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Abstract 

Men’s exploitation of women in heterosexual relationships is commonplace, both through 

sexually assaulting or otherwise taking advantage of women’s bodies, and in exploiting women 

for domestic labour such as housework and childcare. In the current investigation, we first 

present evidence for the co-occurrence of men’s willingness to sexually exploit and their 

willingness to domestically exploit their partners, then assess predictors and emotional processes 

underlying such hostility. Specifically, in Chapter 2, we develop a two-dimensional scale of 

willingness to exploit women with male participants (Study 1a; n = 103) and provide evidence 

that sexual exploitation willingness and domestic exploitation willingness are indeed separate, 

but related, factors. In Study 1b, we perform confirmatory analysis of this measure in two 

additional samples (n = 129 and n = 632 respectively) and provide evidence of construct validity 

for the scale. Then, Study 1c (n = 281) we provide evidence for stability of the construct over 

time, as well as its ability to predict behavioural indicators of exploitation. In Chapter 3, we 

investigate predictors and emotional processes underlying anti-women hostility and willingness 

to exploit women drawing on intergroup contact theory. In a correlational investigation (Study 2; 

n = 229), we find that perceived negative experiences with women predict greater anti-women 

bias via greater anger toward women. We then confirm this pattern of results using an 

experimental manipulation in Study 3 (n = 174), finding indirect effects of anger toward women 

in the relation between negative contact condition (vs. control) and greater anti-women bias. 

Positive contact, in contrast, has little relation with more positive attitudes toward women. 

Finally, in a three-wave longitudinal investigation (n = 577), Study 4 presents evidence for more 

nuanced relations between perceived contact, anger, and anti-women hostility; the findings 

suggest that not only do negative contact experiences predict downstream anger toward women, 



  

but also that anger and anti-women attitudes feed into men’s perceptions of their contact 

experiences with women. Overall, these findings reveal that perceived negative (but not positive) 

contact with, and anger toward, women are particularly relevant to understanding anti-women 

biases in heterosexual relations and future directions for reducing anti-women hostility are 

discussed. 

Keywords: sexism, intergroup contact, intergroup emotions, housework, sexual 

exploitation 
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Chapter 1: General Introduction 

In the context of heterosexual relations, women are exploited on many fronts. Arguably 

the most socially abhorrent forms of men’s exploitation of women stems from men’s sense of 

entitlement to women’s bodies. This sense of entitlement often manifests in violent ways. For 

instance, self-defined “incels”, short for “involuntary celibates”, are a community of (mostly) 

men who feel unfairly denied sex from women to which they are entitled (Coles, 2018). The 

incel community has been connected to a number of mass attacks on women, including an attack 

in Canada in which an incel drove a van onto a sidewalk, killing 24 people, almost all of whom 

women, allegedly motived by a hatred toward women for denying him sex (Reilly, 2018). 

Similar attacks were seen in the 2014 Santa Barbara shooting carried out by Elliott Rodger, who 

was motivated by his hatred of women for supposedly denying his right to sex from them (BBC 

News, 2018; Romano, 2018), and a 2018 attack on a Florida Yoga Studio in which Scott Paul 

shot six women, an attack motivated by a hatred of women for their unwillingness to “provide 

them with sex and submission they see as their birthright” (Hendrix, 2019). 

More commonly, perceived entitlement to sex among men can also be seen in instances 

of sexual assault and rape. For instance, half of Canadian women have been victims of physical 

or sexual violence since the age of 16 (Canadian Women’s Foundation, n.d.), and 1 in 6 

American women have been victim of completed or attempted rape. Often these assaults are 

committed in the context of heterosexual or romantic relationships, with approximately 75% of 

rapes committed by the victim’s acquaintance or romantic partner (RAINN, n.d.). Moreover, 

according to Struckman-Johnson et al. (2003), 40% of college men admitted to using hostile 

“postrefusal sexual persistence” strategies to obtain sex from women after they refuse, such as 

manipulation, emotional abuse, and encouraging/taking advantage of intoxication. In addition, 
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78% of college women reported being subjected to such tactics, suggesting that men’s sexual 

exploitation and hostility toward women is commonplace.  

Yet, sexual violence is not the only form of exploitation of women that occurs in the 

context of heterosexual relationships. Perhaps less abhorrent to the general public, but harmful 

nonetheless, is the exploitation of women for domestic work in the context of romantic 

relationships. Although a long-standing issue highlighted by feminists for decades (Bernard, 

1976; Chafetz, 1990; Hartmann, 1981; Hochschild & Machung, 1989; Lengermann & 

Niebrugge-Brantley,1990; McMahon, 1999), this form of exploitation came to the forefront of 

attention during the COVID-19 pandemic. During the pandemic, when most public places 

(including schools, workplaces, and daycares) were closed, it was largely women, rather than 

men, who were expected to take on a greater amount of housework and childcare at home (Hsu, 

2020; Schneider et al., 2020). These expectations for women came at great cost to their lives and 

financial independence, with some arguing that this form of exploitation of women for domestic 

work during the pandemic could set women’s rights back a generation (Topping, 2020). Indeed, 

in the United States, 1.1 million women left the work force during the pandemic (Ellingrud & 

Segel, 2021), with scholars, researchers, and women who felt forced to leave work citing 

increased workload of domestic responsibilities and their partners’ continued lack of 

involvement as causes (Ellingrud & Segel, 2011; Feng & Savani, 2020; Hsu, 2020; Schneider et 

al., 2020). Men, in contrast, are thought to have experienced some career gains during COVID-

19 (Ellingrud & Segel, 2021).  

The purpose of the present investigation is two-fold. First, Chapter 2 provides an in-

depth investigation of women’s exploitation in the context of romantic relationships, both for 

sexual and for domestic purposes. We then investigate how men’s willingness to sexually and 
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domestically exploit women are tied to each other and develop a measure to assess both forms of 

exploitation willingness. We also demonstrate the predictive utility of this measure and how it 

compares with pre-existing measures of sexist ideologies and endorsement of traditional gender 

roles. In particular, we show that men’s willingness to exploit women may have implications for 

how much housework women do, and how they may be sexually victimized.  

Second, Chapter 3 provides an investigation of the underlying processes of men’s 

hostility toward women, drawing on a classic theory of prejudice: intergroup contact theory. In 

this Chapter, we examine how men’s past experiences with women may feed into negative 

emotions toward women in general (e.g., anger), and how anger toward women may lead to 

increased hostile sexism, and their willingness to exploit women (both domestically and 

sexually) in the context of heterosexual relationships.  

Past Conceptualization of Anti-Women Hostility (Ambivalent Sexism Theory) 

In the psychology literature, arguably the most well-known of sexism theories is Glick 

and Fiske’s (1996) Ambivalent Sexism Theory. Glick and Fiske argued that sexism is often 

characterized by ambivalence, rather than simply an outgroup antipathy. That is, sexism consists 

of both overtly negative and seemingly positive (but nonetheless harmful) feelings towards 

women.  

Glick and Fiske (1996) called the overtly negative aspect of anti-women bias hostile 

sexism, which is defined as beliefs that women should be dominated by men and that only men 

have the qualities necessary to hold powerful social positions. More specifically, Glick and Fiske 

indicated that traditional hostility toward women stems from three main beliefs: dominative 

paternalism, competitive gender differentiation, and heterosexual hostility. Dominative 

paternalism reflects patriarchy-justifying beliefs that women are not competent, and thus need 
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authority figures (i.e., men) to look after and make decision for them. Competitive gender 

differentiation reflects beliefs that women and men have inherently different traits, and that 

men’s, rather than women’s, traits are those that are needed to hold positions of high social 

status, effectively providing justification for keeping women in subordinate roles. Last is 

heterosexual hostility, which reflects beliefs that women are gatekeepers of sex and often use sex 

as a weapon to gain power over men.  

Glick and Fiske (1996) also postulated that due to men’s reliance on women for 

fulfilling both sexual (including reproduction) and psychological needs, sexism also has a 

benevolent component. Benevolent sexism serves the role of allowing seemingly positive 

attitudes toward women that nonetheless keep women in lower positions of power. Like hostile 

sexism, benevolent sexism is also thought to stem from three general beliefs. First, protective 

paternalism reflects beliefs that because women are weaker than men, men are needed to care for 

and protect them. Moreover, like competitive gender differentiation, complementary gender 

differentiation reflects beliefs that men and women have inherently different traits. However, 

complementary gender differentiation reflects beliefs that traits inherent in women are valuable 

and complementary to men’s traits, as they allow women to be more proficient at providing 

emotional support and performing domestic labour (e.g., being a good wife and mother). Finally, 

heterosexual intimacy reflects men’s desire for genuine closeness with women.  

Glick and Fiske (1996) argued that people often exhibit hostile and benevolent attitudes 

toward women simultaneously, and indeed hostile and benevolent sexism, as measured by their 

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, tend to be positively correlated around r = .4 - .5 (Glick & Fiske, 

2011). Further, although benevolent sexism may be seemingly more positive than hostile sexism, 

both are considered harmful to women by subjugating them to lower status social roles. Indeed, 
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later work has argued that a primary function of benevolent sexism, which may be construed as 

positive toward women, may be to entice women to endorse systems of patriarchy that keep them 

in subordinate roles (Jost & Kay, 2005). For the current project however, we are primarily 

interested in men’s hostility toward women in the context of romantic relationships for which the 

negative consequences for women are more clearly recognizable, and how women may be 

exploited by men for sexual and domestic purposes. As such, in addition to examining sexual 

and domestic exploitation, we largely focus on the hostile sexism aspect of ambivalent sexism 

theory going forward. 

Exploitation of Women 

Glick and Fiske’s (1996) Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, created to tap ambivalent 

sexism has been widely used to capture attitudes toward women. However, this inventory does 

not sufficiently capture other biases to which women may be subjected, including exploitation. 

As noted by Hodson (2017, p.3), “Women’s rights have been slow to be realized, even in the 

West, in no small part because men have much to ‘gain’ by exploiting women (for sex, domestic 

labour, commercial labour, etc.)”. As such, many men have little interest in changing the status 

quo of gender imbalance. Further, men’s willingness to exploit women may be distinct from 

hostile or benevolent sexism, in that a man may “love” women (as in benevolent sexism), but 

largely in terms of women’s perceived utility for him (e.g., for sexual gratification), without any 

belief that women should be cherished or protected. Likewise, men may score high in hostile 

sexism because they resent working or powerful women, but have no desire to exploit women 

personally. In fact, men high in hostile sexism may even ignore women. 

Diverging from Ambivalent Sexism Theory, we define sexual exploitation of women as 

benefitting from a woman’s body for the purpose of one’s own sexual satisfaction, without 
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regard for the woman’s wants, needs, or interests. Obvious forms of sexual exploitation may 

include sexual assault, rape, or forced prostitution. However, we also argue that sexual 

exploitation also includes behaviours to pressure women into having sex, for example, through 

what Struckman-Johnson and colleagues (2003) call postrefusal sexual persistence strategies 

(e.g., emotional manipulation), taking advantage of intoxication, or taking advantage of a 

woman’s vulnerable situation (e.g., exchanging basic necessities or income for sex).  

Although no measure of willingness to sexually exploit women has been well-

established in psychology research, there exist several related constructs. For instance, Burt’s 

(1980) rape myth acceptance reflects derogation of rape victims and includes beliefs that rape 

victims deserved to be assaulted, or that women “ask for it” (e.g., because of their clothes or how 

they behave). Unsurprisingly, rape myth acceptance is associated with beliefs that one should 

give little regard to one’s sexual/romantic partners’ desires or feelings, and beliefs that violence 

is a legitimate way to achieve one’s sex-related goals (Burt, 1980). Similarly, Pryor (1987) 

developed the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (LSH) scale, which captures a man’s likelihood to 

use his power (e.g., a manager position) to pressure a lower-status woman (e.g., an employee) to 

start an intimate or sexual relationship with him. Although these measures do not explicitly tap 

one’s belief that women should be valued based on her perceived utility without regard for her 

desires or emotions, those who score high in rape myth acceptance or LSH may be more willing 

to exploit women in this way. Indeed, sexual exploitation may be likened to sexual 

objectification, in which women are perceived as a tool to fulfill others’ needs (Fredrickson & 

Roberts, 1997). 

Nonetheless, to the extent that measures such as rape myth acceptance or the LSH scale 

capture exploitation of women, these measures only reflect exploitation of a sexual nature. 



Anti-Women Biases 16 

 

However, women may also be subjected to other forms of exploitation in the context of 

heterosexual relationships. Domestic exploitation, for instance, may reflect beliefs that men 

should be served by, and cared for, by women at home without regard for whether the woman 

enjoys performing such tasks. As such, we define domestic exploitation as benefitting from 

women’s domestic labour with little regard for women’s needs, interests, or desires.  

Although this form of domestic exploitation has become a popular topic of conversation 

during the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., Ellingrud & Segel, 2011; Feng & Savani, 2020; Hsu, 

2020; Schneider et al., 2020), as noted at the outset of this chapter, there is considerable evidence 

that domestic exploitation has been an ongoing issue for women prior to the pandemic’s onset. 

Across several countries, in married or co-habituating heterosexual couples, women complete 

twice as much housework as their partners (Spain: Borrell et al., 2004; Cerrato & Cifre, 2018; 

United States, Sweden, Netherlands: Gjerdingen et al., 2000; South Korea: Park & Walker 

Smith, 2019; South Korea, Indonesia, Philippines, Taiwan, and United States: Sanchez, 1994; 

China: Zuo & Bian, 2001). Moreover, in comparing single and married mothers in the United 

States, married women do more housework (Pepin et al., 2018), suggesting that not only do men 

not offset domestic responsibilities, but may actually create more domestic work for their partner 

(see Pepin et al., 2018). Such unequal distribution of household labour has also been linked to 

more negative health outcomes for women, dissatisfaction, and negative consequences for 

women’s careers (e.g., Borrell et al., 2004; Gjerdingen et al., 2000; see also Waddell et al., 2021 

for similar findings regarding unequal distribution of household labour and lower wellbeing 

among women during the COVID-19 pandemic). Moreover, in qualitative interviews, Dempsey 

(2002) demonstrated that both women and men acknowledge that men benefit from women’s 

labour at home, and that this labour comes at a cost to women. Indeed, in this study, two-thirds 
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of complaints made by women involved dissatisfaction with their role as the primary domestic 

labourer in their marriage, suggesting that this arrangement is indeed a form of exploitation 

(Dempsey, 2002).  

There are few measures that tap constructs related to this kind of domestic exploitation 

of women; most pertinent may be gender prescriptions for women, which reflect beliefs that 

women should behave in a certain way or possess certain traits (e.g., women should be interested 

in children; Prentice & Carranza, 2002). However, measures of gender prescriptions do not 

capture beliefs about why women should have such traits or perform such behaviours, leaving 

open the possibility that people may endorse gender prescriptions for women because they feel 

that it would make women happy to embrace such traits or behaviours. Domestic exploitation 

goes beyond gender prescriptions, in that this exploitation not only reflects beliefs about what 

women should do (i.e., a woman should prepare meals for her husband, a woman should feel 

responsible for childcare), but also reflects beliefs that women should perform these behaviours 

for her partner’s benefit, without regard for whether performing such tasks give women a sense 

of fulfillment or enjoyment. 

Nonetheless, in the following chapters we argue that both sexual and domestic 

exploitation in the context of heterosexual relationships reflect similar mindsets toward women; 

namely a man’s desire to gain something at the expense of a woman. Given that there is no 

existing measure that sufficiently captures either sexual or domestic exploitation of women, we 

first develop a measure that captures both sexual and domestic exploitation of women, as well as 

examine how both forms of exploitation are related to one another. We also assess the predictive 

utility of this measure to determine how these forms of exploitation ideology may impact 
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behaviours that harm women, such as use of sexually exploitative strategies to obtain sex from 

women, as well as endorsement of unequal divisions of household labour. 

Intergroup Contact Theory and Anti-Women Hostility 

A second goal of the present investigation is to provide a greater understanding of the 

psychological processes underlying men’s hostile and exploitative attitudes toward women. To 

do so, we draw on intergroup contact theory. The central tenets of intergroup contact theory stem 

from the idea that prejudice toward outgroups can be reduced by fostering greater contact 

between them (Allport, 1954). Since this theory’s conceptualization in 1954, this basic idea has 

been confirmed in hundreds of studies (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; see also Beelmann & 

Heinemann, 2014; Davies et al., 2011; Lemmer & Wagner, 2015; Miles & Crisp, 2014). For 

instance, greater contact was found to be associated with lower prejudice against homeless 

people (Hodson et al., 2015), gay and transgender people (Earle et al., 2021; Hodson et al., 2009; 

MacInnis et al., 2017; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015), immigrants (Harwoord et 

al., 2011; Pagotto et al., 2012; Vezzali et al., 2010), racial, ethnic, and religious minorities 

(Asbrock et al., 2013; Brambilla et al., 2012; Hayward, Tropp, et al., 2017; Hayward, Hornsey et 

al., 2017; Hodson, 2008; Husnu & Crisp, 2010; Stathi & Crisp, 2008; Stathi et al., 2011; Turner 

& Crisp, 2010), the mentally ill (West & Bruckmüller, 2013; West et al., 2011), and in 

intergroup relations characterized by high conflict (Lemmer & Wagner, 2015; Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2006). But despite being applicable to reducing prejudice in a number of different 

contexts for lots of different group relations, almost no work has applied intergroup contact 

theory to understand sexism (but see Taschler & West, 2017 on applying intergroup contact to 

understand prejudice toward counterstereotypical or “career” women). Indeed, one of contact 
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theory’s main criticisms is that it has not been applied to understand hostility toward women (see 

Dovidio et al., 2005). 

Perhaps one of the reasons for this lack of work on intergroup contact and sexism is due, 

in part, to an underlying assumption of the theory. That is, intergroup contact theory presumes 

that a primary cause of outgroup prejudice is a lack of contact between the groups in question 

(e.g., Allport, 1954). Yet men and women are frequently in contact, and as outlined in 

Ambivalent Sexism Theory (Glick & Fiske, 1997) men and women are often seen as 

interdependent, and even complementary, despite anti-women hostility present in all facets of 

society. Nonetheless, advancements to intergroup contact theory following its conception may 

play a key role in understanding how intergroup contact applies to attitudes toward women. In 

particular, researchers began assessing the impact of contact quality in intergroup relations. 

Largely, and in the tradition of contact theory, most work on this area has focused on positive 

contact, finding that more than just contact quantity, having positive contact specifically, is 

important to reducing outgroup prejudice (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Graf 

et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Islam & Hewstone, 

1993; Hodson, 2008; Hodson et al., 2009; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali 

et al., 2010). Later, attention also turned toward examining negative contact, with work in this 

area showing the opposite pattern. More negative contact with outgroup members tends to be 

associated with more negative attitudes toward the group (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Graf et al., 

2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Reimer et al., 2017; 

Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010). As such, it is possible that perceived positive 

experiences with women may predict lower sexism among men, whereas negative contact with 

women may predict greater hostile sexism and willingness to exploit them.  
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Moreover, work has been done to examine the processes by which positive and negative 

contact exert their effects on prejudice. In particular, intergroup emotions theory posits that 

emotions can not only be felt in response to events that happen to oneself, but also felt on behalf 

of their group (Mackie et al., 2000; Smith & Mackie, 2015). In the contact literature, researchers 

have primarily examined intergroup anxiety, an emotion conceptualized in intergroup emotions 

theory (Mackie et al., 2000; Smith & Mackie, 2015) as stemming from an unfamiliarity with the 

group and characterized by fear of saying or doing “the wrong thing” in interactions with them 

(see also Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Considerable research suggests that intergroup anxiety 

indeed mediates between contact and lowered prejudice, such that having greater contact with a 

group is associated with feeling less fearful or anxious of them (presumably because greater 

contact increases familiarity), and lowered anxiety is in turn associated with lower prejudice 

(Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Techakesari et al., 2015). Considerable 

work has also investigated intergroup empathy, such as a felt understanding of the outgroup’s 

feelings (Stephan & Finlay, 1999; Vezzali et al., 2017), as a link between contact and prejudice 

reduction, finding that positive contact does indeed increase intergroup empathy, and intergroup 

empathy is, in turn, associated with lowered prejudice (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Hodson, 

2008; Vezzali et al., 2010). Although past work has traditionally emphasized positive contact, in 

the past 10 years researchers have also started to investigate similar processes regarding negative 

contact. Specifically, those who have investigated the impact of negative contact have found 

similar results regarding mediation via intergroup emotions. For instance, more negative contact 

is associated with greater prejudice via heightened intergroup anxiety (Hayward, Tropp et al., 

2017; Techakesari et al., 2015) and lower intergroup empathy (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017). 
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As such, to the extent that contact theory applies to sexism, it is possible that the same 

emotional mechanisms may underlie processes between contact quality and anti-women hostility 

or willingness to exploit women. Indeed, some work points to relations between trait-level 

emotions (i.e., tendency to feel empathy or anxiety generally) and sexist attitudes. For instance, 

the tendency to feel anxious in the context of romantic relationships is associated with greater 

emotional manipulation of women (He & Tsang, 2017), and greater tendency to feel empathy is 

associated with lower levels of ambivalent sexism and less hostility toward rape victims (Nicol 

& Rounding, 2013; Sakallı-Uğurlu et al., 2007). Although dispositional emotions (e.g., “I tend to 

feel anxious”) differ from intergroup emotions (e.g., “Women make me feel anxious”), these 

findings point to the possibility that intergroup anxiety and empathy may play a relevant 

mediating role between contact quality and sexism, as seen with other forms of outgroup bias. 

An additional emotion that may be particularly relevant to understanding men’s hostility 

toward women may also be intergroup anger. Indeed, intergroup emotions theory outlines 

intergroup anger as anger felt toward an outgroup, often stemming from feelings that the 

outgroup threatens, or may pose a threat to, the ingroup (Mackie et al., 2000; Smith & Mackie, 

2015). Although little work in intergroup contact theory has examined intergroup anger, one 

study has suggested that lower intergroup anger plays a mediating role in the relation between 

positive contact and lower prejudice (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017).  

In contrast, in sexism research anger arguably plays a primary role in understanding 

hostility toward women, with trait-level anger linked to more hostile attitudes toward women and 

greater tendency to physically assault women (Ennis et al., 2017; LeBreton et al., 2013; Parrott 

& Zeichner, 2003) and has been described as a mobilizing force of sexism (Valentino et al., 

2018). As such, it is possible that contact quality predicts men’s hostility through anxiety, 
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empathy, and anger, toward women. Specifically, positive contact may reduce sexism through 

lower intergroup anxiety, lower intergroup anger, and greater intergroup empathy, whereas 

negative contact may be associated with greater sexism through greater anxiety, greater anger, 

and lower empathy toward women. 

Overview of Studies 

The purpose of this investigation was to provide a theoretical framework for men’s 

willingness to exploit women (both domestically and sexually) and develop a measure to capture 

both aspects. Then, we applied intergroup contact theory to sexism to determine whether 

variables such as contact quality and intergroup emotions can predict or explain hostility toward 

women or willingness to exploit them. Specifically, we focused on anti-women biases in the 

context of heterosexual relations between men and women, given both that heterosexual 

relationships are more common than non-heterosexual relationships, and that both sexual and 

domestic exploitation of women are more common in heterosexual contexts (vs. for example, 

same-sex relationships; e.g., Krahé & Berger, 2013; Brewster, 2017) In Chapter 2, we provided a 

theoretical framework for men’s willingness to sexually exploit and domestically exploit women, 

how sexual and domestic exploitation are related to each other, and how these ideologies harm 

women. We then outlined the development of a Willingness to Exploit Women scale that 

captures both sexual and domestic aspects of the construct. Specifically, Study 1a presented an 

exploratory factor analysis used in creation of the measure. Study 1b presented confirmatory 

factor analysis in two samples and assessed the extent to which each facet (sexual and domestic) 

correlates with other measures of sexism, ideology, gender norm endorsement, and personality 

traits. Study 1c will then assessed test-retest reliability of the measure and examined the extent to 

which scores on sexual or domestic exploitation willingness predicts indicators of exploitative 
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behaviours, including use of coercive strategies to obtain sex from women, and assignment of 

housework to women. 

Chapter 3 then focused on determining the extent to which intergroup contact theory can 

be applied to understand men’s willingness to exploit women (sexually or domestically) or 

hostile sexism. Using a correlational approach in Study 2, we assessed whether positive contact 

predicts lower anti-women biases through lower anxiety, lower anger, and greater empathy 

toward women. We also assessed whether negative contact predicts greater anti-women biases 

through greater anxiety, greater anger, and lower empathy toward women. In Study 3, we 

provided an experimental investigation of the model, manipulating contact quality (i.e., positive 

or negative contact vs. control) to better determine whether contact quality exerts a causal impact 

on men’s anger toward women, hostile sexism, or willingness to exploit women. Finally, in 

Study 4, we presented a longitudinal study, in which men’s contact experiences, emotions, and 

anti-women biases were assessed at three time points over the course of a year and a half, to 

provide a greater understanding of the possible nuance and complexity of relations between 

men’s contact with women, their emotions toward them, and their hostility or willingness to 

exploit them.  
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Chapter 2 (Study 1a – Study 1c): The Willingness to Exploit Women (WEW) Scale: 

Measuring Men’s Willingness to Exploit Women in the Kitchen and the Bedroom 

“There is such a struggle going on in me! And a miserable longing for someone who 

thinks OF ME, who helps me to FIND MYSELF! I’ve sunk to the level of a 

housekeeper!... I have never cried so much.” 

Alma Mahler (cited in Monahan, 2011, p. 143) 

The above quote originates from the diary of Alma Mahler, a promising music composer 

who married Gustav Mahler. After marriage, Gustav, a prominent composer himself, forbade his 

wife from composing and relegated her instead to a domestic role, explicitly stipulating in their 

marriage contract that “You...have only one profession from now on: to make me happy.” (cited 

in Monahan, 2011, pp. 141). Clearly, Gustav’s expectations for his wife were that she serve his 

daily needs, without regard for her own, much to her detriment. Likewise, accounts of Martha 

Freud, wife of Sigmund Freud, indicate that she spent much of her time fulfilling the needs of 

her husband, even laying his clothes out for him each morning, and putting toothpaste on his 

toothbrush, so that he (instead of she) could think of more important things (see Schulte, 2019). 

Even today, accounts such as these, in which men succeed in part because their priorities 

are placed above those of women, are common. Psychological, sociological, and feminist 

literatures suggest that throughout history, and into present day, women often unwillingly or 

reluctantly forfeit time, goals, interests, and their bodies for the benefit of men (e.g., Dempsey, 

2002; Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003; Waddell et al., 2021). Perhaps unsurprisingly, such 

sacrifices are associated with a host of negative consequences for women. We operationalize 

exploitation as the act of benefitting from a person’s labour or behaviour, in a way that comes at 
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a cost to that person’s welfare, autonomy, desires, or interests. Although exploitation can occur 

in a variety of contexts, we focus on men’s exploitation of women within heterosexual 

relationships, which appears to be a long-standing, deeply-engrained social practice. Despite 

exploitation of women being most often discussed in the context of sexual exploitation (e.g., sex-

trafficking, rape), we argue that sexual exploitation is tied to exploitation of women in the 

domestic realm, often in the form of unpaid and undervalued household labour. The goal of the 

current paper is to examine men’s sexual exploitation of women, men’s domestic exploitation of 

women, and how these types of exploitation are interconnected by developing a much-needed 

comprehensive measure by which men’s willingness to exploit women can be assessed. 

Sexual Exploitation of Women 

Arguably the most unequivocal form of sexual exploitation involves forcible rape and sex 

trafficking. Women and girls are most often the victims, with men most often the perpetrators, of 

this type sexual exploitation (ILO, n.d.; SACHA, n.d.). Typical tactics of sex-traffickers involve 

inflicting physical or emotional harm on victims and include physical force, threats of violence, 

and the employment of emotionally manipulative strategies such as deception (e.g., pretending to 

care for or love the victim) (Polaris, n.d.). Overall, perpetrators aim to benefit from the “labour” 

of their victims (e.g., sexual gratification, financial gains from forced prostitution) with little 

regard for victims’ well-being or welfare. 

Yet sexual exploitation of women is not limited to such widely-condemned, relatively rare 

criminal activities. Sexual coercion tactics, both verbal and nonverbal, are also often employed 

by men in everyday sexual encounters. In a survey of American male university students, 40% 

admitted to using at least one sexually coercive tactic in efforts to obtain sex, such as inducing 

sexual arousal, emotional manipulation, deception, exploitation of intoxication, physical force, 
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threats, or harm (e.g., Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003). Women are particularly likely to be the 

victim of such tactics. For instance, in a sample of U.S. college students, Struckman-Johnson and 

colleagues (2003) found that 78% of women (vs. 57.8% of men) in their sample reported having 

been subjected to sexual coercion strategies. Likewise, O’Sullivan and colleagues (1998) found 

that 42% of college women (vs. 18.5% of men) in their sample reported having felt pressured or 

having been forced into sexual contact and in a study of ten European countries, Krahé and 

colleagues (2015) found that 32.2% of women were subject to sexual coercion at some point 

during their lives (see also Smith et al., 2018 for similar findings in the United States). Moreover, 

Jackson and colleagues (2000) found that 77% of high school girls in their sample reported to 

having engaged in unwanted sexual activity. Perpetrators of sexual violence are most often men, 

with O’Sullivan and colleagues (1998) finding that 20% of men (vs. 8.8% of women) in their 

sample admitted to using sexually coercive tactics (see also Krahe et al., 2015 for similar 

findings). There is also evidence to suggest that this type of sexual coercion most often occurs in 

the context of a heterosexual relationship, with half of women who reported experiencing sexual 

coercion in Europe and the United States reporting that the perpetrator was a current or former 

partner (Krahé et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2017). Both physical and non-physical sexual coercion 

tactics have been tied to a host of negative consequences for women, including substance abuse, 

lower psychological health, distress, and lower self-esteem (e.g., Classen et al., 2005; Norwood 

& Murphy, 2012; Testa & Dermen, 1999; Tyler et al., 1998; Ulman et al., 2007; Zweig et al., 

1997), suggesting that men use sexually coercive strategies to benefit from women’s bodies at a 

direct cost to the autonomy, desires, or welfare of their female partners. 

Such sexually exploitative practices may be tied to long-standing beliefs that sexual 

intercourse is “for men”, and that women are not meant to attain pleasure from it for themselves 
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(Rodriguez, 2007). In the Western medical community, even as late as the early 20th century, it 

was believed that female orgasm was only possible through clitoral stimulation, yet the only 

acceptable form of sex was penetrative in the context of heterosexual relationships. Moreover, 

female masturbation was considered a sexual disorder and often resulted in surgical removal of 

the patient’s clitoris, thereby presumably denying women pleasure from sex and ensuring that 

only her male partner could benefit from it. Female genital mutilation continues to be performed 

in Africa, Latin America, Asia, and Eastern Europe (but especially in African and Islamic 

countries) often for similar reasons, partly to control female sexuality and supposedly enhance 

sexual pleasure for male partners (UNFPA, 2019). Moreover, beliefs in male entitlement to sex 

with little regard for their female sex partner are still prevalent in contemporary Western 

cultures. In the United States, whereas 95% of heterosexual men report that they usually or 

always orgasm during sex, only 65% of heterosexual women report the same (Frederick et al., 

2018). This percentage falls to 11% of heterosexual women when describing sexual encounters 

outside of committed relationships (Armstrong et al., 2012). There is considerable evidence to 

suggest that these differences are due, in part, to men’s lower concern for the pleasure of their 

female sexual partners. Lesbian women, for instance, report having orgasms at greater frequency 

than heterosexual women (among lesbian women, 59% reported to always and 86% reported to 

usually-always orgasm vs 33% and 65% of heterosexual women respectively; Frederick et al., 

2018). Further, despite heterosexual women feeling equally committed to their partner’s pleasure 

regardless of relationship type, this sentiment is less often expressed by heterosexual men. In 

qualitative research by Armstrong and colleagues (2012) male respondents often expressed 

indifference to the pleasure of their casual sex partners in statements such as “If it’s just a 

random hookup, I don’t think [her orgasm] matters as much...” (pp. 456) and “If it’s a hookup 



Anti-Women Biases 40 

 

[with a woman], I don’t give a shit” (p. 456), suggesting an entitlement to sexual pleasure and 

desire to benefit from women’s bodies, with little regard for women’s wants or needs. 

Unsurprisingly, this type of sexual exploitation can have negative consequences for women, with 

women in casual sexual relationships often reporting feeling guilty, degraded, and disrespected 

(Armstrong et al., 2012; see also Dubé et al., 2017; DeKeseredy, 2011).  

Domestic Exploitation of Women 

To the extent that men are willing to exploit women in one domain (e.g., sexuality), they 

might also be willing to exploit women in another domain (e.g., household labour). Women tend 

to spend more time on household labour than men, as much as three times more in the Western 

countries (e.g., McMunn et al. 2019), even when both members of a couple work equivalent 

hours outside the home (e.g., Stevens et al., 2011). Unequal household labour distributions of 

similar or greater magnitude have also been found outside of Western countries, including in 

China, India, Sudan, the Philippines, Taiwan, and South Korea (Park & Smith, 2019; Ramu, 

1987; Sanchez, 1994; Zuo & Bian, 2001). Such disproportionate time spent on housework is 

thought to result in loss of free time for women, with men enjoying three and a half more hours 

of free time than women per week in the United States (Sayer, 2005). Moreover, an investigation 

of married couples suggest that husbands tend to create more housework for their wives than 

they perform, with husbands responsible for creating seven extra hours of household labour per 

week for their wives (University of Michigan, 2008). In contrast, wives are thought to be 

responsible for saving their husbands from one hour of housework per week (University of 

Michigan, 2008). As such, men often enjoy freedoms from household labour at the expense of 

their female partners.  
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Considerable evidence suggests men’s entitlement to women’s behaviour, including their 

time, labour, and bodies, underlies unequal distribution of housework in heterosexual 

relationships. For instance, past work found beliefs that dislike of housework excuses men, but 

not women, from household responsibilities (e.g., Berk, 1985; Kompter, 1989), suggesting that 

women’s desires, interests, or wants are considered relatively unimportant compared to those of 

their male partners in the domestic realm. Moreover, the hours of men’s paid work is not 

associated with the amount of housework they perform (Ferree, 1991), suggesting that the 

unequal distribution of household labour within heterosexual married couples cannot be 

sufficiently explained by men working more hours outside of the home (see also Samlteben, 

2019, who showed that women perform more household labour than men on Sundays, despite 

neither men nor women in the study reporting to work much outside the home on Sundays). 

Moreover, historically, a man’s expectation for his wife’s household responsibility was a better 

predictor of her hours spent on housework than a woman’s own expectations for her time 

(Ferree, 1991), and in a qualitative analysis of married couples, both men and women indicated 

that men benefit from women’s labour at home (Dempsey, 2002). Whereas women complained 

about this unequal division of household responsibilities, men often described having a wife 

perform the bulk of domestic responsibilities as a perk of marriage (Dempsey, 2002). Overall, 

these findings suggest men’s entitlement to having a woman perform domestic tasks often 

trumps her wants and autonomy.  

Like sexual exploitation, domestic exploitation is associated with a host of negative 

consequences for women. Unequal distribution of domestic responsibility is associated with 

depression, psychological distress, and lower relationship satisfaction among women (e.g., Bird, 

1999; Ruppanner et al., 2017). Domestic responsibilities are also tied to reduced workplace 
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opportunities for women, such as less training, development, and advancement (Jolly et al., 

2014; Melamed, 1995; Windsor & Auyeng, 2006). Overall, considerable evidence suggests that 

women are often denied autonomy and that their wants and aspirations are ignored to prioritize 

male expectations for a homelife that suits his preferences. 

Sexual and Domestic Exploitation in Tandem 

Although often discussed separately, sexual and domestic exploitation appear to frequently 

co-occur. Domestic abuse, for instance, often involves coercion into sexual activity and domestic 

work, and scholars argue that men’s entitlement to compliance from women underlies abusive 

behaviours in both sexual and domestic realms (Shepard & Campbell, 1992; Walker, 2007; see 

also Hayes & Dragiewicz, 2018 for work on the relation between men’s entitlement to women 

and online sexual abuse). Indeed, abusive behaviours relevant to domestic life, such as anger 

expressed when dinner is not prepared or housework is not completed to the abuser’s 

specifications, or assertions that the victim is a bad parent, tend to correlate with abusive 

behaviours in the sexual domain (e.g., forcing the victim into sex).  

Sexual and domestic exploitation also operate in tandem in the sexualization of domestic 

roles. For instance, cultural representations of the “sexy maid” or the “sexy nurse” combine both 

sexuality with nurturing, serving, domestic traits, such as housekeeping or caring for the needs of 

others, often to the detriment of women (e.g., Kelly et al., 2011). Such representations have been 

argued to have a negative impact on, and promote sexual harassment of, women who work in 

fields such as housekeeping or nursing (e.g., Kelly et al., 2011). A similar combination can be 

seen in the sexualization of waitresses, particularly via revealing uniforms or expectations that 

waitresses flirt with male customers (Tibbals, 2007). Such sexualization often leads to likening 

waitresses to prostitutes (De Volo, 2003), again connoting that these women’s purpose is largely 
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to serve the needs of men in both a domestic (i.e., serving) and sexual sense. Indeed, scholars 

have argued that expected behaviours for waitresses (e.g., serving food and drinks, complying to 

customer requests) and sexualized uniforms or dress codes operate in tandem to connote the 

subservience of female waitresses for the benefit of male customers and the business overall (De 

Volo, 2003; Tibbals, 2007). Women often express discomfort with their uniforms (Restaurant 

Opportunities Centers United, 2014) and this combination of servitude and sexuality is 

associated with a host of negative psychological outcomes for women who work in these 

environments (e.g., Szymanski & Feltman, 2015; Szymanski & Mikorski, 2017). Nonetheless, 

the combination and sexual and domestic exploitation in the restaurant industry is prevalent, 

particularly during the recent “Breastaurant Boom”, in which sexualized waitresses are becoming 

an increasingly key aspect of restaurants’ aesthetic and profitability (e.g., Hooters) (Associated 

Press, 2015). Thus, expectations for women’s behaviour in these contexts also appear to 

disregard the welfare of women in favour of potential domestic and sexual benefits for men. 

The coupling of sexual and domestic exploitation is also often seen in pornography. In 

general, pornography frequently displays mistreatment or degradation of women for the pleasure 

of male sexual partners (Gorman et al., 2010), meaning that sexual exploitation of women in 

pornography is commonplace. Such sexual exploitation is often coupled with the portrayal of 

women in domestic roles, again suggesting an association between exploiting women sexually 

and in the domestic realm. For instance, a popular taboo involves the sexualization of women as 

they are portrayed in childcare roles (e.g., mothers). “The babysitter”, for instance, is commonly 

associated with male fantasy or fetish, with parent-babysitter relationships being one of the most 

common types of “teen” pornography videos (Peters et al., 2014). Similarly, two of the most top 

searched terms on PornHub (a pornography website) among male viewers are “step-mom” and 
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“MILF” (PornHub, 2018), again suggesting a conflation of sexuality and childcare roles. This 

sexualization of women doing domestic work can also be seen in the sexualization of maids, not 

only in pornography (e.g., Galbraith, 2013), but also in popular media (e.g., Wright, 2006), in 

Halloween costumes (Sherman et al., 2020), and in maid cafes, in which women dressed in 

sexualized maid costumes act as waitresses while referring to customers as “master” (Yang, 

2010). As such, these findings suggest a possible link between the domestic labour (i.e., 

housework, childcare) for which women are often exploited and sexual exploitation common in 

pornography and popular culture. 

The Present Research 

The frequent co-occurrence of sexual and domestic exploitation points to the possibility 

that men who sexually exploit women are those more willing to exploit women in the domestic 

realm (i.e., for household labour). However, there exists no validated measure of men’s 

willingness to exploit women that encompasses both types of exploitation, which inhibits 

research on this topic in numerous ways. For instance, despite considerable real-world examples 

of co-occurring sexual and domestic exploitation of women, development of a more 

comprehensive measure of men’s willingness to exploit women can elucidate the magnitude of 

the link between sexual and domestic exploitation. It is also currently unclear how exploitation 

willingness (either sexual or domestic) is related to more general sexist attitudes, violence 

against women, or acceptance of rape myths (e.g., beliefs that women who are raped deserved to 

be victimized; Burt, 1980). As such, the benefits of developing a comprehensive measure of 

men’s willingness to exploit women, which captures both sexual and domestic arenas, are 

evident.  
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In three studies, we developed and validated a measure of men’s willingness to exploit 

women, with the expectation that men’s willingness to exploit women sexually and to exploit 

women in the domestic realm reflect distinguishable, yet related, types of exploitation 

willingness. In Study 1a, we identified a set of items that capture men’s willingness to engage in 

a range of sexually and domestically exploitative behaviours. Specifically, to capture men’s 

willingness to engage in sexual exploitation of women, we included items that tap willingness to 

deny choice to women in sexual encounters (e.g., taking advantage of intoxication, presumptions 

of women’s willingness to engage in sex) and willingness to perform behaviours that reflect 

disinterest in sexual partners’ wants or desires in favour of one’s own, including using sex as a 

means to assert dominance, using deception to obtain sex, or lack of concern for women’s sexual 

pleasure. To capture willingness to engage in domestic exploitation, we included items that 

assess expectations that women take primary responsibility for domestic tasks, particularly for 

the benefit of her male partner (e.g., prepare meals for him, clean, rear his children), as well as 

beliefs regarding male entitlement to having a woman perform these domestic roles (e.g., beliefs 

in ownership of women, beliefs that a women’s domestic role is a fundamental aspect of 

marriage). We then performed an exploratory factor analysis on these items. In Study 1b, we 

empirically tested the scale structure using confirmatory factor analysis in two independent 

samples of male respondents. We also aimed to test the convergent and discriminant validity of 

our measure by assessing associations between our measure and previously established scales. 

As an indicator of convergent validity, we expected that correlations will be relatively higher for 

more psychologically proximal variables (i.e., measures of sexist attitudes or ideologies closely 

tied to sexism in previous research). With respect to discriminant validity, we expected relatively 

weaker correlations for more distal variables (i.e., basic personality traits). In Study 1c, we 
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assessed test-retest reliability of the scale as well as assessed the predictive validity by assessing 

associations between the exploitation willingness subscales and behavioural indicators of sexual 

and domestic exploitation (e.g., use of exploitative behaviours in sexual encounters, assignment 

of housework or childcare to women). Finally, we assessed the incremental validity of the 

measure by assessing whether the subscales remained significantly associated with these 

behavioural measures after accounting for other established measures of sexism and gender role 

endorsement.  

Study 1a: Item Development and Exploratory Factor Analysis 

The goal of this study was to develop a measure of men’s willingness to exploit women by 

performing an exploratory factor analysis on a new pool of items relevant to sexual or domestic 

exploitation of women. We anticipated two positively correlated factors, one that reflects men’s 

willingness to sexually exploit women and one that reflects men’s willingness to exploit women 

in the domestic realm. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure. Data were collected from 110 American men recruited via 

Amazon Mechanical Turk, an online data collection website shown to provide good quality data 

from a relatively diverse participant pool (vs. student samples; Buhrmester et al., 2018). Given 

our interest in exploitation of women primarily in heterosexual contexts, seven participants were 

excluded for not identifying as heterosexual. An attention check item was included in the survey, 

which all participants passed. Thus, the final sample comprised 103 participants (Mage = 38.20, 

SD = 12.14), 88.3% of whom were White, 5.8% were Black, 6.8% were Asian, 1.98% were 
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Hispanic/Latino/South American, and 0.97% identified as another race/ethnicity.1 After 

providing consent, participants responded to items developed to capture sexual or domestic 

exploitation (described below). They then provided demographic information prior to being 

debriefed and receiving compensation. This study was approved by the Brock University Ethics 

Board (see Appendix S for certificate). Sample sizes were determined for Studies 1a- 1c based 

on the financial resources available for participant payment. 

The Willingness to Exploit Women (WEW) Scale. Items were developed to capture a 

full range of sexually and domestically exploitative behaviours. Inspiration for items was drawn 

from previous themes in work focusing on masculinity, gender roles, and sexism (e.g., Burt, 

1980; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984; Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995). Thirty-six items were 

developed to capture sexual exploitation and domestic exploitation. Sexual exploitation items 

included statements such as “During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man 

isn’t too concerned with her sexual wants or needs” and “It’s reasonable for a man to make a 

woman think that he’s interested in a long-term relationship to obtain sex from her”. Domestic 

exploitation items included statements such as “Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is 

one of the perks of marriage” and “A good wife would feel responsible for most of the 

housekeeping, like cleaning, dishes, and laundry”.  Each item is rated on a scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See Appendix A for all items assessed. 

 

 

 
1 Across studies, values may not add to 100% because participants were able to identify with more than 
one race. 
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Results 

Exploratory factor analysis was applied to items using Mplus v8.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2017) with a geomin (oblique) rotation. A two-factor model fit the data significantly better than a 

one-factor model (Δ χ2 (17) = 259.16, p < .001), suggesting that sexual and domestic exploitation 

are distinguishable.2 Items that failed to load highly with other items (i.e., loadings lower than 

.40) were removed from the scale, leaving 14 items in total. Loadings for items retained in the 

measure, inter-item reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for the subscales can be seen in 

Table 1. Sexual exploitation willingness (M = 1.91, SD = 1.14) and domestic exploitation 

willingness (M = 3.07, SD = 1.47) were positively correlated (r = .44, p < .001) as expected, 

suggesting that men who are more (vs. less) willing to exploit women for labour at home are 

relatively more (vs. less) willing to sexually exploit women as well. Overall, these findings 

suggest separate, but related, exploitation subscales that reflect willingness to exploit women 

sexually and willingness to exploit women domestically respectively. 

 
2 Results from a chi-square difference test revealed that a three-factor solution was a better fit to 
the data than a two-factor solution (Δ χ2 (16) = 128.89, p < .001). However, examination of 
factor loadings revealed that two of the four items that loaded on this third factor appeared to 
reflect reverse-coded items relevant to sexual exploitation, thus rendering this factor of little 
theoretical significance. As such, we retained a two-factor solution.  
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Table 1 

Factor Loadings from Exploratory Factor Analysis (Study 1a) 

Note. Items marked with an asterisk have been reverse-scored. Factor loadings equal to 0.40 or greater are in bold.  Geomin rotation. 
N = 103. Factors were positively correlated (r = .44, p < .001). 

 

Item Sexual Domestic 
Sexual Exploitation Subscale (α = .88)   
1. Since prostitutes sell their bodies to men anyway, prostitutes should be willing to have sex no matter what.  0.87 -0.01 
2. It would be reasonable if a man took advantage of an opportunity to have sex with an intoxicated woman.  0.75 0.07 
3. Even if a man has had sex with a woman before, it would be reasonable if she refused sex with him again. *  0.70 -0.25 
4. If a woman has had sex with many men in the past, she has little reason to reject other men.  0.83 0.07 
5. Even if a woman has had sex with a lot of men in the past, it would be reasonable for her to refuse any other 
man in the future. *  0.64 -0.18 
6. Sometimes a man has to fuck a woman so that she knows who’s boss.  0.41 0.35 
7. During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man isn’t too concerned with her sexual wants 
or needs.  0.53 0.32 
8. It’s reasonable for a man to make a woman think that he’s interested in a long-term relationship to obtain 
sex from her.  0.55 0.15 
   
Domestic Exploitation Subscale (α = .88)   
9. A good wife would feel that it’s her responsibility to do chores, like buy groceries or do the laundry.  0.06 0.83 
10. When a couple has children, the woman should feel responsible for most of the childcare.  0.02 0.81 
11. A good wife shouldn’t necessarily feel responsible for making meals for her husband. *  -0.17 0.74 
12. A good wife would feel responsible for most of the housekeeping, like cleaning, dishes, and laundry.  -0.03 0.88 
13. It is wrong for a man to think of a woman as “his”. *  -0.08 0.53 
14. Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is one of the perks of marriage.  0.10 0.79 
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Study 1b: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The goal of the second study was to further test our theorized model of two positively 

correlated exploitation factors and assess the fit of this model using confirmatory factor analysis 

in two additional samples. We then assessed correlations between the WEW and other variables. 

Specifically, we expected to find relatively strong correlations between the WEW subscales and 

measures of sexist attitudes, such as hostile sexism (antipathy toward women), benevolent 

sexism (e.g., seemingly positive but paternalistic attitudes toward women) (Glick & Fiske, 

1996), modern sexism (beliefs that deny the existence of sexism in contemporary times; Swim et 

al., 1995), and rape myth acceptance (beliefs that place blame on rape victims for their assault; 

Burt, 1980). We also expected relatively strong correlations between the WEW and ideologies 

relevant to sexism, such as gender role endorsement, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) which 

captures preference for tradition and authority (Altemeyer, 1996), and social dominance 

orientation (SDO) which captures preference for hierarchy and inequality (Ho et al., 2015; see 

Christopher & Mull, 2006, for work showing positive associations between sexism and RWA 

and SDO). Last, we assessed the relation of the scale to basic personality traits. Specifically, we 

assessed honesty-humility, emotionality, agreeableness, and conscientiousness from the 

HEXACO model of personality (Ashton & Lee, 2009). Honesty-humility reflects modesty, little 

desire to manipulate others or breaks rules for personal gain, and disinterest in wealth or 

luxuries. Emotionality reflects tendency to feel anxiety, need emotional support from others, to 

feel sentimental, and to feel empathy for others. Agreeableness reflects the tendency to forgive, 

leniency in judging others, ease in cooperating with others, and ease in controlling one’s temper. 

Conscientiousness reflects tendencies to be organized, disciplined, and careful in performing 

tasks and making decisions. We expected relatively weaker correlations between the WEW and 
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these relatively broader personality traits, as these variables are more conceptually distal to 

sexism-relevant beliefs and ideologies. 

Method 

Sample 1 participants and procedure. Data were collected from 141 American men 

recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Five participants were excluded for failing an attention 

check item and seven were excluded for not identifying as heterosexual. Thus, the final sample 

comprised of 129 participants (Mage = 37.02, SD = 11.85), 81.4% of whom were White, 8.5% 

were Black, 7.0% were Asian, 6.2% were Hispanic/Latino/South American, and 7.0% identified 

as another race/ethnicity. After providing consent, participants responded to the WEW scale, 

followed by measures of hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, gender role endorsement, modern 

sexism, rape myth acceptance, honesty-humility, agreeableness, emotionality, and 

conscientiousness. They then provided demographic information prior to being debriefed and 

receiving compensation. This study was approved by the Brock University Ethics Board (see 

Appendix S for certificate). 

Sample 2 participants and procedure. Data were collected from 755 American men 

recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Responses from 10 duplicate IP addresses were 

removed, 53 participants were excluded for failing an attention check item, and 60 were 

excluded for not identifying as heterosexual. Thus, the final sample comprised 632 participants 

(Mage = 38.85, SD = 12.49), 78.5% of whom were White, 9.7% were Black, 7.4% were Asian, 

6.8% were Hispanic/Latino/South American, and 2.6% identified as another race/ethnicity. After 

providing consent, participants responded to the WEW scale, as well as measures of hostile 

sexism, benevolent sexism, RWA, and SDO. They then provided demographic information prior 
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to being debriefed and receiving compensation. This study was approved by the Brock 

University Ethics Board (see Appendix S for certificate). 

Measures. 

The WEW scale. Participants responded to the 14 items retained in the measure based on 

the results of Study 1a (sexual exploitation Sample 1 M = 2.06, SD = 1.16, α = .87, Sample 2 M 

= 1.83, SD = 1.01, α = .85; domestic exploitation Sample 1 M = 2.99, SD = 1.43, α = .85, Sample 

2 M = 2.95, SD = 1.52, α = .89). See Table 1 or Appendix B for items. 

Ambivalent sexism. Participants in both samples responded to the 12-item short-form 

ambivalent sexism inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia, 2014) in which 

respondents indicate their degree of agreement with items on a 0 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree 

strongly) scale. The ambivalent sexism inventory contains two subscales, hostile sexism and 

benevolent sexism, which tend to correlate positively (Glick & Fiske, 2011). Hostile sexism 

reflects blatant antipathy toward women (e.g., “Women seek to gain power by getting control 

over men”; Sample 1 M = 2.02, SD = 1.31, α = .92, Sample 2 M = 2.01, SD = 1.36, α = .91) and 

benevolent sexism reflects seemingly positive, but nonetheless paternalistic, attitudes toward 

women (e.g., “Women should be cherished and protected by men”; Sample 1 M = 2.36, SD = 

1.28, α = .87, Sample 2 M = 2.48, SD = 1.22, α = .84). See Appendix C for full measure. 

Modern sexism. To assess modern sexism, which reflects denial of sexism as an extant or 

relevant social issue, participants in Sample 1 responded to a 7-item measure by Swim and 

colleagues (1995; e.g., “Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United 

States”) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale (M = 3.34, SD = 1.42, α = .92). For 

Appendix D for full measure. 
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Rape myth acceptance. To assess beliefs in rape myths (Sample 1 only) we employed the 

19-item rape myth acceptance scale (Burt, 1980), which captures beliefs that justify the actions 

of rapists and place blame on victims for their sexual assault (e.g., “Any healthy woman can 

successfully resist a rapist if she really wants to”; M = 38.15, SD = 18.41, α = .94). See Appendix 

E for full measure. 

Gender role endorsement. To assess endorsement of gender roles (i.e., beliefs about the 

general roles men and women should play in society at large), participants (Sample 1 only) 

completed two measures; the 21-item Male Norms Inventory-Revised (Levant et al., 2007) 

which assesses endorsement of gender roles for men (e.g., “When the going gets tough, men 

should get tough”; M = 3.27, SD = 1.28,  α = .95), and the 15-item Short-Form Feminine 

Ideology Scale (Levant, Alto, McKelvey, Richmond, McDermott, 2017) which assesses 

endorsement of gender roles for women (e.g., “A woman should not be competitive”; M = 2.09, 

SD = 0.88, α = .93). For both scales, participants rated the extent to which they agree with items 

on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. See Appendix F and Appendix G for full 

measures. 

Personality traits. To assess basic personality traits (Sample 1), we used the honesty-

humility, emotionality, agreeableness, and conscientiousness subscales from the short-form 

HEXACO measure (Ashton & Lee, 2009). Honesty-humility reflects disinterest in manipulating 

others, breaking rules, or luxuries (e.g., “I wouldn’t use flattery to get a raise or promotion at 

work, even if I thought it would succeed”; M = 3.39, SD = 0.63, α = .71). Emotionality reflects 

fear of physical danger, anxiety, and sentimentality (e.g., “I sometimes can’t help worrying about 

the little things”; M = 2.91, SD = 0.62, α = .75). Agreeableness reflects tendency to be forgiving, 

lenient, and cooperative (e.g., “I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree 
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with me”; M = 3.32, SD = 0.60, α = .72). Conscientiousness reflects tendency to be organized, 

disciplined, and careful when making decisions (e.g., “I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid 

scrambling at the last minute”; M = 3.68, SD = 0.59, α = .77). All subscales contain 10 items and 

for each item participants rated the extent to which the statement is reflective of themselves on a 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See Appendix H for full measure. 

Right-wing authoritarianism. RWA was assessed in Sample 2 via a 12-item measure 

adapted from Altemeyer (1996). Participants rated the extent to which they agree with statements 

such as, “What our country really needs, instead of more ‘civil rights’ is a good, stiff dose of law 

and order” (1= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; M = 2.77, SD = 1.45, α = .93). See 

Appendix I for full measure. 

Social dominance orientation. SDO was assessed in Sample 2 via the short-form 8-item 

SDO7 measure by Ho and colleagues (2015). Participants rated the extent to which they agree 

with statements such as, “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.” (1= 

strongly oppose, 7 = strongly favour; M = 2.68, SD = 1.41, α = .90). See Appendix J for full 

measure. 

Results 

Confirmatory factor analysis. Using Mplus v8.3, we specified a two-factor model, with 

each item assigned to load on either the sexual exploitation factor or the domestic exploitation 

factor (i.e., no cross-loadings). The sexual exploitation and domestic exploitation factors were set 

to covary. The model provided good fit to the data in both Sample 1 (χ2 (76) = 146.76, p < .001, 

RMSEA = 0.085, CFI = 0.923, TLI = 0.908, SRMR = 0.062) and in Sample 2 (χ2 (76) = 310.09, 

p < .001, RMSEA = 0.070, CFI = 0.946, TLI = 0.936, SRMR = 0.045), thereby confirming the 
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factor structure revealed in Study 1a. Cronbach’s alpha suggested good inter-item reliability for 

both sexual exploitation (Sample 1 α = .87; Sample 2 α = .85) and domestic exploitation (Sample 

1 α = .85; Sample 2 α = .89) subscales. Item loadings (seen in Table 2) were largely consistent 

with loadings observed in Study 1a, with acceptably high loadings (above .40) seen for each item 

on their specified factor in both samples. Sexual exploitation and domestic exploitation factors 

were significantly positively correlated in Sample 1 (r = .68, p < .001) and in Sample 2 (r = .65, 

p < .001), providing further evidence for our theorized model of two positively correlated 

exploitation factors, whereby men more likely to exploit women for sexual purposes are also 

more likely to exploit women for domestic purposes.3 

 
3 We also compared these two factor solutions to a one factor solutions in each sample. 
Consistent with Study 1a, a two-factor solution provided a better fit to the data compared to a 
one factor solution in Sample 1 (one-factor solution: χ2 (77) = 299.70, p < .001; Δ χ2 (1) = 
152.94, p < .001) and in Sample 2 (one-factor solution: χ2 (77) = 1050.64, p < .001; Δ χ2 (1) = 
740.55, p < .001). 
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Table 2 

Factor Loadings from Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Study 1b) 

 

Item   Sample 1 Sample 2  
Sexual Exploitation Subscale  (.87) (.85) 
1. Since prostitutes sell their bodies to men anyway, prostitutes should be willing to have sex no matter 
what.   0.79 0.65 
2. It would be reasonable if a man took advantage of an opportunity to have sex with an intoxicated 
woman.   0.79 0.66 
3. Even if a man has had sex with a woman before, it would be reasonable if she refused sex with him 
again. *   0.42 0.44 
4. If a woman has had sex with many men in the past, she has little reason to reject other men.   0.82 0.76 
5. Even if a woman has had sex with a lot of men in the past, it would be reasonable for her to refuse any 
other man in the future. *   0.56 0.46 
6. Sometimes a man has to fuck a woman so that she knows who’s boss.   0.68 0.77 
7. During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man isn’t too concerned with her sexual 
wants or needs.   0.76 0.67 
8. It’s reasonable for a man to make a woman think that he’s interested in a long-term relationship to 
obtain sex from her.    0.69 0.72 
    
Domestic Exploitation Subscale  (.85) (.89) 
9. A good wife would feel that it’s her responsibility to do chores, like buy groceries or do the laundry.   0.85 0.86 
10. When a couple has children, the woman should feel responsible for most of the childcare.   0.74 0.85 
11. A good wife shouldn’t necessarily feel responsible for making meals for her husband. *   0.49 0.66 
12. A good wife would feel responsible for most of the housekeeping, like cleaning, dishes, and laundry.   0.90 0.87 
13. It is wrong for a man to think of a woman as “his”. *   0.46 0.53 
14. Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is one of the perks of marriage.    0.81 0.83 

Note. Items marked with an asterisk have been reverse-scored. Cronbach’s alphas are in parentheses. Items were only allowed to load 
on their single theoretical factor; loadings on the second factor were set to 0. Sample 1 N = 129. Sample 2 N = 632. 
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Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the WEW Scale. Examination of variables 

revealed one outlier (score greater than 3SD above the mean) on the feminine ideology measure 

in Sample 1, and four outliers (scores greater than 3 SD above the mean) on SDO in Sample 2. 

These values were winsorized (converted to the value at 3SD from the mean). Correlations 

between the WEW subscales, sexism measures, measures of sexism-relevant ideologies, and 

basic personality traits can be seen in Table 3. As expected, the WEW subscales were positively 

correlated with hostile sexism, modern sexism, and rape myth acceptance; those higher in 

willingness to exploit women also expressed more hostility toward women, denied that sexism is 

a current social problem, and were more likely to endorse beliefs that women who are raped 

acted in a manner so as to deserve the outcome.4 Correlations were also significant and positive 

between WEW subscales and benevolent sexism, albeit weaker. Significant positive correlations 

were also found between both factors and more general sexism-relevant ideologies, including 

gender role endorsement (i.e., male norms and feminine ideology), preference for traditional and 

authority (i.e., RWA), and preference for inequality and hierarchy (i.e., SDO). These findings are 

consistent with our expectations and provide further evidence for the convergent validity of the 

overall scale and both subscales. 

Finally, we expected relatively weaker associations between the WEW scale and broader 

personality traits, as these variables are more conceptually distal to the WEW scale. As expected, 

the magnitudes of these correlations are generally smaller relative to associations between the 

 
4 Given the strong correlation between sexual exploitation willingness and rape myth 
acceptance, a 2-factor solution including sexual exploitation and rape myth acceptance was 
compared to a 1-factor solution which included both sexual exploitation and rape myth items 
loading on a single factor. Results suggest that the 2-factor solution fit the data better than a 1-
factor solution (Δ χ2 (1) = 17.27, p < .001), providing further evidence that sexual exploitation 
willingness and rape myth acceptance reflect separate constructs. 
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WEW subscales and measures more directly relevant to sexism. Nonetheless, there were 

significant negative associations between the WEW subscales and honesty-humility, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness. These associations suggest that men who are more likely 

to manipulate others and strive for person gain, men who are less cooperative and/or less able to 

control their temper, and men who are less disciplined or careful in making decisions, are more 

likely to exploit women, both sexually and in the domestic realm.  

 

Table 3 
 
Correlations between Willingness to Exploit Women (WEW) Scale and Other Variables (Study 
1b) 
 

 Sample 1  Sample 2 
 Sexual  Domestic   Sexual  Domestic  
Sexism          

Hostile Sexism 0.59 *** 0.65 ***  0.54 *** 0.68 *** 
Benevolent Sexism 0.41 *** 0.45 ***  0.22 *** 0.37 *** 

Modern Sexism 0.40 *** 0.62 ***      
Rape Myth Acceptance 0.83 *** 0.61 ***      

          
Ideologies          

RWA      0.42 *** 0.54 *** 
SDO      0.40 *** 0.46 *** 

Male Norms 0.61 *** 0.67 ***      
Feminine Ideology 0.74 *** 0.57 ***      

          
Personality          

Honesty-Humility -0.30 *** -0.23 *      
Emotionality 0.13  -0.06       

Agreeableness -0.29 *** -0.19 *      
Conscientiousness -0.40 *** -0.24 *           

Note. RWA = right-wing authoritarianism; SDO = social dominance orientation. Sample 1 N = 
129. Sample 2 N = 632. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Study 1c: Test-Retest Reliability and Predictive Validity 

The goal of the third study was to further test the validity of the WEW scale by assessing 

the predictive validity of the measure, as well as test-retest validity. As such, Sample 2 from 

Study 1b was re-contacted 18 months following their first measure and asked to complete the 

WEW scale again. In addition to assessing participants’ responses to the WEW scale at Time 2, 

we also assessed whether the measure predicted behavioural indicators of exploitation of women, 

including tendencies to use various strategies to coerce women into sex (postrefusal sexual 

persistence) and a division of household labour task. Finally, we assessed other established 

measures of sexism to determine whether the WEW scale predicted these behavioural indicators 

above existing measures. 

Method 

Participants and procedure. All participants who participated in Sample 2 of Study 1b 

were re-contacted to participate in this study. Of this sample (n = 632), 300 participants 

completed the follow-up study. Three participants were excluded for failing an attention check 

item, four were excluded for not identifying as male, and 12 were excluded for not identifying as 

heterosexual. Thus, the final sample comprised of 281 participants (Mage = 44.10, SD = 12.98), 

80.4% of whom were White, 7.8% were Black, 6.4% were Asian, 7.5% were Hispanic, and 3.6% 

identified as another race/ethnicity.5 After providing consent, participants responded to the 

WEW scale, followed by measures of hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, gender role 

 
5 There were no differences between participants who completed the follow-up study compared 
to those who did not in levels of sexual exploitation willingness, domestic exploitation 
willingness, RWA, SDO, hostile sexism, or benevolent sexism (ps range .205-.941). However, 
participants who completed the follow-up study were significantly older compared to those who 
did not complete the follow-up study, Mdiff = 7.85, t(629) = 8.26, p < .001. 
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endorsement, modern sexism, and rape myth acceptance. To indicate exploitative behaviours, 

participants completed a measure of postrefusal sexual persistence and completed a division of 

household labour task. They then provided demographic information prior to being debriefed and 

receiving compensation. This study was approved by the Brock University Ethics Board (see 

Appendix S for certificate). 

Measures. 

The WEW scale. Participants responded to the 14 items retained in the measure based on 

the results of Study 1a (sexual exploitation M = 1.76, SD = 0.96, α = .83, domestic exploitation 

M = 2.92, SD = 1.50, α = .87). See Table 1 and Appendix B for items. 

Ambivalent sexism. Participants responded to the 12-item short-form ambivalent sexism 

inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia, 2014) as used in Study 1b (hostile 

sexism M = 1.95, SD = 1.37, α = .92; benevolent sexism M = 2.49, SD = 1.28, α = .86). See 

Appendix C for full measure. 

Modern sexism. To assess modern sexism, participants completed the same measure as in 

Study 1b (M = 3.33, SD = 2.28, α = .92).  See Appendix D for full measure. 

Rape myth acceptance. To assess beliefs in rape myths, we employed the same measure as 

used in Study 1b (M = 35.05, SD = 15.12, α = .92). See Appendix E for full measure. 

Gender role endorsement. To assess endorsement of gender roles, participants completed 

the 21-item Male Norms Inventory-Revised (Levant et al., 2007) (M = 3.27, SD = 1.18, α = .94) 

and the 15-item Short-Form Feminine Ideology Scale (Levant, Alto, McKelvey, Richmond, 

McDermott, 2017) as used in Study 1b (M = 1.93, SD = 0.73, α = .89). See Appendix F and 

Appendix G for full measures. 
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 Postrefusal Sexual Persistence. As a behavioural indicator of sexually hostile behaviours 

toward women, we used the postresfusal sexual persistence scale (Stuckman-Johnson, 2003), 

which asks participants to indicate whether (yes/no) they have used different strategies to have 

sexual contact with a woman after she refused a sexual advance. The measure consists of four 

groupings of strategies: sexual arousal (4 items, e.g., “continued to kiss and touch her to arouse 

her”), emotional manipulation and deception (8 items, e.g., “tried to talk her into it by repeatedly 

asking”), exploitation of the intoxicated (2 items, e.g., “purposefully gave her drugs or alcohol”), 

and physical force, threats, or harm (6 items, e.g., “threatened to physically harmed her”). Items 

are scored dichotomously such that if the participant indicates using any of the strategies within a 

particular category they are awarded a 1 for that subscale, and they are awarded a 0 otherwise. 

Analyses were performed on each subscale separately. Only one participant indicated to having 

used a physical force/threat/harm strategy, and as such this category was dropped from analysis. 

With regard to other strategies, 33% reported using sexual arousal, 32.7% reported using 

emotional manipulation, and 8.9% reported using intoxication. See Appendix K for full measure. 

 Assignment of Housework to Women. As an indicator of desired division of household 

labour, participants responded to a division of household labour measure adapted from Doan and 

Quadlin (2019). For this measure, participants read a description of a heterosexual couple (Brian 

and Jennifer) and were asked to rate which person in the couple should have primary 

responsibility for a variety of household tasks (e.g., preparing meals, washing dishes, cleaning 

the house, shopping, laundry; M = 56.16, SD = 8.75, α = .88) and a variety of childcare 

responsibilities (e.g., taking care of physical needs, listening to worries, getting the child to 

school, helping with homework, staying home when the child is sick, taking the child to leisure 

activities; M = 51.79, SD = 5.51, α = .77). Responses to each item were given on a sliding 100-
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point scale which ranges from “mainly Brian’s responsibility” (0) to “mainly Jennifer’s 

responsibility” (100). See Appendix L for full measure. 

Results 

 Examination of variables revealed 5 outliers (values above 3SD from the mean) on sexual 

exploitation and rape myth acceptance, 2 outliers (values above 3SD from the mean) on feminine 

ideology, and 6 outliers (6 values above 3SD from the mean and 1 value below 3SD from the 

mean) assignment of housework to a woman, and 8 outliers (6 values above 3SD from the mean 

and 2 values below 3SD from the mean) on assignment of childcare to a woman. Outliers were 

winsorized (converted to the value at 3 SD from the mean). 

Test-Retest Reliability. To assess test-retest reliability, scores from the current study 

were correlated with participants’ scores on WEW score 18 months earlier. Scores were strongly 

positively correlated for sexual exploitation (r = .73, p < .001) and domestic exploitation (r = .79, 

p < .001) suggesting that responses on each measure are stable over time. 

 Predictive and Incremental Validity. To assess whether WEW scores (Time 2) predict 

assignment of household labour to women, correlations were assessed. Results (Table 4) 

revealed that both subscales predicted greater assignment of housework and childcare to a 

woman and greater likelihood of having used sexual arousal, intoxication, and emotional 

manipulation to coerce women into sex. We also assessed whether either subscale continued to 

account for a significant amount of variance in these variables after taking different established 

sexism measures into account. Partial correlations (Table 4) reveal that the domestic subscale 

was associated with both assignment of housework and childcare to a woman even after 

controlling for hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, modern sexism, rape myth acceptance, and 
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male and female role endorsement. Interestingly, the sexual subscale also predicted assignment 

of housework and childcare above existing measures as well, with the exception of a marginal 

partial correlation between sexual exploitation and assignment of housework after controlling for 

rape myth acceptance.  

 With regard to postrefusal sexual persistence strategies, both greater sexual and greater 

domestic exploitation were associated with use of sexual arousal, intoxication, and emotional 

manipulation to coerce women into sex at the zero-order level. Regarding partial correlations, 

greater willingness to sexually exploit women predicted use of sexual arousal as a postrefusal 

strategy above benevolent sexism and marginally above female gender role endorsement, it 

predicted intoxication strategies above all sexism and gender norm measures assessed, and it 

predicted emotional manipulation strategies above benevolent sexism, modern sexism, and rape 

myth acceptance. Interestingly, willingness to exploit women for domestic labour also predicted 

intoxication strategies above benevolent sexism and feminine ideology, and it predicted 

emotional manipulation strategies above benevolent sexism, modern sexism, rape myth 

acceptance, and female gender role endorsement. 
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Table 4 

Zero-order and partial correlations between WEW subscales and (a) assignment of household responsibilities to a woman, and (b) 

postrefusal sexual persistence (Study 1c) 

                 Control Variable                   

  
Zero-
Order  

Hostile 
Sexism  

Benevolent 
Sexism  

Modern 
Sexism  

Rape 
Myth  

Male 
Norm  

Feminine 
Ideology 

Assign of housework to woman                      
sexual exploit  0.37 ***  0.18 **  0.36 ***  0.24 ***  0.11 ƚ  0.17 **  0.16 ** 

domestic exploit  0.56 ***  0.41 ***  0.56 ***  0.44 ***  0.45 ***  0.39 ***  0.43 *** 
Assign childcare to woman                      

sexual exploit  0.37 ***  0.23 ***  0.36 ***  0.29 ***  0.24 ***  0.22 ***  0.21 *** 
domestic exploit  0.53 ***  0.42 ***  0.53 ***  0.47 ***  0.47 ***  0.41 ***  0.43 *** 

PSP Strategy- Sexual Arousal                      
sexual exploit  0.16 **  0.03   0.14 *  0.09   0.09   0.07   0.11 ƚ 

domestic exploit  0.14 *  -0.04   0.11   0.03   0.07   0.01   0.08  
PSP Strategy- Intoxication                      

sexual exploit  0.21 ***  0.13 *  0.21 **  0.18 **  0.13 *  0.16 **  0.2 *** 
domestic exploit  0.16 **  0.05   0.16 **  0.13 *  0.08   0.09   0.14 * 

PSP Strategy- Emot. Manip.                      
sexual exploit  0.17 **  0.05   0.15 *  0.16 **  0.13 *  0.07   0.1  

domestic exploit   0.23 ***   0.09     0.19 **   0.22 ***   0.18 **   0.10     0.17 ** 
Note.  PSP = Postrefusal Sexual Persistence. Emot. Manip. = Emotional manipulation. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, ƚ  p < .07. N 

= 281.
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Study 1 Discussion 

In three independent samples of male participants, we find consistent support for our 

theorized model of men’s willingness to exploit women. Factor analyses, both exploratory and 

confirmatory, consistently revealed two factors: sexual exploitation, reflecting willingness to 

benefit sexually from women’s bodies with little regard for their autonomy or best interest, and 

domestic exploitation, reflecting entitlement to benefits from women’s household labour, 

regardless of their desire to perform these tasks or whether these responsibilities limit her 

capacity to fulfill her own interests. Across investigations, we also find that sexual and domestic 

exploitation subscales are positively correlated, consistent with our proposed model. That is, 

despite being largely discussed in separate literatures, these positive relations give credence to 

our notion that men who are willing to exploit women sexually are also more likely to exploit 

them for domestic labour.  

Our findings also suggest good convergent validity for the WEW scale, as evidenced by 

positive correlations between the scale (both overall and subscales) with other measures relevant 

to sexism, including hostile sexism, rape myth acceptance, and modern sexism, as well as 

ideologies relevant to sexism, such as gender role endorsement, SDO, and RWA. However, 

correlations are not so large as to suggest that sexual and domestic exploitation willingness 

measures are indistinguishable from existing sexism measures (see also results from Study 1c, 

which demonstrates the unique predictive utility of these measures above existing scales). 

Moreover, differences in the strength of these associations coincide with conceptual differences 

between sexual and domestic exploitation. For instance, modern sexism captures denial of 

discrimination against women in the workplace (Swim et al., 1995) and benevolent sexism 

captures beliefs that women need to be cared for by men (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Thus, both 
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constructs are relevant to limiting women’s capacity for success in work outside the home. So it 

is perhaps fitting that benevolent sexism and modern sexism correlate somewhat more strongly 

with domestic exploitation than with sexual exploitation. Indeed, this pattern is consistent with 

the notion that domestic exploitation reflects men’s sense of entitlement to women’s domestic 

labour without regard for its negative impact on women in terms of workplace advancement or 

otherwise. In contrast, rape myth acceptance, which reflects myths about women’s sexual 

behaviour (Burt, 1980), correlates more strongly with sexual exploitation than domestic 

exploitation. This is consistent with our notion that sexual exploitation reflects men’s willingness 

to benefit sexually from women at the cost of women’s sexual autonomy or welfare. Overall, 

sex-related sexism measures appear more strongly tied to sexual exploitation, whereas domestic-

related sexism measures appear more strongly tied to domestic exploitation. Yet, there are also 

significant positive correlations between previously established sex-related measures and 

domestic exploitation and between previously established domestic-related measures and sexual 

exploitation, further corroborating the proposed relation between sexual and domestic 

exploitation. Together, these findings suggest not only good convergent validity for the WEW 

scale, but also confirm our prediction that the sexual and domestic subscales reflect distinct, yet 

related, aspects of men’s willingness to exploit women.  

Moreover, the WEW scale differs conceptually from existing measures of sexism in 

several important ways. The ambivalent sexism inventory (ASI), for instance, largely captures 

attitudes (i.e., evaluations) toward women, and rape myth acceptance captures beliefs about the 

responsibility of rapists and rape victims. What is lacking in these measures is the evaluation of 

men’s expectations or entitlement to women’s behavioural outputs for their own benefit, a key 

component of exploitation. Further, the ASI was developed to capture ambivalence toward 
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women and therefore fittingly includes both negative and seemingly positive attitudes toward 

women (Glick & Fiske, 1996). For instance, benevolent sexism captures seemingly prosocial 

attitudes (e.g., men should help women) and attitudes relevant to intimacy-seeking (e.g., men 

should cherish women), which are distinct from the desire to benefit from women at the expense 

of their autonomy and welfare characteristic of exploitation. Consistent with this line of 

reasoning, we find relatively lower correlations between the benevolent sexism subscale of the 

ASI and the WEW scale.  

As expected, we also found relatively weaker correlations between the WEW scale (overall 

and subscales) and personality factors, providing evidence that the WEW scale is not simply 

capturing aspects of one’s basic personality, such as one’s tendency to be manipulative or 

irritable in general. Specifically, correlations between the WEW scale (or subscales) and 

honesty-humility, emotionality, and agreeableness, were relatively lower compared to 

correlations with variables that are more proximal to willingness to exploit women (i.e., sexism 

or related ideologies discussed above). Moreover, the negative associations between honesty-

humility, agreeableness, and conscientiousness and the two WEW subscales offer avenues for 

future work. For instance, these associations suggest that men who tend to be manipulative or 

immodest, men who lack discipline, or men who have difficulty cooperating or controlling their 

temper (i.e., low honesty-humility, low conscientiousness, and low agreeableness respectively), 

appear more likely to exploit women, both sexually and in the domestic realm. This is consistent 

with past work showing that low conscientiousness and low honesty-humility are associated with 

more callous sex-related attitudes (Lee et al., 2013) and that low honesty-humility is associated 

with greater likelihood to sexually harass women (Lee, Gizzarone, & Ashton, 2003).  Moreover, 

male perpetrators of rape tend to score lower in conscientiousness than men who have never 
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committed rape (Voller & Long, 2010), suggesting that some personality traits may be predictive 

of tendencies to exploit women. Further exploration of relations between personality or 

ideologies and willingness to exploit women sexually or domestically offers a rich avenue for 

future research. Moreover, in the current investigation, certain subscales of the HEXACO 

measure of personality (honesty-humility, emotionality, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) 

were selected to minimize the cost, and more importantly the length, of the survey. After all, 

keeping surveys short is considered an important aspect of conducting research online (e.g., 

Lefever et al., 2007). Honesty-humility, emotionality, agreeableness, and conscientiousness were 

selected in the current investigation due to the relevance of these traits to exploitative 

behaviours. Thus, it may be most important in terms of discriminant validity to differentiate the 

measure from these facets of personality. However, other subscales of HEXACO not included in 

the current analysis, extraversion, and openness to experience, may also be assessed in future 

research and may provide a greater understanding how personality is associated with willingness 

to exploit women sexually or domestically. 

Finally, Study 1c reveals that both sexual and domestic subscales have strong test-retest 

reliability. Moreover, both subscales predicted greater assignment of housework and childcare to 

women and greater use of postrefusal sexual persistence strategies (i.e., use of sexual arousal, 

intoxication, and emotional manipulation to coerce women into sex) and continued to account for 

a significant amount of variance in these measures even after controlling for other well-

established measures of sexism and gender role endorsement. Thus, these findings provide 

evidence that despite the WEW being related to other sexism measures, willingness to sexually 

exploit and willingness to domestically exploit women represent unique measures that are 

distinct from pre-existing measures relevant to sexism or gender stereotypes. 
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Research Uses for the WEW Scale 

Use of the WEW scale allows researchers to quantitatively examine men’s willingness to 

exploit women, both in sexual and domestic domains, which thus far has largely relied on 

qualitative research or measures that serve as a proxy of men’s willingness to exploit women. 

Moreover, the scale taps willingness to exploit in everyday contexts, not simply extreme ones. 

Sexual and domestic subscales of the WEW measure each showed good validity and inter-item 

reliability, suggesting that these subscales may be used separately for more specific and targeted 

purposes. However, our findings also provide evidence that that desire to benefit from women’s 

behaviour without regard for the woman’s autonomy, in both sexual and domestic domains, 

reflect related forms of willingness to exploit women. As such, future work may consider the full 

WEW scale and assess exploitation of women in both domains to gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of men’s willingness to exploit women. 

Recognizing the relation between sexual and domestic exploitation of women opens 

avenues to explore predictors and underlying psychological, developmental, or social processes 

of men’s willingness to exploit women. Researchers may also assess the extent to which sexual 

and domestic exploitation share or diverge in underlying processes or predictors. Future work 

can also explore the extent to which willingness to exploit women ultimately results in negative 

consequences for women, such as sexual and/or domestic abuse, and the measure may be used to 

determine the effectiveness of interventions aimed to reduce men’s willingness to engage in such 

exploitative behaviours. Moreover, our focus was on the exploitation of women at the hands of 

men in the context of heterosexual relationships, given that the majority sex-related crimes and 

unequal division of household labour occurs in heterosexual contexts. However, we recognize 

that women may also exploit men and that exploitation of either gender can occur outside of 
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heterosexual relationships. As such, future work can explore the extent to which sexual and 

domestic exploitation operate in tandem in different contexts, as well as in different male 

populations (e.g., sexual offenders, gay men, college students). Future work may also explore 

exploitation of women in different realms, such as in commercial or workplace settings, and how 

other forms of exploitation are related to sexual and domestic exploitation. 

Topics related to sexual coercion of women or unequal distribution of household labour are 

enduring in psychological, sociological, and feminist literatures. However, these discussions 

frequently occur in parallel. Our findings suggest that men’s willingness to sexually exploit 

women and their willingness to domestically exploit women do not occur in isolation, but 

systematically and meaningfully covary. Consideration of these types of exploitation in tandem 

opens avenues for integrating existing literatures in future research. Doing so may help us better 

understand which, how, and why men come to disregard the wants, well-being, and interests of 

women in favour of their own.   
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Chapter 3 (Studies 2-4): Developing a Model to Explain Hostile Sexism and Willingness to 

Exploit Women 

Sexism is an everyday occurrence, with women experiencing an average of two incidences 

of demeaning or degrading comments, sexual objectification, or gender role 

stereotypes/prejudice, per week (Swim et al., 2001; see also https://everydaysexism.com/ where 

users post their own daily experiences with sexism). Further, half of Canadian women have been 

victims of physical or sexual violence since the age of 16 (Canadian Women’s Foundation, n.d.), 

80% of victims of intimate partner homicides reported to police are women (Statistics Canada, 

2015), and young women (ages 18-24) are 2-4 times more likely to be sexually harassed or 

stalked online compared to men of the same age (Duggan, 2014). In other words, sexism, 

ranging from demeaning comments to sexual assault, appears to be part of daily life for many 

women. 

Past work has largely focused on individual differences or personality factors as predictors 

of such anti-women biases and behaviours. For instance, positive associations between gender 

stereotype endorsement and sexist attitudes are well-established (Glick et al., 1997; Jost & Kay, 

2005; Rudman & Glick, 2001). Other work has focused on constructs reflecting right-wing 

ideologies, such as social dominance orientation (SDO), defined as preference for inequality and 

a hierarchically-organized society (Ho et al., 2015; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), and right-wing 

authoritarianism (RWA), defined as preference for tradition, convention, and adherence to social 

norms (Altemeyer, 1996). Those who score higher on such variables tend to hold more sexist 

attitudes (e.g., Christopher & Wojda, 2008; MacInnis & Hodson, 2015; Sibley et al., 2007; see 

also Christopher & Mull, 2006 for similar findings regarding Protestant work ethic as a predictor 

of sexism). With regard to rape myth acceptance (i.e., hostile attitudes toward rape victims), 
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robust predictors include more positive attitudes towards violence and beliefs that violence is a 

legitimate way to achieve one’s sex-related goals (Burt, 1980; Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). 

In addition, much of the research on sexism has largely focused, at least conceptually, on 

what sexist attitudes can predict, rather than what predicts sexist attitudes. For instance, greater 

sexism is associated with more favourable evaluations of women who engage in sex-typed roles, 

such as female nurses (e.g., Clow et al., 2014), and more unfavourable evaluations of men and 

women who perform counterstereotypical roles (e.g., male nurses, gay men, female managers; 

e.g., Davies, 2004, Sakallı-Uğurlu & Uğurlu, 2016). Likewise, more sexist attitudes also predict 

more negative attitudes towards abortion (Hodson & MacInnis, 2017; Prusaczyk & Hodson, 

2018) and greater tendency to blame victims for rape for their assault (Abrams et al., 2003; 

Masser et al., 2010; Viki & Abrams, 2002). As such, the current investigation seeks to 

understand the predictors and psychological processes that underlie anti-women biases, 

specifically by drawing on intergroup contact theory, a well-established theory of prejudice. 

Prejudice Theories: Gender-Relevant and Otherwise 

Relative to other prejudices (e.g., racism), less theoretical consideration has been given to 

understanding the underlying processes and predictors of anti-women bias, with some 

exceptions. For instance, according to social dominance theory, rape myth acceptance (i.e. 

beliefs that rape victims deserved to be raped) or sexist beliefs in the “naturalness” of traditional 

gender roles are ideologies that enhance social hierarchy, and are thus likely to be endorsed by 

those higher in SDO (Pratto et al., 1994). This notion has been robustly supported (Christopher 

& Mull, 2006; Christopher & Wojda, 2008; Pratto et al., 1994; Sibley et al., 2007). Likewise, 

system justification theory has also made specific predictions about sexism. According to system 

justification theory, benevolent sexism, because of its seemingly innocuous nature, encourages 
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women to support the current social system that relegates them to a lower social position relative 

to men (Jost et al., 2004). This theoretical tenet regarding sexism has also received empirical 

support (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011). 

Nonetheless, many highly influential prejudice theories were developed without regard to 

sexism. For instance, according to integrated threat theory, realistic threat (e.g. job loss, crime) 

and symbolic threat (e.g. change to culture or values) can explain intergroup prejudice (Stephan 

& Stephan, 1995). Despite inspiring countless empirical investigations (e.g. Riek et al., 2006), 

there has only been one study (Stephan et al., 2000) to our knowledge that has explicitly tested 

integrated threat theory in the context of gender, and this study focused on women’s attitudes 

towards men, rather than men’s attitudes towards women. Likewise, prejudice theories focusing 

on emotions have largely not been applied to sexism. Approaches by Cottrell and Neuberg 

(2005) and by Mackie, Devos, and Smith (2000), both arguing that certain intergroup emotions 

(e.g. fear or anger) elicit unique behavioural responses (e.g. avoid or approach respectively), 

have only been applied to understanding women’s attitudes towards men (Chaudoir & Quinn, 

2010), rather than men’s attitudes towards women. Moreover, according to social identity theory 

(SIT), people are motivated to believe that their ingroup is better than, and different from, other 

groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). However, an investigation by Cameron (2001) suggests that 

although the centrality of being a man to their identity is associated with perceptions that men are 

discriminated against, it was not associated with sexist attitudes toward women, suggesting that 

SIT may not be very applicable to understanding anti-women hostility. 

Gender and Intergroup Contact Theory 

Intergroup contact theory is another broad prejudice theory that has been extremely 

influential in social psychology. Since its initial conceptualization as Allport’s (1954) contact 
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hypothesis, the notion that greater contact with an outgroup is associated with less prejudice 

towards that group has inspired over half of a century of psychology research. During this time, 

the Contact Hypothesis has been confirmed using a multitude of methods, including 

experimental lab work (e.g., Cook, 1969, 1978), survey research (Pettigrew, 1997; Sigelman & 

Welch, 1993), archival research (Fine, 1979), and field research (Deutsch & Collins, 1951), and 

resulted in hundreds of academic papers (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; see also Hodson & 

Hewstone, 2013). Moreover, intergroup contact has been found to effectively reduce prejudice in 

a variety of contexts, included those characterized by high degrees of conflict (Lemmer & 

Wagner, 2015; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), and for a number of different groups, including 

homeless people (Hodson et al., 2015), gay people, (Earle et al., 2021; Hodson et al., 2009; 

MacInnis et al., 2017; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015), immigrants (Harwoord et 

al., 2011; Pagotto et al., 2012; Vezzali et al., 2010), racial, ethnic, and religious minorities 

(Asbrock et al., 2013; Brambilla et al., 2012; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Hayward, Hornsey et 

al., 2017; Hodson, 2008; Husnu & Crisp, 2010; Stathi & Crisp, 2008; Stathi et al., 2011; Turner 

& Crisp, 2010), and the mentally ill (West & Bruckmuller, 2013; West et al., 2011). 

Yet contact theory has largely ignored sexism. In fact, only one study to our knowledge has 

investigated intergroup contact in the context of sexism. However, this study only examined 

contact with counter-stereotypical women, rather than contact with women generally, finding 

that greater contact with counter-stereotypical women is associated with lower rape intentions 

among male participants (Taschler & West, 2017). But it may be unsurprising that so little 

contact research has been devoted to understanding attitudes towards women. After all, 

discussion of women, gender, or sexism in Allport’s seminal 1954 book The Nature of Prejudice 
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is virtually absent, and it is likely that his original contact hypothesis was not developed with 

sexism or gender in mind (see Dovidio et al., 2005).  

Further, research on contact theory may have ignored sexism because it does not appear, 

on the surface, to apply to gender relations well. That is, a major assumption of contact theory is 

that prejudice stems from an intentional or unintentional lack of contact without outgroup 

members, such as what can be common between racial or religious groups. Moreover, in most 

intergroup contact domains, those with little contact with racial outgroups often prefer it that 

way. Yet contact between men and women occurs frequently and cross-gender contact is often 

seen as desirable for the formation of romantic or sexual relationships. Indeed, a central aspect of 

incel community membership is the act of offering and receiving support to and from men who 

desire more sex with women (Romano, 2018). Similarly, some men will pay hundreds (or even 

thousands) of dollars to attend “men’s empowerment” summits or seminars devoted to helping 

men develop relationships with women (Tourjee, 2016). Perhaps more harmful are workshops 

run by pickup artists, aimed at teaching men how to convince women to have sex with them, 

often by violent, abusive, or deceptive means (Travis, 2014).  As such, contact theory, at least in 

its basic formulation (i.e., more contact leads to less prejudice), may not at first glance appear 

relevant to anti-women hostility, as cross-gender contact is often frequent (not infrequent) and 

desired (not avoided) by men. 

Nonetheless, decades of research has revealed several refinements to contact theory that 

may shed light on how this theory can be used to understand the underlying psychological 

processes and predictors of sexism. For instance, research has supported Allport’s (1954) 

“optimal conditions” in that contact appears most effective at reducing prejudice when it occurs 

in the context of equality, when participants work cooperatively towards common goals, and 
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when supported by authorities, laws, or custom (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Past research has 

also found that contact is especially effective when it occurs in the context of friendship (e.g., 

Levin et al., 2003; Paolini et al., 2004; Wright et al., 1997; for meta-analytic review, see Davies 

et al., 2011). Still, it should be noted that contact that occurs under optimal conditions or in the 

context of friendship have been deemed helpful in reducing prejudice, but are not essential 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).  

Further, whereas historically this research has largely emphasized the amount of contact 

one has under optimal conditions or in the context of friendship, there now exists considerable 

research that focuses on contact quality. Such work has suggested that more positive contact is 

associated with greater prejudice reduction. This appears to be true for a variety of outgroups, 

including religious, ethnic, racial, and sexual orientation outgroups (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; 

Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Graf et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et 

al., 2017; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Hodson, 2008; Hodson et al., 2009; Reimer et al., 2017; 

Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010).  

More recently, researchers have also begun investigating the effects of negative contact, 

finding that greater negative contact is associated with greater prejudice towards immigrants, 

racial and ethnic minorities, and gays/lesbians (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; 

Graf et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Kotzur & 

Wagner, 2021; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010), as well as 

greater intentions to avoid outgroup members in the future (Meleady & Forder, 2021; Wang et 

al., 2020) and greater denial of discrimination (Meleady & Forder, 2021). Moreover, in a recent 

meta-analysis comparing positive and negative contact, Paolini and McIntyre (2019) found that 

the effects of negative contact on increased prejudice may be stronger than the effect of positive 
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contact in reducing prejudice, an effect sometimes referred to as positive-negative asymmetry of 

intergroup contact effects (e.g., Barlow et al., 2012; Barlow et al., 2018; Schäfer et al., 2021). 

Although the possible reasons for this asymmetry are still unclear, it has been suggested that 

negative (vs. positive) contact exerts a stronger effect on prejudice because negative contact 

confirms existing negative expectations of evaluations that people have of outgroups (Tropp et 

al., 2016). Nonetheless, some argue that positive-negative asymmetry effects may not occur in 

all contexts, and that even in cases where negative contact exerts stronger effects on attitudes, 

such effects may be balanced by positive contact being more common than negative contact 

(Schäfer et al., 2021). 

Therefore, in some cases, the effectiveness of intergroup contact in reducing prejudice 

appears to depend on whether this contact is perceived as a positive or negative experience. 

Further, given that men and women have considerable amounts of contact with each other, we 

predict that contact quality is of particular importance in developing a model to predict sexism. 

In other words, for groups who have very frequent contact (i.e. men and women), contact quality 

may be more important than contact quantity in understanding prejudice. 

Gender, Contact Theory, and Intergroup Emotions 

Another development in intergroup contact theory pertains to the incorporation of 

intergroup emotions (e.g., Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). Emotions typically refer to responses to 

events, and the nature of these responses are determined by whether the individual interprets the 

event as hurting or favouring his or her goals (Mackie et al., 2000). Mackie and colleagues 

(2000) built on this definition of emotions to develop intergroup emotions theory (see also Smith 

& Mackie, 2015). According to this theory, when experiencing intergroup emotions, emotions 

are felt on behalf of one’s ingroup and the specific response is a function of whether an outgroup 
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is perceived to favour or harm one’s ingroup’s goals. For instance, perceptions that an outgroup 

has more resources relative to one’s ingroup can lead to frustration or anger. 

Much research on intergroup contact theory has incorporated intergroup emotions, and a 

meta-analysis revealed that intergroup contact is especially effective in reducing prejudice-

relevant affect, such as comfort or sympathy, compared to more cognitive correlates of prejudice, 

such as stereotypes or beliefs, suggesting that emotion is an especially important component in 

understanding the relation between contact and prejudice reduction (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). 

With respect to specific emotions, considerable contact research has emphasized intergroup 

anxiety, which typically refers to anxiety about potentially awkward, embarrassing, or difficult 

interactions with outgroup members (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Moreover, some work has also 

incorporated intergroup anger, which typically refers to anger felt in response to perceived 

inequality (Mackie et al., 2000). These negative intergroup emotions are thought to be the result 

of lack of positive experiences with the outgroup, which may result in worries that one would 

appear prejudiced or act inappropriately in interactions with the outgroup (both of which are 

linked to greater intergroup anxiety), or perceptions that the outgroup poses a threat to the 

ingroup (which is linked to greater intergroup anger) (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Mackie et al., 

2000; Smith & Mackie, 2015). Both anger and anxiety tend to be associated with greater 

prejudice toward and desire to avoid or oppose the outgroup (Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Mackie 

et al., 2000; Van Zomeren et al., 2004; Voci & Hewstone, 2003; Wilder & Simon, 2001).  

Positive intergroup contact however, offers the opportunity to counter negative expectations 

regarding intergroup experiences and threat perceptions, thereby lowering anger and anxiety and 

ultimately reducing prejudice (e.g., Harwood et al., 2005; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Paolini et 

al., 2004; Turner et al., 2007; Voci & Hewstone, 2003; Vonofakou et al., 2007). Moreover, 
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because positive experiences with outgroup members breeds a sense of familiarity and closeness 

with outgroup members, these experiences allow for greater perspective-taking, as is typical in 

friendship, which allows for greater empathy toward outgroup members (e.g., understanding the 

outgroup’s feelings; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; Stephan & Finlay, 1999; Vezzali et al., 

2017). Greater intergroup empathy, in turn, is associated with lower prejudice. Indeed, positive 

contact has been found to reduce prejudice via lower intergroup anxiety (Hayward, Tropp et al., 

2017; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Techakesari et al., 2015), lower intergroup anger (Hayward, 

Tropp et al., 2017), and greater intergroup empathy (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Hodson, 2008; 

Vezzali et al., 2010). 

Consistent with the notion that negative expectations for intergroup experiences breeds 

more negative, and less positive, intergroup emotion, negative contact, has been associated with 

greater prejudice via greater intergroup anxiety and anger (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; 

Techakesari et al., 2015). For instance, in a German investigation of intergroup relations between 

immigrants and non-immigrants, Kauff and colleagues (2017) found that more negative contact 

was associated with greater intergroup anger and anxiety. Of note, they also found that, although 

positive contact was associated with less anger and anger, the effect of negative (vs. positive) 

contact on these emotions was considerably stronger. In turn, greater fear was associated with 

greater outgroup avoidance, whereas greater anger was associated with both greater outgroup 

avoidance and greater outgroup aggression. Moreover, whereas work on positive contact has 

largely emphasized anxiety and empathy, some researchers have argued that anger may be 

especially relevant to understanding the emotional processes underlying relations between 

negative contact and prejudice (e.g., Barlow et al., 2012; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Visintin et 

al., 2017). Specifically, anger is thought to be particularly relevant given that it is an “action-
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oriented” emotion (i.e., motivates opposition or confrontation), and indeed, in comparing 

emotions, anger has been found to exert a stronger indirect effect in the relation between 

negative contact and prejudice (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017). Similarly, Mallett and colleagues 

(2015) found that people tend to report that, whereas interactions with ingroup members are 

characterized by both positive and negative affect, interactions with racial outgroup members are 

characterized mostly by negative affect alone, further suggesting that negative affect may be 

especially important to understanding negative intergroup relations. 

Although intergroup emotions theory has not yet been applied to understand hostile sexism 

or exploitation of women, some past research has examined trait-level emotions in relation to 

anti-women biases. For instance, trait-level anger and trait-level aggression have both been 

positively associated with hostile attitudes towards women and tendency to physically assault 

women (LeBreton et al., 2013; Parrott & Zeichner, 2003). Moreover, feeling anxiety in the 

context of intimate relationships has been associated with greater emotional manipulation of 

women (He & Tsang, 2017). Trait-level empathy has been associated with less ambivalent 

sexism (Nicol & Rounding, 2013) and less hostility towards rape victims (Sakallı-Uğurlu et al., 

2007). These trait-level emotions (e.g., dispositional anger; “I tend to get angry easily”) are 

distinct from intergroup emotions (e.g., intergroup anger; “I feel angry toward women”). 

However, findings that dispositional anxiety, empathy, and anger predict attitudes towards 

women suggest that intergroup emotions, such as anxiety, anger, and empathy that men feel 

towards women may also mediate relations between perceived contact quality with women and 

anti-women bias. 
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Project Overview 

In the next three studies (Studies 2, 3 and 4), we tested a model that can be used to explain 

hostility towards women, with particular focus on men’s perceived quality of experiences with 

women. Study 2 used a cross-sectional correlational approach to test whether perceived contact 

quality (e.g., perceived negative contact) predicts hostile attitudes towards women via intergroup 

emotions identified as important in the contact literature (i.e., empathy, anger, anxiety). To then 

better determine the causal impact of contact quality on emotions and anti-women biases, Study 

3 experimentally manipulated contact quality by asking male participants to imagine a positive, 

negative, or neutral contact experience with a woman. In Study 4, we assessed the impact of 

contact quality, emotions toward women, and anti-women biases longitudinally to determine 

how these effects play out over time. 

Study 2 

The goal of Study 2 was to determine whether research on intergroup contact theory, in 

which more perceived positive and less perceived negative contact leads to less prejudice via 

lower intergroup anxiety, lower intergroup anger, and greater intergroup empathy, extends to 

explain anti-women bias. Specifically, we aimed to examine whether men’s perceived quality of 

experiences with women can predict their hostile attitudes toward, or willingness to exploit, 

women, and the degree to which intergroup emotions, such as intergroup anger, intergroup 

anxiety, or intergroup empathy felt towards the opposite gender, can explain (i.e., mediate) these 

relations. As such, we asked heterosexual men about the quality of their experiences with 

women, the degree to which they feel empathy, anger, and anxiety toward women, as well as the 

extent to which they hold hostile attitudes toward women and their willingness to exploit women 
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(for either sex or for domestic labour). We proposed the following hypotheses (see Figure 1 for 

conceptual model): 

H1: More perceived negative and less perceived positive experiences with women over the 

past year will predict greater willingness to sexually exploit women, greater willingness to 

exploit women for domestic labour, and more hostile attitudes towards women. 

H2: More perceived negative and less perceived positive experiences with women will 

predict less empathy, more anxiety, and more anger towards women.  

H3: Less empathy, greater anxiety, and greater anger toward women will predict greater 

willingness to exploit (sexually and domestically) and more hostile attitudes towards 

women.  

H4: There will be indirect effects of perceived positive experiences on both measures of 

anti-women bias via greater empathy, less anxiety, and less anger toward women. 

H5: There will be indirect effects of perceived negative experiences on both measures of 

anti-women bias via less empathy, greater anxiety, and greater anger toward women.  

This study was pre-registered at aspredicted.org (https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=bp29ec).  

 

 

 

 

 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=bp29ec
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Figure 1 

Study 2 conceptual model predicting hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness, and 

domestic exploitation willingness. 

 

Note. Negative contact and positive contact refer to perceived contact quality over the past year; 

emotions refer to group-targeted emotions (i.e., toward women). Covariances between contact 

measures, residual covariances among emotions, and residual covariances among anti-women 

biases were modelled, but not depicted here for brevity. 
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Method 

Participants. Participants were 371 American men recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk). MTurk is a service that allows users to request information (e.g., survey responses) 

from workers (called MTurkers) in exchange for financial compensation. Participants who did 

not identify as heterosexual (n = 45), as well as duplicate IP addresses (n = 15) and those who 

failed an attention check (n = 56) were excluded from analyses. This left 229 participants (Mage = 

32.15, SD = 8.89), 74.67% of whom were White, 8.73% of whom were Black, 11.79% were 

Asian, 5.68% were Hispanic, and 3.06% identified as another race.   

Procedure and Materials. Participants first indicated their gender. Then they completed 

measures of positive and negative contact with women. Then participants filled out measures of 

empathy, anger, and anxiety felt towards the women. Finally, participants completed measures of 

hostile attitudes toward and willingness to exploit women for sexual or domestic purposes. This 

study was approved by the Brock University Ethics Board (see Appendix S for certificate). 

 Gender. In order to determine appropriate measures for each participant, participants first 

indicated whether they were male, female, or another gender (see Appendix M). Participants who 

did not identify as male were excluded from analysis. 

 Contact Quality. To assess participants’ recent degree of positive and negative contact 

with women, participants rated their overall experiences with women in general (not including 

family members) in the past year on a 1 to 7 scale ranging from not at all negative to extremely 

negative. They then responded to this item on a second 1 to 7 scale ranging from not at all 

positive to extremely positive. Higher scores indicate more negative contact and more positive 

contact, respectively. See Appendix N for full measure. 
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 Empathy. To assess empathy felt towards women, participants indicated the extent to 

which they experience the following emotions towards the opposite gender: “sympathetic”, 

“compassionate”, “understand their feelings”, and “feel in tune with them” (Batson et al., 1997; 

Vezzali et al., 2010). Participants indicated their responses used a 1 (not at all) to 7 (an extreme 

amount) scale. Scores were aggregated to create a single measure in which higher scores indicate 

more empathy towards women (α = .82). See Appendix O for full measure. 

 Anger. To assess anger towards women, participants completed a measure created for the 

purpose of this study. They indicated the extent to which they feel “angry”, “resentful”, 

“irritated”, and “furious” towards women. Participants indicated their responses using a 1 (not at 

all) to 7 (an extreme amount) scale. Scores were aggregated to create a single measure in which 

higher scores indicate more anger towards women (α = .91). See Appendix O for full measure. 

 Anxiety. To assess anxiety, participants completed a measure based conceptually on 

Stephan and Stephan (1985, 2000). Participants indicated the extent to which they feel “fearful”, 

“anxious”, “frightened”, “helpless” and “worried” towards women using a 1 (not at all) to 7 (an 

extreme amount) scale. Scores were aggregated to create a single measure in which higher scores 

indicate more anxiety towards the opposite gender (α = .89). See Appendix O for full measure. 

 Hostile sexism. To assess the participants’ degree of hostile sexism, participants filled out 

the short-form Hostile Sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism scale, which taps antipathy 

towards women stemming from erroneous generalizations (Glick, & Fiske, 1996; Rollero et al., 

2014; e.g. “Women seek to gain power by getting control over men”, 1 = disagree strongly, 6 = 

agree strongly, α = .92; see Appendix C for full measure). Higher scores indicate more hostile 

attitudes.  
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Willingness to exploit women. To assess participants’ willingness to exploit women, men 

completed the Willingness to Exploit Women scale which includes two subscales; sexual 

exploitation willingness (e.g. “During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man 

isn’t too concerned with her sexual wants or needs”, α = .89) and domestic exploitation 

willingness (e.g., “Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is one of the perks of marriage”, α 

= .86) (see Studies 1a – 1c). See Appendix B for full measure. 

 Demographics. To examine sample characteristics, participants provided demographic 

information such as their age, ethnicity/race, and sexual orientation. See Appendix P for full 

measure.  

Results 

 Examination of model variables revealed two outliers on negative contact and three 

outliers on anger (values greater than 3 SD from the mean). These values were winsorized 

(converted to the value at 3 SD from the mean). Missing data (0 to 2.2% for each variable) were 

estimated using FIML in Mplus v7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). Parameter estimates and 

significance tests were based on bias-corrected estimates derived from 5000 bootstrap samples 

(see Shrout & Bolger, 2002). 

Table 5 shows the zero-order correlations among variables. Negative and positive contact 

were negatively correlated at r = -.29, p < .001, suggesting that these variables reflect moderately 

related but separate constructs. Negative (but not positive) contact perceptions were associated 

with greater willingness to sexually exploit women, greater willingness to domestically exploit 

women, and more hostile sexism. More negative contact was also associated with more anxiety 

and more anger towards women. In contrast, more positive contact perceptions were associated 
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with more empathy, less anxiety, and less anger towards women. Anxiety and anger were both 

positively associated with hostile sexism and willingness to exploit women, but empathy was 

unassociated with both measures of anti-women bias. Hostile sexism and exploitation 

willingness were positively intercorrelated, as were all emotions, except empathy was 

unassociated with anger.  
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations (Study 2) 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
1. Negative Contact                
2. Positive Contact -.29 ***              
3. Anger toward women .60 *** -.14 *            
4. Anxiety toward women .57 *** -.15 * .83 ***          
5. Empathy toward women -.03  .36 *** .05  .17 **        
6. Sexual Exploitation Willingness .59 *** -.11  .65 *** .56 *** .04       
7. Domestic Exploitation Willingness .30 *** -.12  .43 *** .28 *** -.11  .62 ***    
8. Hostile Sexism .42 *** -.16 * .46 *** .32 *** -.08  .63 *** .64 ***  
M 2.20  4.76  1.90  2.20  4.46  2.29  3.07  2.06 
SD 1.37  1.48  1.36  1.45  1.39  1.35  1.48  1.38 
 

Note. Measures of negative and positive contact refer to participants’ perceptions of their quality of their experiences with women. * p 
< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Model results. We tested mediation models using maximum likelihood estimation in 

Mplus v7.4. Positive contact perceptions and negative contact perceptions were entered as 

simultaneous predictors, empathy, anxiety, and anger were entered as mediators, and hostile 

sexism, sexual exploitation willingness and domestic exploitation willingness were entered as 

criteria (see Figure 1). Relations between predictors and intergroup emotions refer to a-paths, 

relations between emotions and anti-women biases refer to b-paths, and relations between 

predictors and anti-women biases (including emotions in the model) refer to c-prime paths. The 

model was fully saturated (df = 0). Predictors were allowed to covary, as were residuals of 

mediators and residuals of outcomes. Standardized path coefficients for these models can be seen 

in Table 6 and indirect effects can be seen in Table 7.  

The analyses reveal that more perceived negative contact predicted more anger and 

anxiety towards women. More positive contact perceptions predicted more empathy towards 

women. In turn, greater anger predicted more hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness and 

domestic exploitation willingness. Greater anxiety predicted less hostile sexism and domestic 

exploitation willingness. These latter effects should be interpreted with caution however, as the 

bivariate association between anxiety and these hostile attitudes towards women were positive, 

suggesting suppression effects in the mediation model. There were significant total indirect 

effects of perceived negative contact on hostile sexism and exploitation willingness with specific 

indirect effects via greater anger. There was also a significant negative indirect effect of 

perceived negative contact on hostile attitudes via anxiety, but given the positive association 

between anxiety and hostile attitudes at the bivariate level, this effect also likely reflects a 

suppression effect. Overall, greater perceived negative experiences predicted more anti-women 



         Anti-Women Biases 100 

 

hostility via greater anger toward women, but there is little evidence to suggest that perceived 

positive contact affects men’s anti-women biases via any assessed emotion.6  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 Given the fairly strong correlation between anger and anxiety (r = .83), mediation models were 
also tested separately for each emotion to determine if results differ. Results confirm findings 
from the simultaneous model, such that greater anger significantly mediated the relation between 
negative contact (βs = .24 - .32, all ps < .001), but not positive condition (all βs = .01, ps = .669 - 
.672), and all three anti-bias measures. Moreover, the indirect effect of anxiety in the relation 
between negative contact and hostile sexism and between negative contact and domestic 
exploitation were no longer significant (β = .07, p = .136 and β < .01, p = .872 respectively), 
confirming that the negative indirect effects in the main model were indeed suppression effects. 
There was a significant positive indirect effect of anxiety on the relation between negative 
contact and sexual exploitation willingness however (β = .19, p < .001). Moreover, consistent 
with the main model findings, indirect effects in relations between positive contact and all three 
anti-women biases were non-significant for both anxiety (all βs = .00, ps = .863 - .879), and 
empathy (βs = -.02 - .02, ps = .352 - .590), and last, indirect effects of empathy in relations 
between negative contact and all three anti-woman biases were non-significant (βs = .00 - .01, ps 
= .553 - .689). 
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Table 6 

Model Predicting Hostile Sexism Toward and Willingness to Exploit Women (Study 2) 

   b SE β p 
Anger Toward Women     
 Negative Contact 0.71 0.09 0.61 <.001 

 Positive Contact 0.03 0.06 0.03 .664 
      

Anxiety Toward Women     
 Negative Contact 0.73 0.09 0.58 <.001 

 Positive Contact 0.01 0.07 0.01 .859 
      

Empathy Toward Women     
 Negative Contact 0.09 0.08 0.08 .260 

 Positive Contact 0.42 0.09 0.38 <.001 
      

Sexual Exploitation Willingness     
 Negative Contact 0.39 0.10 0.34 <.001 

 Positive Contact 0.05 0.07 0.04 .492 
 Anger Toward Women 0.46 0.11 0.47 <.001 
 Anxiety Toward Women -0.02 0.10 -0.02 .837 
 Empathy Toward Women 0.02 0.07 0.02 .779 
      

Domestic Exploitation Willingness     
 Negative Contact 0.11 0.10 0.08 .264 

 Positive Contact -0.02 0.09 -0.02 .793 
 Anger Toward Women 0.64 0.11 0.56 <.001 
 Anxiety Toward Women -0.25 0.12 -0.23 .022 
 Empathy Toward Women -0.07 0.09 -0.06 .454 
      

Hostile Sexism     
 Negative Contact 0.28 0.10 0.23 .005 

 Positive Contact -0.04 0.07 -0.03 .610 
 Anger Toward Women 0.56 0.11 0.52 <.001 
 Anxiety Toward Women -0.26 0.10 -0.26 .003 

  Empathy Toward Women -0.02 0.07 -0.02 .815 
 

Note. Measures of negative contact and positive contact refer to participants’ perceptions of their 
quality their experiences with women over the past year. 
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Table 7 

Total and Indirect Effects Predicting Hostile Attitudes Toward and Willingness to Exploit Women (Study 2) 

      Negative Contact       Positive Contact   
  b SE β p  b SE β p 
Sexual Exploitation          
 Total Effect 0.70 0.07 0.61 <.001  0.07 0.06 0.06 .268 

 IE: Anger Toward Women 0.33 0.08 0.28 <.001  0.01 0.03 0.01 .676 
 IE: Fear Toward Women -0.02 0.08 -0.01 .841  0.00 0.01 0.00 .972 
 IE: Empathy Toward Women 0.00 0.01 0.00 .830  0.01 0.03 0.01 .785 

Domestic Exploitation          
 Total Effect 0.38 0.07 0.28 <.001  -0.04 0.09 -0.03 .691 

 IE: Anger Toward Women 0.46 0.09 0.34 <.001  0.02 0.04 0.01 .667 
 IE: Fear Toward Women -0.18 0.09 -0.13 .030  0.00 0.02 0.00 .871 
 IE: Empathy Toward Women -0.01 0.01 0.00 .628  -0.03 0.04 -0.02 .473 

Hostile Sexism          
 Total Effect 0.49 0.08 0.39 <.001  -0.03 0.08 -0.03 .688 

 IE: Anger Toward Women 0.39 0.09 0.31 <.001  0.02 0.04 0.01 .668 
 IE: Fear Toward Women -0.19 0.08 -0.15 .007  0.00 0.02 0.00 .867 

  IE: Empathy Toward Women 0.00 0.01 0.00 .861   -0.01 0.03 -0.01 .819 
Note. Measures of negative contact and positive contact refer to participants’ perceptions of their quality of experiences with women. 
IE = indirect effect.
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Study 3: Experimental Contact Experiences 

Results of Study 2 suggest that negative contact can exert a positive effect on anti-women 

biases via greater anger. However, a limitation of Study 2 (cross-sectional SEM) is that the 

causal effect of men’s perceived contact quality with women on their anger towards women or 

anti-women bias cannot be sufficiently determined. Thus, in Study 3 we experimentally 

manipulated men’s imagined contact experiences with women to better determine the causal 

impact of contact quality on anger towards women, hostile sexism, and exploitation willingness. 

Further, given particularly strong associations between men’s perceived negative (vs. positive) 

experiences with women and their emotions or biases regarding women in Study 2, as well as 

stronger associations between anger (vs. empathy or anxiety) and anti-women hostility, we focus 

hypotheses on negative experiences with, and anger toward, women.  

Nonetheless, we included a condition for positive experiences with women for 

exploratory purposes. Specifically, male participants were assigned to one of three conditions in 

which they imagined a positive contact experience with a woman, a negative contact experience 

with a woman, or a neutral experience with a group of people (control). Imagined contact is a 

commonly used technique in experimental contact research. In imagined contact manipulations, 

participants are typically asked to imagine a positive encounter with an outgroup member. 

Considerable research shows that this type of imagined positive contact is effective in reducing 

prejudice for a variety of groups (e.g., Hodson et al., 2015; Miles & Crisp, 2014). In a meta-

analysis examining imagined contact, manipulations that provide greater detail to participants 

(e.g., a more specific encounter to imagine) were found to be most effective (Miles & Crisp, 

2014). Recall, however, that positive contact with women was unrelated to anger, hostile sexism, 

and exploitation willingness in Study 2. Therefore, it is unclear whether imagining a positive 
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experience with a woman will reduce anger and sexism among male participants in the current 

investigation, and as such, we did not make any specific predictions regarding this condition.  

To our knowledge, previous manipulations of negative contact with outgroups are scant, 

with Hayward, Tropp et al., (2017; Study 3) manipulating imagined negative contact with a 

fictional outgroup, and Birtel and Crisp (2012) who focused on the effect of positive contact 

following negative contact rather than examining the effect of negative contact by itself. Meleady 

and Forder (2019) also manipulated negative contact by randomly assigning participants to work 

with an uncollaborative racial outgroup member (i.e., negative contact condition) or to a control 

condition in which no information was provided about the outgroup member. Results suggested 

that negative contact was associated with more negative evaluations of the outgroup. 

Nonetheless, assessing experimental effects of negative experiences is not only novel to sexism 

research, but relatively novel to the contact literature as well. Given that perceived negative 

contact predicted anger towards women and anti-women biases in Study 2, imagining a negative 

experience may increase anger and anti-women bias in the current study. Therefore, we have the 

following hypotheses: 

H1: The negative contact condition, relative to the control, will elicit more anger towards 

women. 

H2: The negative contact condition, relative to the control, will elicit more anti-women 

biases (hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness, domestic exploitation 

willingness).  

H3: There will be an indirect effect of imagined negative contact (vs. control) an anti-

women biases via greater anger. 

This study was pre-registered at aspredicted.org (https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=rn4ar3). 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=rn4ar3
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Method 

 Participants. A power analysis using Monte Carlo simulations and effect sizes 

determined in Study 2 was conducted in Mplus v7.4 and revealed that 165 participants would be 

sufficient to detect the hypothesized effects (Muthén & Muthén, 2015; Thoemmes et al., 2010).7 

Male participants (n = 222) from Brock University were recruited through the psychology 

research pool (SONA) and posters placed around campus. Participants who did not identify as 

male (n = 5), heterosexual (n = 32), or failed an attention check (n = 11) were removed from 

analysis. Of the final sample (n = 174; Mage = 20.51, SDage = 4.51), 62.07% were White, 7.47% 

were Black, 16.09% were Asian, and 19.54% identified as another race. This study was approved 

by the Brock University Ethics Board (see Appendix S for certificate). 

Procedure and Materials. Participants completed all measures on individual computers 

in private booths (in booking of up to 10 people at a time). Participants were randomly assigned 

to one of three conditions in which were be asked to imagine either a positive interaction with a 

woman, a negative interaction with a woman, or a neutral experience with a group of friends. 

Given meta-analytic evidence that providing more details regarding the imagined contact 

improves the efficacy of imagined contact (Miles & Crisp, 2014), in each condition the details of 

the imagined scenarios (e.g., the time, location, sequence of events) was described to participants 

via a vignette. Then participants completed a manipulation check, followed by measures of anger 

towards women. Last, participants filled out measures of willingness to sexually exploit women, 

 
7 This power analysis only includes the predicted paths (i.e. negative contact condition vs. 
control on emotions and anti-women biases). 
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willingness to exploit women for domestic purposes, and hostile sexism, prior to providing 

demographic information.  

 Experimental manipulation. In the negative condition, the imagined contact situation 

involved going on a bad date with a woman who rejects the participant for another man. The 

positive condition also detailed a date with a woman, but the date was enjoyable, and the 

participant makes plans to see the woman again. In the control condition, participants imagined 

spending time with a group of male friends. Details including the day, time, location, and basic 

events are kept consistent across conditions. For full contact experience vignettes, see Appendix 

Q. 

 Manipulation check. To examine whether the positive, negative, and neutral contact 

experiences were perceived as positive, negative, or neutral respectively, participants indicated 

the extent to which the experience they imagined was positive (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) and 

the extent to which the experience they imagined was negative (1= not at all, 7 = extremely). See 

Appendix R for full measure. 

 Anger. Anger (α = .87) toward women was be assessed using the same measures as in 

Study 2. See Appendix O for full measure. 

 Hostile sexism. Hostile sexism (α = .88) was assessed using the same measure as in 

Study 2 (Appendix C). 

 Willingness to exploit women. Willingness to exploit women was assessed using the 

measure employed in Study 2 (Appendix B; sexual exploitation α = .62; domestic exploitation α 

= .84).  

 Demographics. Demographics like age and ethnicity were assessed to determine sample 

characteristics. See Appendix P for full measure. 
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Results 

 Outliers (scores greater than 3 SD from the mean) were winsorized (converted to values 

at 3 SD from the mean). Descriptive statistics and correlations between continuous variables can 

be seen in Table 8. 

 

Table 8 

 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between Continuous Variables (Study 3) 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 
       
1. Anger toward Women 2.06 1.18         
2. Sexual Exploitation Willingness 1.60 0.66 .34***       
3. Domestic Exploitation Willingness 2.61 1.17 .38*** .48***     
4. Hostile Sexism 2.12 1.01 .39*** .52*** .56***   

Note. *** p < .001. N = 174. 

Maximum likelihood estimation was used in R using the lavaan package. To test the 

effectiveness of the manipulation, experimental condition was dummy coded such that the 

control condition was the reference group and entered as the predictor of the manipulation check 

items. As expected, participants assigned to the negative contact condition reported that the 

experience was more negative (b = 4.09, SE = 0.20, β = .78, p < .001) and less positive (b = -

2.93, SE = 0.19, β = -.57, p < .001) relative to those in the control, and participants assigned to 

the positive contact condition reported that the experience was more positive (b = 2.45, SE = 

0.19, β = .48, p < .001) and less negative (b = -1.15, SE = 0.19, β = -.22, p < .001) relative to the 

control. Means for continuous variables within condition can be seen in Table 9. A MANOVA 

was used to determine whether dependent measures (sexual exploitation willingness, domestic 

exploitation willingness, and hostile sexism) differed by experimental condition. Results 
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suggested that condition did not have a direct effect on these biases collectively, Pillai’s Trace = 

0.02, F(2, 171) = 0.56, p = .760. 

Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Continuous Variables within Experimental Condition (Study 

3) 

    Control Condition   Negative Condition   Positive Condition 
  M SD  M SD  M SD 
Perceived Positive Experience  4.10 1.52  1.16 0.42  6.47 0.91 
Perceived Negative Experience  2.39 1.42  6.48 0.99  1.24 0.54 
Anger  1.75 0.87  2.53 1.50  1.93 0.98 
Sexual Exploitation Willingness  1.57 0.64  1.62 0.64  1.62 0.70 
Dom. Exploitation Willingness  2.48 1.17  2.62 1.10  2.74 1.24 
Hostile Sexism   1.94 0.95   2.18 0.94   2.23 1.12 
Note. Dom. = domestic. 

 

  To test the mediation model, experimental condition dummy codes (control condition 

assigned as the zero-coded reference condition; contrasts included positive contact vs. control 

and negative contact vs. control) were entered as the exogenous predictor of anger, sexual 

exploitation willingness, domestic exploitation willingness, and hostile sexism. In turn, anger 

was entered as a predictor of sexism measures. Results suggested that imagining a negative 

experience with a woman (vs. control) predicted more anger toward women. Although imagining 

a negative experience with a woman did not directly predict anti-women biases (see total effects 

in Table 10), there were significant indirect effects of imagined negative contact (vs. control) on 

all anti-women biases via greater anger toward women (see indirect effects in Table 10). That is, 

imagining a negative experience with a woman elicited greater anger toward women generally, 
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which in turn predicted greater hostile sexism, greater willingness to exploit women sexually, 

and greater willingness to exploit women domestically. Path coefficients can be seen in Figure 2. 

Overall these findings suggest that men’s negative experiences with women have a causal impact 

on anger toward women, which in turn, is associated with greater anti-women biases. In contrast, 

and consistent with Study 2, imagining a positive experience with a woman was not associated 

with lower anti-women hostility or anger toward women. 

Figure 2 

Mediation model predicting sexual exploitation willingness, domestic exploitation willingness 

and hostile sexism from contact condition via anger (Study 3). 

 

Note. Sex. = sexual. Dom. = domestic.  *** p < .001. Standardized coefficients shown. 
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Table 10 

Total and indirect effects (Study 3). 

    Negative Contact (vs. Control)   Positive Contact (vs. Control) 
  b SE p β  b SE p β 
Sexual Exploitation Willingness           

Total effect  0.06 0.12 .645 0.04  0.05 0.12 .672 0.04 
Indirect effect via anger  0.16 0.05 .003 0.11  0.04 0.04 .393 0.03 

Dom. Exploitation Willingness           
Total effect  0.14 0.22 .524 0.06  0.27 0.21 .216 0.11 

Indirect effect via anger  0.32 0.10 .002 0.13  0.07 0.09 .392 0.03 
Hostile Sexism           

Total effect  0.24 0.19 .196 0.11  0.29 0.18 .117 0.14 
Indirect effect via anger  0.27 0.09 .002 0.13  0.06 0.07 .392 0.03 

Note. Standard errors are for unstandardized coefficients. Anger reflects anger toward women 
specifically. 

 

Study 4: Cross-Lagged Panel Model 

The goal of Study 4 was to test how relations between negative contact, anger, and anti-

women biases play out over time using a cross-lagged panel model. In this type of model, 

participants are surveyed several times in order to assess whether variables predict each other 

over time while controlling for rank-order stability in these variables. In the current context for 

example, a cross-lagged panel model can be used to determine whether perceived negative 

contact with women (i.e., negative contact at Time 1) predicts later anger toward women (i.e., 

anger at Time 2), while controlling for rank-order stability in anger (i.e., anger at Time 1). This 

type of design will also allow us to assess reverse relations. For instance, it is possible that 

greater anger toward women (i.e., anger at Time 1) predicts more negative experiences with 

women at Time 2, controlling for negative experiences at Time 1. 

Previous intergroup contact research using cross-lagged panel models has largely 

confirmed that earlier contact predicts later attitudes (Dhont et al., 2012; Dhont et al., 2014). Past 



         Anti-Women Biases 111 

 

work has also shown that greater contact leads to less negative intergroup affect, and less 

negative affect predicts lower prejudice over time (Swart et al., 2014), which is consistent with 

cross-sectional, experimental, and theoretical work regarding intergroup contact. However, in 

some cases, there is evidence for reverse relations. For instance, Swart and colleagues (2014) 

found that greater intergroup anxiety predicted less intergroup contact six months later, and 

Dhont and colleagues (2014) found that greater anti-immigrant prejudice predicted less 

intergroup contact with immigrants three months later. Likewise, in a longitudinal study in three 

European countries, Binder et al., (2009) found that greater contact was associated with lower 

prejudice toward ethnic outgroups, but also that greater prejudice was associated with less 

contact. As such, in the current context, it is useful to assess both forward (e.g., negative contact 

predicts anger, anger predicts anti-women hostility) and reverse (e.g., anger or anti-women 

hostility predicts negative contact, anger predicts anti-women hostility) relations. A conceptual 

figure illustrating this model can be seen in Figure 3. Participants in the current investigation 

were surveyed three times each spaced six months apart. Based on findings from Studies 2 and 3, 

we posed the following hypotheses: 

H1: More perceived negative experiences with women will predict more anger toward 

women six months later, controlling for prior anger and hostile attitudes toward women. 

H2: More anger towards women will predict more anti-women attitudes six months later, 

controlling for prior anti-women attitudes and negative experiences with women. 

This study was pre-registered at aspredicted.org (https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=zu393u).8 

 
8 Initially, this study was conceptualized as a latent growth model. Following pre-registration it 
was also determined via discussion with the thesis committee prior to data collection that a cross-
lagged panel model would be hypothesized and tested as well. In analyzing data, latent growth 
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Figure 3 

Conceptual cross-lagged panel model (Study 4). 

 

Note. Hypothesized paths are bolded. Correlations between variables within waves were 
modeled but not shown here for brevity. 

 

Method 

 Participants. Power analyses conducted in Mplus v7.4 revealed that 500 participants 

would be sufficient to detect the hypothesized effects (Muthén & Muthén, 2015; Thoemmes et 

al., 2010). Male participants (n= 810) were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Duplicate IP 

addresses (n = 12), participants who did not identify as male (n = 14), participants who did not 

identify as heterosexual (n = 59), and participants who failed an attention check (n = 51) were 

excluded from analyses, leaving 577 participants (Mage = 39.19, SDage = 12.58), 78.68% of which 

 
models failed to converge, and as such we report findings from the cross-lagged panel models 
only. 
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were White, 9.19% were Black, 7.80% were Asian, 6.76% were Hispanic, and 2.95% identified 

as another race. Participants took part in three surveys each spaced six months apart. Of the final 

sample, 65.86% of participants completed Wave 2 (W2) and 55.29% completed all three waves. 

A MANOVA was used to compare participants who dropped out by W3 to those who completed 

all three waves. Results suggested that participants did not differ on perceived negative contact 

experiences with women, anger toward women, willingness to exploit sexually exploit women, 

or willingness to domestically exploit women (ps range .218 to .651). 

 Procedure and Materials. Participants completed all measures online via MTurk at 

three time points each spaced six months apart. At each time point, participants first filled out a 

measure of negative experiences with women, followed by a measure of anger toward women, 

and then measures of hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness, and domestic exploitation 

willingness. Last, participants provided demographic information. This study was approved by 

the Brock University Ethics Board (see Appendix S for certificate). 

 Contact quality perceptions. To assess men’s quality of contact with women, participants 

rated their experiences with women (not including family members) in the past three months on 

a 1 to 7 scale ranging from not at all negative to extremely negative to assess negative contact 

quality, and on a second 1 to 7 scale ranging from not at all positive to extremely positive to 

assess positive contact quality. Higher scores indicate more negative contact and more positive 

contact, respectively. See Appendix T for full measure.  

 Anger. Anger toward women was assessed as in the previous studies (W1 α = .88; W2 α 

= 89; W3 α = .88). See Appendix O for full measure. 

 Hostile sexism. Hostile sexism was assessed using the same measure as in the previous 

studies (W1 α = .91; W2 α = 92; W3 α = .91). See Appendix C for full measure. 
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 Willingness to exploit women. Willingness to exploit women will be assessed using the 

same measure as in Study 2 (sexual exploitation: W1 α = .83; W2 α = 84; W3 α = .81; domestic 

exploitation α = .89; W2 α = 90; W3 α = .89). See Appendix B for full measure. 

 Demographics. Sample characteristics were assessed using the same measure as in Study 2 

(Appendix P). 

Results 

 Outliers on variables (values 3 SD from the mean) were winsorized (converted to values 

at 3 SD from the mean). Descriptive statistics and correlations can be seen in Table 11.  

To test the hypothesized model, we used the lavaan package in R. Missing data were 

estimated using FIML. All W1 variables were set as predictors of all W2 variables, and all W2 

variables were set to predict all W3 variables (for conceptual figure, see Figure 3). Separate 

models were tested for each of hostile sexism, sexual exploitation, and domestic exploitation. In 

each model paths between W1 and W2 were constrained to be equal to the paths between W2 

and W3 (e.g., the relation between W1 and W2 anger was constrained to be equal to the relation 

between W2 and W3 anger; for similar procedure see Del Toro et al., 2019; Swart et al., 2011). 
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations (Study 4) 

Note. N = 577. Exploit = Exploitation Willingness. W1, W2, W3 = Wave 1, Wave 2, Wave 3 respectively. All ps < .001 

 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
                

1. W1 Negative Contact                              
2. W2 Negative Contact .37                            
3. W3 Negative Contact .39 .44                          
4. W1 Anger Toward Women .49 .43 .51                        
5. W2 Anger Toward Women .38 .51 .42 .66                      
6. W3 Anger Toward Women .46 .43 .60 .67 .65                    
7. W1 Hostile Sexism .30 .32 .31 .47 .38 .37                  
8. W2 Hostile Sexism .26 .33 .32 .37 .42 .37 .87                
9. W3 Hostile Sexism .28 .34 .34 .36 .37 .43 .85 .87              
10. W1 Sexual Exploit. .29 .37 .30 .46 .48 .39 .52 .52 .47            
11. W2 Sexual Exploit. .22 .39 .33 .43 .51 .44 .47 .55 .50 .81          
12. W3 Sexual Exploit. .25 .28 .37 .39 .42 .46 .45 .48 .50 .73 .77        
13. W1 Domestic Exploit. .23 .24 .20 .36 .35 .28 .65 .61 .57 .55 .50 .47      
14. W2 Domestic Exploit. .25 .33 .30 .34 .40 .39 .62 .64 .63 .50 .53 .53 .82    
15. W3 Domestic Exploit. .20 .22 .22 .23 .34 .35 .58 .59 .61 .39 .42 .50 .81 .80  
M 1.96 1.77 1.75 1.61 1.45 1.60 2.05 1.92 1.90 1.81 1.76 1.65 3.02 3.02 3.06 
SD 1.19 1.07 1.02 0.95 0.76 0.97 1.33 1.35 1.35 0.96 0.95 0.83 1.51 1.49 1.51 
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Results for the hostile sexism model can be see in Figure 4, results for the sexual 

exploitation model can be seen in Figure 5, and results for the domestic exploitation model can 

be seen in Figure 6. Across models, autoregressive paths were significant and positive, 

suggesting considerable rank-order stability in traits over time (and corroboration of our earlier 

finding in Study 1c revealing reasonable test-retest stability of the exploitation scales). 

In all three models, more negative contact with women predicted more anger toward 

women six months later, controlling for prior sexism and anger, as expected and consistent with 

the experimental study. Further, across models, more anger toward women predicted more 

negative contact with women six months later, controlling for prior negative contact and sexism 

measures. Moreover, both sexual exploitation willingness and hostile sexism (but not domestic 

exploitation willingness) predicted more negative contact with women months later. These 

findings suggest that pre-existing anger and sexist attitudes toward women may lead men to 

have, or perceive to have, more negative experiences with women in the future. Finally, 

consistent across models, sexist attitudes (hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness, 

domestic exploitation willingness) predicted later anger toward women suggesting that sexist 

attitudes may facilitate anger toward them.  
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Figure 4 

Cross-Lagged Panel Model Predicting Hostile Sexism 

 

Note. Standardized paths shown. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Figure 5 

Cross-Lagged Panel Model Predicting Sexual Exploitation Willingness 

 

Note. Standardized paths shown. Sexual Exploit. = sexual exploitation. ƚ p = .052, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Figure 6 

Cross-Lagged Panel Model Predicting Domestic Exploitation Willingness 

 

Note. Standardized paths shown. Dom Exploit. = Domestic Exploitation. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Studies 2-4 Discussion 

 The goal of Studies 2 through 4 was to determine whether contact theory, which has been 

applied to numerous forms of intergroup relations with great success (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), 

can be applied to understand sexism. Specifically, we sought to assess whether perceived 

negative or positive experiences with women can predict men’s hostile attitudes toward, or 

willingness to exploit women, and whether there may be indirect effects through anger, anxiety, 

or empathy toward women. Results revealed that perceived negative contact with women is 

associated with more hostility toward women in Study 2, and negative contact predicted greater 

sexism through anger in Study 3. Although most contact theory work has focused on the impact 

of positive contact experiences, these current findings are consistent with past work regarding 

negative contact with immigrants, racial and ethnic minorities, and gays/lesbians (Árnadóttir et 

al., 2018; Graf et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Reimer 

et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010), which also find that greater negative 

contact is associated with greater prejudice. Moreover, these findings are consistent with the 

notion that negative contact is more strongly associated with prejudice than is positive contact, a 

finding that has also be seen in a meta-analysis comparing positive and negative contact 

generally (Paolini & McIntrye, 2019), as well as specifically in investigation of imagined 

negative contact with a fictional outgroup (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017), and in a longitudinal 

investigation of contact quality with immigrants (Kotzur & Wagner, 2021) 

 However, although the benefits of positive contact in reducing prejudice has been found in 

a number of other domains (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), the current investigation finds little 

support that this relation generalizes to men’s experiences with women. In a correlational 

investigation, Study 2 found that perceived positive experiences were not associated with lower 
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sexism among men. This finding was also seen in an experimental investigation (Study 3), in 

which imagining a positive experience with a woman did not lower sexism or exploitation 

willingness. As such, these findings suggest that, although positive contact is seen as a primary 

means for reducing intergroup contact in a number of other contexts (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), 

this approach may be less effective in reducing anti-women hostility. In other words, fostering 

positive contact experiences between men and women may not reduce sexism among men. 

Nonetheless, the current investigation relied on self-reported measures of contact experiences 

(Study 2 and Study 4), or an experimental manipulation of imagined contact (Study 3), and 

future work may explore other ways to assess this relation. For instance, although imagined 

contact often produces similar results in terms of prejudice reduction compared to actual contact 

experiences (e.g., Miles & Crisp, 2014; Hodson et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2015; West et al., 

2011), future work may manipulate actual contact to determine whether it reduces sexism among 

men. Moreover, the control condition in Study 3 consisted of an imagined contact experience 

with a group of male friends, which is similar to, albeit not identical to, work comparing 

imagined contact with outgroup members to imagined contact with ingroup members (e.g., 

Vezzali et al., 2015). Although we chose this condition as a neutral social interaction, to rule out 

the possibility that effects could be the result of imagining a social interaction in general, future 

work may compare imagined contact with women to a different control condition. For instance, 

other control conditions used in past imagined contact work include a control group that does 

nothing, a control group that imagines a neutral scene (such as a nature scene), and a control 

group that thinks about the outgroup (but does not imagine intergroup contact) (see Miles & 

Crisp, 2014). It should be noted however, the type of control condition did not influence effect 
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sizes of imagined contact in a meta-analytic investigation of imagined positive contact (Miles & 

Crisp, 2014). 

 In the current investigation, we also assessed intergroup emotions as potential mediators 

on the relation between contact and sexism. Past work on intergroup contact theory has revealed 

that intergroup anxiety and empathy are driving factors in relations between contact and 

prejudice, such that positive contact reduces intergroup anxiety and increases empathy toward 

the outgroup, and these emotions are, in turn, associated with lower prejudice (Hayward, Tropp 

et al., 2017; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010). Findings 

from the current investigation suggest different relations in the context of sexism however. In 

Study 2, results suggested that neither empathy, nor intergroup anxiety, reliably mediated 

relations between positive or negative contact and anti-women hostility. Instead, in Study 2, 

negative contact was associated with anger toward women, and anger toward women was 

associated with sexist attitudes. This finding then replicated in an experimental manipulation of 

negative contact in Study 3. As such, these findings reveal that anger, rather than anxiety or 

(low) empathy, may be a crucial component to understanding men’s hostility toward women. 

Although this finding is consistent with some work examining intergroup anger in the contact 

literature (e.g., Hayward et al., 2017), given that contact work has largely focused on anxiety, 

future work may explore anger further, not only with regard to sexism, but also with regard to 

understanding other forms of prejudice in different intergroup contexts as well. 

 Moreover, findings from Study 4 suggest a more nuanced picture of relations between 

negative contact, anger, and sexism, that is worthy of further investigation. First, we found that 

perceived negative contact was associated with greater anger six months later, and that greater 

anger toward women was marginally associated with greater willingness to sexually exploit 
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women six months later. This pattern of findings is consistent with general contact relations (i.e., 

negative contact predicts emotions, emotions predict prejudice; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; 

Techakesari et al., 2015), and past contact work that has specifically assessed cross-lagged panel 

models, which found that cross-group friendships predict lower anxiety and greater empathy, 

which in turn predicts lower prejudice over time (Swart et al., 2011). 

 Nonetheless, negative contact in Study 4 did not predict later anti-women hostility 

directly, and anger did not predict hostile sexism or domestic exploitation willingness. In 

contrast, all three anti-women measures (hostile sexism, sexual exploitation, and domestic 

exploitation) predicted later anger toward women, and both hostile sexism and sexual 

exploitation directly predicted later negative contact experiences. These findings are consistent 

with work that has examined bidirectional effects with regard to contact with different outgroups 

(e.g., immigrants, racial outgroups). For instance, Swart and colleagues (2014) found that greater 

intergroup anxiety predicted fewer cross-group friendships six months later, and Dhont and 

colleagues (2014) found that greater anti-immigrant prejudice predicted less intergroup contact 

with immigrants three months later. Overall, Study 4 highlights the possibility that men who 

report greater sexism set themselves up for more negative experiences with women and feeling 

more anger toward them. Given that participants in this study were adults, it is also possible that 

contact facilitates anger and sexism among men earlier in life (e.g., adolescence), and that once 

negative attitudes are formed, such hostility then facilitates greater negative experiences. To 

explore this possibility, future research may aim to assess attitudes toward women among 

younger participants, and track attitudes, contact experiences, and emotions, over a longer time 

period, to uncover the relations as they unfold over the course of a lifespan.  
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 Moreover, it is important to note that although Study 4 may suggest that sexism facilitates 

anger and negative contact, causation cannot be determined using a cross-lagged panel model. 

For instance, there may be extraneous factors or trait-like differences between individuals that 

influence cross-lagged relations (see Hamaker et al., 2015). As such, future work may 

experimentally manipulate sexist attitudes and measure anger or perceptions of contact 

experiences to better determine whether sexism has a causal impact on these variables, or 

researchers may use a random intercept cross-lagged panel model to better parse between- and 

within-person differences over time using a larger sample, and ideally, more waves of data 

collection (see Mulder & Hamaker, 2020). 

Conclusion 

 One of the most common criticisms of intergroup contact theory is that it has largely 

ignored sexism (see Dovidio et al., 2005). In the current work, we uncover the ways in which 

intergroup contact theory does, and does not, apply to anti-women attitudes. Consistent with the 

theory, negative contact experiences and intergroup emotions (in particular, anger) are relevant 

to understanding anti-women hostility. However, contact theories long touted solution to 

prejudice, positive contact, may not be enough to lessen the sexism that women face. Moreover, 

results suggest that relations between negative contact, anger, and anti-women hostility may be 

more nuanced than a simple unidirectional relation in which negative contact facilitates negative 

emotions and attitudes. Future research may explore the complex ways in which men’s 

experiences, emotions, attitudes, interact or feed into one another to provide a greater 

understanding of how anti-women hostility develops and how it can be reduced. 
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Chapter 4: General Discussion 

 The purpose of this investigation was twofold. First, we aimed to conceptualize and 

assess men’s willingness to exploit women. Second, we aimed to provide a greater understanding 

how past experiences and emotions play a role in predicting men’s willingness to exploit women 

and hostile sexism. We conceptualized men’s willingness to exploit women, in the context of 

heterosexual relationships, as consisting of two components; sexual exploitation reflecting a 

willingness to benefit from a woman sexually without regard for her needs or interests, and 

domestic exploitation reflecting a willingness to benefit from a woman’s domestic labour (e.g., 

housework, childcare). Studies 1a-1c demonstrated that men’s willingness to exploit women 

were correlated across these domains (approximately r = .60 across studies) and were stable over 

time (approximately r = .75 over an 18-month interval; see also Study 4, which found that 

stability for both subscales across three waves each separated by 6 months was approximately r 

= .75 - .85). Moreover, each subscale predicted behavioural indicators of sexual and domestic 

exploitation. For instance, both sexual and domestic exploitation willingness predicted use of 

post-refusal sexual persistence strategies (e.g., use of sexual arousal, intoxication, emotional 

manipulation to obtain sex from a woman after she had refused sexual advances). Likewise, both 

domestic and sexual exploitation willingness predicted greater assignment of housework and 

childcare in heterosexual couple. As such, men who are more willing to sexually exploit women 

are also more likely to exploit women for domestic labour and vice versa.  

 Moreover, we also provide evidence that exploitation willingness is distinct from other 

measures of sexism, and often has predictive utility above existing measures, including 

ambivalent sexism, gender norm endorsement, and rape myth acceptance beliefs. This was 

particularly true in predicting assignment of housework and childcare to women, in which 
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domestic exploitation willingness predicted assignment of domestic labour to women above all 

other assessed sexism and gender norm measures. Further, sexual exploitation (albeit relatively 

more weakly compared to domestic exploitation) remained a significant predictor of greater 

assignment of domestic labour to women above all assessed sexism measures (marginally above 

rape myth acceptance). As such, the investigation of exploitation willingness not only provides 

evidence for the interconnected nature of sexual and domestic exploitation, but also that the 

willingness to exploit women scale captures unique variance in indicators of sexually and 

domestically exploitative behaviours.  

 In Studies 2-4, we then utilized the Willingness to Exploit Women scale, as well as 

hostile sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996), to understand how past contact with women and emotions 

felt toward women may predict these biases among men. In both Studies 2 and 3, for all three 

measures of anti-women bias (hostile sexism, sexual exploitation willingness, domestic 

exploitation willingness) more negative experiences with women predicts greater anti-women 

bias through greater anger toward women. These findings suggest that past contact work in 

which negative contact predicted greater prejudice through greater negative affect (e.g., 

Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Graf et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 

2017; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010) generalizes to sexism. 

Nonetheless, these findings suggest that the two emotions arguably of most interest to contact 

researchers in the past, anxiety and empathy (e.g., Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Islam & 

Hewstone, 1993; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 2010), did little to explain relations 

between men’s contact with women and anti-women hostility. Although it cannot be determined 

why these emotions did not mediate relations between contact quality and anti-women hostility 

in the present investigation, it is possible that anxiety may be less relevant to sexism given that 
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the theoretical root of intergroup anxiety is often thought to be linked to lack of familiarity with 

the outgroup and relative inexperience in interactions (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Mackie et al., 

2000; Smith & Mackie, 2015). Men and women, however, have frequent contact and are often 

seen as interdependent (Glick, & Fiske, 1996); as a result, anxiety may be less relevant to 

understand anti-women biases. Similarly, positive contact is thought to foster greater empathy by 

affording the ingroup opportunities to develop closeness and friendship with the outgroup 

(Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; Stephan & Finlay, 1999; Vezzali et al., 2017). However, men 

may already have had the opportunity to develop this closeness with women given frequency of 

contact such that any new experiences do less to shift participants degree of anxiety or empathy. 

In contrast, anger toward women seems to be most important in understanding the impact of 

perceived negative experiences with women on anti-women biases. This finding is consistent 

with the notion that negative contact has a particularly strong effect on anger due to affect-

matching, or the match in valence between negative contact and negative emotions (Barlow et 

al., 2019), and with the notion that because anger is an action-oriented emotion, it more strongly 

motivates opposition or confrontation with the outgroup (Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Mackie et 

al., 2000; Smith & Mackie, 2015).  Moreover, this is consistent with some past work showing 

associations between anger, sexism, and violence/abuse against women (Ennis et al., 2017; 

LeBreton et al., 2013; Parrott & Zeichner, 2003; Valentino et al., 2018), as well as the few 

studies that have looked at contact and anger with regard to other outgroups (e.g., Techakesari et 

al., 2015).  

 Positive contact with women, in contrast, did not predict lower willingness to exploit 

women or hostile sexism, nor was there evidence of indirect effect of positive contact on anti-

bias measures through any of the assessed emotions. This is inconsistent with contact theory’s 
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central tenet that fostering positive contact experiences between groups can reduce outgroup 

prejudice. That is, despite this association being demonstrated in many other types of intergroup 

contexts (Árnadóttir et al., 2018; Dhont & Van Hiel, 2009; Graf et al., 2014; Hayward, Hornsey, 

et al., 2017; Hayward, Tropp et al., 2017; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Hodson, 2008; Hodson et 

al., 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Reimer et al., 2017; Techakesari et al., 2015; Vezzali et al., 

2010), there is little evidence to suggest fostering more positive contact between men and 

women can lower anti-women bias.  

Additional Considerations and Future Directions 

 It should be noted that, across all studies presented, participants were from North 

America and primarily White. Although the central tenets of intergroup contact theory seem to 

generalize to national context and with a variety of different demographic groups (e.g., Asbrock 

et al., 2013; Brambilla et al., 2012; Earle et al., 2020; Harwoord et al., 2011; Hayward, Tropp et 

al., 2017; Hayward, Hornsey et al., 2017; Hodson, 2008; Hodson et al., 2015; Husnu & Crisp, 

2010; Lemmer & Wagner, 2015; Pagotto et al., 2012; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Stathi & Crisp, 

2008; Stathi et al., 2011; Turner & Crisp, 2010; Vezzali et al., 2010), given discrepancies 

between findings regarding contact theory in past work and how contact theory applies to sexism 

in the current investigation, it is important to determine whether results generalize across 

different national or demographic contexts. 

Likewise, cross-national investigations have found that sexual abuse of women and 

unequal division of household labour occur across many different countries (Almosaed, 2004; 

Borrell et al., 2004; Cerrato & Cifre, 2018; Chesley & Flood, 2017; Gjerdingen et al., 2000; 

Kocacik & Dogan, 2006; Park & Smith, 2019; Pepin et al., 2018; Sanchez (1994); see also the 

World Health Organization’s (2013) report comparing prevalence of physical and sexual 
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violence against women globally). However, future research may explore whether there are 

differences in men’s willingness to exploit women for sexual or domestic purposes across 

different national contexts and whether national factors, such as law or indices of national gender 

equality as predictors of men’s willingness to exploit women (see also Earle et al., in press for 

work showing that contact effects on prejudice depend on anti-discrimination laws in the 

country).  

Further, degree of exploitation willingness could vary depending on individual 

demographics. For instance, in an investigation of men charged with domestic violence offenses 

in the United States, Roberts (1987) found that violent offenders were more likely to be 

cohabitating with (vs. married to) their partner, unemployed or working in a “blue collar” job, 

and more likely to have a drinking problem (see also Hulme et al., 2019, for similar findings in 

Australia). As such, future work may explore how men’s willingness to exploit women may 

depend on demographic characteristics such as men’s social class or relationship status. 

 Moreover, future work may explore women’s attitudes toward men. For instance, just as 

Glick and Fiske (1996) presented a framework for understanding ambivalent attitudes toward 

women, Glick and Fiske (1999) also provided a theoretical framework and measure to assess 

ambivalent attitudes toward men. In their research, they also provided evidence that women 

often hold both hostile and benevolent views toward men simultaneously. Hostile and benevolent 

attitudes toward men differ somewhat from hostile and benevolent sexism. For instance, hostile 

attitudes toward men are characterized by beliefs that men are both incompetent and unjustly 

wielding power over women, whereas benevolent attitudes toward men are characterized by 

beliefs that men should support women financially and put themselves at risk to protect others. 

Thus, it is also possible that women may express a willingness to exploit men, although the 
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content of this exploitation willingness may differ among women. As such, future work may 

explore a similar willingness to exploit construct that taps women’s attitudes toward men. 

 Likewise, in the contact literature, some work has investigated the impact of subordinate 

groups’ contact with superordinate groups (e.g., Black people’s contact with White people). This 

body of work shows similar relations as when superordinate groups’ attitudes are assessed, in 

that more positive contact tends to reduce outgroup prejudice (e.g., Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). 

Nonetheless, this literature also notes some important differences. For instance, in an 

investigation of contact between LGBT people and heterosexual/cisgender people, results 

suggested that LGBT participants’ support for collective action was greater when their contact 

with heterosexual/cisgender people was more negative (Reimer et al., 2017). In contrast, 

heterosexual/cisgender people’s support for collective action was greater when contact with 

LGBT people was positive (Reimer et al., 2017). Likewise, although Sigelman and Welch (1996) 

found support for the notion that intergroup contact (quantity) is associated with lower outgroup 

prejudice for both Black and White participants, this effect was weaker when assessing Black 

people’s attitudes toward White people (vs. White people’s attitude Black people; see also 

Barlow, et al., 2013; Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). As such, future work may assess whether 

findings regarding negative contact, anger, and anti-women biases among men generalize, or 

differ from, women’s negative contact and anger toward men, both in predicting anti-male bias, 

but also in predicting support for women’s rights. Further, in general, future work on contact 

theory may consider intergroup anger as a mediator in relations between contact experiences and 

outgroup attitudes. Given that anger is important in understanding men’s sexism, it may be 

important for understanding processes of contact quality and prejudice in other contexts as well.  
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 Moreover, in Study 4, we investigated men’s negative contact, anger, and anti-women 

biases over a year and a half using a cross-lagged panel model. Although past contact theory 

work employing cross-lagged panels has largely supported the direction of relations proposed in 

intergroup contact theory (i.e., contact predicts later emotions, emotion predicts later attitudes; 

e.g., Swart et al., 2011; but see also work showing that anxiety (Swart et al., 2011) and prejudice 

(Dhont et al., 2014) may also predict contact), results from our investigation suggest a more 

nuanced picture when it comes to sexism. Specifically, hostile sexism, sexual exploitation 

willingness, and domestic exploitation willingness each predict later anger toward women. 

Further, anger predicted more negative contact experiences with women later on. Combined with 

the findings of our experimental investigation, which suggests a causal impact of negative 

contact on anger, the possibility of reciprocal relations between variables may be explored in 

future work. Moreover, employing a larger sample over a greater number of timepoints may also 

help uncover how these relations unfold over time. Assessing variables over more timepoints 

may also allow for the testing of more complex models, such as a random-intercept cross-lagged 

model, which can better determine causal directions between variables by parsing between and 

within-person differences (Hamaker et al., 2015). That is, although a random-intercept cross-

lagged panel model is technically possible with three waves, in later work, it has been recognized 

that at least four waves should be used in such investigations to reduce bias and better ensure 

adequate power (see Mulder & Hamaker, 2020).9 

 
9 Of note, Hamaker (2020) also mentioned sentiment directly in the Mplus forums saying, “In 
some preliminary and unpublished simulations that we ran, we found that three waves of data 
can lead to considerable bias in the estimates of the lagged effects, although this also depends on 
the actual parameter values. My advice would be to opt for four waves of data, as this was much 
better in terms of reducing the bias (and increasing power).” 
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An Important Note About Men’s Experiences with Women 

 It should be brought to special attention that the results of the current investigation do not 

suggest that women should be encouraged to create positive contact experiences, or even reduce 

negative contact experiences, with men as a strategy to reduce anti-women hostility or anti-

women exploitation. Indeed, we find no evidence that positive contact experiences with women 

reduce anti-women hostility or exploitation willingness among men. Moreover, traditionally, 

social norms encouraged women to make positive experiences for men in domestic realms (e.g., 

by being a good housewife; Neuhaus, 1999) and in sexual realms (e.g., that women should be 

submissive or that women should not deny their partners sex; Oxfam, 2018). There is no 

evidence to suggest that these narratives protect women from hostility in heterosexual 

relationships, and more likely serve the purpose of keeping women in a subordinate position to 

men (e.g., Burt, 1980; Neuhaus, 1999). Indeed, such narratives may actually be harmful to 

women in that they allow for victim-blaming of women who experience abuse or other forms of 

anti-women hostility. For instance, at the center of Burt’s (1980) rape myth acceptance are 

beliefs that women who are raped had acted in away that caused them to be victimized, which 

eliminates or reduces blame put on the perpetrator of rape (Burt, 1980). Similar arguments may 

be made for victims of domestic abuse or assault, such as believing that if the victim had acted 

properly, she would have not provoked her partner (e.g., Valor-Segura et al., 2011). Such beliefs 

and social norms that blame women for negative treatment and lessen the fault attributed to the 

perpetrator of such hostility and do little to reduce hostility or violence toward women. 

 Rather, perceptions of contact quality with women are subjective, and a more fruitful 

avenue for future work aimed at reducing anti-women hostility and exploitation may be to 

explore what leads men to perceive negative experiences in the first place. For instance, greater 
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endorsement of gender stereotypes tends to be associated with greater anti-woman bias and 

gender discrimination (e.g. Glick et al., 1997; Jost & Kay, 2005; Rudman & Glick, 2001). 

Moreover, greater gender stereotype endorsement has also predicted lower relationship 

satisfaction among both men and women (Sanchez et al., 2012), suggesting that endorsement of 

traditional gender roles may be associated with more negative experiences with the other gender 

in heterosexual relationships. Outside of the context of gender, meta-perceptions or meta-beliefs 

(i.e., beliefs about what outgroup members think about one’s ingroup) are also associated with 

outgroup attitudes. For instance, believing than an outgroup dehumanizes one’s ingroup has been 

associated with greater dehumanization of the outgroup (Kteily et al., 2016). As such, men’s 

beliefs about women’s perceptions of men may also play a role in determining whether men 

perceive their experiences with women as negative. Therefore, it is possible that certain gender-

relevant beliefs may be associated with perceived negative contact quality, anger, or anti-women 

biases, and as such, future work may explore the role of these variables in explaining men’s 

perceived negative contact with women and their anti-women hostility. Indeed, given that 

positive contact does little to reduce anti-women biases, determining factors that lead men to 

perceive that their experiences with women are negative may also provide insight into how 

hostile sexism or exploitation willingness may be reduced. Specifically, work may assess the 

efficacy of lowering prescriptive norms around gender (i.e., expectations for what women should 

be or how they should act) or lowering negative meta-perceptions that men may hold with regard 

to how they perceive women perceive them. 

Conclusion 

 There is ample evidence to suggest that sexual violence against women and continued 

burdens of unequal distribution of household labour in heterosexual relationships negatively 
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impact women’s well-being, health, and careers (e.g., Borrell et al., 2004; Classen et al., 2005; 

Gjerdingen et al., 2000; Norwood & Murphy, 2012; Testa & Dermen, 1999; Tyler et al., 1998; 

Ulman et al., 2007; Zweig, Barber, & Eccles, 1997). In this investigation, we provide a greater 

understanding how women may fall victim to these types of exploitation by providing a greater 

understanding of men’s willingness to sexually and domestically exploit women. We also 

provide a more nuanced understanding of how men may come to hold these hostile attitudes via 

greater perceived negative experiences with, and anger toward women. Indeed, in the current 

investigation we target a main criticism of contact theory in its general lack of application to 

sexism relative to other forms of intergroup relations, and find evidence that the effectiveness of 

positive contact may not be as universal as previously thought. That is, we also show that, unlike 

many other outgroup biases, fostering positive experiences between men and women will likely 

do little to reduce anti-women hostility in heterosexual relationships. Therefore, another 

approach to prejudice reduction is needed to reduce such biases, and perhaps a better 

intervention may be to achieve through a greater understanding of the causes of men’s perceived 

negative experiences. Moreover, given the interconnectedness between sexual and domestic 

exploitation, an intervention to reduce anti-women hostility would be most effective if targeted 

toward reducing both sexual and domestic exploitation and thus improve conditions for women 

in both domains. 
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Appendix A: Willingness to Exploit Women (all items for EFA) 

Please indicate your response using the scale below. Please respond honestly; your answers are 
confidential and anonymous. 

1                          2       3           4               5      6              7                      Prefer not to say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree     Disagree           Disagree         Agree Agree         Agree 

 

1. It is reasonable for a man to visit an erotic strip club to reduce stress.  

2. When a man is experiencing stress in his life, his sexual partner should understand if he 
becomes demanding and pushy in his attempts to have sex with her.  

3. It is not okay for a man to watch pornography, even to reduce stress. 

4. Since prostitutes sell their bodies to men anyway, prostitutes should be willing to have 
sex no matter what. 

5. It would be reasonable if a man took advantage of an opportunity to have sex with an 
intoxicated woman. 

6. Even if a man has had sex with a woman before, it would be reasonable if she refused sex 
with him again. 

7. If a woman has had sex with many men in the past, she has little reason to reject other 
men. 

8. Even if a woman has had sex with a lot of men in the past, it would be reasonable to 
refuse any other man in the future. 

9. Asking a female employee to perform sexual favors in exchange for a job or promotion 
isn’t the worst thing a male boss could do.  

10. Even if a man spent a lot of money on a woman, its’ okay if the woman doesn’t want to 
give anything in return sexually. 

11. A wife shouldn’t feel like she needs to have sex with her husband to be a good partner. 

12. Sometimes a man has to fuck a woman so that she knows who’s boss. 

13. It is reasonable to be believe that women are “only good for” sex. 

14. Women should be valued just as much as men. 

15. A good wife would feel that it’s her responsibility to do chores, like buy groceries or do 
the laundry. 
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16. When a couple has children, the woman should feel responsible for most of the childcare. 

17. A good wife shouldn’t necessarily feel responsible for making meals for her husband. 

18. A good wife would feel responsible for most of the housekeeping, like cleaning, dishes, 
and laundry. 

19. It is wrong for a man to think of a woman as “his”. 

20. Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is one of the perks of marriage. 

21. During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man isn’t too concerned 
with her sexual wants or needs. 

22. It is completely unacceptable for a man to have sex with a lot of women just so that he 
can show-off to his friends. 

23. It’s reasonable for a man to talk about his sexual exploits to show-off to his friends. 

24. It is wrong for a man to share the details of sex he has with women just to show-off to his 
friends.  

25. If a woman sends sexual pictures or messages to a man, it is completely unacceptable for 
him to them to show other people without her knowing. 

26. Women should feel flattered if a man she’s with secretly takes pictures of her to show-off 
to other people. 

27. To be a good partner, a woman should look attractive when she is with her partner in 
public. 

28. It is wrong for a man to expect his partner to look attractive all the time. 

29. A good woman wants her partner to show her off to his friends. 

30. Whether or not other men are jealous of one’s partner should not be important. 

31. It is completely unacceptable for a man to desire being seen with an attractive woman if 
he doesn’t like her personality. 

32. A woman shouldn’t be offended if her partner believes that she could be easily replaced 
by another woman. 

33. Ending a relationship with a woman shouldn’t bother a man, since any other women can 
be used to fulfill his needs. 

34. Using a woman for sex is one of the worst things a man can do. 

35. It’s reasonable for a man to make a woman think that he’s interested in a long-term 
relationship to obtain sex from her. 

36. All women secretly want to be used by men. 
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Appendix B: Willingness to Exploit Women 

Please indicate your response using the scale below. Please respond honestly; your answers are 
confidential and anonymous. 

1                          2       3           4               5      6              7                      Prefer not to say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree     Disagree           Disagree         Agree Agree         Agree 

 

1. Since prostitutes sell their bodies to men anyway, prostitutes should be willing to have 
sex no matter what. 

2. It would be reasonable if a man took advantage of an opportunity to have sex with an 
intoxicated woman. 

3. Even if a man has had sex with a woman before, it would be reasonable if she refused sex 
with him again. 

4. If a woman has had sex with many men in the past, she has little reason to reject other 
men. 

5. Even if a woman has had sex with a lot of men in the past, it would be reasonable to 
refuse any other man in the future. 

6. Sometimes a man has to fuck a woman so that she knows who’s boss. 

7. During sexual intercourse, a woman should understand if the man isn’t too concerned 
with her sexual wants or needs. 

8. It’s reasonable for a man to make a woman think that he’s interested in a long-term 
relationship to obtain sex from her. 

9. A good wife would feel that it’s her responsibility to do chores, like buy groceries or do 
the laundry. 

10. When a couple has children, the woman should feel responsible for most of the childcare. 

11. A good wife shouldn’t necessarily feel responsible for making meals for her husband. 

12. A good wife would feel responsible for most of the housekeeping, like cleaning, dishes, 
and laundry. 

13. It is wrong for a man to think of a woman as “his”. 

14. Having a woman to perform domestic tasks is one of the perks of marriage. 
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Appendix C: Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

Below are a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement using the scale below: 
 
0  1   2   3   4   5 prefer not to say 
disagree   disagree   disagree   agree   agree   agree 
strongly   somewhat  slightly   slightly   somewhat  strongly 

 

1. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess 
2. Women should be cherished and protected by men 
3. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men * 
4. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores 
5. Men are incomplete without women 
6. Women exaggerate problems they have at work * 
7. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash * 
8. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 
discriminated against. * 
9. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then refusing 
male advances * 
10. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility 
11. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well being in order to provide financially for the 
women in their lives 
12. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. * 
 

Note. * indicates items that assess hostile sexism. 
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Appendix D: Modern Sexism 

Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with the following items. 
1                          2       3           4               5      6              7                      Prefer not to say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree     Disagree           Disagree         Agree Agree         Agree 

 
 
1. Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination. 
2. It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television. 
3. Society has reached the point where women and men have equal opportunities for 
4. It is easy to understand the anger of women’s groups in America. 
5. Over the past few years, the government and news media have been showing more 
concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by women’s actual experiences. 
achievement. 
6. Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United States. 
7. On average, people in our society treat husbands and wives equally. 
8. It is easy to understand why women’s groups are still concerned about societal limitations 
of women’s opportunities.  
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Appendix E: Rape Myth Acceptance 

Response options for items 1-11: 

1                          2       3           4               5      6              7               Prefer not to 
say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly  Somewhat     Strongly 

Disagree     Disagree           Disagree          Agree    Agree         Agree 

 

Response options for items 12-13: 

 

1  2  3   4  5   prefer not to 
say 

almost  about  about   about   almost 

all  ¾  half  ¼  none 

 

Response options for items 14a – 14f: 

 

1  2  3  4  5  prefer not to say 

Always  frequently sometimes rarely  never 

 

1. A woman who goes to the home or apartment of a man on their first date implies that she 
is willing to have sex. 

2. Any female can get raped.  
3. One reason that women falsely report a rape is that they frequently have a need to call 

attention to themselves. 
4. Any healthy woman can successfully resist a rapist if she really wants to. 
5. When women go around braless or wearing short skirts and tight tops, they are just 

asking for trouble. 
6. In the majority of rapes, the victim is promiscuous or has a bad reputation. 
7. If a girl engages in necking or petting and she lets things get out of hand, it is her own 

fault if her partner forces sex on her. 
8. Women who get raped while hitchhiking get what they deserve. 
9. A woman who is stuck-up and thinks she is too good to talk to guys on the street deserves 

to be taught a lesson. 
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10. Many women have an unconscious wish to be raped, and may then unconsciously set up 
a situation in which they are likely to be attacked. 

11. If a woman gets drunk at a party and has intercourse with a man she's just met there, she 
should be considered "fair game" to other males at the party who want to have sex with 
her too, whether she wants to or not.  

12. What percentage of women who report a rape would you say are lying because they are 
angry and want to get back at the man they accuse? 

13. What percentage of reported rapes would you guess were merely invented by women 
who discovered they were pregnant and wanted to protect their own reputation? 

14. A person comes to you and claims they were raped. How likely would you be to believe 
their statement if the person were: 
a) your best friend? 
b) an Indian woman? 
c) a neighborhood woman? 
d) a young boy? 
e) a black woman? 
f) a white woman? 
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Appendix F: Male Norms Inventory 

Please complete the questionnaire by clicking the number which indicates your level of 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. Give only one answer for each statement. 

 

1             2                      3               4         5                   6                7 prefer not to say 

Strongly       Disagree Slightly               No    Slightly               Agree          Strongly 

Disagree                  Agree         Opinion       Agree             Agree 

 

1.  A man should never admit when others hurt his feelings. 

2. Men should be detached in emotionally charged situations. 

3. Men should not be too quick to tell others that they care about them. 
4. Men should have home improvement skills. 
5. Men should be able to fix most things around the house. 
6. A man should know how to repair his car if it should break down. 
7. Homosexuals should never marry. 
8. All homosexual bars should be closed down. 
9. Homosexuals should never kiss in public. 
10. Men should watch football games instead of soap operas. 
11. A man should prefer watching action movies to reading romantic novels. 
12. Boys should prefer to play with trucks rather than dolls. 
13. Men should always like to have sex. 
14. A man should not turn down sex. 
15. A man should always be ready for sex. 
16. The President of the U.S. should always be a man. 
17. Men should be the leader in any group. 
18. A man should always be the boss. 
19. It is important for a man to take risks, even if he might get hurt. 
20. When the going gets tough, men should get tough. 
21. I think a young man should try to be physically tough, even if he’s not big. 
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Appendix G: Feminine Ideology Scale 

Please complete the questionnaire by clicking the number which indicates your level of 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. 

 

1   2  3  4  5  prefer not to say 

Strongly disagree  Disagree  No opinion Agree  Strongly agree 

 

1. A woman’s worth should be measured by the success of her partner. 
2. Women should not want to succeed in the business world because men would not want to 

marry them. 
3. A woman should not expect to be sexually satisfied by her partner. 
4. A woman should not be competitive. 
5. A woman should remain a virgin until she is married. 
6. Woman should not read pornographic magazines. 
7. It is not acceptable for a woman to masturbate. 
8. A woman should not tell dirty jokes. 
9. It is expected that women will have a hard time handling stress without getting emotional. 
10. It is expected that women in leadership roles will not be taken seriously. 
11. It is expected that women will be viewed as overly emotional. 
12.  It is expected that a single woman is less fulfilled then a married woman. 
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Appendix H: Personality (Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness) 

On the following pages you will find a series of statements about you. Please read each statement 
and decide how much you agree or disagree with that statement. Please answer every statement, 
even if you are not completely sure of your response. 

 

1  2  3   4  5  prefer not to say 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral (neither agree nor disagree) Agree  Strongly Agree 

 

6  I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or promotion at work, even if I thought it would 
d  12  If I knew that I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars. 

18  Having a lot of money is not especially important to me. 

24  I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is. 

30  If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes. 

36  I would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large. 

42  I would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods. 

48  I want people to know that I am an important person of high status. 

54  I wouldn’t pretend to like someone just to get that person to do favors for me. 

60  I’d be tempted to use counterfeit money, if I were sure I could get away with it. 

5  I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions. 

11  I sometimes can't help worrying about little things. 

17  When I suffer from a painful experience, I need someone to make me feel comfortable. 

23  I feel like crying when I see other people crying. 

29  When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful. 

35  I worry a lot less than most people do. 

41  I can handle difficult situations without needing emotional support from anyone else. 

47  I feel strong emotions when someone close to me is going away for a long time. 

53  Even in an emergency I wouldn’t feel like panicking. 

59  I remain unemotional even in situations where most people get very sentimental. 

3  I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged me. 

9  People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others. 
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15  People sometimes tell me that I'm too stubborn. 

21  People think of me as someone who has a quick temper. 

27  My attitude toward people who have treated me badly is “forgive and forget”. 

33  I tend to be lenient in judging other people. 

39  I am usually quite flexible in my opinions when people disagree with me. 

45  Most people tend to get angry more quickly than I do. 

51  Even when people make a lot of mistakes, I rarely say anything negative. 

57  When people tell me that I’m wrong, my first reaction is to argue with them. 

2  I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute. 

8  I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal. 

14  When working on something, I don't pay much attention to small details. 

20  I make decisions based on the feeling of the moment rather than on careful thought. 

26  When working, I sometimes have difficulties due to being disorganized. 

32  I do only the minimum amount of work needed to get by.  

38  I always try to be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time. 

44  I make a lot of mistakes because I don’t think before I act. 

50  People often call me a perfectionist. 

56  I prefer to do whatever comes to mind, rather than stick to a plan. 
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Appendix I: Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

Please circle your response, using the scale below.  

1                          2       3           4               5      6              7                      Prefer not to say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly Somewhat     Strongly 

Oppose        Oppose           Oppose           Favour Favour         Favour 

 

1. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.  

2. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no doubt every bit 
as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly.  

3. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today who are trying to ruin it for their 
godless purposes, whom the authorities should put out of action.  

4. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions eating away at our 
moral fibre and traditional beliefs.   

5. The situation in our country is getting so serious, the strongest methods would be justified if 
they eliminated the troublemakers and got us back to our true path. 

6. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual preferences, even if it 
makes them different from everyone else.   

7. People should pay less attention to the Bible and the other old traditional forms of religious 
guidance, and instead develop their own personal standards of what is moral and immoral. 

8. The only way our country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional 
values, put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas.  

9. There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse.  

10. What our country really needs, instead of more “civil rights” is a stiff dose of law and order. 

11. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our government, 
criticizing religion, and ignoring the “normal way” things are supposed to be done.   

12. The facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the recent public disorders all show that we have 
to crack down harder on deviant groups and trouble-makers if we are going to save our moral 
standards and preserve law and order.  
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Appendix J: Social Dominance Orientation 

Show how much you favor or oppose each idea below by selecting a number from 1 to 7 on the scale 
below. You can work quickly; your first feeling is generally best. 

1                          2       3           4               5      6              7                      Prefer not to say 

Strongly     Somewhat        Slightly      Neutral      Slightly Somewhat     Strongly 

Oppose        Oppose           Oppose           Favour Favour         Favour 

1. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom. 

2. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups. 

3. No one group should dominate in society. 

4. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top. 

5. Group equality should not be our primary goal. 

6. It is unjust to try to make groups equal. 

7. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups. 

8. We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed. 
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Appendix K: Postrefusal Sexual Persistence 

Since the age of 16, check off which of the strategies on the list below you have used to have sexual 
contact (genital touching, oral sex, or intercourse) with a female after she indicated ‘no’ to your sexual 
advance. 

1. Continued to kiss and touch her to arouse her   yes  no 

2. Removed your clothing to arouse her    yes  no 

3. Removed some of her clothing to arouse her   yes  no 

4. Tried to talk her into it by repeatedly asking   yes  no 

5. Told her a lie of some kind      

(e.g., how much you liked or loved her)   yes  no 

6. Questioned her sexuality (e.g., you said she was a lesbian) yes  no 

7. Threatened to break up with her      yes  no 

8. Told her you would blackmail you    yes  no 

9. Threatened to harm yourself     yes  no 

10. Used your authority or position (e.g., boss, teacher)  yes  no 

11. Were an adult at least five years older than her   yes  no 

12. Took advantage of the fact that she was already drunk or high yes  no 

13. Purposefully gave her drugs or alcohol    yes  no 

14. Blocked her retreat  

(e.g., closed, locked, or stood blocking the door)   yes  no 

15. Used physical restraint to hold her down or sit on her  yes  no 

16. Tied her up       yes  no 

17. Threatened to physically harm her     yes  no 

18. Physically harmed her (e.g., hit, slapped, or bit)   yes  no 

19. Threatened her with a weapon     yes  no 
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Appendix L: Assignment of Housework to Women 

Brian and Jennifer met five years ago and have been married for just over a year. Brian works for 
the marketing department at a large company and Jennifer is an agent for a large insurance 
company. They are both very busy, each working 50 hours per week. Despite their busy 
schedules, they try to do things together regularly. In fact, one of the only reoccurring arguments 
they have is what to do on the weekend together. Brian usually wants to go hiking together if 
they are going out, or watch a historical movie if they are staying in. Instead, Jennifer would 
rather go out to dinner or watch a comedic movie. 

Below please rate who should have primary responsibility for each of the following: 

[Note: these items are rated on a sliding scale with “mainly Brian’s responsibility” on the left end 
and “mainly Jennifer’s responsibility” on the right end] 

 

1. Preparing meals 

2. Washing dishes and cleaning up after meals 

3. Cleaning the house 

4. Shopping for groceries and other household goods 

5. Doing laundry 

6. Handling auto maintenance and repairs 

7. Mowing the lawn 

8. Making routine repairs around the house 

9. Clearing snow around the house (e.g., shoveling driveway) 

Brian and Jennifer have been thinking about having a child together. They were both adopted 
children themselves so they feel strongly about adopting rather than having a biological child. 
When they have a child, who do you think should have the main responsibility for each of the 
following? 

1. Taking care of the child’s physical needs, such as giving them baths and dressing them 

2. Listening to child’s problems, such as their trouble with friends or worries about school 

3. Getting the child to and from school 

4. Helping the child with homework 

5. Stay home when the child is sick 

6. Taking the child to leisure activities 
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Appendix M: Gender 

Please answer the following questions. All answers will remain confidential.   

 Gender:          

Female 

Male      

Other, please specify: _________________ 

Decline to answer 
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Appendix N: Contact Quality 

Thinking about your life in the past year, how would you rate your overall experiences with: 

Women in general (not including family members) 

1        2            3  4        5           6  7 

Extremely       not at all  not applicable/ 

negative                   negative            prefer not to say 

 

1        2            3  4        5           6  7 

Extremely       not at all  not applicable/ 

negative                   negative            prefer not to say 
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Appendix O: Emotions Toward Women (Empathy, Anger, Anxiety) 

Please indicate the extent to which you feel the following emotions toward men [women] in 
general, not including family members: 

1      2         3  4      5           6                7 

Not at all  a moderate amount   an extreme amount  prefer not to say 

1. Angry 

2. Resentful 

3. Irritated 

4. Furious 

5. Fearful 

6. Anxious 

7. Frightened 

8. Helpless 

9. Worried 

10. Sympathetic 

11. Compassionate 

12. Understand their feelings 

13. Feel in tune with them 

Note. Items 1-4 reflect anger, items 5-9 reflect anxiety, 10-13 reflect empathy. 
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Appendix P: Demographics 

Please answer the following questions. All answers will remain confidential. 

Age: _______________       

Sexual Orientation: 
 Heterosexual       Don’t know 

 

 Homosexual     Other (please specify): ______________ 

 

 Bisexual      Decline to answer 

 Asexual    

Ethnic Background (please tick any that apply):   

 White/Caucasian/European  

 Muslim  

 Black/African-American 

 Asian 

 Middle Eastern 

 American Indian/Alaskan Native 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

 Hispanic/Latino/South American  

 Other (please specify): __________________________________ 

 Decline to answer 

What is the highest level of education you have completed and received credit for? (please tick 

the “highest” obtained) 

 8th Grade or less 

 9th Grade 

 10th Grade 

 11th Grade 
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 12st Grade 

 1 year of college/university 

 2 years of college/university 

 3 years of college/university 

 4 years of college/university 

 5 years of college/university 

 6 years of college/university 

 7 years of college/university 

 8 or more years of college/university 

 Decline to answer 

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, Democrat, Independent, or 
something else? 

 Strongly Democrat 

 Moderately Democrat 

 Independent (closer to Democrat) 

 Independent (neither Republican nor Democrat) 

 Independent (closer to Republican) 

 Moderately Republican 

 Strongly Republican 

 Other (Please Specify) ___________________ 

 Decline to answer 

What is your yearly income? Please select: 

 zero 

 $1- $9,999 

 $10,000- $29,999 
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 $30,000- $49,999 

 $50,000- $69,999 

 $70,000- $89,999 

 $90,000- $109,999 

 $110,000 or above 

 Decline to answer 



         Anti-Women Biases 182 

 

Appendix Q: Imagined Contact Vignettes 

NOTE: Participants read and respond to one of these scenarios (randomly assigned) 

Imagined Negative Contact Experience 

We would like you to take a few minutes imagining that you are going on a date with a girl. In this 
situation, you were romantically interested in this girl, and asked her on a date. This is your first date with 
her. 

Note that this should be fictional (i.e. not a person you know in real life): 

o Please give her a name [participant will type answer] 

o What does she look like? [participant will type answer] 

o Develop a story about how and where you first met her. [participant will type 
answer] 

It’s Friday evening and you decided to go to the Pen Center to see a movie.  

o What movie are you seeing? [participant will type answer] 

After the movie, [girl’s name] asks if you’d like to go to one of the tourist attractions at Clifton Hill in 
Niagara Falls. She wants to go to one of the haunted houses. 

o Which haunted house do you go to? 

 A) Nightmares Fear Factory  

 B) Dracula’s Haunted Castle  

[Girl’s name] rolls her eyes and says she isn’t really happy with your choice of haunted house but will go 
with you anyway because she doesn’t have anything better to do.  

You arrive at the haunted house and see that there many other people there. As you approach the ticket 
booth, [girl’s name] mentions that she knows one of the employees standing by the exit of the haunted 
house. She says she used to date him (i.e. he’s her ex-boyfriend). You pay for the tickets and you and 
[girl’s name] go inside the haunted house. On your way in, [girl’s name] smiles at and waves to her ex-
boyfriend in a way that seems flirtatious. 

It is very dark and maze-like inside the haunted house. Somehow, you and [girl’s name] get separated. 
You look for her for a while, but you can’t find her. You continue through the attraction, assuming that 
you’ll meet up with her outside.  

You are close to the end of the maze, and you turn a corner. On your right, you can see [girl’s name] 
passionately kissing her ex-boyfriend that you saw earlier. She notices you looking at her, but she doesn’t 
seem to care. She then returns to kissing the guy. 

You exit the haunted house alone and wait for her outside. A few minutes later, [girl’s name] exits the 
house with her ex-boyfriend. You make eye contact with her, and she laughs at you because you waited 
for her. Then she turns away from you and you go home. 
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Imagined Positive Contact Experience 

We would like you to take a few minutes imagining that you are going on a date with a girl. In this 
situation, you were romantically interested in this girl, and asked her on a date. This is your first date with 
her. 

Note that this should be fictional (i.e. not a person you know in real life): 

o Please give her a name [participant will type answer] 

o What does she look like? [participant will type answer] 

o Develop a story about how and where you first met her. [participant will type 
answer] 

It’s Friday evening and you decided to go to the Pen Center to see a movie.  

o What movie are you seeing? [participant will type answer] 

After the movie, [girl’s name] asks if you’d like to go to one of the tourist attractions at Clifton Hill in 
Niagara Falls. She wants to go to one of the haunted houses. 

o Which haunted house do you go to? 

 A) Nightmares Fear Factory 

 B) Dracula’s Haunted Castle 

[Girl’s name] says she’s happy with your choice of haunted house. On the way to Niagara Falls, you and 
[girl’s name] get to know each other. The conversation is relaxed, positive, and comfortable. During the 
conversation you find out some interesting and positive things about her.  

Please list the things you found out about her 

You arrive at the haunted house and see that there many other people there. As you approach the ticket 
booth, [girl’s name] mentions that she knows one of the employees standing by the exit of the haunted 
house. She says she used to date him (i.e. it’s her ex-boyfriend). She gently grabs your arm and says that 
she’d rather not talk to him. You pay for the tickets and you and [girl’s name] go inside the haunted 
house. As you enter, [girl’s name] holds your hand and mentions that she’s excited but getting nervous 
about going into the haunted house.  

It is very dark and maze-like inside the haunted house. Somehow, you and [girl’s name] get separated. 
You look for her for a while, but you can’t find her. You continue through the attraction, assuming that 
you’ll meet up with her outside.  

You are close to the end of the maze, and you turn a corner. On your right, you can see [girl’s name]. She 
looks relieved to see you. She says she was looking for you and grabs your hand.   

You exit the haunted house together. As you walk away from the haunted house together, [girl’s name] 
smiles at you and says she had a great time hanging out with you. You kiss and agree to see each other 
again next weekend. 
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Control/Neutral Experience 

We would like you to take a few minutes imagining that you are going to hang out with a group of 
friends. In this situation, you weren’t busy, so you went to hang out with them. 

Note that this should be fictional (i.e. not people you know in real life): 

o Please give them names (note that they should all be the same gender as you) 
[participant will type answer] 

o What do they look like? [participant will type answer] 

o Develop a story about how and where you first met them.  [participant will type 
answer] 

It’s Friday evening and you decided to go to the Pen Center to see a movie.  

o What movie are you seeing? [participant will type answer] 

After the movie, your friends would like to go to one of the tourist attractions at Clifton Hill in Niagara 
Falls. They want to go to one of the haunted houses. 

o Which haunted house do you go to? 

 A) Nightmares Fear Factory  

 B) Dracula’s Haunted Castle  

You arrive at the haunted house and see that there many other people there. As you approach the ticket 
booth, one of your friends mentions that he used to date one of the employees standing by the exit of the 
haunted house. You each buy tickets and you and friends go inside. 

It is very dark and maze-like inside the haunted house. Somehow, you and your friends get separated. 
You look for them for a while, but you can’t find them. You continue through the attraction, assuming 
that you’ll meet up with them outside.  

You are close to the end of the maze, and you turn a corner. On your right, you can see your friends.  

You exit the haunted house together and you make your way home. 
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Appendix R: Manipulation Check 

To what extent do you consider this interaction positive? 

1        2            3  4        5           6  7  prefer not to say 

Not at all        Completely  

positive                   positive             

 

To what extent do you consider this interaction negative? 

1        2            3  4        5           6  7  prefer not to say 

Not at all        Completely  

negative                   negative  

 



         Anti-Women Biases 186 

 

Appendix S: Ethics Approval Forms 
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