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Glick and Fiske (February 2001), a distin-
guished pair of scholars, introduced an in-
triguing perspective of how benevolent sex-
ism may play a potent role in the inequality
between the genders, as does hostile sexism.
They also provided an overview of the Am-
bivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick &
Fiske, 1996; Glick et al., 2000), which is a
central measure supporting the findings rele-
vant to their arguments. In an impressive
undertaking, Glick and Fiske (2001) report-
ed means from 19 different countries repre-
sented by over 15,000 participants across the
two main scales of the ASI: hostile sexism
and benevolent sexism. They provided com-
pelling arguments about the important impli-

cations of these findings for how researchers
conceptualize and study both obvious and
“kinder/gentler” forms of prejudice. They also
cleverly used earlier findings, such as those
of Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, and Zhu
(1997), to explain how the dissonance gener-
ated from endorsements of both hostile and
benevolent sexism can be reconciled.

Glick and Fiske (2001) discussed the
prevalence of hostile and benevolent sexism
and used the ASI results as a basis for de-
scribing the prevalence of these types of sex-
ism. However, a close examination of both
hostile and benevolent sexism scale means
across the 19 countries, as well as the rating
scale that participants used for completing the
ASI, does not suggest that much ambiva-
lence existed among the samples examined
by the experimenters.

In the ASI, 11 items compose the hostile
sexism scale, and 11 separate items compose
the benevolent sexism scale. A 6-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 0 (disagree strongly)
to 5 (agree strongly) is used to complete each
of the 22 items. Raw scores for both scales are
added and divided by 11. Thus, potential scale
scores range from 0 to 5 for both scales.

On average, men from 6 of the 19 coun-
tries and women from only 1 country en-
dorsed hostile sexism above 3.0 (agree slight-
ly). Likewise, on average, men from only 5 of
the 19 countries and women from 5 countries
endorsed benevolent sexism above 3.0. Fur-
ther, using the means displayed in Glick and
Fiske’s (2001) Figures 2 and 3, approximate
descriptive data were computed for hostile sex-
ism (M = 2.75, SD = 0.49 for men; M = 2.04,
SD = 0.42 for women) and benevolent sexism
(M = 2.56, SD = 0.62 for men; M = 2.57, SD =
0.46 for women). For hostile sexism, these de-
scriptives are slightly greater for men and much
greater for women when comparing them
with Glick and Fiske’s (1996) descriptive
results for a smaller sample. For benevolent
sexism, the general results of Glick and
Fiske’s (2001) research are moderately re-
duced for men and women compared with
the data reported by Glick and Fiske (1996).
Assuming that the Likert-type scale can be
used as a continuum of agreement or en-
dorsement of both hostile and benevolent
sexism, their 2001 results suggest that both

men and women, on average, “disagreed
slightly” to “agreed slightly” with both con-
structs. Ambivalence, or cognitive dissonance
as Festinger (1957) first described it, would
seem to exist only if two separate cognitions
are equally endorsed. Both men and women
appear to endorse hostile and benevolent sex-
ism to very minimal degrees. Thus, a discrep-
ancy between the constructs does not appear
to exist according to the ASI.

The data examined by Glick and Fiske
(2001) were also reported in Glick et al.
(2000). However, neither article reported stan-
dard deviations of the hostile and benevolent
sexism scales by country. Much of the dilem-
ma discussed here may be remedied by an
examination of the variance of scale scores.
However, if little variance does exist among
the scale scores, the dilemma discussed here
may also have important implications for the
correlational results that are discussed within
Glick and Fiske (2001). Given the degree of
variance reported by Glick and Fiske (1996),
it does not appear that the majority of partici-
pants endorsed hostile or benevolent sexism
past “slightly disagree.” Researchers are cau-
tioned against considering the results dis-
cussed by Glick and Fiske (2001) as any-
thing more than preliminary. Although the
factor structure of the ASI has been support-
ed, alternative instruments that better reveal
benevolent prejudices are warranted before
researchers can appropriately examine the in-
triguing ideas discussed by Glick and Fiske
(2001).
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Glick and Fiske (February 2001) correctly
defined prejudice as an erroneous generaliza-
tion about a group. Their discussion assumed
the falsity of the beliefs they identified as typi-
cal of benevolent sexism: for example, the
belief that the average woman is more nurtur-
ing and more caring than the average man and
the belief that the average man is more ambi-
tious and more competitive than the average
woman (p. 110). Glick and Fiske, however,
provided no evidence to support their assump-
tion that these beliefs are false. In fact, there is
evidence that the beliefs that Glick and Fiske
labeled as signs of prejudice are in fact correct
beliefs about differences in the central tenden-
cy of gender differences with regard to person-
ality traits.

This is not the place to review the ava-
lanche of recent studies demonstrating the
reality of gender differences in personality.
Just three examples follow: Hall (1990) as-
sembled an abundance of data demonstrating
that women are better able to understand non-
verbal communication. Kring and Gordon
(1998) presented compelling evidence that
women are indeed more expressive of emo-
tion. Quantitative personality inventories do in
fact reveal that the average woman is more
trusting and more nurturing than the average
man (Feingold, 1994). These gender-based
personality differences may reflect gender dif-
ferences in underlying neuroanatomy and neu-
rophysiology, differences that are apparent in
infancy and early childhood, differences that
are found across cultures and across races, and
differences that persist throughout life. These
differences have recently been reviewed else-
where (Halpern, 2000; Sax, 2001).

If gender differences in personality are
real, then the belief that there are gender dif-
ferences in personality should not be labeled as

prejudice, benevolent or otherwise, without
first investigating whether the individual’s par-
ticular beliefs about gender differences corre-
spond to reality.

Glick and Fiske might therefore con-
sider redefining their research: Instead of
attempting to show how benevolent sexism
reinforces hostile sexism, they should per-
haps instead investigate how paternalistic
societies (and individuals) exploit real gen-
der differences in personality to perpetuate
male hegemony and female subordination.

It should also be noted that the 22-item
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory used by Glick
and Fiske (2001) contains many items with
debatable construct validity (e.g., Item 13:
“Men are incomplete without women”). If
the respondent agreed with this statement,
Glick and Fiske considered that agreement to
be evidence of sexism, specifically of what
they called benevolent sexism. Glick and Fiske
may be aware that this belief—that men are
incomplete without women—is foundational
to Judaism (e.g., “it is not good for man to be
alone,” Gen. 2:18, Jewish Publication Soci-
ety) and that it is one of the strongest and
most consistent messages of the Talmud:

One who does not marry dwells without blessing,
without goodness, without peace (Yeb. 62b). . . .
He who has no wife cannot be considered whole
(Pes. 113a). . . . No man without a wife, neither a
woman without a husband, nor both of them
without God (Gen. Rabbah 8:9).” (Donin, 1972,
p. 123)

This belief, which Glick and Fiske
(2001) assumed to be erroneous, is not con-
fined to Judaism. In medieval France, an
unmarried man would still have been ad-
dressed as garçon (boy), even if he were 40
years old (Hymowitz, 2000, p. 201). Hy-
mowitz (2000) observed that “in Korea, a
person’s wedding day is sometimes referred
to as Day One, the beginning of complete
personhood” (p. 201). Indeed, it is a biolog-
ical truism from an evolutionary perspective
that men are indeed incomplete without wom-
en, just as women are incomplete without
men: One sex cannot reproduce without the
other. These same arguments apply to Items
1 and 6 on Glick and Fiske’s inventory, as
these items are very nearly notational vari-
ants of Item 13.

Nevertheless, Glick and Fiske (2001)
did not hesitate to conclude that agreement
with this simple statement—that men are in-
complete without women—is evidence of
benevolent sexism, which they defined as an
erroneous belief system. No wonder Glick
and Fiske found benevolent sexism so wide-
spread.
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We are not surprised that our contention (Glick
& Fiske, February 2001) that sexism is based
not solely on antipathy but also on apparently
benevolent attitudes has elicited some skeptical
reactions. It is ironic, however, that Petrocelli
(2002, this issue) questioned the pervasive-
ness of benevolent (and therefore ambivalent)
attitudes toward women, whereas Sax (2002,
this issue) cited the ubiquity of such attitudes to
support his argument that they reflect accurate
perceptions of innate sex differences (and there-
fore ought not to be labeled as sexism). As
with any basic research in psychology, ques-
tions about the frequency or strength with
which a particular phenomenon actually oc-
curs are not easily resolved, as the opposing
claims of these two critics illustrate. Neverthe-
less, we believe that our research offers good
evidence that ambivalent sexism exists and
predicts discrimination against women.

Petrocelli (2002) asked, “where’s the
ambivalence?” (p. 443). He contended that
low mean scores on both hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism in many of the nations we
studied suggest that there is not a significant
degree of ambivalence toward women. As
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Petrocelli pointed out, across 19 nations and
more than 15,000 respondents, mean scores
for hostile sexism and benevolent sexism
were at about the neutral point of the scale. It
seems fruitless to argue whether this indi-
cates that the sexism glass is half empty or
half full. As with any scales for which re-
spondents indicate agreement or disagree-
ment with a series of statements, the wording
of individual items can be manipulated to
alter the percentage of people who agree (e.g.,
by adding qualifications or softening the tone)
or disagree (e.g., by making the statements
more extreme).

When developing the Ambivalent Sex-
ism Inventory (ASI) scales, we deliberately
weeded out items with extreme means (in
either direction) in order to maximize the
utility of the scales as individual difference
measures (Glick & Fiske, 1996). In other
words, the hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism scales are not ratio scales with an
absolute zero point, nor is there a benchmark
score that would allow us confidently to cat-
egorize one individual as sexist and another
as nonsexist. Nevertheless, we have demon-
strated that the hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism scales predict differing valences in
attitudes toward women and, therefore, that
people who score relatively higher on these
scales can in some meaningful sense be said
to be more ambivalent toward women than
those who score lower. It would be a mistake
to reify the numbers on the scale without
reference to some comparison, a fallacy that
we try to avoid when discussing our results.

Just how many people are significantly
or strongly ambivalent toward women? Pet-
rocelli (2002) rightfully suggested that one
helpful statistic would be the typical standard
deviations for hostile sexism and benevolent
sexism scores. Petrocelli’s own analysis of
the national means for hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism provided in our article
yielded standard deviations of about 0.5. Be-
cause these standard deviations were based
on national means as the unit of analysis,
however, they underestimated the variance of
individual scores, which in most samples
was about 1 point on a 6-point scale, consid-
erably greater variance than Petrocelli’s fig-
ures suggested.

Petrocelli (2002) further noted that small
variances in the scale scores would “have
important implications for the correlational
results” (p. 443) we reported. Indeed they
would—given that restricted ranges attenuate
correlations, the significant correlations we
obtained between the ASI scales and other
variables (e.g., indices of gender equality)
would have been all the more impressive.
The fact that individuals’ hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism scores significantly pre-
dicted attitudes toward women (with hostile
sexism predicting negative and benevolent

sexism predicting positive valences) and the
fact that national means on the ASI scales
predicted United Nations indices of interna-
tional gender equality indicate that there is
meaningful variance on the scales (at both the
individual and the national levels).

Although we acknowledge that a vari-
ety of questions remain about how to inter-
pret what we have found, the extensive body
of data we have gathered has (in our view)
gone a long way toward establishing the util-
ity of considering sexism to be ambivalent.
We agree that it is unclear just how pervasive
strongly ambivalent feelings toward women
are; however (on the basis of our factor anal-
yses), the constructs of hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism seem, at the very least, to
be pervasively recognized as coherent ideol-
ogies that exist—with greater or lesser de-
grees of overt endorsement—in a variety of
cultures.

Sax (2002) suggested that we have de-
fined benevolent sexism as a set of erroneous
beliefs, a view that he finds contradicted by
data on the existence of average sex differ-
ences in men’s and women’s personalities.
Sax’s concern is based on a misunderstand-
ing of our position. We did not define preju-
dice in terms of erroneous beliefs. Rather, we
criticized Allport’s (1954) often used defini-
tion of prejudice as “an antipathy based upon
a faulty and inflexible generalization” (p. 9).
We explicitly noted that both components of
Allport’s definition (antipathy and erroneous
generalization) are problematic (although we
concentrated on problems with the former,
rather than the latter), and we suggested in-
stead that Allport’s immediate afterthought,
that “the net effect of prejudice . . . is to place
the object of prejudice at some disadvantage”
(p. 9), was more on the mark (i.e., that preju-
dice should perhaps be defined in terms of
the justification of discrimination). Although
we reviewed research on stereotypes about
men and women (primarily to illustrate that
women are ascribed mostly positive traits),
we did not address the accuracy of these
beliefs (for readers interested in varying per-
spectives on stereotype accuracy, see Fiske,
1998; Lee, Jussim, & McCauley, 1995; Stang-
or, 1995).

Clearly, Sax (2002) was correct in as-
serting that there are some reliable sex differ-
ences in personality traits. The more germane
issues from our point of view are as follows:
(a) Why do these differences exist? (b) What
are the effect sizes, rather than just the statis-
tical significance? (c) Do sex differences war-
rant discriminatory treatment based on sex
categorization? Although the nature–nurture
question about the origins of sex differences
in personality is by no means currently re-
solved, abundant evidence indicates that sta-
tus differences between men and women and
conformity to social roles can account for

personality differences between women and
men (Eagly, Wood, & Diekman, 2000). In
other words, sex differences in personality
are to some degree caused by structural sex-
ism in societies, with more patriarchal societ-
ies placing more conformity pressure on men
and women to develop and enact what they
consider to be gender-appropriate roles and
self-images (e.g., see Eagly & Wood, 1999;
Wood & Eagly, in press). Thus, the relation-
ship between a sexist society and observed
sex differences is circular.

If structural sexism is at least partly a
self-fulfilling prophecy, then belief in sex
differences, arguably, could be both accurate
and sexist (i.e., a justification for discrimina-
tion) at the same time. We do not believe,
however, that the hostile sexism and benevo-
lent sexism scales label as sexist people whose
beliefs are merely accurate reflections of real-
ity. In developing the scales, we found, for
example, that items claiming that women are
more nurturing, expressive, and sympathetic
than men (plausible sex differences in per-
sonality) did not correlate with the items that
now compose the benevolent sexism scale.
Why? Because everyone, sexist and nonsex-
ist alike, views these as real sex differences.

A close examination of the benevolent
sexism scale items reveals that they do not
assess beliefs about the well-established sex
differences in personality cited by Sax (2002).
Rather, benevolent sexism (the scale Sax,
2002, seemed more concerned about) taps
into beliefs and values about women being
more pure than men (what personality scale
measures that?), about how women ought to
be protected and provided for by men, as well
as about the necessity of romantic relation-
ships with women for a man to be complete.
Sax probably does not wish to argue, for
example, that women accurately do require
men’s protection because of their emotional
expressiveness and compassion toward oth-
ers. The accuracy of sex stereotypes is beside
the point (whether or not they are due to
neuroanatomy and neurophysiology) when it
comes to deciding whether benevolent sex-
ism is indeed a form of sexism.

Sax (2002) cited the pervasiveness of
benevolent sexism as an indication that it is
not a form of sexism, noting that benevolent-
ly sexist beliefs are “foundational to Juda-
ism” (p. 444) and can be found in cultures
and times ranging from medieval France to
Korea. That a belief is pervasive and reli-
giously justified does not make it unpreju-
diced; Europeans once pervasively believed
that God created various non-Europeans to
be exploited as cheap laborers or as obstacles
to overcome. It is no secret that traditional
Judaism is highly patriarchal. Sax empha-
sized Judaism’s benevolent beliefs about
women but neglected to mention its hostile
side, such as the daily prayer recited every
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morning by Orthodox Jewish men, “Thank
God I was not born a woman” (after similar
prayers of thankfulness for not having been
born a Gentile or a slave). The juxtaposition
of benevolent and hostile beliefs about wom-
en within Judaism, and in other major reli-
gious traditions, such as Christianity and Is-
lam, perfectly illustrates our theory.
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Condom Use Reduces Risk

Mark S. Kiselica
The College of New Jersey

Although I commend Brad Bushman and Craig
Anderson (June/July 2001) on their outstand-
ing critical analysis of media violence and its
effects on human behavior in their article enti-
tled “Media Violence and the American Pub-
lic: Scientific Facts Versus Media Misinfor-
mation,” I identified an error in their reporting
on the effects of condom use and sexually
transmitted HIV. In Figure 2 on page 481 of
their article, Bushman and Anderson depicted
a positive correlation between condom use and
sexually transmitted HIV. However, intuitive
sense, as well as the authors’ own statement
that “wearing a condom decreases the risk of
contracting HIV” (p. 480) and the data that
were the basis for this statement (Weller, 1993),
suggest that there is a negative correlation be-
tween the two variables.
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Media Violence:
Miscast Causality

Christopher J. Ferguson
University of Central Florida

Interpersonal violence within the United
States is an issue of great concern to psychol-
ogists, lawmakers, and other concerned citi-
zens. As noted by Bushman and Anderson
(June/July 2001), the past few decades have
seen alarming increases in violent crime in
the United States. Arguably, the United States
is one of the most violent industrialized na-
tions. It would seem reasonable to suggest
that violence within the United States results

from a complex mixture of factors, on both
societal and individual levels. Yet when an
issue of critical social concern arises, there is
the risk that society may demand quick, sim-
ple answers. The debate over the influence of
violence in the media on the violent impulses
of individuals who view media seems to typ-
ify this tendency. Few would argue with
Bushman and Anderson that the media have
become saturated with violence. Similarly,
the decades since the 1950s have seen an
increase in violent crime that seems to parallel
the increase in media violence. Still, attempts
to make a causal connection between vio-
lence in the media and violent crime may be
premature. In effect, undo emphasis is placed
on a symptom, and underlying causes that
reflect on either society as a whole or the
choices made by individuals with criminal
intent are ignored.

In comparing research on media violence
with research on smoking and lung cancer,
Bushman and Anderson (2001) suggested that
“in both cases, the industry claims that there is
no good evidence have persisted long after the
scientific data clearly indicated there could be
no reasonable doubt about the seriousness of
the causal impact” (p. 482). Comparing media
violence research with that on smoking is a
powerful polemic. The extent to which the
cigarette industry went to deny the effects of
smoking was a travesty. Anderson and Bush-
man are probably correct in suggesting that the
media industry should not be expected to be
quick to embrace research that condemns the
excesses of violence in film, music, television,
and news media. However, it is not clear that
research on media violence has reached the no-
reasonable-doubt point that was reached by
cigarette research. Cigarette smoking was dem-
onstrated to be a necessary and sufficient cause
of lung cancer. But is media violence a neces-
sary and sufficient cause of violent behavior?
As Horgan (1999) pointed out, social scien-
tists have often been guilty of vastly overstat-
ing the significance of their findings. It could
be that Anderson and Bushman presented one
example of such an overstatement. In support
of that premise, several critiques of Anderson
and Bushman shall be presented.

1. Humans are by nature a violent species
and may demand violence in their entertain-
ment. Violent media, then, are not a necessary
precursor to violent behavior.

2. Unlike lung cancer, which is rare
outside of individuals not exposed to ciga-
rette smoke or other inhaled carcinogens, vi-
olent behavior is common in the absence of
violent media, whereas many who are ex-
posed to violent media demonstrate no vio-
lent behavior. Violent media, then, are not
sufficient to cause violent behavior.

3. The effect sizes of media violence re-
search are small. They account for only a small
fraction of the variance in violent behavior.
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