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Abstract This study examined 104 undergraduate college
students (mean age = 19) from the Western United States
regarding gender differences in their experiences of gender
prejudice. Women (N=81) and men (N=22) responded to
an online diary for 14 days, resulting in 1008 descriptions
of events. Women reported significantly higher levels of
negative affect than men during the experiences. Qualitative
content analysis was used to analyze event descriptions and
three main themes emerged including target of the event,
perpetrator and setting. Significant differences were found
for target and perpetrator based upon the gender of the
participant. There were also significant differences in the
distribution of the type of event (gender role stereotypes,
sexual objectification or demeaning events) based on the
setting and target.

Keywords Targets of gender prejudice - College students -
Perpetrators of gender prejudice - Types of gender prejudice -
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Introduction

It has been well documented that college students within
the United States experience various events resulting from
gender prejudice, which Eckes and Trautner (2000) define
as “the attitude that a group deserves lower social status
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based on gender related categorization” (pp. 442) (Reilly et
al. 1986; Dietz-Uhler and Murrell 1992; Shepela and
Levesque 1998; Swim et al. 2001, Hyers 2007). Events
based on gender prejudice can include sexual harassment,
job or academic discrimination, expectations to conform to
gender role stereotypes, harassment and hearing demeaning
comments, as each of these forms are rooted in the basic
mistreatment of a group (or individual) based on gender.
When studying such experiences, many prior studies have
used the term “sexism,” which Lott (1995) defines as “the
oppression or inhibition of women through a vast network
of everyday practices, attitudes, assumptions, behaviors and
institutional rules” (pp.113). The term “gender prejudice” is
utilized in this study to be more inclusive of the experiences
of men, but not to imply that men face sexism in the same
way women do. Previous research on sexism has examined
women’s reported experiences ranging from interpersonal
discrimination, put downs, offensive humor, personal
distancing by men, insults and harassment to intimidation,
sexual coercion, abuse, and rape (Lott 1995). Much of this
research has taken one of two routes; either 1) exploring
one specific type of prejudice, such as sexual harassment,
or 2) including all different types of experiences under the
general term of sexism, but without an examination of how
these types may differ. The current study included three
different types of gender prejudice including sexual
objectification, demeaning or derogatory experiences and
experiences involving gender role stereotypes, and exam-
ined potential differences among these types of events.
There has been considerable research demonstrating that
experiences of gender prejudice often have deleterious
effects on the victims, affecting their physical health
(Dansky and Kilpatrick 1997; van Roosmalen and
McDaniel 1998), influencing psychological well being
(Cleary et al. 1994), and impacting academic achievement
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(Lee et al. 1996; Barickman et al. 1992). Much of the
information psychologists and educators have amassed
about gender prejudice results from retrospective survey
research or laboratory based experiments with fewer studies
employing diary techniques. Most research in this area has
only included women, so less information exists describing
the gender prejudice experiences of men. In addition, little
is known about how events may differ based on the type of
gender prejudice experienced. For instance, experiences in
which a person has been sexually objectified may differ
significantly from events during which a person has been
subjected to demeaning comments based on their gender. It
is important to explore how gender of the victim and the
type of prejudice experienced may relate to other factors
including characteristics of the perpetrators and targets and
the settings in which such events occur.

The purpose of this study was to explore the descriptions
of gender prejudice experienced by female and male
college students within the United States. An online daily
diary was utilized with questions answered in an open-
ended format. This method was chosen to allow the
students to describe their experiences in their own words,
providing information that they felt was relevant. The goal
was to explore potential similarities and differences
between women and men in their experiences of gender
prejudice, as well as to examine the influence of the type of
event. While this research focused on the experiences of
students within the United States, the findings are applica-
ble to researchers around the world. For example, they may
provide insight into ways that gender prejudice may
function in countries with gender role ideologies similar
to those found within the United States. The findings might
also serve as a reminder of the importance of examining the
context of a situation in which any form of prejudice takes
place, including examining characteristics of the perpetra-
tors and targets as well as the settings in which such events
occur.

Gender Similarities and Differences in Experiencing
Prejudice

There is considerable evidence to indicate that experiences
of different forms of gender prejudice are common for
college women within the United States, with studies
suggesting that half of all women will experience some
form of major sexual harassment during their college years
(Cortina et al. 1998) and that over five million female
college students have experienced some type of gender
harassment (Paludi and Barickman 1991). Most research
has found that women experience sexual harassment and
gender prejudice at far greater rates than men (Popovich et
al. 1986; Carr et al. 2000) although some studies have
demonstrated that women and men experience sexual
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harassment at similar frequencies (Mazer and Percival
1989). In a recent study of over 1,000 adult employees,
26% of the women and 22% of the men reported having
experienced sexual harassment in the workplace (Krieger et
al. 2006).

Research has demonstrated that men experience gender
prejudice at higher levels than previously assumed (some
have assumed that men do not experience such events at
all), but there are mixed results regarding gender differ-
ences. For example, one study found that out of 525
undergraduate students surveyed, 40% of the women and
28.7% of the men experienced sexual harassment by a
professor or instructor (Kalof et al. 2001). While this
difference regarding authority figures was significant, there
were no gender differences in the students’ experiences of
unwanted sexual attention in general. Similarly, Fineran
(2002) found that both male and female adolescents
experienced sexual harassment at part-time jobs. A signif-
icantly greater percentage of the girls reported such
experiences, however (63% girls, 37% boys), and girls
indicated feeling more upset and threatened by the
harassment than did the boys. As most of this research
has focused on sexual harassment, other types of gender
prejudice have not been explored as thoroughly. This study
sought to provide more information about the frequency
with which both men and women experience different types
of gender prejudice as well as the distress levels they
experience during the event. Additionally, it examined
whether there are gender differences regarding other
characteristics of these events.

Type of Event

One goal of this research was to determine whether the type
of event impacted the student’s experiences. This study
examined the following three types of gender prejudice; 1)
traditional gender role stereotypes, 2) sexual-objectification,
and 3) demeaning or derogatory comments and behaviors.
These types were derived from both theory and the
responses of women and men in other studies of gender
prejudice (Kaiser and Miller 2004; Swim et al. 1998; Swim
et al. 2001).

Traditional gender role stereotypes have been defined as
“culturally shared beliefs about the personal attributes of
women and men” (Eckes and Trautner 2000, pp. 442). These
stereotypes include beliefs about a group member’s person-
ality traits, as well as behaviors that are deemed appropriate
for members of that group (Eckes and Trautner 2000; Fiske
and Stevens 1993). Pressure to conform to these expectations
can cause distress for women and men. Gender prejudice
events based on traditional gender role stereotypes could
include being admonished to behave in a “feminine” or
“masculine” way, being informed that people believe certain
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jobs or roles are only suitable for men or women, or hearing
comments suggesting that individuals or groups possess
lower abilities in some area based on their sex.

The second type of events involved sexual objectifica-
tion, during which a person is treated as a body that exists
for the pleasure of others (Fredrickson and Roberts 1997).
Sexual objectification can be experienced through interper-
sonal and social encounters of sexual harassment that might
include events such as being catcalled, hearing unwanted
sexual comments or being “checked out.” People may also
experience feelings of objectification when they interact
with media (television, music videos, magazines, Internet)
which treats a person as a sex object. For example, research
has found that women who read beauty magazines are more
likely to be ashamed of their bodies and to internalize ideals
of thinness than women who do not (Morry and Staska
2001). Further, a meta-analysis of women’s experiences of
viewing idealized female images in the media found that in
84% of the studies, such images increased women’s
experiences of body shame (Groesz et al. 2002). While
most of the research suggests that the media most often
portrays sexually objectifying images of women, there
seems to be a growing trend of media portrayals of men as
sexual objects as well. A recent analysis of Men’s Health
Magazine demonstrated that the “new meaning” of mascu-
linity included more focus on physical appearance, and the
need to have a well-toned body (Alexander 2003). Another
study demonstrated the how the ideal male body image
became increasingly unrealistic throughout the 20th centu-
ry, as demonstrated by toy action figures. Pope et al. (1999)
found that action figures of today are much more muscular
than their predecessors, often to the point that they surpass
the limits of human attainment. Aubrey (2007) found that
for college women and men, viewing sexually objectifying
media was positively associated with self-objectification,
body shame and appearance anxiety.

The third type of events studied included incidents
involving demeaning and derogatory comments and behav-
iors. This can consist of hearing sexist jokes, receiving
demeaning or derogatory labels or being excluded from
conversations by members of the other sex (Kaiser and
Miller 2004; Swim et al. 2001). Women may experience
such events based on people’s belief that “feminine” traits
are seen as inferior to “masculine” traits (Fiske and Stevens
1993). Men may hear demeaning comments if they behave
in ways that are viewed as “feminine,” or they may be
subject to derogatory experiences based on stereotypes
about men. O’Neil (1981) has argued that men fear
femininity as a result of unrealistic messages regarding
masculinity. While demeaning comments may reflect
traditional stereotypes or sexual objectification, they are
more negative and directly degrading to the target (Swim et
al. 2001).

Current Study

The previous research exploring gender prejudice has led to
some mixed results about women’s and men’s experiences.
This study sheds important light on what both male and
female college students are facing on a daily basis and how
their experiences may be similar and in what ways they
differ. This study examined three different types of gender
prejudice to better understand how these types might differ
in terms of the setting in which they are experienced as well
as who experiences them. It is essential that we understand
the circumstances under which gender prejudice events take
place in one’s daily life, in order to fully comprehend
people’s potential reactions to these experiences and the
impact such events can have.

The current study is unique among other daily diary
studies (see Hyers 2007; Kaiser and Miller 2004; Swim et
al. 2001) because it did not require the participants to label
the events as gender prejudice. Research demonstrates that
many people do not label negative events as gender
prejudice, even when they experience situations that others
have identified as prejudice (Magely et al. 1999; Vorauer
and Kumhyr 2001). Whether or not women label a
particular experience as sexism, however, they suffer from
similar negative psychological, work, and health conse-
quences (Magely et al. 1999), suggesting that labeling the
event may be less important than the actual event itself. The
participants in this study responded to a checklist of
possible gender stereotype events (see Appendix), then
answered open ended questions to provide more detail
about the experience. The students were also asked to rate
their emotional experience during the event, in order to
asses the participants’ affect during the situation.

The purpose of the study was to explore college students’
own descriptions of their experiences of gender prejudice. A
number of important themes were identified by the partic-
ipants and explored further. These themes included: 1) target
of the event 2) perpetrator and 3) setting. The study also
demonstrated how each of these themes is impacted by a)
gender of the participant and b) type of event.

Target of Event

Participants were instructed to endorse items on the checklist
that they either experienced personally or that happened to
them as a member of their gender group. Personal/group
discrimination discrepancy theory suggests that people will
more likely identify events that happen to their group as a
whole (women as a group or men as a group) than to
themselves as individuals (Crosby 1984; Taylor et al. 1994).
Other research suggests that people are most likely to
remember and report experiences that cause greater distress,
while behavior that is less severe and transitory is more
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likely to be ignored (Fitzgerald and Swan 1995). If
individuals experience greater distress during events in
which they are directly targeted, it would seem plausible
that participants would report these experiences as well.

Hypothesis 1a: Women and men will report experiencing
gender prejudice events in which they are
targeted as an individual as well as events
in which they are targeted as a member of

their gender group.

It is likely that the frequencies of the different types of events
will vary based on who is being targeted (an individual, women
as a group or men as a group). However, as there is very little
research examining different types of prejudice in the same
study, it is difficult to make specific predictions.

Hypothesis 1b: The distribution of the types of events will
vary based on who is targeted by the event.

Perpetrator of Event

Men are most often cited as the perpetrators of gender
prejudice against women. This finding has been demon-
strated in many areas regarding specific types of gender
prejudice, such as sexual harassment (Gruber 1998) and
applies to gender prejudice in general. A study examining
men from around the world found that they scored higher
than women on levels of endorsement of hostile sexism,
defined as feelings of hostility toward women (Glick et al.
2000). Research has demonstrated that both male and
female college students are more likely to identify an action
as being prejudiced when it is perpetrated by males than by
females; in fact one study found that participants were eight
times as likely to label an event as sexist when men were
the perpetrators (Baron et al. 1991).

The theory of in group/out group behavior might predict
who people perceive to be the perpetrators of prejudice. This
theory suggests that under circumstances in which group
membership (e.g. gender) is salient, people will make
inferences about a person’s behavior based on whether they
are a member of the in group or out group (Krueger and
Rothbart 1988). In particular, the theory asserts that
individuals hold the assumption that members of their own
group would be less likely to discriminate against them than
would members of other groups. One study found that when
college students were asked to predict the perpetrators of
vignettes where women or men had been derogated, 88%
said the perpetrator was likely male when the victim was a
woman (Baron et al. 1991). When the victim was male, 93%
of the students predicted that the perpetrator was female.
This study suggests that male participants will report that
women are most often the perpetrators of prejudice.
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However, there are mixed findings regarding who is perceived
as most likely to be the perpetrator of men’s gender prejudice
experiences. O’Neil’s (1981; see also O’Neil et al. 1995 for
an extensive review) research on masculine gender role
conflict suggests that men often reinforce gender role
stereotypes in each other through teasing or bullying. Based
on this area of study, male participants will likely cite other
men as perpetrators as well. These findings suggest that men
and women will report experiencing gender prejudice from
perpetrators of different genders. Based on previous litera-
ture, two predictions can be made:

Hypothesis 2a: Women will report more male perpetrators
than men will and men will report more
female perpetrators than women will.

Men will report more same-gender discrim-
ination (events where men are the perpetra-
tors) than women will report same-gender
discrimination (events where women are the

perpetrators).

Hypothesis 2b:

The relationship between the target and the perpetrator
might also differ for women and men. Women may be more
likely to label negative events committed by a high status
perpetrator as discrimination than are men (Rodin et al.
1990). While college students will likely experience gender
prejudice from people in positions of authority (e.g.
teachers, bosses) it is likely they will report experiences
committed by peers as well. These peers may be someone
the victim knows (a friend, a classmate, a coworker) or a
stranger. Research examining traditional masculinity and
how it is reinforced suggests that men will be more likely
than women to experience gender prejudice perpetrated by
their friends (Runtz and O’Donnell 2003). This research
suggests that the relationship between the target and
perpetrator will differ based on the participant’s gender.
Three specific predictions can be made:

Hypothesis 3a: Women will report a higher percentage of
events perpetrated by authority figures
than will men.

Women will report a higher percentage of
events perpetrated by opposite gender
strangers than will men.

Men will report a higher percentage of events

perpetrated by friends than will women.

Hypothesis 3b:

Hypothesis 3c:

Further, it is likely that the gender of the perpetrator as
well as the relationship between the target and the perpetrator
will be related to the type of gender prejudice committed.
Although men’s experiences with sexual harassment and
other forms of sexual objectification appear to be increasing,
women continue to experience more sexual-objectification
than do men (Swim et al. 2001). Previous research has found
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that men are more likely to perpetrate sexual harassment
than are women (Gruber 1998).

Hypothesis 4a: Sexual objectification events will be more

often perpetrated by men than by women.

Hypothesis 4b:  The distribution of the types of events will
differ based on whether the perpetrator is
a friend, partner, or acquaintance.

Setting

Gender prejudice can take place in any area of a person’s
life. This study explored the settings in which college
students indicated that they experienced these events. As
little research has examined the setting of gender prejudice
events, specific predictions cannot be made. This study
described the settings in which men and women experi-
enced gender prejudice and assessed whether the settings
differed for women and men and if different types of gender
prejudice were more likely depending on the setting.

Summary of Hypotheses

In this study, male and female undergraduate college
students completed an online daily diary in which they
described their experiences with three different types of
gender prejudice. The study examined whether men and
women experience these types of events with the same
frequency and explored potential gender differences in the
affect experienced during these events. Based on previous
literature, this study predicted that both women and men
would experience all three types of events, and that they
would be targeted as individuals and as members of their
gender group (Hypothesis 1a) but that the type of event
experienced would differ based on the target (Hypothesis 1b).
It was also predicted that, given the previous research
regarding gender prejudice, both women and men would
report experiencing gender prejudice committed by
opposite gender perpetrators (Hypothesis 2a), but that
men would report greater amounts of same-gender
discrimination than would women (Hypothesis 2b). The
third set of hypotheses involve the relationship between
the target and the perpetrator and gender, predicting that
women would report more experiences committed by
persons in authority (Hypothesis 3a) and by opposite
gender strangers (Hypothesis 3b), while men would be more
likely to report friends as perpetrators (Hypothesis 3c). It was
expected that the type of prejudice perpetrated would depend
on the gender of the perpetrator as well as the relationship
between the perpetrator and target (Hypothesis 4a and 4b).
Finally, it is likely that the setting in which the event
takes place may vary depending on the gender of the

participant and the type of event; however no specific
hypotheses were made.

Method
Participants

Data from this study were drawn from a larger study
examining gender prejudice in the lives of college students
(see also Brinkman and Rickard 2009). One hundred and
ten participants from a large Western United States
university participated in the study. The students were
recruited from their Introductory Psychology class and were
given credit for participating. For seven participants the
number of experiences reported on the daily diaries was
more than three standard deviations above the mean. These
participants were excluded from further analysis, leaving an
N=103. The final sample was comprised of twenty-two
men and eighty-one women, with a mean age of nineteen.
Most of the students reported being white non-Hispanic
(N=85), while others self-identified as Native American
(N=4), Asian American (N=3), Hispanic/Latino/a (N=2),
African American (N=1), multiethnic (N=4), or other
(N=4). Many participants reported being heterosexual
(N=91) and some identified as being a gay male (N=1),
or bisexual (N=1). Most were either first year students
(N=64) or sophomores (N=26), with some Juniors (N=38),
Seniors (N=3) and Graduate students (N=2).

Procedure

Participants met in a designated place and time in medium
sized groups. They were given information about the study,
and were informed that their answers would not be
anonymous, but all information would remain confidential.
The participants were given information about the website
for the online diary and directions on how to log on. They
were instructed to fill out the two-page diary for 14 days.
The participants were informed that they would not receive
research credit until they submitted the fourteenth day of
the web diary. After each participant completed the
fourteenth day of the online diary, they were given credit
for participating and received a debriefing form.

Measure

The daily diary was created by the researcher and consisted
of two parts: a checklist and a set of open-ended questions.
The checklist included 18 events; six each of the three types
of events 1) traditional gender role stereotypes, 2) sexual
objectification, and 3) demeaning/exclusionary comments
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or behaviors. The checklist was created based on items listed by
participants in studies of experienced sexism (Kaiser and Miller
2004; Swim et al. 2001). The checklist was first administered
to a group of graduate psychology students; revisions were
made based upon their comments in order to make the items
more clear and easy to understand (see Appendix for
checklist). The diary, including the revised checklist, was
then piloted on a group of undergraduate psychology students
and further revised. The checklist included items such as
“Experienced unwanted sexual behaviors (pinched, slapped,
touched in a sexual way),” “Heard comments that members of
your gender possess lower levels of ability compared to
members of the opposite sex,” “Called a demeaning or
degrading label such as slut, bitch, player, etc.”

Participants were first instructed to indicate how many
times they experienced each event that day, and then asked to
select the event that was most distressing to them and to answer
questions based on that event. One of the questions was:
“Describe the situation.” If the participant did not experience
any of the events, they were instructed to answer the questions
regarding a stressful experience they did have that day.

The participant also rated their emotional reaction to the
event using the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS) (Watson et al. 1988). The PANAS consists of
emotion words (this study included 10 positive and 9
negative). The negative words included examples such as
distressed, upset, jittery and the positive words included such
words as inspired, enthusiastic, and proud. The participant
was instructed to indicate the extent to which they felt each
emotion during the event using a 5-point Likert scale with
1=not at all to 5=extremely. The alpha coefficient reliabil-
ities of the PANAS range from .84 to .90 (Watson et al.
1988), depending on the “period of time” instructions (how
do you feel right now, in the last week, month, year, etc.).
Cronbach’s alpha for this sample was found to be .85.

Analysis of Responses to Open-ended Question

Entries in which the participants described a stressful event that
did not involve gender prejudice (N=288) were not included
in the subsequent analyses; a total of 1008 events were
included in the analyses. The principal researcher utilized a
process of open coding similar to constant comparative
analysis (Glaser and Strauss 1967) to develop themes based
on the participant’s responses. A number of themes emerged
from this process and categories were developed for each
theme, based on the participants’ data. The participants were
asked to indicate which event in the checklist they were
describing and the open ended responses were coded for the
type of event, in order to verify what the participants had
indicated. Four additional themes were coded including
target, perpetrator, perpetrator gender and setting (see
Appendix B for full list of themes and their categories). Four
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research assistants were trained to code responses based on
these categories, with two assistants coding each set of data.
Coding continued until at least a 92% inter-rater reliability
was attained for each data set. Any discrepancies at this point
were then coded by the principal investigator. The question
was open ended; therefore not all of the participants wrote
about each theme and the percentages did not always total
100. After the codes were developed, chi square analyses
were utilized in order to compare the themes found based on
the type of event as well as gender of the participant.

Results

The participants reported experiencing a mean of 38.68
(women: 38.62, men: 38.73) total events over the course of
14 days, leading to an average of 2.8 events a day. These
events were divided across the three types, including sexual
objectification events (women: M= 18.00, men: M=13.41)
gender role stereotype events (women: M=10.77, men:
M=13.82) and demeaning and derogatory events (women:
M=9.85, men: M=11.50). There were no significant
differences between women and men on the total number
of events experienced or the number of each type of event.

Each day, the participants selected one event to describe in
more detail. This produced a total of 1008 events, which were
then analyzed. Eighteen percent of these events were reported
by men (N=183), with women describing 82% of the events
(N=825). Although the women reported the majority of the
experiences, key differences were found between women’s
and men’s experiences based on the variables examined
(such differences are outlined below) indicating that there
were enough men included in the study to have sufficient
power. However, as the percentages of events described by
women and men were so different, nonsignificant findings
related to gender should be interpreted with caution.

A chi-square analysis demonstrated that the types of
events were not evenly distributed, x° (2)=70.09, p<.001.
Sexual objectification events were the most common (N=
461), followed by demeaning events (N=281) and gender
role stereotype events (N=266). There were no significant
gender differences in the distribution of type of events.

The participants rated their level of positive and negative
affect during the event. All participants indicated experiencing
higher levels of negative affect (M=1.6, range=1.0-4.33)
than positive affect (M=1.42, range=1.0-5.0), #(1007)=
87.96, p<.01. Women (M= 1.62) reported higher levels of
negative affect than did men (M=1.53), ¢ (1006)=-2.08,
p<.05. Further, men (M=1.67) indicated having higher
levels of positive affect than women (M=1.37), ¢ (1006)=
5.45, p<.05. Levels of positive or negative affect did not
differ based on the type of event, perpetrator of event, or
setting in which the event took place.
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Target of Event

As suggested by Hypothesis 1a, women and men reported
experiences in which they were targeted directly as an
individual as well as instances in which their group was
targeted (see Table 1). For both men and women, the targets
of the gender prejudice event were most often the
participant themselves (women: 48%, men: 45%), although
both also reported cases in which their group was targeted
(women: 38%, men: 20%). One man wrote, “Particular
males felt that it is inappropriate for a man to stay home and
take care of the kids and let a woman work and make the
ends meet in the household.”

Unexpectedly, women and men also reported experien-
ces in which they witnessed another person being targeted.
Women and men wrote about a number of events which
involved another group being targeted and the participant
feeling offended. Many of the events that the men wrote
about involved people making comments about the roles of
women, such as “A guy was saying that women aren't
worth anything, haven't done anything in the world, and
basically that we should be for ‘getting in the kitchen and
baking a pie.”” Other times, participants described hearing
derogatory jokes about women. “Today I heard a joke about
women and their place... “What do you tell a woman with
two black eyes? Nothing you already told her twice.’”

Some events involved another individual being targeted,
where the participant was offended by the incident. For
instance, one woman wrote, “There was a girl on campus
walking out from Clark [a classroom building] and she was
wearing a really short skirt, and a bunch of guys started
hooting and hollering at her.” Finally, in some of the events,
both genders were targeted simultaneously. All of these
events involved targeting both women and men at the same
time. These events took place in a range of settings and
with various perpetrators, including the media (“The
television show Family Guy depicts Peter, the husband, as
a working man and his wife, Lois, as a stay-at-home
mother.”), during school activities (“In a literature class we
were talking about how women should be subordinate and
men should be leaders.”), and with peers (“A coworker
joked today that women need a reason to cheat, men need a

Table 1 Target of event and gender.

Participant Gender

Type of target Women Men
Participant 48% 45%
Own gender group 38% 20%
Other gender group 2% 22%
Another individual 6% 8%
Both genders 6% 5%

room.”). Most of these events involved setting women and
men in opposition to each other and some included overt
assumptions that women and men differ innately, such as
one student’s experience, “We have a lab class that has to
do with body fitness. Every class we have to do different
exercises for guys and girls. It is never the same and it is
separated to different sides of the room.”

Chi-square analysis was utilized to assess Hypothesis 1b,
which stated that the distribution of the types of events
would differ based on who was targeted in the incident. The
hypothesis was supported, and the distribution of gender
role stereotype events (GRSE), sexual objectification events
(SOE) and demeaning events (DE) differed based on the
target, X~ (10, 1006)=204.6, p<.001 (see Table 2).

Perpetrator

A chi-square analysis was used to test Hypothesis 2a and
2b, indicating that there were significant differences in the
gender of the perpetrator based on the gender of the
participant, x° (3, 1008)=154.6, p<.001. Hypothesis 2a
predicted that women would report more male perpetrators
than men would and that men would report more female
perpetrators than women would. Hypothesis 2b indicated
that men would report more same-gender discrimination
(events perpetrated by men) than women would report
same-gender discrimination (events perpetrated by women).
Both of these hypotheses were supported. In particular,
women reported that the perpetrator was most often male
(N=441, 54%), with a very small percentage of females
being responsible for the events (N=29, 4%). In contrast,
while men indicated that more of the incidents were
perpetrated by women (N=52, 28%) they reported a large
percentage of male perpetrators (N=36, 20%).

Interestingly, many of women’s and men’s descriptions
of events committed by women included a caveat of sorts,
such as, “Although I don't think this was meant to sound
the way it did, a female professor was discussing women
who enjoy sailing. She mentioned that it's not a woman's
sport, and that a woman who decided to take it up was like
‘a fish out of water.”” None of the descriptions of events
perpetrated by men involved such explanations.

The third set of hypotheses suggested that there would
be significant gender differences in the relationship be-
tween the target and perpetrator. These hypotheses were
tested utilizing a chi-square analysis which examined
differences between women’s and men’s descriptions of
the relationship between the target and perpetrator, X’
(9, 1008)=161.9, p<.001 (see Table 3). Hypothesis 3a
predicted that women would report a higher percentage of
events perpetrated by authority figures than would men.
This hypothesis was not supported, and women and men
both reported such events, almost to the same degree
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Table 2 Target of event and
event type.

Type of Event

Type of target Gender Role Stereotype Sexual Objectification Demeaning
Participant 9% 59% 32%
Women as a group 40% 36% 24%

Men as a group 45% 30% 25%
Another individual 19% 40% 40%

Both genders 79% 13% 8%

(Women: (N=52, 6%; Men: (N=14, 8%). One female
student wrote “I was talking to one of my professors and he
made a comment about a certain job being good for women
because eventually they will only have to work part-time.
Implying that the rest of the time they could spend at home
doing ‘womanly’ things.” Another woman reported that
“One of m[y] TAs was checking me out today. It was pretty
weird.” A male participant described his experience with
his professor, writing “One of my instructors seemed to
favor a female’s conversation and thoughts on a problem
over a man’s.” Another male student talked about his
experience in a work setting, “Today my supervisors, all
female, ignored several of my suggestions in conversation.”
Hypothesis 3b predicted that women would report a
higher percentage of events perpetrated by opposite gender
strangers than would men. This hypothesis was supported,
and women indicated that a single, non-specific male
stranger (N=205, 25%) was most commonly the perpetra-
tor compared to male participants who indicated that a
single, non-specific female stranger was the perpetrator in
13% of the events (N=23). For example one woman wrote,
“A man was talking about how women should dress a
certain way and be skinny and sexy.” Women also reported
a higher percentage of events perpetrated by a group of
male strangers (N=160, 19%) than men reported events
perpetrated by a group of female strangers (N=13, 7%).
Finally, Hypothesis 3c suggested that men would report
a higher percentage of events perpetrated by friends than

Table 3 Gender of participant and relationship between target and
perpetrator.

Participant Gender

Perpetrator Women (N) Men (N)
Single male stranger 205 (25%) 11 (6%)
Group of male strangers 160 (19%) 9 (5%)
Single female stranger 7 (<1%) 23 (13%)
Group of female strangers 7 (<1%) 13 (7%)
Friend 75 (9%) 37 (20%)
Authority figures 52 (6%) 14 (8%)
Acquaintance(s) 27 (3%) 10 (6%)
Romantic partner 14 (2%) 4 (2%)
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would women. This hypothesis was also supported, and
men reported that their friends were the most common
perpetrators of gender prejudice (N=37, 20%), compared to
women'’s reports of friends as perpetrators in only 9% of the
events. For instance, one male participant wrote “I sat to eat
lunch with a couple of friends today and somehow it was
brought up that guys should not be nurses.”

As predicted by the fourth set of hypotheses, the type of
event differed based on the gender of the perpetrator, x°
(6, 1008)=65.41, p<.001 (see Table 4) as well as the
relationship between the perpetrator and the target, X’
(18, 1008)=218.64, p<.001 (see Table 5). Results of the
chi-square analysis supported hypothesis 4a, with the
finding that a greater percentage of the events committed
by men were sexual objectification events than the events
perpetrated by women. In fact, half of the incidents in
which men were described as the perpetrator were sexual
objectification events (52%), compared to events in which
women were cited as the perpetrators, of which 36% were
sexual objectification. This difference was even larger when
considering perpetrators involving a group of people. Sixty-
one percent of the events committed by a group of men
consisted of sexual objectification events, while only 25%
of the events perpetrated by a group of women were sexual
objectification events. The results also supported hypothesis
4b, and there were differences among the types of events
perpetrated by a friend, a partner or an acquaintance. While
acquaintances perpetrated all three types of events equally
often, friends and partners were most likely to perpetrate
demeaning and derogatory events.

Setting

Women and men indicated that they experienced gender
prejudice across various facets of their life. A one-sample
chi-square test demonstrated a significant difference in the
percentages of events experienced in different settings,
x°=221.7, df=7, p<.001. There was no significant
difference in setting of gender prejudice events for women
and men. Men and women reported the media to be the
most common setting for gender prejudice (women: 20%,
men: 22%). These events included watching television or
movies, reading magazines or listening to music. One



Sex Roles (2009) 61:461-475 469

Table 4 Percentage of type of o

event by gender of perpetrator. Individual Perpetrator Group
Type of event Female Male Female Male
Sexual objectification 36% 52% 25% 61%
Gender role stereotype 23% 16% 15% 8%
Demeaning and derogatory 41% 32% 60% 31%

participant described her experience of “watching rap
videos that exploited women as purely sexual objects.”

One hundred and sixteen events (women: 14%, men: 18%)
occurred within the school setting or while the student was at
work. Many of these events took place during class time,
including this student’s experience: “I was participating in a
small group discussion in class today, and my comments were
ignored or dismissed by the males.” Other events took place on
the college campus, but not during class time. One woman
wrote, “Sometimes I feel like I have stalkers around the
campus.” Another wrote about “walking through campus and
having a group of guys stare and gossip at you and you can just
tell they are checking you out.” Other events occurred while the
students were in the work environment. One man wrote “I was
told to ‘stand up like a man’ after this annoying girl at work
kept trying to play fight with me.” Another man talked about
his experience of sexual objectification in the work place.
“While placing files into a cubby for later filing an older female
coworker slid past me to reach into another cubby. During
which she slid her hands over my should[er]s and waist.”

The students also described events that occurred during
social gatherings (women: 11%, men: 12%), such as, “Friends
and I were playing ping pong and one guy said that girls
couldn't play and that their place was [in] the kitchen, home
cleaning, and child raising.” Another woman talked about
her experience while spending time with her friends, “At my
friend’s house, a group of guys were talking about how
engineers needed to be males because they had more of an
ability.” Some of these events were more derogatory. One
woman wrote, “We were hanging out at a friends house, and
I was told ‘Bitch, get me a new beer.”” One hundred and six
cases (women: 11%, men: 7%) of gender prejudice took
place while the participants were commuting. Many of these
events involved sexual objectification. One woman wrote “I
was walking the girl I nanny for and some guys were
walking by and were whistling at me yelling ‘milf’.”

Table 5 Percentage of type of event by relationship between
perpetrator and target.

Type of event Friend Partner Acquaintance
Sexual objectification 18% 28% 33%
Gender role stereotype 32% 11% 34%
Demeaning and derogatory 50% 61% 33%

Another participant wrote about her experience walking past
a grocery store. “Several men hang out on the College
Avenue side of Safeway. I walked by this afternoon and was
whistled at and told, ‘You look good, girl, damn,’ in a very
sexual manner. I kept walking without looking at them, and
more comments followed.”

The students also described events that occurred while they
were engaged in common daily life events, such as eating a
meal, or running errands like going to the store or gas station,
(women: 8%, men: 6%). For example, one participant
described, “Today while eating lunch, I heard a joke referring
to a women's job as being a cook, maid, and taking care of
the kids.” Another wrote, “I was at dinner tonight and
overheard a conversation from a table of guys talking about
how "bitches" are only good for one thing, sex. That is the
only reason they are on this earth, ‘for a good lay.”” One
student’s experience describes what happened to her when
she went to the store, stating, “Today when I was walking
into a store, guys were whistling and blowing kisses at me.”
Another woman wrote about being harassed while getting
fuel for her car, “I was standing outside at a gas station
waiting for my car to fill with gas when several guys in a van
drove by and whistled and made remarks at me.”

Students also reported experiencing gender prejudice within
their home (women: 6%, men: 6%). For a number of the
students who live on campus, the dorms appear to be a
common place for such experiences. “This morning a guy
came down the hall searching for an iron. He was asking
around for an iron complaining about how he couldn't find one
and how this was a girl floor and that there should be one.” “I
was sitting in my room when my roommate’s boyfriend asked
to see something I had so I tossed it to him. And he told me
that I threw like a girl.” Off campus housing may present
problems as well. One man wrote about how he felt left out
because he is the only male in his house, “I have two female
roommates and, at times, I feel like because I am the only
male in the house that I get alienated and I feel like I can't take
part in any of the decisions we should be making as a team.”

Finally, the students described events (women: 7%, men:
5%) that took place while they were either attending or
participating in a sports activity. One man wrote, “The thing
that bugged me the most is that a friend said that men are
suppose[d] to be all into sports; which is not true of all
men.” Another man wrote “I run track and field for
Colorado State and I was told by this girl at work that
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that’s homosexual or feminine to shave my legs.” One
woman talked about being excluded because she is female
“I played in a co-ed flag football game the other night. I
understand football pretty well, but still I never got passed
the ball. The other girls didn’t either.”

There were significant differences in the type of events
based on the setting in which they occurred, x° (14, 1006)=
204.9, p<.001. In school and work settings, the types were
fairly evenly distributed (SOE: 36%, GRSE: 33%, DE:
31%), while in other settings some types were more or less
common than others. For example, sexual objectification
was much more common than the other types during events
wherein the participants were commuting (SOE: 84%, DE:
10%, GRSE: 6%). Sexual objectification experiences were
also common in the media (SOE: 61%, GRSE: 35%, DE:
4%) and during daily life events (SOE: 55%, DE: 25%,
GRSE: 20%). In some settings, sexual objectification
experiences and demeaning events were much more
common than gender stereotype events, including during
sporting events (SOE: 52%, DE: 40%, GRSE: 11%) and
social settings (SOE: 41%, DE: 41%, GRSE: 18%). Finally,
in home environments, demeaning events were the most
common (DE: 42%, SOE: 30%, GRSE: 28%).

Discussion

The college students experienced on average more than two
gender prejudice events each day, and there were no
significant differences between women and men in
the frequency of events. The participants’ descriptions
of the events provided valuable additional information about
the experiences of college students. Using qualitative content
analysis, three main themes were identified by the partic-
ipants, including target, perpetrator, and setting. This study
explored how each of these themes was related to the gender
of the participant and the type of event experienced.

Men and women reported the affect they experienced
during the events. These reports did not differ based on the
type of event, perpetrator or setting, but there were gender
differences. Specifically, women reported experiencing
higher levels of distress than men did during these events,
and men reported higher positive affect than the women.
These findings suggest that while men may experience the
same types of events as women do, they do not perceive
them to be as distressful as women do. This may help
explain findings indicating that discrimination has greater
detrimental impacts of women’s psychological well-being
than on men’s (Schmitt et al. 2002). It is possible that men
are more likely than women to consider these types of
experiences to be “normal” and acceptable behaviors. It is
also likely that these events carry less threat for men than
they do for women. For example, a man who is “checked

@ Springer

out” by a stranger may be more likely to feel flattered
whereas a woman being “checked out” may feel objectified
or even worry about her physical safety. Further research is
needed to better understand how women and men interpret
their experiences with these events and whether similar
events hold different potential implications to the victim.

Additionally, it is important to note that while men and
women did not differ in the number of events they reported,
the men were less likely to be the direct target of prejudice
during those events. In fact, 23% of men’s responses
included an event wherein women as a group were the
actual target of the event. While women also wrote about
experiences that happened to men, this was at a much lower
frequency (2%). This finding suggests that the results of the
t-test should be interpreted with caution and do not
necessarily indicate that men are targets of gender prejudice
with the same frequency that women are.

Men in this study appeared to be aware of the gender
prejudice that women experience and chose to write about
such events, even though they were given the option of
describing their own non-gender prejudice related experi-
ences. This suggests that there is an opportunity for
educators to educate men about how to become more
aware of the events that happen both to themselves and to
women. Many campuses around the country have devel-
oped groups that address masculinity and how men can
work to end violence against women, including the Men’s
Project at Colorado State University, the Interpersonal
Violence Response Team at Northern Illinois University,
the Sexual and Relationship Violence Prevention group at
West Chester University and many others (for a list of
campus peer education programs, see www.NOMAS.org)

More research is needed to understand how men and
women are impacted when they witness gender prejudice,
even if they are not themselves direct targets. In particular,
research should explore how they, as witnesses, respond (or
do not respond) when they observe someone else being
victimized, and whether these responses are the same as
those used when a person is targeted directly. This may be
impacted by whether they are the only person to witness the
event. Historically, research in social psychology has
suggested that when others are present, people often do
not take action in situations where a norm is being broken
or someone needs help; this is a phenomenon termed the
“bystander effect” (Latane and Darley 1968, 1970).
However, some studies suggest that when the personal
implication of the behavior is higher (such as when a
person feels personally offended or distressed), a witness is
more likely to intervene (Checkroun and Brauer 2002).
More research is required to understand how people are
impacted when they witness gender prejudice, what factors
may influence whether they experience distress or not, as
well as what actions they are likely to take.
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As hypothesized, there were important interactions be-
tween the target of the incident and the type of event. Most of
the events that targeted both women and men simultaneously
were gender role stereotype events, suggesting that these
stereotypes continue to divide women and men based on
assumptions made about their acceptable roles within society
(Broverman et al. 1972; Deaux and Lewis 1984; Prentice and
Carranza 2002; Spence and Buckner 2000). In contrast,
when the participants themselves were the targets, sexual
objectification experiences were the most common. In fact,
sexual objectification experiences were the most common
overall. This finding has important implications for the lives of
college students. Objectification theory (Fredrickson and
Roberts 1997) suggests that individuals who experience
sexual objectification learn to self-objectify, which is associ-
ated with a variety of problems including increased levels of
body shame, restrictive or disordered eating, bulimia symp-
toms, anorexic symptoms, depressive symptoms, increased
anxiety, decreased intrinsic motivation, decreased self-
efficacy, increased appearance anxiety, increased shame and
disgust, actual versus ideal body weight discrepancy, lowered
state self-esteem and lowered math performance (Calogero
2004; Harrison and Fredrickson 2003; Hebl et al. 2004;
McKinley 1998; Noll and Fredrickson 1998; Roberts and
Gettman 2004; Slater and Tiggemann 2002). While some
may dismiss sexual objectification as simply part of the
“college experience,” such experiences have the potential to
detrimentally impact individuals.

This study also provided valuable information about the
perpetrators of gender prejudice. When the gender of the
perpetrator was identified, men were overwhelmingly cited
as being responsible for the event, both by women and
men. It is not surprising that men were reported more often
as the perpetrators of gender prejudice against women, as
this has been found in previous studies (Glick et al. 2000;
Gruber 1998). It is important to recognize this gender
difference and try to understand why men are more likely
than women to commit gender prejudice. Harper et al.
(2005) proposed one model that presents a number of
factors involved in the higher proportion of male offenders
of student misconduct (including sexual harassment) on
college campuses, but more research is needed.

Men reported experiencing much more same gender
discrimination than did women. Runtz and O’Donnell
(2003) found that men view certain behaviors and com-
ments as “normal male buddy behaviors” (pg. 979) rather
than as harassment. DeSouza and Solberg (2004) explored
college students’ perceptions of man-to-man sexual harass-
ment and found that across the board, women rated the
events as more harassing, needing further investigation and
deserving of more punishment than did men. In the present
study, men reported that their friends were the most likely
perpetrators of gender prejudice, while women most

commonly cited strangers as the culprits. It is possible that
men are more tolerant of gender discrimination from their
friends than are women, and many men may view this type
of behavior as being acceptable and expected. Men may
engage in behaviors which devalue each other’s masculinity
out of their own fear of appearing feminine (Cournoyer and
Mabhalik 1995). Future research should continue to explore
the factors involved in men perpetrating gender prejudice
against other men as well as against women. Additionally,
studies can examine the differences in how people respond
to prejudice perpetrated by their friends versus by strangers.

This study was unique in its exploration of the various
settings in which events took place. Both women and men
experienced the greatest percentage of events in their
interactions with the media, including television, music and
magazines. Many research studies have demonstrated the
ways in which the media reinforces traditional stereotypes by
showing women in domestic settings and men employed
outside the home (Bretl and Cantor 1988), advertising toys
with a focus on distinct gender differences (Rajecki et al.
1993), portraying boys as engaging in physical aggression
(Larson 2003), and focusing on physical attractiveness in
female characters more than in male characters (Signorielli
and Bacue 1999; Lauren and Dozier 2002). Media literacy
programs/classes in college could be helpful ways to reduce
potential harmful impacts of media instances of gender
prejudice. For example, one study found that a media literacy
program increased participants’ skepticism about the realism,
similarity, and desirability of media that depict a thin ideal of
beauty (Irving and Berel 2001).

The wide range of settings in which gender prejudice
events take place is important information. Programs that
target the prevention or decrease of such events should span
these settings. The fact that types of gender prejudice
differed depending on the setting (for example, sexual
objectification was much more common than the other types
when the participants were commuting) suggests that
different environments may be accompanied by different
types of gender prejudice. These different environments may
also illicit different types of responses; some responses may
be more helpful than others, depending on the setting. It is
likely that interventions which might work in the school
setting will be less effective when a person is experiencing
gender prejudice while commuting to work. Future research
should also examine the implications of experiencing the
events in these various settings. The impact on the college
student as well as the coping mechanism selected may vary
based on the setting in which the event occurs.

Limitations

It is important to note that the students described their
perceptions of the events that took place. It is impossible
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from this study to truly know the intentions of the
perpetrators themselves. For instance, a female participant
may report that she was “checked out” by a peer, but that
may not have been the peer’s intention. While it is
important to note that this study does not allow one to
know the intentions of the perpetrators, the perceptions of
the victims are often what are valuable. If a person believes
that they have been the victim of discrimination (whether
that feeling is accurate or not) they may face detrimental
complications as a result. Further, much research indicates
that people may minimize their experiences of discrimina-
tion (Stangor et al. 2003) suggesting that it is more likely
that people did not report events that actually happened
than it is that they overreported events. Further, a stress and
coping model suggests that a person’s perceptions and
appraisals about an event will impact how they react to the
situation, both in terms of their response to the perceived
perpetrator as well as their own emotional response and
coping mechanisms (Folkman et al. 1986).

This study asked people to report about incidents where
they were the victim. However, it is likely that these college
students also perpetrate gender prejudice in their daily lives.
Future research could use a similar diary format to ask
people to write about times they perpetrate such events.

The small sample size in this study (especially the
percentage of men to women) is also a limitation. However,
the participants wrote about multiple experiences over the two-
week period, resulting in a large number of events. The use of
qualitative research in the form of open-ended questions
allowed the researchers to gather information about gender
prejudice experiences in the participants’ own words. Future
research can utilize the themes found in this study to develop a
relevant framework for questions to ask in quantitative
questionnaires to be administered to larger numbers of women
and men. While the format of this study resulted in important
new information, the researchers were unable to ask the
participants for clarification about their responses or to ask
follow up questions. Future studies could utilize individual
interviews or focus groups to gather more in depth information.

Conclusions

This research indicates that college students, both women
and men, experience gender prejudice in different forms
and across various settings. This project demonstrated that
there are important differences between women and men in
their experiences of such events. This study also found that
there were important implications based on the type of the
event, suggesting that future studies should examine this
aspect in addition to looking at the perpetrator of the event,
the target and the setting in which it takes place. As long as
women and men experience gender prejudice and the
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negative consequences associated with such events, it will
be important to examine variables that influence the
occurrences and how people cope with them.

Appendix A

Online diary

Date: Time:

Please indicate the number of times you experienced
each incident today. The incident may have happened to
you specifically or to another person in your presence. If
none, leave blank.

1. _ Heard comments that members of your gender
should behave in a certain way or that they should
posses particular personality characteristics (women
should be “feminine” and men should be “masculine”)

2. Experienced unwanted sexual behaviors (pinched,
slapped, touched in a sexual way)

3. Called a demeaning or degrading label such as
slut, bitch, player, etc.

4. Heard sexist jokes about members of your gender.

5. Were the target of unwanted sexual gestures
(masturbation gesturing, etc)

6.  Heard comments that certain roles or jobs are
NOT suitable for members of your gender.

7. __ lIgnored in a conversation by members of the
opposite sex.

8. Heard unwanted sexual comments, whistles, or
“catcalls”.

9.  Heard comments that members of your gender

possess lower levels of ability compared to members
of the opposite sex.

10.  Felt like your opinions carried less weight than
the opinion of a member of the opposite sex.

11. _ Exposed to media (magazines, TV, music, etc.) that
portrayed members of your gender as sexual objects.

12.  Heard comments that certain jobs or roles are
ONLY suitable for members of your gender.

13.  Heard comments that expressed hostile or
negative attitudes toward members of your gender.

14.  Felt like you were being checked out, ogled, or
leered at.

15.  Exposed to media (magazines, TV, music) that

portrayed members of your gender in traditional roles
(women as caregivers, men as leaders, etc)

If you indicated that you experienced one of the above,
please answer the following questions. If you experienced
more than one, please choose the one that you felt was most
distressful. If you did not experience any of the above events,
please write about a stressful event that you did have today.

1. Describe the event.
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Appendix B

Coding Categories for Descriptions
(T) Type of event
1: gender role stereotypes  2: sexual objectification
3: demeaning or derogatory comments and behaviors
(V) Target
0: unclear
1: the participant 2: another individual

3: women as a group 4: men as a group

(P) Perpetrator
0: NA or not named 1: non specific man
2: non specific woman 3: group of men
4: group of women 5: acquaintance
6: friend 7: partner
8: other: specify 9: media

(P2) Perpetrator gender

0: NA or unknown

1: male 2: female

(S) Setting
1: social gathering 2: school/work
3: commuting 4: sports activity
6: home/dorm 7: media

5: daily life events (at a store, gas station, parking lot, etc)
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