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Abstract

Gender prejudice is a central issue in the field of social psychology that has been
studied extensively in the literature of social psychology over the past decades. A very
important and well-replicated theory in social psychology, is the contact hypothesis (Allport,
1954), which supports that intergroup contact can eliminate many types of prejudice that
exists between the groups. Existing studies have investigated the effects of contact between
the genders, and there are findings that support that gender prejudice beliefs are influenced if
men and women come in contact in various social relationships (e.g., acquaintances,
friendships, romantic relationships). The current study aimed to investigate the effect that
these different forms of contact have in the elimination of gender prejudiced beliefs, as well
as on feminist attitudes, via replicating the design of the existing study by Endendijk, (2023).
This study aimed to extend the existing findings and provide further information around
contact and its influence on gender-prejudiced beliefs and feminist attitudes. The findings
provide a glimpse of how gender prejudiced beliefs and intergroup contact are related in the
context of a Mediterranean country and shed light into the dynamic relationship between the
various factors that were assessed. The strengths as well as the limitations of the study are

discussed.

Key words: gender prejudice, contact hypothesis, gender inequality beliefs, gender

discrimination



Introduction
Prejudice & the importance of prejudice reduction.

Prejudiced beliefs are assumptions or opinions about a person or a specific group of
people and are created based on that person’s or group’s membership to a particular group
(Oxford Reference, 2024). Those assumptions or opinions are negative in their nature most of
the time and can lead to the development of stereotypes that end up characterising groups of
people in negative and degrading ways. Prejudice can appear in the form of racial
discrimination (racism), gender discrimination (sexism, homophobia), age discrimination
(ageism), discrimination against religions (religious prejudice) and in many other forms as
well (Human Rights Careers, 2024). Prejudice in all sectors of life can lead to the
development of negative and dangerous behaviours of discrimination and usually lead to the
development of negative feelings and attitudes towards the social group that is being
discriminated against. Social psychological theories have managed to recognise the
phenomenon of prejudice in all these sectors of life, and each of those theories have tried to
explain in their own unique and different ways, the reasons behind prejudiced beliefs and
behaviours.

Some of the theories in the field of social psychology that explain the concept of
stereotypes and prejudiced beliefs, are the Social Identity Theory and the Realistic Conflict
Theory. The Social Identity Theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) suggests that individuals
have an innate need to belong to different groups within a society, and that the sense of
belonging to those groups provides them with purpose, self-esteem and a unique identity,
based on their group membership. SIT has distinct stages (social categorisation, social
identification, social comparison) and those lead to the ingroup-outgroup differentiation.
Although group membership has positive social purposes in terms of maintaining a sense of

belonging and a sense of identity, the tendency of group categorisation can often lead to



negative consequences, such as stereotyping and prejudice that can lead to intergroup
conflict, discrimination and prejudiced beliefs.

Ever since the earliest studies of Tajfel and colleagues, via the first experiments that
were done to test how social identity influences people’s actions in various social situations,
those experiments indicated that when faced with an award allocation task, people
consistently favoured their ingroup (Tajfel et al., 1971). Participants of those series of
experiments also demonstrated the willingness to ‘sacrifice’ other objective advantages, when
attempting to increase the gains of their in-group, with the ultimate goal to achieve the
highest difference of number of rewards between the ingroup and the outgroup.

The Social Identity Theory was also applied in other social contexts, like the
organisational settings within the workplace. Ashforth and Mael, (1989), made important
realisations regarding the importance of developing a social identity in the workplace. Their
findings indicated that identification with the in-group of a newcomer in a workplace
environment, supports the internalisation of the organisational values and beliefs, and
encourages the feeling of loyalty and commitment to the workplace. Another unique and
interesting finding was that of the discovery of the ‘compartmentalisation of social identities’,
whereby it is suggested that individuals develop multiple, loosely coupled identities, which
they separate or buffer, because inherent conflicts between the demands of those identities are
not resolved by cognitive integration. This is an important finding as it explains the existence
of apparent hypocrisies and double standards within people’s behaviour.

Self-categorisation and the influence this has on perceptions of group homogeneity
and intergroup relations were explored within various studies, including a very representative
study in the field, the study by Haslam et al., (1999). Haslam and colleagues investigated the
processes via which groups coordinate social perceptions and judgement, via a characteristic

study that tested the claim that perceivers are more likely to produce a shared in-group



stereotype up to the level that they define themselves, and that they interact in terms of a
common social category membership. The study consisted of an individual phase and a group
phase (social identity condition), and within each, participants were called to complete a
series of tasks that tested their identity salience and various perceptions around Australians
and the Australian identity. Their findings indicated that there was enhanced stereotype
consensus within the individual phase of the experiment, when manipulation of social
identification took place. For instance, when the participants’ identity as Australians was
more salient, they were more likely to describe Australians with positive traits, suggesting a
favourable in-group stereotype. These tendencies were also maintained within the group
phase (social identity condition) of the experiment, where highly shared in-group stereotypes
were generated.

Overall, the results of the aforementioned studies managed to reveal the various ways
in which social identities are produced, the processes that the formation and upholding of
social identities go through, and the high importance that our various social identities hold for
our individual and our group perceptions. The social identity theory demonstrates how
powerful the identities that we develop in our social lives really are, and how big their impact
is on our behaviours and perceptions.

The Realistic Conflict Theory (Sheriff, 1966) is another theory in social psychology
that describes intergroup processes that take place within conflict situations. The realistic
conflict theory suggested that when there are scarce resources, groups get involved in conflict
over those resources, with this resulting intergroup conflict. A famous study that became the
basis of the realistic conflict theory, was the “Robbers’ cave experiment” by Muzafer Sherif.
In the specific study, the groups that consisted of young boys that took part in the study, while
thinking that they were taking part in a summer camping experience, demonstrated the

importance of group norms, group stereotypes in situations where the groups had to go into



conflict for scarce resources. The different phases of the experiment consisted of the ingroup
formation, the rise of the conflict between the two groups after the groups came in contact
and were called to compete in games and challenges in order to win those competitions, and
finally, the conflict resolution phase. The resolution of this conflict and the elimination of
prejudice between the ingroup and the outgroup was only achieved when the groups were
called to work together in order to achieve superordinate goals. In the case of the experiment,
the groups were called to fix the reservoir that was providing everyone in the camp with
drinking water and cooperate to resolve the issue.

Identification with one’s own group and group categorisation based on identification
with the in-group, has been found to influence intergroup biases and conflicts (Brewer, 1979).
In an attempt to investigate in-group bias in the context of minimal group paradigms, Brewer
was led to the conclusion that even the slightest group categorisation can produce biases and
conflicts between competing groups, after analysing the findings around intergroup conflict
literature that were available at the time. This analysis proceeded into investigating and
explaining the dynamic relationship of group categorisation, group identification and the
creation of intergroup conflict, and found several useful clues that characterise the
relationship between ingroup identification and intergroup conflict. One of the findings was
that several of the factors that indirectly influence the importance of the differences that
separate the ingroup from the outgroup are similarity, status and competition, while another
important conclusion of this analysis was that the enhancement of in-group bias is more
closely linked to favouritism towards the in-group, rather than a product of higher hostility
towards the outgroup.

The results of these early pioneer theories and studies in social psychology, indicate
that the social construct of prejudice is directly influenced from our own social identity that is

constructed via our personal beliefs, and that prejudice can arise from social situations of



conflict, where ingroup and outgroup members reside to conflict over scarce resources. Those
scarce resources in real life can also be in the sense of fighting over a materialistic necessity
(e.g., a team winning another team on a project within a company, selection bias towards
people that belong to our ingroup identity etc.).

In social psychological research there have been quite a few applications of the
realistic conflict theory in past as well as more recent studies. An example of the application
of the theory is a recent study by Goldman et al., (2019), who used the realistic group conflict
theory as a base to study whether individuals with history of felony convictions of non-white
background in US are discriminated against when it comes to employability. In two
experimental studies, they indeed found that minorities with non-white background are more
highly discriminated against in job opportunities that individuals with the same felony
convictions that come from a white background. The researchers found that in-group
favouritism and subconscious or unconscious bias have the power to affect even the most
well-intentioned hiring managers. The realistic conflict theory has been quite supported
especially in occupational environments from very early on in social and occupational
psychology studies (Brown et al., 1986) as a predictor for explaining intergroup
differentiation within industrial organisations, alongside other social psychological variables
that relate to the realistic conflict theory, such as the contact hypothesis (intergroup contact)
and social identity theory (group identification).

Explaining the origins of prejudice and intergroup conflict - Stephan & Stephan (2000)
Integrated threat theory

Prejudice has also been defined as a process that arises from various types of ‘threats’
that undermine our various social relationships. Stephan and Stephan (2000), in their
Integrated Threat Theory, describe their model that has four different types of threats

(realistic threats, symbolic threats, intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes) as the basic



components that cause prejudice. Realistic threats consist of perceived threats from the
outgroup that threaten the political and economic power, the physical or material well-being
of the ingroup and its members. Symbolic threats are described as intergroup differences in
morals, values, beliefs, standards and attitudes. Symbolic threats are activated when the
ingroup members feel that they are threatened from the outgroup in terms of their morals and
beliefs (e.g., differences in behaviour and attitudes due to culture, religion etc). Intergroup
anxiety refers to the type of anxiety that is initiated when members of the ingroup feel anxiety
during interactions with the outgroup, as they fear the possibility of negative outcomes (e.g.,
embarrassment, rejection). Finally, negative stereotypes are the fourth type of threat that
Integrated threat theory utilises to describe the initiation of prejudice. They describe that the
negative expectations and the fear for negative consequences regarding the behaviour of the
outgroup as one other element that predict (prejudiced) attitudes towards an outgroup.

A great example of the relevance and validity of the Integrated Threat Theory
(Stephan & Stephan, 2000) is the study by Stephan et al., (2000). Intercultural attitudes
between Americans and Mexicans, as well as other similar studies that investigated the
subject of prejudice towards immigrants with American participants (Stephan et al., 1999),
and prejudice towards immigrants in countries outside America (Spain, Israel) (Stephan et al.,
1998). In the first study (Stephan et al., 2000), the four types of threat were assessed via the
use of allocated relevant scales, alongside participants’ attitudes towards the outgroup.
Quantity and quality of contact between ingroup and outgroup were also assessed. The
findings indicated that all four threat variables were predictors of attitudes in either of the
samples. Americans’ attitudes towards Mexicans were mostly related to intergroup anxiety
rather than the other types of threats, and their attitudes were directly related to quality of
contact with Mexicans. These results provided strong support for the contact hypothesis

(Allport, 1954), since amount and quality of contact were indirectly related to lower feelings
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of threat. In the Mexican sample, participants’ attitudes towards Americans were also
significantly related to anxiety, but also to negative stereotypes, and less related to symbolic
threats. Amount of contact was not a significant predictor of Mexicans’ attitudes towards
Americans, but the quality of contact was shown to provide lowered negative attitudes
towards their outgroup. Through these findings, it is demonstrated once again, that the
Contact Hypothesis has great power in eliminating prejudice and bringing opposing groups
together by helping them further understand one another in multiple ways.

In the second study, (Stephan et al., 1999), very similar findings were produced, with
regards to prejudice towards immigrants from Cuba, Mexico and Asia, as the four types of
threat were found to be significant, or marginally significant predictors of prejudice, and they
all had a common denominator, which was threats to the ingroup or its members. In the third
study, (Stephan et al., 1998), although all four threats were found to be significant in
predicting prejudice towards immigrant groups in the Spanish and Israeli sample, but
intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes were more powerful, consistent predictors of
prejudicial attitudes toward immigrants than realistic threats or symbolic threats. These two
studies can be seen as the basis on which Stephan and Stephan (2000) based their integrated
threat theory.

As the aforementioned theories demonstrate, the process of prejudice formation is a
process that incorporates and integrates many elements that entail many similarities, as well
as some differences in terms of the application of these theories. The key point that needs to
be derived from studying these theories and studies is that prejudiced perceptions in every
domain of life, create negative consequences for the individuals and the groups that are
targeted and victimised via prejudice and discriminatory attitudes. It is thus very important in
social psychology to maintain as a goal to eliminate prejudice, as prejudiced beliefs and

behaviours can have seriously negative effects in today’s society. The integrated threat theory
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is additionally important for investigating contact between the genders, as later on in this
study we will see how contact between the two genders (contact hypothesis, Allport, 1954) in
various social settings influences the ways in which each gender perceives the other, and how
gender discrimination attitudes are influenced by these interactions.

As we can see from the results of important studies in the field of social psychology,
stereotypes and prejudice are elements that cause conflict, and many times, negative
consequences for everyone involved. A field that suffers heavily from prejudice, and a field
that the current study will be focusing on, is the field of gender. Social psychological theories
try to explain the processes behind the social phenomena that surround the concept of gender.
One of those theories is the social role theory (Eagly, 1987).

More specifically, Social Role Theory (Eagly, 1987) is a theory of social psychology
that describes how social roles that are assigned to each gender influence the development of
gender stereotypes. More specifically, Social Role Theory suggests that widely shared gender
stereotypes arise from the division of labour within each society. The theory thus suggests
that gender differences and similarities are created because of the social roles that society
assigns to men and women via the observation of the social roles that are assigned to each
gender, and which work as regulators of the adult life. Expectations then are created for each
gender, and men and women are expected to behave in society in the specific stereotypical
manner. This theory explains exactly the cycle of maintenance of these stereotypes and
representations of gender within the industrialized societies and goes into the depth of
describing that the way that each gender is expected to behave, leads to the development of
gender typical skills and traits, while also addressing how the human biology is influenced by
these assigned social roles and alongside psychology, facilitates role performance of the two
genders. The processes that are described by this theory are also found to be described by the

creators of the theory, as the ‘biosocial construction’ of sex differences and similarities in
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behaviour (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Diving more deeply into the concept of gender, the
following section of this literature review will be focusing on describing gender and the
various social processes of gender prejudice and discrimination in further detail.
Gender prejudice

The Role of the Social Gender

The social gender is an important part of our daily life, since our gender influences
many of our actions within society. Gender and the facets that describe each gender are
mostly socially constructed, and those characteristics are subject to change, based on which
society and culture we live in (WHO, 2024). Most often, the male and female genders are
characterised socially by various roles, behaviours and norms, that are usually products of
stereotypes and representations which lead to the creation of various types of inequalities
(e.g., in the workplace, in their friendships and romantic relationships, in schools, in public,
in institutions etc.).

Gender prejudice and discrimination can have serious negative consequences on
women’s and men’s mental and physical health, as gender prejudice and discrimination has
been found to cause both women and men to view life in a more pessimistic way, and
negatively enhance their emotional vulnerability when both genders experience or perceive
gender prejudice (Kaiser et al., 2004). Additionally, health issues such as anxiety, depression,
post-traumatic stress disorder as well as eating disorders, constitute only some of the physical
health issues that predominantly women experience when gender discrimination takes place
in everyday life, since gender inequality has been flagged as a risk factor that increases
gender-based violence by the World Health Organisation (Villines, 2021).

Other social issues that are triggered by gender prejudice and discrimination are
products of socioeconomic inequalities that mostly burden women, as job satisfaction and

work engagement are two domains of social life that women feel like are negatively affected
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by when experiencing gender discrimination (Kim, 2015). Gender inequality in the
workplace has also been characterised by metaphors like the “glass ceiling”, which describe
the barrier between marginalised groups (e.g., women, people of colour) and socially
dominant groups (e.g., men) in receiving promotions to higher job positions or reaching
managerial positions within the workplace (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009; Powell &
Butterfield, 2015).

Gender Stereotypes & Representations

Stereotypes and social representations within the scope of the social gender have been
in the spotlight of social psychological research for the past decades. Gender stereotypes are
defined as “a generalized view or preconception about attributes or characteristics, or the
roles that are or ought to be possessed by, or performed by, women and men” (OHCHR,
2024). According to the United Nation’s Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner,
gender stereotyping is characterised as wrongful when it leads to violations of human rights
(e.g., not criminalising rape within a marriage, victim blaming in sexual violence against
women etc.). Thus, wrongful gender stereotyping contributes to the violation of fundamental
human rights of individuals within the areas of health, political participation and
representation, marriage, and many other aspects of life within society.

The social representations of gender consist of representations that are socially
assigned to each gender and inform us about the various characteristics that describe each
gender. We are being exposed to social representations of gender from a very young age,
since as children, we are being raised in a world that is already structured with social
representations (Duveen, 1993). They have been studied by many renowned researchers in
the field of social psychology, including Vygotsky, Piaget and others. Duveen, (1993)
integrated the theories by mainly Moscovici and Vygotsky (cultural learning and

development, scaffolding), and elaborated on the ways in which children develop their
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representations of gender. More specifically, he denotes the absence of structures or processes
between Vygotsky’s interpsychological and intrapsychological functioning, and also the
absence of awareness of how important social identities are as mediators of the
interpsychological and intrapsychological levels. Duveen also noted that children possess an
important active and constructive role in the construction of their own social representations
of gender and this demonstrates the importance of their developing psychological capacities.

In Duveen’s studies, there is evidence that gender representations in childhood, are
not only useful social functions that help situate them within their world, but rather, those
representations serve to position them less or more clearly within the world of social
representations of gender. Bringing in examples of his own work, Duveen notices how young
girls positioned themselves in different ways with regards to their relationship to the boys of
the class within a primary school class environment, since some of them chose to exclude
them from their feminine identity, whereas others preferred to include them. These different
ways in which children situate themselves within their social representations of gender
suggest that there are many different ways in which young girls and boys perceive each
other’s identity, and thus leads them to interact in varying ways with one another.

As the aforementioned theories and studies demonstrate, gender representations are
embedded within children from a very young age, since they uptake a huge part of how
society views the two genders. A question that is under investigation in the field of gender, is
whether there is a difference in the way that men and women communicate and how
interaction between men and women influences the two genders.

With regards to communication, research in developmental psychology has indicated
that there are apparent differences in the way that males and females communicate, and those
differences can be noticed from a very young age (Tenenbaum et al., 2011). More

specifically, young girls seem to use more emotion explanations than young boys while
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conversing with either girls or boys. Additionally, girls seem to also use a higher proportion
of collaborative speech acts when talking with girls, but both genders used the same amount
of collaborative speech acts when conversing in mixed-gender dyads. Boys tended to use
more informing acts when conversing with boys, whereas girls used more informing acts
when conversing with boys. The specific study also mentioned noticeable differences within
gender, since not all female or all male children behaved in fully consistent ways. This brings
support for Duveen’s observation, that young girls positioned themselves in different ways
with regards to their relationship to the boys (Duveen, 1993). Studies like these support that
there are gender differences in communication, with emotion expression differences between
boys and girls being an interesting finding that could be attributed to the gender stereotypical
ways in which boys and girls are raised within society.

Gender is thus a very important element that influences the way we perceive each
other, and the way we interact with each other and form relationships, since the various social
constructs, gender representations and stereotypes that we are exposed to from very early in
our lives, influences our interactions and ways of communication.

Although at first glance it might seem that those distinct differences that exist in the
way that men and women are raised within society are harmless, however, it has been found
that gender stereotypes and social representations of gender, topics that have been extensively
researched within the field of social psychology, not only directly and indirectly influence our
interactions, but they consist of an important barrier for building and maintaining gender
equality.

Some of the most prominent negative consequences that gender stereotypes produce,
have been documented by social psychological research. Women, more specifically belong to
the gender that mostly suffers from the gender stereotypical handling in today’s society.

Women are persistently underrepresented in the STEM fields, and this has led to substantial



16

gender equity gaps within those fields, and this has led to researchers believing that sparse
representation of women has adverse effects on the academic achievement, persistence and
graduation of women who take STEM courses (Bowman et al., 2022). This is something that
could also be captured and quantified via the process of analysing the academic publications
within those fields, since research has pointed out a gender gap in academic research
publications (Holman et al., 2018), and that women authors are being persistently
underrepresented in high-profile journals (Shen et al., 2018). There were also studies that
could not identify a clear gender bias in research publications in some cases (Marescotti et
al., 2022), there was evidence of some bias in specific times like the decrease of
representation of female authors and reviewers in the months following the Covid-19
pandemic. Moreover, women have also been found to experience a higher amount of unpaid
work when compared to men, and can also be restrained by their families, as they are called
to juggle their private and professional lives all at once. Women are generally viewed as more
dominant within the household, and men are generally viewed as more suitable for
managerial positions (Mihalcova et al., 2015). These perceptions of men and women by
society generally lead to the unfair allocation of job positions and can definitely deprive
women from the chance to elevate their careers and their personal lives at once.

In even more important areas of life, gender stereotypical characterisation of women
have been found to hold the power to deprive them of their fundamental human, and social
rights. Media representations of gender have been found to lead to the strengthening of
gender stereotypical beliefs, of the gender role norms, as well as enhancing the endorsement
of sexist beliefs, harassment, and violence in men, and even eliminate career-related
ambitions in women (Santoniccolo et al., 2023), which is directly related to the findings of
the aforementioned studies about women’s underrepresentation in STEM careers.

Furthermore, Santoniccolo and colleagues emphasise that exposure to objectifying and
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sexualizing representations of women, seems to be inked to the internalization of cultural
ideals of appearance, endorsement of sexist attitudes and tolerance of abuse and body

shame. These then lead to the harm of the physical and psychological wellbeing of women, as
their body image is directly affected by these negative attitudes, they are led to constant
monitoring of their body and appearance, and they then become more prone to developing
disordered eating behaviours. Gender discrimination has also been documented to indirectly
affect the mental and physical well-being of individuals that are being discriminated against
(in most cases women), alongside other factors that mitigate the negative effects of
discrimination on mental and physical health (e.g., lack of social support) (Hennein et al.,
2021).

More research has dived even deeper into the impact and influence of gender
stereotypes on the role of women in the workplace. Heilman, (2012) in their chapter titled
gender stereotypes and workplace bias, defined gender stereotypes in two distinct ways. They
referred to descriptive gender stereotypes (how men and women are like) and prescriptive
gender stereotypes (what men and women should be like) with regards to their implications
for women'’s career progress. They discuss the fact that both descriptive and prescriptive
gender stereotypes promote gender bias in their own ways. Descriptive gender stereotypes
create negative performance expectations regarding women, as there is an uphold of the
perception that there is a poor fit between what women are like and the characteristics and
attributes that are necessary for successful performance and fulfilment of the roles that are
described as male positions. In addition, prescriptive gender stereotypes create normative
behavioural standards that induce disapproval and social penalties when they are violated or
when violation is inferred due to the fact that a woman is successful.

As we can infer from these findings, gender stereotypes dictate the ways in which

men and women should appear and behave like, and this brings negative consequences for
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the social and professional lives especially of women, since they are simply not viewed by
society as having the innate characteristics to cope in managerial positions and in workplaces
that are heavily considered as positions that require male characteristics, thus depriving
women of career opportunities and professional elevation.

Although the findings point towards the fact that women are negatively impacted by
gender stereotypes, however, more recent evidence suggests that men can also be affected by
gender stereotypical characterisations. Objectification and toxic masculinity are some of the
concepts that have concerned research around the topic of gender stereotypes of men thus far.
Men’s higher scores in psychometrical scales that measure harmful masculinities, indicate a
higher chance of expression of violence and poor mental health, with the effects being
replicable across three different countries (Hill et al., 2020), and these behaviours do not only
harm men themselves, but they also harm people in their relationships, as socially prescribed
gender roles and toxic masculinity ideals lead to behaviours that are destructive and lean to
toxicity and unhappiness in heterosexual romantic relationships (Gray, 2021).

The findings about the negative ways in which both men and women are being
impacted by gender stereotypes and representations lead us to the further analysis of the next
element that will also be investigated within the scope of the current study, which is the
concept of sexism.

Sexism

The concept of sexism within the scope of social psychology is often described as
comprising of two main practices of sexism. Those are hostile sexism and benevolent sexism.
The terms are mentioned under the more generic label of Ambivalent Sexism, which were all
coined by Glick and Fiske (1996). Ambivalent Sexism: Ambivalent sexism includes two
sides of the harmful elements of sexism: Benevolent sexism (e.g., chivalrous ideology) and

Hostile sexism (hostility against women and their rights). These attitudes have been
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supported to be very harmful with regards to society, since they negatively influence
women'’s rights and the goal for gender equality. Sexism is an important element that needs to
be investigated within the scope of contact between the genders, because attitudes that relate
to sexism have been found to affect at least some of the interactions between men and
women. Glick & Fiske, (2001), the researchers that proposed the Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory which has been successfully administered to 19 nations and well over 15,000 male
and female participants all over the world, support that both hostile and benevolent sexism
are prevalent in many cultures and are able to predict gender inequality. The rejection of
hostile sexism due to its more violent nature is more prevalently rejected by women rather
then men, but due to the more subtle nature of benevolent sexism, both genders are more
prone to endorsing it, with the most negative aspect being that it seriously inhibits the efforts
of society for gender equality.

From the early studies that investigated alongside other variables the effect of
ambivalent sexism on tolerance of sexual harassment, has found that ambivalent sexism and
more specifically hostility against women, are some of the greatest predictors of tolerance of
sexual harassment, demonstrating that individuals of both genders that tolerate sexual
harassment share ambivalence and hostility against women (Russell & Trigg, 2004).
Although benevolent sexism might seem harmless at first glance, results from studies that
investigated the dangers of benevolent sexism for women have found that benevolent sexism
is worse than hostile sexism for women’s cognitive performance, and researchers noted that
identification with one’s gender did not seem to protect against benevolent sexism (Dardenne
et al., 2007). The researchers attribute these findings and insidious dangers of benevolent
sexism, to its positive and seemingly inoffensive tone. Further research has also identified the
contribution of benevolent sexism to the conservation of gender inequalities, since research in

this sector shows that men and women who endorse benevolent sexism are much less likely
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to be viewed as sexists, when compared to men or women that endorse hostile sexism against
women (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005). This data adds to the argument that indeed, the
endorsement of benevolent sexism cannot be as easily identified as hostile sexism, and this
allows for its negative effects to continue to be a burden to gender inequalities and gender
discrimination.

The impact of ambivalent sexism was also investigated in the scope of the social and
sexual double standards that undermine the social equality between the genders. Zaikman and
Marks, (2014) found that individuals’ sexist beliefs and attitudes towards both men and
women were related to negative evaluations of highly sexually active individuals of the same
gender, and that benevolent attitudes towards the opposite gender were linked to positive
evaluation of highly sexually active targets of the opposite gender. This relationship between
sexism and sexual double standards shows how perceptions towards the genders influences
the way people judge other people’s actions merely based on the variable of gender.

Ambivalent sexism has been studied within the scope of close relationships, a theme
that is directly related to the current study. Findings support that hostile and benevolent
sexism have the power to shape relationship ideals, and more specifically, the aspect of
benevolent sexism has been found to predict partner ideals, in both China and the US, besides
the cultural differences that exist between these two countries. Hostile attitudes were found to
predict men’s ideals, again, in both countries and cultures (Lee et al., 2010). The findings
demonstrate the effect of ambivalent sexism on different types of cultures, suggesting that it
is inevitably an intercultural phenomenon.

The negative consequences of sexist attitudes make their appearance pretty frequently
within the scope of employment equity, as mentioned earlier. Hideg and Ferris, (2016)
enhanced the literature around the effects of ambivalent sexism with regards to employment

equity with four studies, by investigating more specifically the positive and negative effects
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of benevolent sexism on the policies that had been employed for the support of gender-based
employment equity. They found that endorsement of benevolent sexism, as well as priming
individuals towards endorsing benevolently sexist attitudes, increases the chances of support
of the potential employment equity policies, and this effect was mediated by feelings of
compassion. However, they discovered that these intentions applied only to policies of
employment equity that had to do with hiring women in stereotypically feminine positions,
and not positions that are stereotypically masculine. These results at first glance show that
benevolent sexism may bring positive outcomes when it comes to policy making, but it does
not take long for the negative outcomes of the subtle undermining nature of benevolent
sexism’s nature to make its appearance in the real-life settings, as it turns out it contributes to
occupational gender segregation, and eliminating actions towards promoting women in job
positions that they are underrepresented in.

Yet another study that demonstrated the undermining and dangerous nature of
benevolent sexism was the one by Becker and Wright, (2011). Investigating the effects of
both hostile and benevolent sexism on motivation for collective action towards contributing
for social change, this research has showed that exposure of women to benevolent sexism
eliminates their motivation in engagement in collective action, whereas exposure of women
to hostile sexism increases their willingness to take part in collective action towards social
change. Variables that mediated these relationships were the variables of gender-specific
system justification and perceived advantages of being a woman, as well as positive and
negative affect. The mediating power of these variables was validated via manipulations of
these variables within the researchers’ studies, since increasing gender-specific system
justification and perceived advantages of being a woman, indeed reduced intentions to
participate in collective action. Additionally, the activation of gender stereotypes in

experimental studies has been supported to increase system justification (Jost & Kay, 2005),
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since activation of variables such as communal and agentic gender stereotypes, as well as
benevolent and hostile sexism items, increase support for the status quo among women,
whereas activating stereotypes of men as agentic also had a similar effect on status quo for
both genders, but only when women’s characteristics were associated with higher status.

Justification of the traditional system and conventional gender roles have also been
studied in younger ages, more specifically in young school students, and European contexts
and countries like Spain (Ferrero & Lopez, 2007). Findings suggest that indeed, benevolent
sexism towards both men and women contribute to the maintenance of established
conventional gender roles and expectations from both genders. The findings in such young
samples suggest that as mentioned before in this introduction, gender stereotypes and
expectations are deeply embedded in today’s society, so much so that they make their
appearance even in young children’s behaviour from a very young age.

Furthermore, the phenomenon of ambivalent sexism has also been investigated across
ages, and across time in large samples (more than 10,000 adult participants), with the aim to
study the development of the phenomenon across time and across different ages, as well as its
trajectory for both men and women (Hammond et al., 2018). The findings suggest that
benevolent sexism, had a positive linear trajectory for male participants and tended to remain
the same across time. Across the lifespan, the trajectory for endorsement of hostile sexism
from both males and females presented a U-shape, and this was also true for the endorsement
of benevolent sexism from women. However, the positive side of the findings was that,
overall, the endorsement of the two types of sexism presented a decreasing tendency for most
ages.

Thus, it is essential for social psychological researchers to investigate the
development of phenomena such as the one of ambivalent sexism, since the endorsement of

those beliefs presents interesting changes over time, and across ages and genders. The



23

findings derived from these studies provide social psychological research with important
information that will further help with the development of strategies for the effective
elimination of the negative consequences of such phenomena. The results and conclusions of
these studies demonstrate the important role of sexism in communication between genders,
gender stereotypes and gender equality.

Feminism

The ideology of feminism has additional importance within the frame of studying
gender and gender prejudice formation. In this study we considered it important to also
investigate the role that feminism plays with regards to contact between genders and gender
stereotypes and discrimination. The initial study by Endendijk, (2023), assessed sexism levels
of participants that had various levels of contact with same-gender and other-gender friends,
acquaintances and contact with other-gender romantic partners, in order to assess how the
participants’ contact influenced, if at all, their gender-inequality/ gender prejudiced beliefs.
The addition of the variable of feminist beliefs is something we thought important enough to
add into this study, because, assessing whether and how contact affects feminist beliefs, we
could also explore how those with high levels in sexism would perform in a feminist beliefs
assessment scale.

Individuals that support feminism vs individuals who disagree with feministic values
and who do not identify with the feminist identity may react/behave differently when
interacting with others, especially when interacting with women that belong in an outgroup.
Studies demonstrate the various characteristics of the feminist identity (e.g., feminist men vs
feminist women), the various ways someone identifies with the different approaches to
feminism (feminists vs non-labelers), as well as how identifying with feministic values leads

to differences in the perception of many social circumstances. Feminist attitudes and values
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can also influence personal attitudes (e.g., relationship between feminism and body
image/disordered eating).

In an attempt to identify the various possible ways in which willingness to label
oneself as a feminist is associated with gender role identity, support for feminism and non-
traditional gender roles, Toller et al., (2004), conducted a study investigating the relationships
between these variables. The findings suggest that men who score higher in masculine
characteristics of personality, are less likely to be willing to label themselves as feminists,
whereas men who score higher in more feminine characteristics, are more likely to be willing
to self-identify as feminists. Similarly for the women, it was found that identification with the
label ‘feminist’ was more favourable for the women who scored higher in more masculine
traits and characteristics, as more feminine women, viewed feminism and non-traditional
gender roles to be more masculine, and tend more to steer clear of this identification, so as to
not appear more masculine than feminine. The researchers suggest that this may also be the
case because the term ‘feminist’ is more associated with ‘dominating’ and ‘aggressive’
connotations, as demonstrated by other studies as well. A similar example is the study by
Madison et al., (2014), who investigated the feminist paradox — the fact that although the
ultimate goal of the feminist movement is to improve the social conditions for women, only a
minority of women in modern societies self-identify as feminists. The perception that women
who identify as feminists project more masculine physiological and psychological
characteristics, discourages women from willing to identify as feminists in fear of being
perceived as less feminine. The researchers indicate that they also found evidence for
biological differences (measures of dominance personality trait and measures of digit ratios
from both hands) between women who identify and those who chose not to identify as

feminists, which is proposed as another variable that may explain the feminist paradox.
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Additionally, Zucker & Bay-Cheng, (2010), identify the ideological and behavioural
divide between feminists and non-labelers, by indicating that although the ideology of
feminism is beneficial against the negative effects of sexism, there are ideological differences
between individuals who identify as feminists, and those who although they hold feminist
beliefs, do not label themselves as feminists. Indeed, they found that non-labelers engaged in
less collective action for the benefits of women’s rights. They also note how important it is to
detach attitudes from identity for research to be able to predict feminism and its relation to
psychological and behavioural variables, and for the engagement in further social change. An
interesting suggestion that the researchers made was that non-labelers may steer clear from
the feminist label, due to fear of stigma, or other characterisations. Indeed, the stigma of the
feminist label was later identified by further research that indicated that the label of the
feminist and behaviours linked to feminism within the workplace and other social settings
made the individual less favourable for recruitment, and less likely for coworkers to befriend
the individual that identified as a feminist (Anastasopoulos & Desmarais, 2014). Moreover,
the stigma around the ‘feminist’ label, was found to be perpetuated by the “man-hating”
stereotype, while a feminist with a less-stereotypical physical appearance was more likely to
change people’s attitudes towards the feminist label. Additionally, vicarious interaction
between a more stereotypically appearing feminist and a non-feminist significantly increased
identification with the feminist label, while vicarious contact between a less-stereotypically
appearing feminist and a non-feminist did not change attitudes towards the feminist label
(Arcieri, 2017).

The feminist identity has also been explored within the field of personality and
personality traits and characteristics. The dark triad traits are more prominently present in

men, and a higher score in the dark triad is linked with negative attitudes towards feminism



26

and feministic attitudes, even in samples where men and women present the same levels of
feminist attitudes (Douglass et al., 2023).

A rich selection of studies by Van Breen et al., (2017), has investigated gender
identities and group membership via the scope of identification with women, with feminists,
as well as the interaction between those. The findings of their first study, illustrated that
identification with women reflects group attitudes such as femininity and self-stereotyping,
and identification with feminists reflects attitudes towards the group’s social position (e.g.,
perceived sexism). Their second, third and fourth studies demonstrate that higher
1dentification with feminists led to endorsement of radical collective action, as well as critical
attitudes toward gender stereotypes, especially at lower levels of identification with women.
The unique element in this series of studies was the fact that researchers viewed identification
with women and identification with feminists in the sense of separate, distinct identities, and
this multiple identity approach has made room for the exploration of gender identities and
gender issues via different perspectives.

Moreover, the literature around the effects of the gender stereotypes about feminists
on feminist self-identification has provided further information on how individuals exposed
to positive, negative, or no stereotypes about feminism influences whether they decide to
self-identify as feminists or not. Women that were exposed to positive stereotypes about
feminism were twice as likely to want to self-identify as feminists, in comparison to those
who were exposed to either negative or no stereotypes at all, and also demonstrated higher
non-traditional gender-role attitudes and higher performance self-esteem compared to those
who were not exposed to neither positive nor negative feminism stereotypes Roy et al.,
(2007),These findings demonstrate once again how powerful stereotypes are in influencing

the attitudes of individuals that are exposed to them.
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Similar variables that were also linked with higher feminist identification were
women’s social gender identity, exposure to feminism and gender-egalitarian attitudes Leaper
& Arias (2011). In more detail, components of the feminist identity had a great influence on
women’s cognitive appraisals of coping responses to sexual harassment, so for example, self-
identification as a feminist predicted seeking social support when faced with sexual
harassment situations. The independent variables of social gender identity, non-stereotyping
of feminists and public identification as a feminist, predicted higher chances of confrontation
in such situations. The results of these studies led to the conclusion that there are certain
aspects of women’s feminist gender identity that have a significant impact, especially when it
comes to coping responses in situations of sexual harassment.

The impact of the feminist ideology reaches an even deeper levels of the
psychological and physiological wellbeing of women, since there are findings regarding the
feminist ideology’s impact on general psychological wellbeing, as well as physical wellbeing
(e.g., body image, disordered eating), and the feminist ideology’s impact on women’s career
aspirations. The development of the feminist identity and gender-role orientation contributed
independently to the explanation of variance in psychological well-being Saunders & West,
(2006). Specific characteristics that individually related positively to psychological wellbeing
were the variables of instrumentality, expressiveness, and a more well-developed feminist
identity. Additionally, the link between body image, disordered eating behaviours and the
development of a feminist identity has been explored in the context of community-based
programs and samples. Borowsky et al., (2016), found that women who identified as
feminists, reported significantly higher body satisfaction, while those who identified as non-
feminists or those who held feminist beliefs but nonetheless did not adopt the label of the
feminist, reported a much lower satisfaction with their own body. Although there was this

significant difference in body image of young adult women who identified or did not identify
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as feminists, the mere identification as a feminist did not improve disordered eating in
women who had already developed disordered eating behaviours. Although there was no
evidence that adopting this label can actually improve one’s disordered eating behaviours, the
self-identification of being a feminist and adopting more feminist beliefs can improve young
women’s body image. These findings may work as a basis of developing more efficient
interventions in order to enhance women'’s positive body image, and prevent the development
of eating disorders early on, before their onset.

Regarding the more social consequences of the feminist identity and the positive
outcomes it can have in women’s career aspirations, Lee & Wessel, (2022) provide valuable
findings regarding the relationship between the feminist ideology and women’s perceptions
of their careers and professional potential. Within this study there was assessment of
participants’ perceptions around variables such as women’s career aspirations, anticipated
family-interference-with-work, and willingness to compromise career for family. They found
that among 700 participants, stronger feminist self-identification was more positively related
to women’s career related cognitions. This was also true with stronger participation in
feminist activism. These findings suggest that the feminist identity holds a great impact on
women’s professional and social lives and demonstrates also the importance of being active
within the feminist identity, as being active has shown to also have a beneficial effect on
women’s career taking paths.

The need to tackle gender prejudice

As the aforementioned literature has demonstrated, gender prejudice can lead to
gender inequalities within various aspects of society, and negative consequences in women’s
lives. These data demonstrate that there is a need for gender prejudice to be eliminated, in
order to achieve a fairer society for all genders. The further exploration of research studies in

social psychology, that have explored the essence of the genders can help inform us about
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whether there are any essential differences between the genders and whether we can accept or
reject the current stereotypes and representations that lead to gender prejudice.

A study that analysed multiple meta-analyses of studies that investigated the ‘gender
similarities hypothesis’, by Hyde, (2005), was led to the conclusion that there are in fact, little
to no essential differences between males and females in the cognitive level, the social level,
the personality level, as well as the well-being level. The only moderate-to-large differences
between the two genders was found in motor performance (velocity domain and throwing
distance).

More recent studies also provide support for the fact that there are very few essential
differences between men and women, since the large meta-analytic study by Zell et al.,
(2015), found very similar results with the aforementioned meta-analysis of 2005, after
analysing 106 meta-analytic studies of this subject. They found that only a small percentage
of differences between men and women were described as medium or large. Furthermore,
factors like age, culture and domain (well-being) did not impact the findings.

These results suggest that in essence, men and women are very similar with regards to
abilities in all domains of life, with the differences between them due to the sole factor of
gender being very small. These findings thus lead us to the conclusion that many of the
boundaries and differences we assign to reasons surrounding the gender factor, are purely
created by societal stereotypes and expectations.

Allport’s Intergroup Contact Hypothesis: In the context of gender
Intergroup Contact and its effects

Gordon Allport’s Contact Hypothesis (Allport, 1954) suggests that contact between
competing groups has the power to eliminate prejudices perceptions and ultimately leads to
the realisation and acceptance of the essence of each group. Contact hypothesis by Allport

originally suggested that in order to achieve the elimination of prejudice between two groups,
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there should be four specific conditions under which the groups should come in contact. The
four conditions were for the two groups to be of equal status, to have common goals in order
for the groups to cooperate to achieve those, to be willing to cooperate with one another, and
for institutional support to be present along the lines of this period of contact between the
groups.

Allport’s contact hypothesis has been extensively studied by many researchers in the
field of social psychology and has been provided with extensive support by the results of
important meta-analyses (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Researchers in the aforementioned meta-
analysis, analysed 515 studies and found that indeed intergroup contact leads to lowered
levels of intergroup prejudice, thus suggesting that bringing ingroup and outgroup into
contact has the power to eliminate prejudice between the groups. They state that these effects
are strong enough to generalise to the whole outgroup, and that these effects are prominent in
various types of contact settings, as well as different types of outgroups (e.g., racial, ethnic
prejudice, disability prejudice etc.). Pettigrew and Tropp also suggested that Allport’s
conditions under which contact was suggested to be effective, were not found to be
completely necessary for prejudice elimination to occur, but they did act as good
complementary factors that enhanced the positive effects of intergroup contact. The
researchers also characterised Allport’s four conditions as an “interrelated bundle” rather than
independent factors, as elements of those were found to be very similar, and sometimes had
no clear characteristics or boundaries. Research thus suggests that bringing individuals that
belong to different groups with different identities in contact, can help with the reduction of
prejudiced beliefs that each individual or group has for the competing party.

Although the contact hypothesis was created on a basis to eliminate racial prejudice
specifically, it was later supported by many other studies, that the contact hypothesis can also

be an efficient way of eliminating prejudice in other contexts of social discrimination, and
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that as a theory, it was so powerful, that it could generalise to reduce prejudice against
members of a variety of marginalized groups.

As the current study is very much focused on investigating how intergroup contact
between the genders influences gender inequality beliefs, it has been deemed necessary to
review the most important parts of the literature around how intergroup contact in the
contexts of friendship and heterosexual romantic relationships influences, if at all, prejudiced
beliefs about the outgroup.

Contact in the context of friendship.

The effectiveness of intergroup contact on the elimination of prejudice has also been
studied in the context of friendship. Davies et al., (2011) initiated a metanalysis regarding
cross-group friendships and intergroup attitudes, which led to the conclusion that time spent
with outgroup friends, as well as self-disclosure, led to much greater and improved attitudes
towards the outgroup in comparison to other measures. They thus suggest that cross-group
friendships promote positive intergroup attitudes, but the definition of the term “friendship”
may influence the effectiveness of intergroup contact. They emphasise, that active,
transactional engagement between friends is the most effective way for challenging negative
attitudes between ingroup and outgroup.

Moreover, it has also been supported that having indirect contact with the outgroup
can also be as effective as direct contact with the outgroup in reducing prejudiced beliefs.
This means that having a friend that has a friend that belongs to an outgroup, can influence
the reduction of prejudice with regards to the outgroup that the person belongs to (Pettigrew
et al., 2007). The presence of opportunity for contact between the groups is also emphasised
in these findings, as are some other characteristics that may limit the chances of coming in
contact (e.g., having an authoritarian personality). Individual and collective sense of threat

are some mediators in the relationship between friendship and prejudice reduction. Within
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more recent evidence, it is shown that because the development of prejudice and negative
stereotypes begins from a young age, it is suggested that cross-group friendships formed and
encouraged early in life, can eliminate the chances of children becoming prejudiced against
the outgroup, and can thus help address the negative long-term consequences of many types
of prejudice (racism, discrimination), that have their roots in childhood (Killen et al., 2022)

The way that friendships may or may not influence specifically gender prejudice has
recently started being investigated, with recent findings indicating that for emerging adult
men, hostile sexism was more negatively associated with having female friends, while hostile
sexism was found to be positively associated with having male friends. Additionally,
benevolent sexism appeared not to be influenced by any type of friendship. For emerging
adult women, there were no significant relations between friends and gender prejudiced
attitudes. The authors suggested that this may be the case because ambivalent sexism was
assessed, which is a type of sexism directly related to the female gender (Jenkins, 2023).

The literature on gender prejudice and the influence of same-gender and other —
gender friendships on the elimination of gender prejudice still remains understudied,
especially with regards to any mediating or moderating variables, such as contentedness with
one’s own gender. This is why the current study has deemed necessary to further investigate
this relationship. Additionally studying other variables within this relationship between
friendship and gender prejudice, like the feminist attitudes, will provide the literature with
valuable information about the ways in which attitudes other than sexism are affected by
social relationships, such as friendships.

Very early findings around the impact of feminism on same-gender friendships
between women had been found by researchers Rose and Roades (1987). They hypothesized
that the specific ideology of “sisterhood” within the feminist movement, would mean that

feminists’ and non-feminists’ same-gender friendships would have many differences. Their
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sample consisted of heterosexual feminists and non-feminists, as well as lesbian feminists.
This study also included the variable of sexuality, which provided interesting findings. They
found that lesbian feminists preferred more privacy with their friends than those who did not
identify as feminists but, they rated their friends as lower on relationship quality and degree
of equality than heterosexual feminists and non-feminists. The variables of affective content
of friendship (e.g., liking, loving, satisfaction and commitment) did not present any
differences between the three groups of participants. Finally, feminists were the only group
within the study to subjectively perceive their feminism as having contributed to both
structural and affective changes in their friendships. These findings suggest that the feminist
ideology, holds the power to create different dynamics between same-gender relationships,
especially among women, and this suggests that further research is indeed necessary for the
literature to draw more consistent conclusions and explore the dynamics of these
relationships even further.

Contact in the context of heterosexual romantic relationships

The current study aims to further explore how contact within other-gender romantic
relationships influences sexist and feminist beliefs, and the ways in which gender and gender
contentedness moderate this relationship. The investigation of this relationship is another
essential element that needed to be studied within the scope of intergroup contact and gender
prejudice elimination.

More specifically, heterosexual intimacy may very well affect the way men and
women view gender inequality and similar beliefs, since communication with an individual
of the opposite gender while in a romantic relationship may be characterised by a different
relationship dynamic than friendships. It is documented in research that men and women in
heterosexual relationships experience romantic relationships in different ways and maintain

both their similarities and differences in various levels within their relationships (Karantzas et
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al., 2011). Although the study by Endendijk, (2023) did not find any effect of other gender
contact in romantic relationships on gender-inequality beliefs, other-gender contact with
romantic partners within the context of gender prejudice beliefs remains understudied, thus
there is a need for further exploration of this concept.

Additionally, the relationship between variables such as romance, beauty and
feminism, were extensively investigated by Rudman & Fairchild, (2007). In their initial study
about whether feminism is incompatible with beauty and romance, the researchers found that
both men and women perceived beauty as being in disagreement with feminism, that the
stereotype that feminists were unattractive was robust. They also found that more attractive
female participants had lower feminist orientations than their less attractive counterparts, and
that romantic conflict was a negative predictor of support for feminism and women’s civil
rights. One of the most important findings was that participants demonstrated that beliefs that
feminism and sexual harmony are incompatible, negatively predicted support for feminism
and women’s civil rights. The findings of this study were further investigated into a next
study by Rudman & Phelan, (2007). In that study, the researchers explored the accuracy of
the aforementioned findings. Surprisingly, they found that having a feminist partner, led to a
healthier romantic relationship for women. Men who reported having a feminist partner, also
reported greater relationship stability, as well as sexual satisfaction. The negative stereotypes
about feminists being single, unattractive, or lesbian, were not provided with any support
within these findings, suggesting that the once perceived negative association between
feminism and romance was in fact, inaccurate. These findings suggest the importance of
concepts like feminism and highlight their importance role within romantic relationships.

The fact that the results of these studies presented such differences between each
other, besides the fact that they took place within the same year, and that had similar samples,

demonstrates how stereotypes and association between concepts can be supported or not at all
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supported from one study to the other. Many other extraneous variables take place within
social psychological experimental studies, and this is the reason why interpretation of
findings around social psychological concepts like stereotypes and prejudice should be done
with caution and with the thought in mind that social situations and samples may very well
differ from one another.

Aims and objectives of the current study — the need for replication in Cyprus

A replication of the design of the existing study by Endendijk (2023) will be
beneficial for the academic community of psychology in Cyprus, since its findings will help
us shed light on the different ways in which contact with same-gender friends and
acquaintances, as well as contact with romantic partners influence gender prejudiced beliefs,
as well as feminist beliefs, and it will also help us investigate whether gender and gender
contentedness moderate the relationship between contact and gender prejudiced beliefs.

The inclusion of the feminist attitudes measure is one that has not been investigated
before alongside the investigation of ambivalent sexism. The investigation of feminist
attitudes alongside the investigation of ambivalent sexism, will demonstrate how same-
gender and other-gender contact influences the positive gender beliefs of feminism, and
whether those who demonstrate high sexism levels, demonstrate any differences in their
feminist attitudes.

The additional advantage of this study will be the fact that the gender prejudice beliefs
are mostly investigated with university students and younger samples, but this study aimed to
recruit participants from various age groups, so that we can infer whether age plays an
important role when it comes to the influence of contact on gender prejudiced beliefs. Having
a more inclusive age range will hopefully provide us with valuable information regarding a
higher and more inclusive number of individuals and will be more representative of the

Cypriot and Mediterranean community.
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Research Question and Hypotheses of the current study

The research question of the current study is the following: “Does contact with same-
gender and other-gender friends, acquaintances and other-gender romantic partners
influence individual levels of sexism and feminism, and is this relationship moderated by
gender and gender contentedness?”
Hypotheses

For the purposes of this study, we will test again the hypotheses of the original study
by Endendijk, (2023), while slightly alternating them to include the new elements that were
added in the current study (e.g., feminist beliefs — the LFAIS scale). The first hypothesis is a)
more contact with other-gender friends will be associated with less gender prejudice. The
second hypothesis that we will be testing is b) less contact with same-gender friends will be
associated with less gender prejudice. Additionally, the third hypothesis of the current study
is, ¢) contact with the other gender in a romantic relationship will be associated with more
gender prejudice, and finally, the fourth hypothesis of this study is that d) the association
between more other-gender contact (or less same-gender contact) with friends and lower
gender prejudice will be stronger for people high on gender contentedness, as well as for
men.

Method

Participants

The current study aimed to investigate the ways in which gender and prejudice beliefs
are influenced by the various types of contact of the individuals of Cyprus and the
Mediterranean area. Being over the age of 18 and being able to understand the Greek
language were the only requirements to participate in the study. The study recruited 151
participants in total, of which 133 participants completed the study until the end. Ninety-six

(96) of which were women (72.2%), and thirty-seven (37) of which were men (27.8%). The
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age of our sample ranged between 18 and 80 years old, with a large percentage of our
participants being between 18 and 23 years old (65.5%). The majority of the participants
were of Greek-Cypriot ethnicity (90%), while the rest were of Greek ethnic background and
one participant of Ukrainian ethnic background.

The participants for this study were recruited via snowball methods and via
advertisement of the study on social media platforms (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn) and at
the University of Cyprus via the help of the university’s lecturers.

Materials

The materials for the current study consisted of the materials used by Endendijk
(2023), as well as some additional scales that were implemented to assess other important
concepts and beliefs (e.g., LFAIS — feminism scale, ‘inclusion of other in the self” scale
(Aron et al., 1992)). This section extensively discusses and describes all materials and scales
that were used to conduct the study.

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996).

Using the ambivalent sexism inventory by Glick and Fiske, (1996), we wanted to
capture the participants’ levels of identification with the various sexist beliefs. Participants
indicated the extent to which they agreed with the 22 items of the specific scale. The
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory is a scale that consists of the Hostile Sexism subscale and the
Benevolent Sexism subscale. The first measures hostility against women while the latter
includes items that measure attitudes of protective paternalism, complementary gender
differentiation, and heterosexual intimacy. An example of the items in the hostile sexism
subscale is “Women seek to gain power by getting control over men.”, while an example of
the items in the benevolent sexism subscale is “Women should be cherished and protected by

men.” Participants had to reply to each of the statements in this scale by choosing one of the
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options ranging from ‘0’ - Disagree strongly, to 5’ - Agree strongly. Cronbach’s alpha for the
hostile sexism scale was o = .71, while for the benevolent sexism scale it was o = .38.
Inclusion of Other in the Self (10S) scale - (Aron et al., 1992).

The 10S scale measures how close one feels with individuals that belong to different
groups than themselves. In the case of the current study, this item measured how close one
feels with individuals of the opposite gender. The participants were shown the graphic below
and were asked to indicate on a scale of 1 =no overlap at all, to 7 = most overlap, the degree
to which they felt close to the other gender. The number chosen was the respondent’s score.
We chose to incorporate the IOS scale instead of the scale by Martin et al., that was used in
the original study, since the IOS is a scale that was more well-defined and was closer to the

Contact Hypothesis which is a theory that our study is testing.

o )

LFAIS (Liberal Feminism Attitude and Ideology Scale) (Morgan, 1996).

The LFAIS measures the extent to which individuals embrace or not, the feminist
ideology and attitudes. It is a 60-item scale which incorporates various subscales such as: the
gender role sub-scale (10 items), the discrimination and subordination sub-scale (10 items),
the general feminism sub-scale (6 items), the global goals sub-scale (4 items), the specific
political agendas subscale (20 items), and the Collective Action (Strategies for Change)
subscale (10 items). Examples of the items of the LFAIS scale are some of the following: “It

is insulting to the husband if his wife does not take his last name”, “A woman should have the
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same job opportunities as a man”, “Men should respect women more than they currently do”,
“A "women's movement" is basically irrelevant to the most vital concerns of our society.”
The participants had to answer on the 60 items of this scale, by picking an answer ranging
from Strongly disagree- ‘1°, to Strongly agree- ‘6. Cronbach’s alpha could not be obtained
for the specific scale.

Quality and Quantity of same-gender and other-gender contact with friends and
acquaintances.

This measure aimed to assess (1) how many of the participants’ closest friends and
acquaintances were women and men, and (2) the amount of contact with same-gender and
other-gender friends and acquaintances in school or at work, individually or in groups that
participants have. The first scale was used to measure quantity of male/female friends and
acquaintances, and included 4 questions, while quality of contact with male/female friends
and acquaintances was assessed via a scale consisting of 8 items. Response options for the
scale measuring quality will range from 1 = not at all, to 5 = a lot.

Other-gender contact with a romantic partner

Other gender contact with a romantic partner was assessed via the simple question:
‘Have you been in a heterosexual romantic relationship in the past 12 months?’. Response
options were “yes” or “no”.

Gender contentedness

An adapted version of the gender contentedness subscale of Egan and Perry's (2001)
multidimensional gender identity assessment was used to measure participants' satisfaction
with, and pride of, their own gender (Kornienko et al., 2016), exactly like the original study
by Endendijk, (2023) did. This subscale consisted of 6 items (e.g., ‘I am proud to be a
[woman/man]’) and the response options ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly

agree. Gender contentedness is a concept that can be related to Social Identity Theory and the
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way in which it is measured. The way one identifies with their own gender can indicate the
extent to which they feel content with being that specific gander. Cronbach’s alpha for the
gender contentedness scale was a = .49.
Procedure

The study took place online, via the use of a Qualtrics generated link that led directly
to the questionnaire. The questionnaire commenced with the consent form, which informed
participants about the aims of the study and provided them with all the details that they
needed to complete the questionnaire. At the end of the consent form, the consent question
that was used, asked participants to indicate if they agreed to take part in the study. If a
participant chose to disagree and not take part after reading the information about the study,
they were led to the end of the questionnaire and were thanked for their time. All the
participants that chose to agree to take part, were then presented with the first set of
demographic questions to answer, which included age (requirement to be 18+), ethnicity,
gender, and education level. The current study was a replication of the design of an existing
study published by Endendijk (2023), thus most of the items that were used in this study were
very similar to those used in the aforementioned study, although we made some alterations to
accommodate for the different elements that we wanted to capture, like the addition of the
LFAIS scale and the use of the IOS scale. The questionnaire was translated to a Greek
version, since we aimed to recruit Greek-speaking participants and investigate the various
forms of contact within the scope of gender and prejudice reduction of individuals living in
the Mediterranean area, and more specifically in Cyprus.

The first set of items that participants were assessed at was the Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Then, participants were asked to report how close they felt
with individuals of the other gender, using the IOS measure by Aron et al., (1992). This

measure included the use of a graphical representation image. Next on, the participants were



41

asked to complete the LFAIS (Liberal Feminism Attitude and Ideology Scale) (Morgan,
1996), which measured the extent to which individuals embraced the feminist ideology and
attitudes related to the feminist movement. Moreover, the quality and quantity of same-
gender and other-gender contact with friends and acquaintances was assessed via the use of
two scales that aimed to measure attitudes and practices around interpersonal relationships,
such as number of same-gender or other-gender friends and acquaintances. Participants were
then asked to report other gender contact with a romantic partner via a simple question, as
well as how content they felt with their own gender via the use of a gender contentedness
subscale. After completing all the questionnaires, participants were debriefed and informed
further about the aims and goals of the study they had just completed and were then thanked
for their time.

Results

The results section of this study will be presented in the following way. This first
section will present the demographic information of our sample, as well as the descriptive
statistics, and then, in the following paragraphs, the hypotheses (descriptive statistics and
regression/moderation tests) that were tested will be presented one by one, alongside the
evidence that were found for those.

Descriptive statistics: The age of our sample ranged between 18 and 80 years old,
with a large percentage of our participants being between 18 and 23 years old (65.5%). The
majority of the participants were of Greek-Cypriot ethnicity (90%), while the rest were of
Greek ethnic background and one participant of Ukrainian ethnic background. Regarding the
educational level of the individuals who took part in our study, fifty (50) participants reported
that they had reached the level of receiving their high school or technical school-college
diploma/apolytirion (37.6%), and five (5) participants indicated that they had reached the

level of completing their GCSE, A-levels or equivalent exams (3.8%). Forty-nine (49)
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participants reported that they had completed their university degree (BSc, BA, etc.) (36.8%),
and twenty-eight (28) participants had reached the level of a Master’s degree (MSc, MA, etc.)
(21.2%). Only one (1) of our participants reported to have completed their PhD degree
(0.8%). There were no participants that indicated ‘no’ when asked if they wanted to take part.
However, a significant number of participants (33), failed to provide a number as an answer
to the questions regarding the number of female and male friends and acquaintances, which
resulted in missing values that are expected to have negatively impacted the results and the
findings of the current study.

The first Hypothesis of this study was that “More contact with other-gender friends
will be associated with less gender prejudice”. To test the first hypothesis, we conducted
hierarchical linear regressions, with hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and feminist attitudes
as the dependent variables, and quality of contact with friends as the independent variable.
The analyses were all done separately for each gender (men and women).

For hostile sexism, and men’s contact with friends and acquaintances that were
women, we found that hostile sexism attitudes were not significantly affected by men’s
contact with female friends and acquaintances, F(4, 36) = 1.26, p = .307. For women, contact
with individuals of the same gender, did in fact predict their levels of hostile sexism, F' (4, 95)
=4.11, p = .004. The specific model explained 15% of the variance in hostile sexism. This
meant that contact of women with friends and acquaintances that were also women, had the
power to lower women’s hostile sexism levels.

Additionally, for men, contact with same-gender individuals in friendships, as well as
having same-gender acquaintances, did not significantly predict their levels of hostile sexism,
F(4,36)=1.99, p = .120. The same effect was observed with women that had contact with
friends and acquaintances who were male, since hostile sexism levels were found no to be

predicted by these relationships either, F(4, 95) = .80, p = .524.
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When investigating whether male friendships and acquaintances influenced at all
men’s levels of benevolent sexism, it was found that these types of same-gender relationships
did not seem to have impacted men’s benevolent sexist attitudes, as expected, F(4, 36) =
2.06, p =.109. Also, when investigating whether male friendships and acquaintances
influenced at all women’s levels of benevolent sexism, we found that women’s benevolent
sexism was not significantly predicted by contact with male friends and acquaintances, F(4,
95)=.442,p=.778.

When investigating whether female friendships and acquaintances influenced at all
men’s levels of benevolent sexism, we found that men’s other-gender friendships and
acquaintance relationships, did not significantly influence their levels of benevolent sexism,
F(4,36)=.57, p =.687. Almost the same effect was found in female same-gender friendships
and acquaintance relationships with regards to benevolently sexist attitudes. Benevolent
sexism was not predicted by those relationships, F(4, 95) = .64, p = .637.

Since we also wanted to investigate whether feminist attitudes were impacted by men
and women’s same-gender and other-gender friends and acquaintances, we also conducted a
regression analysis including feministic attitudes as a dependent variable. During these
analyses it was found that male other-gender friendships and acquaintance relationships with
women, did not significantly predict men’s feministic attitudes, F(4, 36) = 1.02, p = .410.
Women’s feministic attitudes were also not predicted by having female friends and
acquaintances, F(4, 95) = .67, p = .613. Additionally, men’s friendships and acquaintance
relationships with men, did not significantly predict their feministic attitudes, F(4, 36) = 1.76,
p =.161, and women’s feministic attitudes were also non-significantly predicted by having
contact with male friends and acquaintances, F(4, 95) = .61, p = .655.

The second hypothesis of the current study was that “Less contact with same-gender

friends will be associated with less gender prejudice”. To test the second hypothesis, we
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conducted a linear regression with the number of friends and acquaintances as the predictor
and the gender prejudiced beliefs (hostile sexism, benevolent sexism), as well as feminism, as
the dependent variables. We found that for men, levels of hostile sexism were not predicted
by having more male friends and acquaintances, F(2, 24) = .33, p = .725, and that hostile
sexism levels for women were also not predicted by having more female friends, F(2, 67) =
2.45, p = .094, although this was the closest effect from the analyses in reaching significance.

When investigating whether number of female friends and acquaintances influenced
at all levels of hostile sexism in men, we found that hostile sexism levels were not
significantly predicted by having female friends and acquaintances for men, F(2, 25) = .46, p
=.636. Additionally, when investigating whether more female friends and acquaintances
predicted levels of hostile sexism in female participants, we also failed to discover a
significant prediction, F(2, 67) = 2.06, p = .136.

Moreover, benevolent sexism levels were non-significantly predicted by having male
friends and acquaintances in male participants, F(2, 24) = .11, p = .893, and having male
friends and acquaintances in female participants, also did not significantly predict levels of
benevolent sexism, F(2, 67) =.21, p = .812. For men, having women friends and
acquaintances, did not significantly influence their levels of benevolent sexism, F(2, 25) =
32, p=.725, and for women, having female friends and acquaintances, also did not
significantly predict benevolent sexism levels, F(2, 67) = .56, p = .572.

When looking into how feministic attitudes were influenced by the number of same-
gender and other-gender friends and acquaintances, we found a marginally significant effect
in male participants, who had male friends and acquaintances, F(2, 24) =3.17, p = .062. We
also found a statistically significant effect when looking into how feministic attitudes were
influenced by women participants having male friends and acquaintances, F(2, 67) =4.77, p

=.012 (p < .05). This demonstrates that for women, having male friends and acquaintances,
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significantly heightened their levels of feminist attitudes and beliefs. This model explained
12% of the variance in feminist attitudes and beliefs.

Additionally, when investigating whether having female friends and acquaintances,
we found that men’s feminist beliefs were statistically significantly heightened by the number
of female friends, F(2, 25)=4.91,p=.017 (p <.05), b=-.501, b = -. 225. This model
predicted 29% of the variance in feminist attitudes. Another statistically significant effect was
found when investigating whether women participants’ feministic attitudes were influenced
by the number of female friends and acquaintances, F(2, 67) = 5.55, p =.006 (p < .05). This
model explained 14% of the variance in feminist attitudes. Women participants’ feminist
attitudes were higher when female participants reported interacting with a higher number of
female friends and acquaintances.

The third hypothesis of this study was that “Contact with the other gender in a
romantic relationship will be associated with more gender prejudice”. To test the third
hypothesis, we conducted a linear regression analysis, one for each dependent variable
(hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and feminist attitudes). The results demonstrated that
being in a heterosexual romantic relationship for the past twelve months, only significantly
predicted levels of hostile sexism in male participants, F(1, 36) = 8.23, p <.05 (.007), b= -
436 and this model explained 19% of the variance in hostile sexism. Being male, in a
heterosexual romantic relationship, hostile sexism levels appeared to be decreasing. Being in
a heterosexual romantic relationship the last twelve months, did not significantly predict
women’s levels of hostile sexism, F(1, 95) =.56, p = .457, neither did it predict male
participants’ benevolent sexism, F(1, 36) = .04, p = .853, nor did it predict women
participants’ benevolent sexism, F (1, 95) =.17, p = .684. Being in a heterosexual romantic
relationship the past twelve months, also failed to predict men F(1, 36) =.00, p = 996, or

women’s feminist attitudes, F(1, 95) = .46, p = .499.
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These findings are similar to the findings of Endendijk, (2023) who noted that
heterosexual romantic relationships did not seem to influence any gender prejudiced attitudes,
with the difference that in our sample, we detected an effect of heterosexual romantic contact
in men’s hostile sexism levels. Men’s hostile sexism levels appeared to be lower when men
reported that they were involved in a heterosexual romantic relationship the past year.

The fourth hypothesis indicated that “The association between more other-gender
contact (or less same-gender contact) with friends and lower gender prejudice will be
stronger for people high on gender contentedness, as well as for men”. Finally, to test the
fourth hypothesis, we conducted a moderation analysis, with contact with male/female
friends as the predictor, with gender prejudiced beliefs as the independent variable, and
gender contentedness as the moderator.

When investigating how gender contentedness moderates the relationship between
contact with male friends and hostile sexism levels, we found that gender contentedness
significantly moderated the interaction between having male friends and hostile sexism
levels, b =0.10, BCa CI1[0.02, 0.19], z=2.51, p <.05 (p = .012). Being in contact with male
friends, led to higher levels of hostile sexism attitudes, and being content with one’s own
gender appeared to be a moderator of the relationship between these variables, by lowering
levels of hostile sexism. When investigating whether gender contentedness moderated the
relationship between having male friends and benevolent sexism levels, we found that gender
contentedness did not significantly moderate the interaction between having male friends and
levels of benevolent sexism, b = -0.02, BCa CI [-0.07, 0.03], z=-0.97, p = .33. Additionally,
there was no significant moderation of gender contentedness in the relationship between
having male friends and feminist attitude levels, » = .003, BCa CI [-0.02, 0,03], z=0.26, p =

Sl
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When investigating whether the relationship between having female friends and
hostile sexism levels is moderated by gender contentedness in our sample as a whole,
including both men and women, we found that there was no significant moderation of gender
contentedness in the relationship between having female friends and hostile sexism levels, b
=-0.05, BCa CI [-0.11, 0.02], z=-1.45, p = .19. Additionally, there was no significant
moderation of gender contentedness between the relationship of having female friends and
levels of benevolent sexism, b = 0.02, BCa CI [-0.02, 0.05], z= 0.90, p = .21. When
investigating whether gender contentedness moderates the relationship between having
female friends and levels of feminist attitudes, we found a non-significant moderation of
gender contentedness in the relationship between feminist attitudes and having female
friends, » = 0.02, BCa CI [-9.76, 0.03], z=1.83, p = .07.

When investigating whether the relationship between hostile sexism and having male
friends, is moderated by the variable of gender, we found that there was a non-significant
interaction between those variables, » = 0.04, BCa CI [-0.04, 0.12], z=1.07, p = .47. Also the
relationship between having male friends and levels of benevolent sexism, was also non-
significantly moderated by gender, b = -0.02, BCa CI [-0.06, 0.02], z=-0.89, p = .32. The
relationship between having male friends and levels of feminist attitudes, was also non-
significantly moderated by gender, » = 0.01, BCa CI [-0.01, 0.03], z= 0.96, p = .08.

Moreover, when investigating whether there was a moderating effect of gender on the
relationship between having female friends and gender prejudiced beliefs (hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism levels), as well as feminist beliefs, we found that the only significant
interaction was the one between having female friends and levels of feminism, 5 = 0.004,
BCa CI [-0.01, 0.02], z= 0.49, p < .05 (p = .008). Thus, having female friends was

significantly associated with alternating levels of feminism. The rest of the interactions were
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all non-signficant, hence, there was not a moderating effect of gender between having female
friends and gender prejudiced beliefs (hostile sexism levels, benevolent sexism levels).
Discussion

The current study aimed to investigate the relationship between various types of
same-gender and other-gender contact and the impact of these types of contact on gender
prejudiced and gender related beliefs and attitudes. This was done via the attempt to replicate
the design of the study by Endendijk (2023), which was used as an example study to guide
the development of the current one, by investigating in general, the same research question,
and similar hypotheses. More specifically, the contact between same-gender friends and
acquaintances, other-gender friends and acquaintances, as well as the contact between
heterosexual romantic partners were all investigated with regards to how they influence both
men and women’s levels of hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and feminist attitudes and
beliefs. It was also investigated whether the relationship between contact and gender
prejudiced beliefs was moderated if at all, by gender and gender contentedness.

The research question of the current study was “Does contact with same-gender and
other-gender friends, acquaintances and other-gender romantic partners influence individual
levels of sexism and feminism, and is this relationship moderated by gender and gender
contentedness?”. Drawing from a relatively final small sample of 133 participants, we found
relatively little support for the four hypotheses that were tested. The four hypotheses of the
current study were: a) more contact with other-gender friends will be associated with less
gender prejudice, b) less contact with same-gender friends will be associated with less gender
prejudice, ¢) contact with the other gender in a romantic relationship will be associated with
more gender prejudice, and d) the association between more other-gender contact (or less
same-gender contact) with friends and lower gender prejudice will be stronger for people

high on gender contentedness, as well as for men.
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This study, although small in power has managed to produce some significant effects,
when investigating the effects of intergroup contact on gender prejudice elimination.
Regarding women participants, we found that contact with other women was related to their
levels of hostile sexism, and having male friends, as well as female friends was related to
their feminist attitude levels and beliefs. Thus, women’s feminist beliefs were increased when
female participants reported having friends of both genders, and additionally, women’s
hostile sexism levels were lowered when having increased contact with female friends and
acquaintances. Regarding male participants, our study’s results show that men’s feminist
beliefs were predicted by the number of female friends they reported that they had. Thus,
men’s feminist beliefs were increased when interacting with a higher number of female
friends. Additionally, being in a heterosexual romantic relationship for the past twelve
months, only predicted levels of hostile sexism in male participants. When looking at the
moderating effects of gender contentedness, we found that gender contentedness significantly
moderated the relationship between having male friends and hostile sexism levels, and gender
contentedness moderated the relationship between having female friends and levels of
feminist attitudes that were reported. This study’s findings present a quite a few differences to
the findings that Endendijk (2023) presented, but this could very possibly be because of the
multiple limitations of the current study, and the differences in the approach of studying
certain variables. Although the results of the study might seem quite promising, there are
multiple limitations that constitute the interpretation of the results a very tricky process, and
the interpretations and generalization of the results should be done with caution due to the
limitations. This study also provides some support for the theories that were mentioned (e.g.,
the contact hypothesis, (Allport, 1954), social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), since
some of the findings indicate the influence of contact in different social contexts on gender

prejudiced beliefs, as well as on feminist beliefs and attitudes.
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As with every study in social psychology, this one comes with its own set of
limitations. A limitation of this study is its sample size. This study only recruited 133 fully
completed responses. Considering also the fact that in the protagonist variables of the study,
(e.g., contact with friends and acquaintances), 30 participants failed to provide answers with
numbers in many of the questions regarding their quality and quantity of contact with same-
gender and other-gender friends and acquaintances, thus resulting in a big number of missing
values in some of the most important variables of the study.

Furthermore, due to the correlational design of the current study, we are not able to
infer causality in the statistically significant effects and relationships between the variables
that were discovered in the statistical analyses. The direction of the relationship between the
variables is also hard to claim, as we can only infer a relationship between the variables,
without knowing which variable comes first in the relationship or which one leads to the
other. For example, having found that having female friends relates to the feminist attitudes
of a women, we cannot for certain claim that the fact that there are many female friendships,
that this is the mere reason behind levels of feminist values of women.

As stated above, the findings of the current study should be taken with a grain of salt
and interpreted in caution, since they could have been influenced by extraneous variables that
impacted their true meaning, and due to the fact that the significant effects that were found
between the variables could be false due to the study’s small sample size and power.

This study, although small in statistical power, provides further information for future
directions in the field of contact and its effects on prejudice reduction, and provides some
basis for future studies that want to study the relationships between these variables, and their
causality, as well as the direction of the relationship between them. This study has also made
the first steps in further investigation of how various types of contact and interactions

influence gender prejudiced beliefs in the context of Cyprus, a Mediterranean country that
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may have quite a few cultural differences in these social psychological domains when
compared to other European countries.

Future studies could take the study of these variables a step further by studying more
closely the influence of the participants' social and personal relationships, gathering more
valid evidence, such as closer monitoring of individuals' actual behaviors. More specifically,
the use of qualitative data will provide future studies the ability to detail the level of actual
interactions with friends, acquaintances, and romantic relationships.

In addition, future studies can be more inclusive of the social data of gender by
studying the levels of sexism and feminism from the perspective of the individuals of the
LGBTQ+ community, thus including a more gender inclusive spectrum, by studying the
relationships between all these variables from the point of view of non-heterosexual

individuals by including more definitions of sexuality and gender.



52

References

Allport, G. W. (1954). The Nature of Prejudice. Oxtord, England: Addison-

Wesley. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1954-07324-000
Anastosopoulos, V., & Desmarais, S. (2014). By name or by deed? Identifying the
source of the feminist stigma. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 45.

https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12290

Arcieri, A. (2017). The Stigma of the Feminist Label and its Reduction. University of
Sydney, PhD thesis.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of other in the self scale and
the structure of interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(4),

596-612. https://psycnet.apa.org/do1/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596

Ashforth, B., & Mael, F. (1989). Social Identity Theory and Organization. The

Academy of Management Review, 14, 20-39. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1989.4278999

Barreto, M., & Ellemers, N. (2005). The burden of benevolent sexism: How it
contributes to the maintenance of gender inequalities. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 35(5), 633—642. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.270

Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet another dark side of chivalry: Benevolent
sexism undermines and hostile sexism motivates collective action for social change. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 62—77. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022615

Borowsky, H. M., Eisenberg, M. E., Bucchianeri, M. M., Piran, N., & Neumark-
Sztainer, D. (2016). Feminist identity, body image, and disordered eating. Eating Disorders,

24(4), 297-311. https://doi.org/10.1080/10640266.2015.1123986

Bowman, N. A., Logel, C., LaCosse, J., Jarratt, L., Canning, E. A., Emerson, K. T. U.,

& Murphy, M. C. (2022). Gender representation and academic achievement among STEM-


https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1954-07324-000
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12290
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1989.4278999
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.270
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022615
https://doi.org/10.1080/10640266.2015.1123986

53

interested students in college STEM courses. Journal of Research in Science

Teaching, 59(10), 1876—1900. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21778

Brewer, M. B. (1979). In-group bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A cognitive-

motivational analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 86(2), 307-324. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.86.2.307
Brown, R., Condor, S., Mathews, A., Wade, G., & Williams, J. (1986). Explaining
intergroup differentiation in an industrial organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology,

59(4), 273-286. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.2044-8325.1986.tb00230.x

Dardenne, B., Dumont, M., & Bollier, T. (2007). Insidious dangers of benevolent
sexism: Consequences for women's performance. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 93(5), 764—779. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.764

Davies, K., Tropp, L. R., Aron, A., Pettigrew, T. F., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Cross-
Group Friendships and Intergroup Attitudes: A Meta-Analytic Review Personality and Social

Psychology, Review 15(4), 332-351. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103

Douglass, Melanie & Stirrat, Michael & Koehn, Monica & Vaughan, Robert. (2023).
The relationship between the Dark Triad and attitudes towards feminism. Personality and

Individual Differences, 200, 111889. https://doi.org/10.1016/].paid.2022.111889

Duveen, G. (1993). The Development of Social Representations of Gender. Papers on
Social Representations, 2(3), 1-177.

Egan, S. K., & Perry, D. G. (2001). Gender Identity: A multidimensional analysis with
implications for psychosocial adjustment. Developmental Psychology, 37(4), 451-463.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.37.4.451

Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (2012). Social role theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W.
Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 458—

476). Sage Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222 149



https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21778
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.86.2.307
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.86.2.307
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1986.tb00230.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.764
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111889
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.37.4.451
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.4135/9781446249222.n49

54

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role
interpretation. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Endendijk, J. J. (2023). When intergroup contact correlates with gender-prejudice
beliefs of emerging adults. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 00, 1-17.

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12462

Gray, H. (2021). The Age of Toxicity: The Influence of Gender Roles and Toxic
Masculinity in Harmful Heterosexual Relationship Behaviours Hazel. Canadian Journal of

Family and Youth, 13(3), 41-52. http://ejournals.library,ualberta.ca/index/php/

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: Differentiating
hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(3), 491-512.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile and benevolent
sexism as complementary justifications for gender inequality. American Psychologist, 56(2),

109-118. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.2.109

Goldman, B., Cooper, D., & Kugler, T. (2019). Crime and punishment. A realistic
group conflict approach to racial discrimination in hiring convicted felons. International

Journal of Conflict Management, 30(1), 2-23. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-04-2018-0055

Hammond, M. D., Milojev, P., Huang, Y., & Sibley, C. G. (2018). Benevolent Sexism
and Hostile Sexism Across the Ages. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 9(7),

863-874. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617727588

Haslam, S. A., Oakes, P. J., Reynolds, K. J., & Turner, J. C. (1999). Social Identity
Salience and the Emergence of Stereotype Consensus. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 25(7), 809-818. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025007004

Heilman, M. E. (2012). Gender stereotypes and workplace bias. Research in

Organizational Behavior, 32, 113-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.ri0b.2012.11.003



https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12462
http://ejournals,library,ualberta.ca/index/php/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.2.109
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-04-2018-0055
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617727588
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025007004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2012.11.003

55

Hennein, R., Bonumwezi, J., Nguemeni T., Max J., Tineo, P., & Lowe, S. (2021).
Racial and Gender Discrimination Predict Mental Health Outcomes among Healthcare
Workers Beyond Pandemic-Related Stressors: Findings from a Cross-Sectional Survey.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18, 9235.

https://doi.ore/10.3390/ijerph18179235

Hideg, 1., & Ferris, D. L. (2016). The compassionate sexist? How benevolent sexism
promotes and undermines gender equality in the workplace. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 111(5), 706—727. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000072

Hill, A. L., Miller, E., Switzer, G. E., Yu, L., Heilman, B., Levtov, R. G., Vlahovicova,
K., Espelage, D. L., Barker, G., & Coulter, R. W. S. (2020). Harmful masculinities among
younger men in three countries: Psychometric study of the Man Box Scale. Preventive

Medicine, 139. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2020.106185

Holman, L., Stuart-Fox, D., Hauser, C. E. (2018). The gender gap in science: How
long until women are equally represented? PLoS Biol. 16(4).

https://doi.ore/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956

Human Rights Careers 2024 https://www.humanrightscareers.com/issues/prejudice-

101-definition-facts-examples/

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60(6),

581-592. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.6.58 1

Jackson, J. F. L., & O’Callaghan, E. M. (2009). What Do We Know About Glass
Ceiling Effects? A Taxonomy and Critical Review to Inform Higher Education Research.

Research in Higher Education, 50, 460—482. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-009-9128-9

Jenkins, D. L., Xiao, S. X., & Martin, C. L. (2023). Does the Gender of Your Friends
Matter for Sexist Attitudes About Women? Emerging Adulthood, 11(2), 380-393.

https://doi.org/10.1177/21676968221121165



https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18179235
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2020.106185
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2004956
https://www.humanrightscareers.com/issues/prejudice-101-definition-facts-examples/
https://www.humanrightscareers.com/issues/prejudice-101-definition-facts-examples/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.60.6.581
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-009-9128-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/21676968221121165

56

Jost, J. T., & Kay, A. C. (2005). Exposure to Benevolent Sexism and Complementary

Gender Stereotypes: Consequences for Specific and Diffuse Forms of System Justification.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(3), 498-509. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.88.3.498

Kaiser, C. R., Major, B., & McCoy, S. K. (2004). Expectations About the Future and
the Emotional Consequences of Perceiving Prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 30(2), 173-184. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203259927

Karantzas, G., Goncalves, C., Feeney, J., & McCabe, M. (2011). Investigating gender
differences in romantic relationships. Family Relationships Quarterly, 18, 1-7.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/305355397 Investigating_gender_differences in_r

omantic_relationships

Kornienko, O., Santos, C. E., Martin, C. L., & Granger K . L. (2016). Peer influence
on gender identity development in adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 52(10).

https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000200

Killen, M., Luken Raz, K., & Graham, S. (2022). Reducing Prejudice Through
Promoting Cross-Group Friendships. Review of General Psychology, 26(3), 361-376.

https://doi.org/10.1177/10892680211061262

Kim, S. (2015). The effect of gender discrimination in organization. International
Review of Public Administration, 20(1), 51-69.

https://doi.org/10.1080/12294659.2014.983216

Leaper, C., Arias, D. M. (2011). College Women’s Feminist Identity: A
Multidimensional Analysis with Implications for Coping with Sexism. Sex Roles, 64, 475—

490. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9936-1



https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.498
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.498
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203259927
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/305355397_Investigating_gender_differences_in_romantic_relationships
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/305355397_Investigating_gender_differences_in_romantic_relationships
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000200
https://doi.org/10.1177/10892680211061262
https://doi.org/10.1080/12294659.2014.983216
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9936-1

57

Lee, T. L., Fiske, S. T., Glick, P., & Chen, Z. (2010) Ambivalent Sexism in Close

Relationships: (Hostile) Power and (Benevolent) Romance Shape Relationship Ideals. Sex

Roles, 1,62(7-8):583-601. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9770-x
Lee, J., & Wessel, J. L. (2022). Is Feminist Identity Beneficial for Women’s Career

Aspirations? Examining Feminist Identity Profiles. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 46(1),

27-49. https://doi.org/10.1177/03616843211055445

Madison, G., Aasa, U., Wallert, J., & Woodley, M. A. (2014). Feminist activist women
are masculinized in terms of digit-ratio and social dominance: a possible explanation for the

feminist paradox. Frontiers in Psychology, 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01011

Marescotti, M., Loreto, F., & Spires-Jones, T. L. (2022). Gender representation in
science publication: evidence from Brain Communications. Brain Communications, 4(3).

https://doi.org/10.1093/braincomms/fcac077

Mihal¢ova, B., Pruzinsky, M., & Gontkovicova, B. (2015). The Consequences of
Gender Stereotypes in the Work of Managers. Procedia Economics and Finance, 23, 1260-

1265. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)00464-5

Morgan, B. (1996). Putting the feminism into feminism scales: Introduction of a
Liberal Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale (LFAIS). Sex Roles, 34, 359-390.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01547807

OHCHR, 2024, https://www.ohchr.org/en/women/gender-stereotyping

Oxford Reference, (2024).

https://www.oxfordreference.com/display/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100343319

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact
theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751-783.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751



https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9770-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/03616843211055445
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01011
https://doi.org/10.1093/braincomms/fcac077
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)00464-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01547807
https://www.ohchr.org/en/women/gender-stereotyping
https://www.oxfordreference.com/display/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100343319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

58

Pettigrew, T.F., Christ, O., Wagner, U., & Stellmacher, J. (2007). Direct and indirect

intergroup contact effects on prejudice: A normative interpretation. International Journal of

Intercultural Relations, 31(4), 411-425. https://doi.org/10.1016/].1jintrel.2006.11.003
Powell, G. N., & Butterfield, D. A. (2015). "The glass ceiling: what have we learned
20 years on?". Journal of Organizational Effectiveness: People and Performance, 2(4), 306-

326. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-09-2015-0032

Rose, S, & Roades, L. (1987). Feminism and women’s friendships. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 11, 243-254.

Roy, R., Weibust, K., & Miller, C. (2007). Effects of Stereotypes About Feminists on
Feminist Self-Identification. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 31, 146 - 156.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1471-6402.2007.00348.x

Rudman, L., & Phelan, J. (2007). The Interpersonal Power of Feminism: Is Feminism

Good for Romantic Relationships? Sex Roles, 57, 787-799. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-

007-9319-9

Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2007). The F word: Is Feminism Incompatible with
Beauty and Romance? Psychology of Women Quarterly, 31, 125-136.

Russell, B. L., & Trigg, K. Y. (2004). Tolerance of Sexual Harassment: An
Examination of Gender Differences, Ambivalent Sexism, Social Dominance, and Gender
Roles. Sex Roles: A Journal of Research, 50(7-8), 565-573.

https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023075.32252.1d

Santoniccolo, F., Trombetta, T., Paradiso, M. N., & Roll¢, L. (2023). Gender and
Media Representations: A Review of the Literature on Gender Stereotypes, Objectification

and Sexualization. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,

20(10). https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20105770



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOEPP-09-2015-0032
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2007.00348.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9319-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9319-9
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000023075.32252.fd
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20105770

59

Saunders, K. J., & Kashubeck-West, S. (2006). The Relations Among Feminist

Identity Development, Gender-Role Orientation, and Psychological Well-Being in Women.

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(2), 199-211. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1471-

6402.2006.00282.x

Shen, Y., Webster, J., Shoda, Y., & Fine, I (2018). Persistent Underrepresentation of

Women’s Science in High Profile Journals. https://doi.org/10.1101/275362

Sherif, M. (1966). Group Conflict and cooperation: Their social psychology. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Silvan-Ferrero, M. d. P, & Lopez, A. B. (2007). Benevolent sexism toward men and
women: Justification of the traditional system and conventional gender roles in Spain. Sex

Roles: A Journal of Research, 57(7-8), 607—614. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9271-8

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prejudice. In
S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and discrimination (pp. 23—45). Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates Publishers.

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., Martinez, C. M., Schwarzwald, J., & Tur-Kaspa, M.
(1998). Prejudice toward immigrants to Spain and Israel: An integrated threat theory
analysis. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(4), 559—

576. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294004

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Bachman, G. (1999). Prejudice toward
immigrants. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 29(11), 2221—

2237. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1559-1816.1999.tb00107.x

Stephan, W. G., Diaz-Loving, R., & Duran, A. (2000). Integrated threat theory and
intercultural attitudes: Mexico and the United States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,

31(2), 240-249. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022100031002006



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00282.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00282.x
https://doi.org/10.1101/275362
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9271-8
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0022022198294004
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb00107.x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0022022100031002006

60

Tajfel, H., Billig, M., Bundy, R., & Flament, C. (1971). Social Categorization and
Inter-Group Behavior. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1, 149 - 178.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2420010202

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of inter-group conflict. In W.
G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of inter-group relations (pp. 33—47).
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Tenenbaum, H. R., Ford, S., & Alkhedairy, B. (2011). Telling stories: Gender
differences in peers’ emotion talk and communication style. British Journal of Developmental

Psychology, 29(4), 707-721. https://doi.org/10.1348/2044-835X.002003

Toller, P., Suter, E., & Trautman, T. (2004). Gender Role Identity and Attitudes
Toward Feminism. Sex Roles, 51, 85-90.

https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000032316.71165.45

Van Breen, J. A. , Spears, R., Kuppens, T., De Lemus, S. (2017). A Multiple Identity
Approach to Gender: Identification with Women, Identification with Feminists, and Their

Interaction. Frontiers in Psychology, 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01019

Villines, Z. (2021). Effects of gender discrimination on health. Medical News today.

https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/effects-of-gender-discrimination

World Health Organisation (2024). Gender and Health. https://www.who.int/health-

topics/gender#tab=tab_1

Zaikman, Y., & Marks, M. J. (2014). Ambivalent sexism and the sexual double
standard. Sex Roles: A Journal of Research, 71(9-10), 333-344.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0417-1

Zell, E., Krizan, Z., Teeter, S. R. (2015). Evaluating gender similarities and
differences using metasynthesis. American Psychologist, 70(1):10-20.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038208



https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1348/2044-835X.002003
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SERS.0000032316.71165.45
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01019
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/effects-of-gender-discrimination
https://www.who.int/health-topics/gender#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/health-topics/gender#tab=tab_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0417-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038208

61

Zucker, A. N., & Bay-Cheng, L. Y. (2010). Minding the gap between feminist identity

and attitudes: The behavioral and ideological divide between feminists and non-

labelers. Journal of Personality, 78(6), 1895-1924. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-

6494.2010.00673.x



https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00673.x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00673.x

Appendices

Appendix 1 — Message of approval of the study from the CNBC

\/
P

KYMPIAKH AHMOKPATIA EONIKH ENITPOMH BIOHOIKHE KYMPOY

Ap. ®ox.: EEBK EIT 2024.01.33

Ap. Tmh.: 22809038/039, 22819101

Ap. Dak: 22353878

31 lavovapiov, 2024
Kab. Xapng WYarmg :
Kabnynmig Kowovikig xar Avartoéaxig Yoyoroyiag
[Ipdedpog Tunpatog Yoyoroyiag

IMoavemotimo Kovapov

Aewo. [Mavemotpiov 1

2109 AyravtQia

Agvkooia

Kvpia Aéomowva Kwvetavrtivov
Kdbxxov 214

2062 ZtpdéBorog

Agvkoocia

Ayomnté Kaf. Wakm ko kvpia Kevotavrivov,

Aitneon yvopodétnenc yo tny apétacny pe titho:
«Forms of contact in the field of gender and prejudice reduction»

Avagopwd pe v aimon oag nuepopnviag 29 Iavovapiov 2024 ya 0 mo wEve Oépa,
emMBVLUD Vo Gag TANPOPOPHE® GTL ard TN HELETN TOV TMEPIEYOUEVOD TMV EYYPAPWV 7OV £xgTE
katobéoer n EBvik Emrpomy Bionfurg Kimpov (EEBK) yvopodotsi Ostika wép g
drelayoynig s ev Aoyo épsuvag,

2. H Emtpom emBupei vo. tovicer 6t mapapéver evdbvn ducij cag 1 Siekayoyn ™mg
€pEVVag pe TPOTO OV Va TNPOVVTAL 01 TPGVOLES TOV VEOL Evpenaikod [evikod Kavovicpon
Hpootasiag Mpocwmxdv Aedopévov (2016/679) kat tov mepi e Ipoctaciag wv Gvoikdv
llpocdnwv ‘Evavtt mg Enefepyasiog tov Asdopévav Ipocwmikod Xapoxtipa kou Tng
Eretbepng Kukhogpopiag tov Asdopévav avtdv Népog Tov 2018 (N. 125(1) /201 8), wg avtdg
£KACTOTE TPOTOTOLEITAL.

3. Zag eVNUEPDOVOVHE OTL Y10 GKOTOVG KOADTEPOL GUVTOVIGHOD KOL AmOPUYNG EXAVAANYNG
EPEVVOV pe T0 1810 Bépa Ti/kar Vo eétaon TANOVORS péC GE GUVIOHO GYETIKG YPOVIKS
duhomua, n EEBK dnpociever oty 1otocedida mg 1o Bépa e Epevva, tov QOopén KuL TOV
wnd e€étacn TAnbooud.

4. Katé. t Sidpxeio EKTOVNONG TG EPEVVAS, O GUVTOVICTHG / emoTHOVIKOS VITEvBuvog Ba
evnuepaver mv EEBK yw xG8e tpomomoinon tov apyikd katatedeyévov EYYPAOMV
(mpotékoiro M dAha epevvnuikd Eyypaga) kor o vwoPddier Tic OTOITOVUEVES EVTUTEG
Tponomomicels otnv Emtporn.

weal2

Aaéptou 22, 2365 Aytog Aopétiog, Asukwaia
HAektpovixé Tayvdpoueio: cnbc@bioethics.gov.cy, lotooeAiba: www.bioethics.gov.cy

62



2-

5. Ze mepintwon Swxomig ™ £pevvag, 0 cuvroviotie/ emotnuovikde vrevBuvog Ba
evnuepoel ypantdg ™y Emtpom kdvoviag avagopd xai otovg Adyovg Swukomic g
£pevvac.

6. O cvvroviot¢/ emompovikdg veevBuvog Ba evnpepdoet v Emtpom oe mepintwon

advvapiog va ovvexicer og cvvtoviotig ko Ba vrofdler ta otoyein emkowoviag Tov
OVTIKATAGTATT) TOV.

7. Me 1o mépag g epeuvnTikig IPOTAGTG, 0 GLVTOVIGTHS / EmMOTHOVIKGG VIEBuVOG Oa
evnuepmoel eyypapog v Emtpomy 61t 10 wad avagopd epeuvmmikd TP@TOKOALO
oLOKANPOONKE.

8. Zag evydpacte ke emruyia o Sieloywyn g £pevvig cag.

Me extipnon,

< N

Ka8. Kovotavtivog N. ®edhag
Ipoedpog
Ebvixiig Emitponnig Bronfumig Kompov

63



64

Appendix 2 — Questionnaire

100%

Havemotiuo Kinpov
Turpa Foxoroyiag
Agkrio Zvykardbeons ya srelayoni épsuvag

Mop@éc emans 6TOV TOPEA TOV PVAOD KUl TNG HEIOONS TOV TPOKATAM|YEDY

Ayamnroi ovppETENOVTES,

Mg to mopbv dehtio ovykarddeong cag (nreiton 1) Gdewx vo svppeTdcyete ot Epeova mov dweEayer o Tpipa
Yuyoroyiag Tov [Mavemotnpiov Kvapov. llopoxkerd Sapfacete mpocekTiKd 115 okorovbeg TAnpogopiss Tpiv
amoQaciceTe av mpimel 1| 6)1 va ddoete TV ovykatdbeon coc.

Exondg: O oxomdg g Epevvag eivar 1 HEAETY TOV S1apOPOV HOPPHV EROQNG, TNE TPOKUTAANYNGS Ka ToV pOAO TOL PHAOL
OTIS GYEGELG POG, KaOMG Kat TV S10pOpv KOWOVIKOY Kol TPOCOMKOY TopuydvIny oV EVOEYOHEVIG VO ETTPEAGOVY
avtég Tig oyéaels. H épevva Sieddyetm amd v petamtoyiakt eowritpia Aéorova Kavetavtivov tou tpipetog youyohoyiog
tov [lavemotnpiov Konpov oto ahaiclo mg datpiPnig e, vad mv enifieym tov kabnmo| Kowvovikng Kot avertugLaknig

yuyoroyiag Xdapn Y. H andpacn cag va mapéyete 1j 6y v ddewa cvykarddeons, kaldmg kat 6Aeg o1 TAnpogopieg mov

Oa suidexbovv, Ba etvar Srabéciueg povo otovg epevuvnTés.

Awdikacia: Oo kAnbeite va copminphoete Eva epotpuatordyto o onoio Ha Swbéter epotioelg kar MNAboeg Supdpwv
€100V 115 onoieg B mpéner va anavticete Paon £ olokAnpov ™G S1KNg cog aroyng Kot TV SikdV cog TEnodnoewy.
Zuykekpipéva, o1 epetoels o apopovv andyels kot TeEnoldnces YOpm and yeyovoTa mTov GUVAVTODIE GTIV KOIVMVIKT Hag
Lon, xabdg emiong ko Aemtopépetes yia Tig Sampocwmikég oyéoers. H copmiipmon tov epompuatoroyiov Ha dapxécer
nepimov 20-25 Aemtd, Kol Ol AMAVTNOCELS EIVOL AVAOVULES.

Ef0ghovrua Zvvaiveon & Zvpperopi: H coppetoyn cag oy nopodoa épevva eivar ebehovriky. Eiote ededbepor va
amocVpeTe omoladnote oTiypn £ceig embupeite ™ cvykatdOeon yio TV CUPHETOX GAS OTO TPOYPAUUL, YOPIG TV
OTOISTMOTE AUPVI|TIKY] CUVETELAL.

Pioka: H coppetoy omyv napodoa pevva dev Ba mpokarécel TEPIGGOTEPO yX0G amd aVTO OV PIOPEL VO AVTIHETOTIGEL
Kaveig oy kobnuepvomra Tov.

O¢ehog: [lictwon Padpod oe pdbnpa ™mg emhoyng cag (LETd and cuvevvonon pe Tov/my diddokovia/ovca).
Avovopia ket Epmotevnikémta: H npocstacia ™g biwtikng ong kot Tov amoppiitov givar eyyvnuévn kaboin mg
dapkera g £pevvag. Me mv cvykatdbeon cog mo Katm, Oa £XETE TV EVKOIPIX VO CUUUETEYETE GTNV £PEVVA ATAVIOVTAG
TIG GYETIKEG EPOTIOELS OV aKOAOVOOUV EVTELDG avdVLpRa. AV Ta OMOTEAEGHOTA TG EPEVVAG dNHOGIELTOVY, Oa
Topovclactoy opadikd. Ta mpocomkd dedopéva (dnpoypapikd yapaktnplotikd, dni.: nhkia, evro, edvikémra) Oo
SatnpnBovv povo ya dvo gpdvia petd o TEAOG TG TaPOVCAG EPEVVOS.

Zroyeio Emxownviag: Av £yete omoecdnote epmToelS, oYOAa 1] avnovyies, propeite va emxovovicete pall pog.
Aéonowva Kovetavtivov, Metartoyaxy Gormitpa, Tpijpa Poyoroyiog, Havemotimo Kdnpov (deconst06@ucy.ac.cy ,
99955974) Ap. Xapng Warmg, Tumpa Poyohroyiog, [avemomipo Kdnpov (cpsaltis@ucy.ac.cy , 22892077)



65

‘Exw Siapdaocel TI¢ avwTtépw avapepoueveg ANPodopieg Kal UPPWVE VA CUPHETACKW OTNV
é€pevva. Katavow nwg anodacifovrag va pnv cuppetacxw dev Ba vndp&ouv omnoleadrinote
APVNTIKEG CUVETIEIEG.

Zupdpwvw, Kat BEAW va CUPHETEXW

Aladpwvw, Kat Sev BEAW va CUPPETEXW

100%

Mold eivat n nAkia oag;

Mo16 eival To puAo oag;

Avbpag

luvaika

Non-binary

Al\o




Moia eival n eBvikdéTNTa Oag;

EAAnvokumplakn

ToupKoKUTIPLOKN

ApUEVIKN

Mapuwvitikn

Aativikr

Popa

ANN (MapakaAw SIEVKPLVIOTE)

Mo1d eival To popdwTIKO oag erninedo;

AmnoAutripto Aukeiou / Texvikig oxoArg
GCSE / A levels (] .wooduvapo)
Mruyio Mavemotnuiou (BSc, BA, etc)
Eminedo Mdaotep (MA, MSc, etc.)

AibakTopiko eminedo (PhD)

-

66

100%



67

100%

MapakaAw dnAwote kKata ndco cuPPwVEITE ) Sladwveite Pe TIC TTapakaTw dnAwaelg, Bdaon
NG EIKPLIVOUG TIPOCWTIIKIAG 0ag YVWHNG.

0- 1- 2- 3- 4- 5-
Adwvw  Aladwvw  Aldwv  Zupdwve  Zupdwvw  ZUPOWVW
évrova KAnwg Aiyo Aiyo KAanwg QarmoAUTwWG

1. Ot yuvaikeg
peyaAorolovv/

unepBaiiouy yia Ta (@) O O O O O

TipoBArjpara mouv
€xouv ot SovAeld.

2. Ot yuvaikeg
ipooPBaiiovral oA @) (@) (@) O O @)

€UKOAQ

3. O neploodTepPeg

YUVQIKEG EPHUNVEVOLV

TIG aBweg

napatnprioelg/ Ta O O O o O O
abwa oxoAla wg

oeloTiKa

4. 'Otav ol yuvaikeg

Xaoouv anoéd Toug
Aavlnee aor Sikain

AVTaywvIoUo, @) O @) O @) O
ouvrBwg

naparoviodvTatl Ot

veioTavral Slakpigelg.

5. MoAAég yuvaikeg

aTnV npaypatikétnTa

avalnTolv eI8IKEG

XAPEC, OTIWE TIOATIKES

MPOCTANYNC oL TIG

guvooUv évavtl Twv o o O o O o
avbpwv, PE TO

TPAaYNUA Tou

{ntrparog g

"lootnTag”.

6. O pepwvioTpleg

£XouV anoAUTwG

AOYIKEG AMAITAOELG O O O @) O @)
and Toug Avopeg.

7. O pepwviotpleg Sev

EMbIWKoLV ol

yuvaikeg va gxouv @) O O O O O
neploadTepn Sovapn

arnd Toug Avopeg.

8. O yuvaikeg

avalntolv egouaia

AMoKTWVTAG ToV O o O o O o
EAEYXO TWV avdpwv.



9. Zmv
TPAYHATIKOTNTA
UTIAPXOoULV TIOAD Aiyeg
YUVAIKEG TIOU TOUG
apéoel va nelpalouvv
TOUG AvopeC e To va
¢aivovral oeovahka
S1abEaipeg kal PETA va
apvouVTal TIC AVTPIKES
pooeyyicelc.

10. MoOAIg pia yuvaika
KAvel évav avtpa va
Sdeopeutel pali g,
oguvrBwg rpoorabei
va Tov BaAel oe
"ootd houpi” (EnA.,
Tou agrvel Aiyn
eheubepia, Tov
eAEYXEL).

11. O neplocOTEPES
yuvaikeg
anoTuyxavouv va
eKTIUioOLY OAa Goa
KAvouv Ol AVTPEG yIa
QuTEC.

68



MapakaAw dnAwote kata noéco cupdwveite r Siadpwveite pe TIG apakatw dnAwaoelg, Bdaon

NG MPOCWTIKNG oag aroyng.

0-
Aladpwvw
évrova

12. Mia kaArj yuvaika

npérnel va Bavpaletal e}
TIOAL ard Tov avrpa

me.

13. Ot yuvaikeg npémnel

va ayamopv*ral Katva O
pootarevovTal anod

TOuG Avdpeg.

14. O1 avdpeg Ba

TPEMeEL va eival

npoBupol va

Buaidogouv v Sikn

TOUG eunpepia olTWG @)
wote va otnpifouvv

OIKOVOUIKA TIG

yuvaikeg otn wn

TOUG.

15. Ze pa

kataotpodn, ol

yuvaikeg dev O
Xpewaletal va

owlwvTal MPWTEG.

16. O1 yuvaikeg, oe

oUYKPLOT HE TOUG

avdpeg, Teivouv va O
£Xouv avwtepn NOIKNA
evalgdnoia.

17. MoAAES yuvaikeg

€xouv pla molotnTa/

1B16TNTa ayvétnTag O
TIou Aiyol avdpeg

SlaBéTouv.

18. O1 yuvaikeg, oe

OUYKPLOT HE TOUG

avdpeg, Teivouv va

€XOULV pia o O
EKAETTTUOUEVN

aiobnon kKouvAtovpag

Kal KaAS youoTo.

19. Kabe avrpag

TIPETEL VA EXEL 1A e
yuvaika ou o iblog

AatpeLel.

1z
Aladwvw
KAnwe

@)

2-
Aladwvw
Alyo

@)

Zuu?p(-»vd) Zup?p(-nwb Zuuz);)vd)
Aiyo KAnwe aroAUTWES
@) O (@)
@) @) O
@ O @)
@) O O
O O @)
@) O @)
@) O @
@) O O
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20. O1 avtpeg eival

TANPELG (oav atopa)

Xwpic (va xpetalovral) O o O O O @)
TIC YUVAIKEG.

21. AveEdptnTa ano

TO TG00 ETUTUXNHEVOS

eival, evag avrpag dev

elval mpaypatikda O O O O @) O
oAoKANPWHEVOS WG

dtopo, av Sev £xeL TNV

ayarn pag yuvaikag.

22. O1 avBpuwrtol eivat

ouxva TpaypaTika

euTuxlopévol otn fwn

Xwpig va éxouv O O O O @) O
POLQVTIKI) GXEON LE

€va ATopo Tou aAAou

$oAou.

70

- -

MapakaAw KoITaETe o KAtw TNV eikova. O KOKAoG pe T Aegn "self" avtikatomtpilel e0dq
(to pOAO oag) kat o KUKAOG pe TN AEEN "other" avtikatorTpilel £va omolodrmoTe ATOUO HE
To avtiBeto pVAo amnd 1o Sikd oag. H andotaon petafd Twv dV0 KUKAWV oe KABE
nepiotaon Seixvel To MOCO KOVTA eVOEXETAL va VIWOEL KATIOLOG e TO avTiBeto ¢UAo.

celeclaclae
G

100%
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Bdon ¢ npoowrikig aag yvwung, Moo Kovra ViwBeTe pe To avtibeto $puAo;

AlaAg€re pla amd@vrnon ano 1o '1' wg 1o '7'.

To '"1' QvTIMPOCWTIEVEL TO TIPWTO OET KUKAWY (KaBOAOUL KOVTA pE TO avTifeTo PUAD), EVW TO
'7' QVTIMPOCWTIEVEL TO TEAEUTAIO OET KUKAWV (EVTEAWG KOVTA LE TO avTiBeTo ¢OAO).

1 = 7 =
kaBéAou EVTEAWG
Kovta 2 3 4 5 6 Kovtd

M6oo KovTd VIdBeTe ®) O O O O O O

He To avtiBeTto GUAO;

h> -
100%

MapakaAw dnAwote kata ndéoo cupdwveite fi dladpwveite Pe TIo apakaTw SnAwaelg, Baon
NG MPOCWITKAG 0Ag yVWHNG.

1- 3- 4- 6 -
Alapwvw 2- Alapwvw  Zupdwvw 5- ZupdWVW
évrova Aladwvw  eAappws  eAadpws  Zupdwvw  anmoAVTwG

1. Eivait mpoofAnTikd

yia Tov o0luyo étav n

yuvaika tou dev @) O @) @) O @)
naipvel 1o enibeTod

TOUL.

2. Eav o o0luyog eival

0 pOvog TovL Maipvel

H1o80 otnv olKoyEvela,

TOTE Ol OIKOVOUIKEG o o o o o o
anodAcelg PEMEL va

eival dikég Tou.

3. ‘Otav Byaivouv £€w,

£€vag avrpag kat pia

yuvaika Tpémnel va

Holpadovtal Ta £€oda O O @) O @) @)
Tou pavtePou, eav Kat

ot 600 €xouv To idlo

lo6énua.



4. Qg apxnyog Tou
VOIKOKUPIOU, O
natépag NPEMneL va
£XEL TNV TEAIKNA
e€ovoia ota madia
TOU.

5. Tooo o ailuyog,
600 kat n obluyog, Ba
péErel va gival eioov
unevBuvol yia TNV
Ppovtiba Twv PIKPpWV
madLwv.

6. To mpWwTO KABrKOV
pla yuvaikag pe pikpd
nadia eival To oritl
Kdl N OIKOYEVELQ.

7. 'Evag avdpag mou
£XEl ETUAEEEL va peivel
OTO OTITI Kal va
adoowbei otig
ouluyIKEG Kal
TatpIkEG evBOveS, Sev
eival Aiyotepo
appevwrog and evav
avtpa rnou epyalera
HE TTArPN
aracyoAnaon.

8. Mia epyalopevn
yuvaika prtopei va
Snuloupynoel pla toco
Ceot kal acdahn
OXgEon pe ta nadia
g, 600 pla pnTépa
mou dev epyaletal.

9. Ma yuvaika &ev
TPEMEL va adrjvel TNV
yévvnon kai Tnv
avartpodpr] Twv
nawdiwv va orabei
epmnodio oe pa
KaplEpa, av To BEAEL.

10. O yuvaikeg Ba
TIPEMEL VA
evbladépovtal
TMEPLOCOATEPO Yla Ta
poulxa Kat Tnv
epdavion Toug, mapd
Ol AVTPEG.

-
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Su

MapakaAw dnAwate Kata ndéco cuPGWVEITE 1} Sladwveite Pe TIG IO KATW SnAWOELSG, BAon
NG TIPOCWIILKIG 0aG YVWHNG.

11. O1 yuvaikeg 8a
TIPETEL v
avtipeTwrifovral oo
coBapd éoo kat ot
Aavtpeg 6owv adopd
v utoynddTnTa yIa
v npoedpia g
Kormpou.

12. H npoopaon otnv
eknaibevon eival €va
Kpiglgo pépog yia tnv
anoktnon owv
SlKawpAatwy yia Tig
YUVAIKEG.

13. Av Kat ol yuvaikeg
propolv va eival
KaAoi nyéteg, ol
AQvTpeg eivat
KAAUTEPOL NYETEC.

14. Mwa yuvaika Ba
TIPETIEL va EXEL TIC iO1eg
EUKalpieg epyaociag pe
gvav avrpa.

1-
Alapwva
évtova

O

2-
Alapwvw

3-
Alapwvw
eAappwe

4-
Zupdwvw
ehadppwg

6 -
5- Zupdwvw
ZUPPWVW  armoAlTwE

O O
O O
O O
@) O
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100%



MapakaAw anavtrote oTiG To KATW dNAWOELS, BACn TNG MPOCWITKAG 0ag YVWHNG.

15. Ta ayopia kat Ta
Kopitola Ba mpémnel va
pmopoUv va yivouv ot
B€Aouv, unod Tov 6po
OTL EXOLV TIG
Se€loTNTEG KAl TNV
KATAPTION TIOL anarttei
n dovAeid.

16. H 1o6tnTa petagd
Twv LAWYV eival évag
a€loAoyog oToX0G.

17. OL Gvtpeg npénel
va ogfovral Tig
YUVQIKEG TIEPIOTOTEPO
art' 6t TIg o€Povrat
OTIG HEPEG HAG.

18. Ta otepedTUA
TIOU LTIAPXOULV yla
TOUG AVTPEG Kal TIG
yuvaikeg mAnywvouv
TOUG TIAVTEG.

19. O1 dvdpeg Kat ol
yuvaikeg Ba npenel va
prtopolv va Kavouv
eAeUBepa ETIAOYES yIQ
™ {wrj Toug, Xwpic va
neplopifovratl anoé ta
OTEPEOTUTIA TIOU
Si€mouv To HUAO TOUG.

20. H avatpodr| Twv
naduwyv, eite yivetal
amnod avdpeg eite anod
yuvaikeg, TPEMEL va
EKTIPATAL TIEPIOCOTEPO
ano Tnv Kowvwvia.

1-
Alapwvw
évtova

2-
Aladpwvw

3-
Aladpwvw
ehadppwg

4-
ZUHPWVW
ehadpwg

6 -
5- ZUHPWVW
Zupdwvd  armoAlTwg

©) O
@) O
O O
@) O
O O
O O

74



75

100%

MapakaAw anavtiote oTig 1o KATw dnAwacelg, BAcn NG MPOoWITIKAG oag aroyng.

1- 3- 4- 6-
Madwvw 2- Aapwvd)  Zupdwvw 5- Zuppwvw
gvtova Aladwvd  edadpwg  eAadpwg  Zupdwvw  AnmoAlTwG

21. Ynapyouv

TIEPLOTACELG OTIOU Ol

yuvaikeg mpémnet va

TIAnpwvovTal AlyéTtepo O @) @) O O O
ano toug avépec,

KON KL av mapayouv

ion epyaoia.

22. NMoAAEG yuvaikeg

OTO EPYATIKO SUVAPIKO

adaipolv anod toug

Aavdpeg BETEIG O O @) O @) @)
£pyaociag TIC OTIoieg oL

avbpeg xperalovral

TMEPLOCOTEPO.

23. O1 VOIKOKUPEG
a&iCouv va AapBavouv

KOWVWVIKEG aodalioelg 0) e @) (@) @) O

yla ) SouAeld mou
KAVOLV WG VOIKOKUPEG

24. H kuBépvnon dev

£XEL BWOEL APKETH

onuacia oto va

TapexeL mabikoug

atabpolg xapnAol o o o o o o
KOOTOUG Kal UPnAng

oOTNTAG OTOUG

YOVEIG.

25. Eivai guBovn tng

Kowwviag pag va

TIapEXEL KaAoUG (@) O @) @) O O
nadikoug otabpolg

yla Ta nadia.

26. H aupAiwon sivat

éva {ATnua Twv

SIKawpAaTtwy Twv o O O O O O
YUVALKWOV

27. Mia yuvaika dev

Tpémel va Xpelaleral

va Aappavel tnv adela

anod onuavtika dropa o o o o o o
otn {wn NG ya va

KAVEL EKTpwan.

28. OL ylatpoi rpénel

va Aappavouv

TEPLOCOTEPO OTaA

gofapad TI§ avnaouxieg o o o o o o
TWV Yuvakwy yupw

anod Tnv Lyeia Touc.




29. Av ol avdpeg ftav
TO $UAO IOV
kuodopovoe, Ba
vripxav Slabéoipeg
o aglémoTeg Kal
KataAAnAeg péBodot
avTIoLAANYNG.

30. Xpeialovrat vopol
rou Ba e§aodalilouvv
OTL pla yuvaika propei
va KPatroeL
SouAeia Tng apov
anokTtroel tatdi.

31. H xwpa pag
TIPETIEL Va TIEPATEL
TpormoAoyia yia ioca
Sikawwpara.

32. Ynidpxouv oAl
Aiyol a§loBavpactol
pPOAOL TIPOG pipnon ya
yuvaikeg otnv
Aedpaon

33. Eivat Aoyko va
MTIOIKOTAPETE TO
TIPOLOV pia eTalpeiag
€AV TIOTEVETE OTL Ol
Sladpnpioelg Tng eival
Oe€IOTIKEG.

34. H Bia evavtia otig
yuvaikeg dev
AauBavetal apkeTa
ota coPapa.

35. Aev pmopei va
unapé&el Blaopog
HeTagL evog avdpa kat
NG yuvaikag tou.

36. H gefovalikn)
napevoxAnon eival éva
ogof3apo npofAnua
aTOUG XWPOUG
epyaociag g xwpac.

37. H nponyolpevn
oefovalikn
ouunepidpopd/
0e€OLAAIKO 1OTOPIKO
gvog Bopartocg Blacpol
TPETEL va eival
anodeKTn wg
AmodEeIKTIKO OTOIXEID
ato SikaaoTrplo.

@)
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38. Ta opodurodira

Cevyapia npénel va

propouv va Seixvouv

dnuoaia Tnv

TPLPEPOTNTA TOUG O O O o o O O
£vag yla Tov aAAo,

TL.X., Va Kpatolv Xépla

atav neprnatouv.

39. Ta opodurodira

Cevydpla npénel va

TIAPEXOVTAl PE

"guluyika npovopia” O @) O O @) @)
OTWG N EMEKTAON

laTpIKG acdaiiong

aTtov ouVTpogo.

40. Mia yuvaika rtou

£XEL TOAOUG

oefoualikolg O O O O @) @)
auvtpodoug dev eival

anapaitnTa nopvr).

oo

MapakaAw aravtrote oTig Mo KATw dnAwoelg BAacn NG MPOCSWITIKAG 0ag yvwunc.

1 - 3- 4- 6-
Aladwvw 2- Alapwvwy  Zuppwvw 5- ZuPpWVW
évtova Alapwvw  ehadpwc ehappwc  ZuPPWVL  AMOALTWC

41. NMapdio Tov

Kanola npdypara

gyouv aAAagel, ot

YUVQIKES

e€akolouBolv va O o o o O O
avTipetwriCovral

adika otn onuepvn

Kolvwvia.

42. O1 yuvaikeg éxouv

UTOOTE( ASIKN

HETaxeiplon pe Baon

1O $UAO TOUG OTO O O O O O O
HeyaAOTEPO HEPOG TNG

avlpwrvng lotopiag.

43. Ta emutedypara

TWV YUVAIKWY TNV

lotopia dev éxouv O (@) O @) O O
TOVIOTEl TOOO TIOAD

600 auTd Twv avépuwv.



44, O1 avbpeg Exouv
vrepPolikn) emippon
aTnV MOAITIKN TNG
XWpag pag ge
aUYKPLON HE TIG
yuvaikeg.

45. O avBpwrol Tou
mapanoviouvTal OTL n
nopvoypadgia
QvTIETWTTICEL TIG
yuvaikeg wg
avTikeipeva,
avTidpolv
urepPoAIKaA.

46. O1 avtpecg
e€akoAouvBouv va unv
naipvouv ota coBapd
TIG 1OEEC TWV
YUVAIKWV.

47. O1 yuvaikeg £€xouv
nén ioeq evkalpieg pe
Toug Avbpeg oe OAoug
TOUG ONHAVTIKOUG
Topeic Tng {wng Toug.

48. O1 yuvaikeg £xouv
AyOTEPECG ETIIAOYEG
otn 61aBeon Toug oe
OUYKPILON HE TOUG
AVIPEG.

78

49. O1 yuvaikeg otn
Xwpa pag
avtigeTwrtiovral we
ToAiteg SelTepng
Katnyopiag.

50. 'OAol o1 Avtpeg
Aappavouv
OIKOVOUIKA,
oefoualikd Kal
YUXOAOYIKA ODEAN
anod Tnv avdpikn
Kuplapxia.
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100%

Mapakahw anavtioTe oTIC Mo KATW SNAWOCELS BATN TNG TMROCWITIKAG oag anoyng.

1- 3- 4 - 6 -
Alapwvw 2- Alapwve)  Zupdwvw 5- ZUpGWVW
évtova Adwvw  edadpwc edadpwe  Zuppwvw  amoALTWEG

51. Ot yuvaikeg npéenel
va evwBouv Kat va
SouAépouv pali yua va

ETUTUXOLV [0a TTOAITIKA O O O O @) @)

Kal KOIVWVIKA
SikawpaTa oe autn N
Xwpa.

52. 'Eva "yuvaikeio

Kivnua" eival Baoika

agyeto 6owv adopd

TG o {wTIKEG/ O O O O O o
ONUAVTIKEG QVNouXieg

NG Kolvwviag pag.

53. H kuPBépvnon

TPETEL olyouvpa va

naiéel péio oo va

BonBricel otnv @) O O O O @)
BeATiwon g BEang

TWV YUVAIKWV OTNV

Kolvwvida.

54. Xpewaletal pia

p{Ik avadiapbpwaon

NG Kolvwviag yia va

EenepaatoLyv ol O O O O O O
aviooTnTEG PeTagy

Twv HUAWV.

55. O1 yuvaikeg
pmopoLv va
Eemepacouv KaAutepa
TIG dlakpioelg pe To va
KAVOLV TO KAAUTEPO
TIOU UTopPOoULV OTIG @) @) O O O O
Beoelg epyaaiag Toug,
Ox1 YE TO va xavouv
TOV XpOVO TOUG LE
TIOAITIKEG
SpaoctnploTnTEG.



56. Eva o1 yuvaikeg
{owe €xouv dikalo va
eival duoapeotnpéveg
OXETIKA HE OPLOUEVES
TITUXEG TWV pOAWV
TOLG OTNV Kowvwvia,
KAvouv AdBoc pe Tov
TPOMO ToU
Slapaptipovral.

57. O AeioTeg
OHadIKEG
Slapaptupieg
gfurnnpeToLv povo aTo
va KAvouv To Koo va
BAémnel Toug
Slapaptupdpevoug/
SladnAwTég wg
dpavarikoug,.

58. Na va aAka€ouv oL
adikieg/aviooTnTES
petafld Twv poAwv,
TIPETEL VA KAVOULE
TIEPLOCOTEPA AMo TO
va pepopaate dikala
povo atoug avdpeg
Kal TIG YUVaikeg TNG
{wng pac.

59. O mAeioTeg
OMAdIKES
Slapaptupieg
arotuyxavouv va
odnyrjoouv oe
oroladrrnote
mpayparikr) alhayr.

60. Av adricoupe Ta
npaypara énwg eival
oruePa, TOTE eV TEAEL
Ol QVTPEG Kal ol
yuvaikeg Ba €xouv ion
METaxeipian.

-
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Méool ané toug o atevolg oag Piloug eival Avopeg;

Moéoeg amd Tig To oteveég oag dileg eival yuvaikeg;

Moéool and Toug yvwoTtolg oag sival avdpec;

Mooeg and TIG YVWOTEG 0ag eival yuvaikeg;

100%

MapakaAw dnAwaote MOGoo cupPwveite 1} Slapwveite pe TIG o KATw dnAwaoelg, Baon g
TIPOCWTIIKAG 0AG YVWHNG.
Méoa oe pia Béopdada, éoo cuyva ...

1- KaBdéAouv 2- Aiyo 3- Kanwg 4 - Apketa 5 - MoAv

... OOUAgLETE N

SlaPalete padi pe

dileg i} yvwotég oag o o o o o
IOV eival yuvaikeg;

... OoUAgLETE i

SlaPadete padi pe

didoug 1 yvwaotoug O O © = @
oag mou eival Avpeg;

... Byaivete (one-on-

one) e pieg

YVWOTEG 0ag Tov eival o O O O O
YUVQiKEG;

... Byaivete (one-on-

one) pe pidoug n

YyVWwoTtoUg oag mou O o o o o
eival avdpeg;



... Byaivete pe opada
GiAwv | yvwotwv oag
oL ival yuvaikeg;

... Byaivete pe opdda
GiAwv f yvwotwy oag
mou eival avépeg;

... OTEAVETE
pnvopata/emails ri/kat
HIAGTE OTO ThAEDWVO
pe dideg ) yvwotég
oag Tou eivat
yuvaikeg;

... OTEAVETE
pnvopata/emails, ry/
Kat YINATE OTO
mAEdwvo pe Ppidoug n
yvwaoToUg oag rnou
eival avdpeg;

-

0%

Survey Completion

Eiocaotav oe popavtiki oxéaon pe atopo Tou avribetou puAoL Toug TeAeuTaioug 12 prveg;

Nau

Oxt
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100%

AnavtoTe oTIG Mo KATw dnAwoelg Bdaon Touv GpLAOL oag.

1. Mov apéoel rtov
eipal avépag / yuvaika

2. Nuwbw
€VOXANHEVOG/n TIou
TIPEMEL VA KAVW
Karota npaypara,
arAd eneidn eipat
yuvaika / avépag

3. MNoté€ dev
aioBdvopat
e€anatnuévog/n
eneldr) unapyouv
KArola rpdyuarta mouv
Sev prnopw va Kavw
eneldn eipat yuvaika /
avépag

4. Makapt va fitav
evTagel va Kavw
HEPLKA TIpAypaTa Tou
ouvnBwe KAvouv Povo
Ol yuvaikeg / avdpec.

5. Mepikéc popég,
OKEPTOpAL OTI pTtopei
va eival o
Siaokedaatikd va
eioal avépag /
yuvaika.

6. Aev vopilw oTi eival
Sikalo kamowa
Mpdayuara va eivai
pévo yia yuvaikeg /
avdpec.

-

1. Alapwvw
évrova

©)

2. Aludwvw
Aiyo

@)

3. Oute
OLUHOWVW,
oute
Sladpwvw

©)

4. Zuppwvw 5. Zupdwvw
amoAuTwg

Aiyo

@)

@)
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0% Survey Completion 00%

drdoate oxedov oTo TEAOG AUTHG TNG £PELVAG... (TATAOTE TO TOEAKL aKOMN Hia ¢popa yia
va anofnkeutolv Ol anavrtnoel§ oag otnv £épeuvva, apou diapacete TIG MO KATW
TAnpogopieg)

Euxaplotolpe mou anavtrioate OAeG TIC EPWTHOELS TNG €peuvag. H cupBoAr oag eival
MOAUTIUN Kat BondnTikr, adol Ta anoTeAéouata autig g €peuvvag 6a Bonbricouv pe Tov
eumAouTiopd TnG BiBAloypadiag otnv Kovwvikr PuxoAoyia.

Mpiv cuvexioeTte oTo TENOG TNG £PELVAG, AUTEG €ival KATOLEG OUVTOUEG TIANPOdOPIEG TIOU
adopolV TOUG CNUAVTIKOUG OTOXOUG TNG €peuvag otnv oroia Exete AAPeL PEPOG:

O dueoog aTdx0G eival va epeuvrooVHE Katd Ttdoo n enadr e dtopa tou 1diov dpuAou 1
Tou avtiBeTou pUAoL oe diladopa emnineda yvwppiag (r.x., PlAieg, yvwoToi, POUAVTIKEG
Ox€oelq) ennpedlouv Ta atopika emnineda oe€lopol Kat GeUIVIoPoU, Kat av n oxeon Hetagh
AUTWV TwV PETABANTWYV peTplaletatl anod To SIKO pag GUAO Kal TNV IKAvoTIoinan Tou
viwBoupe pe To GLUAO pag.

Mponyolpeveg €peuveg vrtootnpifouv OTL 60N MEPLOTOTEPN £MAdr EXOUHE PE ATOHA
SladopeTikoL GUAOL arod To SIKO pag, TOTE AUTO CUVETAYETAL HE XAUNAOTEPEG TIEMOIBNTELG
mouv adopolV TNV aviodTnTa Tov GUAOU, EVW TIEPICCOTEPN eMadr) HE ATOHA TOU SIKOU pag

dUAou evdexopevwg va eriibepel Ta avtifeta anoteAéopata dowv adopd Tig nenoldrioeig
QUTEG.

AuTA n €peuva £xelL eTtiong ipocBeael To aTolkeio Tou depviopol, adoo eival Eva
evdlagpepov oTolyeio 1o dev £Xel akoun YeAetnBei oe cuvdpTnon pe Ta rpoavagepopeva
oTolxEia.

Zag evxaplotovpe ava yia tnv cuppeToxn oag. MNapakaAw OTMWS ClYOUPEVTEITE va

QMAavTCEIG 0aG aTnV épevva.

0% Survey Completion

We thank you for your time spent taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.



Note: Appendix 2 contains the questionnaire of this study, as it was presented to the

participants while they were completing the survey.
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