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Abstract

The Russian adaptation of the scale for estimating ambivalent attitudes toward men by P. Glick
and S. Fiske is presented in the paper. The process of adaptation consisted of three stages and the
full and short versions of the questionnaire were examined: the factor structure, the consistency
of scales, and the structural and external validity were analyzed. In Study 1, an original invento-
ry was translated into the Russian language and a confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the
model of six factors, which formed two more general factors: hostility and benevolence, fitted the
data well. However, further analysis indicated some problems with the formulation of items due
to the cultural specifics. In Study 2, we examined the modified version of the Russian version of
the AMI and created the short version. Results showed that this measure has adequate psycho-
metric properties. In Study 3, we reproduced the results of the previous study on heterosexual
and bisexual samples and examined the predictors of the AMI scales. The results demonstrated
the stability of the factor structure of the scale in groups of people with different sex and sexual
orientation, its internal consistency and validity. However, they showed that the short version of
the questionnaire (12 statements) better corresponds to the empirical data than the long version
(20 statements) does. The obtained results allow the Russian-language version of AMI to be con-
sidered as a reliable and valid tool for assessing ambivalent attitudes toward men.

Keywords: ambivalent sexism theory, ambivalence toward men inventory, right-wing authori-
tarianism, social dominance orientation.

Biological sex is one of the most salient criteria for social categorization. When
we meet a new person, we often perceive him/her as a man or as a woman. Social
categorization leads to the attribution of stereotypical characteristics to a person
causing a biased attitude toward them. Biased attitudes toward members of a cer-
tain gender group are called “gender prejudices”. These have attracted the interest
of psychologists over the past 40 years.

Initially, gender prejudice was understood as a clear negative attitude toward
members of a certain gender group. However, about 20 years ago Peter Glick and
Susan Fiske (Glick & Fiske, 2001) proposed the term “ambivalent attitudes toward
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men and women”. They formulated a model according to which gender-based prej-
udices in society consist of two components — hostility and benevolence. In their
opinion, hostile and benevolent attitudes toward men and women have a similar
structure. Hostile gender prejudice reflects negative attitudes toward men and
women, whereas benevolent prejudice reflects positive attitudes. Nevertheless,
both hostility and benevolence set certain “frameworks” for the perception of men
and women, and thus limit their opportunities in personal and professional spheres.

To measure ambivalent attitudes, Glick and Fiske created two inventories —
questionnaires for measuring ambivalent sexism (dual attitudes toward women)
and ambivalent attitudes toward men (dual attitudes toward men). The original
versions of the inventories were formulated in English. Later they were translated
into other languages and began to be used in different countries. In this article, we
will discuss the adaptation of the Ambivalence Toward Men Inventory for the
Russian-language sample. We will consider the factor structure of the question-
naire, the consistency of scales, and also structural and external validity.

The structure of the ambivalent attitudes toward men

According to the ambivalent sexism theory, attitudes toward men include two
components — hostility toward men and benevolence toward men (Glick & Fiske,
2001).

Hostility (HM) reflects the negative perception of men as weak people who,
nevertheless, tend to dominate women in personal relationships and in society as a
whole. It includes three components:

* resentment of paternalism — the perception that men seek to gain more power
in society than women;

» compensatory gender differentiation — the perception that men are not able
to cope with domestic problems without the help of women;

* heterosexual hostility — the perception that men tend to dominate women in
personal, romantic and sexual relationships.

Benevolence toward men (BM) reflects a positive perception of men as protec-
tors and providers who need women’s care and are needed by women. It also
includes three components:

+ maternalism — the belief that men need women’s care at home;

» complementary gender differentiation — the perception of men as protectors
and providers who are willing to risk their lives for women;

* heterosexual intimacy — the perception that without a man the life of a
woman cannot be full.

Thus, HM and BM have similar structures in which each component of the hos-
tility corresponds to a component of benevolence. So, resentment of paternalism
and maternalism reflect the idea of male domination in society, but female domina-
tion in the household; compensatory and complementary gender differentiations
reflect the idea of men’s helplessness at home, but their ability to protect women
from outside threats; and, finally, heterosexual hostility and intimacy reflect the
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idea of male domination in personal relationships and the need of a man being cru-
cial for a woman.

Based on the model of ambivalent attitudes, Glick and Fiske created a question-
naire to measure benevolent and hostile attitudes toward men. The full version of
the questionnaire was formulated in the late 1990s (Glick & Fiske, 1999). It con-
sists of 20 statements, which form six subscales, and the subscales form two main
scales — Hostility toward men and Benevolence toward men. To date, the full ver-
sion of the questionnaire has been used in studies in a number of European, North
and South American and Asian countries, as well as in the Pacific region (Glick &
Fiske, 2001; Glick et al., 2004; Zawisza, Luyt, & Zawadzka, 2012).

However, recently researchers have attempted to create short versions of the
AMI featuring 8 to 12 statements. The items of these questionnaires form the same
two main scales, Hostility toward men and Benevolence toward men. Currently,
short versions of the scales exist in Italy (Rollero, Glick, & Tartaglia, 2014),
Norway (Bendixen & Kennair, 2017), China and the USA (Lee, Fiske, Glick, &
Chen, 2010).

Studies have demonstrated cross-cultural differences in the parameters of the
full version of the AMI (compliance indices, reliability indicators of scales), and
also in the content of short versions. This may be because of both cross-cultural dif-
ferences in the content of hostile and benevolent attitudes toward men, and the for-
mulations of specific statements. Since different countries have their own
individual histories of gender relations and varying discourses on gender issues, the
content of hostile and benevolent attitudes toward men may vary from country to
country. Such variability makes it necessary for a serious cross-cultural adaptation
of the methodology.

Predictors of hostility and benevolence toward men

The expression of ambivalent attitudes toward men depends on a range of social
and psychological factors. The social factors — the characteristics of society —
include the degree of gender inequality in the country. The lower the level of gen-
der equality, the more the country’s residents support both hostility and benevo-
lence toward men (Glick et al., 2004). Psychological factors — individual
characteristics of people — are those known as Right-Wing Authoritarianism and
Social Dominance Orientation.

Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) is a characteristic that describes a per-
son’s attitude to political power and the social norms prevalent in society. Over the
past forty years, psychological studies have used the definition of RWA proposed
by Bob Altemeyer. In his opinion, authoritarianism includes three interrelated
components (Altemeyer, 1996, 1998):

* conventionalism, a commitment to traditions and social norms supposedly
shared by the whole of society, and also the conviction that the rest of society is
also obliged to follow these norms;

* authoritarian submission, a willingness to obey any government representatives
who are considered legitimate in the social group to which an individual belongs;
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* authoritarian aggression, a negative attitude toward all those who do not
agree to submit to such authorities, and to those whom these authorities consider
their enemies.

Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) is a characteristic that describes the atti-
tude of a person to the social hierarchy. The definition of this characteristic was
suggested by the authors of the theory of social domination, Jim Sidanius and
Filizia Pratto (Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Sidanius, Pratto, van Laar, &
Levin, 2004) for a a person who holds a positive attitude towards social inequality
and the domination of certain groups over others, regardless of the dimension by
which it occurs (e.g. racial, ethnic, gender, age, socioeconomic, etc.).

Dozens of psychological studies have shown that Right-Wing Authoritarianism
and Social Dominance Orientation steadily predict prejudices against racial
groups, ethnic minorities and migrants, gender prejudices, and prejudices toward
homosexuals (Hodson & Dhont, 2015). The relationship between RWA and SDO
with attitudes toward groups identified by race and ethnicity, as well as on the
basis of sexual orientation, is unequivocal: the higher the RWA and the SDO, the
greater the prejudices. At the same time, the relationship between these character-
istics and gender prejudices is more complex.

A meta-analysis of research on ambivalent attitudes toward women showed
that SDO better predicts hostile attitudes, whereas RWA better predicts benevo-
lent attitudes (Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007). A similar trend has been demon-
strated in a New Zealand study of prejudice against men: SDO predicted both
hostile and benevolent attitudes, whereas RWA was connected only to benevolent
attitudes toward men (Sibley, Robertson, & Wilson, 2006).

This happens because benevolent attitudes toward men reflect the idea of the
traditional family where a man performs the duties of protector and provider, while
the woman takes care of her husband and children. At the same time, hostile atti-
tudes toward men better reflect the perception of society as a hierarchical structure
in which “each group should occupy the place it is intended for” (for men, it is the
dominant place in a social hierarchy).

The theoretical notions about the structure and predictors of the ambivalent
attitudes toward men described above were used during the adaptation of the ques-
tionnaire. This process involved three stages. At the first stage, the factor structure
of the original version of the questionnaire was analyzed. At the second stage, the
factor structure and external validity of the modified version of the questionnaire
were considered. At the third stage, the factor structure, structural and external
validity of the questionnaire were verified.

Study 1

Sample. 302 people (61 men, M, = 22.6, SD,, = 4.8) with a heterosexual sexual
orientation took part in the study. Respondents filled in an online form on the
tkasi platform. The link to this questionnaire was distributed by social media
through the VKontakte, Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn networks. The study
was presented as a research into the relationship between men and women.
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Participation in the study was completely voluntary and did not involve any finan-
cial compensation.

Methods. Respondents completed the Ambivalence Towards Men Inventory
(AMI) (Glick & Fiske, 1999). In the course of the study, the full English version of
the questionnaire was translated into Russian. The final version consisted of 20
direct statements, 10 of which reflected hostility toward men, and 10 — benevo-
lence toward men (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Each scale consisted of three subscales.
The scale of the hostile attitudes included statements reflecting resentment of
paternalism, compensatory gender differentiation and heterosexual hostility; the
scale of benevolence included statements reflecting maternalism, heterosexual inti-
macy and complementary gender differentiation. Respondents were asked to assess
the degree of their agreement with each statement on a 6-point scale, from “dis-
agree strongly” (0) to “agree strongly” (5). The scores for the each of the BM and
HM scales were calculated. A high score for each scale indicated a high level of hos-
tile or benevolent attitudes towards men.

Results and discussion

In the course of the study, we analyzed simple and hierarchical factor structures
of the questionnaire. In the first case, the items of the questionnaire were combined
into the factors of benevolent and hostile attitudes. In the second case, the items of
the questionnaire were combined into six subfactors that in turn were the factors of
benevolent and hostile attitudes. We used the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in
MPlus 7.4 (MM estimator) to investigate the fit of these models to the data.

The results of the study showed that the simple model does not correspond to
the obtained data: y° = 691.253*** CFI = .741, TLI = .709, RMSEA = .101,
SRMR =0.103, AIC = 1 8947.215, BIC = 19173.551. At the same time, the hierar-
chical model satisfied the “soft” matching criteria: y° = 337.667***, CFI = 913,
TLI = .889, RMSEA = .060, SRMR = .070, AIC = 18546.806, BIC = 18795.405.

However, further analysis of the results demonstrated that the relationship
between individual items of the questionnaire and the subscales differed from that
expected. During the analysis of the modification indexes it was found that:

* items 1 and 10, which are part of the subscale “Maternalism”, were strongly
associated with “Compensatory Gender Differentiation” and “Heterosexual
Intimacy” respectively;

* items 8 and 17 from the subscale “Compensatory Gender Differentiation” and
item 11 from the subscale “Resentment of Paternalism” were strongly associated
with the subscale “Maternalism”;

* items 2 and 14, which are part of the subscale “Heterosexual Hostility”, were
associated with the subscale “Resentment of Paternalism”.

We assumed that this is due to the formulations of the statements. The AMI was
created by American psychologists, who took the gender discourse of their country
as their basis. Nevertheless, the discussion of the characteristics and responsibili-
ties of men and women has cross-cultural specifics. As a result, the questionnaire
was modified: in some cases, formulations of the statements were changed, and in
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others the content of the items was amended. A new version of the questionnaire
was used at the next stage of the research.

Study 2

Sample. 157 people (60 male, M, = 27.1, SD,, = 9.7) with a heterosexual sex-
ual orientation took part in the study. Respondents filled in an online form on the
tkasi platform. The link to this questionnaire was distributed through the
VKontakte social network. The study was presented as a research into the relation-
ship between men and women. Participation in the study was completely voluntary
and did not involve any financial compensation.

Methods. To measure the ambivalent attitudes toward men, respondents filled out
a modified version of the Ambivalence Toward Men Inventory. It included 20 direct
statements, 10 reflecting hostile attitudes, and 10 reflecting benevolent ones. The scales
of benevolence and hostility included three subscales. The full version of the question-
naire is presented in Appendix A. Respondents were asked to range the degree of their
agreement with each statement on a 6-point scale from “disagree strongly” (0) to “agree
strongly” (5). The scores for the two scales were calculated. A high score for each scale
indicated a high level of hostile or benevolent attitudes towards men.

For the analysis of external validity, the Russian version of the Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996) in the adaptation of E. Agadullina
(Agadullina, 2018) was used. It included 12 items, which formed two subscales:
Hostile Sexism (HS) (e.g., “Many women are actually seeking special favors, such
as hiring policies that favor them over men, under the guise of asking for ‘equality’;
and “Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them”), and
Benevolent Sexism (BS) (e.g,, “No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not
truly complete as a person unless he has the love of a woman”; and “Every man
ought to have a woman whom he adores.”). Respondents were asked to rate all
items on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from “disagree strongly” (0) to
“agree strongly” (5). A high score for each scale indicated a high level of hostile or
benevolent attitudes towards women.

Results and discussion

The Factor Structure. In the study, we analyzed simple and hierarchical factor
structures of the questionnaire (see Study 1). To verify these models, we conducted
CFA in MPlus 7.4 (MLM estimator). The processing of the results was carried out
in two stages.

First, the full version of the questionnaire was analyzed. The results of the study
showed that the simple model does not correspond to the obtained data: y° = 371.849%**,
CFI = 715, TLI = .679, RMSEA = 087, SRMR = .097, AIC = 10538.620,
BIC = 10725.051. At the same time, the hierarchical model satisfied the “soft” match-
ing criteria: y° = 228.728*** CFI = 906, TLI = .896, RMSEA = .051, SRMR = .079,
AIC = 10375.749, BIC = 10583.574. According to modification indexes, items
loaded the expected subscales.
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Then, based on the full version, the statements that were included in the short
version were highlighted. The following considerations were taken into account:
first, a short version should include statements reflecting all the subscales of the
original questionnaire. Second, it should include an equal number of statements
reflecting both hostile and benevolent attitudes toward men. Third, these state-
ments should significantly load the corresponding scales.

In accordance with these principles, six statements were selected reflecting hos-
tile attitudes (6, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19), and six statements reflecting benevolent atti-
tudes toward men (1, 3, 7, 12, 13, 20). The short version of the questionnaire is
presented in Appendix B. During the CFA, hierarchical model was analyzed. The
results showed that this model is a good fit with the data obtained from the whole
sample: ¥° = 64.575%, CFI = 953, TLI = .933, RMSEA = .051, SRMR = .056,
AIC = 6255.972, BIC = 6390.447. Thus, the short version of the questionnaire has
higher compliance rates than the full version does. Therefore, hereinafter the short
version of the AMI was analyzed.

External Validity. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the scales of
the AMTI and AST are presented in Table 1. The results indicate that the short scales
of benevolent and hostile sexism toward men have good indicators of internal con-
sistency. In addition, both BM and HM have strong positive associations with both
BS and HS.

Thus, the results of this stage of the study demonstrated that the structure of
the modified scales of the AMI correspond to the structure of the original version
of the questionnaire, and the relationship between AMI and ASI is in line with the
original studies of Glick & Fiske (2001). However, the size of the sample did not
allow analysis of the structural validity of this inventory. Therefore, in the next
stage of the study, the factor structure and the structural validity of the AMI were
analyzed, as well as an additional analysis of its external validity.

Study 3

Sample. The study involved 344 people (94 men, M, = 24, SD,. = 7.9) with a
heterosexual orientation and 107 people with a bisexual orientation (22 men,

Table 1
Descriptive statistics and Spearman correlations: short version
M SD « 1 2 3
1. Benevolence toward men 3.30 0.94 75 -
2. Hostility toward men 3.03 093 72 S4xEE -
3. Benevolence toward women | 2.99 1.14 .83 SEFEE SOFxE -
4. Hostility toward women 3.04 1.06 6. 37REE SRR AU

45 p < 0,001 (2-tailed).



434 V.S. Krivoshchekou, O.A. Gulevich, A.S. Lyubkina

M,,. = 21.2, SD,,, = 5.7). Respondents filled in an online form on the 1ka.si plat-
form. The link to this questionnaire was distributed through social media via the
VKontakte, Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn networks. The study was present-
ed as a study of the process of forming impressions about other people.
Participation in the study was completely voluntary and did not involve any finan-
cial compensation.

Methods. To measure the ambivalent attitudes toward men, respondents filled
out a modified version of the AMI (see Study 2).

To verify the external validity of this questionnaire, we used Right-Wing
Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation scales.

Right-Wing Authoritarianism. To measure RWA, the original questionnaire pro-
posed by B. Altemeyer (Altemeyer, 2006), adapted by E. Agadullina, was used. The
questionnaire included 22 statements; 12 were direct (e.g., “Women should have to
promise to obey their husbands when they get married”, and “The only way our
country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional values, put
some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas”)
and 10 were reverse (e.g., “Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as any-
body else”, and “There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps”).
Respondents were asked to range the degree of their agreement with each state-
ment on a 9-point scale from “completely disagree” (1) to “completely agree” (9).
Reverse statements were inverted. A high final score indicated a high level of right-
wing authoritarianism.

Social Dominance Orientation. To measure SDO, the original questionnaire of
D. Sidanius and E Pratto (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994), adapted
by O. Gulevich, E. Agadullina and O. Khukhlaev (2018), was used. It included 16
statements, 8 were direct (e.g., “Some groups of people must be kept in their place”,
and “We should not push for group equality”) and 8 were reverse (e.g., “No one
group should dominate in society”, and “Group equality should be our ideal”).
Respondents were asked to range the degree of their agreement with each state-
ment on a 7-point scale from “completely disagree” (1) to “completely agree” (7).
The reverse statements were inverted. A high final score indicated a high level of
social dominance orientation.

Results

The Factor Structure. The two previous stages of the study demonstrated that
the hierarchical factorial structure of the questionnaire fits data better than the
simple structure. Therefore, in the third stage of the study we analyzed only the
hierarchical model.

The processing of the results was carried out, as in the previous study, in two
stages. First, the full version of the questionnaire was analyzed. The results of the
CFA showed that this model satisfied the “soft” matching criteria: x° = 479.360%,
CFI = 919, TLI = .905, RMSEA = .066, SRMR = .063, AIC = 29879.833, BIC =
=30159.413 (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Structure of Ambivalent Sexism toward Men Inventory: full version with the loadings
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Then the short version was analyzed. The results showed that this model fits the
data well: y° = 122.493*, CFI = .966, TLI = .951, RMSEA = .061, SRMR = .047,
AIC = 18003.987, BIC = 18135.554 (see Figure 2). Thus, the model of the short
version of the AMI corresponds the obtained data better than the full version does.

Structural validity. To test the structural validity of AMI a multigroup confir-
matory analysis (MGCFA) was carried out for which the respondents were divided
into subgroups. In one case, a comparison was made between scores on the scales
between men and women, in another between people with different sexual self-
identifications (heterosexuals and bisexuals).

Within the framework of MGCFA, three levels of model matching were
assessed. The configural invariance indicates that the scales in the different groups
of respondents include the same judgments. The metric invariance indicates that
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Figure 2
Structure of Ambivalent Sexism toward Men Inventory: short version with the loadings
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the factor loadings of judgments are similar for different groups. The scalar invari-
ance indicates that loadings of different judgments make an equivalent contribu-
tion to the latent variable.

Results are presented in Table 2. They indicate that the short version of the
AMI has a higher structural validity than the full version does. Furthermore, the
short version demonstrates complete invariance (at all three levels) when compar-
ing groups both gender and sexual orientation groups. Invariance criteria are based
on ACFI which should be lower than 0.01. Thus, it can be argued that the model
of ambivalent sexism toward men demonstrates a stable factor structure for groups
of men and women and hetero- and bisexual people. Therefore, next, the external
validity of the short version was analyzed.

External Validity. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the scales of
the short version of the AMI are presented in Table 3. The results show that the



Results of multigroup confirmatory factor analysis

Table 2

Groups Model s df | RMSEA [90% CI] | SRMR | CFI [TLI| AIC | BIC Ay | Adf | ACFI
Full version of AMI

Configural inv. | 691.136* | 324 | .071[.064;.078] | 072 |.909 |.893| 29765 | 30324 - - -

Gender groups [y iy 722.283* | 342 | .070[.063;.077] | .080 | .905 |.895| 29760 | 30245 | 31.147* | 18 | .003
(men, women)

Scalar inv. 764.026* | 354 | .072[065:.079] | 081 | .898 |.890 | 29777 | 30213 | 41.743* | 12 | .007

Sexual Configural inv. | 693.089* | 324 | .071[.064;.078] | 070 |.901 |.884| 29776 | 30335 - - -

Orientation ;e iny 736.167* | 342 | .071[.064;.079] | 077 | .894 |.882| 29783 | 30268 | 43.078* | 18 | .007
(heterosexual,

bisexual) | Scalar inv. 769.242% | 354 | .072[065.079] | 078 | .888|.880 | 29792 | 30228 | 33.075* | 12 | .006

Short version of AMI

Configural inv. | 185.152* | 92 | .067[.053;.081] | 053 |.959 |.941| 17944 | 18305 - - -

Gender groups [y oiny, 210.361* | 102 | 069 [.055:.082] | 068 |.952 |.938| 17949 | 18270 | 25.209* | 10 | .007
(men, women)

Scalar inv. 218.632% | 106 | .069 [.056:.082] | 069 |.950 |.938| 17949 | 18253 | 8271 | 4 | .002

Sexual Configural inv. | 204.620% | 92 | .074[.060;.087] | .050 |.946 [.923| 17991 | 18353 - - -

Orientation [y s iny, 218.256* | 102 | .071[.058:.084] | 055 |.945 |.928| 17984 | 18305 | 13.637 | 10 | .002
(heterosexual,

bisexual) | Scalar inv. 226.405% | 106 | .071[.058:.084] | 056 |.943 |.929| 17985 | 18289 | 8.149 | 4 | .002
* p < 0.05.

TNV 242 fo uoisiaf umissmy ay3 [0 sa12ia0d04q orgauioyofisq

LEY



438 V.S. Krivoshchekou, O.A. Gulevich, A.S. Lyubkina

short scales of benevolent and hostile sexism toward men have good indicators of
internal consistency.

In general, respondents’ levels of the endorsement of ambivalent attitudes toward
men differ from the middle of the scale (2.5 points) for both benevolence (t = —2.4,
p=.006) and hostility (¢ = 7.18, p < .001). At the same time, despite the weak
expression of the effect (Cohen’s d = 0.44), men are more benevolent toward men
than women are (M,,., = 2.73, SD,., = 1.09; M ... = 2.21, SD =1.2;t=4.3,
p <.001). However, there are no gender differences in the level of hostility toward men.

men women

Furthermore, heterosexual participants tend to endorse BM (M, ..ocxa = 2.6,
SD,....,= 1A% M,_, = 153,SD,__, = 1.05;t = 9.1,p = .000) and HM (M, __,=2.89,
SD,ierosesua = 0-87; My = 2.92, SDy = 0.97; ¢ = 3.6, p = .001) more than bisexual

respondents do. The effect size (Cohen’s d) for BM is large (0.97), whereas it is
small for HM (0.41).

RWA and SDO are positively associated with both HM and BM. However, sub-
sequent regression analysis showed that RWA better predicts both HM and BM
than SDO does: the higher the level of RWA, the higher both hostile and benevo-
lent attitudes toward men. Whereas, SDO weakly predicts BM only (see Table 4).

General Discussion

Studies in different countries state the existence of ambivalent gender attitudes.
These attitudes include both hostility and benevolence toward members of different

Table 3
Descriptive statistics and Spearman correlations: short version
M SD o 1 2 3
1. BM 2.35 1.19 0.87 -
2. HM 281 0.90 0.79 AT -
3. RWA 3.03 1.37 091 G5 EE DAY ks -
4.SDO 3.10 1.18 0.89 36*** 2% YA
* < 0.05, *** p < 0.001 (2-tailed).
Table 4

Predictors of Benevolent and Hostile Attitudes toward Men: short version
(standard errors are reported in parentheses)

Dependent variables
BM HM
RWA 0.50*** (0.033) 0.19*** (0.032)
SDO 0.17*** (0.039) 0.039 (0.036)

45 p < 0,001 (2-tailed).
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gender groups. Although the idea of ambivalent attitudes to the representatives of
both sexes appeared in the scientific literature more than 20 years ago, different
aspects of these attitudes attracted distinct attention from scientists. Until recent-
ly, ambivalent attitudes toward women were seen as more interesting than the
ambivalent attitudes toward men. However, in recent years work has begun to be
devoted to ambivalent attitudes toward men.

The main tool for studying attitudes toward men is the Ambivalence Toward
Men Inventory, proposed by P. Glick and S. Fiske. Today this questionnaire is used
in Europe, Asia, America and Australia. However, cross-cultural differences in the
consistency of individual scales and the correspondence to the two-component
structure of the inventory to the data obtained suggest that ambivalent attitudes
toward men have a cultural specificity. The present research has revealed the struc-
ture of Russian ambivalent attitudes toward men. In the course of the study, we
created both short and long versions of the modified version of the Ambivalence
toward Men Inventory for Russian-speaking participants, and analyzed the factor
structure, the consistency of scales and the validity of the questionnaire. This study
enabled the discovery of both general and specific attitudes in ambivalence toward
men in Russia compared to other countries.

First, a two-factor structure of attitudes toward men, including benevolence and
hostility, was reproduced on the Russian sample. Both components of the relation-
ship were positively related. A similar link between hostility and benevolence has
been found in other studies (Bendixen & Kennair, 2017; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Glick
et al., 2004; Rollero et al., 2014). It may be assumed that different components of the
relationship can manifest to men exhibiting different behavior. BM may influence
men who act as “protectors and providers”, whereas HM may affect the evaluation
of men who openly oppress women and violate them. A similar duality was found in
the study of the relationship between ambivalent attitudes toward women and the
evaluation of women performing different roles (Glick & Fiske, 2001).

Second, our study has shown that the short version of the AMI including 12
statements corresponds to the obtained data better than the full version does. It
matches quite well the answers of heterosexual and bisexual respondents of both
genders. Thus, we recommend the use of the short version in the future studies.
This version differs from short versions used in other countries. However, in our
opinion, this does not create serious difficulties in conducting research, since the
versions used in other countries also differ from each other.

Third, the gender gap was revealed by the expression of benevolent sexism.
Russian men showed a higher degree of benevolent attitudes toward men than
Russian women did. These results are consistent with data obtained in Poland, the
United States and South Africa, but do not correspond to the results obtained in
China and the United Kingdom. At the same time, we did not find any differences
in the expressions of hostile sexism. These results are consistent with the results
obtained in Poland and the USA, but contradict the results obtained in China,
South Africa and the United Kingdom (Lee et al., 2010; Zawisza et al., 2012). Thus,
Russian respondents were culturally closer to those in Poland and the US than to
those in China, South Africa and the United Kingdom.
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Fourth, we have revealed that the content of ambivalent attitudes toward men
has a cultural specificity. In Russian discourse, the discussion of personal relation-
ships between men and women is more likely to result from the domination in
romantic rather than in sexual relations. Discussion of sexual domination is limited
to cases of sexual harassment and sexual violence involving little-known or com-
pletely unfamiliar people. As a consequence, agreement or disagreement with orig-
inal statements reflecting dominance in the sexual sphere was poorly combined
with the reaction to statements related to close relations. After reformulating the
statements related to sexual dominance, the items in the questionnaire became bet-
ter loaded within the subscale of heterosexual hostility.

Moreover, it turned out that the connection of ambivalent attitudes toward
men with ideological variables also has a cultural specificity. In the New Zealand
study, SDO predicted both components of ambivalent attitudes, and RWA was
only connected to BM, whereas in our study, RWA predicted both components,
and SDO was only associated with benevolent attitudes. One of the possible expla-
nations is that this happens due to different attitudes toward the position of men
and women in society. It might be assumed that RWA better predicts both BM and
HM in those countries where gender relations are considered in terms of traditions
and the “wishes” of the authorities. At the same time, SDO better predicts atti-
tudes toward men in countries where gender relations are perceived in terms of a
social hierarchy that gives advantage to some and disadvantages the others.

In modern Russia, the gender hierarchy where men personify force and occupy
a dominant position in public life, while women personify weakness and occupy a
dominant position at home and need relations with men, is positioned as a tradi-
tional system of relations for the country. Several representatives of political power
have recently expressed themselves as being in favor of this hierarchy, such as
Leonid Slutsky (a politician who was recently accused of sexual harassment), Anna
Kuznetsova (Childrens Rights Commissioner), Vitaly Milonov and Irina Yarovaya
(politicians). As a consequence, RWA predicts both components of attitudes
toward men more effectively than SDO does. Thus, our study suggests that for
studying ambivalent attitudes toward men, it is necessary to take into account the
gender discourse that prevails in society.
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Appendix A
Russian full version of Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI)

Huxe psim 3asiB/IeHWIT OTHOCUTENBHO MYKUWMH 1 JKEHIIUH U UX OTHOIEHWH B COBpEMEH-
HoM obmectBe. [loxkanyiicTa, yKaKITe CTEMeHb BAlEro COTMIACHS MM HECOT/IACHS ¢ KakK-
IIBIM 325IBJIEHUEM, UCTIONIB3YS CAETYONIYIO ITKATY:

() = coBepIleHHO He cOTJIaceH

1 = He cormacen

2 = cKopee He COTJIAceH

3 = ckopee corylaceH

4 = corylacen

5 = COBEpIIEeHHO COTJIACEH

1. [lase ecymm skeHITIHa paboTaeT, 1oMa OHa ODKHA OKPYKATh MysKa MOCTOSIHHOH 3a60TOM.

2. B ceMelfHBIX 71 POMAHTHYECKHX OTHOTIEHTISIX MYKUHMHBI BCETA CTPEMSITCS OBITH T/IABHBIMIL

3. B omacHbBIX cCUTyanusIX MYKUMHEI peske, UeM JKEeHIIUHEL, <TePSIOT TOTIOBY».

4. B oTHOIIEHNSIX ¢ JKEHTITIHOM MY;KUMHBI YACTO CTAPAFOTCS TOKA3aTh CBOE MPEBOCXOACTRO.

5. Kamjast skeHIMHA HYKAAETCST B MYsKUMHE, KOTOPBIA B Hell J{y1ITH He YaeT.

6. Be3 moMoIIn KeHIH MY;KUMHBI TIOTEPSIOTCS B 3TOM MUPE.

7. KenmmHa He GyzeT MOTHOCTHIO YAOBAETBOPEHA JKHU3HBIO (€3 MOATOCPOUHEIX POMAH-
TUYECKUX OTHOUIEHUH ¢ MYKUMHOW.

8. Korma My KUmMHEL GOTETOT, OHU BEAYT ceOsT KaK TeTH.

9. My:KUMHBI CTPEMSTCS 3aHSITE G0JIee BEICOKOE TTOMOKEHHE B 00IeCTBe, UeM KEHIIHHBL.

10. MyKUmHBI TOJKHB GUHAHCOBO 06eCIeUnBAT KEHIIHH.

11. BoTBIUTMHCTBO MYKUMH XOTST TPAAUITMOHHYTO CEMBIO, B KOTOPOU JKeHa TIpek/ie BCeTo
3a6OTHTCS O TOMe, MyKe 1 TeTSX.

12. Kaxmas xKeHIITHA HYKIAeTCS B MY:KUHHE, KOTOPOTO OHA 000KAET.

13. My:K4MHEL Hallle, YeM JKEeHIIMHBI MOABEPTaloT cebs1 OMacHOCTH, YTOOBI 3alllUTHTh
IpYTHUX.

14. MyxumHbBI 0GBIYHO CTapaloTess JOMUHUPOBATE B PA3TOBOPE C KEHIIMHOM.

15. Jlaxke My KUHHBI, KOTOPbIE BBICTYIIAIOT 32 PABHOIIPABHE MEKIY MYKUMHAMH U JKEH-
IIAHAMHE, XOTSIT, YTOOBI Y MYKUHMH COXPAHSTOCH G0IbIle TPUBHIETHIT B 0OTIECTRE.

16. be3 My:KUMHBI JKU3HB JKEHIIUHEI HeJlb3d Ha3BaTh MOJIHOIIEHHOH.

17. My:KUMHBL KaK [eTH, 6e3 MOMOIIH JKeHIIIH He CMOTIIH OB OPHEHTHPOBATHCS B MUPE.

18. MyxumHbI GoJiee CKIOHHBI K PHCKY, YeM JKEHIIHHBL.

19. BoBIMHCTBO MYRUNMH CTPEMSITCS TOMUHUPOBATH HAJ KEHIUHON B IMYHBIX OTHO-
LIEHUSIX.

20. JKeHIMHE TOKHBI 3a60THTHCST O CBOMX MYJKUMHAX OMA, TIOTOMY YTO MY/KUHMHBI
4acTo 3a0BIBAIOT 103a00TUTLCS O cele.

O6paboTka:

HTxana Bpaxcdebrozo omnowens K Myscuunam:

. BpaxgeGHbrit matepHamsm: 9, 11, 15

. Kommencaropnad reniepuas auddepennuanusd: 6, 8, 17
. TerepocekcyanbHast BpaxaeOHOCTD: 2, 4, 14, 19
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HIkara Jlo6poxceramenviozo OmHOWenUs K MyICUUNAM:

. Marepuanusm: 1, 10, 20

. Komitemenrapnad renfiepnad muddepennmannd: 3, 13, 18
. TerepocekcyanbHast GMu30CTh: 5, 7, 12, 16

Bce yTBep:KIeHNS TIPSIMBIE.

English Full Version of Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI)

1. Even if both members of a couple work, the woman ought to be more attentive to
taking care of her man at home.

2. In family and romantic relationships, men always strive to dominate.

3. Men are less likely to fall apart in emergencies than women are.

4. In a relationship with a woman, men often try to prove their superiority.

5. Every woman needs a male partner who will cherish her.

6. Men would be lost in this world if women weren’t there to guide them.

7. A woman will never be truly fulfilled in life if she doesn’t have a committed, long-term
relationship with a man.

8. Men act like babies when they are sick.

9. Men will always fight to have greater control in society than women.

10. Men are mainly useful to provide financial security for women.

11. Most men want a traditional family, in which the wife primarily takes care of domestic
issues.

12. Every woman ought to have a man she adores.

13. Men are more willing to put themselves in danger to protect others.

14. Men usually try to dominate conversations when talking to women.

15. Even men who advocate equality between men and women want men to retain more
privileges in society.

16. Women are incomplete without men.

17. When it comes down to it, most men are really like children.

18. Men are more willing to take risks than women.

19. Most men are trying to dominate in a personal relationship with a woman.

20. Women ought to take care of their men at home, because men would fall apart if they
had to fend for themselves.

Calculations:

Hostility toward men:

. Resentment of paternalism: 9, 11, 15

*  Compensatory gender differentiation: 6, 8, 17

. Heterosexual hostility: 2, 4, 14, 19

Benevolence toward men:

. Maternalism: 1, 10, 20

*  Complementary gender differentiation: 3, 13, 18
. Heterosexual intimacy: 5, 7, 12, 16

All statements are direct.
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Appendix B
Russian short version of Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI)

Huxe psim 3asiB/IeHWIT OTHOCUTENBHO MYKUWMH 1 JKEHIIUH U UX OTHOIEHWH B COBpEMEH-
HoM obmectBe. [loxkanyiicTa, yKaKITe CTEMeHb BAlEro COTMIACHS MM HECOT/IACHS ¢ KakK-
IIBIM 325IBJIEHUEM, UCTIONIB3YS CAETYONIYIO ITKATY:

() = coBepIleHHO He cOTJIaceH

1 = He cormacen

2 = cKopee He COTJIAceH

3 = ckopee corylaceH

4 = coryaceH;

5 = COBEpIIEeHHO COTJIACEH

1. Jlase ecym xKeHITITHA paGoTaeT, [oMa OHa TO/IKHA OKPYKATh MysKa MOCTOSTHHOM 3a00-
TOMH.

2. B omacHBIX CHTyamMsAX MYKUHHBI peke, UeM JKEeHIHHBI, «TePSIOT TOMOBY .

3. Bes moMOIIH KeHITIH MYKIHHBI TOTEPSIOTCS B 3TOM MUDE.

4. Kenumna He GyZeT MOTHOCTHIO YAOBAETBOPEHA KU3HBIO O€3 TONTOCPOUHBIX POMAH-
TUYECKUX OTHOUIEHUH ¢ MYKUMHOW.

5. BoJBIIUHCTBO MYKYIH XOTAT TPATUIHOHHYIO CeMBIO, B KOTOPOI JKeHa MPesKe BCETO
3a6OTHTCS O TOMe, MyKe 1 TeTSX.

6. MyKUHHBI OOBIUHO CTAPAIOTCST TOMIHHPOBATH B PasTOBOPE € KEHITHHOM.

7. Kaxas xeHIMHA HYKIaeTCs B MyKUHMHE, KOTOPOTO OHa 060KaeT.

8. My:KUMHBI yallle, YeM JKeHIIUHEL, OABEPTATOT ceOsT OTTACHOCTH, YTOGH 3allUTHTE IPY-
I'HX.

9. Jlaxke My:KUMHEI, KOTOPEIE BEICTYMAOT 3a PaBHOIIPABIE MEKAY MYKUMHAME U JKeH-
IIAHAMHE, XOTSIT, YTOOBI Y MYKUHMH COXPAHSTOCH G0IbIe TPUBHIETHIT B 0OTIECTRE.

10. My:K4MHEL KaK [eTH, 6e3 MOMOIIH JKeHIIIH He CMOTIIH OB OPHEHTHPOBATHCS B MUPE.

11. JKeHUITHBI TOKHBI 3a00THTHCS O CBOMX MYXKUMHAX JOMA, TTOTOMY UTO MYKUMHBI
4acTo 3a0BIBAIOT 103a00TUTLCS O cele.

12. BOMBITIMHCTBO MYKUYIH CTPEMATCS JOMHHHUPOBATH HAJ KEHIUHOHN B TMUHEIX OTHO-
HIeHUSIX.

O6paboTka:

HTxkana Bpaxcoebrozo ommowenus K Myscuunam:

. Bpax geGHbIH aTepHammsMm: 5, 9

. Kommencaropnad reniepnas auddepennuanud: 3, 10
. TerepocekcyaabHas Bpaxae6HOCTD: 6, 12

HTxkana Jlo6posceramenviozo OMHOWEHUS K MYICUUHAM:

. Matepnanusm: 1, 11

. KoMiutemenTapHad renjiepHas aaddepennuanusd: 2, 8
. TerepocercyanbHast 61U30CTh: 4, 7

Bce yTBep:kaeHMs TpsSMBbIe.
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English short version of Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI)

1. Even if both members of a couple work, the woman ought to be more attentive to
taking care of her man at home.

2. Men are less likely to fall apart in emergencies than women are.

3. Men would be lost in this world if women weren’t there to guide them.

4. A woman will never be truly fulfilled in life if she doesn’t have a committed, long-term
relationship with a man.

5. Most men want a traditional family, in which the wife primarily takes care of domestic
issues.

6. Most men are trying to dominate in a personal relationship with a woman.

7. Every woman ought to have a man she adores.

8. Men are more willing to put themselves in danger to protect others.

9. Even men who advocate equality between men and women want men to retain more
privileges in society.

10. When it comes down to it, most men are really like children.

11. Women ought to take care of their men at home, because men would fall apart if they
had to fend for themselves.

12. Men usually try to dominate conversations when talking to women.

Calculations:

Hostility toward men:

¢ Resentment of paternalism: 5, 9

*  Compensatory gender differentiation: 3, 10
*  Heterosexual hostility: 6, 12

Benevolence toward men:

. Maternalism: 1, 11

*  Complementary gender differentiation: 2, 8
*  Heterosexual intimacy: 4, 7

All statements are direct.
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Pesiome

B cTaThe omucaHa aanTaIys MKAJBl AMOMBATEHTHBIX ATTUTIONOB K My kunHam 1. [muka u
C. QOuck. [Ipoitecc afanTaIlMKM COCTOSAI U3 TPEX HTATOB. B MepBOM ATalle TPUHUMAIHN yYacTHe
302 yestoBeka ¢ TeTepoceKCyanbHOM OpHeHTaluel, KOTOPbIe 3aM0IHS/IN OPUTUHAIBHBIN BADUAHT
MEeTOJIUKH, MepeBeleHHbI Ha PYCCKUil s3bIk. Bo BTOpoM aTame yuacTBoBaau 157 demoBek ¢
reTepoceKCcyajJbHOH OpHeHTalliell, KOTOpble 3alloJHSAU MOAUMUIMPOBAHHBIN BapUaHT
METOJVKHU IS U3MePeHUS aMOWBATEHTHBIX ATTUTIONOB K MYKUMHAM W METOAUKY IS
u3MepeHust aMOMBATIEHTHBIX ATTUTIONOB K JKEHIMHAM. B TpeTbeM srarme TpuHSIM yuactue 344
yeoBeKa ¢ reTepocekcyanbHoll u 107 uemoBek ¢ GUCEKCYATbHON OpPHEHTAIMEN, KOTODBIE
3aMOMHSIM MOAUGMDUIUPOBAHHBIN BAPUAHT METOAUKU [T U3MepeHUs aMOUBAMEHTHBIX
aTTUTIONIOB K MY’;KUMHAM, a TakXe ONPOCHUKU /IS M3MepeHHs IIPaBoTO aBTOPUTApU3Ma U
OpPMEHTAIMM Ha COLMAJIbHOEe JAOMMHUpOBaHUe. Pe3yibraTsl IIPOJAEeMOHCTPUPOBAJN, UTO
PYCCKOSI3BIYHAS BEPCHS OMPOCHUKA UMeeT IBYX(DaKTOPHYIO CTPYKTY DY, 06MaaeT HAIEKHOCTBIO
U BTUAHOCTEI0. OTHAKO KOPOTKAs BepCUsS MeTOMKY U3 12 yTBepkAeHUH JTyyllle COOTBETCTBYET
AMIIMPUYECKUM JIAHHBIM, YeM JIJIMHHAs BepcHsl OITpocHUKa 13 20 yTBepikIeHUIA.

Kmouesbie ciaopa: Teopud aMOUBAJIEHTHOTO CEKCHU3Ma, IIKaJJIa aMOUBAIEHTHOCTH K MYKUYH-
HaM, HpaBbIﬁ ABTOPUTAPU3M, OPUEHTallUA Ha COIMAJbHOE JIOMUHHUPOBAHUE.
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