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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to determine how higher education administrators, faculty, 

and staff are able to identify subtle sexism, and indicate how they perceive it in the higher 

education workplace. Past research has also shown micro-aggressions lead to hostility 

and uncertainty in the workplace (Swim et al., 1995, 1997; Tougas et al., 1995). The 

design of this study does not allow for casual inference but data from the pilot study 

indicate that contemporary sexism in the workplace impacts men, women, and the 

LGBTQ community.This was a mixed methods study that included a survey and one-on-

one interviews. There were a total of 232 participants and 12 one-on-one interviews. The 

majority of participants were heterosexual, white women. Three new measures of sexism 

were identified during data analysis: attitudes and behaviors of sexism (Historic Sexism 

Scale and Contemporary Sexism Scale) and identifying cases of subtle sexism (“man to 

woman” cases across the five scenarios on the Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios). 

Quantitative results indicated that women identified more instances of sexism than men. 

Overall, participants did not strongly identify instances of subtle sexism. Additional 

research is needed to determine the results. Interview participants indicated that trainings 

and professional development regarding appropriate behavior and language in the 

workplace are needed in order for employees to understand and recognize subtle sexism.  
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CHAPTER 1 

GENDER ISSUES IN THE WORKPLACE 

 

Gender issues in the workplace have traditionally been associated with the 

feminist movement and the struggle to achieve equal pay, opportunity, and recognition in 

the workplace. While women have made some strides toward equality, it is essential that 

organizations work to ensure that employees receive the tools and education to make the 

workplace a positive environment for all. For decades, there has been a pervasive 

perception that some occupations are masculine and some occupations are feminine. 

Female-dominated occupations typically receive a lower salary and are lower in stature 

than male-dominated occupations (Glazer-Raymo, 2008). Weisgram, Dinella, and 

Fulcher (2011) noted that nearly 80% of jobs in the United States were completed 

predominantly by one gender as shown by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in 2010. 

The researchers attributed this to the role of occupational values and perceptions of 

young people in general preparing to enter the workforce. Krefting and Berger (1979) 

examined sex appropriateness of job tasks and found that interacting with things is 

viewed as masculine, interacting with people is perceived as feminine, and interacting 

with data fell between masculine and feminine.  

Cech (2013) reviewed longitudinal data from four U.S. colleges to determine how 

perceptions of gender influenced college student career decisions. She determined that 

respondents who indicated a stereotypical view of career fields 

reproduce occupational sex segregation by entering fields with more women (or 

fields with more men)…men and women with self-conceptions stereotypical of 

their gender categories are more likely to reinforce the demographic imbalance of 

gender-skewed occupational fields, they also help reproduce the cultural gender 
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typing of these occupations as culturally masculine and feminine domains where 

people with those characteristics crowd. (p. 13) 

 

Lee, Lawson, and McHale (2015) also reviewed longitudinal data of adolescents 

from ages 10-25 to examine gendered activity interests and skills as predictors of 

occupational outcomes. The researchers argued that despite the decline of gender-based 

occupation segregation over the past few decades there continues to be workplace 

segregation by gender. Results indicated that female-typed skills but not interests predict 

occupational outcomes while male-typed interests and skills both predict occupational 

outcomes (Lee et al., 2015). Since 1978, women have had a significantly lower rate of 

participation in professional development (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). Chuang (2015) 

explored the key factors that dissuade women from seeking professional development 

opportunities in the workplace. She found that “gender bias and the intersection of work 

and family have affected female faculty job satisfaction and their status in higher 

education because they tend to perceive more gender discrimination in promotions, 

salaries, space/resources, access to administrative staff than male faculty” (p. 29). 

Over the past two decades, research on gender issues has expanded to consider 

not only male-dominated occupations where women struggle to advance their careers, 

such as the STEM fields, but also to include female-dominated occupations that have 

begun to see an increase in men entering the field such as nursing and teaching. Clow, 

Ricciardelli, and Bartfay (2014) investigated perceptions of male and female college 

students regarding a potential nursing advertisement. They found that participants had a 

negative view of male nurses and perceived them to be less competent and more deviant. 

The researchers argued “stereotyping men and women as inherently suited for the 

different roles they currently perform in a society further justifies and maintains the 



3 

present division of men and women into these roles” (p.365). Additionally, Dickerson, 

Schur, Kruse, and Blasi (2010) examined the relationship between performance related 

attitudes and work segregation by gender, race, and ethnicity. The researchers found that 

worksite segregation is directly linked to negative performance-related attitudes for 

Black, Hispanic, and Asian males but is not linked to negative attitudes for female 

groups. It is important to consider not only the negative effects of occupational sex 

segregation on women but also on men who may experience discrimination in the 

workplace based on personal characteristics such as sexual orientation, career field, 

sexual identity.  

Higher Education Climate 

The classroom and workplace climate at higher education institutions continues to 

be tense in many cases (Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Hall & Sandler, 1982; Sandler, 1997; 

Sandler et al., 1996). Recent research indicates that institutional sexism at colleges and 

universities is an ongoing problem (Ashlee et al., 2017; Diehl & Dzbunski, 2016; 

Fernandez et al., 2006; Lipton, 2015; Longman & Anderson, 2011; Ramirez, 2017; 

Savigny, 2014; Vaccaro, 2010; White et al., 2010). Vaccaro (2010) found that women in 

higher education, both students and employees, would like to have meaningful 

conversation about diversity while men in higher education, students and employees, are 

indifferent or hostile toward diversity initiatives. Diehl and Dzubinkski (2016) discovered 

that there are 27 gender based leadership barriers which operate at macro (societal), meso 

(group or organization), and micro levels (individual). They found that many invisible 

practices across all three levels lead to gender bias in organizations – specifically higher 

education. They argued that gender is an issue that does not just impact women but also 
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men and organizations. Savigny (2014) studied the work climate for female faculty 

members in Britain. She theorized that cultural sexism in academia makes it difficult for 

women to be as visible as their male colleagues which prohibits them from being 

promoted. Lipton (2015) focused her research on quality assurance policies and practices 

in the Australian Higher Education system. She defined quality assurance as “not merely 

the systematic measurement of quality but a political heuristic process, which has 

significant gendered consequences for academic women in higher education” (p.60). She 

concluded that “gendered reporting results in gendered outcomes” (p.69).  According to 

the researcher, performance indicators on the ERA still reflect that “the ideal academic as 

male and masculine” (p.69). White et al. (2010) concluded that higher education senior 

administration continues to be a career path dominated by men and a major disadvantage 

for women in Europe.  

Longman and Anderson (2011) focused their research on gender trends as related 

to the Council for Christian Colleges & Universities (CCCU) in the United States. With a 

total of 108 institutions in the United States and a student body comprised of 60% 

women, the researchers discovered that the mean of senior level administrators in 2010 

included 4.9 men and .99 women. In addition, 95% of CCCUs had no women in an 

executive level position; a figure that had improved to 78% by 2010. Longman and 

Anderson (2011) attribute this change to the fact that there was a growth of vice 

presidential opportunities in enrollment management and student affairs – traditional 

areas for women in higher education (p.433). As of 2010, women held 28% of all student 

affairs positions and 26% of all enrollment management positions in CCCUs (Longman 

& Anderson, 2011).  
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“Making America Great Again”: Trump’s Rhetoric and Sexual Harassment in 

Hollywood 

During the 2016 United States presidential election, Republican nominee Donald 

Trump utilized a political rhetoric that included aggressive, sexist terminology against 

women who criticized his behavior, his position on political issues, and his ability to be a 

good president. He accused Democrat nominee Hillary Clinton of “playing the woman’s 

card” and being such a “nasty woman”, called actress Rosie O’Donnell a “big fat pig”, 

insulted Massachusetts Senator Elizabeth Warren by calling her “Pocahontas” and 

“Goofy”, and the insults continued. A previously taped recording for “Access 

Hollywood” taped back in 2005 showed that now President Trump told Billy Bush to just 

“grab ‘em by the pussy”. In December 2017, President Trump has backpedaled stating 

that the voice on the tape is not his. In response Billy Bush wrote an opinion editorial for 

the New York Times stating,  

This country is currently trying to reconcile itself to years of power abuse and 

sexual misconduct. Its leader is wantonly poking the bear…I have faith that when 

the hard work of exposing these injustices is over, the current media drama of 

who did what to whom will give way to a constructive dialogue between mature 

men and women in the workplace and beyond. The activist and gender-relations 

expert Jackson Katz has said that this is not a women’s issue — it’s a men’s issue. 

 

While misogyny became part of the political rhetoric of the 2016 election, the 

issue of sexual harassment in the workplace made headlines in the news as the famous 

Hollywood film producer Harvey Weinstein was accused of both sexual assault and 

sexual harassment.  
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Actress Alyssa Milano tweeted,  

Dear Matt Damon, it’s the micro that makes the macro. We are in a ‘culture of 

outrage’ because the magnitude of the rage is, in fact, overtly outrageous. And it 

is righteous. I have been a victim in each component of the sexual assault 

spectrum of which you speak. They all hurt. And they are all connected to a 

patriarchy intertwined with normalized, accepted–even welcomed– misogyny. 

(Miller, 2017) 

 

While sexual assault and sexual harassment are serious issues at the macro 

level both inside and outside of the workplace, it is important to recognize that when 

instances of subtle sexism or micro-aggressions in the workplace are ignored, they 

may lead to bigger issues such as sexual harassment in the workplace.  

Statement of the Problem 

There has not been a specific research study that focuses on the “subtle” elements 

of gender disparities in the workplace. It would be compelling for researchers to address 

this gap in the literature by conducting a separate study with women and men regarding 

subtle sexism in the workplace to discover if there are differences among generations, 

among various administrative and faculty levels, and subtle sexism in faculty-student 

interactions.  Additionally, there has not been a study conducted that compares newly 

emerging gender roles such as those found the LGBTQ community regarding sexism in 

the workplace among men and women.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine how higher education administrators, 

faculty, and staff are able to identify subtle sexism, and indicate how they perceive it in 

the higher education workplace. Additionally, the data for this study may lead to 

proposed interventions to attempt to make the higher education workplace a more 

collaborative environment through meaningful professional development. Ideally, the 

results of the study will lead to thoughtful, meaningful conversations and professional 

development opportunities for higher education employees. 

Research Questions 

1. Is there a relationship between sexism and a respondent’s characteristics? 

2. Does a respondent’s level of self-efficacy relate to his or her perception of 

sexism? 

Hypotheses  

1a. Employees who self-identify as female will perceive more cases of sexism in 

the workplace than male employees. 

1b. Employees who self-identify as female and indicate that they are faculty will 

perceive more cases of sexism in the workplace than male employees. 

2a. The lower one’s sense of self-efficacy, the more they will perceive sexism in 

the workplace. Women who identify as minority ethnicity, less education, and 

entry level employment will perceive more sexism. 

2b. Self-efficacy will mediate women’s perceptions of sexism (HSS to GNSS). 

 

 



8 

Definition of Terms 

 

1. Contemporary Sexism: This is a term that I use to define the current examples of 

sexism, trends in sexism, and issues surrounding sexism from 2007 to present. 

Previous research conducted in the 1990s referred to daily issues and examples of 

sexism as modern sexism (Swim et al. 1995, 1997; Tougas et al., 1995). I wanted 

to ensure that there was clear terminology to differentiate between issues of 

sexism between 1970 and 2017. In this research study, contemporary sexism 

refers to subtle and blatant sexism faced by men and women in a higher education 

institution in the past decade.  

2. Gender Identity: Hill (1996) defines gender identity as “personal feelings 

regarding one’s sense of self about being a man or a woman (maleness and 

femaleness), apart from one’s body parts” (p.3). 

3. Gender Micro-aggressions: According to Sue et al. (2007), micro-aggressions 

are “brief, commonplace daily verbal, behavioral, or environmental indignities, 

whether intentional or unintentional, that communicate hostile, derogatory, or 

negative racial slights and insults toward people of color” (p. 271). Sue (2010) 

extended this idea of micro-aggressions and applied it to other forms of 

discrimination, specifically gender discrimination.  

4. Historic Sexism: This is a term used to describe daily issues and examples of 

sexism in the 1990s through the early 2000s (Swim et al., 1995).  

5. Sex/Gender Segregation: This refers to gender disparities caused or influenced 

by human resource, organizational, and departmental policies and procedures in 

higher educational institutions as well as the general workforce. The work climate 
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of a higher education institution may cause sex segregation particularly in senior 

level administrative positions such as the Office of the President, the Board of 

Trustees, the Provost’s Office etc. 

6. Self-Efficacy: Self-efficacy or personal efficacy relates to one’s self-evaluation or 

belief in his or her ability to be successful at job related tasks or expectations 

(Omrod, 2006). 

7. Subtle Sexism: According to Swim et al. (1995) subtle sexism is defined “as 

obviously unequal and unfair treatment of women that is not recognized by many 

people because it is perceived to be normative, and therefore does not appear 

unusual... is not intentionally harmful... it may be quite prevalent and may have an 

insidious impact on its victims” (p. 117). 

Significance of the Study 

 

Previous studies indicate that there is a direct connection between Self-Efficacy, 

life satisfaction, and confidence in the workplace (Chen et al., 2001; Judge et al., 2003). 

Past research has also shown that micro-aggressions lead to hostility and uncertainty in 

the workplace (Swim et al., 1995, 1997; Tougas et al., 1995). The design of this study 

does not allow for casual inference but data from the pilot study indicate that 

contemporary sexism in the workplace impacts men, women, and the LGBTQ 

community. These findings suggest that more research needs to be conducted regarding 

the impact on the LGBTQ community and to the definition of a “man” in regard to 

sexism in the workplace and traditional/emerging gender role perceptions. Given the 

objectives of this study, the theoretical framework was designed to incorporate a variety 
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of emerging ideas relative to gender discrimination and gender identity in the higher 

education workplace.  

These ideas include: 1) gender micro-aggressions (Basford et al., 2013), 2) work 

climate (Settles & O’Connor, 2014), 3) subtle sexism (Swim et al., 1997), 4) diversity 

theory (Gurin et al, 2002), and 5) Self-Efficacy. My goal was for the dissertation study to 

be replicated by other researchers for various professional areas such as science, business, 

law, and medicine as well as other higher education institutions for specific information 

on their institution’s professional development. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Background 

 

It is widely known that there is a gender gap in higher education administration 

positions locally, nationally, and globally. According to the National College President 

Survey of 2014, a small percentage of women (24%) make up the top higher education 

administrative role in the United States. Nearly two decades ago Curry (2000) published 

a book discussing in great detail the emergence of women leaders. Curry (2000) explains 

that “the obvious assumption here is that good leadership is masculine” (p.5). Curry 

(2000) focused on the importance of the individual leader and the need for transactional 

leadership – aligning one’s expectations and goals to those of the organization served and 

those that they lead. Glazer-Raymo (1999) argued that even though the number of women 

presidents was growing, it was happening at an incredibly slow pace. She stated that 

twenty years after Hanna Gray was made the first female president of the University of 

Chicago, only 2% of women presided over major research universities (Glazer-Raymo, 

1999, p.148). She emphasized the fact that women have never had an equitable 

comparison to the “great man” theory of leadership. Antonia Fraser (1988) called great 

women leaders throughout history warrior queens who “have underlined their claims as 

honorary males by emphasizing such connections” and asserted that few great women 

leaders “have achieved or been granted their place without the benefit of some kind of 

male derived privilege, generally that of descent, whatever glorious destiny has ensued” 

(p.332). 
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Advancing Women in Leadership recently published articles by Diehl (2014) and 

Roebuck, Smith, and El Haddadoui (2015). Diehl (2014) focused on the issue of women 

and adversity. Diehl conducted a qualitative study which questioned “how do women 

leaders in higher education make meaning out of adversity?” (p.54). According to the 

author, women make up only 26% of all college and university presidencies. Roebuck, 

Smith, and El Haddaoui (2013) conducted a qualitative study in which they evaluated 

three different generations of women- Y generation (1981-2000), X generation (1965-

1989), and baby boomers (1946-1964)- and their perspectives on work-life balance and 

the relationship between their views and the attainment of work place leadership 

positions. The authors (2013) argue that “women carry most of the burden for caring for 

children, grandchildren, and parents, while also juggling household tasks and 

responsibilities at work” (p. 53). Broido, Brown, Stygles, and Bronkema (2015) 

conducted a feminist, constructivist case study where they studied how 28 women’s 

experiences working at one American university have changed over time. White, 

Bagilhole and Riordan (2012). conducted a qualitative research study with 56 

respondents including both men and women currently working in senior management 

positions in Australia, South Africa, and the United Kingdom. They found that the UK 

tended to have a lower number of women in senior management than South Africa and 

Australia. The authors concluded that higher education senior administration continues to 

be a career path dominated by men and a major disadvantage for women in Europe.  
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Sexism in the 1970s-1990s: From a Chilly Classroom Climate to a Chilly Work 

Place 

The End of the ERA and the Birth of Title IX 

Buechner (1990) acknowledged that after women earned the right to vote in 1919, 

the National Women’s Party focused on gaining approval for the Equal Rights 

Amendment or ERA. The struggle for gender equality would continue at a slow pace 

over the next half a century. Glazer-Raymo (1999) noted that President Kennedy 

appointed the Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity and the Presidential 

Commission on the Status of Women in 1961. She further asserted that the presidential 

commission noted in its 1963 report “discriminatory practices” against women and 

pointed out that one immediate result of the report was the Equal Pay Act in 1963 (p.13). 

Unfortunately, the ERA failed to pass and the researcher attributed part of its failure to 

the anti-ERA leader Phyllis Schlafly who argued that the ERA “threatened traditional 

American family values.” She argued that the defeat of the amendment 

seriously damaged the women’s movement, destroying its momentum and its 

potential to foment change. It also served as a warning to feminists that factional 

disagreements among aggrieved groups and duplicitous rivalries within the 

feminist camp threatened its viability as a movement. (Glazer-Raymo, 1999, p. 

19) 

 

In the early 1970s a female researcher made the connection between sexual 

discrimination and Title IX. Dubbed the “Godmother of Title IX”, Bernice Sandler spent 

her academic career reporting on sexual harassment, discrimination, and sexual assault on 

college campuses.  Her journey to this discovery began in 1969 when an administrator 

who was interviewing told her that she came across as “too strong for a woman” 

(Sandler, 1997).  She discovered that Executive Order 11246 was amended by Lyndon B. 
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Johnson to include discrimination based on sex on October 13, 1968 (Sandler, 1997).  

She helped to form the Women’s Equity Action League (WEAL). In 1969, with the 

assistance of Sandler, WEAL filed a class action complaint against 250 institutions 

including but not limited to: University of Wisconsin, University of Minnesota, Columbia 

University, University of Chicago, and the entire state college systems of California, 

Florida, and New Jersey (Sandler, 1997). On March 9th, 1970, Rep. Martha Griffiths was 

the first person in the U.S. Congress to give a speech on discrimination against women in 

education. It would take two years for Title IX to be signed into law in 1972. Between 

1969 and 1972, Sandler collected data from women in higher education who contacted 

her regarding gender discrimination occurring at their institutions. This information was 

used in the congressional hearings that led to the passing of the Title IX Act.  

According to Glazer-Raymo (1999), the change in politics in the 1980s brought 

appointments of conservative federal judges and newly elected conservative 

Congressmen. This change in politics led to new agendas in Republican legislation that 

negatively impacted women’s roles in higher education. In 1984, Utah Senator Orrin 

Hatch attempted to restrict the limitations of Title IX to programs that received financial 

aid. (Glazer-Raymo, 1999, p.29). Although he did not succeed, a 1984 Supreme Court 

ruling in Grove City College vs. Bell determined that Title IX could not be applied as 

broadly at higher education institutions as it had been thought previously. The Civil 

Rights Restoration Act of 1988 amended some of the changes made in the Grove City 

court ruling. According to Glazer-Raymo (1999), this decision invigorated women’s 

groups to continue to fight for equality.  
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Three years later, the Civil Rights Act of 1991 amended Title VII which changed 

numerous Supreme Court decisions and acknowledged other current issues in 

employment discrimination. Previously, Title VII had only addressed issues of race and 

national origin but was now expanded to include other discriminatory issues such as sex, 

religion, and disability. 

The Chilly Classroom and Glass Ceiling Work Climate  

Hall and Sandler (1982) published a report which showed how faculty members 

unknowingly and unconsciously treated male and female students differently in the 

classroom. The researchers defined this as a “chilly climate” for women. More than 

40,000 copies of the report were sold. Sandler, Silverberg, and Hall (1996) published a 

guide to improving the chilly climate for women in education. The researchers made 

some claims that may still impact women today. Some of these claims regarding the 

chilly climate for women include: 

 Faculty members tend to treat students differently according to gender 

which has negative consequence. 

 Subtle differential treatment of women also happens to members of other 

“outsider” groups such as students of color, LGBT students, and 

international students. 

 Both quantitative and qualitative research helps us understand the effects 

of gender and neither is sufficient by itself to reveal the complexity of the 

classroom. 

 Gender, race, and ethnicity are critical factors in teacher-student 

relationships and affect the students’ classroom experience. (p. 5) 

 

The researchers noted that sexist language used in the classroom created a chilly 

environment for women in the 1980s and 1990s. Common sexist language in education 

often led to addressing women in ways that emphasized social and sexual roles rather 

than intellect such as “honey”, “dearie”, “sweetie”, “cutie”, and “hot stuff”. Sexist 
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language also referenced making fun of issues that impacted women negatively such as 

sexual harassment and sexual assault. Stimpson (1989) defined this as  

disguising the language of harassment as humor has several advantages. First it 

draws on our old shrewd assessment of making sexist behavior as funny and 

comic. Next it simultaneously inflates the harasser to the status of good fellow 

able to tell a joke and deflates the harassed to the status of prude, unable to take 

one. (p. 19) 

 

Sandler, Silverberg, and Hall (1996) described typical stereotypes for women in the 

1990s: women’s place was in the home, women need to become mothers to fulfill 

themselves, women go to college to catch husbands, women are less capable of abstract 

thinking, women aren’t good at technological things, women are naturally more caring 

while men are naturally more aggressive. 

Emerging from the second wave of feminism in the 1960s and 1970s were various 

types of feminism. As noted above Glazer-Raymo (1999) suggested that, historically, 

women have never had the equivalent example or comparison of a “great man” in 

reference to leadership roles. During the 1970s and 1980s, liberal feminists were 

confident that as the number of women and minorities grew in the workplace, 

organizations and institutions would simply become a more equitable environment for all 

(Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Kanter, 1977). Kanter (1977) found that organizational 

management and policies were very masculine in nature and that a successful business 

façade consisted of traits only a man could possess such as toughness, objectivity, and 

analytic ability. Women struggled to advance in the workplace in all career fields. It was 

often difficult to advance beyond middle management in business and faculty positions or 

lower level administrative positions in education. The term “the glass ceiling” was first 

introduced by Hymowitz and Shellhardt (1986) in the Wall Street Journal. It has often 
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been used as a metaphor to explain why women despite their education and expertise in 

their field struggle to advance in leadership roles (Glazer-Raymo, 1999).  

According to Klenke (1996), the glass ceiling suggested why women “not appear 

to move up the organizational hierarchy as rapidly as men, and why they tend to be faced 

with more stringent promotion requirements than their male counterparts” (p. 171). 

Glazer-Raymo (1999) argued that educated women in the late 1990s and early 2000s 

were much more likely to delay getting married and starting a family prior to starting 

their careers. She stated that “a different set of problems” including but not limited to 

“higher cost of living, the need for two household incomes, and a scarcity of full time 

professional positions” (p. 8). Although women may have different issues than their 

feminist predecessors in the 1990s, the majority of research conducted on women in 

education (Astin & Leland, 1991; Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Johnsrud & Heck, 1994; Sagaria, 

1988) as well as other fields such as corporate management and government was still 

conducted by women (Bingham, 1997; Davidson & Burke, 1994; Jamieson, 1995; 

Kanter, 1977; Klenke, 1996; Kaptur, 1996; Rosener, 1995). 
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 Conceptual Framework 

While overt and blatant sexism has been the subject of numerous research studies 

and is regulated by Title IX, subtle sexism has not been addressed in the past decade. 

Given the objectives of this study, the theoretical framework was designed to incorporate 

a variety of emerging ideas relative to gender issues and identifying subtle sexism in the 

higher education workplace. These ideas include: 1) intersectionality , 2) gender micro-

aggressions (Basford et al., 2013), 3) work climate (Settles & O’Connor, 2014), 4) subtle 

sexism (Swim et al., 1997), 5) diversity theory (Gurin et al, 2002), and 6) Self-Efficacy. 

Basford et al. (2013) argued that women are more likely to identify subtle gender micro-

aggressions than men. This study expands on this concept and the idea of subtle 

workplace incivility (Settles & O’Connor, 2014) by providing scenarios of subtle gender 

micro-aggressions by using characters with gender neutral names to determine how men 

and women in the higher education workplace perceive subtle gender micro-aggressions.  

Applying Intersectionality to the Higher Education Climate 

According to Collins (2005), intersectional scholars “view race, class, gender, 

sexuality, ethnicity, and age, among others as mutually constructing systems of power” 

(p.11). Traditionally, intersectionality has been utilized as a framework for interpreting 

how multiple social identities and social positions influence and inform one another 

(Collins, 2000; Crenshaw, 1991; Diamond & Butterworth, 2008;Stewart & McDermott, 

2004). Denton (2016) defines intersectionality as “various forms of oppression such as 

sexism, racism, and heterosexism are interconnected, define, and perpetuate each other” 

(p. 61). The researcher explained that higher education researchers have increasingly 

used intersectionality to understand college students. 
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 Windsong (2018) discussed the challenges of incorporating intersectionality into 

research metholody and the importance of how the theory emerged. Windsong (2018) 

argued that intersectionality was: 

an area of research and theory developed from scholarship by women of color 

who critiqued mainstream feminism and race/ethnic scholarship. Both areas of 

study were critiqued for not taking into account the experiences of women of 

color whereby women’s studies and feminism often referred to a universal 

category of womanhood that usually gave primacy to white women, and 

race/ethnic studies often focused on racial inequality from the perspective of men 

of color. Therefore, both women’s studies and race/ethnic studies did not account 

for the experiences of women of color; instead women of color were asked to give 

primacy to either gender or to race and view their experiences as separable. 

Intersectionality, therefore, may include such factors as race, gender, class, 

religion, sexuality, or citizenship status (p. 136). 

 

Crenshaw (1989; 1991) conducted multiple studies applying intersectionality to the 

experiences of black women. Crenshaw (1989) argued that African-American women 

have an “intersectional identity” based on being women and being “of color” which 

shapes their identity and causes them to be “marginalized by both” (p.1244). According 

to Crenshaw (1991), “I used the concept of intersectionality to denote the various ways 

which race and gender interact to shap the multiple dimensions of Black women’s 

employment experiences” (p. 1244). She further argued that based on the intersection of 

race and sexism in African-American women’s lives, their stories and experiences cannot 

be separated or wholly explained by considering those factors separately. 

Diamond and Butterworth (2008) assert that the feminist theoretical framework of 

intersectionality is relevant not only to the experiences of women but to those of 

transgender men and women new gender identity roles emerge. They argued that 

intersectionality “calls attention to experiences of multiplicity in gender identification, 

and how these experiences- embedded within specific social, cultural, and interpersonal 
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contexts – create altogether new emergent forms of experience and identity” (p. 366). It is 

important to note that sexual orientation identity development theories began in the 1960s 

after the establishment of Title IX. Although there has not been significant research 

conducted that indicates a significant number of higher education employees identifying 

as transgender or varying sexual orientations, it is important to note that educators are 

seeing these gender identity patterns emerge among undergraduate and graduate college 

students. 

Considering Perceptions of Sexism Through Diversity Theory 

Diversity theory is important to integrate when discussing gender disparities and 

identity in the higher education workplace. Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin (2002) 

assessed Erikson’s stages of identity and argued that identity moratorium should include 

critical thinking and problem solving in regard to diversity theory and its importance to 

higher education. The researchers described two categories of diversity theory: learning 

outcomes and democracy outcomes. They stressed that college students often arrive at a 

college campus with little to no exposure to diverse populations such as other students, 

faculty, and staff who come from different racial and ethnic backgrounds, come from 

different geographical regions, and perhaps even different socio-economic statuses. 

When considering gender identity and disparities, it is critical to recognize that faculty 

and staff may also have the same lack of exposure to diversity in their personal and 

professional experiences. Lack of knowledge or education regarding diversity may lead 

to additional tensions and gender disparities both in the higher education workplace and 

classrooms. Gurin et al. (2002) claimed that students who were educated in a diverse 
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higher education setting were more likely to thrive and participate in a homogenous 

society. The same hypothesis could be applied to higher education employees.  

The researchers cautioned that it is not an obvious or simple fix regarding democratic 

outcomes in the workplace. Just as higher education employees may lack the knowledge 

and experience to understand different groups of students, they may also struggle to 

understand and interact with a diverse population of colleagues. 

Organizational Structures and Sex Segregation in the Workplace 

Although some advancement have been made for women in the workplace since 

the second wave of feminism, recent research indicates that women do not typically 

emerge as elected leaders (Walker & Aritz, 2015). Over the past two decades much 

research focused on the work-life balance between organizational studies, psychological 

studies, and sociological studies (Acker, 1990; Armenti, 2004; Lewis, 2001; Lester, 2015; 

Mason & Goulden, 2004; Monroe et al., 2008; Ward & Wolf-Wendel, 2004; Williams et 

al., 2006). Women continue to struggle with balancing a career with their home lives. It is 

still more challenging for a married woman with children to advance in her career than a 

married man with children. According to Burge (2011), gender inequality remains in the 

higher education workplace when measured by both the wage gap between men and 

women as well as the occupational sex segregation which commonly attributes senior 

level administrative positions to masculine qualities and characteristics. The researcher 

suggested that patterns and trends of sex segregation have changed since the 1970s in 

higher education institutions and that most of the change is due to women entering 

traditionally male dominated fields such as STEM fields. Despite the increase, she argued 

that scholars have attributed the lack of women’s interest in the STEM fields to lack of 
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academic preparation, lower math self-efficacy, greater valuation of intrinsic work 

rewards and valuation of family.  

Recently, some scholars in human resource development have begun looking at 

issues of the LGBT community in the workplace (Baillie & Gedro, 2009; Embrick et al., 

2007; Gates, 2015; Gedro et al., 2013; Goldberg & Smith, 2013; Grace & Wells, 2006; 

Hornsby, 2006; Munoz & Thomas, 2006; Prati & Pietrantoni, 2014; Schmidt & Githens, 

2011; Velez & Moradi, 2012; Willis, 2010). Munoz and Thomas (2006) highlighted some 

of the negative experiences that LGBT employees may face in the workplace such as 

heterosexist privilege and distancing. They emphasized when LGBT employees 

experience social distancing by their heterosexual co-workers, LGBT employees may be 

prevented from career advancement and professional development. The researchers 

suggested that managers and supervisors must set the context of policies and practices 

such as domestic partnership benefits and anti-discrimination and harassment policies 

regarding sexual orientation, must be prepared for resistance from homophobic 

heterosexual employees, and must receive continuous education. Prati and Pietrantoni 

(2014) looked for a correlation between lesbian, gay and bisexual employees being open 

about their sexual orientation in the workplace and job satisfaction in Italy. They did not 

find a correlation between being “out” in the workplace and job satisfaction. Embrick, 

Walther, and Wickens (2007) found that negative attitudes and barriers toward gay men 

and lesbian women still exist in the contemporary workplace. They argue that although it 

may appear that the typical contemporary American workplace appears to be more 

progressive in its policies and attitudes towards hiring gay men and lesbian women, it is 
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only on the surface. Negative attitudes and discrimination against the LGBT remain in 

the workplace.  

It is also important to recognize that along with diversity comes various forms of 

prejudice and sexism. Remedios and Snyder (2015) argued that white women and women 

of color experience stigmatization in “fundamentally different ways due to the 

vulnerability of women of color due to racism as well as sexism” (p. 373). They found 

that very few women of color participate in sexism research but a fair number of women 

and men of color participate in racism research which makes it difficult to look at 

gendered differences.  

Men’s and Women’s Perceptions of Gender Relations and Equality in the 

Workplace 

While recent research has focused on the lack of women’s roles in senior 

administrative positions in the higher education workplace, it is important to consider 

both men’s and women’s perceptions of gender relations and equity in the workplace. 

Previous research has shown that self-efficacy, one’s self evaluation of work 

performance, affects men and women differently and contributes to the gender disparities 

in senior level administrative leadership and perceptions of gender relations and equity in 

the workplace. Betz and Hackett (1981) looked at the “possible importance” of self-

efficacy expectations as an explanation as to why women were underrepresented in 

managerial and professional positions. The researchers found that women indicated 

higher levels of self-efficacy in traditional female workplace occupations and far lower 

levels of Self-Efficacy in non-traditional female occupations. Bandura (1992) found that 

women were far more likely to limit their career goals than men because they do not 
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believe that they have an appropriate skill set. Wilson, Kickul, and Marlino (2007) found 

that there were similar gender effects on entrepreneurial self-efficacy. More research is 

needed to determine if the same could be said for the higher education workplace 

regarding self-efficacy. 

While Bandura (1992) and Wilson et al. (2007) looked at self-efficacy and 

women in the workplace, Settles and O’Connor (2014) studied the perceptions of men 

and women regarding the work climate and incivility. They defined incivility as “subtle 

workplace behaviors that violate norms of respect such as speaking with condescension 

and using demeaning or unprofessional language” (p.72). The researchers explored the 

topic of incivility by a) testing whether incivility is related to negative workplace 

outcomes via perceptions of the workplace climate, b) examining gender differences in 

the mediational relationships, and c) looking at incivility and climate relationships within 

the context of an academic conference. The researchers predicted that women would 

report more incivility, greater sexist climates, and more conference exclusion. Results 

indicated that men and women did not differ in “how negatively they viewed the climate 

or their conference satisfaction” (p.79). They noted that the “lack of relationship between 

sexist climate perceptions and conference satisfaction for women was unexpected” 

(p.78). The researchers concluded that the women reported more incivility and that 

women in higher education may expect to experience sexism in the workplace and thus 

may not recognize how sexist their fields’ conferences may or may not be. 

Two additional studies focused on the issue of gender discrimination across the 

globe. Shaukat (2014) explored gender discrimination at higher education institutions in 

Pakistan. Win and Win (2013) conducted research to better understand the perceptions of 
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academics on women in engineering education and the engineering workplace at a private 

university in Malaysia. Shaukat et al. (2014) argued that there is a gender disparity across 

the globe because “women have to achieve a successful career at the expense of their 

families” (p.109). The researchers conducted and showed a difference in gender 

regarding decision making – an area where women tend to be excluded. They found that 

gender disparity was rated the highest by staff at the lowest post-level – the majority of 

which were women working in public higher education institutions.  

Win and Win (2013) divided their inquiry into three parts: analysis of gender 

balance of academics and students, perceptions of female and male academics regarding 

women in engineering education and engineering work place, and perceptions of female 

academics at their workplace over their male colleagues. The researchers discovered that 

there has been no significant variation for female faculty over the last thirteen years 

(p.30).  Data have also shown that there is a gender imbalance at all levels of seniority 

from lecturer to full professor – except in the associate professor level. Results indicated 

that both men and women academics found female students to be “just as good as, if not 

better than those of their male peers in academic preparation and study habits” (p.28). 

Seventy percent of all academics believe that all male and female students are “equably 

favorable in engineering fields to the faculty” (p.34). Win and Win (2013) noted that 

female faculty “have a better opinion of female students” regarding lab and engineering 

skill than male faculty” (p.39). 
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Women’s Gender Identity Experiences Inside and Outside of the Workplace 

Ameri (2014) explored the lives of six women in senior level administration at 

Kyambogo University in Uganda. She applied Bordieu’s interview approach and 

developed her interview questions on four themes: family structure, job description, best 

experience at work, and worst experience at work. She found that self-initiative was 

indicated by all six respondents. The majority of the respondents experienced some form 

of gendered stereotype including a hindrance to ambitions by undermining spousal 

relationships and a struggle for a sense of self against patriarchal practices. Overall, the 

participants felt frustrated or that they had wasted time in some of the administrative 

positions that they held at the university. The researcher’s recommendations for the 

university included making senior level administration positions rotational among men 

and women, creating specific gender neutral job descriptions for all positions at the 

university, and conducting research about the achievements of academic women 

administrators.  

Broido, Brown, Stygles, and Bronkema (2015) conducted a feminist, 

constructivist case study where they studied how 28 women’s experiences working at one 

American university have changed over time. All of the participants worked at Bowling 

Green State University. They noted that the university has never had a campus-wide 

group reporting on gender issues. The researchers utilized maximum variation sampling 

by employment categories of classified, administrative, or faculty. Individual face-to-face 

interviews were semi-structured and lasted between 30-180 minutes. Interview questions 

included topics such as work history, gender related changes over time, and the 

relationship between work and family life. They reported that participants worked at the 



27 

university an average of 30.6 years and 55.6% raised children. Interview data were 

transcribed verbatim, and coded using NVivo to compare and explore emerging themes.  

The researchers found that “numerous institutional policies that on their face 

appear to be gender neutral are in practice gendered” (p.608). They noted that over 90% 

of employees who had “a break in service” were women. In addition, the university’s 

part- time hiring practices are gendered as over 80% of part-time employees are women. 

According to the authors, the majority of participants indicated that there were gendered 

expectations about who would do the relational work in the office. The researchers noted 

that the participants did not define their stories “as experiences as sexism” but the 

researchers recognized the participants’ stories as examples of sexism in the workplace. 

They explained that this is not an unusual occurrence and that several feminist 

researchers have reported similar experiences in their own studies. Broido et al. (2015) 

argue that people must understand modern sexism because it is not a conscious action by 

men in the workplace. Additionally, the researchers argue that it must not be assumed 

that sexual harassment is the common climate for women on campus – the reality is that 

sexism is more subtle today and therefore harder to identify.  

While Broido et al. (2015) focused on gendered constructs, Diehl (2014) focused 

on the issue of women and adversity. According to her, women make up only 26% of all 

college and university presidencies (p.54). The researcher conducted 26 face-to-face 

interviews with 26 women who served as university presidents, provosts, and vice 

presidents from various Mid Atlantic higher education institutions. The women’s ages 

ranged from 39-79 and their time served in administration ranges from 1 to 36 years. She 

applied the terms “barrier” and “obstacle” in research questions to represent adversity 



28 

because some participants may not use the term adversity in the workplace. The 

researcher used a semi-structured interview format with the interviews lasting about an 

hour. Data from the interviews were coded using a classification system with labels 

related to themes. She conducted an interpretative data analysis to further understand the 

data collected. Participants received copies of their interview transcripts and preliminary 

findings and were invited to respond for accuracy and transparency for the researcher. 

Diehl found that the participants experienced 21 “distinct types of adversity” 

including 15 professional adversities such as discrimination, five personal adversities 

such as relationship conflict, and one cross professional/personal adversity: work-family 

conflict.  She noted that these types of adversities led to “multiple meaning in the lives of 

the participants…organized by three societal levels micro, meso, and macro” (p.56).  

While Diehl (2014) interviewed women administrators about adversity, Lester 

(2008) conducted an ethnographic case study which included interviews and observations 

of six women faculty in order to determine “how dominant discourses define and 

maintain the foundation of gender roles within a community college” (p.277). The 

researcher adopted a performativity framework which she defined as a framework that 

“assumes that gender is socially constructed through gendered performances” (p.277).  

She highlighted a study performed by Tierney and Bensimon (1996) which found 

that women faculty members felt compelled to perform the roles of “mom” and “smile” 

work or “maintaining a caring and nurturing demeanor while avoiding confrontation” 

(p.278). The researcher also noted that women are aware early on in their careers that 

traditional male characteristics are expected in order to be promoted to senior level 

administrative positions.  
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While Lester (2008) focused on women faculty members in a community college 

setting and stereotypical gender roles, Jones and Palmer (2011) studied female 

relationships in a similar setting. Their research focused on exploring the challenges of 

female relationships in the community college workplace. The researchers acknowledge 

that the majority of students and employees at community colleges are women, but only a 

third of community colleges are led by women. They completed a mixed methods study 

which aimed to measure women’s working relationships in community colleges. The 

survey included 52 questions with five sections of multiple-choice, multiple-response, 

and open-ended questions. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the 

quantitative data while content analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data.  

They found that the majority of respondents, 84.7%, were supportive of their 

women colleagues’ careers advancements; however,  the content analysis indicated that 

women had experienced or observed jealousy and competition among women and their 

same sex colleagues. When analyzing data to answer the second research question, the 

researchers had to rely heavily on the content analysis to explain that there was a 

generational difference in the perceptions of women in executive positions – the older 

women were unwilling to accept the young generation of women, because the younger 

generation did not feel the pressure to act “male” to achieve success and could still 

embody their feminine side. The researchers discovered other themes in respondent 

answers including the fact that administrators considered whether or not women were 

“empty nesters” or “on the mommy track” when considering women for promotions and 

senior level positions. Additionally, there is a lack of support for talented women in the 

field of higher education at community colleges. There does not appear to be a direct 
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route for encouraging and rewarding talented women to be promoted and supported in 

senior leadership roles in community colleges. 

While Jones and Palmer (2011) interviewed women on female relationships in a 

community college setting, Roebuck, Smith, and El Haddaoui (2013) conducted a 

qualitative study in which they evaluated three different generations of women, Y 

generation (1981-2000), X generation (1965-1989), and baby boomers (1946-1964), and 

their perspectives on work-life balance and the relationship between their views and the 

attainment of work place leadership positions. They argued that “women carry most of 

the burden for caring for children, grandchildren, and parents, while also juggling 

household tasks and responsibilities at work” (p. 53). The questionnaire was designed by 

one of the authors and included an interview protocol designed by one of the authors for 

use in her Women’s Leadership MBA course. They found that their results supported 

previous research regarding baby boomer and generation X. Roebuck et al. (2013) noted 

that the Generation Y women believed that older generations did not have a problem with 

the work-life balance due to technology. They believe technology makes life easier and 

that companies allow women to work from home. The younger generation also believes 

that women are willing to help each other in the workplace while the older generations 

disagreed. The researchers suggested that leaders need to be creative to ensure that both 

men and women are successful in the workplace. The researchers also argue that it is 

necessary for employers to revisit the traditional way of conducting business in the 

workplace to account for a fair and productive work-life balance. Roebuck et al. (2013) 

also argue that higher education institutions need to do more to assist their students by 

teaching them coping strategies. 
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Subtle Sexism & Micro-aggressions 

In recent years, there have been several studies conducted on various aspects of 

sexism in the workplace. It is important to understand the terminology of sexism and its 

various forms: blatant, covert, and subtle sexism. During the late nineties and early 

twenty-first century, Janet Swim became an expert in the psychology field regarding 

sexist language and measurements to differentiate between them. Swim, Mallett, and 

Stagnor (2004) defined blatant sexism as “obviously unequal and unfair treatment of 

women relative to men” (p. 117). Additionally, the researchers noted that covert sexism 

“is unequal and unfair treatment of women that is recognized but purposely hidden from 

view” ( p.117).  They (2004) define subtle sexism as 

obviously unequal and unfair treatment of women that is not recognized by many 

people because it is perceived to be normative, and therefore does not appear 

unusual...subtle sexism is not intentionally harmful...Subtle sexism is particularly 

interesting from both theoretical and practical perspectives because it may be 

quite prevalent and may have an insidious impact on its victims. (p. 117) 

Swim has conducted led several studies regarding sexist language and the validity of 

instruments measuring sexist behavior and language between 1997-2005.  

While some researchers briefly acknowledge subtle sexism, little to no research 

has focused on examining subtle sexism in the higher education workplace. According to 

Swim and Cohen (1997), “subtle sexism is characterized by openly unequal and harmful 

treatment of women that goes unnoticed because it is perceived to be customary or 

normal behavior” (p.104). 

Basford, Offermann, and Behrend (2013) looked at gender micro-aggressions. 

Basford et al. (2013) hypothesized that observers of gender micro-aggressions would 



32 

“expect the negative work outcomes for victims of gender micro-aggressions to increase 

as explicitness increases” (p.342). The researchers also predicted that women would be 

more likely than men to identify micro-aggressions against women. The study included 

male and female undergraduate students who reviewed scenarios and responded to 

questions on two surveys that examined gender micro-aggressions and negative work 

outcomes. The results indicated that women were more likely to detect subtle forms of 

gender micro-aggressions compared to men. Limitations of the study included that 

college age students with limited work experience were reviewing job related scenarios 

and did not have the background knowledge to make connections between the scenarios 

and gender micro-aggressions presented. Little to no research has been conducted 

regarding micro-aggressions and higher education employees. 

According to Sue et al. (2007), micro-aggressions are “brief, commonplace daily 

verbal, behavioral, or environmental indignities, whether intentional or unintentional, that 

communicate hostile, derogatory, or negative racial slights and insults toward people of 

color” (p. 271). Traditionally micro-aggressions have been associated with issues 

regarding racism. These researchers identified three forms of racial micro-aggressions: 

micro-assault, micro-insult, and micro-invalidation. They also noted that perpetrators of 

micro-aggressions are typically unaware of their actions when engaging with others. Sue 

(2010) extended this idea of micro-aggressions and applied it to other forms of 

discrimination, specifically gender discrimination. The author provided several 

suggestions to help institutions combat micro-aggressions in the workplace such as 

creating coalitions and networking groups to ensure that all employee groups are heard 

and included in the conversations surrounding change. Sue (2010) offered suggestions in 
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a more general manner and did not specifically focus on the higher education 

environment.  

Carroll Conceptual Framework Model (2017) 

 As highlighted above, I have incorporated a variety of theories into my 

conceptual framework including: 1) gender micro-aggressions (Basford et al., 2013), 2) 

work climate (Settles & O’Connor, 2014), 3) subtle sexism (Swim et al., 1997), 4) 

diversity theory (Gurin et al, 2002), and 5) Self-Efficacy. By applying these theories to 

my research, three instruments were developed and tested to measure perceptions of 

sexism in the higher education workplace (see Chapter Three). As previously discussed 

in Chapter One, intersectionality is often used in qualitative research to study and 

understand the unique aspects and experiences of groups and individuals that face 

discrimination. 

Borrowing from the principles of intersectionality, I argue that an individual’s 

perceptions of sexism are influenced by his or her social and cultural background, 

occupational characteristics, individual differences and, demographics. As shown in 

Figure 2.1, each element presents something unique about individual perceptions of 

sexism in the workplace and allows us to examine how men and women perceive and 

identify various sexism scenarios and beliefs.  
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Figure 2.1. Carroll Conceptual Framework (2017) 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 

A pilot study was conducted in spring 2017 to determine the validity and 

reliability of instruments used in a survey that was intended to be used in my dissertation 

study. Instruments included previously tested instruments that measured types of sexism 

in the 1990s and new instruments that I put together myself for the dissertation study. 

Participants for the pilot study were education graduate students at a large urban public 

research university in the Northeast. A summary of the proceedings and results from the 

pilot study are contained in Appendix A. Since a majority of the methodology for the 

pilot and for the main study are identical, some aspects of the methods will not be 

repeated here.  

Dissertation Methodology 

Participants 

This study included faculty, administrators, and staff from two large public 

research institutions that are state affiliated –an urban campus in the Northeast referred to 

and a rural, college town campus in the Northeast. About one thousand employees from 

these large public research universities received the survey via email either from their 

dean’s office or directly from me. Approximately 1,000 respondents opened the email 

according to the information provided in Qualtrics. The response rate was approximately 

23.2% or 232 responses. The original goal was to have a 25% response rate or 250 

respondents. It is important to note that there may have been bias in the disturbution 

based on how participants received the survey. Employees may have been leery or 
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suspicious of responding to a survey request coming from their dean’s office as opposed 

to receiving the email request directly from me. It is also important to note that 

employees received this request twice about two weeks apart in the second half of the 

spring semester between March 2018 and May 2018 depending on which college they 

were affiliated with. Interviews were conducted in May 2018 just before final exams at 

both institutions. It is important to note that the response rate may have been higher if the 

survey has been sent earlier in the spring semester or in the fall semester in October.  

Methods & Materials 

Survey 

I used the pilot data to determine the inclusion of survey items in my dissertation 

research. The goal was for the dissertation study to be replicated by other researchers for 

various professional areas such as science, business, law, and medicine as well as other 

higher education institutions for specific information on their institution’s professional 

development. As discussed further in Chapter 4 and Chapter 6, adaptations and further 

research would need to be conducted in order generalize the results beyond large public 

research institutions. 

The survey included several questions asking about the respondents’ demographic 

characteristics as well as the measures of sexism. The demographic data included: sex 

(male, female), self-identified gender (man, woman, neither), race age (18-25, 26-35, 36-

45, 46-55, 55 plus), (Caucasian, African American, Hispanic, Asian, other) sexual 

orientation (heterosexual, homosexual, lesbian, bisexual, pan sexual, asexual etc), 

employee type (faculty, administrator, staff), and position level (entry level, mid-level, 

senior level).  
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Sexism Scales 

The previous study served as a pilot study for my dissertation topic. The purpose 

of the pilot study was to determine the validity and reliability of the scales prior to 

designing and defending the research proposal in fall 2017 semester. This pilot study 

included a five part survey. The survey included: The Core Self Evaluations Scale (Judge 

et al., 2003), combined Historic Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995; Tougas, 1995); the 

Contemporary Sexism Scale (Carroll, 2017); Gender Neutral Subtle Sexism Scenarios 

Scale (Carroll, 2017), and a demographics section. Details about these scales are included 

in Appendix A.  

Core-Self Evaluations Scale  

Although this scale was not intended to measure sexism, it does measure Self-

Efficacy which is an important aspect of my argument that an individual’s Self-Efficacy 

is directly linked to one’s perceptions of sexism as measured by the scales discussed 

below. The Core Self Evaluations Scale (Judge et al., 2003) included 12 items that 

measure self-efficacy in the workplace with a 1-5 point Likert scale (strongly disagree to 

strongly agree). As discussed in the pilot study, two items 6 and 12 were removed 

because they were repetitive and were not significant during factor analysis. Total mean 

scores were calculated with the items 2, 4, 7, and 92- being reverse scored. The total 

mean scores were averaged together and pearson correlations were run with the three new 

sexism scales discussed below.  The 10 item scale in this study included: 

1. - I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. 

2. -Sometimes I feel depressed. (r) 

3. - When I try, I generally succeed. 

4. - Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (r) 

5. - I complete tasks successfully. 

6. - Overall, I am satisfied with myself. 
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7. - I am filled with doubts about my competence. (r) 

8. -1 determine what will happen in my life. 

9. - I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (r) 

10. - I am capable of coping with most of my problems. 

 

Historic Sexism Scale 

As discussed in Appendix A, the Historic Sexism Scale combined items from two 

scales used previously in the 1990s: the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al, 1997) and the 

NeoSexism Scale (Tougas et al., 1995). The Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995) 

included items such as denial of continued discrimination, antagonism toward women’s 

demands, and lack of support for policies to help women.  The scale measured covert or 

subtle sexism, which is built into cultural and societal norms. Tougas et al. (1995) 

developed the Neosexism Scale by conducting two separate studies in order to test and 

validate the measure: the first  “a predictive model of attitudes toward affirmative action” 

was tested from the original scale and the second tested the “actual impact of subtle 

gender bias” in the 1990s (p. 844).  The term historic was used to eliminate any confusion 

between the CSS scale and the HSS scale during the dissertation study. As discussed 

further in Chapter 4, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed on the 12 items from HSS as 

originally scored. Question 2 and 4 were reversed scored and the Alpha was computed 

again. This produced a value of .877 which is in acceptable limits. The items on the HSS 

include: 

1. Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United States. 

2. Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination.(r) 

3. Society has reached the point where women and men have equal 

opportunities for achievement. 

4. It is easy to understand why women’s groups are still concerned about 

societal limitations of women’s opportunities. (r) 

5. Over the past few years, the government and news media have been 

showing more concern over the treatment of women than is warranted by 

women’s actual experiences. 
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6.  I consider the present employment system to be fair to women. 

7. Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too 

hard for change. 

8. It is difficult to work for a female boss. 

9. Women’s requests in terms of equality between the sexes are simply 

exaggerated.  

10. Universities are wrong to admit women in costly programs such as 

medicine, when in fact, a large number will leave their jobs after a few 

years to raise their children. 

11. In order not to appear sexist, many men are inclined to overcompensate 

women. 

12. Due to social pressures, firms frequently have to hire underqualified 

women. 

Contemporary Sexism Scale (CSS)  

The goal of the Contemporary Subtle Sexism Scale (CSSS) was to measure 

contemporary overt and subtle sexism claims made today in higher education. Each item 

was rated on a 5- point Likert scale (1=total disagree and 5=strongly agree). As discussed 

further in Chapter 4, a factor analysis was conducted but was problematic because it 

indicated three factors and based on the content, should only have shown one factor. An 

initial analysis using Cronbach’s Alpha demonstrated that Questions 2 and 4 had negative 

item-to-total correlations. These questions were reverse scored and Alpha was computed 

again.  However, when this is done, the Alpha was still low and Question 5 now had a 

negative item-to-total correlation. Several additional analyses were attempted until the 

result produced item-to-total correlations that were all positive. The highest Alpha that 

could be attained was .669. Using this solution, the CSS was scored by summing 

Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9 with 2 and 4 reverse scored. This produced a mean of 

23.31 with a standard deviation of 3.68 and a range of 15 to 40. Items in the CSS scale 

include: 

1. Male faculty members are more respected than female faculty members among 

students. 

2. Men and women have equal opportunity in the higher education workplace. 
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3. A female employee would do a better job planning the annual Christmas party 

than a male employee. 

4. Both men and women can experience sexism in the higher education workplace. 

5. Women are interrupted more often than men in meetings. 

6.  The reason that there are less women presidents than male presidents of colleges 

and universities is because women cannot handle criticism. 

7. Men generally make more money than women because they have more time to 

devote to senior level positions. 

8. Women face more criticism for their work attire than men. 

9. Assertive women are unfairly viewed as too “aggressive” or “bitchy” in the 

workplace. 

10. Women exaggerate the issue of sexism in the workplace. 

Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios (GNSS) 

The Gender Neutral Subtle Sexism Scenarios Scale (GNSS) provided subtle 

sexism examples using gender neutral names with follow-up questions asking 

participants to consider various scenarios based on gender perceptions/gender identity 

roles to determine perceptions of higher education employees. The GNSS consisted of 

five gender neutral scenarios with five follow-up questions after each scenario provided. 

Total score percentages and means were calculated for each scenario and five potential 

possibilities which included: woman to man, man to woman, heterosexual man to gay 

man, heterosexual woman to lesbian woman, and heterosexual woman to gay man. As 

discussed in Chapter 4, once the means were computed only one instance had significant 

results: “Man to Woman”. Since this is the option typically considered to be sexist, a total 

score across the five scenarios was computed by summing the respondents’ choice for the 

“Man to Woman” option. This produced a mean of 2.37 with a standard deviation of 1.32 

and a range of 0 – 5.  Scenarios in the GNSS included: 

1. At the monthly department meeting, the faculty determine that they should 

make a Starbucks run. Alex asks Jamie to collect their colleagues’ orders 

and pick up the coffee. 
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2. Jordan and Taylor are both newly hired administrators in the same 

department with same amount of work experience and education. 

However, Jordan makes $10,000 more annually than Taylor does. 

3. Charlie and Casey are both staff members who have worked for the same 

department for three years. A new supervisory position has become 

available. Charlie and Casey both have a master’s degree and are both 

married with children. During the interview process Casey is asked about 

marital status and Charlie is not. 

4. Frankie asks Jessie to change the water bottle in the staff kitchen because 

it is too heavy. 

5. Rory and Logan serve on the curriculum committee. Logan is asked to 

take notes on the meeting and Rory is not. 

Interview Protocol 

 

The last question on the survey asked the respondents if they would agree to be 

interviewed. Semi-structured, one-on-one interviews were conducted in person in a quiet 

space such as a conference room or private office at both university campuses. Interviews 

were recorded using an I-phone recording application and notes were taken by me. One-

on-one interviews lasted between thirty minutes to an hour. Interview questions included: 

1. Tell me about yourself (educational background, occupation, gender identity, 

sexual orientation etc.) 

2. What did you think about the survey?  

3. What part of the survey was most interesting to you? 

4. What is your definition of sexism? 

5. In your opinion, what are some examples of sexism? 

6. How would you respond to the following statements: 

- men also experience sexism in the workplace?  

- African American women experience sexism in the workplace differently than 

white women? 

- gay men experience sexism in the workplace differently than women (note 

sexual orientations)?  

- Transgender men and women experience sexism in the workplace differently 

than women (note sexual orientation)? 

7. Describe your work environment – (number of men and women, size of office) 

8. How do males and females interact in your department, office, center? 

9. What is considered “normal” office behavior? 

10. Do you have a female or male boss? What is your working relationship like with 

your boss? 

11. Have you ever heard of the term subtle sexism? If so, what do you think it means? 
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12. In your opinion, what are some examples of subtle sexism? 

13. In your opinion, how do you perceive subtle sexism in higher education? At 

Temple/Penn State? In your college? In your office/department? Can you provide 

examples? 

14. What do you think/feel about the change in politics and its impact on women? 

15. If your job/school were to offer a training or professional development seminar on 

sexism what would you like to learn more about, discuss, share? 

16. What are some of your favorite television shows/movies? 

17. In your opinion, who is an example of a strong female character on ____ 

show/movie. Why? 

18. In your opinion, how do you perceive sexism in relation to your favorite 

show/movie? 

 

Procedures 

For the dissertation study, I received permission from senior administration at the 

large urban public university in the Northeast and a large rural public university in the 

Northheast to include their employees in the study. After conferring with my dissertation 

committee, I determined that it was important to select a variety of colleges within the 

universities that would provide me with participants that would give us a better sense of 

the general work climate among higher education employees in large public research 

institutions. Although the goal was to have identical colleges at each institution, I had to 

obtain permission from the dean of each college that participated in the study. There is a 

variety of colleges because individual deans may or may not have agreed to approve 

contact with their employees. Deans from the following colleges agreed to be included in 

the study: one college of business, one college of communications, two colleges of 

education, one college of liberal arts, and one college of nursing. The survey was sent 

electronically to employees between March and May 2018 via an email sent either by the 

individual dean offices or myself. The survey was contained in a link through an 

anonymous link Qualtrics. When discussing the privacy of participants with individual 

colleges, either the dean or a representative of the dean agreed not to search for email 
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data as to who responded to the survey and I made the link anonymous so I would not be 

able to trace participants’ locations. Participants were given the opportunity to provide a 

non-work email address if they were interested in being selected for one on one 

interviews. A total of twenty participants indicated on the survey that they were interested 

in being interviewed. I sent those participants an email with blank carbon copy with 

options as to how to set up interview times based on their availability over a one week 

period in May 2018. A total of 12 participants responded to second email and scheduled a 

time to meet with me.  

Data Collection 

The data for the dissertation study were collected in spring 2018 for both 

universities. The survey was reviewed by faculty members prior to distribution to 

university employees and statistical data were also reviewed by my dissertation proposal 

chair for accuracy. The survey was sent electronically using Qualtrics software. 

Individual colleges at Northeast University and Midwest University either provided 

individual emails for their employees or they sent my survey directly to employees 

through list serves. For the qualitative portion of the dissertation study, data from semi-

structured interviews were transcribed after being recorded using an I-phone by Rev.com. 

All interviews were conducted in person.  
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Data Analysis 

A power analysis indicated that at least 170 participants were needed for the 

study. My goal was to obtain a response rate of approximately 25% or 250 participants. 

As noted above, 232 or approximately 23% of those who received the survey responded. 

Data input and descriptive analyses were conducted in SPSS version 25. Originally the 

plan was to analyze the data using SPSS software and PROCESS using multiple 

regression mediation statistics.  

As discussed in Chapter 4, the data did not meet the requirements of single 

mediation or of multiple mediation. Instead of mediation, MANOVAs were conducted to 

determine significance of new sexism measures as well as correlations to determine the 

relationship between Self-Efficacy and perceptions of sexism as measured by the scales.  

For the qualitative portion of the dissertation study, transcribed data were printed 

out and reviewed for content along with notes from the semi-structured interviews. 

Qualitative data were coded by hand by reviewing respective key words and phrases 

throughout all 12 interviews. Once codes had been identified, they were reviewed for 

major themes. The qualitative data were reviewed and approved by the dissertation 

committee. 
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CHAPTER 4  

QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS 

 

A. Sample Demographic Data 

 

The survey was sent via email to two large public research institutions – one on 

an urban campus and one on a rural college campus in the Northeast. Within these 

institutions, the individual colleges or schools that received the survey included business, 

communications, education, liberal arts, and nursing. Based on information provided by 

these colleges (email lists or links to the employee web page listings) it is estimated that 

colleges of nursing, education, and communications had mostly female faculty and staff 

members while the business school had mostly male faculty members and mostly female 

staff members. The liberal arts school had mostly female staff but a fair distribution of 

male and female faculty members by department. It is estimated that approximately 1,000 

university employees opened the email communications via a link in Qualtrics and a total 

of 232 participants responded to the survey. The response rate, therefore, was 

approximately 23%. Descriptive data on the respondents are presented in Table 4.1 to 

4.8.  
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The respondents were asked to report both their sex at birth and their self-

identified gender. They were also asked to report their sexual orientation. These data are 

presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 

 

 

 

Table 4.2  

Participant Sexual Orientation 

Sexual Orientation Total Number Percent 

Straight or Heterosexual 204 87.9% 

Gay or Lesbian 14 6.0% 

Bisexual 7 3.0% 

Transgender 2 .9% 

Asexual 3 1.3% 

Missing 2 .9% 

 

As shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2, a majority of the respondents self-identify as 

female and almost 90% of the sample self-identify as straight or heterosexual. Since there 

is almost no difference between sex at birth and gender, sex at birth will be used for all of  

the analyses.  The ethnicity of the sample is reported in Table 4.3. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.1  

Sex at Birth and Self Identified Gender 

Sex or Gender Male Female 

Sex at Birth 
77 

(33.2%) 

155 

(66.8%) 

Self-Identified Gender 
75 

(32.2%) 

177 

(67.7%) 
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Table 4.3   

Participant Ethnicity 

Indicated Ethnicities Total Number Percent 

White European 187 80.6% 

African American 23 9.9% 

Decline to Answer 5 2.2% 

More Than One Race 4 1.7% 

Indian 4 1.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 3 1.3% 

Asian/Middle Eastern 3 1.3% 

 

 As shown in Table 4.3 a majority of the respondents are Caucasian (187 or 81%). 

Because of the small sample sizes for most of the groups, all of the groups with five or 

fewer subjects were combined into one category called “Other” for all subsequent 

analyses.  

The distribution of the sample by age is presented in Table 4.4.  

 

Table 4.4   

Participant Age 

Age Ranges Total Number Percent 

18-25 7 3.0% 

26-35 47 20.3% 

36-45 46 19.8% 

46-55 65 28.0% 

56-65 46 19.8% 

66-75 19 8.2% 

75+ 2 .9% 
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In terms of age, the largest age range of 46-55 years included 65 participants or 

28% while three other age ranges were almost evenly distributed at 46 participants or 

20% across the age ranges of 26-35, 36-45, and 56-65.  

Data on the respondents’ education are presented in Table 4.5. 

 

Table 4.5 

Participant Education 

Education Total Number Percent 

High School Diploma 15 6.5% 

Bachelor’s Degree 35 15.2% 

Master’s Degree 52 22.5% 

Professional Degree 5 2.2% 

Doctoral Degree 124 53.7% 

Missing  1 .4% 

 

As shown in Table 4.5, a majority of the respondents had a doctoral degree and an 

additional 37.5% indicated that they had at least a bachelor’s degree.  

Data on the respondents’ role, administrative level and faculty level are presented 

in Tables 4.6 to 4.8. 

 

Table 4.6   

Participant Role 

Role Total Number Percent 

Faculty 117 50.4% 

Administration 38 16.4% 

Staff 56 24.1% 

Graduate Student 21 9.1% 
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Table 4.7   

Participant Administrative Level 

Level Total Number Percent 

Entry Level 30 12.9% 

Mid-Level 68 29.3% 

Senior-Level 18 7.8% 

Not Applicable 83 35.8% 

Missing 33 14.2% 

 

Table 4.8   

Faculty Level 

Level Total Number Percent 

Adjunct 11 4.7% 

Assistant Professor 46 19.8% 

Associate Professor 46 19.8% 

Full Professor 32 13.8% 

Not Applicable 79 34.1% 

Missing 18 7.8% 

   

 

As shown in  Table 4.8, half of the respondents were faculty with most being at 

the assistant or associate level. For those in administrative positons, a majority were mid-

level. 

B. Preliminary Data Analyses for the Measures of Sexism 

There were three different scales used in the study to measure some aspect of 

subtle sexism. Since each of these was either created for this study or modified from 

existing scales, an initial set of analyses was necessary to determine how these scales 

could be used for this research. These analyses are presented below. 

 

 

 

 



50 

Historic Sexism Scale (HSS) Results 

 The responses to the Historic Sexism Scale are presented in Table 4.9. All 

questions were rated on a 1 – 5 scale were “5” is “Strongly Agree” and “1” is “Strongly 

Disagree”. 

Table 4.9   

HSS Participant Scores and Means 

 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Mean 

1.Discrimination against women is no longer a 

problem in the United States. 
3 4 9 74 142 1.50 

2. Women often miss out on good jobs due to 

sexual discrimination.  
44 119 46 18 5 

3.77 

(2.23)* 

3. Society has reached a point where women 
and men have equal opportunities for 

achievement.  

5 20 19 110 77 1.99 

4. It is easy to understand why women’s 

groups are still concerned about societal 

limitations of women’s opportunities. 

114 94 14 7 2 
4.35 

(1.65)* 

5. Over the past few years, the government and 

news media have been showing more concern 

over the treatment of women that is warranted 
by women’s actual experiences.  

7 22 30 79 93 2.01 

6. I consider the present employment system to 

be fair to women. 
6 21 53 101 51 2.27 

7. Women will make more progress by being 

patient and not pushing too hard for change.  
3 3 27 85 113 1.69 

8. It is difficult for a female boss. 5 13 42 71 100 1.93 
9. Women’s requests in terms of equality 

between the sexes are simply exaggerated. 
2 6 31 77 114 1.72 

10. Universities are wrong to admit women in 
costly programs such as medicine, when in 

fact, a large number will leave their jobs after a 

few years to raise their children.  

1 2 9 40 179 1.29 

11. In order not to appear sexist, many men are 

inclined to overcompensate women.  
4 12 46 83 84 1.99 

12. Due to social pressures, firms frequently 
have to hire underqualified women.  

3 12 29 80 107 1.81 

*Mean with item reverse scored. 

 

  

Cronbach’s Alpha was computed on the 12 items from the HSS as originally 

scored. This analysis demonstrated that Question 2 and Question 4 had negative item-to-

total correlations. These questions were then reverse scored and the Alpha was computed 

again. This produced a value of .877 which is within acceptable limits. As such, a total 

HSS score was computed by summing the 12 questions on the scale (with 2 and 4 reverse 
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scored).  The mean for the entire sample is 22.14 with a standard deviation of 7.29 and a 

range of 12 to 60. The way the HSS is scored, a higher mean indicates higher sexism. The 

questions with the highest level of sexism are 6, 2, 3 and 8. The lowest is 10.   

Contemporary Sexism Scale Results  

Participant responses to the Contemporary Sexism Scale (CSS) are displayed in 

Table 4.10. This scale is scored using the same 1 – 5 Likert scale as the HSS. 

Table 4.10   

 

CSS Participant Scores and Means 

 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Mean 

1.Male faculty members are more respected 
than female faculty members among students. 

34 75 62 44 12 3.33 

2. Men and women have equal opportunity in 

the higher education workplace. 
4 28 47 107 42 

2.32 

(3.69)* 
3. A female employee would do a better job 

planning the annual Christmas party than a 

male employee. 

2 20 80 61 67 2.26 

4. Both men and women can experience 

sexism in the higher education workplace. 
45 122 22 30 11 

3.70 

(2.30)* 

5. Women are interrupted more often than men 
in meetings.  

55 90 67 14 4 3.77(a) 

6. The reason that there are less women 

presidents than male presidents of colleges and 

universities is because women cannot handle 

criticism.  

1 7 10 45 167 1.39 

7. Men generally make more money than 
women because they have more time to devote 

to senior level positions.  

8 29 49 68 75 2.24 

8. Women face more criticism for their work 
attire than men.  

77 99 43 10 1 4.05 

9. Assertive women are unfairly viewed as too 

“aggressive” or “bitchy” in the workplace.  
75 114 29 11 1 4.09 

10. Women exaggerate the issue of sexism in 

the workplace.  
1 13 31 99 85 1.89(a) 

*Reverse scored (a) Not used in final analysis 

 

The analysis of the CSS proved to be more problematic than for the HSS. An 

initial analysis using Cronbach’s Alpha demonstrated that Questions 2 and 4 had negative 

item-to-total correlations. These questions were reverse scored and Alpha was computed 

again.  However, when this is done, the Alpha was still low and Question 5 now had a 

negative item-to-total correlation. Several additional analyses were attempted until the 
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result produced item-to-total correlations that were all positive. The highest Alpha that 

could be attained was .669. Using this solution, the CSS was scored by summing 

Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9 with 2 and 4 reverse scored. This produced a mean of 

23.31 with a standard deviation of 3.68 and a range of 15 to 40. Defined this way, a 

higher score indicates that the respondent is more aware that the statement represents 

sexism. As such, a higher score is positive.  

As shown in Table 4.10  Question Nine, “assertive women are unfairly viewed as 

too ‘aggressive’ or ‘bitchy’ in the workplace” had the highest mean score of 4.09 with 

189 participants scoring the statement with a 4 or 5 (agree to strongly agree) that the 

statement is sexist. An additional 29 participants neither agreed nor disagreed with the 

statement. Statement eight, “women face more criticism for their attire than men,” had 

the second highest mean score of 4.05 with 176 participants scoring the statement with a 

four or 5. An additional 43 participants neither agreed nor disagreed. There were three 

statements that obtained a mean over 3.0 and present the opportunity for more discussion. 

Statement 4, “both men and women can experience sexism in the higher education 

workplace” scored a mean of 3.70 with 167 scoring the statement with a 4 or a 5 and an 

additional 22 neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement. Statement 1, “male 

faculty members are more respected than female faculty members among students” 

scored a mean of 3.33 with 109 participants scoring the statement with a 4 or 5 and an 

additional 62 participants neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement. 
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Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios  

Participant responses to the GNSS scale are displayed in Table 4.11 for Scenario 

1, Table 4.12 for Scenario 2, Table 4.13 for Scenario 3, Table 4.14 for Scenario 4, and 

Table 4.15 for Scenario 5. Participants were asked to read each gender neutral scenario 

and rate each of the following possibilities as a case of sexism or not sexism: woman to 

man, man to woman, heterosexual man to gay man, heterosexual woman to lesbian 

woman, and heterosexual woman to gay man. The data in the tables are the number and 

percentage for each option that was considered to be an example of sexism.  

Table 4.11   

GNSS Scenario 1 

1. At the monthly department meeting, the faculty determine that they should make a 

Starbucks run. Alex asks Jamie to collect their colleagues’ orders and pick up the 

coffee. 

 

Woman to Man 21 (9.5%) 

Man to Woman 60 (27.3%) 

Heterosexual man to gay man 32 (14.5% 

Heterosexual woman to lesbian woman 25 (11.4%) 

Heterosexual woman to gay man                          25 (11.4%) 

 

Table 4.12  

GNSS Scenario 2 

2. Jordan and Taylor are both newly hired administrators in the same department with 

the same amount of work experience and education. However, Jordan makes $10,000 

more annually than Taylor does. 

 

Woman to Man 100 (45.7%) 

Man to Woman 170 (77.6%) 

Heterosexual man to gay man                         105 (48.2%) 

Heterosexual woman to lesbian woman 103 (47.5%) 

Heterosexual woman to gay man                         104 (47.7%) 
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Table 4.13  

GNSS Scenario 3 

3. Charlie and Casey are both staff members who have worked for the same 

department for three years. A new supervisory position has become available. Charlie 

and Casey both have a master’s degree and are both married with children. During the 

interview process Casey is asked about marital status and Charlie is not.  

 

Woman to Man 111 (51.6%) 

Man to Woman 184 (85.3%) 

Heterosexual man to gay man 117 (55.2%) 

Heterosexual woman to lesbian woman 119 (56.1%) 

Heterosexual woman to gay man 126 (59.7%) 

 

Table 4.14  

GNSS Scenario 4 

4. Frankie asks Jessie to change the water bottle in the staff kitchen because it is too 

heavy. 

 

Woman to Man 32 (15.2%) 

Man to Woman 22 (10.6%) 

Heterosexual man to gay man                          15 (7.2%) 

Heterosexual woman to lesbian woman 27 (12.9%) 

Heterosexual woman to gay man 22 (10.5%) 

 

Table 4.15  

GNSS Scenario 5  

5. Rory and Logan serve on the curriculum committee. Logan is asked to take notes on 

the meetings and Rory is not.  

Woman to Man 27 (12.9%) 

Man to Woman 77 (36.8%) 

Heterosexual man to gay man 40 (19.3%) 

Heterosexual woman to lesbian woman 27 (13.0%) 

Heterosexual woman to gay man 34 (16.4%) 
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As shown in Tables 4.11 to 4.15, the option of “Man to Woman” was perceived to 

be an example of sexism more than any other option except for scenario 4. Since this is 

the option typically considered to be sexist, a total score across the five scenarios was 

computed by summing the respondents’ choice for the “Man to Woman” option. This 

produced a mean of 2.37 with a standard deviation of 1.32 and a range of 0 – 5.  For this 

measure, a higher score indicates that the respondent perceives to a greater degree that 

the option is an example of sexism. 

C. Analyses for the Research Questions 

Research Question # 1: Is there a relationship between sexism and a 

respondent’s characteristics? 

 Sex 

Table 4.16 displays descriptive statistics of the three measures for males and 

females.  

Table 4.16  

 

Descriptive Statistics with Sex 

Scale Sex  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Historic Sexism Scale Male 23.17 8.69 69 

 Female 21.72 6.45 127 

Contemporary Sexism Scale Male 22.33 3.44 69 

 Female 23.68 3.48 127 

Man to Woman Sexism Scale Male 2.04 1.27 69 

 Female 2.49 1.28 127 

 

A two group MANOVA was computed on the data in Table 4.16 which produced 

a marginally significant result with a small to medium effect size (Wilks’ Lambda = .957, 

p = .027, partial eta squared = .047).  
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The univariate results were significant for the Contemporary Sexism Scale (F = 

6.776, p = .010, partial eta squared = .034) and the Man to Woman scenario (F = 5.576, p 

= .019, partial eta squared = .028). For both variables, women perceive that the event 

described is sexist to a greater extent than men.  

Ethnicity 

 

Table 4.17 lists the descriptive statistics by Ethnicity (combined into three 

categories, African American, White, and Other).  

Table 4.17   

Descriptive Statistics by Ethnicity 

Scale Ethnicity Mean Std. Deviation N 

Historic Sexism Scale African American 20.40 4.68 20 

 White 22.03 7.51 160 

 Other 26.63 6.86 16 

Contemporary Sexism 

Scale 
African American 25.15 4.80 20 

 White 22.95 3.27 160 

 Other 23.31 3.53 16 

Man to Woman Scenario African American 3.20 1.19 20 

 White 2.25 1.25 160 

 Other 2.06 1.48 16 

 

 The MANOVA computed on the data in Table 4.17 was significant with a 

small to medium effect size (Wilks’ Lambda = .907, p = .005, partial eta squared = .048). 

All three of the univariate results were significant (HSS: F = 3.655, p = .028, partial eta 

squared = .036; CSS: F = 3.544, p = .031, partial eta squared = .035; Man to Woman: F = 

5.326, p = .006, partial eta squared = .052). Tukey tests were computed on the three 

variables. For HSS, “Other” was significantly different from the other two groups. For 

CSS and Man to Woman, African Americans were significantly different from the other 

two groups.  
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Due to the large difference in sample sizes, these results should be viewed with 

caution. Perhaps the most interesting finding is that African American respondents 

perceive higher levels of sexism (CSS and Man to Woman) as compared to the other two 

ethnic groups.   

Age and Education 

 Pearson correlations were computed with age and education. These 

correlations are presented in Table 4.18. 

Table 4.18   

Correlations with Age and Education 

Scale Age Education 

Historic Sexism Scale -.096 -.173** 

Contemporary Sexism Scale -.189** .009 

Man to Woman Scenario -.029 .012 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

As shown in Table 4.18 respondents with higher levels of education display less 

sexism (HSS). In addition, older respondents perceive less sexism as described in the 

CSS. Neither of these correlations, however, is large.  

Sexual Orientation 

 Since a large percentage of the sample indicated that they were straight or 

heterosexual, analysis for sexual orientation is problematic. However, since this variable 

is potentially interesting if for no other reason than for future research, the sample was 

divided into two groups: straight versus all others. The means and standard deviations for 

this analysis are presented in Table 4.19. 
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Table 4.19  

Data by Sexual Orientation 

Scale Sex  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Historic Sexism Scale Straight 22.55 7.39 199 

 Others 19.00 5.65 26 

Contemporary Sexism Scale Straight 23.00 3.42 198 

 Others 25.55 4.75 27 

Man to Woman Sexism Scale Straight 2.31 1.29 182 

 Others 2.87 1.42 23 

 

The omnibus Wilks’ Lambda was not significant. However, there were 

differences at the univariate level for HSS and CSS (MSS: t = 2.89, p = .019, d = .59; 

CSS: t = 3.46, p = .001, d = .64).  As shown in Table 4.19, respondents who indicated 

that their sexual orientation was something other than heterosexual demonstrate less 

sexism on the MSS and are more aware of sexism on the CSS.  

 All of the remaining demographic variables were analyzed (Role, 

Administrative Level, and Faculty Level). There were no significant results for these 

variables.   
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Research Question # 2: Does a respondent’s level of self-efficacy relate to his 

or her perception of sexism? 

 To answer this research question, Pearson correlations were computed 

with Self-Efficacy and the three measures. These correlations are presented in Table 4.20. 

 

Table 4.20   

Correlations with Self-Efficacy 

Sexism Variable Self-Efficacy 

Historic Sexism Scale .144* 

Contemporary Sexism Scale -.315** 

Man to Woman Scenario -.201** 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

As shown in Table 4.20, Self-Efficacy correlates significantly with all three 

measures of sexism. Specifically, respondents with higher levels of Self-Efficacy 

demonstrate lower scores on the Historic Sexism Scale but higher scores on the other two 

scales. As before, these correlations are not large.  
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CHAPTER 5 

QUALITATIVE FINDINGS 

 

A. Faculty and Staff Profiles 

 

Twelve higher education employees volunteered to participate in a one- on- one 

interview after receiving an email inviting them to complete the subtle sexism survey and 

the opportunity to be interviewed about the topic. Interviews took place either in the 

researcher’s office on an urban campus or in a private office at a university located in a 

college town. Interviews were semi-structured with questions regarding participant 

demographics, their opinion of the survey completed, their opinion of their work 

environment, and their definition of sexism. Interviews were recorded using an i-phone 

and transcribed using Rev.com. Transcriptions were printed and coded by hand by 

searching for repetitive key words and phrases with color highlighters. After reviewing 

codes, common ideas were combined as patterns in the codes were identified. Data from 

the transcripts were reviewed in three cycles and then were codified into categories from 

which three major themes emerged that were directly related to the quantitative data: 

female faculty stereotypes, individual perceptions of subtle sexism, and appropriate 

language in the workplace.  
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Table 5.1 provides demographic information of each participant with a brief 

overview below. 

Table 5.1  

Participant Demographic Information 

Participant Employee Type Gender Sexual Orientation 

Ariel Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Ben Faculty/Staff Male Heterosexual 

Charlie Faculty Male Bisexual 

Dani Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Emma Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Fran Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Gemma Faculty Female Asexual 

John Faculty Male Gay 

Kara Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Lucy Staff Female Heterosexual 

Winter Faculty Female Heterosexual 

Zander Staff Male Heterosexual 

 

Ariel 

Ariel, a full time non tenure track faculty member at a large urban public research 

university, identifies as a heterosexual female. Ariel is a white female in her mid to late 

thirties. She has been at this institution almost ten years. She is married and has two 

children. The first woman in her department to have a baby in two decades, she faced 

sexism when facing the duality of being both a mother and an academic. She defines 

sexism as discrimination towards anyone based on his or her gender identity. Often called 

professor instead of doctor by her students, she is often mistaken for a K-12 teacher 

instead of a college professor with a PhD. As a woman in the communications field, she 

believes that she faces sexism from both her colleagues and her students. She believes 

more training is needed in the field of higher education in order to teach colleagues 

appropriate work conversations. 
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Ben 

Ben, an administrator and an adjunct at a large urban public university, identifies 

as a heterosexual male. Ben is a white male in his mid to late thirties. He has been at the 

institution between five and seven years. He is married and has two children. Married to a 

female college professor, Ben recognizes the double standard between his own 

experiences in the field and his wife’s experiences. As an academic who is often the 

parent at home with his children, he has experienced sexism regarding his role as a father 

and academic while his wife has struggled with the duality of being a mother and 

professor. Ben defines sexism as discrimination against an individual based on their 

gender and (or?) sexual orientation. As a male in the education field who started his 

current position as a doctoral student, he is the only male in his department. While he has 

a good working relationship with most of his colleagues, he is still viewed as the doctoral 

student who worked with them during his assistantship instead of a full time colleague 

with experience in the field. His colleagues often assume he won’t be able to relate to 

their perspective because he is a man. 

Charlie 

Charlie, a full time tenure track professor at a large urban public university, 

identifies as a bisexual male. Charlie is a white male in his early to mid-forties. He has 

been at this institution less than five years. He defines sexism in the academic workplace 

as believing there are innate differences between sexes that make people complete jobs 

differently and/or that biological nature-nurture leads to people being better able to do 

certain things. As a professor and program coordinator, he has observed that women are 

often asked to serve on committees and systemically tasked with party preparation 

despite their seniority in the workplace and their educational background.  
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Charlie recognizes that there is a difference in the expectations of men and women in the 

academic workplace based on gender. He believes that more training is needed particular 

regarding appropriate language in the workplace. 

Dani 

Dani, a full time assistant professor at a large urban public university, identifies as 

a heterosexual female. Dani is a white female in her mid to late thirties. She has been at 

this institution between seven and ten years. She defines sexism as unequal treatment 

based on either their sexual identity or orientation. As a female in predominantly male 

industry, Dani feels that the term subtle sexism is downplaying the issue. She believes 

that it is well known that male faculty members are more respected than female faculty 

members with students – and that student feedback forms are evidence of this bias. Dani 

believes that it is important to run discussion panels where higher education employees 

can discuss topics related to sexism. 

Emma 

Emma, a full time tenure track assistant professor at a large public urban 

university, identifies as a heterosexual female. Emma is a white female in her mid to late 

thirties. She has been at this institution between three and five years. She defines sexism 

in the academic workplace as biased perceptions and treatments of people based on their 

perceived gender. Emma believes that heterosexual men do not experience sexism in the 

workplace but that gay men and transgender men and women could experience sexism in 

the workplace. As an assistant professor in education, Emma has faced sexism from older 

white male colleagues regarding how young she looks and her lack of experience in the 

field based on her physical appearance. Additionally, she has female colleagues that have 

also experienced negative interactions with older white male colleagues making 
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assumptions that they were not academics. Emma has also faced sexism from her 

students who call her by her first name despite the fact that she introduces herself as 

professor and signs her emails as professor and the same students refer to their male 

professors as doctor. She believes that it is important for employees in higher education 

to understand that micro-aggressions can occur in the context of sexism – not just in 

regards to racism. Emma thinks it would be helpful for female faculty to have training on 

how to handle micro-aggressions in the workplace and how to stand up for themselves. 

Fran 

Fran, a full time tenure track professor at a large public urban university, 

identifies as a heterosexual female. Fran is a white female in her mid to late forties. She 

has been at this institution between three and five years. Fran believes that the definition 

of sexism has changed over time from the mistreatment of women by the dominant 

culture to also considering both sexism and genderism –that is a new layer for researchers 

to consider when looking at sexism in the academic workplace. Fran has experienced 

sexism from both students and colleagues.  

Gemma 

Gemma, a full time non-tenure track professor at a large public rural university, 

identifies as an asexual female. Gemma is a white female in her early to mid sixties. She 

has been at this institution between three and five years. She defines sexism as “unequal 

treatment based on sex or the assumed sexual orientation of another person”. Gemma has 

experienced sexism at every institution that she has worked at and she believes that some 

of it is because she works in a male dominated industry. She also believes that she is 

judged differently because she does not meet the expectations of a “female” professor in 

her department. Gemma comes from a military background, does not wear makeup, and 
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her typical outfit includes a pair of slacks and button down shirt. Gemma believes that it 

is imperative for research to be done on the “subtleties” of sexism in academia 

particularly regarding female non-tenure track faculty members. She argues that these 

women face the most sexism out of all roles in a higher education institution. 

John 

 

John, a full time tenure-track faculty member at a large urban public university, 

identifies as a gay man. He is a white male in his mid to late fifties. John has been at this 

institution between fifteen and twenty years. John defines sexism as “discrimination 

based on gender or gender appearance or identity such as giving someone less access to 

power, opportunities, privilege, success, because of their gender identity or expression or 

biological gender, having a reason or a factor and denying them access to opportunity or 

success.” He acknowledged that although he does not believe that men experience sexism 

in the workplace, he has come to realize that his female colleagues do and he has noticed 

the difference among men and women in academia over the last ten years. John works in 

a department within liberal arts and believes that it is important for more research to be 

done on microaggressions so that professional development and trainings may be 

designed to educate faculty about appropriate workplace language and behavior. 

Kara 

Kara, a full time tenure track faculty member at a large public rural university, 

identifies as a heterosexual female. She is a white woman in her early to mid thirties. She 

has been at the institution between five and seven years. Kara defines sexism as 

“basically, the quintessential ideology that women are left for particular jobs whereas a 

man has a bigger, higher role in the workforce, is typically where I view sexism.” Kara 
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works in a male dominated field where she has faced sexism on a regular basis. She notes 

that she faces sexism in her professional practice, not in her academic department among 

her male colleagues. Kara thinks it would be interesting to conduct this type of research 

across different career fields and then use the information to create trainings to educate 

students and employees about appropriate workplace behavior and language. 

Lucy 

Lucy, a full time administrator at a large public rural institution, identifies as a 

heterosexual woman. She is a white woman in her mid to late forties who has worked at 

the institution for over twenty-five years. Lucy works in a male dominated college as an 

administrator. She defines sexism as “preferential or anti preferential treatment of a 

person just based solely on your opinion of their sex. What you think their sex is and 

what you think of that sex at large.” She acknowledges that men may experience sexism 

in higher education as well and noted that when she has been on staff assistant searches, 

staff members tend to avoid applicants with masculine names. She has held several roles 

at her institution in different colleges and admits that she has witnessed cases of sexism 

across the institution. Lucy would like to see trainings on best practices in the workplace 

and tips on how to intervene when a staff member witnesses a case of subtle sexism. 

Winter 

Winter, a full time non-tenure track professor at a large public rural university, 

identifies as a heterosexual female. Winter is a white female and is in her mid to late 

thirties. She has been at her institution between five and seven years. Winter defines 

sexism as “any biased or negative perception of someone based on their sex or perceived 

gender.” Winter teaches in a college of education and believes that sexism is prevalent in 

her field. She is often mistaken for being younger than she is and it is assumed that she is 
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not as experienced as her colleagues based on her young looks despite the fact that she is 

neither the youngest nor the least experienced faculty member in her department.  

Winter has been mistaken as the secretary in a meeting and has been asked to take 

notes on several occasions. She would like to see professional development and 

employee trainings that educate employees about appropriate workplace language and 

best practices. 

Zander 

Zander, a director of admission for a graduate program at a large public rural 

university, identifies as a heterosexual male. He is in his mid to late thirties and has been 

at the institution between two and four years. Zander works in a male dominated industry 

and notes that his view and definition of sexism differs based on his task of admitting 

students to a competitive graduate program where the institution is seeking more 

diversity among females and minority students. For Zander, sexism is defined as treating 

an applicant differently in an interview, phrasing of questions or avoiding certain topics, 

on the basis of sex. He also acknowledges that in his role as an admissions director, he is 

in a situation where “reverse sexism” may happen where females with lower standardized 

scores may be admitted prior to a male with higher scores. Zander recognizes that sexism 

permeates all aspects of education and believes that standardized tests such as the GMAT 

discriminate against women. 
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B. Emerging Themes in the Research 

 

While conducting 12 one- on- one interviews several topics emerged but the most 

prominent themes identified include: female faculty stereotypes, individual perceptions of 

subtle sexism, and appropriate language in the workplace. These themes were chosen 

based on the numerous connections and key term and repetitive phrases made by 

participants.  

Female Faculty Stereotypes: The Bitch, The Secretary, and The Mom 

 

One of the biggest discoveries from the interview data was that female faculty 

members are treated differently, often negatively, compared to their male counterparts. 

Participants indicated that the unequal treatment may come in a variety of forms such as 

the difference in how students communicate with their professors and how male faculty 

members interact with female faculty members. Four of the female faculty members 

interviewed pointed out that this unequal treatment, often sexist in their opinion, happens 

regularly with students. One area in which female faculty participants noted a difference 

between the way students view female and male faculty members is their responses on 

student feedback forms.  

Dani explains: 

One thing that I wanted to mention about your survey is that it seemed like your 

survey totally focused on everything to do with other staff. But what I noticed it 

didn't mention, or it didn't focus on, and that's probably 'cause your research isn't 

on that, is the way that students view faculty and staff based on sex. And I think, 

well, I think it's fairly well known, I think men and women would agree to this 

faculty-wise, that male faculty are more well respected by students than female 

faculty. 
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Dani’s experiences with students differ from her male colleagues’ experiences in 

regards to how she is rated and viewed by students on feedback forms. It is important to 

note that non-tenure track faculty members and adjuncts are often hired, evaluated, and, 

considered for contract renewal based on student feedback ratings. Dani states: 

And it shows on our student feedback forms. Just the feedback they give. The way 

they talk, you know, the things they talk about. Like they'll talk about the way that 

my teacher dressed, and they would never talk about that with a male teacher. 

Well, I think it's ... I can't say that I don't think a lot about my feedback forms 

when I make decisions about making exceptions to things in class, and that's 

ridiculous. It shouldn't be that way. I shouldn't have that much strength over me. 

But in many ways it does. Some of the students that are asking for you to give 

them exceptions are the same students who are going to write unfair things on the 

feedback forms because they didn't get the exception, or because they feel like 

they are special. What we're finding out with our male counterparts, they're 

saying, "Oh, I've never received anything like that. They would never ... " They're 

sharing that with us in faculty meetings. They're like, "Oh, our students never 

write any things like that about us." It's clear that students are looking at their 

female teachers in different ways, and they're looking at their male teachers and 

the expectations are different. 

 

Participants indicate that students feel entitled to request more exceptions and 

considerations from female faculty members such as an opportunity to earn bonus points 

or turn in an assignment late in exchange for a positive student evaluation as opposed to a 

negative evaluation which could impact their ability to remain a non-tenure track faculty 

member.  

 

Gemma notes: 

And what happens is, basically students will come in and they'll sit there and 

they'll start wanting me to give 'em concessions. Cave in to certain demands, and 

then they say things like, "You know some people could allow that to affect your 

evaluation, now I wouldn't do that but some might." So basically I feel like they 

put us in a position where I can't win, do you know what I mean? It's all a joke. 

All those ... putting so much weight on that, it really drives down academic 

standards.  
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Winter has received similar pushback from students regarding grades and the 

threat of a bad student evaluation score. Her evaluations include commentary about her 

age and her clothing. Winter explains: 

I had a student comment that I graded harshly and was trying too hard because I 

must right out of undergrad and another student say that I was a distraction 

because I wore skirts and high heels when I taught and that teaching college 

shouldn’t be the same as playing Barbie. I also had one boy come to office hours 

and ask if I was going to be a bitch about him turning in his paper late or was I 

going to “play ball” so that my evaluation wouldn’t be bad. 

 

Male faculty members also echo similar sentiments about their knowledge 

regarding the difference of how female and male faculty members are evaluated on 

student evaluations. Charlie sees the connection between sexism and a female faculty 

member’s age in regards to student evaluations. Charlie explains: 

The most problematic, and this isn't really subtle sexism although the effect is 

because of subtle sexism, related to SFS's. You know older women get lower 

student feedback scores and then that becomes problematic when we think about 

retention of adjuncts, or when we think about rewarding with merit pay because 

the way that we're evaluating teaching is primarily via student feedback. So the 

distinctions that students are making are often very subtle, but they're known to be 

sexist.  

 

In addition to course evaluations, participants also noted that both students and 

staff tend to refer to male faculty members as “doctor” while female faculty members 

receive various other references such as being called by their first name, “professor”, or 

terms such as “sweetheart”. Emma often struggles with students not respecting her title 

and has noted that she is often mistaken for not having experience based on her physical 

appearance. Emma states: 

Oh, not even Miss, the students call me by my first name when I ... well the 

doctoral students, I tell them to call me by my first name, because it's a different 

relationship. But like with graduate students, I always introduce myself as 

professor, I always sign my emails professor and I still have students that will call 
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me by my first name despite me repeatedly signing the emails that way, but then, 

yeah, they'll refer to male faculty as Dr. so and so. The master students-... and it's 

more often from male students than female students. 

 

Fran has been battling being called “miss” for the majority of her career in 

academia. She experiences it the most when dealing with graduate students, particularly 

when they are sending her emails with questions about academic planning. Fran finds it 

offensive that there is such a discrepancy between male faculty being called “doctor” and 

her struggle to be acknowledged as a professional faculty member. Fran explains: 

Yeah, that I get called Miss, even when ... Like I got an email from someone who 

was coming to our program and we had already exchanged emails where they see 

my signature file says PhD, professor and coordinator. And the message I got 

back was "Hey, Miss Fran" And I'm like oh, you're gonna get an education. 

Right? Because that wouldn't happen to a man. I mean, they're not coming to 

preschool where it would be okay to call me Miss Fran, maybe. Maybe. I get Miss 

and Mrs. And I often say at the beginning of a class, especially if I teach 

undergrads, I will say "Look, call me Dr. You could call me Ms. in a pinch, but 

don't call me Miss or Mrs. because that's like my niece and my mother." Well and 

I even drill the point home because you don't want to seem like a bitch about it 

because that is how it comes across no matter how you say it. So instead, I'm like 

I would rather have you call me "Hey, you." 

 

Ariel has also experienced the lack of student respect in regards to being called 

“professor” not “doctor”. Additionally, Ariel deals with the duality of being both a 

mother and an academic. She was the first faculty member in her department to have a 

baby in over a decade and can clearly note the differences between how she is treated by 

both students and her male colleagues. Ariel recalls: 

I'm often called Professor and not Doctor. I would say that it is assumed that I am 

not a full time faculty member because I'm a woman by students so I think that I 

experience subtle sexism from students. So not necessarily from my colleagues. I 

think that people are often surprised that I am a mother and have a PhD like their 

head explode. Like it's not that revolutionary but I guess in some ways it is. And I 

think that is subtle sexism that women can't do, have careers, and do but women 

have always worked. And so it's this kind of sick sexism that well, if you're a mom 
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you probably don't have a job like professor or doctor, you probably work in ... 

you're probably teacher, you're a teacher or child care provider or a manager or 

something and so that's the subtle sexism that I think that I face in my position 

here as a Doctor and as a full time faculty member. 

 

Ariel feels that it is often assumed by her colleagues that because she is both a 

mother and an academic that she won’t be capable of maintaining a work-life balance. 

She experiences comments about her lack of ability to publish, conduct research, or keep 

up with her professional responsibilities because she has children. Ariel reiterates: 

I would say a typical case of sexism happens in academia particularly when 

women are pregnant. I faced that as a pregnant faculty member. I was the first 

woman in my department to have a baby in twenty five years and nobody knew 

what to do with me. It was like what's going on? Her career is over. And I even 

had colleagues I'm very fond of say surprisingly sexist comments to me about the 

end of my career, going home and making babies, buying a mini van, becoming a 

soccer mom, never getting published, not finishing my PhD. People that I admired 

and people that I considered friends let casual, I would say, sexual discriminatory 

comments just casually come out of their mouths. So for me, that was one 

particular instance. I think women in general often are judged all across the 

board on things like looks, how nice we are, how nurturing we are and how much 

emotional work we put into things is really overlooked. 

John has become more conscious of what his female colleagues experience in the 

academic workplace over the last ten or fifteen years, particularly when a female 

colleague is pregnant or has children. John explains: 

Then I've also heard a department chair say, "Oh, well, you have to be careful 

when you have a baby. Because, when you're trying to make it towards tenure, 

that can look bad taking that time off." It's like, "Okay, well, good thing your 

mother took time off to raise you, sacrifice her potential for a career to raise you 

because you needed time and attention from your parents." So anyway. Sorry. 

 

John empathizes with his female colleagues and believes that other countries have 

not only better benefits, but also a better system for recognizing that both male and 

female employees are entitled to have a work-life balance while raising a family.  

So, you can, you know, it's just, it's just, it's maddening. So, of course, when 

women are trying to enter the professional workforce and then there's no 
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structure for taking time to take care of your newborn, or your young children, 

you know, someone's got to do it. And that has huge impacts on professional 

advancement.  

 

In addition to being viewed as a “bitch” and as a “mother”, female participants 

also acknowledged that the other gender stereotype that they often face in the higher 

education workplace is being mistaken as their male colleagues’ secretary or 

administrative assistant. Requests from fetching their colleague coffee to taking notes in a 

meeting appears to be a daily routine for several female faculty members. Fran has faced 

this stereotype numerous times throughout her career as a female scholar. Fran recalls a 

time during her doctoral program when her mentor placed her in the secretary role: 

When I was in grad school, my mentor and I met with this other research team 

about this joint project that we were going to do and the other male faculty 

member says to me "I notice you're not writing anything down. You should be 

taking notes for this meeting." And I was like "You can take your own damn 

notes." And he maintained that it was because of my status as a grad student that 

I should be taking the notes for the faculty, but it's like they are other grad 

students in the room from your lab who are male and you're not telling them to 

take notes. That was a few years ago, but it was a great example, I think, because 

my mentor was like ... It was funny. He went home and talked to his wife saying 

that I was overreacting and she was like "No, she was not." And not the secretary 

in the room. No, Right, and really get your own damn coffee is my feeling on that. 

 

Fran has also experienced several instances when she has been volunteered to 

serve on a committee, and along with that responsibility, her male colleagues have 

assumed that she would take initiative of hosting events.  
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Fran explains: 

It's different if you were just a family member or a colleague who you know 

throws a good party and you say "Hey, would you mind helping? We really 

appreciate the fact that your attention to detail is so great and we're happy to 

have so and so and so and so help you to make it fair." That's very different than 

"Oh, you. You're going to do this." It is, but the thing is they don't do that and it's 

just like ... When I was an untenured ... I was tenure track but untenured assistant 

professor and we were doing a search for a new chair of our department and I 

was not on the search committee and the people on the search committee were 

tasked with hosting receptions for each of the candidates and a senior tenured full 

professor asked me ... 

 

Winter has often been mistaken for the department secretary in meetings across 

campus and there have even been times when she was the most senior person in the room. 

Winter explains: 

There have several instances where I was at a meeting to present on my research 

or to collaborate on a new initiative that our dean had presented. I am constantly 

being asked to take notes or get someone a coffee. One young man assumed I was 

an intern or secretary and asked me to get him a coffee with extra cream and sugar. 

He turned out to be my new grad assistant. You can rest assured his ass got me my 

coffee for the rest of the semester from the gourmet coffee shop all the way across 

campus in the dead of winter. Jackass. 

 

Winter believes that these stereotypes have been alive and well for years in 

academia. Her hope is that more research will be done to bring these microaggressions to 

light. John also agrees that these stereotypes have existed in academia for decades but 

believes people have only become aware of the situation, at least regarding subtle sexism, 

over the past five or ten years. John admits that he has only been conscious of subtle 

sexism issues for the past decade despite his many years in academia. He acknowledges: 

My thoughts are that I think a lot of that goes on and I'm not the best person to 

know I only hear about it ... I hear about it second hand. And I think that kind of 

stuff does happen. I can give an example, I'm thinking of a male colleague 

hearing the second hand, the female graduate student told me that when she 

brought some food that she had made to campus and she had some cookies or 

whatever it was that she made. She was just doing them out to people. So she saw 
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that this tenure track male professors office door was open said, "Hey, would you 

like some of ..." I don't know if was the cookies and then he said, "Oh, thank you." 

And then he asked her if she would run downstairs and get him a coffee. And I 

was like, "Wow, are you serious?" And she said, "Yeah, that's what he did." 

 

Individual Perceptions of Subtle Sexism in the Academic Workplace 

 

Another theme that directly connects to female faculty stereotypes are individual 

perceptions of subtle sexism in higher education institutions. During the one- on- one 

interviews, participants had the opportunity to share their thoughts on the contents of the 

survey and their definition of subtle sexism. Some examples were drawn from both their 

experiences and their thoughts on the GNSS scale. One area where participants 

recognized sexism both within the GNSS scale and in their own experiences is within the 

hiring process for both faculty members and staff. All male participants acknowledged 

that the hiring process is a problem in regards to subtle sexism in the workplace. Charlie 

has observed that the hiring process is prejudiced in academia. Charlie explains: 

I also think that a lot of places where discrimination happens, because I've seen 

this over 10 or 15 years, is in the hiring process, and what they'll do in the hiring 

process is they will come up with subjective reasons why not to hire a woman or a 

minority, and maybe they'll say they didn't have a strong teaching presentation, 

but it won't be measurable. It won't be something that can actually be measured. 

 

Charlie also recognizes that the system is flawed when it comes to women serving 

on committees and the assumption that they won’t be published scholars compared to 

their male counterparts. Ben is married to a female faculty member and has watched his 

wife battle sexism throughout her academic career. 
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 He states: 

Women in academia have such a high hill to climb in terms of opportunity and the 

hiring process. My wife applied for job after job and the feedback she continued 

to get was that she shouldn’t mention the kids or me in interviews. Her name was 

also hyphenated and she has since noted that she has seen others be eliminated 

just for having less publications and for hyphenated names since they are 

obviously focused on “family life”. 

 

Gemma has worked at several higher education institution and admits to not only 

experiencing sexism herself during the hiring process but also recalls a time that she 

served on a search committee and how appalled she was by what she observed. Gemma 

explains: 

I was on only one search committee here, and it was for a clinical faculty. A 

woman applied. Men applied. The woman had more publications and was 

arguably better qualified, but one of the male applicants was friends ... because 

you could tell because he had done research with him ... with one of the highest 

people in our department, so they put the highest person on the department on 

that committee. What he tried to do was force everybody to hire his friend, even 

though the friend didn't ... the research was really, really old. Do you know what I 

mean? 

 

Not unlike the hiring process in academia, Zander points out that the graduate 

admissions process also can be flawed in regarding subtle sexism. Zander states: 

Bias in the interview process to me would be: we have fairly standard questions, 

if I ask a question of a male candidate in a different way that I would ask that 

same question of the female candidate, simply based on the fact that it'll be simply 

based on gender or if I avoid a certain question, right? It should be equal in terms 

of the types of questions that we ask to get the information that we need because 

we were looking for very specific types of information, and if I changed that up 

based on gender or sexual orientation, I think that for me is bias and 

discrimination. That's how I would define it or if given the exact same answers to 

all of our standard questions, if we ranked one person more highly than another 

person based on gender or sexual orientation. This is something that I think about 

because to be honest, right, we have goals within the program. 
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Although Lucy had several examples of how women experience stereotypes in 

academia, her view of reverse sexism is a unique take among the 12 participants. Lucy 

spent time describing her observation of the hiring process for administrative positions 

where the search committee tended to shy away from names that appeared to be 

masculine. Lucy recalls: 

I have been on searches for staff assistants where people have completely 

discounted male-sounding names. I mean, we assume, Robert. Robert, we assume 

is a boy. People have either outright discounted them or used sort of euphemistic 

reasons for discounting them, because it's weird for a boy to be a staff assistant. 

Why would a boy want to be a staff assistant? Like that kind of attitude which, of 

course, makes me crazy, because, yeah. Someone needs a job and may be the best 

candidate, but oh god, no, it's a boy. That's weird. How would we make that 

work? 

 

When making further connections between the gender neutral scenarios and their 

views of subtle sexism, participants acknowledged that they struggled on the survey 

when forced to make a decision when forced to choose “yes” or “no”. For many, the term 

“it depends” would have been necessary to justify the scenario as sexist or not sexist. For 

Kara, who works in a predominantly male industry, there is subtle sexism just in the 

assumption that a woman can’t do the job as effectively as her male colleagues or that the 

female in the room is either the secretary or the assistant. Kara comments: 

I interact with a lot of economists and female economists, and so I hear stories all 

the time. I've also experienced this, so for example, in one of my first year, in one 

of my program meetings, one of my older white male colleagues made some crack 

about how young I was, which I don't think he would have made today. Yeah, and 

a colleague of mine responded, I mean, she Tweeted about this, that she had an 

experience where she was giving an invited lecture and the goal was to be 

considered for a tenure track position and she went to meet with a male faculty 

member who proceeded to tell her that he was familiar with her husband's 

research, but he didn't know what she did and her husband or her husband his 

recently deceased, first of all, and he also was not an academic. So it's like, she 

just has the same last name as some other person that she's in no way related to. 

So I mean it happens, it happens fairly ... I went to one of the program open 
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houses and then it was like somebody interested in the doctoral program and it 

was as a man and he assumed I was a student and not a faculty member. I mean 

it's partly they don't play with age too. 

 

Her view of the subtle sexism scenarios is that there is definitely a separation 

between the treatment that a man receives as opposed to a woman and that the LGTBQIA 

also experience this type of discrimination. After taking the survey, Fran said she was 

able to make connections between items that she read on the GNSS scale and sexist 

comments that her students and colleagues have made which she believes are connected. 

When critiquing the survey, Fran states: 

I thought it was fun. The little scenarios were hard because it's sort of like when I 

think of what is sexist, it's sort of like what I think is racist, that though there 

might have been mistreatment against males, they are the dominant in the culture 

and so if they have some mistreatment, I don't think of that as sexism. I think of 

that as different than when something happens to a woman. So when I was 

responding to each of those, I'm like yeah, that just really can't happen to men. 

 

Fran believes that only women and trans women can experience sexism in the 

workplace. She recognizes that discrimination exists regarding sexual orientation and 

shared a connection that she made while taking the survey:  

I was grading papers for one of my graduate courses and one of them that I just 

read was about sexual orientation. And even somewhere in there, there's just such 

strong bias that it said something about "And whatever. I'll try to support them in 

their preference." And I highlighted it and I was like "No. We don't call this a 

preference. This is not a preference." 

 

Gemma felt as though the GNSS scale forced her to consider her perspective on 

sexism in a different way and believes that it forced her to reflect on the fact that while she 

has not been sexually harassed in her role as an academic, she has been judged and misread 

for identifying as asexual. Gemma states: 
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You need to have this information because one of the things that needs to happen 

is people have to publish the subtleties. Because it's not gonna be ... like my chair 

I'm sure is not sexually interested in me. That's not gonna happen. None of the men 

I've worked with have been sexually interested in me, but they're still a hostile work 

environment because they don't want women there. And I was in the military, and 

that was also the same way. So maybe that ... I didn't feel in state government 

though, I worked in state government for many years, I did not feel that. There I 

feel they're very tolerant about diverse groups, all kinds of people worked there. 

But, this organization, I definitely feel like I have not been welcomed here. 

Interesting. I thought there was a couple things though, where ... That was forcing 

me to make a choice that I wasn't ... Was not my first reaction. Is it sexism if this ... 

I have done some survey research, it was an interesting way to get respondents to 

make a decision one way or the other. But I think on my own I might not have 

thought about it that way. 

 

For most of the male participants, they felt that in most of the scenarios, few of 

them, if any, were cases of sexism. Charlie viewed most of the examples as things that 

could be asked of both a male or a female from his perspective. Charlie explains: 

So like the woman is asked to get coffee question, I thought that was really and 

interesting question because if you say yes that is evidence for bias, but then a 

man is asked to get coffee it's not an evidence of bias. I was like, "Whoa that's 

weird. I think I better just click no on all of these." Or a woman is asked to take 

notes. I was like, "Well I get asked to take notes all the time, mostly because I'm 

proficient at it and not an unreasonable human. So it's not necessarily true that 

it's an evidence of bias, but it might be evidence of bias. 

 

Zander struggled with the scenarios because he kept wanting to ask follow up 

questions and searched for information. He states: 

The thing I kept thinking was I need more information, right? I can't make a 

decision just based on this. So most of my answers, I think, across that whole 

thing or, "Would it make a difference?", I think was the way the question was 

phrased, and I was like, "No, I need more. I can't make my decision based on just 

this information.". So that was, I think, the biggest takeaway that I have in the 

survey and was probably why at the end I was like, "Yeah, sure I'll talk about this, 

because fundamentally I felt like the survey, and then maybe it gives you the 

answer to the information you're looking for, but for me I was like, "It's not 

enough." 
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Starting the Conversation: Appropriate Language in the Modern Workplace 

 

A third reoccurring theme among the participants was what type of professional 

development or training that they would like to see regarding the issue of subtle sexism in 

the higher education workplace or in the modern workplace in general. The majority of 

participants noted that they felt it was imperative that higher education employees be 

educated on what is considered appropriate language and behavior in the workplace 

today. Emma feels that it is important to teach female faculty members about gender 

microaggressions in the workplace and how to handle those situations. Emma states: 

I mean, I think making sure that people understand that microaggression can 

occur in the context of sexism as well. I think most people hear that and think 

about racial microaggressions and they don't necessarily translate it. And I mean 

from my perspective, it might be useful just for female faculty to have some kind of 

training on sort of how to handle, how to speak up in a way that's not going to be 

construed as, what's the word I'm looking for? I can't think of the word, but yeah. 

 

Dani would like to see lectures or discussions be offered at higher education 

institutions in order to give employees the opportunity to learn more topics regarding 

sexism in the workplace. Dani notes: 

I think like a panel discussion and conversations would be nice where we can 

actually have conversations about it. I think that would be difficult in the way that 

people probably wouldn't want to be talking about specific cases in that. But we 

could have some general conversations where people could find out that a lot of 

us are having similar experiences. Yeah, the only problem with a public forum 

like that is that people would be probably less likely to want to share actual 

situations, right? 

 

Ariel thinks that there should be trainings that address pushback from male 

employees who believe that the #MeToo movement has gone too far in regulating and 

censoring “banter” in the workplace.  
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Ariel explains: 

I feel like there's this backlash against training in terms of now what, I can't 

compliment a woman? Or I can't say you look nice today? And I feel like men are 

sort of dismissing that in certain terms it's fine to say ... if I'm dressed up in a suit, 

I don't usually look like that. So if somebody were to identify that and say, yeah, 

suit looks nice. I would never mistake that as you disgusting pig, right? That there 

needs to ... I think men need to understand that this isn't like a witch hunt and that 

common sense dictates how you speak and communicate to someone that maybe 

yeah, you look nice today. That isn't a sexualized comment, but when it is, keep it 

to yourself. You think I'm hot? Don't say it. I don't want to hear it. 

 

Fran believes that it is important for both faculty and staff to be made aware that 

they have said or done something inappropriate, be able to recognize it, and learn from it. 

Fran explains: 

You learn from what you say and that's what you do. You just say "I'm sorry. I 

made a mistake. In the future, I'll do better." That's all you can say. Don't try to 

have them make you feel better. That is what you do. Who handles it pretty well 

but you need to actually have them practice like now is not the time to be 

defensive or give excuses. Now is the time to listen, hear, acknowledge, apologize 

and say you'll do better in the future. People need to practice that. And we need to 

practice when we are on the front lines, like you are as an administrator, like I am 

as a coordinator that when a student or someone comes to me and says "I had 

these experience," that we don't excuse for that person in charge. Instead, we 

listen, we hear, we validate and we have them work through that and we take 

efforts to protect people. 

 

Additionally, Lucy would like to see the trainings go beyond educating employees 

on the appropriate language and recognizing acceptable terminology from sexist 

terminology. She would like to see intervention strategies be provided for employees to 

assist in putting a stop to subtle sexism scenarios as they witness them. Lucy states: 

So I personally would be interested in a little bit of practice, training, best 

practices on how to intervene when I hear people referring to women PhD's as 

Betty and male PhD's as doctor, and maybe just general education on other types 

of the subtle sexism. 
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Zander would like to see different terminology and ideas be defined and discussion. 

Zander describes it as: 

Well, maybe be part of is just defining how do we define safe space to make it so 

that we forestall the people that are going to use it for selfish purposes, yet still 

offer those who want to use it for its true purpose, the outlet to do so. How do we 

define that? How do we describe that in the classroom? And it's probably that 

that description and definition is probably different depending on what 

department you're in or what class you're in or even with the people in the class. 

So I think that's part of the conversation. That's something I would love to learn 

more about. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

Contemporary research regarding sexism in higher education has focused 

primarily on the macro level or on a conscious level mostly with students and somewhat 

with higher education employees. Little to no research has been conducted on sexism at 

the “micro level” or at an unconscious level with higher education employees since the 

1990s. Over the past few decades, terminology has fluctuated between subtle sexism and 

gender micro-aggressions when addressing micro examples of sexism. This study argues 

that these terms are interchangeable and both address sexism issues where they begin at 

“micro-level”. This study investigated the perceptions of subtle sexism among higher 

education faculty, staff, and administration. This chapter summarizes the findings in the 

current study and compares the results of this study with the pilot study conducted in 

spring 2017. 

Summary  

 

One of the main objectives of the study was to determine how sexism related to 

respondents’ demographics such as self-identified gender, ethnicity, age, education, level 

of authority, and employee type. My hypotheses regarding respondent demographics was 

that women would indicate more instances of sexism than men and that women with less 

education and those in entry level to midlevel positions would indicate more instances as 

sexist, particularly if they indicated an ethnicity other than white. A total of 232 

participants responded to the survey which yielded an estimated 23% response rate. The 

majority of respondents were female (66.8%), Caucasian (80.6%), heterosexual (87.9%), 
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between ages 26-65, and earned master’s or doctoral degree (76.2% combined). There 

were three different scales used in the study to measure some aspect of subtle sexism: 

Contemporary Sexism Scale (CSS), Historic Sexism Scale (HSS), and Gender Neutral 

Sexism Scenarios (GNSS). Since each of these was either created for this study or 

modified from existing scales, an initial set of analyses was necessary to determine how 

these scales could be used for research. As discussed in Chapter 4, an initial Cronbach’s 

Alpha was used to determine which items were valid. The way the CSS is scored, a 

higher score indicates that the respondent is more aware that the statement represents 

sexism; therefore, the higher score is viewed as positive. The way the HSS is scored, a 

higher mean indicates a higher level of sexism. The GNSS scale asked participants to rate 

each of the following possibilities as a case of sexism or not sexism: woman to man, man 

to woman, heterosexual man to gay man, heterosexual woman to lesbian woman, and 

heterosexual woman to gay man. Only the “man to woman” option was perceived to be 

an example of sexism. Since this is the option typically considered to be sexist, a total 

score across the five scenarios was computed by summing the respondents’ choice of 

“man to woman” and produced a mean of 2.37 with a standard deviation of 1.32 and a 

range of 0-5. A two group MANOVA was computed which produced a marginally 

significant result with a small to medium effect size (Wilks’ Lambda = .957, p = .027, 

partial eta squared = .047). The univariate results were significant for the Contemporary 

Sexism Scale (F = 6.776, p = .010, partial eta squared = .034) and the Man to Woman 

scenario (F = 5.576, p = .019, partial eta squared = .028). For both variables, women 

perceive that the event described is sexist to a greater extent than men. 
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When looking at the relationship between ethnicity and sexism, the MANOVA 

computed was significant with a small to medium effect size (Wilks’ Lambda = .907, p = 

.005, partial eta squared = .048). All three of the univariate results were significant (HSS: 

F = 3.655, p = .028, partial eta squared = .036; CSS: F = 3.544, p = .031, partial eta 

squared = .035; Man to Woman: F = 5.326, p = .006, partial eta squared = .052). Tukey 

tests were computed on the three variables. For HSS, “Other” was significantly different 

from the other two groups. For CSS and Man to Woman, African Americans were 

significantly different from the other two groups. Due to the large difference in sample 

sizes, these results should be viewed with caution. Perhaps the most interesting finding is 

that African American respondents perceive higher levels of sexism (CSS and Man to 

Woman) as compared to the other two ethnic groups.  

Respondents with higher levels of education display less sexism (HSS). In 

addition, older respondents perceive less sexism as described in the CSS. Neither of these 

correlations, however, is large. Since a large percentage of the sample indicated that they 

were straight or heterosexual, analysis for sexual orientation is problematic. However, 

since this variable is potentially interesting if for no other reason than for future research, 

the sample was divided into two groups: straight versus all others. The omnibus Wilks’ 

Lambda was not significant. However, there were differences at the univariate level for 

HSS and CSS (HSS: t = 2.89, p = .019, d = .59; CSS: t = 3.46, p = .001, d = .64).  

Respondents who indicated that their sexual orientation was something other than 

heterosexual demonstrate less sexism on the HSS and are more aware of sexism on the 

CSS. All of the remaining demographic variables were analyzed (Role, Administrative 

Level, and Faculty Level). There were no significant results for these variables.   
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Another primary objective of the study was to determine whether or not a 

respondent’s level of Self-Efficacy relates to his or her perception of sexism. Pearson 

correlations were computed with Self-Efficacy and the three measures. These correlations 

include: HSS (r =.144, p<.05), CSS (r = -.315, p<.01), and Man to Woman Scenario (r = -

.201, p<.01). The results do indicate that self-efficacy is related to respondents’ 

perceptions of sexism. The goal of this objective was to prove or disprove that females 

with who had a lower sense of Self-Efficacy were more likely to indicate instances of 

sexism. This finding could be attributed to the fact that the majority of women who 

completed the survey were in the entry level to mid-level of authority in faculty and 

administrative positions. Previous research indicates that women tend to indicate lower 

levels of Self-Efficacy than men ((Bandura, 1992; Betz & Hackett, 1981; and 

Wilson et al., 2007). Additionally, this study investigated whether Self-Efficacy mediated 

women’s perceptions of sexism. Following Preacher and Hayes’ single mediation model 

determined that there was not a significant result between female respondents’ level of 

Self-Efficacy and their perceptions of sexism.  

The current study also explored respondents’ opinions regarding the survey 

questions, work experience, and the current climate of the higher education workplace 

through one-on-one interviews which were conducted after the quantitative data had been 

collected. Respondents’ reactions to the GNSS scale and examples of subtle sexism 

provided deeper insight into the thoughts of higher education employees – particularly 

female faculty members. Interviews were semi-structured with questions regarding 

participant demographics, their opinion of the survey completed, their opinion of their 

work environment, and their definition of sexism. While conducting 12 one-on-one 
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interviews several topics emerged but the most prominent themes identified include: 

female faculty stereotypes, individual perceptions of subtle sexism, and appropriate 

language in the workplace. These themes were chosen based on the numerous 

connections and key term and repetitive phrases made by participants. One of the biggest 

discoveries from the interview data was that female faculty members perceive that they 

are treated differently, often negatively compared to their male counterparts. Participants 

indicated that the unequal treatment may come in a variety of forms such as the 

difference in how students communicate with their professors and how male faculty 

members interact with female faculty members. Four of the female faculty members 

interviewed pointed out that this unequal treatment, often sexist in their opinion, happens 

regularly with students. One respondent, Winter, shared that her evaluations include 

commentary about her age and her clothing. She shared that her students graded her 

“harshly” and argued that she was a distraction because teaching college is not the same 

as “playing Barbie”.  

One area in which female faculty participants noted a difference between the way 

students view female and male faculty members are their responses on student feedback 

forms. In addition to being viewed as a “bitch” and as a “mother”, female participants 

also acknowledged that the other gender stereotype that they often face in the higher 

education workplace is being mistaken as their male colleagues’ secretary or 

administrative assistant. For example, Fran recalled a time during her doctoral program 

when her mentor placed her in the secretary role and asked her to take the notes and read 

the minutes back to him after the meeting. She told him to take his own “damn notes”. 
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During the one-on-one interviews, participants had the opportunity to share their 

thoughts on the contents of the survey and their definition of subtle sexism. Some 

examples were drawn from both their experiences and their thoughts on the GNSS scale. 

One area where participants recognized sexism both within the GNSS scale and in their 

own experiences is within the hiring process for both faculty members and staff. All male 

participants acknowledged that the hiring process is a problem in regards to subtle sexism 

in the workplace. Charlie observed that the hiring process is prejudiced in academia. He 

acknowledged that hiring committees come up with minor reasons not hire female faculty 

members. When making further connections between the gender neutral scenarios and 

their views of subtle sexism, participants acknowledged that they struggled on the survey 

when forced to make a decision when forced to choose “yes” or “no”. For many, the term 

“it depends” would have been necessary to justify the scenario as sexist or not sexist. 

Specifically, participants such as Zander struggled with the scenarios because he kept 

wanting to ask follow up questions and searched for information.  

A third reoccurring theme among the participants was what type of professional 

development or training that they would like to see regarding the issue of subtle sexism in 

the higher education workplace or in the modern workplace in general. The majority of 

participants noted that they felt it was imperative that higher education employees be 

educated on what is considered appropriate language and behavior in the workplace 

today. Emma felt that it is important to teach female faculty members about gender 

microaggressions in the workplace and how to handle those situations.  

. 
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Discussion of the Findings 

Higher Education Climate: Graduate Students vs. Employees  

It is important to consider the differences between the results from the pilot study 

and from the current study. As noted in Chapter 2, the pilot study was conducted with 

graduate students in a college of education at large urban public research institution in 

spring 2017. The current study, as referenced in Chapter 3, was conducted at the same 

large public urban research institution and additionally with a large rural public research 

institution.  

While the response rate was higher in the current study (23%), graduate student 

respondents in the pilot study (17%) identified more instances of sexism on the gender 

neutral scenarios than employee respondents. It is possible that graduate respondents are 

currently studying and analyzing the climate of higher education institutions so they are 

more likely to recognize instances of subtle sexism or they may be more open to the 

possibility that a situation could be sexist.  

As noted in Chapter 2, the pilot study found that scenarios 2, 3, and 5 all had 

statistically significant differences between male and female respondents regarding cases 

of sexism. One of the biggest differences among participant responses on the pilot study 

and the current study is that graduate students rate more of the scenarios on the GNSS as 

sexist – in particular they indicated that it was possible that a gay man experiences 

sexism in higher education institution. As described in Chapter 2, when asked “if Charlie 

is a heterosexual man and Casey is a gay man, is this a case of sexism,” graduate student 

participant responses were split with 57% or 98 participants agreeing that this was a case 

of sexism and 43% or 73 participants disagreeing with the statement. During pilot study 
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interviews, graduate student Chloe stated, “Absolutely, gay men and women both 

experience cases of sexism and if preferential treatment is shown to a straight man or 

woman over a gay man or woman, that’s sexist too.” In the current study, higher 

education employees took a more cautious approach and felt that they needed more 

information in order to determine if any of the scenarios involving anyone aside from a 

male or a female was sexist. During the one-on-one interviews, Lucy noted, “I just 

needed more information in order to make an informed decision. I just don’t think men 

can experience sexism. Gay men, straight men, anyone with a dick cannot experience 

sexism. Discrimination, yes. Hated, yes. Sexism? Hell no.” 

Conceptual Framework 

As discussed previously in Chapter 2, the theoretical framework for this study 

included intersectionality, higher education workplace climate, diversity theory, micro-

aggressions, subtle sexism, and Self-Efficacy. My hypothesis was that the combination of 

these ideas along with a respondent’s demographics and personal experiences directly 

influences his or her perceptions of sexism in the workplace.  

Diversity Theory and Higher Education Workplace Climate 

As noted in Chapter 2, Gurin et al. (2002) claimed that students who were 

educated in a diverse higher education setting were more likely to thrive and participate 

in a homogenous society. I argued that the same hypothesis could be applied to higher 

education employees – that just as higher education employees may lack the knowledge 

and experience to understand different groups of students, they may also struggle to 

understand and interact with a diverse population of colleagues. The challenge in 

addressing diversity among higher education employees is that only a small number of 
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participants identified as African American (9.9%) and even smaller percentages across 

other ethnicities that are not white. One explanation for this result could be that higher 

education employees from various ethnicities chose not to respond to the survey. 

However, it is more likely that the breakdown of ethnicity in this study is similar to the 

average demographics across higher education institutions that are large public research 

institutions – also considered predominantly white institutions. According to Seltzer 

(2017), as of 2016,  

Seven percent of higher education administrative positions -- which includes top 

executives, administrative officers like controllers, division heads, department 

heads, deans and associate deans -- were held by black staffers. Just 3 percent of 

those jobs were held by Hispanic or Latino people, 2 percent were Asian and 1 

percent identified as another race or ethnicity. The remaining 86 percent of 

administrators were white (p.2). 

 

Based on these statistics, the breakdown of ethnicity in this study is not surprising 

or unrealistic when considering this study’s 23% response rate. Seltzer (2017) also notes 

that minority representation among higher education administrators had risen to 14% in 

2016 from 11% in 2001. He cautions that this increase is not keeping up with the growing 

number of minority students (26.2%) who are graduated with a bachelor’s degree from a 

four-year institution. According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2016), 

there are also gaps among higher education faculty members regarding ethnicity. NCES 

(2016) notes that among full-time faculty members,  

41 percent were White males; 35 percent were White females; 6 percent were 

Asian/Pacific Islander males; 4 percent were Asian/Pacific Islander females; 3 

percent each were Black males, Black females, and Hispanic males; and 2 percent 

were Hispanic females. 

 

 



92 

It could be argued that these statistics validate or at the very least support the 

results found in this study. As reviewed in Chapter 2, Remedios and Snyder (2015) 

argued that white women and women of color experience stigmatization in 

“fundamentally different ways due to the vulnerability of women of color due to racism 

as well as sexism” (p. 373). They found that very few women of color participate in 

sexism research but a fair number of women and men of color participate in racism 

research which makes it difficult to look at gendered differences.  

As discussed in Chapter 4, there were a total of 23 (9.9%) participants who 

identified as African American. Also noted in Chapter 4, African Americans respondents 

perceive higher levels of sexism (CSS and Man to Woman) as compared to the other two 

ethnic groups. This evidence aligns with the research that participants who identify with 

ethnicities that are considered a minority population in higher education, are more likely 

to identify more instances of sexism – particularly micro-aggressions. Additionally, from 

the one-on-one interviews, Kara acknowledged that white women experience 

discrimination differently from African American women. Based on my adoption of 

Gurin et al. (2002) diversity theory, it could be argued that higher education employees 

are not used to interacting with a diverse group of colleagues or students. Given the 

current climate in higher education, it vital for both faculty and staff to be educated about 

diverse populations and current trends. Ben noted that it is not uncommon to see African 

Americans in low level, low paid positions in higher education. 

As described in Chapter 2, Munoz and Thomas (2006) highlighted some of the 

negative experiences that LGBT employees may face in the workplace such as 

heterosexist privilege and distancing. They emphasized when LGBT employees 
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experience social distancing by their heterosexual co-workers, LGBT employees may be 

prevented from career advancement and professional development. As noted in the 

summary above and in Chapter 4, very few respondents indicated that their sexual 

orientation was not heterosexual. It is difficult to find current up-to-date statistics on 

higher education employees’ sexual orientation. I would argue that this population either 

does not self-identity or is not a large percentage of the higher education employee 

population based on other demographic descriptive statistics. 

Perceptions of Subtle Sexism/Micro-aggressions 

The measures of sexism in this study (CSS, HSS, GNSS) combined the ideas of 

subtle sexism and micro-aggressions. It could be argued that these concepts are 

interchangeable – both terms focus on a form of sexism that is not obvious or that 

provokes a conscious thought. The quantitative and qualitative findings in this study 

support the argument that higher education employees did not strongly perceive several 

examples of subtle sexism as sexist but that women perceived more strongly than men. 

The results directly align with Settles and O’Connor’s (2014) prediction and discovery 

that women would report more scenarios and statements as sexist as opposed to men. It 

also furthers the argument made by Basford et al. (2013) that women were more likely to 

detect subtle forms of gender micro-aggressions compared to men.  

Basford et al. (2013) had limitations which included that college age students with 

limited work experience were reviewing job related scenarios and did not have the 

background knowledge to make connections between the scenarios and gender micro-

aggressions presented. This study was one of the first to address the micro or subtle 

concepts of sexism with higher education employees. Employees identified “man to 
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woman” scenarios on the GNSS scale as cases of sexism. During the one-on-one 

interviews, participants made connections between subtle sexism and instances of sexism 

that they have noticed in the workplace, most of which fall under the umbrella of subtle 

sexism. John admited that he has only been conscious of subtle sexism issues for the past 

decade despite his many years in academia. Additionally, several of the female 

participants were able to provide specific instances where they have faced subtle sexism 

from a male colleague at some point during their academic or administrative careers. One 

female respondent, Winter, recalled several instances where she was at meeting to present 

on her research or to collaborate with a colleague and has been asked to take notes or get 

someone coffee – once specifically by her new first year graduate assistant. 

Sue (2010) extended this idea of micro-aggressions and applied it to other forms 

of discrimination, specifically gender discrimination. The author provided several 

suggestions to help institutions combat micro-aggressions in the workplace such as 

creating coalitions and networking groups to ensure that all employee groups are heard 

and included in the conversations surrounding change. Sue (2010) offered suggestions in 

a more general manner and did not specifically focus on the higher education 

environment. The majority of interview participants shared types of professional 

development or trainings that they would like to see surrounding the subtle sexism topic 

and acknowledged that the subject currently appears to be taboo with management and 

human resources. Lucy explained that most people know sexism exists but that it is never 

talked about and employees are not provided with tools or skill sets to properly intervene 

or identify times when a colleague should be stopped for making inappropriate 

comments. 
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Self-Efficacy 

Previous studies indicated that there is a direct connection between Self-Efficacy, 

life satisfaction, and confidence in the workplace (Chen et al., 2001, Judge et al., 2003). 

Furthermore, previous research has shown that Self-Efficacy, one’s self evaluation of 

work performance, affects men and women differently and contributes to the gender 

disparities in senior level administrative leadership and perceptions of gender relations 

and equity in the workplace. As discussed in Chapter 4, this study found a direct 

correlation between Self-Efficacy and women’s perceptions of sexism. As noted in 

Chapter 2, Betz and Hackett (1981) found that women indicated higher levels of Self-

Efficacy in traditional female workplace occupations and far lower levels of Self-

Efficacy in non-traditional female occupations. While this is likely still the case, it is 

difficult to make this connection to the quantitative data. However, there is significant 

evidence from the interviews that this is indeed the case. Participants acknowledged more 

uncertainty and instances of sexism in departments that are male dominated such as 

business and science versus “traditional” departments such as education or liberal arts.  

As explained in Chapter 2, Bandura (1992) found that women were far more 

likely to limit their career goals than men because they do not believe that they have an 

appropriate skill set. Wilson, Kickul, and Marlino (2007) found that there were similar 

gender effects on entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy. Win and Win (2013) found that gender 

disparity was rated the highest by staff at the lowest post-level – the majority of which 

were women working in public higher education institutions. Dani related this to her 

experiences with student evaluations and her insecurities surrounding how it impacts her 

decision making with course planning and grading. She explained that she felt pressure to 
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adjust her grading or teaching methods based on receiving threats of poor evaluations by 

her students and that her male colleagues have shared that these types of situations never 

happen to them. Other female faculty participants echoed similar sentiments. 

Importance of Intersectionality in Mixed Methods 

One of the foundations of my theoretical framework is that I believe 

intersectionality is vital in studying and understanding individual perceptions of sexism 

both in the workplace and in society as a whole. Traditionally, intersectionality is 

considered a qualitative lens to understanding data. However, I argue that 

intersectionality can also be applied to a mixed methods study where both quantitative 

and qualitative data are essential to understanding higher education employees’ 

individual and shared experiences regarding subtle sexism. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

Sandler and Hall (1982) found that both quantitative and qualitative research helps us 

understand the effects of gender and neither is sufficient by itself to reveal the complexity 

of the classroom. The findings of this study support the Sandler and Hall’s (1982) theory 

that both are necessary to reveal the complexity of sexism in higher education.  

Additionally, the mixed methods approach in this study directly connects other 

research noted in Chapter 2 because of the content of the combined quantitative and 

qualitative data. If the study had been only quantitatively based, I would not have been 

able to make as many direct connections to the literature on the topic of subtle sexism. 

For example, Basford et al. (2013) highlighted a study performed by Tierney and 

Bensimon (1996) which found that women faculty members felt compelled to perform 

the roles of “mom” and “smile” work or “maintaining a caring and nurturing demeanor 

while avoiding confrontation” (p.278). The researchers also noted that women are aware 



97 

early on in their careers that traditional male characteristics are expected in order to be 

promoted to senior level administrative positions. The quantitative data would not have 

provided much insight or connection to this material on its own; however, the interviews 

provided specific instances where respondents described these types of situations. For 

example, Emma shared that because she looked young and dressed feminine it may take 

longer for her to be taken seriously as an academic as opposed to her “older 

‘experienced’ male colleagues” who have been offered senior level administrative 

opportunities.  

Jones and Palmer (2011) discovered other themes in respondent answers 

including the fact that administrators considered whether or not women were “empty 

nesters” or “on the mommy track” when considering women for promotions and senior 

level positions. Ariel vehemently stressed that she is often called “professor” and not 

“doctor”.  Ariel found it frustrating that people are shocked that she is a mother and has a 

PhD and called this kind of judgment by her colleagues a “sick kind of sexism”. John 

empathized with his female colleagues and believes that other countries have not only 

better benefits, but also a better system for recognizing that both male and female 

employees are entitled to have a work-life balance while raising a family.  

Sexism Scales 

As noted in Chapter 4, this study included three scales that were intended to 

measure subtle sexism from three different angles: traditional sexist attitudes present in 

the 1990s (Historic Sexism Scale), current sexist attitudes in higher education 

(Contemporary Sexism Scale), and identification of cases of subtle sexism using gender 

neutral names and minimal details (Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios). As discussed 
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previously, graduate students identified more attitudes as sexist in the HSS and CSS 

scales and more instances of sexism on the GNSS than employees did in the current 

study. On all three measures of sexism, the means were higher during the pilot study than 

the current study. The difficulty in this study was that none of the scales worked 

seamlessly and adjustments had to be made in order to make sense of the data from the 

three measures of sexism (reverse item scoring and item elimination). The HSS scale had 

the most straight forward results with only a few items needing to be reverse scored. The 

CSS had more complications – even factor analysis could not explain the strange results 

or help make sense of them. As noted in Chapter 4, some items had to be removed while 

others needed to be reverse scored. It is not unusual that some items in each of the 

measurements did not work. In fact, it is unusual for all items on a scale to remain after 

being tested for validity and reliability. One explanation for why the HSS had the most 

straight forward results is because it may be easier to recognize or identify with historic 

attitudes of sexism that have been ingrained not only into workplace climate but into 

society as a whole. The last time these scales were examined was 1997 and they were 

both thought to be the most “contemporary” subtle sexism measures of the time.  

It appears that these items continue to be easily recognized as examples of sexism. The 

concern is that the CSS scale which contains existing examples of subtle sexism today are 

not as easily recognized by current faculty and staff in large public research institutions in 

higher education.  

The GNSS scale has its own issues in the current study. As described in Chapter 

4, only the “man to woman” case in each scenario had significant results regarding 

sexism. However, the other cases do tell a story through numbers: women did identify 
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more instances of sexism on the GNSS than men. The means alone indicate there is some 

potential for employees to recognize more cases of subtle sexism. Additionally, 

employees were forced to make a decision with little information and no “maybe” or 

“neither agree nor disagree” choice. The interview data indicated that employees were 

looking for more information before they made a decision. Because the majority of 

sexism cases that make the news are obvious, conscious examples of sexism such as 

sexual harassment and sexual assault, it makes it difficult for employees that have not 

been trained or educated on the subject to recognize or acknowledge that subtle sexism 

exists because they are disguised, unconscious examples of sexism. It would be 

interesting to survey employees with these measures, educate higher education 

employees about subtle sexism/micro-aggressions in a training or professional 

development session, and then take the items that were valid during this study and test 

them again in a post test to see if employees could or would identify more cases of 

sexism on the GNSS and attitudes as sexist on the HSS and CSS. 

Limitations 

Analyses of the descriptive and quantitative data in this study indicate that there 

were several limitations to consider. As noted in Chapter 4, there was a lack of diversity 

among participants regarding ethnicity and sexual orientation. As discussed in Chapter 5, 

there appears to be limitations to the sample of this study as well as the results of the 

scenarios in the GNSS. 

 Participants. The data in this study are limited to white women in large 

public research higher education institutions. Given the number of female participants, 

the data could be generalized for female faculty members and administration/staff. As 
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discussed in Chapter 4, the majority of colleges included in this study contained mostly 

women and, therefore, it can be argued that it is not surprising that the majority of the 

sample’s respondents were women not only based on the sensitive topic of sexism in the 

workplace, but also based on the makeup of the college populations as a whole. 

 As noted in Chapter 4, there was not enough diversity to consider differences 

among ethnicities (African-Americans and Other). The results were minimal at best with 

approximately 10% of all participants identifying as African American. Statistics across 

higher education institutions indicate that the percentage of African Americans among 

faculty and staff is about 7% (Stetzer, 2017). Therefore, it is possible that the range of 

diversity may remain the same in future studies with a larger sample of higher education 

employees. It is difficult to establish specific descriptive statistics surrounding higher 

education employees and sexual orientation as this information would be self-reported 

and it likely not often asked in data collection among employees. As noted above, 

Remedios and Snyder (2015) found that very few women of color participate in sexism 

research but a fair number of women and men of color participate in racism research 

which makes it difficult to look at gendered differences. It is important to note that I did 

not have any African American females volunteer to be interviewed for the follow up 

one-on-one interviews. While the qualitative data provide important insight into white 

women’s voices in higher education, there is a void in not having African American 

female faculty members stories told in this study. It is important to consider how to 

incorporate African American women’s perceptions of sexism into this type of research 

in higher education.  
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As noted in Chapter 3, it is also important to consider the possible bias in the 

distrubtion as to how and when the survey was sent out as well as how the sample was 

obtained. In some cases individual colleges at both institutions emailed the survey 

directly to their employees which may have impacted the number of employees willing to 

complete the survey out of fear of ramifications from senior leadership or their 

supervisors. In other cases, I was given employee contact information and emailed them 

myself which may have appeared less risky to employees. It is also important to note that 

the survey was sent out between March and April 2018 which is during the second half of 

the semester when faculty and staff are busy preparing for exams, registration and 

summer. It may have impacted the number of participants as opposed to sending the 

survey out in October for example. 

 Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios (GNSS). As noted in Chapter 4, the 

GNSS scale was only significant for the “man to woman” possibility among employees. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, graduate student respondents identified more instances of 

sexism in the GNSS across “man to woman”, “heterosexual man to gay man”, and 

“heterosexual woman to gay man”. Further research is needed to establish the differences 

in graduate student perceptions and higher education employee perceptions.  

Recommendations for Future Research  

It would be beneficial to conduct this study nationwide or with a variety of 

institution sizes and types to get a larger and more diverse sample of the higher education 

population to include more respondents from a variety of ethnic backgrounds and sexual 

orientation. It would be interesting to complete this study across an entire higher 

education institution to measure sexism across an entire campus climate. In the future if it 
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is possible to collect data regarding college or institutional data as to where employees 

work, it would assist in mapping the “where” and “who” of the highest perceptions of 

subtle sexism. An updated version of the survey used in this study should include: the 

restructured CSS and HSS used in this dissertation along with a revised GNSS scale with 

more information or a “maybe” option to analyze the results further. It would also be 

compelling to conduct a study either institutionwide or nationwide comparing student and 

employee perceptions of sexism in the workplace. Additionally, future research should 

aim to expand subtle sexism research beyond higher education and look at other 

occupations such as the health sciences, business and corporate America, government 

jobs etc. Another aim for this research should include the potential to collaborate 

software programmers who may be able to design simulations to provide a visual for 

participants when responding to the GNSS and the ability to adjust the order in which 

participants receive the questions based on their answers that may eventually lead to 

behavior mapping across various career paths not just in higher education but other job 

markets as well. 

As noted above, the mixed methods approach to perceptions of subtle sexism 

indicates the need for further research regarding female faculty members at the entry-

level and mid-level positions in regards to student evaluations and the stereotypes that 

they face in the workplace. Additionally, research should investigate the differences in 

perceptions of subtle sexism among higher education employees, graduate students, and 

undergraduate students to provide a more holistic approach to understanding the climate 

of higher education in regard to sexism and how to educate higher institutions on the 

issue of sexism.  
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Based on themes found in the interview data and my objectives for conducting 

this study, it is imperative to create meaningful conversations and professional 

development opportunities about the definition of subtle sexism and what is appropriate 

workplace conduct surrounding the more subtle elements of sexism in higher education. 

Fran believed that it is important for both faculty and staff to be made aware that they 

have said or done something inappropriate, be able to recognize it, and learn from it. Fran 

explained employees need to learn what is acceptable and not acceptable in the 

workplace and that it is important to educate employees on appropriate workplace 

language and behaviors in 2019. Ariel thought that there should be trainings that address 

pushback from male employees who believe that the #MeToo movement has gone too far 

in regulating and censoring “banter” in the workplace. Additionally, Lucy would like to 

see the trainings go beyond educating employees on the appropriate language and 

recognizing acceptable terminology from sexist terminology. She would like to see 

intervention strategies be provided for employees to assist in putting a stop to subtle 

sexism scenarios as they witness them.  
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Conclusion 

 

While conducting this research study, I have had the opportunity to reflect not 

only on my work with gender in the workplace, but to observe the changes in the higher 

education climate as I was collecting and analyzing the data. When people learn what my 

area of expertise is, they are often either uncomfortable or hesitant to ask follow-up 

questions. The reality is that the topic of sexism in the workplace is sensitive and is often 

avoided. I believe it is my calling to explore this topic specifically, the subtle aspects of 

sexism, which appears to be difficult for the majority of higher education employees to 

identify. 

While graduate students identified more instances of sexism on all three sexism 

measures, I do not see the results of this study as problematic. Instead, I believe these 

results are a true measure of employee awareness in higher education institutions. The 

reality is that faculty and staff are mostly unaware that subtle sexism exists. As described 

in Chapter 2, the research tells us that subtle sexism not only exists but that it occurs in 

the workplace. Not unlike its meaning, subtle sexism is not always noticeable to the 

naked eye. 

 My main objectives in exploring this topic were:  

 learn more about how employees perceive subtle sexism 

 create meaningful conversations about sexism, in this case specifically subtle 

sexism, in the workplace 

 create trainings and/or professional development sessions regarding subtle 

sexism in the workplace. 
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The results of this study tell me that employees are not aware or conscious that subtle 

sexism exists and is an issue in the workplace. This discovery confirms the need for 

further research and for educating higher education faculty, staff, and students about 

sexism. One of my arguments as a researcher is that as a society we need to address 

issues of sexism at the mirco/subtle sexism level in order to promote change and help 

prevent larger incidents of sexism in the workplace. The results also confirm how vital it 

is to conduct mixed methods research when exploring the topic of sexism in the 

workplace. While the means were not high across the three measures of sexism, interview 

participants shared instances of subtle sexism and were able to make further connections 

between the survey and the topic in a thirty minute to forty-five minute conversation. As 

noted in Chapter 1, little to no research has been conducted with higher education 

employees regarding subtle sexism. The results of this study give me a starting point to 

identify areas of need regarding trainings and future research. There is a great deal to 

learn, to research, and to address because this study was conducted. 
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APPENDIX A 

SPRING 2017 PILOT STUDY 

Participants 

 

A two-part pilot study was conducted in order to determine the validity and 

reliability of the survey and the appropriate questions to follow in the one-on-one semi-

structured interviews. Participants in the quantitative pilot study originally included 247 

education graduate students at a large urban public research university in the Northeast. 

However, only 171 participants fully completed the survey. Because the demographic 

information was included at the end of the survey, the incomplete survey responses could 

not be used due to missing data.  After reviewing the formatting of the online survey and 

the amount of time it took participants to complete the survey, it was determined that the 

online format needed to be adjusted to increase the number of completed surveys among 

respondents for the dissertation. It was also determined that it would be helpful to 

reorganize the sections of the survey by moving the demographic section from the end of 

the survey towards the beginning of the survey. Approximately 129 respondents indicated 

that their assigned sex at birth was female and 41 respondents indicated male. It is not 

surprising that the majority of participants were female as the education graduate 

community is comprised mostly of female students. The majority of respondents 

indicated that their sexual orientation was straight (88%) while 8% identified as bisexual, 

and 4% identified as gay or lesbian. The majority of respondents indicated that their 

ethnic and racial background was Caucasian (78%) while 8% were African American, 

4% were Asian, and another 4% were Hispanic or Latino.  

 

Materials/Measures 

 

 

Procedures 

 

I received permission from the College of Education at a large urban public 

research university to email graduate students and faculty and staff if needed for the pilot 

study in December 2016.  My dissertation committee and I determined that only 

including graduate students in the pilot study was necessary for determining validity and 

reliability. I received IRB approval for the pilot study in January 2017. The pilot study 

was comprised of an electronic survey which was emailed to College of Education 

graduate students who were registered during the spring 2017 semester. I ran a registered 

student report, copied all emailed addresses and pasted them into the blind carbon copy 

section of an email using Microsoft Outlook. I sent two email requests exactly two weeks 

apart. I closed the survey in April 2017 and completed data analysis. It was determined 

that I would add an addendum to the IRB proposal to include a small pilot study of the 

one-on-one interviews that would be used to help determine research questions for the 

qualitative portion of the dissertation research. This took place in spring 2018. 

Data Collection 

To confirm test-retest reliability of the pilot study data, a re-test was conducted on 

all three parts of the survey in June 2017. The re-test was conducted in a graduate 
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introduction to statistics course where students took parts of the survey at the beginning 

of the six week course and at the end of the six week course. 

 

 

Data Analysis 

 

Core Self Evaluations Scale (CSE) 

The Core Self Evaluations Scale (Judge et al., 2003) included 12 items that 

measure self-efficacy in the workplace with a 1-5 point Likert scale (strongly disagree to 

strongly agree). When developing and testing the scale, Judge et al. (2005) developed a 

pool of 65 items based on a literature review of measurement of individual core traits. 

The 12 item scale included: 

1. - I am confident I get the success I deserve in life. 

2. -Sometimes I feel depressed. (r) 

3. - When I try, I generally succeed. 

4. - Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (r) 

5. - I complete tasks successfully. 

6. - Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work. (r) 

7. - Overall, I am satisfied with myself. 

8. - I am filled with doubts about my competence. (r) 

9. -1 determine what will happen in my life. 

10. - I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (r) 

11. - I am capable of coping with most of my problems. 

12. -There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me. (r) 

 

According to the researchers, there were “several indicators of construct validity, 

such as the reliability of the scale, its distributional properties, and its factor structure, 

were investigated,” (Judge et al., 2005, p. 313). According to Judge et al. (2003)  

Results indicated that the 12-item CSES was reliable, displayed a unitary factor 

structure, correlated significantly with job satisfaction, job performance, and life 

satisfaction, and had validity equal to that of an optimal weighting of the 4 specific core 

traits (self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, neuroticism, and locus of control), and 

incremental validity over the 5-factor model.  Overall, results suggest that the CSES is a 

valid measure that should prove useful in applied psychology research. (p.303) 

 

Modern Sexism Scale (MSS) 

The Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995) included items such as denial of 

continued discrimination, antagonism toward women’s demands, and lack of support for 

policies to help women.  The scale measured covert or subtle sexism, which is built into 

cultural and societal norms. It had eight items and asks participants to utilize a 1-5 point 

Likert scale. (from strongly disagree to strongly agree). Swim et al. (1995) determined 

validity for the MSS using confirmatory factor analysis. Additional studies utilized the 

scale including Swim et al. (1997) and Swim et al. (2004). The MSS had a Cronbach 

Alpha between .75-.84.  
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The Neosexism Scale 

The Neosexism Scale (Tougas et al., 1995) defined neosexism as “manifestation 

of conflict between egalitarian values and residual negative feelings toward women” (p. 

843). The scale originally consisted of 11 items “based on the tenets of modern racism” 

(McConahay, 1986).  Tougas et al. (1995) developed the neosexism scale by conducting 

two separate studies in order to test and validate the measure: the first  “a predictive 

model of attitudes toward affirmative action” was tested from the original scale and the 

second tested the “actual impact of subtle gender bias” in the 1990s (p. 844).  Originally 

all items were rated on a 7-point scale where 1 indicated total disagreement and 7 

indicated total agreement with the statement. According to Tougas et al. (1995) “for each 

where appropriate, scales were inverted to reflect the implied meaning of the variable 

level…for each variable a composite score was obtained by adding responses and then 

dividing by the number of items, so the total score ranged for 1 to 7” (p. 844). Tougas et 

al. (1995) determined the validity of ONS through an exploratory factor analysis with a 

Cronbach Alpha of .78 and a test-retest reliability of .84.  

Campbell et al. (1997) reviewed and compared the MSS and the Neosexism Scale 

(ONS). They found that while “both were equally good at predicting support for the 

feminist movement and attitudes toward lesbians and gay men, the Neosexism scale had 

better internal reliability and exhibited stronger gender differences” (p. 89). 

 

Historic Sexism Scale (HSS) 

 I combined items from both the Modern Sexism Scale and the Neosexism Scale 

to measure traditional sexist perceptions as noted in the 1990s. The measure which 

combined items from both the Modern Sexism Scale and Neosexism scale was called the 

Historic Sexism Scale (HSS)  and included a rating scale from 1 to 5 (strongly disagree to 

strong agree). I tested the Historic Sexism Scale (HSS) for validity and reliability.  

 

Contemporary Sexism Scale (CSS) and Gender Neutral Sexism Scenarios 

(GNSS) 

 

Additionally, I included two original scales: Contemporary Subtle Sexism Scale 

(Carroll, 2017) and Gender Neutral Subtle Sexism Scenarios Scale (Carroll, 2017). The 

goal of the Contemporary Subtle Sexism Scale (CSSS) was to measure contemporary 

overt and subtle sexism claims made today in higher education. Each item was rated on a 

5- point Likert scale (1=total disagree and 5=strongly agree).  

 

The Gender Neutral Subtle Sexism Scenarios Scale (GNSS) provided subtle 

sexism examples using gender neutral names with follow-up questions asking 

participants to consider various scenarios based on gender perceptions/gender identity 

roles to determine perceptions of higher education employees. The GNSS consisted of 

five gender neutral scenarios with five follow-up questions after each scenario provided. I 

tested both original scales for validity and reliability by conducting confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

 

A power analysis was conducted to confirm that a total of 200-300 respondents 

was needed to confirm validity and reliability of new and adapted instruments in the pilot 
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study. Data input and descriptive analyses were conducted in SPSS version 23. 

Descriptive analyses were only available for the 171 participants who completed the 

survey and included 129 females and 41 males. Missing data occurred as all items in the 

pilot study were optional and the survey length included roughly seventy items that asked 

for responses. This issue was addressed by removing incomplete responses from data 

analysis and reporting as well as reviewing the format of the survey and validity and 

reliability testing.  

Correlational statistics were used to test predictor variables and outcome 

differences. Three scales utilized in the pilot study were previously analyzed using 

confirmatory factor analysis (HSS, GNSS, and CSE). Confirmatory factor analysis was 

used to test construct validity of all scales.  

 

According to Schreiber et al. (2015), “when a CFA is conducted, the researcher 

uses a hypothesized model to estimate a population covariance matrix that is compared 

with the observed covariance matrix. Technically, the researcher wants to minimize the 

difference between the estimated and observed matrices” (p.323).   

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted for each of the four scales used in the 

pilot study. Results for the Core Self Evaluations Test (Judge et al., 2003) indicated three 

categories that directly aligned with the researcher’s goals for the scale regarding 

participant self-worth, career efficacy and successful completion of tasks or goals. There 

was significant co-variance found among these questions. If questions from this section 

needed to be removed, it could be argued that the third category of success in completing 

tasks (2 items) could be eliminated. For the combined Historic Sexism Scale (HSS), it 

was also determined that there was significant co-variance found among three 

components which include equal opportunity in the workplace, social and economical 

pressures regarding equality in the work place, and professional advancement for women 

in the workplace. All three items were consistent with my hypothesis that these scales are 

still relevant today regarding perceptions of sexism in the higher education workplace. 

Finally, for the Contemporary Sexism Scale (Carroll 2017) results indicated that there 

were two categories: perceptions of aggressive women in the higher education workplace 

and perceptions of gender stereotypes in the higher education workplace. While all ten 

items were significant regarding co-variance, one item in the first component “both men 

and women experience sexism in the higher education workplace” could be eliminated. 

The Gender Neutral Scenarios were reviewed based on differences between males 

and females and the frequency of responses by participants. The five Gender Neutral 

Scenarios included:  

1. At the monthly department meeting, the faculty determine that they should 

make a Starbucks run. Alex asks Jamie to collect their colleagues’ orders 

and pick up the coffee. 

2. Jordan and Taylor are both newly hired administrators in the same 

department with same amount of work experience and education. 

However, Jordan makes $10,000 more annually than Taylor does. 

3. Charlie and Casey are both staff members who have worked for the same 

department for three years. A new supervisory position has become 

available. Charlie and Casey both have a master’s degree and are both 



125 

married with children. During the interview process Casey is asked about 

marital status and Charlie is not. 

4. Frankie asks Jessie to change the water bottle in the staff kitchen because 

it is too heavy. 

5. Rory and Logan serve on the curriculum committee. Logan is asked to 

take notes on the meeting and Rory is not. 

 

Each scenario was followed by a series of questions asking respondents to 

consider whether or not each scenario with gender neutral names should be considered a 

case of sexism. For example, in scenario 1 the follow up questions included  

a) If Alex is a woman and Jamie is a man, is this a case of sexism? 

b) If Alex is a man and Jamie is a woman, is this a case of sexism? 

c) If Alex is a heterosexual man and Jamie is a gay man, is this a case of sexism? 

d) If Alex is a heterosexual woman and Jamie is a lesbian woman, is this a case of 

sexism? 

e) If Alex is a heterosexual woman and Jamie is a gay man, is this a case of sexism? 

Based on the responses of the participants, scenario 1 and scenario 4 did not have 

statistically significant results between male and female responses or among participants 

as a whole. The majority of respondents disagreed with all follow-up responses being a 

case of sexism. Scenarios 2, 3, and 5 all had statistically significant differences between 

male and female respondents regarding cases of sexism.  

 

Discussion 

 

 When comparing participant responses of the Gender Neutral Scenarios, 

results indicated that in scenarios 2, 3, and 5 there was a difference in how female and 

male participants viewed cases of sexism. Overall, female respondents identified more 

scenarios being cases of sexism as opposed to male respondents. In scenario 3, when 

asked “if Charlie is a woman and Casey is a man, is this a case of sexism,” participant 

responses were almost evenly split with 47% or 81 participants agreeing that it was a case 

of sexism and 53% or 90 participants disagreeing. An additional follow up question in 

scenario 3 produced an interesting split in participant responses. When asked “if Charlie 

is a heterosexual man and Casey is a gay man, is this a case of sexism,” participant 

responses were also split with 57% or 98 participants agreeing that this was a case of 

sexism and 43% or 73 participants disagreeing with the statement. This indicated that 

more than half of the respondents perceived that a gay man may experience sexism in the 

workplace. From these results it was decided to include interview questions on these 

scenarios when conducting both the qualitative pilot study questions as well as the 

dissertation research study to glean more information regarding higher education 

employee perceptions of sexism in the workplace.  

 In scenario 2, nearly every question indicated a split answer by 

participants. For example, when participants were asked, “if Jordan is a heterosexual man 

and Taylor is a gay men, is this a case of sexism,” the responses were split with 48% of 

responses indicating that this was not a case of sexism and 53% percent indicating that it 

was a case of sexism. When asked if “Jordan is a heterosexual woman and Taylor is a 

lesbian woman, is this a case of sexism,” responses were split with 50% or 85 
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participants indicating that this is not a case of sexism and 52% or 88 participants 

indicating that this is a case of sexism. If this were the dissertation study, results would 

indicate that nearly half of graduate students believe that a gay man and a lesbian woman 

experience sexism in the workplace based on both their gender and their sexual 

orientation.  

As noted above, confirmatory factor analysis results for the Contemporary Sexism 

Scale (Carroll, 2017) indicated two categories: aggressive women in the higher education 

workplace and perceptions of gender stereotypes in the higher education workplace. For 

the majority of the questions, participants either mostly agreed or mostly disagreed. 

When reviewing confirmatory factor analysis results for the Historic Sexism Scale (HSS), 

there was a similar pattern of the majority of participants agreeing or disagreeing with the 

statements. It was determined by the dissertation committee and me that it was not 

necessary to eliminate questions from the CSE or for the HSS. The missing data and 

incomplete survey responses were likely affected by the format and organization of the 

electronic survey and not the number of questions.  

 Previous studies indicated that there is a direct connection between self-

efficacy, life satisfaction, and confidence in the workplace (Chen et al., 2001, Judge et 

al., 2003). Past research has also shown micro-aggressions lead to hostility and 

uncertainty in the workplace (Tougas, 1995; Swim et al., 1995; Swim et al., 1997). The 

design of this study does not allow for casual inference but does indicate that 

contemporary sexism in the workplace impacts men, women, and the LGBTQ 

community. These findings suggest that more research needs to be conducted regarding 

the impact on the LGBTQ community and to the definition of a “man” in regarding to 

sexism in the workplace and traditional/emerging gender role perceptions. 

 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 

This pilot study was limited to the College of Education graduate students at a 

large urban public university in the Northeast. It cannot be generalized to the entire 

graduate student community or anything beyond. It is important to note that this pilot 

study was conducted to determine validity and reliability of new and adapted instruments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



127 

 

APPENDIX B 

2017 PILOT STUDY EXTENDED ANALYSIS 

 

 When comparing participant responses of the Gender Neutral Scenarios, 

results indicated that in scenarios 2, 3, and 5 there was a difference in how female and 

male participants viewed cases of sexism. Overall, female respondents identified more 

scenarios being cases of sexism as opposed to male respondents. In scenario 3, when 

asked “if Charlie is a woman and Casey is a man, is this a case of sexism,” participant 

responses were almost evenly split with 47% or 81 participants agreeing that it was a case 

of sexism and 53% or 90 participants disagreeing. An additional follow up question in 

scenario 3 produced an interesting split in participant responses. When asked “if Charlie 

is a heterosexual man and Casey is a gay man, is this a case of sexism,” participant 

responses were also split with 57% or 98 participants agreeing that this was a case of 

sexism and 43% or 73 participants disagreeing with the statement. If this were the actual 

dissertation research study, this would indicate that more than half of the respondents 

perceived that a gay man may experience sexism in the workplace. It will be important 

for me to look at these data closely and to include interview questions on these scenarios 

when conducting both the qualitative pilot study questions as well as the dissertation 

research study to glean more information regarding higher education employee 

perceptions of sexism in the workplace. I predicted that similar results would be found 

while conducting the dissertation research study.     

 In scenario 2, nearly every question indicated a split answer by 

participants. For example, when participants were asked, “if Jordan is a heterosexual man 

and Taylor is a gay men, is this a case of sexism,” the responses were split with 48% of 

responses indicating that this was not a case of sexism and 53% percent indicating that it 

was a case of sexism. When asked if “Jordan is a heterosexual woman and Taylor is a 

lesbian woman, is this a case of sexism,” responses were split with 50% or 85 

participants indicating that this is not a case of sexism and 52% or 88 participants 

indicating that this is a case of sexism. If this were the dissertation study, results would 

indicate that nearly half of graduate students believe that a gay man and a lesbian woman 

experience sexism in the workplace based on both their gender and their sexual 

orientation. Additionally, scenario 2 results also show that participants 54% or 93 

participants believe that a gay man experiences sexism if a heterosexual woman makes 

more money based on the same qualifications. 

    In scenario 5, participants were asked “if Rory is a man and Logan is a 

woman, is this a case of sexism?” Results indicated that 67% or 115 respondents did not 

believe that this was a case of sexism. However, 31% or 53 respondents indicated that it 

was a case of sexism. This response was statistically significant with far more women 

indicating that this was a case of sexism than men: 50 women and 3 men. In summary, 

these findings support a statistically and practically significant relationship between the 

Gender Neutral Scenarios and participant perceptions of sexism in the workplace.  

 While participant responses to scenarios 1 and 4 indicated that participants 

believed none of the following questions were cases of sexism, scenario 1 is actually an 

example of subtle sexism in the higher education workplace “if Alex is a woman and 

Jamie is a man.” Results indicated that 78% or 134 participants believed that this scenario 
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was not a case of sexism while 23% or 39 respondents believed that it was a case of 

sexism. I will utilize the qualitative pilot in Summer or Fall 2017 to frame and ask 

focused open-ended questions regarding participant perceptions of scenarios 1 and 5 to 

give a better understanding of participant reasoning and logic when responding to the 

GNS.  

 As noted above, confirmatory factor analysis results for the Contemporary 

Sexism Scale (Carroll, 2017) indicated two categories: aggressive women in the higher 

education workplace and perceptions of gender stereotypes in the higher education 

workplace. Most questions had a majority response or agree or disagree. For example, 

when asked of “both men and women an experience sexism in the higher education 

workplace,” 131 participants or 78% agreed with the statement while 12 participants or 

12% disagreed. I assert that this statement will have a more split response in the actual 

dissertation study when the population being survey includes a more diverse group of 

respondents. When asked if “male faculty members are more respected than female 

members among students,” participants were evenly divided with 42% or 71 agreeing and 

42% or 72 disagreeing with the statement. A total of 27 participants or 16% remained 

neutral on the statement. It will be important to discuss this statement with participants in 

both the qualitative pilot study and the dissertation study during semi-structured 

interviews. I believe that the results will be similar to this question in the dissertation 

study will produce similar mixed results. 

Additionally, confirmatory factor analysis results for the CSE scale suggested that 

items were organized into three categories: participant self-worth, career efficacy and 

successful completion of tasks or goals. The majority of responses indicated agree or 

disagree to the items in the scale. However, there were 3 items were participants 

responses were split. When asked if “sometimes I do not feel in control of my work,” 109 

participants or 64% agreed while 36% disagreed. Participants were also divided when 

responding to the statement, “there are times when things look pretty bleak to me.” 94 

participants or 58% disagreed with the statement while 71 participants or 42% agreed 

with the statement. Finally, 69 participants or 38% agreed that they were “filed with 

doubts” about their competence while 62% disagreed with the statement. 

When reviewing confirmatory factor analysis results for the combined Neosexism 

and Modern Sexism Scale, there was a similar pattern of the majority of participants 

agreeing or disagreeing with the statements. It was determined by the dissertation 

committee and me that it was not necessary to eliminate questions from the CSE or for 

the combined Neo-Sexism Scale and Modern Sexism Scale. The missing data and 

incomplete survey responses were likely affected by the format and organization of the 

electronic survey and not the number of questions.  

 

 Previous studies indicate that there is a direct connection between self-

efficacy, life satisfaction, and confidence in the workplace (Chen et al., 2001, Judge et 

al., 2003). Past research has also shown microaggressions lead to hostility and 

uncertainty in the workplace (Tougas 1995, Swim et al. 1995, Swim et al. 1997). The 

design of this study does not allow for casual inference but does indicate that 

contemporary sexism in the workplace impacts men, women, and the LGBTQ 

community. These findings suggest that more research needs to be conducted regarding 
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the impact on the LGBTQ community and to the definition of a “man” in regarding to 

sexism in the workplace and traditional/emerging gender role perceptions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


