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Abstract 

This study investigated how demographic variables (age, gender, education levels and 

perceived socioeconomic status (SES)) predicted benevolent and hostile sexism and how 

each sexism influenced various aspects of psychological well-being (autonomy, 

environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life and 

self-acceptance) in a contemporary Irish context. This quantitative, cross-sectional study used 

convenience sampling and recruited 101 participants through social media platforms (female: 

n = 72, male: n = 27), aged 18–63 (M = 33.5, SD = 14.86). Education levels ranged from 

secondary school to postgraduate degree and perceived SES ranged from 1 to 9 (M = 6.11, 

SD = 1.43), on a 1-10 scale. Participants completed a questionnaire, including demographic 

questions, Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scale and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. 

Regression analyses were conducted to investigate these relationships and the results showed 

that age, gender and perceived SES were statistically significant predictors of benevolent 

sexism, while only gender was for hostile sexism. Neither form of sexism significantly 

predicted any aspect of psychological well-being. These findings could contribute to the 

development of targeted interventions to reduce sexism in at-risk groups. Further research is 

needed to explore cultural and external influences on these relationships. 
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Exploring Demographic Factors, Ambivalent Sexism and Psychological Well-being in 

an Irish Context 

In recent years, Ireland has made notable progress toward gender equality, with a 7.9-

point increase on the Gender Equality Index from 2010 to 2024, placing the country ninth in 

the European Union, with an overall score of 73.4 out of 100 (European Institute for Gender 

Equality, 2024). However, gender equality has not been wholly achieved yet. According to 

the Central Statistics Office (2019), 29.1% of females reported feeling the discrimination they 

had experienced was gender-based, in areas such as the workplace, when looking for work 

and in public spaces (e.g., shops, pubs or restaurants), compared to 7.8% of males.  

Glick and Rudman (2010) defined sexism as a bias based on gender rather than a 

simple dislike of women, which affects both men and women. It contributes to gender 

inequality by supporting traditional gender norms and hierarchies (Brandt, 2011). Sexist 

attitudes and gender discrimination have been linked to multiple negative health outcomes for 

the receiver, including negative self-views, higher levels of depression, increased 

psychological distress, lower life satisfaction, poorer mental functioning and increased 

likelihood of poorer rated self-health (Barreto & Doyle, 2023; Emmer et al., 2024; Hackett et 

al., 2019; Stepanikova et al., 2020; Watson et al., 2018). Additionally, the distress caused by 

experiencing sexism can lead to harmful health behaviours including increased tobacco and 

alcohol use (Zucker & Landry, 2007).  

This literature review has three primary objectives. The first is to discuss the 

Ambivalent Sexism Theory proposed by Glick and Fiske (1996). The second is to examine 

how demographic variables (age, gender, education levels, and socioeconomic status) 

influence sexism levels. The third objective is to explore the impact sexism of sexism on 

psychological well-being. 
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Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

The Ambivalent Sexism Theory (Glick & Fiske, 1996) describes sexism toward 

women as having two interrelated yet contradicting components: hostile and benevolent 

sexism. Hostile sexism involves openly negative or misogynistic attitudes, belittling women 

who challenge traditional gender norms and ideologies. It involves portraying women as 

wanting to control men and threaten their societal status (Barreto & Doyle, 2023). Benevolent 

sexism involves seemingly positive yet patronizing views toward women, viewing them as 

delicate, tending and in need of protection. These views support the idea that women are 

weaker and are better in conventional gender roles, for example, homemaker or caregiver 

(Glick & Fiske, 2001). This form of sexism is deceptive as it can appear goodhearted yet can 

be damaging and prevent progress toward gender equality, harming women’s career growth 

and young girls’ opportunities for future success and leadership (Chisango et al., 2024; Glick 

& Raberg, 2018; Hideg & Ferris, 2018; King et al., 2012; Song & Chang, 2025). 

While prior research has explored the relationship between sexism and well-being, 

there is limited research on how demographic factors influence levels of sexist attitudes and 

how these attitudes, in turn, impact psychological well-being and its specific sub-areas. 

Understanding the demographic predictors of sexism can provide valuable insight into the 

contributing factors and their differences across populations. This could advise the 

development of targeted interventions and policies to address sexism in at-risk groups. 

Therefore, the current research aims to investigate how age, gender, education levels and 

perceived socioeconomic status (SES) predict levels of benevolent and hostile sexism and 

how they influence various aspects of psychological well-being in a contemporary Irish 

context. 
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Demographic Factors and Sexism 

Age 

Sexist attitudes can be observed across all age groups; however, they can change over 

time. Garaigordobil and Aliri (2013) examined ambivalent sexism levels across eleven age 

groups, from adolescence to late adulthood, in the Basque Country. They found high sexism 

levels during adolescence, decreased through middle adulthood and then increased again after 

age 54, with high scores peaking between ages 64 and 70. Similarly, Hammond et al. (2017) 

longitudinal panel study in New Zealand showed similar U-shaped patterns in sexism. Men’s 

hostile sexism, women’s hostile sexism and women’s benevolent sexism were reasonably 

high in late adolescence, decreased throughout middle adulthood and elevated again in older 

ages. However, men’s benevolent sexism increased across ages. These findings suggest that 

sexist attitudes can change throughout the lifespan, with authors suggesting this may occur 

due to age-graded concerns or goals related to power, identity and relationships. For example, 

in young adulthood, there is a focus on career, status and serious relationships. In contrast, in 

middle adulthood, people distance themselves from societal norms and their relationships 

become more stable and less defining of their identity. In later adulthood, traditional values 

and dependence on romantic partners become more prominent. 

While these studies provide valuable insights into the pattern of sexism across age 

groups, there are notable differences in results regarding men’s endorsement of benevolent 

sexism, suggesting a potentially more complex relationship between this form of sexism and 

age. Additionally, it is unclear if these age-related changes in sexist attitudes are consistent 

across different cultural contexts. Investigating these factors could provide a deeper 

understanding of the ways sexism evolves across the lifespan. 
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Gender 

Previous research shows that men endorse higher levels of benevolent and hostile 

sexism (Russell et al., 2024; Garaigordobil & Aliri, 2013; Zakrisson et al., 2012). However, 

the difference in sexism levels between males and females is more observable in hostile 

sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996). While males endorse hostile sexism more commonly, women 

tend to endorse it when imagining non-traditional females rather than themselves (Becker, 

2010). Much research has investigated traditional gender identities and sexism; however, 

there is a gap regarding gender-expansive individuals. However, one study found that 

cisgender males displayed higher hostile sexism levels, while cisgender females and gender-

expansive individuals assigned female at birth demonstrated lower scores for benevolent 

sexism in comparison to other gender groups (Schiralli et al., 2022). Whitley (1999) provided 

a potential explanation for this, suggesting that members of social/cultural groups who have 

been targeted by negative stereotypes and prejudice tend to be less likely to express prejudice 

or discrimination toward others. In addition to further research on diverse gender identities, it 

is important to investigate cultural and societal influences, particularly due to the current 

progress towards gender equality in contemporary societies and the potential changes in 

gender dynamics. 

Education  

Edwards and Schaffner (2020) revealed that higher education levels correlated with 

less likelihood of agreeing with hostile sexism, with the effects of education being 

particularly large for women. They suggested that these findings could result from increased 

social diversity and stronger norms against prejudice. However, there were little differences 

in benevolent sexism based on sex or education, though some education slightly decreased 

benevolent sexism. These findings are consistent with other research showing that lower 
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education levels are a primary predictor of hostile sexism (Hellmer et al., 2018). Higher 

education levels have been shown to correlate with less willingness to support traditional 

gender roles also (Rivera-Garrido, 2022). The author proposed two potential explanations for 

this: first, that education encourages more accepting views toward women and minorities and 

second, that education increases economic opportunities, each leading to changes in views 

regarding gender roles.  

Despite these findings, it is important to note sexism can still be prevalent in higher 

education environments (Ayan & Gökkaya, 2016; Kuchynka et al., 2017; Mukherjee & 

Dasgupta, 2022; National Union of Students, 2014). Education’s impact on progressive views 

appears to be complex, with research showing that higher education levels correlate with less 

likelihood of supporting birth control and Planned Parenthood yet a higher likelihood to 

support abortion rights (Gothreau et al., 2022), suggesting that education does not necessarily 

lead to lead to progressive views in all contexts. This highlights a gap in the current research, 

as previous findings suggest a negative relationship between education levels and sexism, yet 

research on higher education environments indicates that sexism is a prevalent issue. This 

inconsistency suggests that education's influence on sexism may vary depending on the 

learning environment or type of sexism, as observed in Edwards and Schaffner (2020) study 

regarding benevolent sexism levels throughout education. 

Socioeconomic Status   

Socioeconomic status (SES) has been linked to prejudicial attitudes across a plethora 

of studies. Lower social class levels (based on education and income) have been linked to 

views of social hierarchy and wanting current social order to be kept, which can result in 

intergroup aggression and prejudice against others (Carvacho et al., 2013), while higher 

income has been linked to more progressive views including, positive attitudes towards the 

#MeToo movement and support for abortion (Gothreau et al., 2022). Zhu and Chang (2020) 
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provided a potential explanation for this relationship, showing that environments with 

increased resource insecurity predicting higher sexism, suggesting that in uncertain 

environments, men and women adjust in support of reproductive success, which in turn could 

influence social norms and contribute to gender inequality. However, León-Ramírez and 

Piera (2014) found no significant SES differences in sexism levels across a sample of 

university students. The authors explained that this result could be due to limited variability 

in participants’ SES, as most respondents were middle-class. Similarly, Shin and Lee (2018) 

study found that sex and SES did not impact modern sexism in relation to career decision 

self-efficacy. These mixed findings reveal inconsistencies across studies, highlighting the 

need for further exploration, with attention to sample diversity and contextual factors. 

Sexism and Psychological Well-being 

Sexism has been shown to negatively impact psychological well-being, with 

individuals who endorse sexist attitudes experiencing lower psychological well-being 

(Andersson & McSwain, 2025; Dinh et al., 2014; Jaison et al., 2020). These attitudes can 

have multiple negative effects on well-being in various aspects of an individual’s life. 

Borgogna and Aita (2020) found that hostile sexism predicted mental health issues, including 

depression, anxiety and stress, affecting both men and women similarly. However, the final 

sample in this study was imbalanced regarding gender (women = 643, men = 382), presenting 

a potential limitation in the generalizability of the findings across genders. Additionally, 

benevolent sexism was significantly associated with stress and anxiety in men and anxiety in 

women, but this became non-significant when controlling for hostile sexism, suggesting that 

benevolent sexism could play a more complex role in mental well-being.  

To explore the relationship between sexism and the various aspects of psychological 

well-being, Ryff’s (1989) theoretical model is a useful framework. This model demonstrates 

that psychological well-being is more than just feeling happiness and positivity and includes 
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social, personal and psychological health. It consists of six subsections: autonomy (self-

determination and being independent in decisions), environmental mastery (feeling in control 

of environment and managing challenges in life), personal growth (a sense of personal 

development and potential), purpose in life (having goals and meaning in life), positive 

relations with others (building and maintaining strong relationships with others) and self-

acceptance (positivity about self and acceptance of past).  

While previous research has shown a general correlation between sexism and 

psychological well-being, the specific impact of sexism on the sub-sections in Ryff’s model 

is not as understood. While it would be expected that sexist attitudes contribute to overall 

lower psychological well-being, the impact on the areas of Ryff’s model could vary. For 

example, in areas related to sociability and relationships, such as positive relations with 

others, it would be expected that sexist attitudes would lead to lower scores in these areas. 

However, the results may not align with this expectation.  

Casaño Meza (2021) found that in a female sample in the Santa Anita district, Peru, 

hostile sexism was negatively associated with overall psychological well-being. However, 

when investigating individual areas on Ryff’s scale, all negatively correlated with hostile 

sexism and benevolent sexism, except for positive relations with others, which positively 

correlated with benevolent sexism. Since these correlations were investigated within a 

specified sample, further research across different age groups, genders and cultural contexts 

is needed to investigate the consistency of these patterns across diverse populations. 

However, one possible explanation for this outcome could be that individuals’ sexist attitudes 

and attitudes toward sexism can be directly affected by the views of others around them 

(Hammond et al., 2016; Koudenburg et al., 2021; Platow et al., 2023). This suggests that 

while an individual may have positive relations with others and be meeting their social 

requirements regarding psychological well-being, they could still hold sexist beliefs and/or 
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develop them due to their company. This relationship can be seen among males also, 

particularly within ‘lad culture,’ where groups of the opposite sex harass an individual based 

on gender. The National Union of Students (2014) survey highlighted this issue, with 8% of 

participants reporting experiencing gender-based group intimidation from the opposite sex 

and this was significantly more likely in female participants. This further suggests that 

positive relations with others could be maintained, even while holding sexist beliefs and 

potentially reinforced. 

Similarly, this could apply to areas of psychological well-being involving personal 

beliefs, such as autonomy. Connelly and Heesacker (2012) found a positive association 

between benevolent sexism and diffuse system justification (the belief that the current status 

quo is fair). This showed benevolent sexism was indirectly associated with life satisfaction in 

male and female participants through diffuse system justification. However, hostile sexism 

was not associated with either variable. These findings suggest that, despite previous research 

displaying a negative correlation between sexism levels and well-being, there could be a 

positive correlation between benevolent sexism and autonomy when considering individual 

beliefs or social networks, highlighting the importance of understanding how different forms 

of sexism affect the various aspects of psychological well-being.  

The Current Study 

Despite the range of research examining the impact of sexism on psychological well-being, 

limited studies have addressed how hostile and benevolent sexism individually interact with 

specific areas of psychological well-being using Ryff’s model. Investigating how these two 

forms of sexism affect each section individually will provide a deeper understanding of how 

sexism uniquely shapes psychological health and well-being. While some studies suggest that 

sexist attitudes correlate with lower well-being, others show mixed results when examining 

individual areas of Ryff’s model. Understanding the impact of sexism on psychological well-
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being is needed to identify factors contributing factors to decreased well-being and to support 

the development of preventative measures. 

Additionally, there are notable gaps regarding how demographic factors influence 

sexist attitudes, largely due to discrepancies in findings, as highlighted in the literature. For 

example, while studies on age and sexism typically show U-shaped trajectories, discrepancies 

suggest a potentially more complex pattern regarding men’s benevolent sexism. Similarly, 

while much research has focused on the impact of gender on sexism, there is limited research 

regarding how diverse gender identities are related to sexist attitudes, nor the potential 

changes in gender dynamics and beliefs in contemporary societies progressing toward gender 

equality. Furthermore, while SES and education levels are often linked to sexism, the 

findings on these relationships remain inconsistent. Understanding the demographic 

predictors of sexism will provide valuable insight into the contributing factors of sexism, 

their differences across populations and their potential impact on psychological well-being. 

The current study aims to address these gaps by exploring how age, gender, education 

levels and perceived SES predict levels of benevolent and hostile sexism and how these 

forms of sexism influence various aspects of psychological well-being in a contemporary 

Irish context. Due to Ireland’s notable progress toward gender equality in recent years, 

exploring these relationships within this population could provide novel findings regarding 

societal and cultural influences, potential changes in gender dynamics and broader patterns 

within more modern societies. While this study aims to collect a diverse sample to investigate 

differences among participants, convenience sampling will be employed due to its feasibility 

in collecting a large sample size. By examining how each form of sexism influences the 

individual subsections of psychological well-being within this context, this study could offer 

novel findings that contribute to this area of research.  
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The findings from this study could contribute to the development of targeted 

interventions, educational programs and campaigns aimed to reduce sexism in at-risk groups, 

potentially improving psychological well-being. Additionally, the results could provide 

valuable information for policy development, contributing to the development of future 

policies to address this issue. These objectives lead to the development of the following 

research questions and hypotheses: 

The research questions of this study are as follows:  

RQ1: Do demographic factors (including age, gender, education and socioeconomic 

status) predict levels of benevolent sexism?   

RQ2: Do demographic factors (including age, gender, education and socioeconomic 

status) predict levels of hostile sexism?  

RQ3: Do levels of benevolent sexism and levels of hostile sexism predict levels of 

psychological well-being (including autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, 

positive relations with others, purpose in life and self-acceptance), controlling for age, 

gender, education and socioeconomic status?  

The hypotheses of this study are as follows:   

H1: Age, gender, education and socioeconomic status will significantly predict levels 

of benevolent sexism.  

H2: Age, gender, education and socioeconomic status will significantly predict levels 

of hostile sexism.  

H3: Levels of benevolent sexism and levels of hostile sexism will significantly predict 

levels of psychological well-being (including autonomy, environmental mastery, personal 

growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life and self-acceptance), controlling for 

age, gender, education and socioeconomic status. 
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Methods 

Participants 

The sample in this study consisted of 101 individuals (female: n = 72, male: n = 27, 

non-binary: n = 2) who were over 18 years old and resident in Ireland at the time of 

participation, with a mean age of 33.5 (SD = 14.86), ranging from 18 to 63. Due to the small 

number of non-binary participants, their gender responses were excluded from the analysis, 

as the sample size was too small for meaningful gender comparison. However, all other 

responses from these participants were included in the analysis. 

The minimum sample size for this study was determined by the Green (1991) method, 

which uses the following formula: N > 50 + 8 m (m = number of predictor variables), 

resulting in a minimum sample size of 98. In this sample, the highest level of education 

completed by participants was as follows: lower secondary (3.0%), upper secondary (26.7%), 

third level (level 6/7; 26.7%), third level (level 8 degree; 29.7%), postgraduate (13.9%). To 

address sample size limitations within specific education categories, the "lower secondary" 

and "upper secondary" categories were collapsed into one group for analysis. While “no 

formal education/primary school level” education was an option in the highest level of 

education completed section, no participants selected this option. Perceived SES in this 

sample ranged from 1-9, with a mean score of 6.11 (SD = 1.43). Participants were recruited 

using a convenience sampling method through social media posts.  

Measures 

The survey consisted of three sections: demographic information, the Psychological 

Well-being scale and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. Before completing the survey, 

participants were asked to indicate whether they were currently resident in Ireland, to ensure 

their eligibility for inclusion in the study. 



12 

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS, SEXISM AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING 

Demographics 

Participants were asked to provide their age and gender (male, female, non-binary or 

prefer to self-describe). They were asked to indicate the highest level of education completed, 

with the following options provided: no formal education/primary school (equivalent of 

elementary school), lower secondary school (junior certificate), upper secondary school 

(leaving certificate), third level 6/7 degree (post-leaving certificate, diploma, etc.), third level 

8 degree (bachelor's degree), postgraduate (master’s degree). Finally, participants were asked 

to indicate their perceived SES (on a scale from 1 to 10; adapted from Zhao et al., 2023). 

Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scale 

Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scale (Ryff et al., 2007; adapted from Ryff, 1989) was used 

to measure psychological well-being in the present study. The 42-item scale measures the 

following six subscales: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive 

relations with others, purpose in life and self-acceptance. It is a Likert Scale that asks 

participants to rate their agreement on each statement, with responses ranging from 1 

(strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). An example of a statement on this scale is, “I tend to 

worry about what other people think of me.” Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7,11, 13, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 

27, 29, 31, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 40 were reverse scored. Higher scores on this scale indicate a 

higher mastery of the area/subscale. The scale has shown good validity and reliability in 

previous research (r = .82; Bayani et al., 2008). In the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha for 

the overall scale was .93, indicating excellent internal consistency. For five of the subsections 

individually, the internal consistency was good and as follows: autonomy (α = .77), 

environmental mastery (α = .84), positive relations with others (α = .78), purpose in life (α = 

.72) and self-acceptance. (α = .87). Personal growth showed acceptable internal consistency 

(α = .67).  
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Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996) was used to measure 

levels of sexist attitudes in the present study. This 22-item scale is divided into two subscales: 

benevolent sexism (11 items) and hostile sexism (11 items). It is a Likert scale that asks 

participants to respond to a statement, indicating the extent to which they agree, ranging from 

0 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). An example of a statement in the benevolent 

sexism subscale is, “Women should be cherished and protected by men,” while an example 

from the hostile sexism subscale is, “Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually 

tries to put him on a tight leash.” Items 6, 7, 9, 15, 20 and 22 were reverse scored. Higher 

scores in either subscale indicate higher levels of the related type of sexism. The ASI has 

demonstrated good internal consistency for both subscales (BS, α = .77; HS, α = .82; Glick et 

al., 2004. In the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was .85, indicating 

good internal consistency. For each subscale, hostile sexism indicated good internal 

consistency (α = .89) and benevolent sexism showed acceptable internal consistency (α = 

.64). 

Design 

This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional research design. Six predictor 

variables (PVs) were investigated: age, gender, education, socioeconomic status, benevolent 

sexism and hostile sexism. Six criterion variables (CVs) were examined separately: 

autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in 

life and self-acceptance.  

For Hypotheses 1 and 2, four PVs (age, gender, education and socioeconomic status) 

were assessed in relation to a single CV: benevolent sexism (Hypothesis 1) or hostile sexism 

(Hypothesis 2).  These relationships were analysed using standard multiple regression 
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analyses. Education was a categorical variable and was dummy coded for inclusion in the 

regression analyses as follows: lower and upper secondary school (0), third level 6/7 degree 

(1), third level 8 degree (2), postgraduate degree (3). Lower and upper secondary school was 

treated as the reference category and therefore, was not included in analyses. Dummy coding 

was not necessary for the gender variable, as non-binary gender responses were excluded 

from the analyses. For the regression analyses, gender was treated as a binary variable and 

coded as follows: female (0), male (1). 

For Hypothesis 3, there were six PVs (age, gender, education, socioeconomic status, 

benevolent sexism and hostile sexism) and one CV for each hypothesis (autonomy, 

environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life and 

self-acceptance). Six separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to 

examine these relationships.  

Procedure 

A Google Forms survey was used to collect data from participants. Participants were 

recruited through social media platforms, including Instagram and LinkedIn, where the study 

was advertised with a brief description of its purpose and a link to access the survey (see 

Appendix B).  

Upon entering the survey, participants were first presented with an information sheet 

outlining the study’s purpose and what participation involved, including the estimated time it 

took to complete the survey, their rights to withdraw and potential risks (see Appendix C). 

The questionnaire took approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete. Since it was reasonably 

short, no breaks were scheduled; however, participants could take breaks if they required one. 

Participants were informed about the potential risks of harm in the information sheet and their 

right to withdraw from the study at any point before submitting their responses. Since 
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responses were anonymous and unidentifiable, it was not possible to access or remove an 

individual’s responses after completion, which was addressed in the information sheet. 

The information sheet was followed by a consent form, further detailing the 

participants’ rights to withdraw from the study before submission and information on data 

storage, etc. (see Appendix D). To take part in the study, participants were required to 

provide informed consent by checking the boxes that confirmed this and that they understood 

the information provided in the consent form. 

Before completing the survey, participants were asked to indicate whether they were 

currently resident in Ireland at the time of completion by answering “yes” or “no” (see 

Appendix E). The survey consisted of three sections, which participants completed after 

providing consent and confirming their residential status in Ireland: Demographic 

Information (see Appendix F), Ryff’s Psychological Well-Being Scale (see Appendix G) and 

the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (see Appendix H). 

Once participants completed the questionnaire, they were shown a debrief sheet (see 

Appendix I). In this, they were thanked for their participation and reminded of the importance 

of the research. Additionally, the debrief sheet reminded participants that they could contact 

my supervisor or me with any questions, providing both of our contact information. 

Participants were provided with contact information for relevant support in case any issues in 

the study caused them distress.  

Ethical Considerations 

This study followed the ethical guidelines of NCI. Participants were provided with an 

information sheet explaining the risks and benefits of participation in this study (see 

Appendix C) and informed consent was obtained after they reviewed the information and 

consent form (see Appendix D). Participants were informed that all data collected for the 

study would be anonymous, unidentifiable and treated in confidence. They were informed 
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that NCI and the researcher would be responsible for any data, which would be stored in line 

with NCI’s data retention policy. Anonymised data may also be uploaded to a secondary data 

repository for validation and replication, in line with Open Science best practice and 

conventions. They were informed that the results of this study would be submitted to the 

National College of Ireland and that, in the future, they may be presented at conferences 

and/or submitted to an academic journal for publication.  Participants were reminded of these 

details in the debrief form at the end of the survey before submission (see Appendix I). This 

form also provided contact details for services that could help mitigate potential harm caused 

by the study, including Mental Health Ireland, MyMind and the Samaritans, along with a 

short description of each service. 
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were conducted for all variables measured. See Table 1 for 

frequencies for gender and highest level of education completed. 

Table 1 

Frequencies for gender and highest level of education complete (n = 101) 

Variable Frequency Valid % 

 Gender     

            Female 72  71.3  

            Male 27  26.7  

            Non-Binary  2  2.0  

 Highest Level of Education Complete     

            Lower and Upper Secondary 30  29.7  

            Third Level 6/7 27  26.7 

            Third Level 8 30 29.7 

            Postgraduate 14 13.9 

 

Descriptive statistics were performed for continuous variables (see Table 2), along 

with tests of normality. Preliminary analysis indicated that benevolent sexism, autonomy, 

environmental mastery, personal growth and self-acceptance scores followed the assumptions 

of normality as their histograms indicated normally distributed data. However, the histograms 

for age, hostile sexism, perceived SES and positive relations with others revealed skewed 

distributions, indicating irregularities (see Appendix A). 

Table 2 
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Descriptive statistics for continuous variables 

Variable M [95% CI] SD Range 

 Age 33.50 [30.56, 36.43]  14.86 18-63  

 Perceived SES 6.11 [5.83, 6.39]  1.43  1-9  

 Hostile Sexism 12.88 [10.81, 14.95]  10.47  0-47 

 Benevolent Sexism 23.04 [21.51, 24.56] 7.72 1-41 

 Autonomy 33.13 [31.62, 34.64] 7.66 7-49 

 Environmental Mastery 31.43 [29.77, 33.08] 8.37 10-49 

 Personal Growth 39.27 [38.23, 40.30] 5.24 27-49 

 Positive Relations with Others 38.60 [37.21, 40.00] 7.08 20-49 

 Purpose in Life 35.98 [34.63, 37.33] 6.83 17-49 

 Self-Acceptance 31.57 [29.74, 33.40] 9.27 9-49 

Inferential Statistics 

Two multiple regression analyses were performed to investigate whether benevolent 

and hostile sexism were predicted by age, perceived SES, gender and education level. 

Preliminary analyses ensured no violations of the assumptions of normality, linearity, and 

homoscedasticity. Correlations between the variables are presented in Table 3, with r values 

ranging from -.39 to .45. Tests for multicollinearity indicated that all Tolerance and VIF 

values were in an acceptable range. Since no a priori hypotheses were made to determine the 

order of entry of the variables, a direct method was used for each analysis.   

Table 3 

Pearson product-moment correlations between hostile sexism, benevolent sexism and 

demographic predictor variables  

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 
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1, Benevolent Sexism -        

2. Hostile Sexism .45*** -       

3. Age -.39*** -.12 -      

4. Gender .29** .30** -.09 -     

5. Perceived SES -.25* -.19 .06 -.13 -    

6. Level 6/7 Degree -.14 -.06 .14 -.07 -.13 -   

7. Level 8 Degree .13 .16 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -  

8. Postgraduate -.17 -.11 .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26** - 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Hypothesis 1 

The predictor variables explained 27% of the variance in benevolent sexism scores (F(6, 

92) = 5.54, p <.001). Three variables included in the model were found to significantly predict 

benevolent sexism levels. Age (β = -.32, p = .001) and perceived SES (β = -.21, p = .026) were 

negative predictors, whereas gender was a positive predictor of benevolent sexism (β = .23, p 

= 015). All other variables did not predict benevolent sexism to a statistically significant degree 

(see Table 4 for full details). 

Table 4 

Multiple regression model predicting benevolent sexism scores 

Variable R2 B SE β t P 

Model .27***      

Age  -.17 .05 -.32 -3.33 .001 

Gender  3.92 1.57 .23 2.49 .015 
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Perceived SES  -1.13 .50 -.21 -2.26 .026 

Level 6/7/ Degree  -1.54 1.89 -.09 -.82 .417 

Level 8 Degree  .85 1.80 .05 .48 .636 

Postgraduate Degree  -.69 2.41 -.03 -.29 .774 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. ***p < .001  

Hypothesis 2 

The six predictors explained 15% of the variance in hostile sexism scores (F(6, 92) = 

2.71, p = .018). Gender was a statistically significant positive predictor of hostile sexism (β = 

.29, p = .004). All other variables did not predict hostile sexism to a statistically significant 

degree (see Table 5 for full details). 

Table 5 

Multiple regression model predicting hostile sexism scores 

Variable R2 B SE β t p 

Model .15*      

Age  -.04 .07 -.06 -.53 .598 

Gender  6.70 2.30 .29 2.92 .004 

Perceived SES  -1.18 .73 -.16 -1.62 .109 

Level 6/7/ Degree  .26 2.76 .01 .10 .924 

Level 8 Degree  3.92 2.62 .17 1.50 .138 

Postgraduate Degree  -.02 3.52 -.00 -.00 .997 
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Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05 

Hypothesis 3 

Six hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to investigate whether 

hostile and benevolent sexism predict levels of autonomy, environmental mastery, personal 

growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life and self-acceptance after controlling for 

the influence of age, perceived SES, gender and education level. Preliminary analyses were 

performed to ensure no violations of the assumptions of normality, linearity and 

homoscedasticity. Tests for multicollinearity indicated that all Tolerance and VIF values were 

in an acceptable range. These results indicate that there was no violation of the assumption of 

multicollinearity and that data was suitable for examination through multiple regression 

analysis.  

The first hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate whether 

hostile and benevolent sexism levels predict levels of autonomy after controlling for the 

influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor variables and 

autonomy scores were assessed and r values ranged from -.39 to .45 (see Table 6). 

Table 6 

Pearson product-moment correlations between autonomy, demographic predictor variables, 

hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Autonomy -            

2. Age .28** -          

3. Gender .10 -.09 -         
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4. Perceived SES .00 .06 -.13 -       

5. Level 6/7 Degree .19 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree -.24* -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    

7. Postgrad Degree .08 .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26** -   

8. Hostile Sexism -.00 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

-.11 -.39 

*** 

.29  

** 

-.25* -.14 .13 -.17 .45 

** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 2.47, p = .029) and explained 

13.9% of the variance in autonomy scores. After entering hostile and benevolent sexism 

scores in Step 2, the model was not statistically significant (F(8, 90) = 1.83, p = .082), 

explaining 14% of the variance in autonomy scores. The introduction of hostile and 

benevolent scores explained an additional 0.1% of the variance in autonomy scores after 

controlling for demographic variables. This change was not statistically significant (R 2 

Change = .001; F(2, 90) = .05, p = .951). In the final model, age was a statistically significant 

positive predictor of autonomy (β = .25, p = .028). All other variables did not predict 

autonomy to a statistically significant degree (see Table 7 for full details). Hostile sexism had 

a weak positive relationship with autonomy (β = .04, p = .757), while benevolent sexism had 

a weak negative relationship (β = -.02, p = .872). However, they were not statistically 

significant. 

Table 7 

Hierarchical regression model predicting autonomy scores 
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Variable R2 R2 

Chang

e 

B SE β t P 

 Step 1 .14*       

 Age   .13 .05 .26 2.44 .017 

 Gender   2.15 1.69 .13 1.27 .206 

 Perceived SES   .14 .54 .03 .26 .797 

 Level 6/7 Degree   1.74 2.03 .10 .86 .394 

 Level 8 Degree   -2.51 1.93 -.15 -1.30 .197 

 Postgraduate Degree   -.17 2.59 -.01 -.07 .948 

 Step 2 .14 .00      

 Age   .13 .06 .25 2.23 .028 

 Gender   2.06 1.81 .12 1.14 .258 

 Perceived SES   .15 .56 .03 .26 .794 

 Level 6/7 Degree   1.70 2.06 .10 .83 .411 

 Level 8 Degree   -2.59 1.98 -.16 -1.31 .193 

 Postgraduate Degree   -.18 2.62 -.01 -.07 .944 

 Hostile Sexism   .03 .08 .04 .31 .757 

 Benevolent Sexism   -.02 .12 -.02 -.16 .872 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05 

The second hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate 

whether hostile and benevolent sexism levels predict levels of environmental mastery after 

controlling for the influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor 
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variables and environmental mastery scores were assessed, with r values ranging from -.39 to 

.49 (see Table 8). 

Table 8 

Pearson product-moment correlations between environmental mastery, demographic 

predictor variables, hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9

. 

1. Environmental 

Mastery 

-         

2. Age .34*** -        

3. Gender -.11 -.09 -       

4. Perceived SES .23* .06 -.13 -      

5. Level 6/7 Degree .12 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree .01 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    

7. Postgraduate .20* .31** -.05 .19 -.24 -.26** -   

8. Hostile Sexism .05 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

-.11 -.39 

*** 

.29 

** 

-.25 

* 

-.14 .13 -.17 .45 

*** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 3.86, p =. 002) and explained 

20.1% of the variance in environmental mastery scores (see Table 9 for full details). After 

entering hostile and benevolent sexism scores in Step 2, the total variance explained was 
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22.4% (F(8, 90) = 3.24, p = .003). The introduction of hostile and benevolent sexism scores 

explained an additional 2.2% of the variance in environmental mastery scores after 

controlling for demographic variables; this change was not statistically significant (R 2 

Change = .022; F(2, 90) = 1.30, p = .277). In the final model, age (β = .29, p = .007) and 

perceived SES (β = .23, p = .024) were statistically significant positive predictor of 

environmental mastery. All other variables did not predict environmental mastery to a 

statistically significant degree (see Table 9 for full details). Both hostile sexism (β = 0.13, p = 

.227) and benevolent sexism (β = 0.07, p = .580) had weak positive relationships with 

environmental mastery. However, they were not statistically significant. 

Table 9 

Hierarchical regression model predicting environmental mastery scores 

Variable R2 R2 

Chang

e 

B SE β t P 

 Step 1 .20**       

 Age   .15 .06 .27 2.64 .010 

 Gender   -.61 1.78 -.03 -.34 .733 

 Perceived SES   1.13 .57 .19 2.01 .048 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.07 2.14 .22 1.91 .060 

 Level 8 Degree   3.24 2.03 .18 1.59 .115 

 Postgraduate Degree   4.30 2.73 .18 1.58 .118 

 Step 2 .22** .02      

 Age   .17 .06 .29 2.75 .007 

 Gender   -1.59 1.88 -.09 -.85 .400 
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 Perceived SES   1.34 .58 .23 2.30 .024 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.15 2.14 .22 1.94 .055 

 Level 8 Degree   2.77 2.05 .15 1.35 .181 

 Postgraduate Degree   4.35 2.72 .18 1.60 .113 

 Hostile Sexism   .11 .09 .13 1.22 .227 

 Benevolent Sexism   .07 .13 .07 .56 .580 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3.  **p < .01 

The third hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate 

whether hostile and benevolent sexism scores predict levels of personal growth after 

controlling for the influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor 

variables and personal growth scores were assessed, with r values ranging from -.39 to .45. 

(see Table 10).  

Table 10 

Pearson product-moment correlations between personal growth, demographic predictor 

variables, hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Personal Growth -         

2. Age -.01 -        

3. Gender .08 -.09 -       

4. Perceived SES .03 .06 -.13 -      

5. Level 6/7 Degree .11 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree .12 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    

7. Postgraduate  .14 .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26** -   
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8. Hostile Sexism -.12 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

-.00 -.39 

*** 

.29 

** 

-.25 

* 

-.13 .13 -.17 .45 

*** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 2.42, p = .032) and explained 

13.6% of the variance in personal growth scores (see Table 11 for full details). After entering 

hostile and benevolent sexism scores in Step 2, the total variance explained by the model was 

16.9% (F(8, 90) = 2.29, p = .028). The introduction of hostile and benevolent sexism scores 

explained an additional 3.3% of the variance in personal growth scores after controlling for 

demographic variables; this change was not statistically significant (R 2 Change = .033; F(2, 

90) = 1.77, p = .177). In the final model, level 6/7 degree (β = .36, p = .003), level 8 degree (β 

= .36, p = .002) and postgraduate degree (β = .35, p = .004) were statistically significant 

positive predictors for personal growth. All other variables did not predict personal growth to 

a statistically significant degree (see Table 11 for full details). Hostile sexism had a weak 

negative relationship with personal growth (β = -.21, p = .064), while benevolent sexism had 

a weak positive relationship (β = .07, p = .572). However, they were not statistically 

significant. 

Table 11 

Hierarchical regression model predicting personal growth scores 



28 

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS, SEXISM AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING 

Variable R2  R2 

Chang

e 

B SE β t P 

 Step 1 .14*       

 Age   -.04 .04 -.10 -.97 .337 

 Gender   1.49 1.16 -.13 1.29 .201 

 Perceived SES   .05 .37 .01 .13 .894 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.12 1.39 .35 2.96 .004 

 Level 8 Degree   3.78 1.32 .33 2.86 .005 

 Postgraduate Degree   5.21 1.78 .35 2.93 .004 

 Step 2 .17* .03      

 Age   -.03 .04 -.09 -.82 .412 

 Gender   2.01 1.22 .17 1.66 .101 

 Perceived SES   -.02 .38 -.01 -.06 .953 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.21 1.39 .36 3.04 .003 

 Level 8 Degree   4.15 1.33 .36 3.12 .002 

 Postgraduate Degree   5.24 1.76 .35 2.97 .004 

 Hostile Sexism   -.11 .06 -.21 -1.88 .064 

 Benevolent Sexism   .05 .08 .07 .57 .572 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05 

The fourth hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate 

whether hostile and benevolent sexism predict levels of positive relations with others after 

controlling for the influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor 
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variables and positive relations with others scores were assessed, with r values ranging from -

.39 to .45 (see Table 12). 

Table 12 

Pearson product-moment correlations between positive relations with others, demographic 

predictor variables, hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9

. 

1. Positive Relations 

with Others 

-         

2. Age .05 -        

3. Gender -.02 -.09 -       

4. Perceived SES .18 .06 -.13 -      

5. Level 6/7 Degree .15 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree -.03 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    

7. Postgraduate .14 .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26 ** -   

8. Hostile Sexism -.09 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

-.16 -.39 

*** 

.29 

** 

-.25 

* 

-.14 .13 -.17 .45 

*** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was not statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 1.65, p = .142) and explained 

9.7% of the variance in positive relations with others scores (see Table 13 for full details). 

After entering hostile and benevolent sexism scores in Step 2, the total variance explained 
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was 10.8% (F(8, 90) = 1.36, p = .225). The introduction of hostile and benevolent sexism 

scores explained an additional 1.1% of the variance in positive relations with others scores 

after controlling for demographic variables; this change was not statistically significant (R 2 

Change = .011; F(2, 90) = .54, p = .587). In the final model, level 6/7 degree (β = .27, p = 

.030) was a statistically significant positive predictor of positive relations with others. All 

other variables did not predict positive relations with others to a statistically significant 

degree (see Table 13 for full details). Hostile sexism (β = -.03, p = .806) and benevolent 

sexism (β = -.11, p = .397) had weak negative relationships with positive relations with other. 

However, they were not statistically significant. 

Table 13 

Hierarchical regression model predicting positive relations with others 

Variable R2  R2 

Chang

e 

B SE β t P 

 Step 1 .10       

 Age   -.02 .05 -.05 -.47 .639 

 Gender   .61 1.60 .04 .38 .703 

 Perceived SES   .87 .51 .18 1.72 .089 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.42 1.92 .28 2.30 .023 

 Level 8 Degree   1.84 1.83 .12 1.01 .317 

 Postgraduate Degree   4.54 2.45 .22 1.86 .067 

 Step 2 .11 .01      

 Age   -.04 .05 -.09 -.75 .453 

 Gender   1.12 1.70 .07 .66 .511 
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 Perceived SES   .74 .53 .15 1.41 .163 

 Level 6/7 Degree   4.28 1.94 .27 2.21 .030 

 Level 8 Degree   2.00 1.86 .13 1.07 .286 

 Postgraduate Degree   4.48 2.46 .22 1.82 .072 

 Hostile Sexism   -.02 .08 -.03 -.25 .806 

 Benevolent Sexism   -.10 .11 -.11 -.85 .397 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

The fifth hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate 

whether hostile and benevolent sexism predict levels of purpose in life scores after 

controlling for the influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor 

variables and purpose in life scores were assessed, with r values ranging from -.39 to .45 (see 

Table 14).  

Table 14 

Pearson product-moment correlations between purpose in life, demographic predictor 

variables, hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9

. 

1. Purpose in Life -         

2. Age -.04 -        

3. Gender .08 -.09 -       

4. Perceived SES .03 .06 -.13       

5. Level 6/7 Degree .04 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree -.06 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    
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7. Postgraduate  .29** .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26 ** -   

8. Hostile Sexism .09 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

.11 -.39 

*** 

.29 

** 

-.25 

* 

-.14 .13 -.17 .45 

*** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 2.62, p = .022) and explained 

14.6% of the variance in purpose in life scores (see Table 15 for full details). After entering 

hostile and benevolent sexism scores in Step 2, the total variance explained was 16.3% (F(8, 

90) = 2.19., p = .036). The introduction of hostile and benevolent sexism scores explained an 

additional 1.7% of the variance in purpose in life scores after controlling for demographic 

variables; this change was not statistically significant (R 2 Change = .017; F(2, 90) = .92, p = 

.404). In the final model, postgraduate degree was a statistically significant positive predictor 

of purpose in life (β = 0.44, p = <.001). All other variables did not predict purpose in life to a 

statistically significant degree (see Table 15 for full details). Both hostile (β = 0.06, p = .604) 

and benevolent sexism (β = 0.12, p = .329) had weak positive relationships with purpose in 

life. However, they were not statistically significant. 

Table 15 

Hierarchical regression model predicting purpose in life 

Variable R2 R2 

Chang

e 

B SE β T P 
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 Step 1 .15*       

 Age   -.08 .05 -.18 -1.72 .088 

 Gender   1.58 1.50 .10 1.05 .295 

 Perceived   -.05 .48 -.01 -.11 .916 

 Level 6/7 Degree   3.45 1.80 .23 1.92 .059 

 Level 8 Degree   1.72 1.72 .12 1.00 .318 

 Postgraduate Degree   8.64 2.30 .44 3.76 <.001 

 Step 2 .16* .02      

 Age   -.06 .05 -.14 -1.25 .215 

 Gender   .92 1.59 .06 .58 .566 

 Perceived SES   .11 .49 .02 .23 .819 

 Level 6/7 Degree   3.60 1.81 .24 1.99 .050 

 Level 8 Degree   1.48 1.74 .10 .85 .396 

 Postgraduate Degree   8.71 2.30 .44 3.78 <.001 

 Hostile Sexism   .04 .07 .06 .52 .604 

 Benevolent Sexism   .11 .11 .12 .98 .329 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05 

The final hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to investigate 

whether hostile and benevolent sexism scores predict levels of self-acceptance after 

controlling for the influence of demographic factors. The correlations between the predictor 

variables and self-acceptance scores were assessed, with r values ranging from -.39 to .45 

(see Table 16). 

Table 16 
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Pearson product-moment correlations between self-acceptance, demographic predictor 

variables, hostile and benevolent sexism 

Variable 1. 2.  3.  4.  5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Self-Acceptance -         

2. Age .16 -        

3. Gender .06 -.09 -       

4. Perceived SES .24* .06 -.13 -      

5. Level 6/7 Degree .17 .14 -.07 -.13 -     

6. Level 8 Degree -.01 -.17 -.05 .06 -.39*** -    

7. Postgraduate .10 .31** -.05 .19 -.24* -.26 ** -   

8. Hostile Sexism .07 -.12 .30** -.19 -.06 .16 -.11 -  

9. Benevolent 

Sexism 

-.06 -.39 

*** 

.29 

** 

-.25 

* 

-.14 .13 -.17 .45 

*** 

- 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

In the first step of the hierarchical multiple regression, demographic variables were 

entered. This model was statistically significant (F(6, 92) = 2.63, p = .021) and explained 

14.6% of the variance in self-acceptance (see Table 17 for full details). After entering hostile 

and benevolent sexism scores in Step 2, the total variance explained was 15.7% (F(8, 90) = 

2.10, p = .044). The introduction of hostile and benevolent sexism scores explained an 

additional 1.1% of the variance in self-acceptance scores after controlling for demographic 

variables; this change was not statistically significant (R 2 Change = .011; F(2, 90) = .573, p 

= .566).  In the final model, perceived SES (β = .27, p = .010) and level 6/7 degree (β = .29, p 

= .017) were statistically significant positive predictors of self-acceptance. All other variables 
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did not predict self-acceptance to a statistically significant degree (see Table 17 for full 

details). Both hostile (β = 0.10, p = .356) and benevolent sexism (β = .02, p = .869) had weak 

positive relationships with self-acceptance. However, they were not statistically significant. 

Table 17 

Hierarchical regression model predicting self-acceptance 

Variable R2  R2 Change B SE β t P 

 Step 1 .15*       

 Age   .06 .07 .10 .97 .336 

 Gender   2.81 2.04 .14 1.38 .171 

 Perceived SES   1.63 .65 .25 2.52 .013 

 Level 6/7 Degree   6.01 2.45 .29 2.46 .016 

 Level 8 Degree   3.05 2.33 .15 1.31 .194 

 Postgraduate Degree   3.73 3.12 .14 1.20 .235 

 Step 2 .16* .01      

 Age   .07 .07 .11 1.02 .312 

 Gender   2.10 2.16 .10 .97 .336 

 Perceived SES   1.77 .67 .27 2.64 .010 

 Level 6/7 Degree   6.02 2.47 .29 2.44 .017 

 Level 8 Degree   2.67 2.37 .13 1.13 .263 

 Postgraduate Degree   3.75 3.14 .14 1.20 .235 

 Hostile Sexism   .09 .10 .10 .93 .356 

 Benevolent Sexism   .02 .15 .02 .17 .869 

Note: Gender is coded as 0 = female, 1 = male. Highest education complete is coded as lower 

and upper secondary school = 0 (reference category), level 6/7 degree = 1, level 8 degree = 2, 

postgraduate degree = 3. *p < .05  
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Discussion 

The current study aimed to explore how demographic factors (age, gender, education 

levels and perceived SES) predicted hostile and benevolent sexism levels in a contemporary 

Irish context. Additionally, it examined how each of these sexism levels affected 

psychological well-being, specifically the six areas proposed by Ryff (2007; adapted from 

Ryff, 1989): autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with 

others, purpose in life and self-acceptance. The findings partially supported two out of the 

three hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that demographic variables (age, gender, education and 

socioeconomic status) would significantly predict levels of benevolent sexism. The 

demographic variables explained 27% of the variance in benevolent sexism levels. Three of 

the four variables significantly predicted benevolent sexism levels. Age, gender and 

perceived SES were moderate negative predictors of benevolent sexism, while gender was a 

moderate positive predictor. However, education levels did not predict benevolent sexism 

significantly compared to the reference category (secondary school level). Therefore, the first 

hypothesis was partially supported.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted demographic variables would significantly predict levels of 

hostile sexism. The demographic variables explained 15% of the variance in hostile sexism 

scores but gender was the only significant predictor, which showed a moderate positive 

effect. The other variables did not significantly predict hostile sexism. Therefore, the second 

hypothesis was partially supported. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that levels of benevolent and hostile sexism would 

significantly predict the six levels of psychological well-being when controlling for age, 

gender, education and socioeconomic status. Benevolent and hostile sexism explained little 
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additional variance in each of the six areas. However, these changes were not statistically 

significant in any of the analyses. Therefore, the third hypothesis was not supported. 

Due to the methods previous studies, the findings of the analyses for hypotheses 1 and 

2 will be addressed together. Research has demonstrated U-shaped patterns in sexism across 

age groups, potentially due to age-graded events or concerns (Garaigordobil and Aliri, 2013; 

Hammond et al., 2017). However, a more complex relationship was suggested regarding 

men’s benevolent sexism, which was shown to increase with age. In the current study, age 

was a significant negative predictor of benevolent sexism, suggesting that as age increases, 

benevolent sexism decreases. While the results showed a weak negative correlation between 

age and hostile sexism, this was not statistically significant. These findings support that 

benevolent sexism decreases with age; however, it did not investigate how gender impacted 

this specific relationship. Additionally, age was skewed within this sample, which could 

affect the generalizability of these results. Aside from that, the discrepancies between these 

findings and previous regarding hostile sexism could suggest a potential cultural influence, as 

each study was performed in different cultural contexts.  

Throughout previous studies, men generally endorse higher levels of benevolent and 

hostile sexism (Russell et al., 2024; Garaigordobil & Aliri, 2013; Zakrisson et al., 2012), with 

the difference in sexism levels between males and females being more observable in hostile 

sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996). However, women do tend to endorse hostile sexism when 

imagining non-traditional females, as opposed to themselves (Becker, 2010). The results from 

the current study showed that gender predicted both benevolent and hostile sexism to a 

statistically significant extent. However, the gender imbalance in this sample could have 

influenced these findings (female: n = 72, male: n = 27). Even so, these results are still 

consistent with previous findings that men are more likely to endorse these types of sexism.  
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One key gap identified throughout the current literature was the limited research 

regarding the correlation between gender identities and sexist attitudes, with the inclusion of 

gender-expansive individuals. However, Schiralli et al. (2022) found that cisgender males 

displayed higher hostile sexism, while cisgender females and gender-expansive individuals 

assigned female at birth demonstrated lower benevolent sexism. Due to the small number of 

non-binary participants in this study (n = 2), their gender responses were excluded from the 

analyses for meaningful gender comparison and all other participants in this study identified 

as male or female. Therefore, this study could not provide any additional insight into the 

relationship between gender-expansive gender identities and sexist attitudes.  

The findings from this study did not show statistically significant relationships 

between education level and either form of sexism when compared to secondary school level 

(reference category) in either of the analyses. Specifically, a level 6/7 degree showed a small, 

non-significant negative relationship with benevolent sexism and a very small, non-

significant positive relationship with hostile sexism. A level 8 degree showed a small, non-

significant positive relationship with both benevolent and hostile sexism. A postgraduate 

degree had a very small, non-significant negative relationship with each form of sexism. 

These findings did not align with those of Edwards and Schaffner (2020) and Hellmer et al. 

(2018), which found that lower education levels predict higher hostile sexism, likely due to 

increased social diversity and norms against prejudice. Additionally, while studies have 

suggested that higher education may decrease willingness to support traditional gender roles, 

potentially due to the encouragement of more accepting views of women and minorities and 

increased economic opportunities (Rivera-Garrido, 2022), the current study did not provide 

significant results to support this.  

Research has also demonstrated that sexism is a prevalent issue within higher 

education environments (Ayan & Gökkaya, 2016; Kuchynka et al., 2017; Mukherjee & 
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Dasgupta, 2022; National Union of Students, 2014). Additionally, the impact that education 

has on progressive views is not straightforward and does not always lead to more progressive 

views (Gothreau et al., 2022). The inconsistencies between previous research findings and 

those of the current study highlight the complexity of the relationship between education and 

sexism. While previous research suggests that education plays a role in the endorsement of 

different forms of sexism and progressive views, this study did not find significant results 

within its sample. This could be due to differences in cultural factors related to education 

systems, which previous studies may not have investigated or external factors which can 

influence this relationship. Therefore, further research is needed to explore these dynamics in 

contemporary contexts. It is important to note that there were unequal sample distributions, 

with a relatively smaller postgraduate sample (n = 14). Furthermore, while this study 

intended to examine lower and upper secondary school groups separately, the small number 

of participants in the lower secondary group (3%) led to them being collapsed into one group. 

This limitation means that the results from the current study may not be generalisable across 

different education levels. Future research should include a more educationally diverse 

sample to understand better how education levels correlate with the endorsement of 

benevolent and hostile sexism in this context.  

In the current study, perceived SES was found to be a significant negative predictor of 

benevolent sexism, suggesting that higher perceived SES was associated with lower 

benevolent sexism. While there was a negative relationship between perceived SES and 

hostile sexism, it was not statistically significant. Therefore, these results partially align with 

previous findings that lower social class levels (based on education and income) correlate 

with views of social hierarchy and support of current order, potentially resulting in intergroup 

aggression and prejudicial views, while higher income correlates with more progressive 

views (Carvacho et al., 2013; Gothreau et al., 2022). The non-significant relationship 
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between perceived SES and hostile sexism in this study aligns with previous research, which 

found no significant differences in sexism levels in relation to SES (León-Ramírez & Piera, 

2014; Shin & Lee, 2018). Since the relationship between perceived SES and sexism was only 

significant for benevolent sexism, this suggests that perceived SES may have a stronger 

influence on the endorsement of benevolent sexism than hostile sexism in this context. 

However, further research is needed to confirm this relationship. In addition, it is important to 

note that, unlike these studies, this study measured perceived SES rather than objective, 

which could have influenced these findings.   

The findings from this study regarding hypothesis 3 revealed varied relationships 

between hostile and benevolent sexism and the six areas of psychological well-being in 

Ryff’s model. While there were very small to moderate correlations between each form of 

sexism and these areas, none of these relationships were statistically significant. Specifically, 

the analyses showed hostile sexism was a weak positive predictor of autonomy, 

environmental mastery, purpose in life and self-acceptance, while it was a weak negative 

predictor of personal growth and positive relations with others. Benevolent sexism was a 

weak positive predictor of environmental mastery, personal growth, purpose in life and self-

acceptance, while it was a weak negative predictor of autonomy and positive relations with 

others. Previous research has demonstrated the negative impact of endorsement of sexism on 

psychological well-being and mental health (Andersson & McSwain, 2025; Borgogna & 

Aita, 2020; Dinh et al., 2014; Jaison et al., 2020).  

Casaño Meza (2021) findings proposed that hostile and benevolent sexism were 

negative correlations to all aspects of psychological well-being, except for positive relations 

with others, which was positively correlated with benevolent sexism. Data from the National 

Union of Students (2014) also demonstrated that sex-based intimidation and harassment can 

occur within social groups. A potential explanation for these patterns is seen in research 
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which has shown that surrounding beliefs in social networks can influence an individual’s 

beliefs. Therefore, this suggests that while individuals may endorse sexism, they could 

maintain positive relations with others (Koudenburg et al., 2021; Platow et al., 2023). In 

contrast, the current findings showed mixed directions of effects across variables. However, 

due to the lack of statistical significance, the results did not suggest a strong or meaningful 

relationship between sexism and psychological well-being. Previous findings have suggested 

a potential relationship between sexism and autonomy, when considering individual beliefs 

(Connelly and Heesacker, 2012). However, the findings from this study did not support this.  

While the direction of relationships between sexism and individual areas of 

psychological well-being in this study varied, the lack of statistical significance suggests that 

these relationships may not be as prevalent within this context. These findings also indicate 

that external factors could be affecting these relationships. However, since the current study 

was cross-sectional, it was unable to measure potentially influencing factors and longitudinal 

changes in variables. 

Strengths 

The current study provides valuable insights into the relationship between 

demographic factors and ambivalent sexism, as well as how these attitudes relate to 

psychological well-being in an Irish context. Although not all correlations were statistically 

significant, the study examined a range of demographic factors and six individual areas of 

psychological well-being. This allowed an in-depth evaluation of how each factor 

individually related to benevolent and hostile sexism. The findings from this study both align 

with previous research and show differences, offering new insights which may be specific to 

Ireland, overall contributing to the existing literature. By focusing on a contemporary Irish 

context, this study furthers the current understanding of these relationships within a more 

modern society. 



42 

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS, SEXISM AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING 

Limitations 

There were several limitations in this study, particularly regarding sample 

distribution, due to the utilization of convenience sampling. One key issue was the gender 

imbalance in participants (female = 72, male = 27), which could have influenced the results 

regarding gender differences in sexist attitudes. Additionally, since there were only two non-

binary participants, their gender responses were excluded for meaningful gender comparison, 

while all other participants identified as male or female, meaning the study could not 

investigate the relationship between gender-expansive gender identities and sexist attitudes.  

The age distribution was also skewed, which potentially impacted the findings and 

their generalisability. Similarly, there were differences in education levels. While it was 

planned to examine lower and upper secondary school separately, the small number of 

participants in the lower secondary group led to their combination. Furthermore, the 

postgraduate group was reasonably small (n = 14) in comparison to the other education 

groups. Due to the imbalances within this sample, the findings may not be wholly 

generalisable to the Irish population.  

While the current study was useful in examining relationships between variables at 

one time, the cross-sectional design limits its ability to identify causal relationships or 

examine these relationships over time. Additionally, the use of self-report measures in this 

study could potentially lead to response bias, particularly in relation to sexist attitudes and 

psychological well-being. Due to the personal and sensitive aspects of these topics, 

participants may have been reluctant to share their true feelings which could affect the 

accuracy of their responses. 
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Implications and Future Research 

 The findings from this study contribute to the current understanding of how 

demographics correlate with ambivalent sexism levels and how these attitudes affect 

psychological well-being. While the findings partially support those of previous research, 

particularly in relation to demographic influences on sexism, there are notable differences 

which suggest potential cultural and external influences on these relationships. Due to 

Ireland’s ongoing progress toward gender equality, this research offers useful insight into 

how sexism may vary within contemporary contexts and its potentially different effects on 

psychological well-being. While prior research has investigated the broader relationship 

between sexism and well-being, few have examined the impact of both benevolent and 

hostile sexism on the individual aspects of Ryff’s model and although the results on 

psychological well-being were not statistically significant, they highlight patterns within this 

context which should be investigated further. 

The weak, non-significant relationships found between sexism and psychological 

well-being in this study suggests that external factors may influence these relationships and 

further research should be conducted to increase the current understanding on this. A 

longitudinal study design could be beneficial in understanding this, as well as the effects 

which endorsing sexism has on psychological well-being over time. Additionally, due to the 

mixed findings demonstrated throughout the current study and previous, more research is 

needed to understand these relationships in contemporary contexts. Future studies should 

address the sample limitations of this study. Since convenience sampling was utilised, there 

were uneven sample distributions regarding multiple demographics.  To avoid this 

distribution, a more balanced and diverse sample should be collected to ensure more 

generalisable results.  



44 

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS, SEXISM AND PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING 

The findings from this study can contribute to the development of targeted 

interventions, educational programs and campaigns aimed to reduce sexism in at-risk groups, 

particularly in an Irish context. By identifying demographic factors, particularly age, gender 

and perceived SES, which predicted sexism levels to a significant extent, this study highlights 

which groups may have an increased likelihood to endorse sexist attitudes and therefore, 

could benefit more from these interventions. Furthermore, although there were no significant 

relationships observed between sexism and psychological well-being in this study, these 

findings bring attention to the potential harms of endorsing these attitudes. Overall, the 

findings from this study could assist in developing initiatives which mitigate sexism levels, 

therefore promoting more inclusive attitudes and encouraging further progression to gender 

equality. 

Conclusion 

The current study aimed to identify demographic factors which influence benevolent 

and hostile sexism and how these attitudes effected six aspects of psychological well-being as 

proposed by Ryff (2007; adapted from Ryff, 1989): autonomy, environmental mastery, 

personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life and self-acceptance. The 

findings from this study indicate that age, gender and perceived SES were statistically 

significant predictors of benevolent sexism, while only gender was a significant predictor of 

hostile sexism. There was no statistically significant relationship between either form of 

sexism and psychological well-being in this study. While there were correlations and 

differences compared to previous research, these findings contribute to the existing research 

on ambivalent sexism and psychological well-being. They may also contribute to the 

development of initiatives targeted at reducing sexist attitudes in at-risk groups. Furthermore, 

the study highlights the need for further research into external and cultural influences on 

these relationships.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Histograms for Non-Normally Distributed Variables 

Figure A1: Age 

 

Figure A2: Hostile Sexism 
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Figure A3: Positive Relations with Others 
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Appendix B: Social Media Post for Survey 
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Appendix C: Information Sheet 

Exploring Demographic Factors, Psychological Wellbeing and Ambivalent Sexism in 

an Irish Context 

Hello! I am Ella Duffy, a final-year Psychology student in NCI.  I am inviting you to 

participate in this research study which I have developed, involving demographic factors, 

ambivalent sexism and psychological wellbeing among adults that are resident in Ireland. 

Before deciding if you would like to take part in the study, please read this document that will 

explain the reasons for this research and what you would have to do.  

As part of my degree, I must develop and conduct a research study.  For my study, I 

plan to investigate whether there is an association between demographic factors, ambivalent 

sexism and psychological wellbeing in an Irish context. Gender discrimination and sexism 

can contribute to negative effects in many aspects of an individual's life. This research is 

being done to further investigate the relationship between demographic factors, ambivalent 

sexism and psychological wellbeing. 

If you take part in this research, you will be asked to fill out 3 sections: demographic 

information, a psychological wellbeing questionnaire and an ambivalent sexism 

questionnaire. This will be an online survey that should take between 15 and 20 minutes. The 

survey will ask some questions about you (age and gender, etc.), about your psychological 

wellbeing and how much you agree with statements regarding women. 

You can take part in this study if you are resident in Ireland and over the age of 18. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from 

the study or take a break at any time before you have submitted your questionnaire. After 

your questionnaire has been submitted, you will not be able to withdraw from the study as it 

is anonymous and individual responses will be unidentifiable.  
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There is a small risk that some questions in the questionnaires may cause minor 

distress for some participants. If you experience this, you can take a break and/or withdraw 

from the study at any time, exiting the questionnaire. Contact information for relevant 

support services are provided at the end of the questionnaire.   

This questionnaire is completely anonymous. There is no way to identify participants 

based on their responses as no identifiable information (e.g., name, email address) will be 

collected.. All data collected for the study will be treated in confidence. NCI and I will be 

responsible for any data gathered from this research. Anonymised data will be stored on NCI 

servers in line with NCI’s data retention policy. It is envisaged that anonymised data will also 

be uploaded to a secondary data repository to facilitate validation and replication, in line with 

Open Science best practice and conventions. 

The results of this study will be submitted to the National College of Ireland. In the 

future, the results may be presented at conferences and/or submitted to an academic journal 

for publication.  

If you would like to contact myself or my supervisor, Dr Lynn Farrell, please do not 

hesitate to use the details below.  

Ella Duffy, National College of Ireland, x22497254@student.ncirl.ie. 

Dr Lynn Farrell, National College of Ireland, lynn.farrell@ncirl.ie 
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Appendix D: Consent Form 

 I agree to participate in Ella Duffy’s research study titled Exploring Demographic 

Factors, Ambivalent Sexism and Psychological Wellbeing in an Irish Context 

In agreeing to take part in this research study, I am aware:   

• The method proposed for this research project has been approved in principle by the 

Departmental Ethics Committee, which means that the Committee does not have 

concerns about the procedure itself as detailed by the student. It is, however, the 

above-named student’s responsibility to adhere to ethical guidelines in their dealings 

with participants and the collection and handling of data. 

• I can take a break, refuse participation, withdraw myself from this study at any point.   

• Once participation has finished, I will not be able to withdraw my data, since it will be 

fully anonymous and data will be unidentifiable.   

• The study and what is involved in it (including the risks and benefits) has been 

explained to me and I am voluntarily agreeing to participate.    

• All data in this study will be treated confidentially.    

• Anonymised data will be stored on NCI servers in line with NCI’s data retention 

policy. It is envisaged that anonymised data will also be uploaded to a secondary data 

repository to facilitate validation and replication, in line with Open Science best 

practice and conventions    

• Any questions /concerns which I have before, during or after participation will be 

fully addressed.    
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Appendix E: Residential Status Confirmation Question 

Are you currently living in Ireland? 

 Yes 

 No 
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Appendix F  

 Demographic Information 

Age  

__________________________________ 

Gender 

 Man  

 Woman 

 Non-Binary 

 Prefer to self-describe (if so, please do so below) 

Gender – Self Describe Section  

__________________________________ 

Highest Level of Education Complete 

 No formal/primary 

 Lower secondary (e.g., Junior Cert or Intercert)  

 Upper secondary (e.g., Leaving Cert) 

 Third level 6/7 degree (e.g., Post-Leaving Cert, Diploma, etc.) 

 Third level 8 degree (e.g., BA, BSs) 

 Postgraduate (e.g., MA, MSc, PhD) 

 Imagine a scale with ratings ranging from 1 to 10. This scale represents where people 

stand in Ireland, with a higher number or ranking on the scale indicative of those who are best 

off” in Ireland at present (i.e. most financially secure, best education, jobs deemed by society 

as most respected etc.), while a lower number or ranking is indicative of those who are worst 

off” (i.e. struggle the most financially, least educated, job is deemed by society as the least 

respected/no job etc.). Please indicate on the scale where you consider yourself to be by 

selecting a number from 1 to 10.  
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 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 
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Appendix G:  Ryff’s Psychological Wellbeing Scale 

 Responses:  Strongly agree,  Somewhat agree,  A little agree,  Neither agree nor 

disagree,  A little disagree,  Somewhat disagree. 

1. I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even when they are in opposition to the opinions 

of most people. 

2. For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growth. 

3. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live. 

4. People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share my time with others. 

5. I am not interested in activities that will expand my horizons. 

6. I enjoy making plans for the future and working to make them a reality. 

7. Most people see me as loving and affectionate. 

8. In many ways I feel disappointed about my achievements in life. 

9. I live life one day at a time and don't really think about the future. 

10. I tend to worry about what other people think of me. 

11. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things have turned out. 

12. I have difficulty arranging my life in a way that is satisfying to me. 

13. My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone else is doing. 

14. I gave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my life a long time ago. 

15. The demands of everyday life often get me down. 

16. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships with others. 

17. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge how you think about 

yourself and the world. 

18. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating for me. 

19. My attitude about myself is probably not as positive as most people feel about 

themselves. 
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20. I have a sense of direction and purpose in life. 

21. I judge myself by what I think is important, not by the values of what others think is 

important. 

22. In general, I feel confident and positive about myself. 

23. I have been able to build a living environment and a lifestyle for myself that is much 

to my liking. 

24. I tend to be influenced by people with strong opinions. 

25. I do not enjoy being in new situations that require me to change my old familiar ways 

of doing things. 

26. I do not fit very well with the people and the community around me. 

27. I know that I can trust my friends, and they know they can trust me. 

28. When I think about it, I haven’t really improved much as a person over the years. 

29. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one of them. 

30. I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom to share my concerns. 

31. When I compare myself to friends and acquaintances, it makes me feel good about 

who I am. 

32. I don’t have a good sense of what it is I’m trying to accomplish in life. 

33. I sometimes feel as if I've done all there is to do in life. 

34. I feel like many of the people I know have gotten more out of life than I have. 

35. I have confidence in my opinions, even if they are contrary to the general consensus. 

36. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my daily life. 

37. I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person over time. 

38. I enjoy personal and mutual conversations with family members and friends. 

39. My daily activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me. 

40. I like most parts of my personality. 
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41. It’s difficult for me to voice my own opinions on controversial matters. 

42. I often feel overwhelmed by my responsibilities. 
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Appendix H: Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 

 Responses:  Disagree strongly,  Disagree somewhat,  Disagree slightly,  Agree 

slightly,  Agree Somewhat,  Agree Strongly. 

1. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 

2. Women are too easily offended. 

3. Most women interpret innocent remarks as being sexist. 

4. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 

discriminated against. 

5. Many women are actually seeking special favours, such as hiring policies that favour 

them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality". 

6. Feminists are making entirely reasonable demands of men. 

7. Feminists are not seeking for women to have more power than men. 

8. Women seek power by getting control over men. 

9. There are actually very few women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming 

sexually available and then refusing male advances. 

10. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 

leash. 

11. Most women fail to appreciate all that men do for them. 

12. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 

13. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 

14. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide financially 

for the women in their lives. 

15. In a disaster, women need not be rescued first. 

16. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 

17. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 
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18. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good 

taste. 

19. Every man ought to have a woman he adores. 

20. Men are complete without women. 

21. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless he 

has the love of a woman. 

22. People are often truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 

member of the other sex. 
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Appendix I: Debrief Sheet 

Thank you very much for your time taking part in this research. Your answers will 

contribute to research on demographic factors, psychological wellbeing and ambivalent 

sexism in an Irish context.  

If you wish to withdraw from the study you can close your browser window now and 

not submit your responses. After you submit your responses you can no longer withdraw as 

the data is anonymous and so cannot be identified for deletion.  

Results from this study will be written up as part of my final year thesis and may be 

published in an academic journal and presented at academic conferences.  

Anonymised data will be stored on NCI servers in line with NCI’s data retention 

policy. It is envisaged that anonymised data will also be uploaded to a secondary data 

repository to facilitate validation and replication, in line with Open Science best practice and 

conventions.   

If you would like to contact myself or my supervisor, Dr Lynn Farrell, please do not 

hesitate to use the details below.   

Ella Duffy, National College of Ireland, x22497254@student.ncirl.ie.  

Dr Lynn Farrell, National College of Ireland, lynn.farrell@ncirl.ie  

If you experienced any distress while completing this survey please see contact 

information below for support services.   

Mental Health Ireland - Mental health charity providing support, information, etc. on 

mental health and mental wellbeing. Call: 01 284 1166. Email: info@mentalhealthireland.ie  

MyMind - Affordable online/face to face counselling and psychotherapy for mental 

wellbeing. Call: (+353) 818 500 800. Email: hq@mymind.org  

mailto:x22497254@student.ncirl.ie
mailto:lynn.farrell@ncirl.ie
mailto:info@mentalhealthireland.ie
mailto:hq@mymind.org
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Samaritans - Charity offering emotional support 24/7, to anyone who is in distress, 

lonely, struggling to cope or feeling suicidal. Call: 116 123. Email: jo@samaritans.ie Note - it 

can take a couple of days for this email address to respond.  

 
 

mailto:jo@samaritans.ie

