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WHAT DO FEMI NI STS AND THE WOMENG6S MOVEMENT ME
MEN?

ABSTRACT

This research examingses al i e n c e a@donomie culturalji anchpolisyneaningdo

American men.Using dataon 1,286 menfrom the 1992 and 2000 American National Election

Studiesand a multilevetegression moddor paired outcomed find thatfeminism carries no

apparent economic meanjrespite asertions thatow-statusand financially insecurmenfeel

threatened by women in the labor force or value the extra income a spouse might provide.

Ratherf emi ni smés meanifregniing smer e ndultther avloomenoés n
more positive ratigs from men concerned witlgalitariamism, and more negative ratings from

men concerned with h e s u rtraditienabimoral todes Yet the policy dimension is also

important; men who oppose gay rights poli@esce some hostility toward feminisriinally, |

find no evidence that Afeministso are identif

At he womendéds movement o signifies economic iss
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This research examineswat f emi ni sts and t heAmaioamends mo
men Dotheysi gni fy a threat to mends economic |ive
their spouses and partners? an assautbarervative moraliy the next step in the apparently
neverending struggle for equitythe vanguard of libeliaed abortion and gay rights policies?

Despite much research on the predictors of gender role attitudes and of fetemtifitation

we havelittle nationally representative reseaaitout what American men think of the activists

and organizations thattempt to further feminist goalg\nd thus we know little about whether

conflicts over gendebbased activisneenter around economic or social issues. This is especially
unf ortunate given the concrete r anotfeR0®Bti ons
terrorist attacks involved waves of overt detininism and more subtle reassertions of

hegemonic masculinity over the supposedly weakening influence of feminization (Faludi 2007).

Although men ofterareportrayed as believing that working men underminene n 6 s
economic securitgnd their status as breadwinners for their famikeg. (Faludi 1999)no
published survey research has ascertawtegther economically threatened men focus their
hostility on the activists who try to open the wddqgeto womenor whethethey actually value
feminists and the womends mo Yoemakingtteabidrtomc ef or t
their spouses or partners to earn extra income.

Or perhapsnen associate FWM more with the cultural realPolitical andreligious
conservatives and Republicénthose who are concerned with the survival of traditional
moralityd generally hold attitudes less favorablevéwdthe goals for whiclkWM strive
(Bolzendahl and Myers 200Brooks and Bolzendahl 200Reingoldand Foust 1998), arat
times they have directlglashed witifeminists andhew o0 me madvement, as in the fight over

the Equal Rights AmendmelERA) (Staggenborg 1998, ch. 4).
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Finally, FWM might signify influences on moral policy suchamrtion ad gay rights
policies bothdeeply intertwined with genderissuesh at i s, per haps feminis
movement matter to American men not in their ties to abstract notions of morality and justice,
but onlyinsofaras theyaffectthe concrete marestations of these principlespablic poligy.
This paper uses American National Election Study (ANES) data from 1992 and 2000 to
investigate the relativealienceof these thre@otential meanings of FW#® material interests,
cultural orientations, anehoral policy preferencesBelow, Idelineatehe scope of inqui that
is, how attitudes toward FWM differ from other subjects of previous research, such as feminist
identification or gender role attitudes. Next | discuss why FWM might signify threbenefits
in the realms of economic weldleing, cultural orientations, and moral policy, along with
potential differences between the Afeministo
measures and methods that investigate these possibildiessribe results and offer some
conclusions about gendbased conflict in the United States.
What We Know About Attitudes Toward Femi ni sm and The Womends Mov
What Are Attitudes Toward Feminists and The W
Although genderbased organizains are some dhe besknown interest groups in
America,there are few studiesafe n 6 s at t i t u dessreseanctvizas fdcusechoa m
varieties of feminissympathyincluding identifying oneself as a feminist (McCabe 2005;
Reingoldand Foust 1998; Schnittker, Freese, and Powell 2003), or on opationgyender
relatedissuess uch as womends r ol e (BoizeslahlcandéMyeys 2@04;d a b o |
Brooks and Bolzendahl 2005But attitudes towardFWM are conceptually disict from these.
Many American men and wom&reven those with liberal gender attitudegerceive feminists

as standing against femininity, mNeshantdd i nity,
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LaFay2000:31114; Staggenborg 1998:64). At the saméme, refusing to identify oneself as
a feminist does not necessargpresenhegativeattitudestoward the movement itself, but may
insteadndicatean acknowledgment of the negats@cial identitycreated whewthersattach
considerable stigma to tierm (Zucker 2004). Indeed, womgenerallyare hesitant to call
themsel ves supporter butrogfa dihley wiloersecnrdisb emotvheemesne |
of a s uHalpand Rodriguez 2003juddy et al. 2000:313, 3280). And the apparent
disconnet bet ween the fibackl asho against feminisn
gendesrelated attitudes can perhaps be explained by the focusing of negative attitudes on the
feministmovemenactorsrather than ofleministgoals(see also Wilcox and @& 1989).
Unfortunately, whahationally representativ@search existsn attitudes towar&WM
remains limited to thorougteviewsof survey questions (Hudat al.2000) and to dataom the
1970s and 1980s (Cook and Wilcox 1998)d it tends to haveeated onlywomen (Wilcox
1990; Wilcox and Cook 1989)-urthermoregdespite the theoretical importance of economic
concernsno published studiesf attitudes toward®WM haveintegratedhe economic
dimension.
Thus this researcinalyze me naititudes towardf e mi ni st s and t he wome
rather than s upp o sel-idehtificatiorf as afermnists Mengandgworaen)s o r
who holdilliberal attitudes about gender rolesdecline toidentify themselves as feminists may
still have widelyvarying attitudes toward the movement that strives for gendatiggand
towardthose who belong to it.
PotentialMeaningsofFem ni st s and the Womends Movement
So how might these attitudes toward FWM re

social lives? | now drawon the aforementioned literature on genddated attitudes and
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feminist consciousness describe three potential sets of meanings that men might attach to
FWMdand then how these meanings might differ f
movane nt . 0

FWM As Economic Threats or Benefit3o begin with, FWM might possess an

economic meaning: either negatively, as threa
their wageearning spouses and partnefstst, FWMmight signify athreat tom e nfihancial
livelihood and consequentlyto their authority at home. As Chafetz and Dworkin (1987:33)
note, fia backlash movement is most |ikely to
reacting grows relatively large or effectivethe pursuit of its goals and therefore comes to be
perceived as a substantial threat ,fortheimpart er i al
generally see the womenims njabsoppermmatiest(Huddgetd.avi n g
2000:314, 34), and Susan Faludi (1999) givedetailedaccount of thesbeliefsamong men
(although she portrays the phenomenon as anger toward corporations displaced onto women).
Thisperspectivenay ex pl ai n K22gfindn@teatioiver-&te8ud meehdio have
little sympathy for feministsthe stagnant economy of the 1970s and early 1980s made jobs
scarce for everyone, and if men believed that women were endangering their employment, they
may well have displayeahore hostility towardhe movement thatttempts to create egfity in
the workplacé.

But perceptions of economic threat are not necggsamento see FWM as an
economic hindrancsne 6 s o0bj e ct icanalsoinduce suahcatviewLOWsSES c s
merd thoseemployed in lowstatus occug#ons, with low incomes, and with low levels of

educatiod tend to hold illiberal gendawole attituds (Brooks and Bolzendahl 2004) anchawve

! However,sub rosebargains between male employers and male employees can limit the actual thagetahat
women pose to memBielby and Baron 1986; Reskin and Roos 1990)
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low scoreson indices of feminissympathy(Klein 1984:10522), althoughReingold and Foust
(1998 confirm thislatter finding only for educatianSimilarly, Danish men without jobs tend to
be | ess supportive of arempoyedmen,pehams bezauseltheyy me nt
perceive competition in the labor market (Togeby 1995). -ktatus workers might resis
feminist gains for less tangible reas@sswell working women challenge the traditional
division of labor from which males with low public status derive their private authority, and a
challenge to the malereadwinner role is simultaneously achallehge mendés i dent i ti
1984:109; Goode 1993).

But FWM may also represent econorhielpto struggling menPrecisely because FWM
have fought the economic exploitation of wome
and female relatives to work outside the home, men may value the economic contributions of the
movement to their own financiaécurity(Staggenborg 1998:225). American mer(and
womer) generallydo believe that h e wo me n 0 Isasi nmopvreonveendt womenos j ob
opportunities antheir seltfimages Huddy et al 2000:314, 3442). Married men irDenmark
feel better aboutvme n 6 s e mp | ounmeeried men (Mogweby 199IDH); it is plausible
that they value the opportunity for extra income. And Burris (1983) finds high male support for
the ERA among lowincome men and those with higlarning spouses, suggesting more directly
t hat eooeomizsg@tusmightlead them tappreciaté=WM.

As with the negative economic view of FWMilgective perceptions of economic
instabilitymay be as important as objective circumstanaed;he importance of material
hardshipis not necessarilyimited to low-income men.Men who are concerned about losing

jobs to women are not concentrated solely in the postegim ofAmericans; even middie

2 However, income and hours worked appedr®mv e no significant i mpact on atti:t
womenésati bn movemento in 1985 data (Cook and Wilcox 1!
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class men seem to worry about this prospect (Banaszak and Plutzer 1993; Goode 1992). And
given theshiftin the Amerian economyawayfrom well-paying industrial jobs wardthe
financially more heterogeneous service se(ay., Morris and Western 199@xtra incomes
provided by spouses or partners may provide invaluable stability for those Jtlaisdenen as
well.

To sum up, if FWM represent economic threats to American men, thestddus men
(those who are poor, who possess little formal education, or who are unemployed) or men who
are concerned about their financial situation should evince more negative sitttwded FWM.
If FWM represent economic boons, then such men should display more positive attitudes.

FWM As Cultural Threats or BenefitOr maybe FWM carry less tangible, more

symbolic meanings. And as with the economic meanthgsecultural meanigs can be
negative or positiveFi r st , men concerned with Atradit.]
display hostility toward the gendbased movements that they perceive to be undermining that
tradition. Polls showupport amongmericansfor the notion thatFWM have contributed to the
breakdown of family life antiavemade it harder for parents to raise their children (Huddy et al.
2000:31415, 34445). The fight against the Equal Rights Amendment and the contemporaneous
ri se of t hhadmusheaondo Rith fpdrd about the effexftgender activisnon

families (Conover and Gray 1983; Staggenborg 1998, ch. 4; see also Chafetz and Dworkin
1987:53).

But FWM may also carry positiveulturalconnotationsmaleappreciatiorfor FWM has

alsobeen | inked to a general strain of | iberal
feminist arguments are extending their suppor

i s yet another cause i n t H¥,séeialgohCook &ind Wilcexo c i a |

0ne

[
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1991:1117 Reingold and Foust 1998Historically, many men concerned with equality in

general, such as Thomas Paine and abolitionists William Lloyd Garrison and Thomas Wentworth
Higginson havefought forgender equalityKimmel and Mosmiller 1992; Kimmel 2005:105

21).

In sum, if FWM represent cultural threats to American men, then we should expect men
most concerned with the survival of traditional moral codes to display particularly negative
attitudes t owaenent.tlfin additioontimey rapdesent imgportant champions of
equal justice, then men who care about equality should give them especially high marks.

FWM As Moral Policy Threats or Benefit§inally, perhaps men see FWM as important

players in setting nrality policy, such as abortion rights and gay righthe two conflicts that

revolve most tightly around gender and the family. This moral policy meaning differs from the
cultural meanings outlined abowveen may worylessa b o ut F WHldnaniverdalfmeral t
codeg(the cultural meaningghanabout the concrete institutionalizationatfortion rights and

gay rights(the moral policy meanings)Adults fearboththat easy abortion availability

socializes children into a world withoubresequencefor sexual behavi@and that homosexuals

can propagate their own kind only by recruiting youngsters to the cause (Staggenborg 1998, chs.
5-6). Abortion rights isa particularly contentioussue one of the only cultural arenas that has

seen increasedfarization in recent years (DiMaggiBvansand Bryson 1996)And

mascul inity 1 s c¢ondtermédatdiendtonsy shatbmnssexudlsictzllehgg @ n o
(e.g., Kimmel 2001). To the extent that men identify feminism with the cause of gay thelyts,

may thus meet with disapprobation among thusawho believe that their vengentity as men

is threatened. Thus if FWM represent concrete policy threats (different from abstract cultural

threats), then we should see particularly low affect for tem men who are opposed to bread
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based abortion rights and gay rightsr, put differently high affect for them from men who
support such right$

DofiFe msoniasnd @A The Wo m@amyDsgferdvitoMeanimgs?4\ thorough

analysisof what FWM mearo American memequires differentiating between the tlabels
The fiwomenbés movemento grew out of t4leandci vi |
may therefore carry agsiations with economic justicen contrastthe myriad negative
connotatb ns attached to Afeministso described abo\
with assaults on marriage and families. Indéahriate associatiorend qualitative
assessmensuggest that Americans i denti figsuggst he wom
and Afeministso more with cul t26;ses blso€ookand qu e s
Wilcox 1992 Gallagher 200¢ If these claims are correct, thert he women6s mov e me:!
should be identified mor e wishobld® adentifiedmore me ani
with cultural and moral policy meanings.
Methods
Data

| assesshe salience of these potential meaniwgs American National Election Study
(ANES) survey data from 1992 and 200 both of these years, the ANES consisted moiulti-
stage area probability sample of miininstitutionalizeddmerican citizensn the contiguous
United States who wei voting age on Election Day of that ydadiller et al. 1993 Burns et

al. 200). Although not a panel study, these two yearhefANES do include data on attitudes

®The relevance -ioft e@rhees tc | vass.s i scy nibscellifc pol iticso debate (
andKinder 1971; and Sears, Lau, Tyler, and Allen 1980) is clear. However, | am uncomfortable with the usage of
these ter ms. The term fisymbolic politicsdo carries witd.l

acquired in early childhood sotia zat i on t hat remain stable throughout on
by recent research (Brooks and Bolzendahl 2@Gxhigelis, Hardy, and Cutler 200Additionally, the policy

preferences descri bed aboveaeb duwtl pmdri anlki toyn eadrsd djeweptl iyc e etl o
family situation ainndt @rne setrée sitss ;n octl eraerdtyr,i citseed ft o t he ec
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towardFWM, as well as important explanatory variables detailed beldve 2000 ANES also
incorporatedespondents from a randedigit-dialing (RDD) samplewhich | have also included
in these analysés

Dependenvariables To assess attitudes toward femini

use the ANESéelbkit ag dhmeasusofmeetseprosnod e naffect abstr ac
toward specific groupsn a scale of 0 (cold) to 100 (warm). In 19&2d 2000the survey
included separate ther mometer s f, othusdlédwengmeni st s o
to analyze overall feelings abobthettwogiops as wel |
differ.> Although these thermometers do not ask specifically about FWIi ¢hel of
abstraction is in some ways helpful. In contrast to more detailed factual quéspiping)
respondentbeliefsaboutt e mi ni smés effect on American soci e
represent blank slates: men give a spontaneous-&dfin rating of FWM, allowing the
meanings they associate with FWM to be inferred from their individual characteristics.

Although some researchers (Cook 1989; Cook and Wilcog; M4 cox, Sigelman, and
Cook 1989)rgue in favor oadjusing thesevariables for individual differences in the
interpretation of thermometers (since ratings

Acol do a)ntde adjustenennpoocedure they suggest may introduce additional

* The RDDsample had a lower response rate (57.2 percent) in trelguéon survey than the standard faodace

samples in both 1992 (75.7 pent) and 2000 (64.8 percent), raising concerns that they may be systematically
different. But this does not appear to be the c&ww tests for the equality of coefficients between equations in
preliminaryregression models yielded no evidence that the effects of the independent variables differed between the
two sets of respondenftom 200Q and interactions of sample type with key explanatory variables similarly gave no
cause for concernkinally, | havereplicated all analyses without the RDD respondentscandlusionsare

substantively identical.

® Similar feeling thermometers appeared in ANES surveys before 1992, although during the 1980s the ANES
switched to Athe womenosl inbesrearteind m ma wemdin th.ed woBnemawss e
and because of important differences in oltervariables, | have limited my research to the 1992 and 2000 data.
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measurement err8r Accordingly, | use the unadjusted thermomeierthe models presented
here, although | haveplicatel all analysesising the adjusted thermometers anll note any
substantivalifferences.

MaterialHardship | assessheeconomic meaning of FWM with measuresbfective

material hardship and subjective material hardship. Objective material hardship is represented
by employment statushree categoriesgducational attainmeh{four categories), andcome

T he A Nd@avariable uses categories insteadatual dollar amounts; | have coded each
category as the midpoint of the income range it represaaiissted the incomes in the 1992

survey for inflationand loggedthe resulting dollar amounts to address skew.

Subjective material hardship is represented by two scRlest retrospective financial
evaluationrepresents a negative opiniontoh e r e s gcononucestate & £ompared to a
year agopoor prospective financiakvaluationis a negativeopinion of hs likely economic state
in the next year.The question wordirgfor key explanatoryariablescan be found in in Table
1; descriptive statistickr and correlatioa amongliesevariables can be found ifable A1 of
the ppendix.

(Table 1 about here)

Cultural Orientations| capture the cultural meanings (both negative and positive) of

FWM with two scalegappingr espondent s6é cul tur al Morali ent ati on

® There are various ways of accomplishing this; the simplest is to take the nafkimefmometer ratings given by

an individual and to subtract it from the thermometer rating of interest, in effect centering a given thermometer
around each individual 6s personally defined awerage wal
thermometer ratings are not independent of the groups being rated; and since the ANES includes more groups that

are favored by political liberals, the resulting relative thermometer may be a measureasitémof the

thermometers (i.epolitical liberalism) in addition to any tendency to respond differently tddama of the

thermometers Adjusting thermometers using the average of matchedidgdt pairs (liberals, conservatives, labor

unions, and big business) is similarly unattractive: politiberalism and conservatism are not necessarily

unidimensional (Conover and Feldman 1980), and political moderates do indeed have lower average scores on these

matched pairs.

"However, it is important to r edesigmoe thantahameaserelaicati onos
socioeconomic status.
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traditionalismis compiled from four questions abdbe fate of morals and society in a changing

world (reliability = 0.65). The otherggalitarianism is built from six items measuring
respondent sdé views on §éajabibty=0t7}) Hmhedvalls st r i but i
indicate higher levels of agjtarian sentimeri.

Moral Policy PreferencesFinally, | examine the moral policy meanings of FWM with

t wo scales measuring respondeppostiontmabartiont udes o
rightsis a composite of two items about whether arwabortion should be permitted and
whether teenage girls should be required to obtain parental consent before having an abortion
(reliability = .46). Opposition togay rightsincludes two items about whether homosexuals
should be allowed to serve in theS. military and whether there should be laws to prohibit job
discrimination against homosexuatsliability = .62). As implied by the labels, higher values of
each scale represent opposition to the indicated set of rights.

All scalesvere created usg multilevel scalingin HLM 6.0, whichessentiallytakes the
meanofe a ¢ h r e srgsponsdséite adjusting for missing datndcalculates reliability
by dividing thebetweerindividual variation in item responses by the total variation in the item

responses( Thi s i s analogous to Cronbachdés al pha.)

Sociodemographi€ontrols | also include relevant control variables to obtain more pure
estimates of the relationships between ratings of FWM and the focal independent variables. |
include race (far categories)irth year(including a quadratic term), marital status (five
categories), parental status (a dummy variable coded as 1 if the respondent has children), party

identificaton(a?poi nt scale running from fcsatnroong phd madd

® Thedataalsocontainf our i tems measuring respoddeenampléd whetheef erred q
they should be selieliant or obedierd that is potentially relevant to attitudes towd&dVM . However, this
reliability is quite low for a fouitem scale (0.43), and the response choices do not seem to tap a distinct dimension

of child-rearing preferences. | have therefore not used this variable in these analyses, and it patéoposrtuas

a predictor of attitudes toward FWM in supplementary analyses not presented here.
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views’ (four categories), religious affiliation (seven categories), and region of residence (four
categories). These have been chosen following previous studies of feminist sympathy, feminist
seltidentification, and gender role attitudesge generallfBolzendahl and Myers 2004; Brooks
and Bolzendahl 2004; Reingold and Foust 3998According to these studies, FWM should
elicit warmer feelings from racial and ethnic minorities, Baby Boomers, unmarried and childless
men, seHdescribed lerals and Democrats, and the nonreligious or members of liberal religious
traditions. Finally, to account for change over time and unobserved heterogeneity between
sampling frames, | include dummy variables for survey year (200892 = () and type b
sample (RDD = ]lfaceto-face = (.
Analytic Strategy

How best to model these thermometer ratingsth theaverageevelsof thermometer
ratings(which assess the overalpinions ofFWM) and thedifferencedetween those ratings
(which indicate thalifferentmeanings of the labelgye of substantive interest here. | model
both theaveragdevel and the difference simultaneousiya multilevel framework

The approach adopted here is a modified version of the mapetiesdmethod used by
Barnettet al. (1993})0 analyze psychological distress among married couples leveil
equation is:

° The political views item is complex to deal with in the 2000 data due to wording and mode experiments (see
Bowers and Ensley 2003). Using the collapsed thet scale rather than the more traditional sgveint scale
minimizes the differences across survey years while still avoiding the elimination of large numbers df ltages.
also included a category for those who refused to state their politives ¥ avoid dropping them from the
analysis.

19Kane and Macaulay (1993) raise the additional possibility that failing to account for gendearviewer effects

can bias survey results. However, | found no substantial or significant differencesdepédnelent variables
according to the interviewerds gender. And i n any
of the 2000 sample were interviewed by men.

evel
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whereY; is the value of thé" thermometer for thg" individual, and wher®; is an indicator
variable that takes the value 0.5 for the wom
-0.5 for the feminist thermometetnder his specificationthe interceptr,;, represergthe

averagelevelof the two thermometer ratings for tff&individual, whilethe coefficientr, ;

representshe differencebetween the two thermometer ratings, where positive values represent
preference for At he wo me Ndeshatthe levelhvariartcedis over Af
constrained to unity, which allows afriation in theaverage thermometer rating and the

difference between the two be modeled at level 2 as the function of individeskl

explanatory variables:

To; = Poo + ZqQ=1 BogXqj + Toj (2)

Tyj = Pro+ Zg=1 B1gXqj + 1) (3)
wherep,, is the intercept for thaverage levebf the two thermomete(&q. 2) andpg;, is the
intercept for thelifferencebetween the two rating&q. 3), while g, is the effect of the™
independent variableXg) on the average level of the two therneters angs, , is the effect of
theq™ independent variable on the difference between the two ratikmgsexplanatory variable
that is entered in the difference equation (Eqg. 3) is allowed to have a different effect for each
thermomete(thus influenang the difference between the two ratingH)its coefficient is not
statistically significant, its effect does not vary significantly between the two thermometers, and
it can be removed from the difference equation. This constrains that variable tiolértical
effects on each thermometand thus no effect on the difference between ratinigs}

increasing the power available to detectriftience on the average value of thermometers!

M This approach works only if 83 men with valid responses for only onenfgéiermometer are excluded from the
analysis. However, | have replicated results usidlifferentframeworkthatcan more easily handle missing
thermometer data, and they are substantively identical. A separate issue arises from the clusteredheature of
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One final note: 't hough déscribirgthe madeimgd t he wor
procedure, this should be understandy as a terminological simplification and not as a claim
thatanyy ndependent vcausedattiutdes toveard FWNThe wtimdie causes of
attitudes are notoriously difficult topdown, and itvould be problematito say that, for
example, attitudes about justiceuseattitudes toward FWM? Thus the coefficients | am about
to describe should be seen simply as associations, withoataagnpanying causalaims
Results
| first discuss thassociation between average ratings of FWM and the central
explanatory variablés materialhardship cultural orientationsandmoralpolicy preferencesl
then describe findings on the differeneaningsnenascribetdi f e mi ni $ites avoanedh 6% t
movement . 0O
Average Ratings of Feminists and the Womenoés
(Table2 about here)
Table2s hows how the average rating men give t
varies by material hardship (both objective and subjective), cultueadtations, andhoral
policy preferencesAll models include controls for sociodemographic characteristics (race, birth

year, marital status, parental status, party identification, political views, religious affiliation, and

sample. Except for the 2000 RDD sample, respondents are grouped within primary sampling units (PSUs), and two
respondents drawn from the same PSU could be more similar to each other than are two respondents drawn from
different PSUs simply becausesthcome from the same area. This violation of a key OLS regression assumption
would bias standard errors downward and possibly lead to inaccurate inferences about the effects of the explanatory
variables among the wider American populace. But this gatgmbblem appears negligible in these dakading

a third level to the multilevel equations here resulted in almost no improvement in model fit, and | have retained the
two-level specification for simplicity.

2 However, | do not believe that assoat between sets of attitudes are meaningéesthey would be if there

were some single complex of attitudes lying at the root of egalitarianism, moral traditionalism, policy preferences,
and ratings of FWM). Nor shouttie inclusion of attitudinal vaables prejudice this analysis in favor of finding

strong associations between FWM ratings and those attitudes. The wide range of sociodemographic ttentrols
nonattitudinal foundations of attitud&should reader both of thesproblens negligible
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region of residence, survey yeand sampling frame). To avoid an unwieldy table, | do not
display coefficients for the controls; these can be found in Tefflef the appendix®
It is instructive first to note that FWM receive somewhat warm average ratings from

American mef 566 degrees, which is above the midpoint of the feeling thermometer ¥cale.
Later | will discuss how ratings vary between the two groups, but for now it suffices to note that
the average American man does not dislike fem

Model 1 reveals the associations between attitudes toward FWM and material hardship.
There is virtually no relationship, as evidenced by the nonsignificant change in model fit from
the model with only sociodemographic control8VM receive warmer ratingsom high-
income merthan fromlow-income men, but thdifference is quite small (about 6 degrees across
the range of incomes) afalls short of statistical significance £ .084]). Furthermore,
alternate specifications of income yielded no evidenaetths relationship stems from men who
might feel locked out of a feminized job market or from men who appreciate the contribution of
a highearning spous®. Nor are there any significant gradients by formal education or

employment status.

13 The asociations between the average thermometer ratings and the sociodemographic controls depart somewhat
from expectations. Although whites feel cooler toward FWM, than any other racial or ethnic group, and although
self-identified Republicans give more néige ratings than selflescribed Democrats, it is men born around 1958

who rate FWM most negativeythis in spite of research showing that Baby Boomer men are also most likely to
identify themselves as feminists. Furthermore, no significant gradient§@xisarital status, parental status,

political views, or religious tradition. (However, the latter two characteristics are significant before accounting for
cultural orientations and policy preferences:-gigdécribed liberals and men who affiliate with religion feel most

warm toward FWM, and setfescribed conservatives and conservative Protestants feel most cool.) Finally,
information is not available on spousal employment in the 2000 ANES, but supplementary analyses using the 1992
data revealed ndifferences between men married to homemakers and men married to women in the labor force.

14 Because all independent variables are centered around their grand means, the intercept gives the overall mean
rating of FWM for the sample.

15| tested modelsithr e s p o nirtame inshead diouseholdncome, with a proxy for spousal income (the

di fference between household income and respondent és i
an interaction term betweapousal income and e s p o n d e n tN@ isconne iecnoatteéned statistical
significance, except when |l imiting the sample to marri

income and the spousal income proxy is significant: when their wives earn a laating husbands feel slightly
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Subjective meerial hardship similarly has little to do with attitudes toward FWM. Men
who feel that they are worse off than they were a year ago or will be worse off in the coming
year give ratings of FWM that are almost identical to men who believe that theirdihanc
position has improved or will improve in the futdfe.In short, men who are not doing well
economically whether their performance is measured objectively or subjediwdynot
appear to single out FWM for their troubles. Whatever they dapuessiby globalization fair
tradeagreementsor immigrant® it does not appear to be gendbased collective action.

Model 2 adds cultural orientations, which fare betféne most egalitarian men rate
FWM an average ¢20.8degrees more warmly than do thesieagalitarian mel. A similarly
strongnegative relationshipxistsbetween moral traditionalism and attitudes toward F\Wiith
the most traditional men giving ratings that 482degrees cooler than those of the least
traditional men (Note too thathe association between income and attitudes of FWM becomes
statistically significant after accounting for the lower egalitarianism and greater moral
traditionalism of higheincome mef a fact that | return to belaw) Feminists and t
movement apear to signify both the cause of social justioedan assault on conservative
morality.

Finally, Model 3 assessesoralpolicy preferences. Attitudes toward abortion have little

to do with ratings of FWM: although men who oppose abortion rights feeltarm toward

less warmly about FWM than do higlarning husbands; when their wives earn little, they feel slightly more warmly
about FWM than do higkarning men. But the differences are small and somewhat countervailingatoing

men donot appear to value the contribution of FWM in opening up the labor market to their spouses; but neither is
there evidence of resentment among the very poorest men (with low personal eardiogshousehold income).

18 Alternate analyses (not presenteie) performed only on men with a job or searching for one revealed that
concern about | osing onebdés job or about being unabl e t«
of FWM either.

" This figure comes from multiplying the egatinism coefficient by the range of the egalitarianism index
(available from Table Al in the appendix): 7.954 * (4.501.79) = 7.954 * 2.71 = 20.84. The corresponding
figures for moral traditionalism and opposition to gay rights can be calculatedsartieway.
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FWM than do those who favor abortion rights, the association is not statistically sigriiticant.
But men most pposdto gay rightsate FWM an average afl..4degrees more coolly than do
men most in favor of such right¥hus FWM appear teepresent concrete influences on moral
policy in addition to their symbolic affirmation of abstract worldviews like egalitarianism and
moral traditionalisn{which remain statistically significant in Model.3)
Note that after accounting for the greatgpsart for abortion rights and gay rights among
collegeeducated men, FWM now receive significantly lower ratings from men with college
degrees than from men without higbhool diplomas. Does this mean that material hardship has
an influence after alvhen coupled with the positive relationship between income and FWM
ratings? This is doubtful. As | discussed above, the income association is difficult to interpret
unambiguously. Anthe countervailing relationships are also curious: FWM receive higher
ratings from men with higher incomes and from men with less education. Again, FWM seem to
be neither economic threats nor economic benefits.
The Similarity of the AFeministo and AWomenos
We have seen that FWM are, on average, identified mvah cultural and moral policy
debates than with economic circumstances. But is there a difference between the two labels? Do
feminists call to mind assaults on morality,
economic acti \hieswdmeAlbtshamogyle metnt 0 receives r a
war mer on average than ratings of Afeminists,

experiencing material hardship, strongly egalitarian or morally traditional men, or those men

18 When using the adjusted thermometers, the negative relationship between ratings of FWM and opposition to
abortion rights becomes larger and significant. As discussed, however, it is unclear exactly what the adjusted
thermometers are measuring
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most oppsed to abortion rights and gay rightsPut di f ferently, Afeminis
particularly virulent negativity (relative to
conservative cultural viewsr who favor illiberal social policiesAnd Wwo men o s
movement 0 does not garner espeeofferivdrsypoffmenr m f ee
This argues against claims that @Afeministso a
traditional family arr avgeameadbsthbewsdendsthe it he w
champion of economic justicdRather, the two appear to be roughly synonymous, despite the
lower overall ratings of feministS.
Discussion and Conclusion

This research has used nationally representative data from 1992 and 2000 to examine
what feminists and t he wo me nThseovendl pigunederdis me a n
t hat men do not appear to see femharmadiad and t
well-being whatever antagonissior accord they experience with FWM comes from social
dynamics other than their economic situatitmstead the meaning of feminists and the
womends movement seems t o | iaadculoraltiebates about nf | ue
justice and morality. Yet these broader social and cultural debates do not include abortion; no
significant gradient in ratingsf FWM exists by attitudes toward abortion rights. Feminists and
t he womeno6s mo v eidestified witth supporefer gay tights. Bet gay rights does

not exhast the symbolic meaning of FWM, who still receive higher ratings from egalitarian men

¥ These results are not presented to conserve space, but they are available from the author upon request.

% Indeed, no sociodemographic category is populated by men who make particularly large distinctions between
Afeministsd and fAdwet womewndexmepéemenso Bl acks have es|
womeno6s movement 00 possiipbecaese they assowidieiit wighghe civil rights movement

(Staggenborg 1998:381; Wilcox 19909 and seHidentified Republicans evince speaibi st ast e f or Af emi
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(and | ower ratings from morally tradigay onal

rights policies

These resultarguefor greater caution imcorporating feelings about feminists and the

m

womenods movement i nto broader i ndi ces of f e mi

attitudes and feminist selflentification. There are importadifferences in the explanations of
each concept: men born in the 1950s are more likelyatrewsther cohorts to identify themselves

as feminists (Schnittker et al. 2003) blegsss uppor ti ve of f emini st s

and more educated men hold more liberal attitudes about gender roles (Brooks and Bolzendahl

2004) while feeling more negatively about
Second, this analysis lends further support to research showing that genetationen
toward the world are more important in guiding attitudes thaterialdynamics Financially
unstable meifthose who arguably have a greater stake in the economic issues debated by
feminists\d o not appear to i dent i fagtivistseasthersousceof or
their problemsr as their benefactoMen appear to see FWM more as sympbig in a
countervailingwaymen concerned with justice support
men concerned witbonservativenorality opposeitem. If factual information alteattitudes
toward justice moreasily than it changesglatively intractable attitudes toward moralisgé
Baumgartner, De Boef, and Boydstun 2J)@Bose seeking to shore up male support for gender
based political actio may want to focus on issues of jusiraequity whileplaying down pleas
for moral tolerancéhatmay go unheeded
Third, this studyadds tahe debate on the future of class politiGne of the basic
dimensions of sociopolitical cleavages is theshl between material economic interests and

ideological worldviews about social identities (Lipset and Rokkan 1967), and the relative

and

em
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importance of each has beleeavily debated (see, e.g., Clark and Lipset 2001). Some claim that
cultural conflicts are querseding economic interests as a source of tension (e.g., Hechter 2004),
while others find little evidence for this position (Bartels 2006; Hout, Brooks, and Manza 1995).
This researclkends somesupport to the formeargumentto the extent thattitudes toward
feminists and t haetasywmxes forigendemsed confiiet,rstich conflict
revolves far more tightly arourailture thararoundeconomic dynamics

Still, there is no reason to believe that hostility toward FWM has grown in recent years.
Mendés ratings of FWM in 2000 were al most i den
analyses (not shown here) yielded no evidence that negativity toward FWKthessed over
time among politically, culturally, or religiously conservative m&espite much talk about
Apostfemini mdni aan & t atlfemsaahtkéhtanents may be limitedly to
the chattering classesot among ordinary citizerf{see also Hall and Rodriguez 2003)Vhen
coupled with the relatively warm average ratings of FWM, it becomes clear that whatever
negative treatment feminism receives in the media has not trickled down to ordinarypeople

womenor men.



Feminisnd s MesdonNlen 31

REFERENCES
Banaszak, Lee Ann and Eric Plutzer. 1993. ]
Nati onal and Subnati onalAmeéricdn Paliteal 8cersce i N We st e

Review87:14757.

Baumgartner, Frank D., Suzanna L. De Boef, and Amber E. Boydstun. A@®8ecline of the
Death Penalty and the Discovery of Innocerndew York: Cambridge University Press.

Bartels, Larry M 2006 . A Wh aWhoast 6tsh et hMea t M a@toQuasterlywhi t h  Ka
Journal of Political Scienc#:201-26.

Bielby, W lliam T. and James M. Bar on. 1986.
and Stati st i c @&rmeridan JswnalioffSociola@li7s899. o

Bolzendahl, Catherine I. and Daniel J. Myer 2004 . AFemini st Attituc
Gender Equality: Opinion Change in Women and Men, 19249 &ocial Forces83:759
90.

Bowers, Jake and Michael J. Ensl ey .Mode200 3. )

2000 AmericatNat i onal El ecti on Study. o ANES Techn

Available atftp://ftp.electionstudies.org/ftp/nes/bibliography/documents/nes010751.pdf

Brooks,Clen and Cat herine Bol zendahl. 2004. AThe
Attitudes: Cohort Replacement, Soetat r uct ur al Change, 8atid | deol
Science Resear@8:10633.

Burns, Nancy, Donald R. Kinder, Steven J. Rosenstone, Virg§egpéo, and the National
Election Studies. 2001. NATIONAL ELECTION STUDIES, 2000: RREOSTF
ELECTION STUDY [dataset]. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan, Center for Political

Studies [producer and distributor], 2001.


ftp://ftp.electionstudies.org/ftp/nes/bibliography/documents/nes010751.pdf

Feminisnd s MesdonNlen B2

Burris, Val. 1983 ERARWhANOAp@asgdits of the Soci
Social Science Quarter4:30517.

Chafetz, Janet Saltzman and Anthony Gary Dwor
Anti feminism in CoGender&Sobcieg:836Fer specti ve. o

Clark, Terry Nichols and Seymour Martin Lipseds 2001.The Breakdown of Class Politics: A
Debate on Posindustrial Stratification Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Conover, Pamela Johnston and Stanley Feldman. 1980. "The Origins and Maning
Liberal/Conservative Seldentifications."American Journal of Political Scien@5:61745.

Conover, Pamela Johnston and Virginia Gray. 1983ninism and the New Right: Conflict
Over the American FamilyNew York: Praeger.

Cook, Elizabeth Adell1989. "Measuring Feminist Consciousne¥gdmen & Politic9:71-88.

Cook, ElizabethAdelhknd Cl yde Wil cox. 1991. --ASeendi ni sm an
L o o Wournal of Politics53:11111122.

------ . 1992. AA Rose by Any COdr @rganizedNFermeism UMrega s ur i n
ANES Feel i ng Winmen&PolitelP:8561s . 0

Danigelis, Nicholas L., Melissa Hardy, and Stephen J. Cutler. 2007. "Population Aging,
Intracohort Aging, and Sociopolitical Attitude#\inerican Sociological Revien2:81230.

Di Maggi o, Paul, John Evans, and Bethany Bryso
Become Mor e AReanidaraJournal ®fdGacimlogy2:690755.

Faludi, Susan. 1991Backlash: The Undeclared War Against American Wonidew York:
Crown.

------ . 1999 .Stiffed: The Betrayal of the American M&ew York: William Morrow.

------ . 2007.The Terror Dream: Fear and Fantasy in P&fi1 AmericaNew York:



Feminisnd s MesdonMen 83

Metropolitan Books.

Gall agher, Sally K. 2004. 0 Whegebcaldendty,t he Ant. i
Subcul tur al Locati on, aGeahdeA&tSodett®4b¥E/8. Towar d F
Goode, William J. 199 2310 inRéthinkinghte FamiyeSomest . 0 Pp .

Feminist Questionsedited by B. Thorne and M. Yalom. Boston: NortheastJniversity

Press.
Hechter, Michael. 2 0 Arderican Jaukal of BociClogM G4€D-45. 0 Cu |l t
Hout , Mi chael |, Clem Brooks, and Jeff Manz a.

United States, 1948 9 9 Amaican SociologicaReview60:80528.
Huddy, Leonie, Francis K. Neel yTrends:rSdppo&ari | yn

t he Women' sPubMio@paioreQuarterlgs4:30950.

3t

Kane, Emily W. and Laura J. Macaulay. 1993.
Public Opinion Quarterlyb7:1-28.

Kimmel, Michael S. 2001. "Masculinity as Homophobia: Fear, Shame, and Silence in the
Construction of Gender Identity." Pp. 288 in The Masculinities Readeedited by S. M.
Whitehead and F. J. Barrett. Malden, MassacRkivell.

------ . 2005.The History of Men: Essays on the History of American and British Masculinities
Albany: State University of New York Press.

Kimmel, Michael S. and Thomas E. Mosmiller, eds. 1988ainst the Tide: Prd~eminist Men
in the United Sttes, 17761990: A Documentary HistoryBoston: Beacon Press.

Klein, Ethel. 1984Gender Politics: From Consciousness to Mass Politgambridge: Harvard
University Press.

Lipset,Seymour Martrand St ein Rokkan. 1967. ms,andl eavage



Feminisnd s MesdonNlen 24

Vot er Alignment s: -64imLipsettand &akkac, edParty Systems Pp . 1
and Voter Alignments: Croddational PerspectivesNew York: Free Press.

McCabe, Janice. 2005. "Whatos inSdgrf Label ? The
|l denti fication and AFemini st 0GeAdert&iSociet§ e s a mon
19:480505.

Miller, Warren E., Donald R. Kinder, Steven J. Rosenstone, and the National Election Studies.
1993. AMERICAN NATIONAL ELECTION STUDY, 1992: PREAND POSTF
ELECTION SURVEY [ENHANCED WITH 1990 AND 1991 DATA] [Computer file].

Conducted by University of Michigan, Center for Political Studies. ICPSR ed. Ann Arbor,
MI: University of Michigan, Center for Political Studies, and Intaiversity Consdium

for Political and Social Research [producers]. Ann Arbor, MI: oteversity Consortium

for Political and Social Research [distributor].

Morris, Martina and Bruce Western. 1999. "Inequality in Earnings at the Close of the Twentieth
Century."Annwal Review of Sociolog®5:62357.

Plutzer, Eric. 1988. AfWor k Life, FAemericdny Li f e,
Sociological RevieWw3:64349.

Reingol d, Beth and Heather Foust. 1998. #AExpl
Consciousness inthend t e d VBoment&dPaliticel9:1948.

Reskin, Barbara F. and Patricia A. Roos. 19%th Queues, Gender Queues: Explaining
Womends | nroads i.rPhiladelpha:lTempl® UrovergtyRrasso n s

Schnittker, Jason, Jeremy Freese, and Brian Pdwe 2003. AWho Are Femi
They Believe? The ARendareSodologidaldavedB.a07220 ns . 0

Sear s, David O., Carl P. H e n&)ppesgition tedBusing’lL e s | i e



Feminisnd s MesdonMen Bt

Selfl nt er est or SAmerican Politcal Feiericé Reviad836G984.

Sears, David O. and Donald R. Kinder. 1971. i
51-88 inLos Angeles: Viability and Prospects for Metropolitan Leaderstdiged by W. Z.

Hirsch. New York: Praeger.

Sear s, David O., Richard R. Lau, -MterestvR. Tyl er
Symbolic Politics 1in Pol i cAmeridan Pdlitical Scierce and Pr
Review74:67084.

Staggenborg, Suzanne. 1998ender, Family, and SadiMovements.Thousand Oaks, Ca.:

Pine Forge Press.

Togeby, Li se. 1995. AFemini st AtMWomen&des: So
Politics 15(4): 3961.

Wil cox, Clyde. 1990. fnAnRace, GendeWest®o!|l e At tit
Pdlitical Quarterly 43:11321.

Wil cox, Clyde and EIlizabeth Adell Cook. 1989.
Addi t i on alWorken & BEoéting29-490

Wi | cox, Clyde, Lee Sigel man, a nldHoEIhdividualb et h  Ad
Di fferences i n Responses PubbcOgmionm QuarteAye el i ng Th
53:24657.

Zucker, Alyssa N. 2004. ADi savowing Soci al I

Not a Femi rPsycholagy oBWamen. Querty 28:42335.



Feminisnd s MesdonNMen B€

Table 1. Question Texts for Key Explanatory Variables

Subjective Material Interests
Poor Retrospective Financial Evaluation
We are interested in how people are getting along financially these days. Would yoat sey (and your
family living here) are better off or worse off financially than you were a year ago? Is that much better
off or somewhat better (worse) off?
Much better off, Somewhat better off, About the same, Somewhat worse offydveeloff
Poor Prospective Financial Evaluation
Now looking ahead, do you think that a year from now you (and your family living here) will be better o
financially, or worse off, or just about the same as now? |s that much better (worsejaffewhat better
(worse) off?
Much better off, Somewhat better off, About the same, Somewhat worse off, Much worse off

Cultural Orientations
Egalitarianism (Reliability = 0.71)
I would like you to tell me how much you agree or disagvitk each statement.
Our society should do whatever is necessary to make sure that everyone has an equal opportunity to ¢
We have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this country.
This country would be better off if we worried less abimatv equal people are.
It is not really that big a problem if some jpdohave more of a chance in life than others.
If people were treated more equally in this country we would have many fewer problems.
One of the big problems in this country is thet don't give everyone an equal chance.
All items: Agree strongly, Agree somewhat, Neither agree nor disagree, Disagree somewhat, Disa
strongly
Items recoded as necessary such that higher values represent more egalitarian sentiments.

Moral Traditionalism (Reliability = 0.65)
I would like you to tell me how much you agree or disagree with each statement.
The world is always changing and we should adjust our view of moral behavior to those changes.
We should be more tolerant people who choose to live according to their own moral standards even if 1
are very different from our own.
This country would have many fewer problems if there were more emphasis on traditional family ties.
The newer lifestyles are contributingttee breakdown of our society.
All items: Agree strongly, Agree somewhat, Neither agree nor disagree, Disagree somewhat, Disa
strongly
Items recoded as necessary such that higher values represent more conservative moral ideas.

(continued
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Table 1 (cont.). Question Texts for Key Explanatory Variables

Policy Preferences
Opposition to Abortion Rights (Reliability = 0.46)
There has been some discussion about abortion during recent years. Which one of the opinions on th
bestagrees with your view?
By law, abortion should never be permitted.
The law should permit abortion only in case of rape, incest, or when the woman's life is in danger.
The law should permit abortion for reasons other than rape, incest, or dangerimithan's life, but onl
after the need for the abortion has been clearly established.
By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice.
Would you favor or oppose a law in your state that would require parentgmobefore a teenager under 1
can have an abortion? Do you favor this law strongly or not strongly?
Favor strongly, favor not strongly, oppose not strongly, oppose strongly

Opposition to Gay Rights (Reliability = 0.63)

Do you favor oroppose laws to protect homosexuals against job discrimination? Do you favor (oppose
laws strongly or not strongly?

Favor strongly, favor not strongly, oppose not strongly, oppose strongly
Do you think homosexuals should be allowed to serve ittlieed States Armed Forces or don't you think
Do you feel strongly or not strongly that homosexuals should (should not) be allowed to serve in the U
States Armed Forces?

Feel strongly should be allowed, Feel not strongly should be allowednBestrongly should not be

allowed, Feel strongly should not be allowed






