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ABSTRACT
Social problems, including those related to gender discrimination, are often simplistically attributed to a few ‘bad apples’ rather 
than systemic issues. This research explores one aspect of this under-investigated phenomenon by focusing on women's percep-
tions of sexist men. Three pre-registered correlational studies (n = 647) explored whether women's tendency to perceive sexist 
men as non-typical (‘bad apples’) versus typical of the larger category of men is associated with benefits on intrapersonal and 
interpersonal levels but with costs on an intergroup level. At the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels, perceiving sexist men 
as non-typical was associated with a stronger feeling of well-being, more positive perceptions of men, and stronger social con-
nectedness with men. However, at the intergroup level, it was associated with lower intentions to engage in collective action on 
behalf of women's issues. These findings suggest that perceiving the subgroup of sexist men as non-typical of the larger category 
of men is a perception that may contribute to maintaining the gender status quo. The societal and practical implications of this 
research are elaborated in the accompanying social impact statement. Please refer to the Supporting Information section to find 
this article's Community and Social Impact Statement.

1   |   Introduction

The resignation of UK Conservative MP Neil Parish for 
watching pornography in the Commons in May 2022 sparked 
wider conversation about systemic sexual misconduct. Senior 
Minister Kwasi Kwarteng's dismissive comment attributing the 
issue to ‘some bad apples’ drew public and government criti-
cism for overlooking a systemic issue. Kwarteng's response is 
not unique. It represents a phenomenon in which the blame for 
a social problem is placed on the actions of a few malign in-
dividuals or a small subgroup. Another example is the phrase 
‘Not All Men’, which has been used online since the mid-2000s 
by men's rights activists to critique general blame in discussions 

on misogyny and abuse. The rhetoric entered public conscious-
ness during the height of the #MeToo movement to suggest the 
issue was individual-and not systemic-and was used to derail 
the #MeToo movement. Evidence for the tendency to attribute 
systemic issues to a few bad apples is demonstrated in Gantman 
and Paluck's (2022) work showing that individuals frequently 
endorse the serial rapist model (the idea that repeat offenders 
are responsible for most sexual assaults on college campuses in 
the United States) although there is no evidence to support this 
model. Some research in the social and psychological sciences 
shows that the way of thinking seen in all these examples—that 
is, attributing systemic issues to a small subgroup can have fun-
damental benefits. First, it assures people that, despite ‘a few 
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bad apples’, the world is generally just and moral (Lerner 1965; 
Lerner and Montada 1998). This belief in a just world is reassur-
ing and provides a sense of control (see Hafer and Sutton 2016). 
Thus, it is also not surprising that endorsing the belief in a just 
world can also be associated with higher levels of well-being 
(Dalbert 1999; Sutton and Douglas 2005), with more trust that 
one will be treated fairly by others (Dalbert et  al.  2001), and 
with interpersonal forgiveness (see Strelan 2018 for review). As 
such, it can serve as an adaptive strategy at the intrapersonal 
and interpersonal levels.

Second, separating a subgroup from the larger category by 
portraying them as bad apples may be especially beneficial 
in intergroup relationships that involve high levels of inter-
dependence, such as the relations between women and men. 
Men and women often seek to avoid conflict and maintain 
positive relationships due to mutual reproductive dependence 
(Jackman  1994). Others have suggested that this mutual de-
pendency may foster status quo-supporting perceptions, like 
gender-specific system justifications (GSJ; Jost and Kay 2005) 
or endorsement of benevolent sexism (BS)–an ideology based 
on the belief that women are nicer, warmer, purer, and mor-
ally superior to men, but also less competent and thus depen-
dent on men (Bareket and Fiske 2023; Glick and Fiske 1997). 
This perception allows men to maintain a positive view of 
themselves in society while maintaining their privileged 
position. Crucially to the present research, endorsing these 
views can have interpersonal benefits for women by en-
abling positive perceptions and relations with men (Glick and 
Fiske 2001). In addition, it can benefit women at the intraper-
sonal level. Research shows that among women, greater en-
dorsement of benevolent sexism is associated with a stronger 
perception that gender relations are fair and just, which sub-
sequently leads to higher levels of life satisfaction (Connelly 
and Heesacker  2012; Hammond and Sibley  2011). Similarly, 
within heterosexual intimate relationships, benevolent sexism 
was found to moderate the relationship between relationship 
status and life satisfaction. Specifically, endorsing benevolent 
sexism was found to enhance the well-being benefits associ-
ated with being in a serious relationship (Waddell et al. 2019).

Despite these intrapersonal and interpersonal benefits, placing 
the blame for sexism on a small distinct group of men can be 
problematic for women at the intergroup level, as it can reduce 
their ability to recognise and respond to intergroup injustice. 
According to the integrative social identity model of collective ac-
tion (SIMCA), recognising collective injustice is necessary for peo-
ple's engagement in collective action (van Zomeren et al. 2008), in 
this case to counter sexism (e.g., Becker and Swim 2011; Foster 
et al. 2021). Consequently, failing to recognise the collective in-
justice of sexism will reduce the chances that women will take 
action to change the status quo (Becker and Swim 2011).

It is also likely that the ‘bad-apples subgroup’ perception can 
disrupt the perception of the relevant intergroup dynamics. 
According to social identity theory, if the problem is not per-
ceived to be a collective/intergroup problem between the rele-
vant ingroup (i.e., women) and outgroup (i.e., men), women will 
not perceive the problem as relevant to their collective identity 
(Hogg and Abrams 2007). In this case, collective action will not 
be a relevant response.

In summary, there are a variety of related processes, such 
as endorsement of Just World Beliefs, Benevolent Sexism, 
Gender-specific System Justification, and the denial of per-
sonal discrimination, that can lead women to fail to recognise 
and act against systemic injustice (see also Radke et al. 2016). 
Similarly, positive contact was also found to be a mechanism 
that can negatively affect disadvantaged-group members' sup-
port for social change towards equality (Hässler et  al.  2020; 
Saguy et  al.  2009; Wright and Lubensky  2009). In the pres-
ent research, we offer another psychological mechanism that 
may help to reduce support for collective action on behalf of 
women—perceiving sexist men as a non-typical subgroup that 
is distinct from the larger category of men (as ‘bad apples’). 
We tested whether this perception allows women to maintain 
higher well-being and more positive social connectedness to 
men, but at the same time, reduces their intentions to engage 
in actions to change the gender status quo.

1.1   |   Perceptions of Typicality

Previous research on perceptions of typicality, which examined 
when a target is perceived as typical of the group, suggests that 
targets are seen as non-typical when they have features that dis-
confirm stereotypes held about the group (e.g., Hinzman and 
Maddox 2017; Maurer et al. 1995; Richards and Hewstone 2001). 
By contrast, targets are considered typical of the group if their 
characteristics confirm group stereotypes (Maurer et al. 1995).

Perceptions of typicality can have diverse implications at the 
intrapersonal and intergroup levels. Perceiving sexist men as 
non-typical might help women condemn this subgroup of men 
without negatively affecting their general view of men. This 
should allow for better social connectedness with men. These 
stronger social connections with men and perceptions of their 
world as more just and less threatening may improve their well-
being. This idea is in line with research on other perceptions 
that maintain the gender status quo. For example, belief in a just 
world (Lerner  1980) has not only been found to be associated 
with inequality legitimisation (e.g., García-Sánchez et al. 2022) 
but also with less depression and stress and increased life satis-
faction (Lipkusa et al. 1996; Furnham 2003). Similarly, endorsing 
complementary gender differentiation beliefs (one component of 
benevolent sexism) was found to be positively associated with 
well-being (Oswald et al. 2019).

Despite these intrapersonal and interpersonal benefits, per-
ceiving sexist men as non-typical may be maladaptive at the 
intergroup level. Such perception might go hand in hand with 
the perception that systematic, group-level changes are not 
needed, and that efforts to reduce sexism should focus solely 
on the subgroup of sexist men. Yet, there is good evidence that 
sexism is maintained not just through specific individuals or a 
subgroup, but through social and institutional structures that 
keep the sexist hierarchy in place and legitimise or make invis-
ible sexist behaviour (e.g., Whitley and Page 2015). Therefore, 
successful efforts to reduce inequality involve not only con-
fronting sexist behaviours, but also educating all men about 
the underlying social forces and societal beliefs that support 
sexism (see Case et al. 2014; Lemus et al. 2014 for examples of 
interventions).
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1.2   |   The Present Research

Although prior research has explored individual-level beliefs 
such as benevolent sexism and system justification in maintain-
ing gender inequality, no published studies have investigated how 
perceived subgroup typicality, such as viewing sexist men as non-
typical of all men, influences women's responses to sexism. The 
current research addresses this gap by testing, for the first time, 
whether perceiving sexist men as a subgroup that is non-typical 
of the larger category of men contributes to the maintaining of 
the gender status quo. Specifically, in three studies, we test the 
hypothesis that perceiving sexist men as non-typical of the larger 
category of men benefits women in terms of well-being and posi-
tive interpersonal relations (personal trust and connections) with 
men, while at the same time being problematic for broader efforts 
to reduce sexism because it reduces interest in collective action. 
Figure 1 presents the theorised predictions. Study protocols, data 
files, and syntax for all studies are available on the OSF (https://​
osf.​io/​awr5u/​?​view_​only=​b13c1​dfe49​134cd​b87c8​a7527​0949500).

2   |   Study 1

Study 1 provides a first test of our predictions. Preregistration of 
the study is available through AsPredicted: https://​aspre​dicted.​
org/​NCV_​3QC.1

We predicted that among women: (H1) perceiving sexist men as 
more typical of the larger category of men will be associated with 
(a) lower well-being, (b) less trust in men (but not women), and (c) 
lower feelings of social connectedness with men (but not in gen-
eral); and (H2) with higher intentions to engage in collective action.

2.1   |   Methods

2.1.1   |   Participants

Participants were women, undergraduate students at a large 
Canadian university majoring in a range of disciplines. They 
were recruited for course credit (in the case of psychology stu-
dents) or for a small monetary compensation and the option 
to participate in a $200 lottery. A power analysis revealed that 
at least 175 women were needed to detect five correlations of 
r = 0.30 between the measures with α of 0.05% and 80% power. 
We were able to recruit 204 participants, of whom 183 met the 
pre-registered inclusion criteria (M = 20.49, SD = 3.26). Thirty 
percent identified as East Asian, 25% as South Asian, 19% as 
White/European, 8% as Southeast Asian, 6% as Middle Eastern, 
2% as Hispanic, 1% as Black/African, 8% as members of other 
ethnic groups, and 1% did not indicate ethnicity.

2.2   |   Procedure

Participants were invited to participate in a study examining 
how people perceive different groups. After providing in-
formed consent and completing the demographic items, par-
ticipants were presented with the following text that describes 
the behaviours of sexist men: ‘While it's important to work 
on fixing the big issues, it's the small and seemingly harmless 

instances of everyday sexism that are also working to maintain 
and normalize inequality between men and women. Here are 
five common examples that will allow you to recognize sexist 
men’. They were then presented with examples of sexist be-
haviours (e.g., They pressure women into doing office house-
work; organizing events, fetching coffee, or note taking, even 
if it's not part of their job requirements). We included these 
specific examples of sexist behaviour to ensure that our par-
ticipants had a concrete understanding of the subgroup (sex-
ist men) to which we referred in the subsequent parts of the 
study. However, we did not provide any information about the 
extent or prevalence of the broader phenomenon of sexism or 
any specific behaviours. See OSF for the full protocol.

To ensure that participants read the text and that they indeed 
perceived this group as sexist, they were first asked how sexist 
this group is. Options ranged from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). 
They then completed the measures of perception of group typ-
icality, followed by the measures of well-being, personal trust 
in men and women, social connectedness to men and people 
in general, and collective action intentions. They were then 
thanked and debriefed.

2.3   |   Measures

2.3.1   |   Perception of Group Typicality

Taken from Hinzman and Maddox  (2017), participants were 
asked ‘based on your knowledge of cultural beliefs in Canada, 
how closely does the subgroup of sexist men align with the per-
ception of men in Canada?’. Responses ranged from 1 (not at all 
typical) to 7 (very typical).

2.3.2   |   Well-Being

Two measures were used to assess well-being. (1) The 4-item 
Personal Well-being Score (PWS; Benson et  al.  2019) is based 
on the Office of National Statistics and measures subjective 
well-being. An example item is: ‘I am satisfied with my life’. 
Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) and were averaged to create a total score (α = 0.75). (2) 
The single-item Cantril's Ladder of Life Scale (Bjørnskov 2010) 
prompts participants to envision a ladder with steps numbered 

FIGURE 1    |    The proposed associations between the perception of 
the typicality of the subgroup ‘sexist men’ and outcomes at the intraper-
sonal, interpersonal, and intergroup levels.

+
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from zero at the bottom to 10 at the top. The top of the ladder sig-
nifies the best possible life (10), while the bottom represents the 
worst (0). Participants are then asked to identify the step where 
they currently see themselves.

2.3.3   |   Personal Trust in Men and Women

To assess feelings of personal trust towards men, a three-item 
scale was developed. Items are: ‘I'm very cautious when I meet 
new men’, ‘In general, I don't trust men too much’, and ‘I prefer 
to avoid interactions with other men’. Responses ranged from 1 
(not at all) to 7 (very much), and items were reverse scored and 
averaged such that higher scores represent greater personal 
trust in men (α = 0.76). We used the same items to measure 
trust towards women to test whether associations with group 
typicality ratings were specific to trust towards men (α = 0.63).

2.3.4   |   Social Connectedness to Men and to People 
in General

We used an adapted version of the Social Connectedness scale 
(Lee et al. 2001). The original scale measures feelings of con-
nectedness to people in general (i.e., ‘I feel distant from other 
people’). In the present research, we used both ‘men specific’ 
(i.e., ‘I feel distant from men’) and ‘people in general’ versions 
of the measure to test whether associations with the group 
typicality ratings were specific to feelings of connectedness to 
men. The original scale includes 20 items, which the authors 
report all loaded on a single factor. For brevity, we reduced the 
scale to seven items selecting the items that had the highest 
factor loadings on the original scale. Responses ranged from 
1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). Items were reverse scored and 
averaged, such that higher scores represent stronger feelings 

of social connectedness, (men α = 0.74; people in general 
α = 0.72).

2.3.5   |   Collective Action Intentions

Intentions to engage in collective actions on behalf of women 
and women's issues were measured with four relevant items 
taken from Fischer et  al.  (2017) and nine additional items 
developed for this study by the authors. The new items were 
meant to capture a range of behaviours relevant specifically 
to women's issues (see full protocol on the OSF). Participants 
were asked: ‘When thinking about yourself, what are the 
chances that you will join or do the following activities?’ 
Example items are: ‘Join and endorse #metoo (and similar 
content) publicly through social media’ and ‘Hold promotional 
activities to introduce activities meant to help sexual assault 
victims to colleagues, friends and family’. Responses ranged 
from 1 (very unlikely) to 5 (highly likely). Items were averaged 
such that higher scores indicate greater collective action in-
tentions (α = 0.90).

2.4   |   Results and Discussion

2.4.1   |   Perception of the Group of Sexist Men

The results revealed that participants indeed perceived sexist 
men as sexist (M = 6.55 on a 7-point scale, SD = 0.87).

2.4.2   |   Correlations

Correlations between the study variables are presented in 
Table 1. Women's perception of sexist men as typical of the larger 

TABLE 1    |    Descriptive statistics and correlations between study 1 variables.

Range M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Group typicality-
sexist men

1–7 4.63 (1.35) — −0.18* −0.10 −0.27*** 0.03 −0.33*** −0.10 0.29***

2. Well-being (PWS) 1.25–5 3.45 (0.89) — 0.56*** 0.17* 0.04 0.31*** 0.38*** −0.08

3. Well-being 
(Cantril Ladder)

1–10 5.99 (1.67) — 0.18** −0.07 0.25*** 0.24*** −0.09

4. Personal trust in 
men

1–5 2.67 (0.94) — −0.15* −0.55*** −0.22** −0.47***

5. Personal trust in 
women

1–4.33 3.79 (0.72) — 0.02 0.34*** 0.06

6. Social 
connectedness to 
men

1–5 3.13 (0.69) — −0.40*** −0.31***

7. Social 
connectedness to 
people

1–4.20 3.48 (0.72) — −0.02

8. Collective action 
intentions

1–5 3.34 (0.85) —

Note: ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.
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category of men in general was significantly and negatively as-
sociated with the PWS measurement of well-being. While the 
association with the Cantril's Ladder of Life Scale was also neg-
ative, it failed to reach statistical significance.

Women's perception of sexist men as typical of the larger cat-
egory of men was significantly and negatively associated with 
personal trust in men but not personal trust in women. Women's 
perceptions of sexist men as typical of the larger category of men 
were significantly and negatively associated with social connect-
edness to men, but not with connectedness to people in general.

Women's perception of sexist men as typical of the larger category 
of men was significantly and positively associated with collective 
action intentions. As for personal trust in women and social con-
nectedness with people in general, the data were analysed by es-
timating a Bayes factor (BF) using Bayesian Information Criteria 
(BIC; Wagenmakers 2007). This procedure examines the fit of the 
data under the null hypothesis, compared to the alternative hy-
pothesis (such that BF01 > 1 suggests that the null hypothesis is 
supported). The estimation of the BF for these two correlations 
suggested that the data were in favour of the null hypothesis, 
BF01 = 16.11 for trust in women, and BF01 = 7.56 for social con-
nectedness to people in general. The data was also in favour of the 
null hypothesis for well-being when using the Cantril's Ladder of 
Life Scale as an indicator of well-being, =6.71. However, the data 
did not support the null hypothesis for the remaining variables, 
range BF01 = 0.00–0.75 (Jarosz and Wiley 2014).

2.4.3   |   Primary Analysis

We ran structural equation models (SEM) with AMOS software, 
using latent constructs to test a path model from group typicality 
to the four variables of interest. We employed robust maximum 
likelihood to handle missing data and possible non-normality. 
The model fit the data well, χ2 (274) = 502.03, p < 0.001, TLI = 0.89, 
CFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.06, explaining variances of 5% in well-
being, 10% in personal trust, 19% in social connectedness, and 
10% in collective action intentions. As can be seen in Figure 2, 
perceiving sexist men as more typical of the larger category of 
men was associated with lower well-being (consistent with H1a), 
with less personal trust in men (consistent with H1b), and with 
lower feelings of social connectedness with men (consistent with 
H1c). In line with H2, perceiving sexist men as more typical of the 
larger category of men was also associated with greater intentions 
to engage in collective action. These results provide initial sup-
port for the prediction that perceiving sexist men as non-typical 
is associated with benefits at the intrapersonal and interpersonal 
levels but poses intergroup challenges. Also, the correlational 
data provide some initial evidence that the negative interpersonal 
effects associated with perceiving sexist men as typical of all men 
are specific to relationships with men and are not associated with 
negative interpersonal relationships more generally.

3   |   Study 2

Study 2 had three purposes. First, to offer a replication of Study 1's 
results. Second, to test whether the perception of group typicality is 
distinct from other related constructs that are known to maintain 

the gender status quo—that is, GSJ (Jost and Kay 2005) and BS 
(Glick and Fiske 1997). Third, to distinguish between perceptions 
of group typicality and the perception of group size (i.e., the per-
ception that there are more sexist people in the world) and power 
(i.e., the perception of the group to have more power in the world). 
Specifically, to determine if the effects of group typicality of sexist 
men are specifically about ‘typicality’ rather than due to percep-
tions that there are more sexist men in the world or that these sex-
ist men have more power/influence. The study was pre-registered: 
https://​aspre​dicted.​org/​CDV_​XY8.

3.1   |   Methods

3.1.1   |   Participants

The study was conducted at a Canadian university, and partic-
ipants were recruited using the psychology department research 
participant pool. Women psychology students who had not partici-
pated in Study 1 were invited to participate in exchange for course 
credit. A power analysis revealed that 160 women were needed to 
detect eight correlations of r = 0.30 with α of 0.05% and 80% power. 
We were able to recruit 256 participants, of whom 248 completed 
the study and identified as women and were therefore included 
in the analysis (Mage = 19.03, SD = 2.16). Participants identified 
as White/European (30%), South Asian (25%), East Asian (22%), 
Southeast Asian (7%), Middle Eastern/North African (6%), Black/
African (1%), Hispanic (1%), or other (8%).

3.1.2   |   Procedure and Measures

The procedures were the same as in Study 1. We included the 
same measures of group typicality, well-being (the PWS, α = 0.71); 
personal trust in men (α = 0.71) and women (α = 0.70), and social 
connectedness to men (α = 0.75) and to people in general (α = 0.72) 
that were used in Study 1. We included an expanded measure of 

FIGURE 2    |    The associations between the perception of group typi-
cality and outcomes at the intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intergroup 
levels, Study 1. Estimates reflect standardised regression coefficients. 
**p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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collective action intentions and added measures of GSJ, BS, and 
perceptions of group size and power, as detailed below.

3.1.3   |   Collective Action Intentions

We included a 15-item self-developed measure of collective ac-
tion that considered a wider array of types of behaviours than 
those included in Study 1, including being active on social media 
(e.g., ‘Join and endorse #Metoo (and similar content) publicly 
through social media’), educating others on women's issues 
(e.g., ‘Introduce and promote activities meant to help sexual as-
sault victims to friends, family, and/or colleagues’), as well as 
more traditional items measuring engagement in protests and 
boycotts (e.g., ‘Publicly support boycotting companies that do 
not properly deal with sexist behaviors in their company’; see 
OSF for the full protocol) Responses were provided on a 7-point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (highly likely). 
Items were averaged such that higher scores represent stronger 
collective action intentions (α = 0.93).

3.1.4   |   Benevolent Sexism

Participants completed the 6-item Benevolent Sexism scale (Glick 
and Fiske 2001; ‘e.g., every man ought to have a woman whom he 
adores’). They were asked to rate their agreement with each item 
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 
Items were averaged so higher scores indicate more BS (α = 0.82).

3.1.5   |   Gender System Justification

To assess the legitimisation of the current gender hierarchy and 
traditional gender role divisions, participants completed the 
7-item GSJ scale (Jost and Kay  2005; for example, In general, 
relations between men and women are fair). Participants rated 
their agreement with each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items were averaged so 
higher scores indicate stronger GSJ (α = 0.71).

3.1.6   |   Perceptions of Group Size and Power

Participants responded to two single-item measures one of their 
perceptions of the size and the other of their perception of the 
power/influence of the group of sexist men relative to all men. 
Possible responses to the size item ranged from 1% (small in size) to 
100% (big in size). Possible responses to the power/influence ques-
tion ranged from 1 (not at all influential) to 100 (highly influential).

3.2   |   Results and Discussion

3.2.1   |   Correlations

Table 2 shows correlations between all variables. Like in Study 
1, the association between group typicality and well-being was 
negative, but, unlike Study 1, the correlation did not reach sta-
tistical significance. Consistent with the results of Study 1, per-
ceiving sexist men as more typical of the larger category of men 

was significantly associated with less personal trust in men but 
not personal trust in women, and with less social connectedness 
to men, and (surprisingly and not consistent with Study 1) with 
less social connectedness to people in general. In line with Study 
1, perceiving sexist men as more typical of the larger category 
of men was significantly associated with stronger intentions to 
engage in collective action.

Analysing the data by estimating a BF suggested that the data 
were in favour of the null hypothesis, BF01 = 18.32 for Trust in 
women, for social connectedness in general, BF01 = 4.47, and for 
Well-being, BF01 = 5.69. It did not support the null hypothesis 
for the remaining variables, range = 0.00–0.02.

3.2.2   |   Primary Analysis

Using SEM to estimate a path model from group typicality to 
the four variables of interest while controlling for BS, GSJ, and 
perceptions of group size and power revealed that the model fit 
the data well, χ2 (400) = 533.12, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96, 
RMSEA = 0.04, and explained 1% of the variance in well-being, 
17% of the variance in personal trust in men, 11% of the variance 
in social connectedness to men, and 24% of the variance in col-
lective action intentions. Figure 3 shows that, in line with H1b 
and H1c and consistent with findings from Study 1, perception of 
group typicality was significantly and negatively related to per-
sonal trust in men and social connectedness to men. In line with 
H2 and consistent with findings in Study 1, perception of group 
typicality was significantly and positively associated with collec-
tive action intentions. Inconsistent with H1a and the findings in 
Study 1, the association between perceptions of group typicality 
and well-being was not significant.2 This indicates perceptions 
of group typicality account for variance in personal trust in men, 
social connectedness to men, and collective action intentions 
that is not accounted for by women's endorsement of BS and GSJ, 
and women's perceptions of the size or power of the group of sex-
ist men.

4   |   Study 3

Study 3 had three purposes. The first was to examine whether 
the inconsistency between Study 1 and Study 2 for the associ-
ation between perceived group typicality and well-being is the 
result of the specific measures of well-being. The second was 
to test whether the associations between perceived group typi-
cality and interpersonal relations are relevant only to women's 
relations with men (as found in Study 1) or whether they are 
also relevant to their relations with people in general (as found 
in Study 2). Third, we examined whether the results replicate 
in a community sample from a different country. The study was 
pre-registered: https://​aspre​dicted.​org/​93H_​5KG.

4.1   |   Methods

4.1.1   |   Participants

A power analysis revealed that at least 170 women are needed 
to detect five correlations of r = 0.30 between the measures 
with α of 0.05 and 80% power. We recruited 250 UK women via 
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Prolific, M age = 41.88, SD = 8.81. Out of these, 216 met the in-
clusion criteria listed in the pre-registration and were included 
in the analysis. Participants identified as White/European 
(92%), East Asian (1%), Southeast Asian (1%), Middle Eastern/
North African (1%), Black/African (1%), or other (3%).

4.1.2   |   Procedure and Measures

Participants were recruited via the Prolific platform and were of-
fered a monetary incentive. Study 3 included the same measures 
for group typicality, personal trust in men (α = 0.83), and women 
(α = 0.83) and collective action intention (α = 0.95) as used in the 
previous studies. For Social connectedness, in addition to scales 
assessing social connectedness to men (α = 0.85) and to people 
in general (α = 0.84), we included a measure of social connected-
ness to women (α = 0.88).

For well-being, in addition to the PWS (α = 0.85), which yielded 
inconsistent results in Studies 1 and 2, we included two addi-
tional measures: (1) The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; 
Diener et  al.  1985), a widely used measure of life satisfaction, 
with strong psychometric properties (Pavot and Diener  2008). 
Participants are asked to indicate, on a 7-point Likert scale, rang-
ing from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), their degree of 
agreement with five items (α = 0.94). Example items are: ‘In most 
ways my life is close to ideal’ and ‘I am satisfied with my life’. (2) 
The Intensity and Time Affect Survey (ITAS; Diener et al. 1985) 
assesses the frequency of pleasant and unpleasant emotional 
states. Participants are asked to indicate how frequently they 
have experienced each of 24 emotions (e.g., affection, joy, anger, 
sadness) during the past 2 weeks, on a 7-point Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (never) to 7 (always). Average scores are computed 
across emotions of the same valence (pleasant, α = 0.88; and un-
pleasant, α = 0.93).

To broaden our investigation of intrapersonal level effects, we 
also assessed participants' self-esteem (Neff 2011), using a one-
item measure taken from Robins et al. (2001): ‘How much do you 
agree with the statement: I have high self-esteem’.T
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FIGURE 3    |    The associations between perception of group typicality 
and outcomes at the intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intergroup lev-
els, while controlling for gender system justification, benevolent sexism, 
and perceptions of group size and power, Study 2. Estimates reflect stan-
dardised regression coefficients. **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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4.2   |   Results and Discussion

4.2.1   |   Correlations

Table 3 shows descriptive statistics and simple correlations. As in 
Study 1, perceiving sexist men as more typical of the larger category 
of men was negatively and significantly associated with well-being 
when we included all the well-being measures. We did not find a 
correlation between perceptions of typicality and self-esteem. In 
line with Studies 1 and 2, perceiving sexist men as more typical of 
the larger category of men was negatively associated with trust in 
men, but not trust in women. Also consistent with Studies 1 and 
2, perceiving sexist men as more typical of the larger category of 
men was negatively associated with social connectedness to men, 
but not to women or to people in general. Finally, again consistent 
with the previous two studies, perceiving sexist men as more typ-
ical of the larger category of men was associated with more inten-
tions to engage in collective action.

Analysing the data by estimating a BF using Bayesian 
Information Criteria favoured the null hypothesis for personal 
trust in women, BF01 = 2.23, for social connectedness to peo-
ple in general, BF01 = 2.73, and social connectedness to women, 
BF01 = 17.06, while not supporting the null hypothesis for the 
remaining variables, BF01 range = 0.00–0.31.

4.2.2   |   Primary Analysis

We used SEM to estimate a path model from group typicality to 
the four outcomes of interest. This time, the latent factor ‘well-
being’ included all three measures (SWLS, ITAS and Self-Esteem). 
The model fit the data well, χ2 (262) = 413.37, p < 0.001, TLI = 0.97, 
CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.04, and explained 7% of the variance in 
well-being, 31% of the variance in personal trust in men, 13% of the 
variance in social connectedness to men, and 7% of the variance in 
collective action intentions. As shown in Figure 4, and in line with 
H1a, H1b, and H1c, perception of group typicality had a significant 
negative link to well-being, personal trust in men, and social con-
nectedness to men. In line with H2, perceptions of group typicality 
had a significant positive link to collective action intentions.

5   |   General Discussion

Three pre-registered correlational studies provide evidence that 
perceiving sexist men as non-typical of the larger category of men 
can benefit women at the intrapersonal and interpersonal lev-
els. However, this same perception can be problematic at the in-
tergroup level. Specifically, perceiving sexist men as non-typical 
of men was associated with higher personal well-being among 
women. It also allowed women to feel greater personal trust in men 
and have stronger interpersonal connections with men. However, 
at the same time, it was also associated with lower intentions to 
engage in collective action for women's issues.

These findings were reinforced by Study 2's results, as controlling 
for BS, GSJ, and women's perceptions of the size and power of 
the group of sexist men did not change the statistical conclusion, 
thus supporting the discriminant validity of group typicality and 
showing that the associations are not redundant with these related 

constructs. They also show that although they are related, percep-
tions of typicality do not merely reflect perceptions of the size or 
power of the group of sexist men. As such, our findings suggest that 
perceiving the subgroup of sexist men as non-typical of the larger 
category of men is a unique perception that is associated with the 
maintenance of the gender status quo. Finally, perceptions of the 
typicality of the group of sexist men were not associated with per-
sonal trust in women, social connectedness to women, or to people 
in general, suggesting that perceiving sexist men as more typical 
of the larger category of men is not associated with worse interper-
sonal outcomes for women in general, but specifically with inter-
personal relations with men.

Women cope with a sexist society by utilising a variety of percep-
tions and ideologies to maintain positive relationships with men. 
For example, GSJ has been shown to be associated with more life 
satisfaction among women (Hammond and Sibley 2011). Similarly, 
in work contexts, denying gender discrimination correlates with 
higher subjective well-being among women (Derks et  al.  2016; 
Hammond and Sibley  2011; Napier et  al.  2020). The present re-
search shows that perceiving the group of sexist men to be non-
typical of men may serve as another effective individual strategy 
for coping with gender inequality. However, like previous work 
showing that endorsement of benevolent sexism can be associated 
with less support for collective action (Becker and Wright 2011), 
our findings for perceptions of group typicality also suggest that 
they interfere with women's ability to recognise structural inequity 
and/or act against it. Importantly, collective action on behalf of 
women can be beneficial not only at the social level, but also at the 
personal level. As it was shown to promote an enactment of wom-
en's social identity and thus to strengthen their ingroup identifica-
tion (Foster 2015). Collective action engagement can also enhance 
women's well-being (Foster et al. 2021; Outten and Schmitt 2015), 
reduce distress (DeBlaere et al. 2014) and increase feelings of col-
lective empowerment (Drury and Reicher 1999).

5.1   |   Implications

Our research has several implications. First, it shows a double-
edged sword in women's perceptions of sexist men as non-typical 
of the category men in general. This challenges educators, psy-
chologists, and activists to balance individual coping with actions 
for broader social change. Organisations advocating for gender 
equality might need to recalibrate their messaging, seeking 
strategies that encourage both individual well-being and socie-
tal advancement. Awareness campaigns, particularly in the age 
of social media, should be cognizant of inadvertently reinforcing 
problematic perceptions that can undermine systemic change.

Second, our findings offer important implications for media 
narratives and public discourse. Media literacy programmes can 
benefit from including content that helps women recognise and 
critically assess the ‘bad apple’ narrative. Policies and practices 
could be designed to foster a societal environment that nurtures 
individual well-being and galvanises collective action. Activists 
will benefit from caution in how they frame sexist attitudes, 
understanding that characterising them as ‘non-typical’ might 
sustain the status quo. Mental health professionals must bal-
ance recognising systemic sexism with supporting individual 
well-being. This can inform more effective strategies for both 
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activism and therapeutic intervention, allowing a more holistic 
and nuanced approach to tackling gender inequality.

Lastly, it is important to note that this mechanism of perceiving 
sexist men as non-typical operates independently of previously 
documented processes like system justification or benevolent 
sexism, which focus on legitimising inequality. Instead, percep-
tions of non-typicality, by shifting the focus to individual ‘bad 
apples’, diminish the degree to which sexism is seen as a systemic 
group-level problem requiring collective action. Thus, this rep-
resents a unique pathway through which inequality persists, by 
framing sexism as an individual rather than systemic problem.

5.2   |   Limitations and Future Directions

These studies have several limitations. First, the measure of 
perceptions of typicality used here is a single-item measure 
that focuses on broader societal perceptions (Hinzman and 
Maddox 2017). Although the use of such a measure reduces vari-
ation across contexts, it might limit the depth of insights into 
how individuals perceive sexist men. Second, our findings on 
group typicality and well-being, while supported in two of the 
studies, were not completely consistent, failing to reach signif-
icance in Study 2. Third, the correlational and cross-sectional 
design of the studies limits causal inference. Future experi-
ments could establish these causal relationships. For example, 
researchers could expose participants to system threats (e.g., 
Brescoll et al. 2013) made by a specific group and manipulate the 
groups' typicality to see if these changes in group typicality pro-
duce similar effects on well-being, interpersonal relations with 
men, and collective action found in these correlational studies. 
Future research could explore if media messages like ‘bad ap-
ples’ stories influence perceptions of group typicality, poten-
tially masking systemic issues and dampening collective action.

Finally, our study specifically examined, for the first time, how 
sexist men are viewed in relation to all men, but the concept of 

group typicality may also apply to other groups. Would perceiv-
ing racist police officers as typical or non-typical of the broader 
category of police officers have a similar impact on Black 
Americans? Similarly, would the perceptions of racist Whites 
as typical or non-typical of White people have comparable ef-
fects on members of racial minority groups? Future research 
should investigate how perceptions of group typicality influence 
personal and intergroup outcomes in these less interdependent 
groups.

6   |   Conclusions

This research provides important and novel insight into how 
women's perception of sexist men as non-typical (vs. typical) of 
the broader category of men can be beneficial to them at the in-
trapersonal and interpersonal levels but might be costly to efforts 
to achieve gender equality at the intergroup level. In contexts of 
gender-based inequality, perceiving perpetrators of discrimina-
tion as non-typical of the larger category (viewing them as ‘bad 
apples’) may protect personal well-being and relationships while 
also maintaining the status quo.

Ethics Statement

The study received IRB approval from Simon Fraser University, Canada. 
All participants signed informed consent prior to their participation in 
the studies.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in 
OSF at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17605/​​OSF.​IO/​AWR5U​.

Endnotes

	1	The results presented here deviate from the pre-registration in four 
ways: First, as this paper focuses on women, we do not report the re-
sults for men. Second, the survey also examined women's perceptions 
of the subgroup of men allies, which, due to the focus of the paper, we 
do not report here. Third, one of our aims in this study was to develop 
a visual measure for perceptions of typicality. Due to the focus of this 
paper, and since we were unable to validate our measure, we decided to 
focus on the existing measure of group typicality. Fourth, one measure 
reported in the pre-registration ‘perceptions regarding who should 
change’, is not reported in the main analyses in all three studies, as it 
occurred to us that the way the scale was phrased encouraged dichoto-
mous thinking (i.e., it suggests that sexist men and all men are separate 
entities and promotes the nontypically perspective). The data set for 
Study 1, which includes all additional variables, is available on the OSF 
link provided in the text.

	2	For the full model including the association between the covariates 
and the variables see Figure 3a in the OSF.
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