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Abstract

Existing questionnaires usually measure gender role attitudes on a continuum
between traditional and egalitarian attitudes. Based on a content analysis of eleven existing
questionnaires, we developed the Traditional-Antitraditional Gender Role Attitudes Scale
(TAGRAS) to extend this continuum to antitraditional attitudes - a preference for women
showing male-typed and men showing female-typed behavior. Two studies with adolescents
and one study with adults confirmed that antitraditional attitudes exist. All items loaded on
one factor and the TAGRAS has acceptable internal consistency and retest reliability.
Convergent validity was demonstrated by showing that men have more traditional attitudes
than women and that right-wing political attitudes, social dominance orientation and religious
fundamentalism were positively related to traditional attitudes, whereas acceptance of gender-
fair language, motivation to act without prejudice, and education level were negatively related
to them. The TAGRAS was able to predict explicit and implicit attitudes to lesbians and gays
as well as (peer-reported) discriminatory behavior toward lesbians, gays, and gender non-
conforming individuals. In fact, explicit attitudes were predicted nine months later controlling
for attitudes at the first measurement. Furthermore, our results suggest that the extension of
gender role attitudes to the antitraditional side is promising as participants with egalitarian
gender role attitudes did not only differ from people with traditional attitudes but also from
people with antitraditional attitudes e.g. with regard to implicit attitudes toward heterosexuals.
In the discussion, we suggest future research making use of the fact that the TAGRAS

assesses a broader range of gender role attitudes than existing questionnaires.

Keywords
Sex Role Attitudes; Psychometrics; Test Reliability; Test Validity; Homosexuality

(Attitudes Toward); Egalitarianism



The Traditional-Antitraditional Gender Role Attitudes Scale (TAGRAS) 5

The Traditional-Antitraditional Gender-Role Attitudes Scale (TAGRAS):
Development and Validation

How do people feel about a woman playing soccer or a man who cries when being
hurt? Do they prefer a female or a male flight attendant, a female or a male construction
worker? As these behaviors or occupations are more typical for one sex than the other, the
answers to these questions reflect our attitudes to gender roles. Gender roles are societal
expectations of people based on their sex, i.e. differential expectations regarding men and
women (Eagly, 1987). Thus, gender role attitudes are the evaluations of these societal
expectations and of target persons who either fulfill or do not fulfill them. People with
traditional gender role attitudes like or admire men and women who fulfill traditional gender
roles more than men and women who act against them, whereas people with egalitarian
gender role attitudes do not differentially evaluate men and women in this regard. Attitudes to
gender roles are related to but can be distinguished from sexism which comprises a broad
range of beliefs on women’s traits (e. g. hostile, incompetent), whether they are discriminated
against or not, and how they should be treated by men (e. g. protected; Glick & Fiske, 1996;
Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995).

Existing research conceives gender role attitudes as spanning a continuum between
traditional and egalitarian views (e.g. King & King, 1997). Yet, does this capture the full span
of opinions about gender? As gender role attitudes have become more liberal in recent
decades (Twenge, 1997, for a meta-analysis of studies in the US), it is likely that some
individuals like or admire men and women who act against traditional gender roles, e.g. they
prefer men over women to care for children and women over men to become managers. Thus,
in 2013, 20% of a US sample indicated that they would prefer a female boss if they had the
choice (Riffkin, 2014). We call these preferences antitraditional gender role attitudes. People
with antitraditional gender role attitudes evaluate someone who violates gender norms more

positively than people with egalitarian gender role attitudes. However, existing measures
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usually do not distinguish between egalitarian and antitraditional gender role attitudes, which
means they might not cover the complete continuum of possible gender role attitudes. Even in
the 1990’s, several authors identified ceiling effects at the egalitarian end of existing measures
(McHugh & Frieze, 1997). Research based on these measures is not able to analyze
differences between people with egalitarian and people with antitraditional gender role
attitudes. However, individuals with antitraditional gender role attitudes should differ from
those with egalitarian view in how they think, feel or act towards both gender-role
nonconforming people, e.g. lesbians, gays or transgenders, and gender-role conforming
people, e.g. housewives or machos. Thus, range restrictions are likely to limit the measures’
capability to predict other attitudes or behaviors. In the following article, we will discuss the
existing questionnaires and their strengths and weaknesses in more detail and show the
relative advantages of a new measure, the Traditional-Antitraditional Gender-Role Attitudes
Scale (TAGRAS).

Existing Measures on Gender Role Attitudes

Existing measures use one of four approaches to measure gender role attitudes (for
an overview, see Table 1). These approaches differ with regard to whether they use unipolar
or bipolar scales and as to whether the items focus on only one sex, compare both sexes or ask
directly about attitudes toward gender equality.

Scale type unipolar one sex: Unipolar rating scales on the appropriateness of
attributes for one sex (Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku, 1994; Thompson & Pleck, 1986) refer an
attribute to only one sex and do not systematically assess the attribute for both sexes. For
example, participants were asked how much they agree with the statement “It is essential for a
guy to get respect from others* (Pleck et al., 1994). However, this question was only asked
with regard to “guys.” It remains unclear whether participants would expect the same
behavior for women. High approval of this item might therefore not only measure traditional

gender role attitudes but also a general appreciation of agentic behaviors such as assertiveness
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and reputation (agentic attitude). In fact, participants might even appreciate women who are
more respect seeking than men, i.e., they might have antitraditional gender role attitudes.
Rejecting the item is ambiguous as well: it could mean that the respondent has either
egalitarian or antitraditional gender role attitudes.

Scale type unipolar comparison: Other items directly compare an attribute’s
appropriateness for men and for women, e.g. “It bothers me more to see a woman who is
pushy than a man who is pushy* (Kerr & Holden, 1996; other instruments with the same scale
type: King & King, 1997; Krampen, 1979; Larsen & Long, 1988; Spence & Helmreich,
1997). This strategy avoids confounding gender role attitudes with general agentic or
communal attitudes. However, it is not possible to distinguish egalitarian from anti-traditional
gender role attitudes in this scale type either. Participants who reject the item might be
similarly bothered by men and women who are pushy, but they might also be bothered even
more by men who are pushy than by women who are pushy. A further problem stemming
from a direct comparison of men and women within the same item is that the aim of the
measure is obvious. The effect is that participants can easily fake attitudes, e. g. they can
show egalitarian attitudes when they perceive their peers to be liberal (Jean & Reynolds,
1984).

Scale type unipolar equality: Other measures use at least some of their items to
directly ask for participants’ attitudes toward gender equality (Kerr & Holden, 1996; King &
King, 1997), e.g. “It is just as important to educate daughters as it is to educate sons” (Larsen
& Long, 1988). This scale type has the same problems as scale type unipolar comparison:
participants who reject this item might have traditional gender role attitudes, favoring the
education of sons compared to daughters, but they might also have antitraditional gender
roles, favoring the education of daughters compared to sons. The same score can represent

two different kinds of attitudes, which raises doubts as to the validity of this scale type.
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Similarly as with the scale type unipolar comparison, the aim of the measure is obvious,
which might increase the likelihood of socially desirable answers.

Scale type bipolar comparison: The Gender Role Egalitarian Attitudes Test
(GREAT, Chang, 1999) uses bipolar scales and asks about the appropriateness of behaviors
for women versus for men, e.g. “be a leader” followed by a 9-point scale with four points (1
to 4) meaning “more for men”, a middle point (0) meaning “same” and other four points (1 to
4) meaning “more for women.” Thus, the GREAT is able to distinguish between traditional,
egalitarian and anti-traditional gender role attitudes. Chang (1999) assumes his test to be less
influenced by social desirability because “the egalitarian ideology* in his items is “made less
explicit™ (p. 724). However, in the GREAT, as was also true of the previous two scale types,
participants are directly focused on their evaluation of gender differences. Thus, the aim of
the instrument is quite obvious. Furthermore, it might take more effort for participants to
directly compare expectations of men and women within a single item and be easier to focus
on only one sex in each item. Finally, the test is restricted to two life domains, work and
home, and assumes that work belongs to the male and home belongs to the female gender
role. However, gender roles influence other life domains as well, such as leisure or dating,
and also pertain to interpersonal behavior in general (independent of domain). In addition,
many jobs belong to the female gender role (e.g. nurse) and some home activities belong to
the male gender role (e.g. fixing home appliances).

The Traditional-Antitraditional Gender-Role Attitudes Scale (TAGRAS)

Aims

The TAGRAS measures gender role attitudes on a continuum from traditional to
antitraditional attitudes with an egalitarian midpoint to reveal possible peculiarities of people
with antitraditional attitudes. Unlike the GREAT it includes a range of gender-role specific
behaviors from different domains. Its aim is less obvious to respondents, which might reduce

the problem of socially desirable answers. Finally, it is suitable for adolescent as well as adult



The Traditional-Antitraditional Gender Role Attitudes Scale (TAGRAS) 9

respondents and uses contemporary wording, whereas at least some of the items in existing
questionnaires seem outdated.
Item development

To cover the male and female gender roles as comprehensively as possible, we
considered eight existing commonly used questionnaires on gender role attitudes (Chang,
1999; Kerr & Holden, 1996; King & King, 1997; Krampen, 1979; Larsen & Long, 1988;
Pleck et al., 1994; Spence & Helmreich, 1997; Thompson & Pleck, 1986) and three
commonly used questionnaires on gender role identity, i.e. femininity and masculinity (Bem,
1974; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975; Spence, Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979). Most of
them were developed in the United States but also in Beijing and Hong Kong (Chang, 1999)
and Germany (Krampen, 1979). We categorized the 267 items from these 11 questionnaires
with regard to the personal attribute expressed by their content. For example, the items
“forceful” (Bem, 1974), “it bothers me more to see a woman who is pushy than a man who is
pushy* (Kerr & Holden, 1996), and “in some kinds of situations a man should be ready to use
his fists, even if his wife or girlfriend would object” (Thompson & Pleck, 1986) were
categorized under the attribute “aggressive”. This categorization resulted in 29 attributes,
which can be allocated to four dimensions (see Table 2). Out of these categories, we
developed 44 items by creating at least one item per attribute and more than one item for
attributes that were represented by a higher number of items on existing questionnaires. The
items describe specific behaviors (e.g. “becomes a manager in a large company’’), not
personal traits or states (e.g. “ambitious”), and were always used to describe both “the ideal
man‘ and “the ideal woman,* thereby creating item pairs.

The 44 item pairs and their instructions were pretested for understanding with 16
German students (13 to 16 years old), 14 from middle schools (Realschule) and two from
academic high schools (Gymnasium). These students answered the questionnaire and had the

opportunity to indicate instructions or items that they found difficult to comprehend. Three of
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the 16 students were asked in an interview to restate the item content in their own words and
to indicate what exactly was difficult to understand. Based on this feedback, some items and
the instructions were modified.
Presentation of the Items in the Questionnaire

The TAGRAS presents bipolar scales that focus on only one sex per item, but
combine each attribute with men as well as with women in different items (see scale type
bipolar comparison in Table 1). The items are introduced as follows: “Next, we are interested
in your concept of an ideal woman. It is not about a particular woman, but about what
behavior you generally find good in women. How do you find it when a woman does the
following? Please check the answer which you agree with most.” The same paragraph is
shown for men as the target persons; in the online version of the test, the order of the two
paragraphs is counter-balanced. Participants can evaluate each behavior and sex on 5-point
scales, anchored by -2 (very bad), -1 (rather bad), 0 (neutral), +1 (rather good), +2 (very
good).
Estimation of Test Scores

Firstly, for each behavior, the evaluation of women is subtracted from the evaluation
of men resulting in difference scores indicating how much a participant prefers men to women
to show this behavior. For the female role behaviors, the signs are reversed, and finally, all
difference scores are averaged. By interpreting not only the level but also the sign of the
average difference score, the TARGAS permits the independent measurement of traditional
(positive score), egalitarian (zero score), and anti-traditional (negative score) gender role
attitudes.
Translation from German to English

We developed and applied the TAGRAS in the German language. In order to
develop an English version, two professional English native translators independently

translated the TAGRAS. A single English version was developed and translated back into
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German by three native German speakers who had lived for several years in English-speaking
countries. When translations differed from each other or the back translation differed from the
original version, we discussed the differences with the translators and back translators and
agreed upon an English version that was most similar to the original with regard to its
connotative meaning.
Overview of the Present Studies

We conducted three studies, the first two with adolescents and the third with adults.
Participants answered the TAGRAS together with other questionnaires in order to estimate its
correlations with similar (convergent validity) and different constructs (discriminant validity)
and to predict attitudes and behavior (predictive validity). Study 1 was used to select the 11
most appropriate item pairs from an initial set of 44 item pairs (88 items). In Studies 2 and 3,
the factor structure and internal consistencies were affirmed and complemented by data on
stability (retest reliability, Study 2). The TAGRAS’s convergent validity was tested by
correlations with sex (Studies 1, 2, and 3), education level (Studies 2 and 3), social dominance
orientation, religiosity and religious fundamentalism (Study 2), acceptance of gender-fair
language, the motivation to act without prejudice and political attitude (Study 3). The
TAGRAS’s predictive validity was tested by (longitudinally) predicting attitudes and peer-
rated behavior toward lesbians and gays controlling for sociodemographic factors (Study 2).
The TAGRAS’s discriminant validity was tested by correlations with religious reflexivity and
attitudes toward heterosexuals (Study 2). Furthermore, in Study 2 and 3 the antitraditional and
egalitarian participants (TAGRAS < 0) and the egalitarian and traditional participants
(TAGRAS > 0) were analyzed separately. These analyses can show whether only traditional
and egalitarian participants differ (as existing research has already shown) or whether also

antitraditional and egalitarian participants differ.
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Study 1: Empirical Item Selection
In Study 1, we presented the 44 item pairs to a sample of 77 German pupils in order
to select the items that most appropriately measure gender role attitudes using factor and
reliability analyses.

Method

Participants.

Seventy-seven German pupils were recruited by snowball sampling via e-mail with
the incentive to participate in a lottery for five Amazon or iTunes vouchers (20 € each). Four
participants were excluded from the analysis because they had indicated comprehension
problems at the end of the questionnaire and/or answered the gender role questions in less
time than half of the median of all participants. Two participants were excluded because they
had only evaluated one sex. The mean age of the remaining 71 participants was M =16.9 years
(range: 14 to 19 years, SD = 1.6 years); 41 were female and 30 male; 63 attended an academic
high school (Gymnasium) and 8 other secondary schools (3 Integrierte Sekundarschule, 2

Berufliches Gymnasium, 1 Gesamtschule, 1 Realschule, 1 Hauptschule).

Procedure and Measures.

The online questionnaire was introduced as a survey on different issues, “such as
sexual diversity, prejudice, discrimination or the ‘ideal women’”. Informed consent was
obtained prior to the completion of the questionnaire. Once participants indicated having
understood the information on anonymity and their right to withdraw at any time, the
questionnaire started. Before participants were asked about their gender role attitudes using
the TAGRAS, they indicated their sex, age, school type, class and were asked to report the
frequencies of different behaviors from one of their classmates and their class teacher. The
items referred to behavior toward lesbian, gay, transgender and gender non-conforming

classmates as well as generally hostile and friendly behavior.
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Results

First, for each behavior, the scores for the “ideal woman* as a target were subtracted
from the scores for “the ideal man” as a target. Thus, a positive score implies that the
behavior is preferred (or less disliked) for men and a negative score implies that the behavior
is preferred (or less disliked) for women. A principal component analysis was conducted. The
scree-test indicated a one-factor solution as most appropriate. Therefore, a one-factor solution
was selected, which explained 22% of the variance. Nineteen difference scores had loadings
with absolute values higher than .50. All 19 represented attributes from just two of the four
dimensions that had been extracted from the 11 existing questionnaires: strong-weak and
traditional task allocation (see Table 2). From these 19 item pairs, 11 were selected that
represented 10 different attributes and thus maximally diverse content with regard to gender
roles. A second principal component analysis with the 11 selected item pairs was performed
(see Table 3), which yielded a clear one-factor solution with the first factor explaining 50%
of the variance.

For three of the 11 selected behaviors, participants’ average evaluations were in line
with traditional gender roles (item pairs 1, 3, and 8). Specifically, participants much preferred
men over women to pay the bill on a date. Interestingly, for item pair 5, participants’ average
evaluations were in line with antitraditional gender roles because they preferred men over
women to take over the cleaning of the apartment. For the remaining seven behaviors,
participants in Study 1 held on average egalitarian attitudes, because the evaluations did not
significantly differ between men and women as target persons.

The 11 difference scores were averaged in order to get a measure for traditional
versus antitraditional gender role attitudes. Before averaging, the scores of item pairs 1, 2, 5,
and 8 were reversed (multiplied by -1) because they represent female gender role behaviors,
which means that higher evaluations of men compared to women imply antitraditional gender

role attitudes. The TAGRAS was normally distributed (Kolmogorov-Smirnov D =1.24, p =
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.208) and internally consistent (Cronbach’s a = .89). On average, participants had egalitarian
gender role attitudes (M = 0.10, SD = 0.82, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.29]); 31 participants had scores
below 0 (antitraditional), 30 had scores above 0 (traditional) and 10 had exactly a score of 0.
Boys held more traditional gender role attitudes (M = 0.42, SD = 0.95) than did girls (M = -
0.14, SD = 0.63), #(1,69) =2.97, p < .01. Age did not correlate with gender role attitudes (r = -
.09, p =.767).
Discussion

The distribution of gender role attitudes shows the importance of distinguishing not
only between more or less traditional attitudes. Nearly half of our participants had
antitraditional gender role attitudes, i.e. they preferred men to show female gender role
behavior and women to show male gender role behavior. This finding points to the
importance of using a questionnaire that is able to distinguish between traditional, egalitarian
and antitraditional attitudes. Also, when focusing on behaviors instead of participants, the
results of our questionnaire found the whole range of traditional, egalitarian and
antitraditional attitudes: some behaviors were rated in accordance with their traditional gender
role, e.g. on average it was preferred for men to pay the bill on a date rather than women. For
other behaviors, expectations were reversed, e.g. it was also preferred for men to take over the
cleaning of the apartment, which is traditionally a female-typed behavior (Eagly, 1987). But
even though some behaviors were evaluated traditionally, some egalitarian, and some
antitraditionally on average, in a factor analysis, all selected item pairs loaded high on the
same factor measuring individual gender role attitudes.

Initially, we had sampled items from four different dimensions of gender-role
specific behavior (see Table 2). However, only items from two of these dimensions loaded
high enough to be included in the TAGRAS: gender-specific task allocation and strong vs.

weak. This finding suggests that these two dimensions are at the core of a traditional vs.
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antitraditional gender role attitude whereas the evaluations of being good vs. bad or inhibited
vs. uninhibited are nowadays less related to gender role attitudes.
Study 2: Replication of Factor Structure, Reliability and Validity (Pupils)

For Study 2, we analyzed the items selected in Study 1 using a larger sample of
pupils, which was representative of the different school types in Berlin, Germany. In addition
to factor structure and internal consistency, we assessed TAGRAS’s stability over nine
months as a conservative measure of retest reliability. Furthermore, we tested its convergent
validity using correlations with sex and education as well as religiosity, religious
fundamentalism and social dominance orientation as other aspects of conservatism.

These measures were chosen because male participants have been found to hold
more traditional gender role attitudes than female participants (Frieze et al., 2003, for the
United States, Slovenia, and Croatia), and we already confirmed this for the TAGRAS in
Study 1. In addition, participants with a lower education level (Twenge, 1997), higher
religiosity and religious fundamentalism (Aidala, 1985) as well as a higher social dominance
orientation (Whitley & Agisdottir, 2000) have more traditional gender role attitudes. We
tested the TAGRAS’s discriminant validity via the correlation with religious reflexivity,
which is a more liberal kind of religiosity (Besecke, 2001; Huber, 2008). Finally, we tested its
predictive validity by regressing attitudes and peer-reported behaviors toward lesbians, gays,
and gender non-conforming persons on sociodemographic characteristics and the TAGRAS.
Lesbians and gays describe themselves and their interests as less gender-role conforming
(Lippa, 2005) and are perceived as less gender-typical than heterosexuals (Stern, West, Jost,
& Rule, 2013). Thus, gender role attitudes should predict attitudes and behaviors toward gays
and lesbians and, indeed, people with more traditional gender role attitudes tend to be more

prejudiced against lesbians and gays (meta-analysis of Whitley, 2001).
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Method

Participants.

From all regular secondary schools in Berlin, Germany, we randomly sampled 25
schools stratified by district and type of school. The schools’ principals received a joint letter
(postal and e-mail) by the university and the local school authority asking them to participate
in a voluntary study on the acceptance of sexual diversity focusing on ninth or tenth graders.
If a school refused to participate, we sampled another school from the same category. This
resulted in 51 schools contacted via letter, phone and/or email, and 10 secondary schools with
26 classes and 513 ninth and tenth graders participated. Of these, 32 students were not
included in the analyses because 19 reported that they had problems understanding the
questionnaire, 14 showed insufficient effort in responding (identified by intra-individual
correlations of 15 psychometric antonyms as described by Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki,
& DeShon, 2011) and 3 showed graphical patterns in their answers. Of the remaining 481
ninth and tenth graders, 45% were female, 49% male and 6% gender unknown; the mean age
was M =15.2 years (SD = 1.0); 36% were affiliated with a Christian church, 18% with Islam,
3% with other religions, and 43% had no religious affiliation. The distribution among the
different school types was comparable to the population distribution in Berlin: 8% secondary
modern school (Hauptschule, Berlin: 12%), 20% middle school (Realschule, Berlin: 17%),
44% academic high school (Gymnasium, Berlin: 41%), and 28% comprehensive school
(Gesamtschule, Berlin: 28%).

Nine months later, 443 of the initial 481 students (25 of 26 classes) participated in a
follow-up survey. Of these, 94 were not included in the analyses because 42 reported that they
had been distracted by others, 27 reported that others had seen their answers (questions not

asked at Time 1), 27 showed insufficient effort in responding, 15 reported that they had had
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problems understanding the questionnaire, and 14 showed graphical patterns in their answers,

leaving 351 students for a longitudinal analysis.

Procedure.

Prior to data collection, class teachers received information about the survey. Data
were collected during school time (first survey: double lesson = 90 min; follow up: single
lesson = 45 min). At the first measurement point, the survey was introduced by a member of
the research team in 20 classes and by a teacher in six classes. Students were asked to answer
a questionnaire about their opinions on different issues, including on gays and lesbians. It was
stated that participation was voluntary and that they were free to withdraw whenever they
wished. If possible, data were collected online using school computers (311 questionnaires),
otherwise by paper and pencil (190 questionnaires). The questionnaire started by asking
students about the meaning of different terms related to sexual diversity, e.g. “sexual
orientation,* and these terms were explained to assure that they were understood in the
questionnaire. Afterwards, students’ attitudes regarding different sexual identity groups were
assessed; the order of the explicit and implicit measures (see below) was counterbalanced.
Following this, the TAGRAS was completed together with a number of other measures,
which represent possible predictors, and consequences of attitudes toward sexual diversity. In
order of assessment, these were: social dominance orientation, gender role attitudes
(TAGRANS), religiosity, behavior of two classmates, education level, economic situation, sex,

age, and comprehension of the questionnaire.

Measures.
Item scores were averaged within each measure. In order to determine the minimum
number of items a participant must have answered to be included in an analysis, for each

measure, we analyzed how many items were necessary to reach a Cronbach’s a of at least .60.
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This minimum number was determined by excluding the item whose exclusion leads to the
highest reduction of a and continuing this exclusion procedure until o was below .60.

Gender role attitudes. Gender role attitudes were measured by the 11-item version of
the TAGRAS as developed in Study 1. The order of the items was as shown in Table 3.

Sociodemographic variables. We measured sex, age, economic situation, and
education level. The students’ economic situation (Cronbach’s a =.73) was measured by
averaging the z-scores of two subjective and ten objective items (adapted from Gerecht,
Steinert, Klieme, & Ddbrich, 2007; Kunter et al., 2002). Subjectively, students were asked to
estimate their own [their family’s] financial situation compared to other students’ [other
families’] situation in Germany on 5-point scales. Objectively, they were asked how much
money they received monthly and can spend as preferred, if they have a room [computer,
smart phone, audio player] of their own, if their family owns a garden [house or flat] and how
many cars, bathrooms and computers their family owns. The numbers of computers, cars, and
bathrooms were calculated relative to the number of members of the household. Subjective
financial situation, number of computers, cars, and bathrooms received a double weight in the
aggregation because these variables had more levels and higher factor loadings whereas the
remaining variables were dichotomous (had only two levels). Education level was measured
(adapted from Gerecht et al., 2007; Kunter et al., 2002) by averaging the z-scores of school
grades in German, mathematics, and the first foreign language, grade retention, number of
books at home, number of musical instruments at home, availability of poetry at home,
availability of “classic literature (e.g. Goethe)“ at home, and parents’ school and vocational
education (Cronbach’s a = .81). School grades were made comparable between different
school types by using conversion tables from the Berlin Senate Department for Education.
The number of books and musical instruments were calculated relative to the number of

members of the household. Because of their higher factor loadings and number of levels,
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school grades, number of books and parents’ vocational education received double weight in
the aggregation.

Social dominance orientation. Students were asked how much they approve of six
items of Cohr’s and Asbrock’s measure (2009), e.g. “It is probably okay that some groups are
at the top of society and others at the bottom” (5-point scales from 0 = not true to 4 = very
true, M =1.35, SD = 0.82, Cronbach’s o =.76).

Religiosity. General religiosity was measured using the Religiositits-Struktur-Test
(R-S-T, Huber, 2008) with seven items (Cronbach’s o = .87), e.g. “How strongly do you
believe that god or something divine exists?” (5-point scale from 0 = not at all to 4 = very
much) or “How often do you participate in services, shared prayers or temple rituals?” (6-
point scale: more than once a week, once a week, between one and three times a month,
several times a year, more rarely, never. Because items were answered on scales with varying
numbers of points, they were z-transformed before aggregation. Furthermore, the 343 pupils
who reported to be at least somewhat religious were asked about two further aspects using the
R-S-T: Religious fundamentalism was measured by six items (5-point scales from 0 = not true
to 4 = very true, M = 1.23, SD = 1.09, Cronbach’s a = .89), e.g. “I am convinced that, with
regard to religious issues, particularly my religion is right and other religions tend to be
wrong” and religious reflexivity by three items (5-point scales from 0 = never/not at all to 4 =
very often/very much, M =1.64, SD = 0.93, Cronbach’s o =.77), e.g. “How important is it for
you to consider religious questions from different perspectives?”.

Behavior toward lesbians, gays and gender non-conforming persons. The
behavioral items were developed through an expert survey with 52 participants and pretested
with 99 students (M = 16.6 years, SD = 1.7 years; 55 female, 43 male and 1 “neither nor”)
who were asked to report how often they had observed the different behaviors in a classmate.
In the main study, students received an index of numbers and names of participating students

in their class and were asked to describe the behavior of the two students with numbers
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directly above theirs. They were requested to focus on behavior they had directly observed
within the last 12 months. Usually, they received 4-point scales from 0 (never) to 3
(frequently). When the behavior was only relevant to a specific situation (e.g. “made fun of a
girl who had behaved like a boy*), they received 5-point scales from 0 (never) to 4 (each time,
transformed into 4-point scales for aggregation), and an additional category indicating that the
specific situation had never occurred was provided. Students’ discriminatory behavior toward
lesbians, gays and gender non-conforming individuals (M = 0.43, SD = 0.50, Cronbach’s o =
.83) was measured by seven items, e.g. “used ‘gay’ or ‘fag’ [‘lesbian/Dyke’] as abusive
words” or “made fun of a boy [girl] who had behaved like a girl [boy]”. Students’ supportive
behavior toward lesbians and gays (M = 0.34, SD = 0.47, Cronbach’s a = .66) was measured
by five items, e.g. “said that s/he thinks gays [lesbians] are okay” or “showed disapproval
when a person was teased for [being gay/lesbian]”. Because both behavioral variables were
highly skewed, they were transformed by an inverse transformation reducing their skewness
from 1.43 to 0.77 for discriminatory behavior and from 2.59 to 1.55 for supportive behavior.
The validity of the behavioral assessment was supported by a correlation of » = .79 between
students’ peer reports on discrimination (averaged within classes) and their class teacher’s
report on the frequency of homophobic insults.

Explicit attitudes toward lesbians and gays. We adapted 17 items from existing
questionnaires (Hudson & Ricketts, 1980; Seise, Banse, & Neyer, 2002; Simon, 2008; 5-point
scales from -2 to +2, M’ = 0.20, SD = 0.71, Cronbach’s a = .90). The affective aspect was
measured by asking students to report their feelings about fictitious contacts with lesbian and
gay people from -2 (very uncomfortable) to +2 (very comfortable), e.g. “’You learn that one of
your friends is lesbian [gay]”. The cognitive aspect was measured by asking students to report
how much they approve of seven items on scales from 0 (not true) to 4 (very true,
transformed to scores from -2 to +2 for aggregation), e.g. “Lesbian [gay] couples should be

allowed to marry with the same rights as in marriages between a man and woman”.
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Implicit attitudes toward lesbians, gays and heterosexuals. Implicit attitudes were
measured using the affect misattribution procedure (AMP, Payne, Cheng, Govorun, &
Stewart, 2005) for the 311 students who completed the online survey. Students received 100
Chinese ideographs as target stimuli (200 ms each) and were asked to judge whether an
ideograph was more or less pleasant than the average ideograph. As primes, 100 ms before
the targets, participants saw black and white photos of romantic couples (100 ms each).
Students were told to disregard the primes and only judge the Chinese ideographs. We used
three prime categories (10 female-female, 10 male-male, and 10 female-male couples, each
used three times) and a grey square as a neutral prime. The three categories were comparable
with regard to action (wedding, kissing on mouth, dancing), age, valence, and ethnicity. Only
items with factor loadings above .40 and the second highest loading at least .10 lower were
included. Judgments faster than 150 ms or slower than 3000 ms were excluded from analyses
as well as data from fourteen students who were familiar with Chinese ideographs. Implicit
attitudes toward lesbians and gays were measured by the proportion of “pleasant judgments
after 21 female-female and 25 male-male prime presentations (M = .47, SD = .25, Cronbach’s
o =.92). Implicit attitudes to heterosexuals were measured by the proportion of “pleasant™
judgments after 17 female-male prime presentations (M = .70, SD = .24, Cronbach’s o = .84).
The measure’s validity was supported by an interaction effect between implicit attitudes
toward lesbians and gays and the motivation to appear non-prejudiced toward lesbians and
gays on explicit attitudes to lesbians and gays ( = -.14, p = .006): The higher the students’
motivation to appear non-prejudiced, the less their explicit attitudes could be predicted from
their implicit attitudes.

Results

As in Study 1, for each behavior, scores for the “ideal woman* as a target were

subtracted from scores for “the ideal man* as a target. Contrary to Study 1, for all behaviors

but one, participants’ average evaluations were in line with traditional gender roles (see Table
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4) and participants did not show antitraditional gender role attitudes for any of the 11

behaviors.

Factor Structure, Reliability, and Distribution.

A principal component analysis with the 11 difference scores confirmed the one-
factor solution with a first factor explaining 32% of the variance. Eight difference scores had
loadings with absolute values higher than .50 (see Table 4). Cronbach’s o was .78 and not
affected by excluding the three difference scores with loadings < .50. Thus, to estimate
traditional vs. antitraditional gender role attitudes (TAGRAS), all eleven difference scores
were averaged after reversing the scores of female gender role behavior, as in Study 1. Data
from fourteen of the 479 participants were excluded because they had more than three missing
difference scores. Probably due to the large sample size, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
showed significant deviation from normality (D = 0.083, p = .003). However, the inspection
of the histogram and the Q-Q plot showed no severe violation of normality and the skewness
was only 0.51. The correlation between the two measurement times was .62 (p <.001),
showing that gender role attitudes were quite stable even after nine months and that our
measure’s retest reliability was satisfactory. As mentioned above, participants in Study 2 on
average had traditional gender role attitudes (M = 0.84, SD = 0.75, 95% CI[0.77, 0.91]); 13%
had scores below 0 (antitraditional), 80% had scores above 0 (traditional) and 7% had exactly

a score of 0.

Convergent, Discriminant, and Predictive Validity.

The convergent validity of the TAGRAS was demonstrated via its relation to
participants’ sex, education level, social dominance orientation, religiosity, and religious
fundamentalism: As in Study 1, boys held more traditional gender role attitudes (M = 1.02,
SD = 0.76) than did girls (M = 0.61, SD = 0.65), #(1, 431.16) = 6.11, p < .001. Age and

economic situation did not correlate with the TAGRAS, but students with a higher education
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level held less traditional gender role attitudes (see Table 5). Social dominance orientation
and religious fundamentalism, which are aspects of conservatism, were positively correlated
with the TAGRAS and general religiosity showed a small positive correlation. The TAGRAS
did not correlate with religious reflexivity, i.e. a more liberal kind of religiosity, which can be
interpreted as an index of discriminant validity. When analyzing the antitraditional and
egalitarian participants (TAGRAS < 0) and the egalitarian and traditional participants
(TAGRAS > 0) separately, correlations were only significant for the egalitarian-traditional
side of the TAGRAS. For the antitraditional-egalitarian side, all correlations were non-
significant with a maximum score of .16 for the correlation between the TAGRAS and social
dominance orientation. Thus, traditional and egalitarian participants differed with regard to
these variables whereas egalitarian and antitraditional participants had similar scores.

In order to test the TAGRAS’s predictive validity, multi-level analyses with students
nested within classes were performed using SPSS mixed models and restricted maximum
likelihood as the estimation method. Behaviors and attitudes toward lesbians, gays, and
heterosexuals as dependent variables were predicted by sociodemographic characteristics and
the TAGRAS in level 1 random intercept models (see Table 6). To enable a comparison
between the effect estimates, all variables were z-transformed before analyses. The predictive
validity of the TAGRAS was demonstrated for discriminatory behavior and both attitude
measures. Explicit attitudes toward lesbians and gays were predicted by the TAGRAS even
longitudinally for the follow-up survey nine months later after controlling for attitudes at the
first measurement point. When analyzing both sides of the TAGRAS separately, the
TAGRAS’s effects on discriminatory behavior as well as explicit and implicit attitudes
toward lesbians and gays were significant only on the egalitarian-traditional side. However,
there was a significant effect on implicit attitudes toward heterosexuals on the antitraditional-

egalitarian side (B = 1.32, p = .016) but not on the egalitarian-traditional side (f =-.06, p =
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.501). Antitraditional participants had less positive implicit attitudes to heterosexuals than
egalitarian participants who did not differ to traditional participants.
Discussion

We were able to confirm the factor structure and internal consistency of the
TAGRAS even though the more representative sample of Study 2 had more traditional gender
role attitudes overall than the participants of Study 1. We further found that the TAGRAS has
acceptable test-retest reliability over nine months. Furthermore, the TAGRAS’s correlations
with sex, education level, social dominance orientation, and religious fundamentalism were
evidence for its convergent validity, and its non-significant relation to religious reflexivity can
be considered evidence for its discriminant validity. Explicit and implicit attitudes and even
peer-reported behavior toward lesbians, gays, and gender-nonconforming individuals could be
predicted by the TAGRAS, showing its predictive validity. The longitudinal effect of the
TAGRAS on explicit attitudes toward lesbians and gays, controlling for attitude at Time 1,
suggests that traditional gender role attitudes are causally responsible for prejudice against
sexual minority groups.

For most variables, the TAGRAS only differentiated between traditional participants
on the one hand and egalitarian and antitraditional participants on the other hand. This might
imply that separating antitraditional attitudes from egalitarian attitudes is redundant but could
also be explained by range restrictions as only a small proportion (13%) in Study 2 held
antitraditional attitudes. Furthermore, there was an interesting relation to implicit attitudes
towards heterosexuals. Whereas egalitarian participants did not differ from traditional
participants, antitraditional participants reacted less positively to the heterosexual couples.
Participants with antitraditional attitudes prefer a reversion of gender roles. However, nine out
of the ten heterosexual prime pictures show traditional gender expression, e. g. the bride
wearing a white bridal gown and the groom wearing a black or grey suit, the man being taller

than the woman, or the man being the lead in a dance. It is likely that this traditional gender
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expression primed traditional gender roles, which, for individuals with antitraditional
attitudes, reduced the positive affect usually associated with heterosexual couples.

Study 3: Replication of Factor Structure, Reliability and Validity (Adults)

Because Study 1 and 2 focused on the gender role attitudes of adolescents, it

remained open whether the factor structure and reliability were comparable for adults. These
issues were addressed in Study 3. In addition, we assessed the construct validity of the
TAGRAS by measuring the acceptance of gender-fair language (Nagl-Pietris, 2008), the
motivation to act without prejudice (Banse & Gawronski, 2003) and political attitudes. In
Germany, there is a controversial debate about the use of gender-fair language (Braun,
Oelkers, Rogalski, Bosak, & Sczesny, 2007). At this point, there is no universally accepted
consensus as to whether it should be used and, if so, which specific form is preferable.
Gender-fair language is criticized by many as an ideology despite empirical findings showing
the existence of a male bias in the German language. The use of masculine pronouns in a
generic sense makes women less visible and promotes the cognitive representation of men
compared to women (Koeser, Kuhn, & Sczesny, 2014). People with traditional gender role
attitudes should be more permissive with regard to this bias because, traditionally, important
societal positions have belonged to the male domain. Thus, we predicted a negative
correlation between the TAGRAS and the acceptance of gender-fair language. Furthermore,
we predicted that people with a high motivation to act without prejudice would be more
motivated to be unprejudiced toward people not fulfilling traditional gender roles. Thus,
motivation to act without prejudice should correlate negatively with the TAGRAS.

Method

Participants.
Our sample consisted of 39 women and 43 men recruited by students at the

FernUniversitét in Hagen, a university in Germany based on distance education. Participants
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ranged in age from 16 to 67, with an average age of 35.4 years (SD = 12.5). The highest
education level for most of the participants was a university degree (38%), followed by the
Abitur (graduation certificate of an academic high school, 35%) and Realschulabschluss

(graduation certificate of a middle school, 20%).

Procedure.

Participants were asked to take part in an experiment on creativity in unknown
situations. The experiment was conducted at the participants’ homes. Participants were
informed that their answers were anonymous and that they were allowed to withdraw at any
time. They started the computer-based experiment with a Stroop Test (MacLeod, 1991) and
then received six photos in random order, three showing mixed-gender groups and three only
women. The participants were asked to write a description of each photo in three to five
sentences. Half the participants were instructed to use gender-sensitive language and half did
not receive this information. They then did the Stroop Test again and completed the
TAGRAS, the acceptance of gender-fair language questionnaire, the motivation to act without
prejudice scale and some sociodemographic questions. Upon completion, participants were

thanked and carefully debriefed.

Measures.

Gender role attitudes. Gender role attitudes were measured using the TAGRAS.

Acceptance of gender-fair language. The acceptance of gender-fair language (M =
3.09, SD = 0.87, Cronbach’s a = .84) was measured on 5-point scales from 1 (agree not at all)
to 5 (agree very much) using the following five items (Nagl-Pietris, 2008): “In my opinion,
the topic [gender-fair language] is overly emphasized.”, “I don’t mind gender-fair language.”,
“I like that job announcements always address both sexes.”, “While writing, I pay attention to
the use of gender-fair language.” and “I pay attention to the use of gender-fair language in my

everyday professional life.”
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Motivation to act without prejudice. We used the MVV-16 (Banse & Gawronski,
2003) with 5-point scales from 1 (agree not at all) to 5 (agree very much, M =3.71, SD =
0.49, Cronbach’s a. = .77), e.g. “You should not laugh at jokes about minorities” or “You
should not be guided by your prejudices”.

Political orientation. To determine political orientation we used the method of self-
characterization in the left/right spectrum. Participants placed themselves on a scale ranging
from 1 (far left) to 5 (far right, M = 2.50, SD = 0.61).

Education level. We asked about the highest level of education (1 = no graduation, 2
= student, 3 = Hauptschulabschluss [graduation certificate of a main school], 4 =
Realschulabschluss [graduation certificate of a middle school], 5 = Abitur [graduation
certificate of an academic high school], 6 = university degree).

Results

As in Study 1 and 2, for each behavior, scores for the “ideal woman” as a target were
subtracted from scores for “the ideal man” as a target. For three of the 11 selected behaviors,
participants’ average evaluations were in line with traditional gender roles (item pairs 3, 6,
and 8; see Table 4). As in Study 1, for item pair 5, participants’ average evaluations were in
line with antitraditional gender roles because they preferred men to women to clean the
apartment. For the remaining six behaviors, participants in Study 3 had egalitarian attitudes
on average because the evaluations did not significantly differ between men and women as

target persons.

Factor Structure, Reliability, and Distribution.

As in Study 1 and 2, a principal component analysis on the 11 difference scores
confirmed the one-factor solution. The first factor explained 32% of the variance. Nine
difference scores had loadings with absolute values higher than .50 (see Table 4). Cronbach’s

o was .77. Thus, to estimate traditional vs. antitraditional gender role attitudes (TAGRAS), all
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eleven difference scores were averaged after reversing the scores of female gender role
behavior as in Studies 1 and 2. The TAGRAS was normally distributed (Kolmogorov-
Smirnov D = .088, p =.182). As in Study 1, participants in Study 3 on average held
egalitarian gender role attitudes (M = 0.09, SD = 0.59, 95% CI = -0.04, 0.22); 39% had scores
below 0 (antitraditional), 52.5% had scores above 0 (traditional) and 8.5% had exactly a score

of 0.

Convergent Validity.

The convergent validity of the TAGRAS was supported by its relation to
participants’ sex, education level, political orientation, motivation to act without prejudice and
acceptance of gender-fair language. As expected, men held more traditional gender role
attitudes (M = 0.25, SD = 0.50) than did women (M = -0.08, SD = 0.64), #(71.59) =-2.59, p =
.012. As in Study 2, age did not correlate with the TAGRAS, but participants with a higher
education level held less traditional gender role attitudes (see Table 7). Also, participants
with right-leaning or center-leaning political attitudes held more traditional gender role
attitudes than people with left-leaning attitudes. Furthermore, the TAGRAS’s construct
validity was corroborated by a medium to strong negative correlation with participants’
motivation to act without prejudice and a strong correlation with their acceptance of gender-
fair language.

When analyzing the antitraditional and egalitarian participants (TAGRAS < 0) and
the egalitarian and traditional participants (TAGRAS > 0) separately, motivation to act
without prejudice and acceptance of gender-fair language only correlated significantly with
the TAGRAS on the egalitarian-traditional side. However, participants’ sex and political
attitudes only correlated significantly on the antitraditional-egalitarian side (male sex: » = .32,
p =.050vs. r=.00, p = .976; right-wing political attitudes: » =.39, p=.014 vs. r=21,p =

143).
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Discussion

In Study 3, we were again able to confirm the factorial structure and internal
consistency of the TAGRAS. Thus, the TAGRAS is not only applicable for adolescents but
also for adults. The correlations with sex and education level were similar to Study 2 and
corroborate its convergent validity. The correlations with the motivation to act without
prejudice, the acceptance of gender-fair language and political attitudes expand the evidence
for the TAGRAS’s construct validity. Furthermore, the results showed that our distinction
between egalitarian und antitraditional gender role attitudes makes sense. Men and women
did not differ on whether they have egalitarian or traditional gender role attitudes, but more
women than men specifically prefer a reversal of gender roles. In addition, individuals with
egalitarian gender role attitudes differ more from those with antitraditional than from those
with traditional attitudes with regard to their political attitudes. People with right-wing
political attitudes might have egalitarian gender role attitudes but are less likely to have
antitraditional attitudes.

General Discussion

The three studies reported here were designed to develop and test a new scale, the
TAGRAS, to measure traditional, egalitarian and antitraditional gender role attitudes
simultaneously. Whereas existing questionnaires usually only distinguish between traditional
and egalitarian attitudes, we showed that a new kind of attitude has also emerged nowadays,
which we call antitraditional. Similarly to people with traditional gender role attitudes, people
with antitraditional attitudes distinguish between men and women when they evaluate the
appropriateness of different behaviors. However, they prefer men over women to show
traditionally female-typed behavior, e.g. cleaning the house, and women over men to show
male-typed behavior, e.g. leading a large company. In all three studies, participants were not

only divided into traditional or egalitarian, but some held antitraditional gender role attitudes.
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Even in Study 2, which was comprised of students from a sample of Berlin schools
representative with regard to school type, 13% reported antitraditional attitudes.

The TAGRAS was internally consistent and had acceptable retest reliability as well
as factorial, construct and predictive validity. In a variety of tests, the TAGRAS performed as
expected, and it demonstrated reasonable psychometric properties for adolescents and adults.
Replicating existing research on gender role attitudes (Frieze et al., 2003; Twenge, 1997),
men and less educated people had higher scores on the TAGRAS than did women and more
educated people. The TAGRAS correlated with other aspects of conservatism such as social
dominance orientation (comparable to results of Whitley & ZEgisdottir, 2000, with the
Attitudes Toward Women Scale), religious fundamentalism, right-wing political orientation,
and a lower motivation to act without prejudice. The TAGRAS also correlated with other
gender-specific variables. The less traditional the participants’ gender role attitudes were, the
more they were in favor of gender-fair language. Finally, the TAGRAS has predictive
validity, demonstrated by its ability to predict implicit and explicit attitudes as well as
discriminatory behavior toward lesbians, gays and gender-nonconforming individuals. The
predictive validity even emerged after controlling for sex and education level, and for explicit
attitudes it still remained significant longitudinally nine months later, controlling for attitudes
at Time 1.

Study 2 and 3 also showed first evidence that people with egalitarian gender role
attitudes might not only differ from people with traditional attitudes but also from people with
antitraditional attitudes. Adolescents with antitraditional gender role attitudes reacted less
positively to heterosexual couples in the implicit attitude measure. Adults with antitraditional
gender role attitudes were more likely to have left-wing political attitudes than adults with
egalitarian attitudes and they were more likely to be women. These were first hints that the
TAGRAS has advantages compared to existing questionnaires. Future research should

analyze possible differences between people with egalitarian and people with antitraditional
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attitudes in more detail. People with antitraditional gender role attitudes might show more
support of people who violate gender norms (e.g. genderqueer individuals) than people with
egalitarian attitudes. On the other hand, they might also create a new kind of role stress by
disapproving of men who focus on their career instead of their children or women who focus
on their children instead of their career.

Because of societal changes, existing questionnaires have a problem with ceiling
effects (McHugh & Frieze, 1997; Moradi & Parent, 2013) in that they do not satisfactorily
discriminate at the liberal end of the continuum. Our validation of a measure of antitraditional
gender role attitudes is particularly important in this context of social change. To our
knowledge, only the Gender Role Egalitarian Attitudes Test (Chang, 1999) is able to
distinguish between egalitarian and antitraditional gender role attitudes. However, the
GREAT is restricted to two domains, work and home, whereas gender roles influence more
life domains, such as leisure or dating, and also pertain to interpersonal behavior in general.
The TAGRAS captures a broader range of behavioral domains, as it was based on a careful
content analysis of eleven existing questionnaires. Furthermore, in many measures, including
the GREAT, the goal of the measurement is quite obvious because people are asked to
directly compare their expectations of men and women within the same item. The TAGRAS
measures attitudes toward specific behaviors separately for men and women. Thus, its aim is
less obvious for respondents, which might reduce socially desirable responding.

In the three studies, we only tested the psychometrics for German samples. Future
research should apply the TAGRAS in other countries and languages to test whether the
eleven item pairs also load on one factor and are internally consistent elsewhere. Researchers
can use the TAGRAS to explore differences in gender role attitudes across different cultures.
Past research has shown a cross-cultural consensus about which traits are associated with men
and women (Williams & Best, 1990), but we know nothing about antitraditional gender roles

across different countries and cultures.
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Conclusion
As the first measure of its kind, the TAGRAS represents an advance in the study of
gender role attitudes. It shows that nowadays, gender role attitudes are not restricted to the
continuum between traditional and egalitarian attitudes, but that some people have
antitraditional attitudes as well. We hope that future research using the TAGRAS will
examine how antitraditional gender role attitudes develop and how they influence affective,
cognitive and behavioral reactions, e.g. toward sexual or gender minorities and in gender-

related phenomena such as romantic relationships, work-family interfaces, or leadership.
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Table 1

The Traditional-Antitraditional Gender Role Attitudes Scale (TAGRAS)

Tables

Taxonomy of Existing Scales to Measure Gender Role Attitudes

Independent from
general agentic

Also measures
anti-traditional

and communal gender role
Scale type Description attitudes attitudes Iltem example
Unipolar Unipolar rating scales on appropriateness no no “It is essential for a guy to get respect
one sex for one sex from others.“ (Pleck et al., 1994)
Unipolar Unipolar rating scales on appropriateness yes no “It bothers me more to see a woman
comparison  for one sex compared to the other who is pushy than a man who is
pushy.“ (Kerr & Holden, 1996)
Unipolar Unipolar rating scales on attitudes to yes no “It is just as important to educate
equality gender equality daughters as it is to educate sons.”
(Larsen & Long, 1988)
Bipolar Bipolar rating scale of appropriateness for yes yes Item: “be a leader”. Scale: “more for
comparison  for one sex compared to the other men” to “more for women”. (Chang,
1999)
Bipolar Bipolar rating scales of appropriateness yes yes Items: "She plays soccer."/"He plays
separate for men and for women in separate items soccer." Scale "very bad" to "very

good" (TAGRAS)
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Table 2

Categorization of Existing ltems Measuring Gender Role Attitudes: Attributes and Dimensions

Dimensions Attributes

strong-weak dependent vs. independent, strong vs. weak, patriarchical,
persistent, dominant, being a cavalier, determined,
leading, confident, athletic, competitive

traditional task allocation successful in one's career, domestic work, child rearing,
male jobs, female jobs, educated

good-bad aggressive, helpful vs. selfish, empathetic, warm, kind vs.
rude, arrogant

inhibited-uninhibited neat, direct, extraverted vs. introverted, sexualized vs.
chaste, risk-taking, emotional
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Table 3
Item Analysis (Study 1)
Gen- Differences: Eval. Eval.
der Eval. men -eval. women men  women
No. Dimens. Attribute German original items English translation of items role Loading M SD M M
1 trad. task female jobs  wird von Beruf Friseur/in.? becomes a professional Q -58 -025* 084 -0.29  -0.03
allocation hairdresser.
2 trad. task child rearing unterbricht fir ein Jahr seine/ihre Berufs- interrupts his/her career for a Q -70 -0.01 0.93 1.07 1.10
allocation tatigkeit, um fiir sein/ihr Kind zu sorgen. year to care for his/her child.
3 strong-  chivalrous bezahlt bei einem Date die gemeinsame pays the bill on a date. g b9 1.24 ¥ 1M 1.15  -0.12
weak Rechnung.
4 trad. task male jobs geht zur Bundeswehr und wird joins the armed forces and 3 .72 0.09 1.01 -0.75 -0.81
allocation Berufssoldat/in. becomes a professional soldier.
5 trad. task domestic Ubernimmt zu Hause das Putzen der At home, s/he takes over the Q -82 0.59 *** 142 0.76 0.17
allocation work Wohnung. cleaning of the apartment.
6 trad. task successfulin versorgt die Familie, wahrend der/die provides for the family while the & .82 -0.24 1.54 0.01 0.21
allocation one's career Partner/in® fiir den Haushalt sorgt. partner cares for the household.
7 trad. task male jobs wird Automechaniker/in. becomes a car mechanic. g 59 -0.17 1.15 0.04 0.19
allocation
8 strong-  strong vs. weint, wenn ihn/sie etwas sehr verletzt  cries when something has hurt Q -72 -0.61 ** 125 0.50 1.1
weak weak hat. her feelings very much.
9 strong- leading wird Manager/in in einem grof3en becomes a manager in a large g 73 -0.07 1.07 0.81 0.83
weak Wirtschaftsunternehmen. company.
10 strong-  athletic spielt Fuball . plays soccer. 3 73 014 1.09 0.61 0.47
weak
11 strong-  confident gibt sich selbstbewusst, auch wenn pretends to be self-confident 3 71 -0.21 1.09 0.35 0.56
weak er/sie verunsichert ist. even if she is insecure.

Note. The asterisks indicate significant differences between the evaluations of men and evaluations of women.

?1n the German version, the nouns with a slash (e.g. "Friseur/in") were exchanged by the female form (e.g. "Friseurin") when asking for expectations of women
and the male form (e.g. "Friseur") when asking for expectations of men (for an exception, see note ®in item 6).
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® In the German version, the male form ("der Partner") was used when asking for expectations of women and the female form ("die Partnerin") when asking for
expectations of men.

*p<.05. " p<.001.
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Table 4

Item Analysis (Studies 2 and 3)

Study 2 Study 3
Differences: Eval. Eval. Differences: Eval. Eval.
Gen- Eval. men - eval. women men  women Eval. men - eval. women men  women
der
No. English translation of items role Loading M SD M M Loading M sSD M M
1 becomes a professional Q -46 -0.46 *** 119 -0.12 0.33 -.33 -0.06 0.78 -0.54 -0.48
hairdresser.
2 interrupts his/her career for a Q -52 -0.62 *** 122 0.55 1.15 -50 -0.02 1.04 1.09 1.1
year to care for his/her child.
3 pays the bill on a date. 3 36 220 *+ 164 1.42 -0.79 .57 0.68 ** 151 0.88 0.20
4 joins the armed forces and 3 J4 117 ** 1.38 0.66 -0.52 .78 0.18 0.88 -0.66 -0.84
becomes a professional soldier.
5 At home, s/he takes over the Q -65 -0.39 ** 1.72 0.05 0.44 -51 045 * 138 0.32 -0.13
cleaning of the apartment.
6 provides for the family while the IS 52  0.75 *** 1.55 0.86 0.10 52 033 * 1.14 0.46 0.13
partner cares for the household.
7 becomes a car mechanic. 38 71 1.11 *** 128 0.72 -0.39 .68 -0.02 0.97 0.12 0.15
8 cries when something has hurt Q -52 -1.05 *** 125 -0.09 0.96 -51 -0.23 * 0.99 0.43 0.66
her feelings very much.
9 becomes a manager in a large 3 50 0.29 ** 1M 1.38 1.08 .62 0.00 1.03 0.59 0.59
company.
10 plays soccer. 3 69 112 = 141 1.18 0.04 .66 -0.04 1.08 0.49 0.52
11 pretends to be self-confident IS 42  0.06 0.93 0.92 0.86 45 0.04 0.76 0.55 0.51
even if she is insecure.
Note. The asterisks indicate significant differences between the evaluations of men and evaluations of women.

*

p<

.05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 5

Construct Validity: Pearson Correlations (Study 2)

1. TAGRAS

2. Male (vs. female) 28 ***

sex
3. Age .06 .04
4. Educational level -.32 *** -.08 # -.38 ***
5. Economic -.04 .09 # -.02 23 F**
situation
6. Social dominance .38 *** 31 .03 -.18 *** 18 ***
orientation
7. Religiosity A3 ** -.15 ** .01 -10 * -.18 *** -.04
8. Religious 27 *** -.01 .09 =24 *** =20 *** A7 ** 73
fundamentalism
9. Religious -.05 - 17 ** .01 A2 -.08 -.18 ** 62 *** 42
reflexivity

Note. * p < .05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001.
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Table 6

Predictive Validity: Multi-level Analyses with Z-Standardized Predictors (Study 2)

Discriminatory

Supportive behavior  Explicit attitudes

Implicit attitudes

Implicit attitudes

towardsiig;:g%gys, and  towards lesbians towards lesbians towards lesbians towards
gender-nonconf. indiv. and gays and gays and gays heterosexuals
Female (vs. male) sex =21 A3 ¢ 20 *** -.09 .00
Economic situation .08 .00 .07 -.01 .02
Education level .08 16 ** .08 A2 # - 11
TAGRAS A4 -.02 -.33 *xx 2 -.28 *** -.05

Note. ? Effect is also significant (B = -.11, p <.05) for a prediction of attitudes at Time 2 by predictors at Time 1, controlling for attitudes at Time 1.

*p<.05 " p<.01."** p<.001.
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Table 7

Construct Validity: Pearson Correlations (Study 3)

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. TAGRAS
2. Male (vs. female) sex 28 *
3. Age -.10 .01
4. Educational level -25 * -.01 .05
5. Right (vs. left) wing political .39 ** .06 .03 -.34 **

attitudes
6. Acceptance of gender-fair -49 ** -.29 ** .21 .38 ** -.34 **

language
7. Motivation to act without -41 * -.26 * .21 21 -.20 29 **

prejudice

Note. * p <.05. ** p < .01.
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