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Sexual harassment laws have led to important organizational changes in the workplace yet
research continues to document resistance to their implementation and backlash against
the people who mobilize such laws. Employing experimental research methods, this study
proposes and tests a theory specifying the mechanisms through which sexual harassment
policies affect gender beliefs. The findings show evidence that sexual harassment policies
strengthen unequal gender beliefs among men and women most committed to traditional
gender interaction norms. I also find that men and women’s different structural locations
in the status hierarchy lead to different, but related sets of concerns about the status
threats posed by sexual harassment policies. By specifying the social psychological pro-
cesses through which sexual harassment law affects beliefs about men and women, this
study sets the stage for investigating ways to make laws designed to reduce inequality
between social groups more effective.

� 2013 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

In the United States, sexual harassment is legally recognized as a violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the
law that forbids discrimination on the basis of sex, race, religion, and national origin. This legal acknowledgment implies that
reducing the incidence of sexual harassment in the workplace will, over time, produce a labor market with less gender
inequality (MacKinnon, 1979). There is considerable evidence that the law has played a direct role in organizational change
(Dobbin and Kelly, 2007; Edelman et al., 1999; Saguy, 2003), and that sexual harassment policies and procedures can curtail
sexually harassing behaviors (Gruber, 1989; Perry et al., 1998). However, to date there is little social scientific evidence dem-
onstrating the effect of anti-harassment regulations on the broader goal of reducing workplace gender inequality and a num-
ber of socio-legal scholars have argued that such laws can produce effects that reinforce rather than reduce inequality
(Bisom-Rapp, 2001; Epstein et al., 1995; Patai, 1998; Schultz, 1998; Saguy, 2003).

For example, researchers have shown that the widespread implementation of sexual harassment policies and grievance
procedures reflect managerial interests over the rights of employees (Edelman et al., 1999; Marshall, 2005). Schultz (1998)
documents evidence from contemporary case law that women who do not conform to the stereotype of the sexually pure
and passive victim are less successful in court at convincing judges that sexual conduct was unwelcome – thus making
the enforcement of the law a site for the reinforcement of paternalistic stereotypes. In addition, recent studies have shown
that sexual harassment policy training can activate gender stereotypes and have a polarizing effect on men and women’s
beliefs about gender and gender difference (Marshall and Barclay, 2003; Munkres, 2008; Quinn, 2002; Tinkler, 2012a; Tinkler
et al., 2007).
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In an experimental study that measured the direct effect of the law on beliefs, Tinkler et al. (2007) found that undergrad-
uate males who were read an excerpt of their university sexual harassment policy expressed stronger male-advantaged im-
plicit beliefs than males who had no exposure to the policy. This finding shows that at the implicit or non-conscious level, the
policies activate rather than reduce men’s unequal beliefs. Since systems of inequality are sustained by cultural beliefs about
group difference and the enactment of those beliefs in behaviors and institutions (Sewell, 1992), it is important to better
understand why sexual harassment law sometimes produces unequal gender beliefs. Moreover, given that sexual harass-
ment is intrinsically linked to power relations and the preservation of heterosexual masculinity (Burgess and Borgida,
1999; Fiske and Glick, 1995; MacKinnon, 1979; Uggen and Blackstone, 2004; Yoder, 1994), research needs to examine
whether there are gender differences in the effect of sexual harassment policies on gender beliefs.

Building on the experimental design in Tinkler et al. (2007), this study examined the effect of a sexual harassment train-
ing video on college students’ tendency to express traditional male-advantaged beliefs about gender difference. I modified
the Tinkler et al. (2007) design to include male and female subjects, and a pre-test measure of subjects’ adherence to gender
interaction norms. The main hypothesis is that sexual harassment policies activate traditional and unequal gender beliefs
among men and women who adhere most strongly to traditional gender interaction norms. I also hypothesize that men
and women’s different structural locations in the status hierarchy lead to different, but related reactions to learning about
sexual harassment policy. By identifying the roots of resistance to sexual harassment law, this study sets the stage for inves-
tigating ways to counter it and make the law more effective.
2. Theory and background

In this paper, I draw on social psychological theories of status to develop hypotheses about the mechanisms through
which sexual harassment policy affects gender beliefs. Status characteristics research has shown that when people are dif-
ferentiated on a status characteristic (e.g., race or gender) and interact in a goal-oriented setting, those who are perceived to
generally be more competent and held in higher esteem (e.g., white Americans and men) exercise more influence and are
evaluated more positively than those who are perceived to be members of the lower status category (e.g., racial/ethnic
minorities and women) (Berger et al., 1977). The status hierarchy develops in the interaction because people form and be-
have according to performance expectations based on beliefs about the type of people who tend to have status in a situation.
When interactions reproduce patterns of inequality that exist in the larger society, they maintain the legitimacy of such
stratification systems (see Ridgeway and Walker, 1995 for a review).

Status characteristics theory has been particularly powerful in explaining the persistence of workplace inequality (Ridge-
way, 1997, 2011), and also in identifying strategies for reducing status-based inequalities in interactions (Cohen and Lotan,
1995; Ridgeway et al., 1994; Lucas, 2003). Most of the research aimed at intervening in the formation of status hierarchies
has focused on directly modifying performance expectations by providing positive ability and task-relevant information
about participants who are disadvantaged on a status characteristic (e.g., informing group members that a woman has scored
higher on a relevant ability test). Task-relevant ability information has been shown to provide legitimacy to status structures
that are inconsistent with external status markers like gender.

Sexual harassment policies are similar to gender-based interventions used in classic status characteristic studies in their
aim to reduce unequal relations between men and women working together in goal-oriented contexts (Tinkler, 2012a).
However, unlike interventions that focus on modifying task-relevant performance expectations, sexual harassment policies
aim to modify gender interaction norms – norms that are both an expression of the gender status hierarchy and a cultural
code for indicating sexual attraction. Below I argue that the extent to which exposure to information about sexual harass-
ment law legitimates a disruption to the status order (and leads to more equal gender beliefs) or instead incites resistance
and backlash (and leads to more unequal gender beliefs) depends on (1) the extent to which men and women adhere to gen-
dered interaction norms and (2) the extent to which men and women perceive this disruption as a threat to their own status.
2.1. Commitment to Interaction Norms

Zimring and Hawkins (1971) argue that when the law is used to promote social change rather than to enforce existing
social relations, the prohibited behavior is often customary, and requires ‘‘normal’’ citizens who are accustomed to the newly
illegal conduct to significantly reorient their values and behavior. The unwelcome behaviors that can constitute illegal sexual
harassment include ‘‘sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other visual, verbal, or physical conduct of a sexual nat-
ure’’ (United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2012). Since heterosexual interaction norms prescribe that
men should flirt in an explicit, confrontational way and that women should react deferentially through body language and
subtle flirtation, sexual harassment law proscribes behaviors that are often expected outside of the workplace, and in so
doing, discourages interaction behaviors that are perceived as normal to many people (Williams et al., 1999).

Social cognition research supports Zimring and Hawkin’s contention about the normative barriers laws face in promoting
social change. People rely on shared categorization systems to inform how they communicate with one another in order to
ease interactions (Ridgeway, 1997, 2006). According to social cognition research, sex is one of the primary categories that
people almost always rely on in interaction situations (Fiske, 1998). Evidence suggests that sex categorization is automati-
cally and unconsciously activated, informing our subsequent understanding of the person. Sex categorization is useful in
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interaction situations because there is a cultural consensus about what kinds of behavior can be expected from men and wo-
men. The norms that prescribe men to be assertive and women to be passive in their interactions with each other are widely
held in the US (Eagly, 1987). Sexual harassment policies, in their prohibition of sexual behavior at work, have the potential to
undermine not only the norms that regulate heterosexual attraction, but also the gender stereotypes (i.e., male assertiveness
and female passivity) that buttress traditional male–female interaction norms. Since shared beliefs about how men and wo-
men are supposed to behave ease interaction, contestations over these beliefs provoke resistance (Mendes et al., 2007).

Zimring and Hawkins also argue that the law’s effectiveness as an instrument of social change depends on the level of
commitment to the custom felt by group members most threatened by the legal prohibition. The implication is that people
who adhere most strongly to traditional gender interaction norms will be most resistant to the equalizing aims of sexual
harassment law. There is some evidence in the research literature to support this proposition. For example, survey research
has shown that a commitment to traditional gender beliefs (Lonsway et al., 2008; Ohse and Stockdale, 2008) and the per-
ception that sexual harassment law makes the workplace uncomfortable (Tinkler, 2008) are related to narrower definitions
of sexual harassment. In addition, Tinkler (2012a) found in a study of college student reactions to sexual harassment enforce-
ment that those who perceive the law as a threat to normal interaction also more highly value chivalry and male dominance.
If it is traditional gender stereotypes that embody status structured norms of gendered interaction, then the more committed
people are to these beliefs, the greater their reaction to the regulation of these norms should be.

Hypothesis 1a. Adherence to gender interaction norms moderates the effect of sexual harassment policy on gender beliefs.
Hypothesis 1b. Men and women who are more committed to gender interaction norms will react to exposure to sexual
harassment policy by expressing more traditional gender beliefs and those who resist gender interaction norms will react
by expressing less traditional gender beliefs.
2.2. Gender differences

Men and women occupy different positions in the gender status hierarchy, and so their investment in existing patterns of
gendered interaction should be different. The interaction norms at stake in the enforcement of sexual harassment law are not
just cultural codes for indicating attraction but are also a behavioral expression of the gender status hierarchy. Status char-
acteristics research has shown that gender differences in behavioral styles can be explained in part by differences in the sta-
tus assigned to men relative to women (Wagner and Berger, 1997). When high and low status actors interact, high status
actors behave more dominantly and low status actors behave more deferentially. Since men are generally perceived to be
higher in status than women, interactions between them tend to validate the status hierarchy and the cultural stereotypes
that expect male dominance and female deference. As such, I expect that there are important gender differences in how
adherence to traditional gender interaction norms moderates the effect of sexual harassment policy training on beliefs about
men and women.

2.2.1. Threats to men’s status
With respect to men’s reactions to sexual harassment policy, group position theory (Blumer, 1958), social dominance the-

ory (Sidanius et al., 1996), theories of paternalism (Jackman, 1994), and status characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1985;
Ridgeway, 1997) have all found empirical support for the notion that advantaged group members express a greater sense
of entitlement to resources and status and perceive efforts to improve the conditions of disadvantaged groups as a threat
to those resources (Bobo et al., 1997).

Sexual harassment laws can lead to material sanctions when violated (primarily by men), but for most men who do not
get accused of sexual harassment, the law does not seriously threaten the status men derive from material rewards at work.
Instead, the primary threat sexual harassment law poses to men’s status is that afforded by men’s interactional and sexual
power relative to women (Burgess and Borgida, 1999; Fiske and Glick, 1995; MacKinnon, 1979; Uggen and Blackstone, 2004;
Yoder, 1994). Even outside the context of romantic relationship formation, girl-watching, sexual joking, and touching are
often performances of masculinity that depend on women to play the part of a passive object of male attention (Grazian,
2007; Pascoe, 2007; Quinn, 2002). Given that men and women are held to different sexuality standards, a law that sanctions
sexually aggressive conduct disproportionately targets the behavioral styles of men more than women and threatens to re-
duce men’s interactional power. As such, I would expect that among individuals who are most committed to interaction
norms that reflect male dominance and female deference, men more than women perceive sexual harassment law as a threat
to their status.

Moreover, if some men perceive sexual harassment law as a rule enforced by women against them and their behavior,
their reactions to policy training may take the form of resentment against women. Research has shown that when men feel
criticized by a woman, they are motivated to deflect that criticism by negatively stereotyping the woman (Sinclair and
Kunda, 2000). Qualitative research has also documented evidence that some men associate negative stereotypes with
women who label unwelcome sexual behavior as harassment (Tinkler, 2012a; Quinn, 2000). Because the typical sexual
harassment accusation involves a woman complaining about a man’s behavior, I expect that men who subscribe to
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traditional gender interaction norms feel more threatened than similar women by the message of sexual harassment poli-
cies, and react with more negative attitudes about women.

Hypothesis 2. Among those who adhere the most to gender interaction norms, exposure to sexual harassment policy will
strengthen men’s, but not women’s, negative evaluations of women.
2.2.2. Threats to women’s status
Sexual harassment law is enforced, in large part, by workplace policies that encourage women to complain when faced

with unwelcome sexual attention. This gives women the responsibility of claiming victim (and in turn, reinforcing pater-
nalistic stereotypes of women as weak and in need of protection) and proactively sanctioning a more powerful other (vio-
lating a norm that prescribes passivity). One of the consequences of intervening in the status order by targeting
interaction norms is that stereotypes that underlie expectations of lower status actors as passive are reinforced at the
same time that complaints by lower status actors about the behavior of higher status actors violate passivity prescriptions
and invite sanctioning. This effect is evidenced in much of the judicial enforcement of sexual harassment law, which has
been sexually paternalistic, rewarding victims who display sexual purity and punishing victims who do not (Schultz,
1998).

Research suggests that many women recognize that complaining about sexual harassment may reinforce rather than
challenge stereotypes of women as fragile and weak when they display virtue and bitchy and vindictive when they do
not (Tinkler, 2012a). Many women consciously hesitate to define unwanted sexual attention as harassment (Hinze, 2004;
Quinn, 2000; Tinkler, 2012a), file grievance procedures, and pursue legal redress (Bumiller, 1988) because they perceiving
doing so as disempowering. Women report that taking unwelcome sexual attention personally and claiming discrimination
positions themselves as victims who are weak and lack self-sufficiency (Nielsen, 2000; Quinn, 2000). Sexual harassment
laws, then, can have the unintended consequence of further delegitimating the already fragile status and power of women
at work. To women who are especially aware and concerned about the ways in which paternalistic stereotypes undermine
gender equality, the enforcement of anti-harassment regulations may seem especially problematic.

Just as I expect that differences in the structural positions of men and women will lead to gender differences in the effect
of sexual harassment policy on gender beliefs among those who adhere most strongly to gender interaction norms, I also
expect differences among men and women who adhere the least. In particular, I expect that the women who adhere the least
to gender interaction norms will recognize the paternalistic implications of sexual harassment law and react to policy train-
ing by rejecting paternalistic stereotypes of women as weak and in need of protection. I expect that this reaction is born out
of the specific experience of occupying the lower status position on the gender hierarchy and will not necessarily be the reac-
tion of similar men.

Hypothesis 3. Among those who adhere the least to gender interaction norms, exposure to the sexual harassment policy will
weaken women’s, but not men’s, paternalistic gender beliefs.
3. Data and methods

I employed experimental research methods to isolate the effect of an anti-harassment intervention on people’s gender
beliefs and evaluate the social psychological mechanisms through which sexual harassment policies affect beliefs. In the
experiment, I placed participants in a situation employees may find themselves in at the start of a new job – watching a sex-
ual harassment training video as required by their employer – and measured how it affected their beliefs about gender dif-
ference. The 2 � 2 experimental design crossed exposure/no exposure to a sexual harassment policy with the sex of the
subject (male or female). I hypothesized that (1) adherence to gender interaction norms moderates the effect of sexual
harassment policies on men and women’s gender beliefs, (2) men (but not women) who adhere the most to traditional inter-
action norms will react to policy training by negatively stereotyping women, and (3) women (but not men) who adhere the
least to gender interaction norms will react to the policy by rejecting stereotypes of women as weak and in need of male
protection.

3.1. Participants

First-year undergraduates enrolled in required introductory humanities classes were recruited at the beginning of the
school year to be paid to participate in the experiment. One hundred and eight subjects (54 females and 54 males) were ran-
domly assigned to each condition.1 I dropped 11 subjects due to suspicion of the computer task and/or the partner for a final
sample size of 97 with 24 or 25 per condition.
1 Participants reported their race/ethnicity as follows: White = 48, Black = 8, Asian = 26, Latino = 2, Other = 14. In analyses not reported in tables or text, I
examined whether participants’ race affected results, and found no differences based on racial background.
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3.2. Procedural overview

One week before participating in the lab experiment, participants completed an online survey purportedly unrelated to
the lab study that measured adherence to gender interaction norms. Upon arrival to the lab experiment, subjects in all con-
ditions were told that they would be participating in a study about decision-making in diverse groups when different com-
munication technologies are used.2 They were then told that they would be participating in three separate tasks: a cognitive
memory test to be completed alone, a team-oriented task via a computer network with a partner of the other sex (experiment-
ers revealed the sex of their partner by referring to the partner by name and as ‘‘him/her’’ and ‘‘he/she’’), and another team-ori-
ented task to be completed face-to-face with their partner. Before completing the first task, participants assigned to the policy
intervention condition watched a sexual harassment training video (to be described later) while participants in a baseline con-
dition did not.

For the first task, all participants were instructed to complete a cognitive memory test that was actually an Implicit Asso-
ciation Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998) measuring automatic gender stereotypes about gender and career/family roles.
After they completed the IAT, participants moved to another computer in the same room where they were instructed to par-
ticipate in a task with their partner over a computer network. The task is called the Contrast Sensitivity Test and is a fictitious
ability test often used in status research (Foschi, 1996; Correll, 2001; Troyer and Younts, 1997). For this study, the Contrast
Sensitivity Test was simply a filler task; the primary purpose of the task was to provide subjects with the opportunity to
interact in a mixed-sex, goal-oriented situation.

After completing the Contrast Sensitivity Test, subjects were told they were going to meet their partner. They were then
told that because of a computer malfunction, they would complete the post-task questionnaire while we set up a new com-
puter for the final task. The post-task questionnaire measured people’s stated (explicit) beliefs about women and gender dif-
ference. The subjects did not actually meet a partner, but were told this to reduce suspicion and make the sexual harassment
policy seem more relevant to the situation. After participants completed the explicit beliefs questionnaire, experimenters
debriefed and paid participants.
3.3. Experimental manipulations

3.3.1. Policy intervention
To test the effect of sexual harassment policies, after subjects signed the consent form and before participating in

the first task (the Implicit Association Test), experimenters told those in the policy intervention condition that all stu-
dents paid by the university were required to watch the university’s sexual harassment training video for students and
sign a form acknowledging receipt of the information. In order to strengthen the effect of the manipulation, experi-
menters expressed informal support for the bureaucratic obligation suggesting, ‘‘it is always a good idea to be more
informed about these things when working with others’’. The four-minute video is the first four minutes of the actual
video used by the university to train students about issues of sexual harassment.3 It begins with a brief message from
the vice provost who emphasizes the university’s commitment to maintaining an environment free from sexual harass-
ment and then presents one male and one female college student who define sexual harassment (including quid pro
quo and hostile environment harassment), emphasize that victims and harassers can be men or women, explain what
is meant by unwelcome behavior with a few examples (e.g., looking at pornography by oneself in a dorm room is prob-
ably not sexual harassment, but watching it in a common area might be if it makes people uncomfortable), and then
emphasize that those who are unsure about a situation should consult with someone in the sexual harassment policy
office.
3.3.2. Baseline condition
I compare the policy intervention condition to a baseline condition in which there was no policy manipulation. Respon-

dents were given the same information about the sex and other characteristics of their task partner as described above. They
moved directly to the IAT without watching the sexual harassment policy training video. In this condition, gender was a
salient status characteristic merely as a result of the mixed-sex task context.4
2 There were two female and two male experimenters employed to guide participants through the experiment. To avoid potential confounding effects of
experimenter’s sex, I scheduled studies so that each of the four conditions was run by an equal number of male and female experimenters.

3 Whereas the policy manipulation in Tinkler et al. (2007) involved experimenters reading the university’s definition of sexual harassment aloud, the use of a
real video in this study allowed subjects to experience the policy condition more like a real policy training. The video complies with the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (1990) guidelines by including a definition of illegal sexual harassment, a statement that men and women can be victims and
harassers, examples of unwelcomeness, and contact information for resolving issues of sexual harassment. This modification makes the policy implications of
this study more relevant.

4 To insure that differences in the dependent variables between the policy condition and the control condition are related to the content of the policy video
and not simply exposure to additional stimuli, I conducted an additional study in which I compared dependent variables across a condition with no
manipulation and one in which subjects watched a gender neutral video about setting up an ergonomic work station. I found no differences in the dependent
variables between these two conditions. Tables are available upon request.
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3.4. Dependent variables

3.4.1. Implicit beliefs
Explicit beliefs are conscious and more easily controllable, while implicit beliefs are unintentionally activated, often exist-

ing outside of one’s awareness. Since changing norms make explicitly sexist statements socially inappropriate (Swim et al.,
1995), I measured both implicit and explicit beliefs. To measure implicit beliefs about gender difference, I used the Implicit
Association Test (IAT). The IAT is a widely used response time computer program that records the speed with which research
participants make evaluations of social categories (e.g., women vs. men, young vs. old, black vs. white), capitalizing on the
tendency for people to make faster associations between concepts that they more strongly associate with each other (Green-
wald et al., 1998).5 The IAT has been shown to provide a gain in predictive validity over studies that use explicit measures alone,
and for socially sensitive topics, it has been shown to be a stronger predictor of behavior than self-report measures (Greenwald
et al., 2009).6

Since this study is concerned with the effect of sexual harassment policy training on workplace gender inequality, I use
the gender-career stereotype IAT (Nosek et al., 2002, 2007).7 In the IAT, the participant moves through seven blocks (or
rounds), some of which are practice blocks designed to familiarize participants with the rules and stimuli in the task. There
are two critical blocks: in the gender-stereotypical block, the participant is tasked with categorizing stimuli when ‘‘female
and family’’ and ‘‘male and career’’ are paired together; in the counter-stereotypical block, the participant is tasked with cate-
gorizing stimuli when ‘‘female and career’’ and ‘‘male and family’’ are paired together. When participants make an error by
miscategorizing the name or word (for example, matching the name Emily to the ‘‘MALE’’ category or matching the word
‘‘job’’ to the ‘‘FAMILY’’ category), they are alerted to the error and instructed to correct the mistake. Fig. 1 shows sample screen
shots and the words used from blocks of the IAT. 8
5 For a demonstration of the Implicit Association Test, go to http://implicit.harvard.edu.
6 Despite currently being the most widely used measure of implicit attitudes, scholars continue to debate how best to interpret IAT response patterns (see

Blanton and Jacard, 2008; Tinkler, 2012b for reviews). The debate focuses primarily on whether the results from IATs that have respondents match positive and
negative words with images or names associated with members of social groups can be interpreted as evidence of a stable attitude – like racism or sexism. In
other words, researchers do not disagree that IAT results reveal the ease with which people make cognitive associations between categories, but disagree about
whether such findings reveal affective biases (for a defense of the IAT, see Jost et al., 2009; for a critique of the IAT, see Tetlock and Mitchell, 2008). Since the
purpose of this study is to measure the effect of sexual harassment policy exposure on people’s tendency to associate men and women with their traditional
gender roles, the results are substantively meaningful whether they suggest unconscious sexism or not.

7 Tinkler et al. (2007) used a gender status IAT in their study of the effect of sexual harassment policy on men’s gender beliefs. With the addition of females to
the design in this study, I employ an IAT that is less vulnerable to the influence of in-group bias on IAT effects (Rudman et al., 2001). While the words used in the
task refer to gender roles rather than status beliefs, the inherent status order associated with the words also makes them a useful way to assess implicit beliefs
that advantage males in status (Fiske et al., 2002; Ridgeway and Correll, 2004), and avoid confounding effects of in-group bias. The gender-career IAT has been
widely used and validated by researchers (see e.g., Nosek et al., 2002, 2007).

8 I counterbalanced the order of the critical rounds within conditions so that participants assigned an even subject id completed the stereotypical trials first
while participants assigned an odd subject id completed the counter-stereotypical trials first.
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The ‘‘IAT effect’’ is the millisecond difference in response time between gender-stereotypical (male + career,
female + family) and counter-stereotypical (female + career, male + family) blocks of words (Greenwald et al., 1998). A faster
response when matching a stereotypical pairing of gender and career (e.g., matching ‘‘Jeffrey’’ to the category ‘‘male or ca-
reer’’) than when matching a counter-stereotypical pairing (e.g., matching ‘‘Jeffrey’’ to the category ‘‘male or family’’) indi-
cates that the participant unconsciously associated that pair more strongly than the alternative matching. A greater IAT
effect reveals that participants more strongly associate men and women with their traditional gender roles. The results pre-
sented below calculate the IAT effect using Greenwald et al.’s (2003) improved algorithm and the recommended built-in er-
ror penalty that accounts for the time it takes to correct an error.9 Greenwald et al. (2003) recommend using the improved
algorithm (D measure) which accounts for variability in within–subject response latency. D is the millisecond-difference score
divided by an overall latency standard deviation computed from both the stereotypic and counter-stereotypic rounds of the IAT.
It can be interpreted as an effect size similar to the guidelines as is used for Cohen’s d, with .15 = small, .35 = moderate, and
.60 = large effects (Cohen, 1988).
3.4.2. Explicit beliefs
To examine the hypothesis that men who adhere to traditional gender norms will react to the policy by expressing more

negative attitudes about women, I adopted the semantic differential scales used in Cecilia Ridgeway and colleagues’ status
construction experiments (see e.g., Ridgeway et al., 1998, 2009) to measure explicit beliefs about women. These items are
seven-point scales for various pairs of words measuring participants’ personal opinions about women on three dimensions:
(1) status: respected/not respected, powerful/powerless, high status/low status, leader/follower; (2) competence: competent/
incompetent, knowledgeable/ unknowledgeable, capable/incapable; (3) considerateness: considerate/inconsiderate, pleasant/
unpleasant, likable/unlikable, cooperative/uncooperative.10 Scores were averaged to create three indexes measuring the status
(a = .74), competence (a = .77), and considerateness (a = .82) dimensions of participants’ explicit beliefs about women. It is
worth noting that because the scope conditions of status characteristics theory are limited to goal-oriented contexts, dependent
measures of status and competence have been more relevant than measures of considerateness in prior research. Here, because
the status intervention is aimed at changing interaction norms, inclusion of the considerateness measure – a stereotypically
feminine trait – is of particular import.

I also measure subjects’ explicit beliefs with the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick and Fiske, 1996), a 22-item sur-
vey designed to measure two components of sexism: hostile and benevolent sexism. While hostile sexism entails negative
evaluative feelings about women, benevolent sexism has a more positive tone, but still embraces conventional stereotypes of
women as weak, pure, and virtuous. For this study, I examine the hostile sexism scale and two subcomponents of the benev-
olent sexism scale: paternalism/women’s purity (from here forward, called the paternalism subscale) and heterosexual inti-
macy. Higher scores on the paternalism subscale indicate support for beliefs that men should protect women and that
women are more virtuous than men11. Higher scores on the heterosexual intimacy subscale show support for the belief that
heterosexual relationships are essential to men’s emotional fulfillment. The benevolent components allow me to examine the
hypothesis that women who reject traditional gender interaction norms react against the policy training for its paternalistic
implications. The hostile sexism component allows me to examine whether the policy incites backlash reactions against wo-
men. Cronbach’s alpha scores indicate that the hostile (a = .76), paternalism (a = .77), and heterosexual intimacy (a = .78) scales
are reliable.
3.4.3. Gender interaction norms moderator
To evaluate the extent to which interaction norms are implicated in the effect that sexual harassment policies have on

gender beliefs, I included a pre-test measure of gender interaction norm conformity. This item measures adherence to inter-
action norms that prescribe deference from women and dominance from men. Before participating in the lab experiment,
participants completed an online survey purportedly unrelated to the lab study (presented as an opportunity to earn $3 more
dollars for participating in an online survey being conducted by other researchers affiliated with the research center). While
many survey studies have measured attitudes about gender norms (e.g., women should stay home with children, men should
protect women during a crisis), this is the first measure that I am aware of that measures adherence to a gender interaction
norm. I measured participants’ level of embarrassment at the hypothetical prospect of watching one’s fiancée violate a gen-
der interaction norm in front of the respondent’s parents – a fiancée politely insisting to her future father-in-law that she
open the car door herself. Since embarrassment is an internal reaction that arises in expectation of other people’s negative
reactions to a norm violation, it has been used in social science research as an indicator of a norm (Goffman, 1967; Mollborn,
2009). The question was asked on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘‘Not at all’’ to ‘‘Extremely’’ embarrassed. See Appendix A for
9 Based on the algorithm, I deleted trials in which the response latency was less than 300 ms or greater than 10,000 ms. I also identified outliers as D scores
that were three standard deviations from the mean. This led to the omission of one outlier.

10 While some status characteristics research incorporates the competence dimension into status, confirmatory factor analyses in Ridgeway et al. (1998)
shows that separating status and competence is better and more informative than combining them.

11 Glick and Fiske (1996) separate protective paternalism (e.g., women should be cherished) and complementary gender differentiation (e.g., women have a
purity few men possess) subscales. For the purpose of this study, I combine them since sexual harassment law has been applied in a way that combines and
reinforces stereotypes of women as pure and in need to protection (Schultz, 1998). The alphas are higher with the subscales combined.



Table 1
Condition means for implicit and explicit gender beliefs, gender interaction norm adherence (N = 97).

Male condition means (standard deviations) Female condition means (standard deviations)

Baseline Policy intervention Baseline Policy intervention

IAT effecta .28 (.34) .35 (.39) .53 (.23) .46 (.30)

Ambivalent sexism inventory 2.39 (.46) 2.47 (.63) 1.92 (.64) 2.10 (.74)

Hostile sexism 2.26 (.54) 2.31 (.80) 1.85 (.70) 2.03 (.74)

Benevolent sexism
Paternalism 2.55 (1.10) 2.74 (.87) 1.97 (1.07) 2.12 (1.04)
Heterosexual Intimacy 2.76 (.88) 2.66 (1.20) 1.90 (1.33) 2.27 (1.13)

Semantic differentials
Women’s status 4.24 (.64) 4.19 (.90) 4.92 (.94) 4.86 (.83)
Women’s competence 4.92 (.82) 5.11 (.93) 5.81 (.83) 5.80 (.84)
Women’s considerateness 5.40 (1.18) 5.45 (.82) 5.54 (.98) 5.09 (1.02)

Gender interaction norm (mean-centered �2 to 2) �.28 (.20) .01 (.22) �.12 (.21) .38 (.18)

a For the IAT effect, higher numbers indicate stronger associations of men and women with traditional gender roles and can be interpreted similarly to
Cohen’s (1998) effect size guidelines.
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the exact question wording and for additional results of analyses that show this item to be a measure of people’s adherence
to a group-level interaction norm that prescribes women defer to a man’s dominance behavior.
4. Results

Table 1 reports variable means and standard deviations for males and females in the baseline and policy conditions.
Means show that male subjects score higher on benevolent and hostile sexism than female subjects, and that female subjects
more strongly associate men and women with their traditional gender roles on the IAT. In addition, female subjects rate wo-
men as higher in competence and status than male subjects. T-tests also show that there are no significant differences across
the policy and baseline conditions in any of the variable means.

4.1. Threats to norms of interaction

The main hypothesis is that the effect of the sexual harassment policy on gender beliefs varies according to men and wo-
men’s preexisting commitment to traditional gender interaction norms. I also hypothesize that the different structural loca-
tions of men and women lead to gender differences in how the policy affects the gender beliefs of those who adhere and
those who reject traditional gender interaction norms. To test hypotheses, I use OLS multiple regression to regress gender
beliefs measures on variables for policy condition, female subject, adherence to gender interaction norms (the pre-test ques-
tion about embarrassment when faced with one’s fiancée insisting to her future father-in-law that she open her own door),
and all two- and three-way interactions between variables. Table 2 reports OLS estimates of this model for all implicit and
explicit dependent variables. In support of the main hypothesis, I find a significant interaction between the measure of gen-
der interaction norm conformity and the policy condition on the gender/career IAT measure, significant three-way interac-
tions on measures of women’s considerateness and the paternalism scale, and a marginally significant three-way interaction
on ratings of women’s competence. I find no significant policy or interaction effects on the hostile sexism scale or ratings of
women’s status.

In order to illustrate the relationships among variables for which there are significant interaction effects, Figs. 2 and 3
display graphs of predicted values calculated from the regression equations reported in Table 2 (see Appendix B for marginal
means calculated from regression equations). The graphs show predicted values of selected dependent measures (those for
which there is a significant or marginally significant interaction) at each level of the gender interaction norm moderator by
condition. For ease of discussion, I refer to those who would be embarrassed by their fiancée’s norm breach as gender inter-
action norm conformists and those who would not be embarrassed as gender interaction norm non-conformists.

Comparisons of the predicted IAT effects by condition (Fig. 2) show that greater gender interaction norm conformity is
positively related to stronger implicit associations of men and women with their traditional gender roles in the policy con-
dition, but not in the baseline condition. The direction of this relationship is the same for male and female participants (the
three-way interaction is not significant in the regression equation), suggesting that the effect of the policy on gender beliefs
that are automatic and not subject to conscious control is moderated more by one’s commitment to gender interaction
norms than by one’s sex. This may be because sex categorization is largely unconscious and depends less on a person’s
own sex category as it does on the person’s stereotypes and expectations for men and women. It is still worth noting that
while there are no gender differences in the direction of this relationship, exposure to the sexual harassment policy appears
to increase the IAT effect more for male than for female gender norm conformists.



Table 2
OLS estimates (standard errors) of effects of sex, policy condition, and gender interaction norms on implicit and explicit gender attitudes (N = 97).

IAT
effect

Women’s
considerateness

Women’s
competence

Women’s
status

Hostile
sexism

Benevolent sexism

Paternalism Het. intimacy

Policy condition (0 = Baseline) .11
(.09)

�.20
(.28)

.14
(.25)

�.07
(.25)

.03
(.21)

.11
(.24)

�.25
(.35)

Female (0 = Male) .27**

(.09)
�.08
(.28)

.85***

(.25)
.70**

(.25)
�.45*

(.21)
�.47+

(.24)
�1.01**

(.34)
Gender interaction norm conformity (mean-centered) �.03

(.06)
.62**

(.20)
.06
(.18)

�.09
(.18)

.12
(.15)

.28
(.19)

.25
(.27)

Policy � female �.19
(.13)

�.48
(.40)

�.27
(.36)

�.11
(.35)

.08
(.30)

�.27
(.34)

.39
(.49)

Female � norm �.00
(.09)

�.68**

(.28)
�.05
(.25)

.19
(.24)

�.19
(.21)

�.25
(.25)

�.02
(.35)

Policy � norm .22**

(.09)
�.68**

(.27)
�.39
(.24)

�.14
(.24)

.05
(.20)

�.21
(.25)

�.04
(.35)

Policy � norm � female �.07
(.13)

1.35***

(.40)
.67+

(.36)
.36
(.35)

.17
(.30)

.82**

(.35)
.24
(.49)

Intercept .26***

(.06)
5.61***

(.20)
4.96***

(.18)
4.23***

(.18)
2.29***

(.15)
2.52***

(.18)
2.94***

(.26)
Model R2 .21 .18 .23 .20 .10 .20 .15

+ p < .1 (two-tailed).
* p < .05 (two-tailed).
** p < .01 (two-tailed).
*** p < .001 (two-tailed).
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4.2. Gender differences

In contrast to implicit beliefs, comparisons by condition of predicted beliefs that are explicit and controllable show sig-
nificant effects of participant’s sex. In support of the proposition that male norm conformists associate sexual harassment
law with negative stereotypes of women, predicted values graphed in Fig. 3 show that compared to the baseline condition,
male gender norm conformists who watched the policy training video rate women as less considerate and less competent.
On the other hand, females who adhere the most to gender norms appear to rate women as equally considerate and more
competent in the policy condition than in the baseline condition. While the policy does not appear to activate negative be-
liefs about women among female conformists, it does strengthen their agreement with paternalistic stereotypes that hold
women to be more virtuous than men and in need of male protection.

I hypothesized that women who reject traditional gender interaction norms recognize and reject the sexual paternalism
implicit in the enforcement of sexual harassment policies. Empirically, I expected female non-conformists in the policy con-
dition to have lower ratings on the benevolent sexism scales than similar females in the baseline condition. The graph of the
predicted values (Fig. 3) for the paternalism scale illustrates this relationship, and shows support for the hypothesis. I do not
find such a relationship on the heterosexual intimacy scale, suggesting that female non-conformists are not reacting against
all forms of benevolent sexism, but the particular forms that hold women to be virtuous and in need of protection from men.
In addition, female non-conformists appear to evaluate women as less considerate in the policy condition than in the base-
line condition. In contrast, male non-conformists do not differ across conditions in their benevolent sexism and rate women
as more considerate in the policy intervention than in the baseline condition. Since male non-conformists may be particu-
larly sensitive to women’s rights to equality, but are unlikely to have experienced the disempowering effect of being stereo-
typed as a ‘‘nice’’ woman, the sexual harassment policy may have highlighted stereotypes about women’s socio-emotional
strengths, but not the potential loss of status associated with such stereotypes.

Female non-conformists’ lower ratings of women’s considerateness may have been in part because they resisted being
labeled as ‘‘nice’’, but may also reflect resentment towards the types of women who make a big deal of sexual harassment,
and in so doing, perpetuate negative stereotypes. In support of this interpretation, ratings of women’s considerateness and
the belief that women enjoy teasing men sexually (one item in the hostile sexism scale; not shown in tables) are negatively
correlated in the policy condition (r = �.52; p = 007), but not in the baseline condition (r = .08; p = 72).

The graphs also show that female non-conformists rate women as less competent in the policy condition than in the base-
line condition. While this relationship should be taken with caution since the three-way interaction is only marginally sig-
nificant (p = .06), it may be further evidence that the policy training activates negative stereotypes about the type of women
who claim victim to unwelcome sexual attention. Extant research has documented evidence that many women associate
taking sexual harassment personally and seriously as a sign of weakness (Bumiller, 1988; Nielsen, 2000; Quinn, 2000; Tin-
kler, 2012) and women who complain as ‘‘‘‘hypersensitive’’, ‘‘babies’’, ‘‘pussies’’. . .and ‘‘bull shitters’’’’ (Tinkler, 2012a, pp. 19).
Women who are the least committed to traditional gender norms may experience the sexual harassment policy training as
paternalistic (as evidenced by the rejection of these stereotypes), but also be reminded of the negative stereotypes that are
associated with women who complain about sexual harassment (i.e., that they are less nice and less capable). This interpre-
tation is consistent with experimental research showing that gender non-conformists fear sanctions for their atypicality and
in defense, sometimes react in ways that promote gender stereotypes (Rudman and Fairchild, 2004).
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4.3. Non-significant findings

I find no significant main or interaction effects of policy exposure on the hostile sexism scale. To investigate this non-find-
ing further, I examined the effect of the policy on all of the items of the hostile sexism scale separately, and found a signif-
icant difference on just one of the items: male and female participants in the policy condition more strongly disagreed that
‘‘there are very few women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then refusing male ad-
vances’’ (male control mean = 2.00, male policy condition = 2.72, p < .05; female control = 2.36, female policy condi-
tion = 3.32; p < .05; not shown in tables) than participants in the baseline condition. This result provides suggestive
evidence that regardless of one’s conformity to gender interaction norms, sexual harassment policy exposure makes salient
the belief that women are duplicitous in their pursuit of male attention. Those forms of hostile sexism that are not related to
perceptions of women’s misuse of their sexuality do not differ across conditions. While I find that male conformists rate wo-
men as less considerate and competent after exposure to the policy, perhaps the message of the policy discourages some
men from endorsing the more explicitly negative evaluations of women that the hostile sexism scale measures. With respect
to ratings of women’s status, mean differences across conditions are not significant, but graphs not shown here illustrate that
the directions of the relationships between variables are the same as those for ratings of women’s competence. Since sexual
harassment policies have the potential to both threaten and reinforce men and women’s status, it may be that the effects are
weakened by within sample differences – and would be significant with more statistical power.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Employing experimental research methods, this study proposed and tested the mechanisms through which sexual
harassment policies affect men and women’s gender beliefs. Results show that participants who endorse traditional gender
interaction norms react to the sexual harassment policy intervention by implicitly associating men and women with their
traditional gender roles. In addition, male gender norms conformists evaluate women as less considerate and less competent
after policy exposure while male non-conformists do not. Female subjects who endorsed egalitarian gender interaction
norms reacted to the policy training by rejecting paternalistic stereotypes about women and rating women as less consid-
erate. This effect appears to be driven by the negative evaluation of women who make a big deal of sexual harassment, and in
so doing, perpetuate stereotypes of women as weak and pure.

5.1. Limitations and areas for future research

This study clarified the social psychological mechanisms by which the gender-equalizing goal of sexual harassment law
encounters resistance. However, the sample population limits me from being able to generalize beyond college students. The
students in this study have limited work experience and came of age after the widespread diffusion of sexual harassment
policies in workplaces and schools. Still, there is sufficient reason to believe that the underlying reasons why some people
resist the enforcement of sexual harassment law may be similar across groups. A number of studies have shown that gender
attitudes predict perceptions of sexual harassment more than group-level differences such as age (Lonsway et al., 2008; Ohse
and Stockdale, 2008; Russell and Trigg, 2004). Still, future research with a larger, more diverse sample will be important for
teasing out how group differences in experiences with sexual harassment law influence resistance to its enforcement.
Fig. 2. Predicted values of IAT effects (associations of men and women with traditional gender roles) by condition and sex at each level of gender norm
conformity scale.



Fig. 3. Predicted values of selected explicit gender beliefs measures by condition and sex at each level of gender norm conformity scale.
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Findings from this study suggest that policy trainings would do well to address concerns about the threat to normal inter-
action, and the implications of a law that disproportionately targets men’s behavioral styles and places the burden on
women to complain. While the information contained in the sexual harassment video used in this study was similar to
the information provided in most sexual harassment policy trainings, there are alternative ways in which students and
employees could be educated about the law. For example, to the extent that employers emphasize their organization to
be a system of relationships, sexual harassment policies can be seen not as legal threats, but as guidelines for how to smooth
interactions and maintain relationships among diverse people. A future study designed to examine how differences in the
implementation of the law affect men’s and women’s gender beliefs would be an important next step in this research.

This study also contributes to research on status processes by examining how a real world status intervention affects
beliefs about status-differentiated groups. While the results are discouraging in that they do not show the policy being
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successful in changing gender status beliefs, they are important for providing more information about the barriers real-world
status interventions face in trying to reduce inequality. Sexual harassment law is similar to laws like affirmative action, racial
integration mandates, and sexual orientation protections in that they all force changes in existing and unequal relations be-
tween social groups. Testing the theory in the context of other equalizing laws would be an important area of research as
would be a test of the theory at different points in a law’s history.

This project also provides new avenues for researchers interested in identifying the conditions under which implicit and
explicit attitudes relate. I find important gender differences in the effect of the policy training on explicit, but not implicit
gender beliefs. In particular, I find that for male subjects, a stronger commitment to gender interaction norms is associated
with more traditional implicit and explicit gender beliefs after policy exposure. On the other hand, the moderating effect of
gender norm conformity on women’s implicit reactions to sexual harassment policy is different from women’s explicit reac-
tions. This may be because many women – as members of the lower status category who the law aims to protect and also as
interested participants in intimate, cooperative relationships with men – experience the effect of sexual harassment law in
more complicated ways. This difference across implicit and explicit measures is consistent with another finding in the re-
search literature showing that women who implicitly (but not explicitly) associate romantic partners with chivalrous ideals
express less interest in pursuing careers that are high in status and financial rewards (Rudman and Heppen, 2003). These
findings suggest that implicit measures may shed light on mechanisms that otherwise go undetected when studying barriers
to gender equality. Since research has shown that people are more likely to rely on implicit beliefs in times of stress and
cognitive overload (e.g., DeDreu, 2003), these findings are important.

Finally, this research has important implications for socio-legal studies. Specifying the nature of resistance to laws is
important for understanding the conditions under which people obey the law, mobilize the law (Bumiller, 1988; Ewick
and Silbey, 1998; Nielsen, 2000), protect themselves from legal threat (Edelman, 1992), as well as when law can spur ideo-
logical change. In particular, the findings shed light on why women hesitate to define less serious and more prevalent forms
of unwanted sexual attention as harassment (Marshall and Barclay, 2003; Quinn, 2000; Uggen and Blackstone, 2004) and
rarely mobilize the law to redress harms (Giuffre and Williams, 1994; Gruber, 1989). If naming a behavior as injurious is
disempowering for those the law aims to protect, then laws seeking to mitigate inequalities between status groups face
obstacles that may significantly hinder their effectiveness. These findings suggest that legal compliance requires attention
to the status processes that undermine laws that protect status-disadvantaged groups.

5.2. Overcoming inequality?

For those who care about reducing or eliminating inequality, the results of this study may seem discouraging. I have
shown that a law designed to reduce inequality can prompt men and women to express beliefs that reify gender difference
and undermine the equalizing aim of sexual harassment law. Status research has shown that so long as widely held cultural
beliefs advantage certain groups in status and competence, micro level interactions become a site for the formation of hier-
archies and the reproduction of macro level inequality. As such, evidence that laws can solidify unequal beliefs rather than
break them down is a cause for concern. However, I do not believe civil rights laws are doomed to fail in the long run. Rather,
such laws are important, but slow, forces of social change.

Laws designed to reduce or eliminate inequality have lofty goals. Race and gender inequality structures the entire society
such that equal opportunity laws force changes in widespread and deeply entrenched patterns of interaction. In spite of this,
we know from previous research that legal changes have led to organizational restructuring in hiring and promoting meth-
ods (Reskin and McBrier, 2000) and improved labor market outcomes for women and minorities. Moreover, sexual harass-
ment policies have, over time, changed workplace behaviors and norms (Antecol and Cobb-Clark, 2003;Tinkler, 2008; U.S.
Merit Systems Protection Board, 1995). Thus, rather than be disheartened by the pace of change, it seems more productive
to identify the nature of resistance and investigate ways to counter it.
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Appendix A

For the gender interaction norm covariate, the exact wording of the scenario and question students evaluated was as fol-
lows: David brings his fiancée Stephanie home to meet his family for the first time. After introductions, they go out to eat. As
they are going to the car, David’s father unlocks and opens the front passenger door for his wife, and then goes to open the
door for Stephanie as well. When he reaches for the door, Stephanie reaches in front of his hand and cheerfully says, ‘‘thank
you, but I can open the door myself’’. Imagine that you are David, how embarrassed do you think you would feel when Steph-
anie does this in front of your parents?

To confirm that the item is not a measure of people’s personal beliefs, but rather, their adherence to a group-level inter-
action norm that prescribes women’s deference to a man’s chivalrous gesture, I recruited 28 undergraduates in a sociology of
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law class to mark how embarrassed they would feel in the situation, explain their response, and suggest what the fiancée
should have done in the situation.12

The students’ qualitative responses provide strong evidence that embarrassment in this situation related to their commit-
ment to traditional gender interaction norms. I found that 85% (6 out of 7) of those who expressed the most embarrassment
(marked very or extremely embarrassed) invoked gendered explanations that positively sanctioned chivalry (e.g., ‘‘chivalry is
the right thing to do’’ and ‘‘the correct social norm is open a door for a lady’’) and negatively sanctioned the fiancée’s actions
(e.g., ‘‘it makes the girl seem bitchy’’ and ‘‘she should have let the dad open the door for her like any normal person would
do’’). This suggests that for the vast majority of respondents who expressed embarrassment at the situation, the feelings of
embarrassment are indicative of a sanction against the fiancée’s gender norm violation. In contrast, 80% (8 out of 10) of those
who marked that they would not (‘‘not very’’ or ‘‘not at all’’) be embarrassed expressed a commitment to egalitarian gender
norms (e.g., ‘‘I would be proud my fiancée shows herself to be independent’’) and support for her decision to open her own
door (e.g., ‘‘she did the right thing if she is truly against having a man open her door’’). Moreover, the data suggest that the
measure is not simply a proxy for general embarrassment, as there were only three respondents who gave justifications that
were not explicitly gendered (e.g., it is impolite).

At the same time that students were asked to respond to questions about the gender interaction norm, students also com-
pleted the benevolent component of the ASI and indicated their political conservatism. The item is not correlated with con-
servatism, and is weakly and positively correlated with benevolent sexism though the correlation is not significant at p < .05.
These results suggest that the item is not simply a measure of general embarrassment, benevolent sexism, or conservatism.
Appendix B

See Table B.
Table B
Estimated marginal means (from OLS regressions in Table 2) for selected variables at each level of interaction norms conformity (Male N = 48; Female N = 49).

Level of embarrassment to gender interaction norms breach

Extreme Very Somewhat Not very Not at all

IAT EFFECT
Males

Baseline .19 (.16) .22 (.10) .26 (.06) .29(.08) .32 (.13)
Policy intervention .73 (.13) .55 (.08) .37 (.06) .19 (.08) .00 (.13)

Females
Baseline .45 (.14) .49 (.09) .52 (.06) .56 (.08) .59 (.13)
Policy intervention .66 (.13) .55 (.08) .44 (.07) .33 (.12) .22 (.18)

WOMEN’S CONSIDERATENESS
Males

Baseline 6.86 (.51) 6.24 (.33) 5.61 (.20) 4.99 (.24) 4.37 (.40)
Policy intervention 5.30 (.41) 5.36 (.26) 5.42 (.19) 5.47 (.27) 5.53 (.41)

Females
Baseline 5.41 (.44) 5.47 (.28) 5.53 (.19) 5.59 (.25) 5.65 (.40)
Policy intervention 6.08 (.41) 5.47 (.24) 4.86 (.21) 4.24 (.37) 3.63 (.57)

WOMEN’S COMPETENCE
Males

Baseline 5.07 (.45) 5.02 (.29) 4.96 (.18) 4.90 (.22) 4.85 (.36)
Policy intervention 4.42 (.37) 4.76 (.24) 5.10 (.17) 5.44 (.24) 5.78 (.37)

Females
Baseline 5.82 (.40) 5.81 (.25) 5.81 (.17) 5.81 (.23) 5.81 (.36)
Policy intervention 6.23 (.37) 5.96 (.21) 5.69 (.19) 5.41 (.33) 5.13 (.51)

PROTECTIVE PATERNALISM
Males

Baseline 3.09 (.49) 2.80 (.31) 2.52 (.18) 2.23 (.21) 1.95 (.36)
Policy intervention 2.78 (.34) 2.70 (.22) 2.62 (.16) 2.55 (.22) 2.47 (.35)

Females
Baseline 2.10 (.37) 2.07 (.24) 2.04 (.16) 2.01 (.21) 1.98 (.34)
Policy intervention 3.16 (.35) 2.52 (.20) 1.88 (.18) 1.24 (.31) .60 (.48)

12 The sample of students came from a Sociology of Law class at a large public university in the Southern United States. For a different study, I also collected
quantitative (but not qualitative) data on this item from a larger sample of students enrolled at the same school. This allowed me to compare the means on the
item from the sample presented in this paper (from California; N = 98) to the means from a sample from the South (N = 105). I found no statistically significant
differences in the means across the two regionally different samples. Tables are available upon request.
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