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We aimed at examining the differences between straight (N = 583) and gay (N = 112) people in terms of the
acceptance of ambivalent sexist attitudes not only toward women (ASI) but also toward men (AMI) and how the
level of perceived threat posed by men (Realistic Threat Scale) influences these attitudes' acceptance. The study
results showed that gay men endorsed hostile sexism at the same level as straight men, while lesbian women
were more hostile toward men than straight women. In this study, gay people manifested significantly lower
levels of benevolent (sexist) attitudes toward both genders than straight people. While a positive relationship was
identified between the perceived threat posed by men and hostility toward men, there was a reciprocal corre-
lation in the case of hostile sexism. Men who recognized the threat men can pose to women were less accepting of
hostile sexism and more accepting of hostile attitudes toward their own gender group. Moreover, straight men
who recognized this threat endorsed less benevolent attitudes toward their own gender group than those who
failed to admit it. Our results showed that heterosexual interdependence and recognizing the threat posed by
men highly influence the extent to which hostile and benevolent (sexist) attitudes toward women and men are

accepted or rejected. The implications and practical relevance of our study are also discussed.

1. Introduction

Ambivalent sexism and ambivalent attitudes toward men are typi-
cally studied among straight men and women (Chen et al., 2009; Glick &
Fiske, 2001; Shnabel et al., 2016), but the role of sexual orientation has
been overlooked. Although heterosexual intimacy was emphasized to
underpin the endorsement of sexist beliefs (Glick & Fiske, 1996), recent
research (Cowie et al., 2019) has shown that gay people also endorse
ambivalent sexism on some level. However, ambivalent attitudes toward
men and the significance of the perceived threat men pose to women
were not assessed. The present study aims to fill this gap by clarifying
the significance of sexual orientation in accepting ambivalent sexism
and the acceptance of ambivalent attitudes toward men, and how the
perceived threat men pose to women affects these attitudes. Further, our
study aims at examining all this in the context of a country that is last in
terms of gender equality at the European level (World Economic Forum
[WEF], 2021) and where traditional gender attitudes are prevalent
(Scharle, 2015).

1.1. Ambivalent sexism

Sexist ambivalence toward women combines Benevolent Sexism (BS)
and Hostile Sexism (HS; Glick & Fiske, 1996). While HS serves the
legitimization of the patriarchy by punishing women who do not want to
accept their subordinate status compared to men, BS rewards women
who fulfil traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Due to its
subjectively favorable tone, the subtler BS is often hard to recognize as a
form of sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Kilianski & Rudman, 1998). Ac-
cording to the ambivalent sexism theory (Glick et al., 2000; Glick &
Fiske, 1996), ambivalent sexism involves three aspects of the relation-
ship between women and men: power distribution, traditional gender
roles, and heterosexual intimacy (Glick & Fiske, 1999). The mutual
interdependence of straight men and women due to intimacy creates an
unusual situation. In the case of men, unlike other intergroup imbal-
ances, the powerful group is dependent on the members of a subordinate
group. On the one hand, straight men cannot uphold solely hostile at-
titudes toward women because even if HS is an important tool in
maintaining gender status quo, straight men need women for sexual
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intimacy; thus, they depend on women. Even though HS is openly
adversarial while BS seems to be positive on the surface, they are the
“two sides of a sexist coin” (Glick & Fiske, 2011, p. 5) and justify the
gender hierarchy equally (Jost & Kay, 2005). The BS rewards women
who accept traditional gender roles—thus the gender status quo—by
being pro-social or intimacy seeking and displaying subordinated,
powerless behavior (Glick & Fiske, 1996). These roles limit women's
opportunities and keep them in low-status positions. Besides, they are
idealized in the romantic cultural scripts that pair knightly men (Viki
et al., 2003) with admiring women (Glick et al., 1997). Such images
suggest that having a woman's love is an essential source of true
happiness for men (Glick et al., 1997). Thus, BS depicts women as
romantic objects, loving wives, and caring mothers who are also
vulnerable; therefore, they should be adored and loved by men. It im-
plies that because women are less competent and weaker than men, they
need protection (Glick & Fiske, 2001).

While BS prescribes how a respectable woman should behave to be
appealing to men, HS shapes the ideals held about women by defining
proscriptive norms that must not be violated (Lee et al., 2010). That is,
HS is not only a deterrent to women's resistance, but also shapes the
image of the ideal partner through proscriptions—how women ought
not to behave to avoid retaliation (Rudman & Glick, 2008). Thus, HS is
an adversarial ideology, opposed to women's assumed intentions to seek
control over men either through their sexual power or by challenging
men's dominant status (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Hostility is beneficial to
those who seek to take and hold control over others to maintain their
own higher social status, according to the social dominance theory
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Therefore, men can be hostile toward women,
while women are not allowed to be hostile toward the dominant group,
i.e., toward men. Consequently, it is not only prescribed that women
should be kind and caring, but it is also proscribed for them to be
rebellious (Prentice & Carranza, 2002), or else they face retaliation
(Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010). Through these proscriptions negative
control can be achieved, with the implication that women must accept
their subordinate status. According to cross-cultural studies (Glick et al.,
2000; Shnabel et al., 2016), men tend to be more accepting of HS than
women, irrespective of the given culture. This is probably because men
as a group benefit from the patriarchy. Patriarchal control is institu-
tionalized in political, economic, and social hierarchies that facilitate
hostile sexist attitudes. Compared to BS, this ideology's relationship to
men's power is more obvious (Glick & Fiske, 1996). However, men's
hostility toward those who they perceive to threaten the gender status
quo is not limited solely to women; HS promotes punitive attitudes to-
ward gender nonconformity for both women and men (Glick et al.,
2015).

1.2. Ambivalence toward men

While ambivalent sexism is directed toward women, ambivalent at-
titudes can also target men. Ambivalence toward men expresses
resentment of men's power over women in parallel with a loving and
respectful attitude toward the few men on whom women depend
(Connor et al., 2016; Glick & Fiske, 2011). Benevolence toward Men
(BM; Glick & Fiske, 1999) has a similar function to BS; They promote
interdependence between men and women by suggesting a benevolent
image of the other gender. Although women, as a subordinate group,
might resent men's dominance, they may also associate men with posi-
tive, even chivalrous attitudes because of heterosexual intimacy, in this
way developing a romantic relationship with the oppressor (Glick &
Fiske, 1999). The dynamic differs from those of men. Straight men desire
to have psychological closeness (heterosexual intimacy) with a member
of a group that has lower status than their own group, while straight
women need to form a close relationship with a member of the group
that keeps them in lower social status (Glick & Fiske, 1999, 2011).
Nevertheless, women tend to hold both subjectively positive stereotypes
(e.g., ambitious, competent) and negative stereotypes (e.g., arrogant,
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domineering) about men at the same time (Hentschel et al., 2019).

Men may perceive a threat in women's resentment of the system and
in their challenge of the status quo, which may trigger hostility toward
the resisters, motivating HS. Stigmatized people, on the other hand, are
more likely to perceive the powerful group—(straight) men—as
threatening, because of the dominants' power over the subordinates'
fate, which triggers Hostility toward Men (HM; Glick & Fiske, 1999; Riek
et al., 2006). Therefore, HM is an expression of resentment about men's
higher status, greater power, and social prestige, as well as about their
material and political advantages—thus, resentment of the patriarchy
itself (Glick & Fiske, 1999). Other sources of resentment can be the
assumed sexual aggression and paternalism of men in close relationships
(Feather & Boeckmann, 2007). Nevertheless, even negative attitudes
toward men—the assumption that men are innately arrogant and power-
seeking—contribute to the perceived legitimacy and stability of the
gender hierarchy (Glick & Whitehead, 2010).

1.3. Sexism without heterosexual interest

Ambivalent sexism theory (Connor et al., 2016; Glick & Fiske, 1996,
1999) posits that due to heterosexual interdependence, straight men and
women tend to endorse benevolent attitudes toward each other. How-
ever, gay people do not need the other gender for sexual intimacy, even
if they can have strong ties with them through different kinds of family
relations and friendships. Moreover, BS and BM uphold a hierarchy that
is not only gender unequal but heteronormative as well, rewarding fully
only the gender-traditional and heterosexually oriented cisgender peo-
ple (Glick & Fiske, 1996). In this way, another hierarchy dimen-
sion—besides patriarchy—is established, suggesting that only
heterosexual and cisgender (i.e., not transgender) sexual and gender
orientation are acceptable and understood as ‘natural’ and valued
(Robinson, 2016). Therefore, homophobia can be identified as a means
of sexism that gives heterosexual men an advantage not only over
women but also over gay men (Pharr, 1997). As Pharr (1997) states
categorically, “without the existence of sexism, there would be no ho-
mophobia” (p. 26). Because lesbian women and gay men belong to the
group of sexual minorities in heteronormative societies (Herek, 1984,
1988; Robinson, 2016), they do not enjoy the rewards of benevolent
attitudes toward their gender as much as the heterosexual members of
the same gender group. Thus, this makes it less likely for gay people to
endorse either BS or BM the same way as straights do. Rudman and Glick
(2008) got to a similar conclusion in their study that assessed the
prevalence of benevolent attitudes among those who are not affected by
heterosexual intimacy; In their comparison of children and adults' atti-
tudes toward the other gender, they reported that pre-adolescent
children—who are similarly lacking heterosexual intimacy and inter-
est as gay adults—endorse HS without endorsing BS. It seems that, in the
absence of heterosexual interest, there is no need to buffer hostility with
benevolent attitudes, resulting in less acceptance of benevolent attitudes
toward the other gender.

The endorsement of hostile attitudes, on the other hand, presumably
depends on the targeted gender; are these attitudes target the subordi-
nated (women) or target the dominant (men) group? Within a hetero-
normative society, gay people as a sexual minority (Gates, 2012) are
often stigmatized because they are perceived as failing to fulfil tradi-
tional gender roles, thus threatening the patriarchal system (Kite &
Deaux, 1987; Wilkinson, 2008). Lesbian women are often perceived as
more masculine than straight women (Halberstam, 2002), while gay
men might be stigmatized as not being ‘real men’ (Kiebel et al., 2019).
Men with strongly masculine identification consider gender noncon-
formity as a threat to the gender status quo; therefore, they endorse HS,
which predicts negative evaluation toward women who perceived to be
masculine, but also toward men who perceived to be feminine (Glick
et al., 1997; Glick et al., 2015). Moreover, according to the masculine
overcompensation thesis (Willer et al., 2013), men who feel that their
masculine identity is threatened express greater support for homophobic
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attitudes and a belief in men's superiority. Therefore, those men who
endorse stereotypes that characterize gay men as effeminate (i.e., soft
and emotional, characteristics that are the opposite of traditional mas-
culinity) exhibit stronger anti-gay attitudes (Kilianski, 2003) as a
defensive reaction to the perceived threat to their masculinity (Glick
et al., 2007).

As a result, although many gay men support feminist movements in
the understanding that gender equality is a common goal with women,
some may wish to be equal with straight men perhaps due to the
masculine overcompensation, even at the price of turning against
women, in order to gain higher status (Sanchez & Vilain, 2012).
Belonging to men's group guarantees privileges while being perceived as
feminine—compared to straight men—might lower their status. Gay
men who perceive their masculine gender role being questioned thus
might accept anti-effeminacy attitudes as a means of regaining privi-
leges of their gender group membership (Murgo et al., 2017). It means
that, in order to avoid social backlash—or to compensate for the dis-
advantages that originated in their stigmatized sexual orientation—and
to reduce identity threat, gay men may display traditionally masculine
attitudes (including displaying hostile sexism) that disassociate them
from the effeminate stereotype of gay men. Meanwhile, in the case of
lesbian women, hostility toward their own gender, which is, in addition,
in the focus of their intimate interests, would be unreasonable.
Although, it cannot be ruled out that some of these attitudes have been
internalized during the socialization.

The endorsement of HM is assumably different in the case of gay men
and lesbian women because they have a different relationship with the
group of men. Lesbian women are in a doubly disadvantageous position
compared to men due to their gender and sexual minority membership.
Thus, they might be less motivated to mitigate their resentment toward
men who embody the patriarchy that threatens them. Dynamics differ in
the case of gay men and straight women. Although men's hostility to-
ward gender-nonconforming women and men might trigger resentment
(Glick & Fiske, 1999), gay men, similar to straight women, cannot up-
hold solely hostile attitudes toward men. Partly because they are
dependent on men for intimacy; and because, even if not as much as for
straight men, belonging to men's group provides privileges.

Considering the similarity in the dynamic of gay men and straight
women's social status, gay men assumably resent traditional paternalism
similar to straight women (Glick & Fiske, 1999). Members of an
oppressed group often resent the dominant group for having power and
high status, which brings results in social esteem, material, and political
advantage. Moreover, victims of prejudice can develop prejudice toward
other groups, especially toward the oppressor group. Thus, in order to
gain back self-esteem, they might direct negative attitudes against those
who cause the negative social identity, i.e. toward (straight) men.

1.4. Realistic and symbolic threat posed by men

Although the integrated threat theory (Stephan et al., 1998) was
developed originally for the intercultural context, it is also applicable in
examining gender and sexual orientation hierarchies (Stephan et al.,
2000). Men can maintain gender privileges through HS as it proscribes
(Glick & Fiske, 1996) women to be rebellious against men (Prentice &
Carranza, 2002) or they must face reprisal (Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).
Thus, men might mean a realistic threat to women by, for instance, their
political power and physical aggression. The concept of realistic threat is
rooted in realistic group conflict theory (Sherif, 1966), which assumes
that social groups compete for limited resources such as status, land,
workplaces, and so on. In gendered context, for women, this threat can
be men's social status, economic and political power, aggression rooted
in physical strength, and the risk of repression (Stephan et al., 2000).

Women in Hungary may feel particularly exposed to experience a
threat by men because Hungary is in the worst position at the European
level regarding gender equality (WEF, 2021); moreover, anti-feminist
narratives are at the core of the governmental communication
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(Kovats, 2020), and sexism is widely supported in the society (Kantas
etal., 2022). For example, domestic violence, which can be predicted by
HS (Glick et al., 2002), is a severe problem (EIGE, 2019) in the country,
rape myths are widely accepted (Nyil & Kende, 2021), and gender-
stereotypical beliefs that are fueled by BS are not only widely
accepted but expected as well (Scharle, 2015). According to recent data,
78 % of the population strongly agree that the most important role of
women is to take care of their family (European Commission [EC],
2017)—a traditional belief that keeps women in lower status compared
to men by means of BS. When sexism and heteronormativity intersect,
the social status of lesbian women might be even worse than that of
straight women. Lesbian women have a lower status due to their gender
group membership, and because of heteronormativity, they have a lower
status due to their sexual orientation. Therefore, lesbian women may
face a greater threat posed by men than straight women.

However, not only women—regardless of their sexual ori-
entation—but also gay men might feel threatened in the country. As
previous research has shown (Glick et al., 2015), HS predicts punitive
attitudes not only toward women but also toward gay men. This nega-
tive attitude embodies widely in society; Sexual minorities are in a
highly disadvantageous position in Hungary, with a deteriorating trend
since 2015 (ILGA, 2020). The growing prevalence of hate crimes, bias-
motivated speech, and institutionalized homophobia put a burden on
the daily life of gay people in Hungary (ILGA, 2020; Kantas et al., 2022;
Takacs et al., 2012). Nonetheless, gay men might still have some ad-
vantages compared to lesbian women; Even though they are disadvan-
taged due to their sexual orientation, they still belong to the dominant
group based on their sex.

1.5. Current study

Glick and Fiske (1996, 1999, see also Connor et al., 2016) claimed
that due to the dyadic dependence between men and women, hetero-
sexual intimacy plays an important role in the maintenance of benevo-
lent, thus as a whole, ambivalent attitudes toward the other gender in
the case of both men and women. Although previous research has
examined the acceptance of ambivalent sexism among lesbian, gay, and
bisexual (LGB) people (Cowie et al., 2019), it did not investigate the
acceptance of ambivalent attitudes toward men and how the perceived
threat posed by men to women affects it. The present study, that was
conducted in a highly gender-traditional country (Scharle, 2015), ex-
pands on previous works that have either overlooked gay perspectives
(e.g., Glick & Fiske, 2011) or investigated solely the acceptance of
ambivalent sexism (Cowie et al., 2019), while missed the assessment of
ambivalent attitudes toward men and how the perceived threat posed by
men affects these views. We aimed to examine whether sexual orienta-
tion affects the acceptance of gender-discriminatory views—such as
ambivalent sexism and ambivalent attitudes toward men—given that
these attitudes stem from the same ideology as homophobic attitudes
which are directed toward gay people. We hypothesize that although a
lack of heterosexual intimacy may result in significant differences from
heterosexuals, it won't fully eradicate the social embeddedness of sexist
attitudes.

We assume that because BS rewards primarily gender-conforming
women, lesbian women would accept BS less than straight women
(Hypothesis 1a) and because lesbian women are dependent on other
women for intimacy, while they belong to the same gender group as that
targeted by sexist attitudes, they would be the least accepting of HS
(Hypothesis 1b) compared to the other three groups. In the case of gay
men, due to the lack of heterosexual intimacy, which is assumed to be
among the most important motivators for upholding BS, it was predicted
that they would be less likely than straight men to accept it (Hypothesis
2a). However, because of the possible masculine overcompensation,
they were expected to accept HS to a similar extent as straight men
(Hypothesis 2b).

In terms of ambivalence toward men, it was hypothesized that
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because lesbian women might have experienced hostility—and thus a
greater threat—from men (Gates, 2012; Wilkinson, 2008) without being
dependent on them for sexual intimacy, they were expected to manifest
less BM (Hypothesis 3a) and more HM (Hypothesis 3b) compared to
straight women. It was also assumed that gay men would endorse BM
less (Hypothesis 4a) and HM more (Hypothesis 4b) than straight men,
because even though they depend on men for sexual intimacy, they
might show resentment toward men's group as their straight members
oppress not only women but gay men as well in heteronormative
societies.

In patriarchal societies, women have lower status than men (Eagly &
Diekman, 2003; Glick & Fiske, 1996). Therefore, it was predicted that
women would perceive a greater threat—from men—than men would
recognize (Hypothesis 5a). It was also hypothesized that LG participants
would be more aware of the threat that men pose to women (PTh) than
straight participants (Hypothesis 5b). Due to their doubly disadvantaged
status, lesbian women were expected to report a higher level of PTh
compared to straight women (Hypothesis 5c). Finally, a positive asso-
ciation was predicted between PTh and the acceptance of HM (Hy-
pothesis 6) among women, regardless of sexual orientation.

2. Method
2.1. Participants

A total of 780 Hungarian participants (61.4 % women and 38.6 %
men) were recruited by means of anonymous online sampling. The
sample originally included LG participants (14.4 %), straight partici-
pants (74.7 %), and participants of various sexual minority groups (i.e.,
bisexual, asexual, pansexual, and others; 10.9 %). Because the study
aimed at comparing the answers of heterosexually interdependent
(straight) and independent (LG) participants with no overlap between
the two groups, the responses given by participants who reported
belonging to another sexual minority group (e.g., bisexual, asexual,
pansexual) were omitted from the analysis. As a result, 85 (10.9 %)
participants were excluded. The final sample consisted of 695 partici-
pants: 583 (83.8 %) straight participants (63.6 % women and 36.4 %
men) and 112 (16.2 %) LG participants (62.5 % men and 37.5 %
women). The majority of the respondents (40,3 %) were between age
18-28, 28,5 % were between age 29-39, 21,9 % were between age
40-50, and 9,4 % were older. Most participants (70,4 %) had a uni-
versity degree (i.e., short-cycle tertiary education; college-, bachelor's-,
master's-, or doctoral-level education or equivalent).

2.2. Data collection

Recruitment for the study was conducted employing online sam-
pling. Online—snowball—sampling was the mainstream method, but in
the case of LG participants, next to snowball sampling, invitations were
sent to particular LG groups and organizations to recruit respondents via
their internal channels. The reason for choosing online sampling (mainly
via social media) was that gay people, due to their sexual minority
status, perceive themselves as being threatened in Hungary (European
Commission, 2019; ILGA, 2020). It was, therefore, essential to assure
them that participation was completely anonymous. The study was
carried out in accordance with the Hungarian Law on Privacy and Data
Protection (Act CXII of 2011). All participants contributed voluntarily:
they were free to choose whether to complete the survey and could
withdraw from the survey at any time. The survey included an intro-
ductory section explaining the research aims and the voluntary nature of
participation, a guarantee of anonymity, and an informed consent
statement. The survey was available to participants for completion only
after they accepted the informed consent statement.
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2.3. Measurement

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. The Hungarian version of the ASI
(Kovacs, 2007; Szabo, 2009) was used. Although the original scale
(Glick & Fiske, 1996) comprises 22 items, the adapted Hungarian
version has 21 items. The reduction was based on earlier studies
involving Hungarian participants, in which one item (i.e., “There are
actually very few women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming
sexually available and then refusing male advances”) proved dysfunc-
tional in the case of this particular sample (Nyul et al., 2018; Szabo,
2009). There are two subscales of ASI: BS and HS. BS was measured by
11 items (e.g., “Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral
sensibility”, “Women should be cherished and protected by men”) and
HS was measured by 10 items (e.g., “Women are too easily offended”,
“Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them™). There
are no reverse-coded items in the Hungarian adaptation of the scale.
Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliabilities and descriptive statistics
were as follows: BS (« =.862, M = 2.53, SD = 0.85) and HS (« = .897, M
= 2.62, SD = 0.92).

Ambivalence toward Men Inventory. The AMI (Glick & Fiske, 1999;
Szabo, 2009) was used, but instead of the original version, which con-
sists of 20 items in two subscales, a shorter (15-item) version was used,
which had previously been adapted for a Hungarian sample (Szabo,
2009). There are two subscales of AMI: BM and HM. BM was measured
by 10 items (e.g., “Men are more willing to put themselves in danger to
protect others”, “Men are less likely to fall apart in emergencies than
women are.”) and HM was measured by 5 items (e.g., “Most men pay lip
service to equality for women, but can't handle having a woman as an
equal”, “Men act like babies when they are sick™).There are no reverse-
coded items in the Hungarian adaptation of the scale. Respondents rated
the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The reliabilities and descriptive statistics were as fol-
lows: BM (o = .829, M = 2.58, SD = 0.80) and HM (a = .687, M = 3.04,
SD = 0.82).

Realistic Threat Scale. To measure the perceived threat posed by men
to women, the shorter Hungarian version (Szabo, 2009) of the Realistic
Threat Scale was used. Five items measured the perceived realistic
threat (e.g., “Men have too much political power”, “Men too often deny
women positions of power and responsibility”), which is related to men's
social position, aggression, and economic power. Participants were
asked to rate all the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliabilities and descriptive
statistics were as follows: o = .794, M = 3.62, SD = 0.85.

2.4. Statistical analyses

Data analysis was performed by 2 (Participant Gender: woman or
man) x 2 (Participant Sexual Orientation: gay or straight) ANOVA for
the first five hypotheses. Pearson's correlation coefficient test was used
for Hypothesis 6. Means were computed with 95 % confidence intervals.
The software IBM SPSS Statistic 24.0 was used to conduct the statistical
analyses.

A statistical power analysis was performed for sample size estima-
tion, based on data from a previously published study by Tortora et al.
(2020; N = 547), comparing gender of participants to sexual orientation
in 2 x 2 ANOVA. In this study, the effect size (ES) was .47 that
considered to be large using Cohen's (1988) criteria. According to the
GPower 3.1 software that was set with an alpha =.05 and power =.80,
the projected sample size needed with this effect size is approximately N
= 148 for this 2 x 2 group comparison to find a between-group differ-
ence. Therefore, the proposed sample size (N = 695) of the present study
was adequate for the main objective of this study and allowed for ex-
pected attrition and additional objective of controlling for possible
moderating factors and subgroup analysis.
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3. Results

Fig. 1 shows the means and confidence intervals of straight men, gay
men, straight women, and lesbian women. In the case of BS, the main
effects for sexual orientation, F(1,691) = 51.14 p < .001 n2 = .07, and
for gender, F(1,691) = 6.50 p = .011 n? = .01, were significant. As ex-
pected (Hypothesis 1a), Bonferroni-corrected post hoc tests indicated
that lesbian participants (M = 2.03, SD = 0.78) accepted BS less than
straight women (M = 2.49, SD = 0.82; p = .003). In the case of HS, the
main effects for gender, F(1,691) = 48.46 p = .001 nz = .07, and for
sexual orientation, F(1,691) = 16.88 p < .001 nz = .03, were significant
and Bonferroni-corrected post hoc tests indicated that lesbian partici-
pants (M = 1.93, SD = 0.79) agreed with HS the least (Hypothesis 1b) in
comparison with straight women (M = 2.47, SD = 0.83; p = .001),
straight men (M = 2.97, SD = 0.94; p < .001), and gay men (M = 2.74,
SD =0.91; p < .001). It was also predicted (Hypothesis 2a) that gay men
(M = 2.09, SD = 0.60) endorse BS less than straight men (M = 2.86, SD
= 0.85), and this prediction was confirmed by the Bonferroni-corrected
post hoc test, p < .001. Similarly, the hypothesis (2b) according to which
gay men (M = 2.74, SD = 0.91) accept HS to a similar extent to straight
men (M = 2.97, SD = 0.94) was supported, p = .37.

With respect to ambivalence toward men, two hypotheses were
tested. In the case of BM, the main effects were significant for gender, F
(1,691) = 13.17 p < .001 part.n2 = .02, and for sexual orientation, F
(1,691) = 43.19 p < .001 part.n? = .06. Similarly, for HM, the main
effects were significant as well for gender, F(1,691) = 32.91 p < .001
part.n2 = .05, and for sexual orientation, F(1,691) = 15.00 p < .001
part.n? = .02. As the Bonferroni-corrected post hoc tests indicated, our
hypothesis (3a), according to which due to heterosexual interdepen-
dence BM would be more prevalent among straight women (M = 2.57,
SD = 0.80) than among lesbian women (M = 1.97, SD = 0.65) was
supported, p < .001. The results also revealed that lesbian participants
supported HM (M = 3.59, SD = 0.92) significantly more (Hypothesis 3b)
than straight women (M = 3.15, SD = 0.79; p < .004). Gay men were
predicted to endorse BM less (Hypothesis 4a) and HM more (Hypothesis
4b) than straight men. The prediction was partly confirmed because, as
the Bonferroni-corrected post hoc tests indicated, significant difference
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was found between gay men (M = 2,33, SD = 0.69) and straight men (M
= 2.81, SD = 0.76; p < .001) in the case of BM, but no significant dif-
ference was found between gay men (M = 2.99, SD = 0.77) and straight
men (M = 2.78; SD = 0.77; p = .31) in the case of HM.

The third aspect of the present study was to examine how the
perceived threat posed by men might shape the attitudes of women. It
was expected (Hypothesis 5a) that women perceive to be threatened by
men more than men recognize this threat. Due to their subordinate so-
cial status within the patriarchy, women appeared to experience a
greater level of PTh, F(1,691) = 36.63 p < .001 part.n2 = .05, than men
admitted the existence of PTh, and, as predicted (Hypothesis 5b), gay
people recognized a greater level of PTh than straight people did, F
(1,691) = 26.50 p < .001 part.n? = .04. The Bonferroni-corrected post
hoc test also indicated that, as it was expected (Hypothesis 5c), lesbian
participants (M = 4.23, SD = 0.81) reported a higher level of PTh, than
straight women (M = 3.74, SD = 0.82; p = .001).

The sixth hypothesis referred to the assumed positive correlation
between PTh and HM in the case of women. As predicted, PTh and HM
showed a strong positive correlation (1-tailed) in the case of women,
Tstraight women = .60 p < .001, resbian women = -78 p < .001, and unex-
pectedly, even in the case of men, rgay men = -40 p = .001, Tstraight men =
.44 p < .001. Even though we did not hypothesize earlier, BM showed a
weak negative correlation with PTh in the case of straight men, r = —.15
p =.025, and a weak positive correlation was found between PTh and BS
in the case of straight women, r = .12 p = .026. More importantly, in the
case of men, there was a moderate to strong negative correlation be-
tween HS and PTh, spaight men = —-41 p < .001, and, rgqy men = —.37 p =
.002, while this negative correlation was weak in the case of straight

WOMEN Tiraight women = —-11 p = .030, and did not appear in the case of
lesbian women, Tespign women = —-08 p = .618. The results can be seen in
Table 1.

4. Discussion

Ambivalent sexist attitudes play a role in system justification by
maintaining the existing patriarchal system (Bareket et al., 2018; Swim
et al., 1995). The extent of agreement with sexist ideologies varies across

L i !

uE nE
]: s
BM HM PTh
2.81 2.78 3.26
2.33 2.99 3.66
2.57 3.15 3.74
1.97 3.59 4.23
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Fig. 1. Means of Benevolent Sexism, Hostile Sexism, Benevolence toward Men, Hostility toward Men, and Perceived Threat divided by the four groups of Participants
Note, ‘BS’ = Benevolent Sexism; ‘HS’ = Hostile Sexism. A 5-point Likert scale was used: higher scores mean higher acceptance of sexist ideologies. ‘BM’ =
Benevolence toward Men; ‘HM’ = Hostility toward Men. A 5-point Likert scale was used: higher scores mean higher acceptance of ambivalence toward men. ‘PTh’ =
Perceived Threat. A 5-point Likert scale was used: higher scores mean higher level of perceived threat posed by men to women. Level of confidence = 95 %.
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Table 1
Correlations of perceived threat scale with ambivalent sexism inventory sub-
scales and ambivalence toward men inventory subscales.

PTh
Straight men Gay men Straight women Lesbian women
BS —.08 .15 12 .23
HS _.41% .37 —11* .08
BM —.15% -.13 .02 .17
HM 44 40+ 60%* 7g

Note, ‘BS’ = Benevolent Sexism; ‘HS’ = Hostile Sexism; ‘BM’ = Benevolence
toward Men; ‘HM’ = Hostility toward Men; ‘PTh’ = Perceived Threat. Pearson
correlations were conducted.

™ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

" Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

countries and people (Glick et al., 2000, 2004), although earlier research
did not differentiate gay people from straight people when assessing
sexist attitudes. Recently, however, it was shown that the acceptance of
ambivalent sexism is influenced by sexual orientation (Cowie et al.,
2019). The present study adds to the existing literature by focusing on
the role of sexual orientation in the acceptance of ambivalent attitudes
toward both men and women and how the perceived threat posed by
men affects these attitudes in a highly gender-traditional country.

Our results showed that lesbian women and gay men accepted BS less
than their straight counterparts. In the case of lesbian women, a possible
explanation is that because BS rewards fully only those women who
fulfil traditional gender roles—thus it does not include lesbians due to
their sexual orientation (Connor et al., 2016)—lesbian women are less
motivated to uphold these benevolent sexist views on women. A
different explanation arose in the case of gay men. By giving a subjec-
tively positive color to the imbalanced power relations, BS can take the
edge off the power inequalities. However, as expected, when intimacy
with women does not play a role in men's lives, as in the case of gay men,
BS might not be appealing. Therefore, our results reinforced the findings
of Rudman and Glick (2008), who found that without heterosexual in-
timacy, hostile attitudes are not need to be buffered by benevolent
sexism.

Our results also revealed that of all the groups, lesbian women
accepted HS the least, which is probably because lesbian women do not
only belong to the exact gender group HS targets, but they are dependent
on women in terms of intimacy. In the case of gay men, it was hypoth-
esized that gender group privileges—resulting from membership of the
dominant gender group—can be important as they have to face negative
discrimination due to their sexual orientation. Therefore, while gay men
showed less engagement with BS—that is assumed to be motivated
mainly through heterosexual intimacy—their hostility toward women
was not significantly different from that shown by straight men. This
may suggest that because of their interest in strengthening the privileged
group's status to which they belong—while their other group member-
ship is highly unprivileged—gay men might be similarly motivated as
straight men to uphold power imbalances between the gender groups.

In the case of BM, sexual orientation proved to be more of an
important factor than gender. Lesbian women endorsed BM less than
straight women, just as gay men endorsed BM less than straight men.
Though, there is a difference in how we can explain these results;
Lacking the need for sexual intimacy with men, lesbian women do not
need to mitigate their resentment toward men by BM. Gay men, on the
other hand, are in a similar position as straight women; The subject of
their intimate interest and the group that put them at a disadvantage is
the same. Therefore, the decreased level of willingness—compared to
straight men—to support BM might be resentment toward the
Oppressors.

It can be concluded, by examining these results in terms of their
relationship with the level of perceived threat men pose to women, that
the perceived threat has a significant impact on shaping hostile attitudes
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toward both women and men. Women, and especially lesbian women,
who perceived themselves threatened by men, showed greater HM.
These factors correlated highly, in harmony with the assumption that
HM might stem from the resentment of men's dominance, and thus of the
patriarchy. Dominance tends to trigger hostility on the part of sub-
ordinates—women, and to some extent, gay men—therefore, they might
develop adversarial attitudes to protect their self-esteem (Glick & Fiske,
1999).

However, even though it was not hypothesized, a positive correlation
was found between the perceived threat posed by men and BS in the case
of straight women. Taking into account that gender inequality is sub-
stantial in Hungary (WEF, 2021), and thus, women feel highly threat-
ened, our results underpin cross-culture comparisons according to which
(Glick et al., 2000) women are more likely to reject HS but accept BS
relative to men in those countries where HS's acceptance is generally
high. According to the protection racket hypothesis (Fisher, 2006),
women adopt BS more when hostility toward them is significant at a
societal level in order to seek protection from their intimate male
partner or family members (Glick et al., 2004).

In addition, the results revealed that men who recognized that their
gender group members are perceived to be threatening to women were
more hostile toward their own group and less hostile toward women.
Moreover, straight men who recognized this threat showed less agree-
ment with benevolent attitudes toward other men. This result could be
of significance for deconstructing the essentialist understanding of men's
dominance, as it shows that some men recognize the harm caused to
women by the patriarchal system and alter their views of women
accordingly. As the results showed, by recognizing the threat their own
gender group poses to women, men might become less invested in the
gender status quo and, thus, perhaps more likely to reject hostility to-
ward women. Furthermore, these men can be allies for those women
who aspire to challenge the gender hierarchy. Our results are consistent
with the findings of Good et al. (2018); The benefit that male allies
anticipated for women is proven to be a motivation to stand up against
sexism regardless of how close the affected women are to male allies.

5. Limitations and future directions

The limitations of the present study include the use of scales that
were developed for straight participants. However, others who worked
with gay people in their research (Cowie et al., 2019) used the same
sexism inventory (ASI) that was used for the present study to be able to
compare the attitudes of straight and gay people. A second limitation of
the present study was the modest sample size of the LG participants,
partly due to the exclusion of non-heterosexual participants who re-
ported themselves as being other than gay or lesbian. Therefore, it might
be useful to measure sexual orientation as a dimension in future
research; nevertheless, our findings can contribute to a better under-
standing of a marginalized group. Because this perspective was under-
represented in the earlier literature, the research aimed at exploring the
role of sexual orientation in accepting sexist views; whether it di-
minishes or just alters the pattern of the acceptance. However, further
investigation is essential to obtain a better understanding of the dy-
namics underlying these attitudes. Especially regarding the threat posed
by men to women, because it elicited significantly different reactions not
only between men and women but also among same-sex participants
with different sexual orientations.

6. Conclusion

Our results showed that gay men and lesbian women, who are not
reliant on the other gender in an intimate sense, manifested BS and BM
less than straight participants. However, in line with the protection
racket hypothesis (Fisher, 2006), straight women who perceived to be
threatened by men, displayed BS probably due to the expectations of
men's protection. Gay men were equally accepting of HS as straight men,
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while lesbian women were even more accepting of HM than straight
women. Hostility toward the other gender also depended on the
perception of the threat posed to women by men. Men who recognized
this kind of threat themselves were similar in their attitudes to women;
They showed more HM and less HS.

These results may help in deconstructing the essentialist view of men
and in promoting cross-sex alliances among those who aspire to chal-
lenge the gender status quo; Meanwhile, they draw attention to another
problem. Straight women who feel threatened were more likely to
accept BS; an ideology that upholds the system that is threatening
women—and the vicious circle continues. Therefore, how we target the
problem of ambivalent sexism in interventions is crucial. Our results
suggest that two important aspects should be taken into account when
one designs interventions targeting ambivalent sexism. On the one hand,
it is important to provide information on how endorsing BS strengthens
the patriarchal system that is the source of the threat. On the other hand,
raising awareness of ambivalent sexism should involve information on
how these attitudes manifest and affect women's daily life. It is possible
that presenting women's real-life examples of this threat fueled by
ambivalent sexism can lead to more empathy. Increasing empathy in this
regard has been shown to help men to reject sexist attitudes (Becker &
Swim, 2011). It is possible that those men who recognized the threat
their gender group means to women recognized their own privileges.
Therefore, as shown in previous research (Case et al., 2014), fostering
the recognition and acknowledgement of privileges of men—and
straights—can promote ally behavior leading people to challenge their
own privileges.
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