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Figure 2B: Relationship between conditional white female-male selection-corrected wage gaps and average male response to two questions in the 
GSS 

 
Notes: The figure plots residual female-male selection-corrected wage gaps at the state level against average responses by white males to two questions 
in the GSS. The questions are listed in Appendix table 1.  The gaps are from regressions that are estimated on CPS MORG/May data from 1977-2002 
and include controls for education, a quadratic in experience, an indicator for marital status, gender-specific year effects, and gender-specific state 
effects.  The figure plots the state*female coefficients.  The excluded female*year is 1990, so the levels of the gaps are for that year.  Excluding later 
years would produce smaller gaps, but the variation across states would be the same.
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Figure 3: Cumulative distribution function of the male sexism index across nine census divisions 
 

 
Notes: The figure plots the cumulative distribution function of male sexism in each of the nine U.S. Census 
divisions.  Male sexism is measured with an index constructed as described in the text from the eight GSS 
questions listed in Appendix table 1. 
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Figure 4: Trends over time in the average index of male sexism by census divisions 
 

 
Notes: The figure plots average male sexism over time for each of the nine U.S. Census divisions.  Averages are plotted 
for each of the years in which the eight GSS sexism questions were asked.
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Figure 5: Trends in male average responses to each of the GSS questions in the sexism index 
 

 
Notes: The figure plots average responses by white males to each of the eight GSS sexism questions over 
time.  Responses are plotted for years that are not used in the regression analysis because that analysis is 
restricted to years in which all eight questions are asked together.  Responses are normalized in 1977 so 
that the average response in that year by men and women together is zero.
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Figure 6: Scatter plot of female-male employment gaps against average male sexism  

  
Notes: The figure plots residual female-male employment gaps at the state level against average male sexism.   The gaps 
are from regressions that are estimated on CPS MORG/May data from 1977-2002 and include controls for education, a 
quadratic in experience, an indicator for marital status, gender-specific year effects, and gender-specific state effects.  
The figure plots the state*female coefficients.  The excluded female*year is 1990, so the levels of the gaps are for that 
year.  Excluding later (earlier) years would produce smaller (larger) gaps, but the variation across states would be the 
same.
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Table 1A: Cross-state variation in residual female-male employment gaps 
 

  Residual female-male employment gap 
 Whites  

 All HS or Less 
Some college 

or more Blacks 
Full period: 1977 to 2002 (relative to 1990)  
Mean -0.170 -0.207 -0.137 -0.072 
SD 0.035 0.040 0.028 0.049 
Max-Min 0.202 0.210 0.193 0.260 
     
Earlier period: 1977 to 1989 (relative to 1983)  
Mean -0.257 -0.292 -0.214 -0.122 
SD 0.039 0.043 0.030 0.081 
Max-Min 0.250 0.267 0.220 0.436 
     
Later period: 1990 to 2002 (relative to 1996)  
Mean -0.152 -0.200 -0.123 -0.078 
SD 0.037 0.048 0.029 0.037 
Max-Min 0.163 0.193 0.172 0.153 
     
Number of 
states 45 45 45 45 

Notes: Residual female-male employment gaps are estimated using the 1977-2002 
May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in potential experience, 
marital status, gender-specific year effect and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are 
dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if 
they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice.
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Table 1B: Cross-state variation in residual female-male wage gaps 

  Residual female-male wage gap 
 Whites  

 All HS or Less 
Some college or 

more Blacks 
Full period: 1977 to 2002 (relative to 1990)   
Mean -0.315 -0.355 -0.262 -0.183 
SD 0.044 0.057 0.035 0.059 
Max-Min 0.298 0.345 0.243 0.289 
     
Earlier period: 1977 to 1989 (relative to 1983)   
Mean -0.388 -0.432 -0.322 -0.227 
SD 0.046 0.063 0.037 0.076 
Max-Min 0.286 0.376 0.212 0.405 
     
Later period: 1990 to 2002 (relative to 1996)   
Mean -0.265 -0.308 -0.226 -0.151 
SD 0.044 0.053 0.037 0.079 
Max-Min 0.302 0.306 0.255 0.456 
     
Number of states 45 45 45 45 

Notes: Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated for all employed workers using the 
1977-2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in potential 
experience, marital status, gender-specific year effect and state effects. Data from 1973-
1976 are dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped 
if they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice.  
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Table 2A: Male Sexism across Census Regions  

Average Sexism 
Index 

 

Should 
women 
work? 

Vote for 
women 

president? 

Mother 
working 

hurts 
child? 

Wife 
should help 
husband’s 

career 
first? 

Better 
for man 
to work, 
woman 
to tend 
home? 

Overall High 
Skilled 

East South 
Central 0.276 0.197 2.418 2.267 2.593 0.144 -0.079 
West South 
Central 0.259 0.185 2.438 2.238 2.505 0.065 -0.077 
South Atlantic 0.252 0.153 2.430 2.259 2.484 0.050 -0.099 
Middle 
Atlantic 0.232 0.140 2.381 2.269 2.481 0.036 -0.176 
East North 
Central 0.236 0.127 2.408 2.200 2.354 -0.035 -0.200 
West North 
Central 0.254 0.111 2.336 2.142 2.305 -0.053 -0.178 
Pacific 0.195 0.116 2.374 2.109 2.331 -0.058 -0.157 
Mountain 0.204 0.102 2.291 2.088 2.283 -0.085 -0.122 
New England 0.184 0.086 2.313 1.996 2.241 -0.131 -0.249 

Note: The first five columns of the table show the average responses by white males for each of the nine Census 
divisions to five of the GSS questions measuring sexist attitudes among men.  The first two questions have 
binary answers, whereas the latter three have answers that range from 1 to 5.  Responses are coded so that 
higher numbers denote more sexist attitudes.  The table also shows for each of the nine Census divisions the 
average sexism index for all white men and for college-educated white men.   
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Table 2B: Female Sexism across Census Regions 

 
Average Prejudice 

Index 

  

Should 
women 
work? 

Vote for 
women 

president? 

Mother 
working 

hurts 
child? 

Wife 
should help 
husband’s 

career 
first? 

Better 
for man 
to work, 
woman 
to tend 
home? 

Overall High 
Skilled 

East South 
Central 0.261 0.221 2.189 2.234 2.484 0.186 -0.061 
West South 
Central 0.249 0.163 2.054 2.181 2.371 0.043 -0.158 
South Atlantic 0.228 0.171 2.093 2.191 2.341 0.029 -0.214 
West North 
Central 0.239 0.148 2.074 2.071 2.231 -0.010 -0.232 
East North 
Central 0.226 0.127 2.084 2.106 2.261 -0.035 -0.297 
Mountain 0.236 0.112 2.036 1.998 2.235 -0.036 -0.231 
Middle 
Atlantic 0.200 0.111 2.096 2.062 2.215 -0.056 -0.249 
Pacific 0.185 0.102 2.104 2.008 2.224 -0.079 -0.224 
New England 0.157 0.087 2.008 1.992 2.140 -0.135 -0.380 

Note: The first five columns of the table show the average responses by white females for each of the nine 
Census divisions to five of the GSS questions measuring sexist attitudes among women.  The first two questions 
have binary answers, whereas the latter three have answers that range from 1 to 5.  Responses are coded so that 
higher numbers denote more sexist attitudes.  The table also shows for each of the nine Census divisions the 
average sexism index for all white women and for college-educated white women.
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Table 3: Male Sexism and Selection-corrected Gender Wage Gaps 
 Impute wages for non fulltime employed persons 
Male Sexism (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Average -0.234     
 [0.095]*     
10th Percentile   0.101  0.070 
   [0.132]  [0.132] 
50th Percentile  -0.27 -0.326 -0.385 -0.418 
  [0.082]** [0.110]** [0.109]** [0.126]** 
90th Percentile    0.112 0.106 
    [0.072] [0.074] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.12 0.2 0.21 0.25 0.25 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-
level female-male wage gaps on various measures of sexism among all males.  Residual 
female-male wage gaps are estimated by median regression after imputing log wages for 
men and women who are non-employed [Columns (1)-(5)] or non full-time employed 
[Columns (6)-(10)]. Log wages are imputed based on the following rule: Impute log 
wages equal to zero if number of years of education is less than the bottom quartile of the 
education distribution for each gender in each year. Impute log wages equal to 20 if 
education is greater than the top quartile of the education distribution for each gender in 
each year. Just as in the base specifications, female-male wage gaps are estimated using 
1977-2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in experience, 
marital status, gender-specific year effects and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are 
dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they 
are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice. *-5%, **-
1% significance. 
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Table 4: Male Sexism and Gender Employment Gaps 
  Residual Female-Male Employment Gap 

 
Male Sexism (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Average -0.124     
 [0.037]**     
10th Percentile   0.042  0.036 
   [0.052]  [0.053] 
50th Percentile  -0.126 -0.149 -0.152 -0.169 
  [0.032]** [0.043]** [0.044]** [0.050]** 
90th Percentile    0.026 0.023 
    [0.029] [0.030] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.21 0.26 0.27 0.28 0.29 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-
level female-male employment gaps on various measures of sexism among all males. 
Residual female-male employment gaps are estimated using the 1977-2002 May/ORG 
CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in potential experience, marital status, 
gender-specific year effect and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are dropped because 
CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they are not sampled in 
the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 5: Male Sexism and Full-time Gender Employment Gaps 
Residual Female-Male Full-time Employment Gap 

 
Male Sexism (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Average 0.020     
 [0.042]     
10th Percentile   0.131  0.128 
   [0.058]*  [0.059]* 
50th Percentile  0.000 -0.072 -0.020 -0.080 
  [0.038] [0.048] [0.051] [0.056] 
90th Percentile    0.020 0.009 
    [0.034] [0.033] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.01 0 0.11 0.01 0.11 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual 
state-level female-male full-time employment gaps on various measures of sexism 
among all males. Residual female-male employment gaps are estimated using the 1977-
2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in potential experience, 
marital status, gender-specific year effect and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are 
dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they 
are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice. *-5%, **-
1% significance. 
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Table 6: The Effect of Male Sexism on Different Points of the Hours Worked Distribution 

  employed (≥ 0 hours) ≥ 5 hours ≥ 10 hours ≥ 15 hours ≥ 20 hours ≥ 25 hours ≥ 30 hours ≥ 35 hours 
Panel I. Median male sexism        
50th percentile -0.126 -0.112 -0.105 -0.092 -0.074 -0.037 -0.020 0.000 
 [0.032]** [0.032]** [0.032]** [0.033]** [0.033]* [0.036] [0.037] [0.038] 
         
Panel II. Moments of male sexism distribution       
10th percentile 0.036 0.048 0.057 0.066 0.084 0.104 0.122 0.128 
 [0.053] [0.053] [0.053] [0.053] [0.054] [0.057] [0.059]* [0.059]* 
50th percentile -0.169 -0.149 -0.145 -0.14 -0.133 -0.111 -0.101 -0.08 
 [0.050]** [0.051]** [0.050]** [0.051]** [0.051]* [0.054]* [0.056] [0.056] 
90th percentile 0.023 0.011 0.009 0.011 0.013 0.016 0.014 0.009 
 [0.030] [0.030] [0.030] [0.030] [0.030] [0.032] [0.033] [0.033] 

Note: The table shows estimates from regressions in which the dependent variables are female-male gaps in the fraction that work at least X hours 
where X is equal to 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, or 35.  Panel I shows results from univariate regressions with the median of male sexism as the 
regressor, while panel II shows results from regressions that include the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles of male sexism.  The regressions shown in 
the first column correspond to the regressions shown in columns 2 and 5 of Table 4.   Together, the regressions show how median male sexism 
relates to the difference in CDFs of hours worked by females and males in the state. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 7: Male and Female Sexism and Selection-corrected Gender Wage Gaps 
 

 (1) (2)  (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Male Sexism         
Average -0.234        
 [0.095]*        
10th Percentile       0.090 0.139 
       [0.134] [0.145] 
50th Percentile  -0.270    -0.226 -0.371 -0.349 
  [0.082]**    [0.107]* [0.137]** [0.142]* 
90th Percentile       0.109 0.104 
       [0.074] [0.079] 
Female Sexism         
Average   -0.236      
   [0.086]**      
10th Percentile     -0.080   0.004 
     [0.175]   [0.182] 
50th Percentile    -0.200 -0.043 -0.065 -0.088 -0.044 
    [0.080]* [0.175] [0.100] [0.100] [0.181] 
90th Percentile     -0.109   -0.085 
     [0.070]   [0.076] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.12 0.2 0.15 0.13 0.18 0.21 0.27 0.29 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-level female-male wage gaps on 
various measures of sexism among males and females. Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated by median 
regression after imputing log wages for men and women who are non full-time employed.  Log wages are imputed based 
on the following rule: Impute log wages equal to zero if number of years of education is less than the bottom quartile of the 
education distribution for each gender in each year. Impute log wages equal to 20 if education is greater than the top 
quartile of the education distribution for each gender in each year. Just as in the base specifications, female-male wage 
gaps are estimated using 1977-2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in experience, marital 
status, gender-specific year effects and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are dropped because CPS reports states in 
groups in those years. States are dropped if they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male 
prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance.
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Table 8: Male and Female Sexism and Gender Employment Gaps 
   

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Male sexism         
Average -0.124        
 [0.037]**        
10th Percentile       0.050 0.068 
       [0.053] [0.057] 
50th Percentile  -0.126    -0.092 -0.138 -0.126 
  [0.032]**    [0.042]* [0.054]* [0.056]* 
90th Percentile       0.025 0.016 
       [0.029] [0.031] 
Female sexism         
Average   -0.117      
   [0.034]**      
10th Percentile     -0.068   -0.053 
     [0.069]   [0.072] 
50th Percentile    -0.105 -0.028 -0.050 -0.059 -0.008 
    [0.031]** [0.069] [0.039] [0.040] [0.072] 
90th Percentile     -0.03   -0.023 
     [0.027]   [0.030] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.21 0.26 0.22 0.21 0.24 0.29 0.32 0.34 

 Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-level female-male employment gaps 
on various measures of sexism among males and females. Residual female-male employment gaps are estimated using the 
1977-2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in potential experience, marital status, gender-specific 
year effect and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are 
dropped if they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 9: Male Sexism and Selection-Corrected Gender Wage Gaps Controlling for NAEP scores 
  Imputed wages for non fulltime employed persons 
Male sexism (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Average -0.258      
 [0.103]*      
10th Percentile   0.127  0.094 0.169 
   [0.134]  [0.131] [0.154] 
50th Percentile  -0.296 -0.368 -0.431 -0.476 -0.428 
  [0.085]** [0.114]** [0.110]** [0.127]** [0.145]** 
90th Percentile    0.143 0.135 0.135 
    [0.076] [0.078] [0.086] 
Female sexism 
10th Percentile      0.085 
      [0.194] 
50th Percentile      -0.114 
      [0.187] 
90th Percentile      -0.076 
      [0.088] 

M-F diff. in NAEP math -0.068 -0.015 0.014 0.029 0.048 0.140 
 [0.175] [0.165] [0.168] [0.161] [0.165] [0.181] 

M-F diff. in NAEP reading 0.493 0.457 0.439 0.388 0.378 0.307 
 [0.293] [0.272] [0.273] [0.266] [0.268] [0.284] 
Observations 42 42 42 42 42 42 
R-squared 0.18 0.28 0.29 0.34 0.35 0.39 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-level female-male wage gaps on various 
measures of sexism among males and females. Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated by median regression after imputing log 
wages for men and women who are non full-time employed.  Log wages are imputed based on the following rule: Impute log wages 
equal to zero if number of years of education is less than the bottom quartile of the education distribution for each gender in each year. 
Impute log wages equal to 20 if education is greater than the top quartile of the education distribution for each gender in each year. Just 
as in the base specifications, female-male wage gaps are estimated using 1977-2002 May/ORG CPS data and control for education, a 
quadratic in experience, marital status, gender-specific year effects and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are dropped because CPS 
reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male 
prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 10: Sexism and gender wage gaps with alternative selection imputation procedures 
  Median Regression, imputing log wages for: 
 Nonemployed Females + Males  Non full-time employed Females + Males 
 Dependent variable: Residual Female-Male Wage Gap in Market 

Male sexism (1) (2) (3)   (4) (5) (6) 
Panel A: All States        
10th Percentile 0.078 0.067 0.062  0.096 0.07 0.052 
 [0.098] [0.106] [0.095]  [0.109] [0.132] [0.103] 
50th Percentile -0.271 -0.319 -0.259  -0.311 -0.418 -0.29 
 [0.093]** [0.101]** [0.090]**  [0.104]** [0.126]** [0.098]** 
90th Percentile 0.087 0.098 0.082  0.089 0.106 0.080 
 [0.055] [0.059] [0.053]  [0.061] [0.074] [0.057] 
Observations 45 45 45  45 45 45 
R-squared 0.18 0.22 0.18   0.19 0.25 0.2 

Notes: Tables reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-level female-male wage 
gaps on various measures of sexism among all males. Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated by median 
regression using different imputation rules. Columns (1) to (3) imputes wages for nonemployed individuals while 
Columns (4) to (6) imputes wages for non full-time employed individuals. Columns (1) and (4) impute log wages 
equal to zero if the number of years of education is less than the education in the bottom 10th percentile of the 
education distribution for each gender in each year and impute log wages equal to 20 if education is greater than 
the top 10th percentile. Columns (2) and (5) is similar except that the bottom and top 25th percentile is used as the 
cut-off. Columns (3) and (6) restricts the sample to individuals who are household heads or spouses of household 
heads.  For males and females with no recorded spouse wage, the imputation rule follows Columns (2) and (5). For 
females with spouse wage information, we impute log wages equal to zero if the number of years of education is 
less than the bottom quartile of the female education distribution in a specific year and log spouse wage is less than 
the bottom quartile of the spouse wage distribution in a specific year. Log wages are set equal to 20 if number of 
years of education is greater than the top quartile of the female education distribution and log spouse wage is 
greater than the top quartile of the spouse wage distribution. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 11: Sexism and Selection-Corrected Gender Wage Gaps dropping DC 

  Impute wages for non fulltime employed persons 
 Excluding D.C. 

Male sexism   (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Average  -0.315     
  [0.078]**     
10th Percentile    -0.055  -0.054 
    [0.114]  [0.116] 
50th Percentile   -0.290 -0.260 -0.284 -0.256 
   [0.067]** [0.092]** [0.095]** [0.114]* 
90th Percentile     -0.006 -0.005 
     [0.067] [0.068] 
Observations  44 44 44 44 44 
R-squared   0.28 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.31 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual 
state-level female-male wage gaps on various measures of sexism among males and 
females. Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated by median regression after 
imputing log wages for men and women who are non full-time employed.  Log wages 
are imputed based on the following rule: Impute log wages equal to zero if number of 
years of education is less than the bottom quartile of the education distribution for each 
gender in each year. Impute log wages equal to 20 if education is greater than the top 
quartile of the education distribution for each gender in each year. Just as in the base 
specifications, female-male wage gaps are estimated using 1977-2002 May/ORG CPS 
data and control for education, a quadratic in experience, marital status, gender-specific 
year effects and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are dropped because CPS reports 
states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they are not sampled in the GSS in 
the years necessary to measure male prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 12: Male Sexism and Women’s Labor Market Outcomes - Using the 40th Percentile 

  Selection-Corrected Female-Male Wage Gaps   Residual Female-Male Employment Gap 
   

Male sexism (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)   (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Average -0.234      -0.124         
 [0.095]*      [0.037]**     
10th Percentile   0.195  0.183    0.087  0.085 
   [0.147]  [0.145]    [0.058]  [0.058] 
40th Percentile  -0.305 -0.443 -0.442 -0.566   -0.144 -0.205 -0.177 -0.234 
  [0.092]** [0.139]** [0.124]** [0.157]**   [0.036]** [0.054]** [0.050]** [0.063]** 
90th Percentile    0.117 0.112     0.028 0.026 
    [0.072] [0.072]     [0.029] [0.029] 
Observations 45 45 45 45 45  45 45 45 45 45 
R-squared 0.12 0.2 0.24 0.25 0.28   0.21 0.27 0.31 0.28 0.32 

Notes: Table reports coefficients (standard errors) from OLS regressions of residual state-level female-male wage gaps on various measures of sexism 
among males and females. Residual female-male wage gaps are estimated by median regression after imputing log wages for men and women who are non 
full-time employed.  Log wages are imputed based on the following rule: Impute log wages equal to zero if number of years of education is less than the 
bottom quartile of the education distribution for each gender in each year. Impute log wages equal to 20 if education is greater than the top quartile of the 
education distribution for each gender in each year. Just as in the base specifications, female-male wage gaps are estimated using 1977-2002 May/ORG 
CPS data and control for education, a quadratic in experience, marital status, gender-specific year effects and state effects. Data from 1973-1976 are 
dropped because CPS reports states in groups in those years. States are dropped if they are not sampled in the GSS in the years necessary to measure male 
prejudice. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Table 13: Sexism among college-educated and employment and wage gaps 

Employment Gap Selection-Corrected Wage Gap  
Skilled Prejudice 
Distribution (Both Males 
and Females) (1) (2) 
Panel A: All States   
10th Percentile 0.033 0.023 
 [0.032] [0.084] 
50th Percentile -0.107 -0.132 
 [0.035]** [0.092] 
90th Percentile -0.023 -0.082 
 [0.018] [0.047] 
Observations 45 45 
R-squared 0.3 0.18 

Note: The table reports results from specifications similar to those reported in column (5) of tables 3 and 4.  Sexism is measured 
among both men and women, but only among those with at least a college education.  There is no education restriction on the 
sample used to estimate wage and employment gaps. *-5%, **-1% significance. 
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Appendix Table 1: Gender-related question in the GSS 

FEWORK Do you approve or disapprove of a married woman earning money in business or industry if she 
has a husband capable of supporting her?  

FEHOME Do you agree or disagree with this statement? Women should take care of running their home and 
leave running the country up to men.  

FEPRES If your party nominated a woman for president, would you vote for her if she were qualified for 
the job? 

FEPOL Tell me if you agree or disagree with this statement: Most men are better suited emotionally for 
politics than are most women.  

FECHILD A working mother can establish just as warm and secure a relationship with her children as a 
mother who does not work.  

FEPRESCH A preschool child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works.  

FEHELP It is more important for a wife to help her husband’s career than to have one herself.  

FEFAM It is much better for everyone involved if the man is the achiever outside the home and the women 
takes care of the home and family. 

  

  
Years where all questions overlap:  (1977, 1985, 1986, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1996, 
1998) 

 
 


