f2=.28 for model. The simple slope in the traditioigiglology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.45,SE=.13,1(174)=3.37 p<.001. The simple slope in the non-traditional idgy
condition was not reliablé=-.17,SE=.12,t(174)=-1.37 p=.17.
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74

6

Helpful for Women
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m— Non-traditional

Ideology Condition
Traditional

f2=.37 for model. The simple slope in the traditioid&iology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.73,SE=.16,1(174)=4.41 p<.001. The simple slope in the non-traditional idgy
condition was negative and marginally relialite;.25,SE=.15,1(174)=-1.66 p=.098.

Shared Values
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f2=.28 for model. The simple slope in the traditioigiglology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.49,SE=.13,1(174)=3.62p<.001. The simple slope in the non-traditional idgy
condition was negative and marginally relialite;.20,SE=.12,1(174)=-1.66 p=.099.
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Empathy
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f2=.11 for model. The simple slope in the traditioigiglology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.37,SE=.17,1(174)=2.15p<.05. The simple slope in the non-traditional iyl
condition was not reliablé=-.02,SE=.16,t(174)=-.14 p=.89.
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Study 3 Additional Analyses, Response conditiory gn&83)

Gender Agree Helpful for Shared
Study 3 Variables Impresson  Appropriate Reaction Women Values Empathy
Constant 4.60 (.15)** 2.78 (.17)** 2.62 (.18)** 3.§.22)** 2.55 (.19)**  4.69 (.25)**
Ideology Condition | .64 (.20)** .99 (.23)** 97 @+  1.49 (.30)* .97 (.26)** .89 (.34)*
Benevolent Sexism| .29 (.12)* .35 (.13)* 49 (.15)** .69 (.18)** 43 (\15)** 41 (.20)*
Condition*BS -.20 (.18) -.41 (.20)* -.54 (.23)* 84.27)* -.53 (.23)* -.43 (.30)

Note: Table provides b and (SE) for each variabjes.05, ** p<.01

Gender Appropriateness, Response condition onl§3n=
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f2=.29 for model. The simple slope in the traditioigiglology condition was reliable and

positive,b=.35,SE=.13,1(79)=2.61 p<.05. The simple slope in the non-traditional idey

condition was not reliablé=-.06,SE=.15,t(79)=-.42,p=.68.

Agree with Reaction, Response condition only (n=83)
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f2=.28 for model. The simple slope in the traditioid&iology condition was reliable and

positive,b=.49,SE=.15,1(79)=3.30,p<.01. The simple slope in the non-traditional icem

condition was not reliablé=-.04,SE=.17,t(79)=-.26,p=.80.
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Helpful for Women, Response condition only (n=83)
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f2=.43 for model. The simple slope in the traditioid&iology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.69,SE=.18,1(79)=3.94 p<.01. The simple slope in the non-traditional icdey
condition was not reliablé=.01, SE=.20,t(79)=.07,p=.95.

Shared Values, Response condition only (n=83)

Shared Values
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f2=.25 for model. The simple slope in the traditioid&iology condition was reliable and
positive,b=.43,SE=.15,1(79)=2.82 p<.01. The simple slope in the non-traditional idey
condition was not reliablé=-.11,SE=.17,t(79)=-.61,p=.54.



