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Parental Acceptance-Rejection, Social Cynicism and Ambivalent Sexism in Young Adult
Women

Faiz Younas', Areeba Javaid?, Vicar Solomon®"
Abstract

The present study aimed to investigate the relationship between parental acceptance-rejection,
social cynicism, and ambivalent sexism in young adult women. It was hypothesized that parental
acceptance-rejection would significantly correlate with and predict social cynicism and ambivalent
sexism, and significant socio-demographic differences would be evident across the study variables.
Through a cross-sectional research design, a sample of 205 young adult women, aged 18-26 years
(M =21.25,8D =2.1), were recruited in-person through non-probability purposive sampling. The
assessment tools included a self-developed Sociodemographic Information Sheet, Short Form of
the Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (Malik et al., 2012), Social Cynicism
Scale for Women (Younas et al., 2023), and Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996).
SPSS version 23 was used to analyze the data. The findings showed paternal warmth/affection
negatively correlated with, and predicted, institutional cynicism while paternal-undifferentiated
rejection and paternal- hostility/aggression were negatively associated with dispositional cynicism.
Moreover, paternal indifference/neglect positively correlated with, and predicted benevolent
sexism. Single women reported higher paternal warmth, women from nuclear families exhibited
higher cynicism scores, and urban women reported higher maternal indifference/neglect. This
study suggests the need for interventions that promote positive parenting practices and challenge
traditional gender norms to mitigate distrustful and sexist attitudes in young adult women.
Keywords: Ambivalent Sexism, Benevolent Sexism, Hostile Sexism, Parental Acceptance-
Rejection, Social Cynicism
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Introduction

Parental acceptance-rejection (PAR), a
salient aspect of the parent-child bond,
significantly influences children's social and
psychological health (Khaleque & Rohner,

associated with positive worldviews and
negatively with hostile dispositions across
diverse cultures (Khaleque, 2012, 2014). In
line with the sub-theory of PAR Theory,
parental rejection in childhood is postulated
to foster antagonistic worldviews in children
and adults (Ali et al., 2022; Khaleque &
Rohner, 2004). Such rejection by parents has
been identified as a predictor of negative
outcomes worldwide, regardless of race,
ethnicity or geographical context (Khaleque
& Rohner, 2002; Khaleque, 2012; Khaleque,
2014). One such negative worldview, which
has gained recent attention, is social
cynicism. Social cynics tend to be sceptical
about the sincerity and integrity of
individuals, groups, and institutions and are
low in trustworthiness (Leung et al., 2010).
Women may be particularly susceptible to
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Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

social cynicism due to various societal and
cultural pressures, such as rigid parental
control, discrimination and gender-based
violence, which undermine trust in social
institutions and values (Younas et al., 2021).
Moreover, in the predominately patriarchal
society of Pakistan, women nurture overt and
covert negative feelings towards other
women, frequently masked under seemingly
positive expressions (Khan & Khalid, 2019).
These attitudes align with dimensions of
ambivalent sexism, including both hostile
sexism and benevolent sexism (Glick &
Fiske, 1997).

Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Parental warmth (acceptance/rejection) is
deemed a substantial facet of parenting
(Rothenberg et al., 2021). The acceptance
extremity defines the comfort, concern,
consolation, nurturance and love that
children, as recipients, experience from their
parent(s). The rejection extremity is defined
by parents who treat their kids with
discrimination, rejection, and disregard,
(Rohner, 1980; Rohner & Khaleque, 2005).
Children who receive consistent love and
support from their parents are more likely to
develop sound self-worth and a pleasant
attitude towards life. On the contrary,
children who experience parental rejection or
neglect are susceptible to psychological
issues and struggle with trust and attachment
issues (Rohner, 1980). Attachment theory
proposed by Bowlby (1969) suggests similar
propositions; unbothered or harsh caregiving
inculcates cynical relational schemas and
negative views of people and relationships
(Simons et al., 2012).

PAR uses a multidimensional model that
includes four dimensions: warmth-affection
(W/A), hostility-aggression (H/A),
indifference-neglect (I/N), and
undifferentiated rejection (UR) (Rohner,
1975). The W/A dimension of PAR reflects
feelings of belongingness and affection,
encompassing behaviors like hugging,
praising, and quality time. The H/A
dimension specifies anger and criticism,
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marked by behaviors such as yelling, hitting,
and blaming the child for family problems.
The I/N dimension symbolizes a lack of
emotional involvement in the child's well-
being. Lastly, The UR dimension represents
inconsistent and unpredictable behaviors that
confuse the child (Rohner & Khaleque,
2005). While the W/A dimension positively
impacts children’s well-being, the other three
negative dimensions are associated with
adverse outcomes (Rohner et al., 2005),
including  difficulty forming healthy
interpersonal relationships, trust issues,
attachment problems, (Rohner, 1980) etc.
Harsh parenting has also been linked to an
increased utility of hostile attribution bias
(Simons et al., 2012).

Rohner’s  parental acceptance-rejection
theory (PAR Theory) builds on Baumrind’s
(1974) parenting prototypes, offering a shift
from the rather inflexible categories to the
dimensional perspective, allowing for
cultural  variations that  Baumrind’s
framework did not fully address. This
flexibility has made PAR Theory applicable
in explaining various social and personal
outcomes in non-western contexts like
Pakistan (Waheed et al., 2021; Walayat &
Butt, 2017).

Parenting in the collectivistic culture of
Pakistan, emphasizes obedience, parental
control and harmonious interpersonal
relationships, with fathers typically being
more distant and mothers showing greater
warmth towards their children (Stewart et al.,
1999). In this context, women often suppress
overt dissent to conform to parental
expectations (Zaman, 2014), indulge in self-
criticism and internalize harsh experiences
(Tarig & Yousaf, 2020; Igbal et al., 2023).
The practice of self-silencing, which women
often employ to obey their parents and avoid
disrespect, has a significant influence on their
psychological health (Ahmed & Igbal, 2019).
Given these cultural dynamics, investigating
parenting behaviors through a dimensional
framework is crucial for gaining a nuanced
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understanding of how parental acceptance
and rejection manifest within our culture.
Social Cynicism

Social cynicism refers to the negative
attitudes or beliefs about the motives and
intentions of others in society (Bou Malham
& Saucier, 2014), often arising in response to
perceived societal injustices, hypocrisy, and
corruption. It 1is characterized by a
pessimistic and negative outlook towards
individuals and institutions of a society,
leading to disillusionment and
disengagement from social activities and
responsibilities (Burgess, 2010; Leung et al.,
2010) and a lack of faith in the effectiveness,
or fairness of these institutes (Younas et al.,
2021).

Social Dominance Theory (SDT) posits that
social cynicism arises when people perceive
themselves as occupying a lower position
within a social hierarchy. In this context,
social cynicism is viewed as a coping strategy
that enables less resourceful people to shield
themselves from the negative effects of their
disadvantaged status (Pratto et al., 2006;
Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). Pakistan, a
patriarchal society, stands at 145 out of 146
countries in the Global Gender Gap Report
2022, where women face a host of legal and
societal barriers (UN Women, 2023). Our
country is consistently highlighted for its
severe gender disparity (Khan & Khalid,
2019). Also, in our patriarchal culture, the
tolerance of women’s subjugation, justified
by customs and religion, creates an unsafe
space for women with no societal support,
contributing to underreporting of gender-
based crimes and silence by victims (Hadi,
2017). These observations suggest women
are disadvantaged, positioned at the bottom
of the social hierarchies, and potentially
prone to higher levels of SC.

Moreover, the literature supports the notion
that women in highly male-dominated
societies report higher levels of cynicism
towards gender-based discrimination, as
compared to men (Calogero & Jost, 2011;
Leung et al., 2011), likely due to their greater
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awareness and personal experience of gender
inequality. It would be logical to consider
that ~women  inevitably  experience
disrespectful treatment in societies with huge
power gaps, and studies confirm disrespect as
a strong correlate of cynical views pan-
culturally, creating a vicious cycle of
disrespect and cynicism (Stavrova et al.,
2020).

Ambivalent Sexism

Glick and Fiske (2001) believed that: (1)
patriarchal structures that justify male
dominance, (2) gender differentiation that
views women as inferior and confined to
home, and (3) heterosexuality that further
validates violence against women, were the
structural bases of ambivalent sexism
towards women. Glick et al. (2000)
postulated the Ambivalent Sexism Theory in
1996, which combines the two facets of
hostile sexism (HS) and benevolent sexism
(BS).

HS refers to negative attitudes and
stereotypes toward women, such as the idea
that they are less intelligent, sentimental,
powerless, or irrational (Glick & Fiske,
1996). Through overtly damaging depictions
of women, HS aims to uphold male
supremacy and conventional gender roles.
Whereas, people high in BS view women
favorably and display supportive behaviors if
they adhere to traditional gender norms.
Benevolent sexism  reflects men's
dependence on women and reinforces male
dominance through seemingly nicer, but
ultimately restrictive, views (Glick & Fiske,
1997). Both aspects of ambivalent sexism are
mutually dependent yet contradictory in
manifestation. When women do not live up to
sexist norms, the security and affection that
BS offers are quickly withdrawn (Glick &
Fiske, 2011) which makes it equally
patronizing, constrictive, and harmful as HS.
Although the literature suggests boys and
men score higher on ambivalent sexism,
women or girls also have sexist attitudes
towards same-sex fellows (Montafes et al.,
2015; Nava-Reyes et al., 2018) that seems to
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show an increase with age (Duenas et al.,
2020). In a similar vein, women prefer
potential romantic partners with higher
benevolent sexism if they have concerns
about safety and attachment (Cross &
Overall, 2018).

Literature Review

Scholarship has indirectly indicated how
family dimensions distort adults' attitudes,
making them distrustful of various
relationships and experiences. For instance,
Darling and Steinberg (1993) proposed that
authoritarian attitudes of parents could lead
children to perceive themselves as inherently
flawed, fostering a belief that other children
might be similarly evil and untrustworthy.
Similarly, an indigenous study by Waheed et
al. (2021) predicted lower social skills in
children who perceived more parental
rejection. The authors suggested that children
might generalize their resentment and
negative experiences with their parents to
other relationships, thus exhibiting limited
social competency. Likewise, a study
suggested mothers’ authoritarian attitudes
increased the propensity to have hostile
attributions in preschoolers and children in
grade one (Runions & Keating, 2007).
Younas et al. (2023) developed an indigenous
scale to measure SC in women, based on a
qualitative study that explored the causal
factors underlying SC. The study reported
that women likely experience more SC due to
interlinking societal and cultural factors, with
family and authority figures playing a key
role. The findings offered insights into how
parental, especially paternal, control and
rigid authority fostered social cynicism in
women. Another causal explanation was
parents' safety concerns that amplified
women’s fear of commuting and engagement
in public life (Younas et al, 2021).
Furthermore, Ahmed and colleagues (2021)
found that social cynicism beliefs were
positively related to workplace bullying
perceptions, moderated by Islamic work
ethic. They concluded that for those reporting
higher Islamic work ethic, a weakened link
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between social cynicism beliefs and
workplace  bullying  perceptions  was
observed. These findings highlighted the
significance of social and religious values in
shaping workplace bullying perceptions.
Similarly, stress, gossip and cynicism were
linked to emotional exhaustion, with abusive
supervision as a mediator, in Pakistani
employees working in the banking sector
(Bano et al., 2023).

Also, cynics high in hostility reported higher
levels of perceived rejection and
overprotection and low affective warmth by
their parents. In this study, perceived
rejection by parents emerged as the strongest
predictor of hostility in adults. For women,
rejection and overprotection by both parental
figures predicted high hostility yet emotional
warmth scores were similar in both high-
hostility and low-hostility women (Meesters
et al., 1995).

Simons and colleagues (2012) investigated
harsh parenting as a predictor of negative
views about romantic relationships in young
African-American adults. Distrustful
perceptions regarding relationships were
assessed through insecure attachment and
hostile attribution bias in participants; both
were positively related to partner hostility
and dismissive views about marriage.
Moreover, harsh parenting emerged as a
significant predictor of sceptical views
regarding relationships. Malik and Rohner
(2012, 2015), focusing on the “spillover
effect”, observed that spousal rejection
positively  correlated  with  children’s
perceptions of parental rejection in the
Pakistani samples.

A consistent pattern in literature has
associated perceived parental warmth with
relatively positive outcomes and parental
rejection with maladjustment and negative
psychological outcomes, highlighting its
global relevance to children’s long-term
well-being. For example, Khaleque (2012)
found that children, across gender and
culture, showed a positive correlation
between parental (both maternal and
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paternal) warmth and positive self-views.
Similarly, a meta-analysis confirmed that the
undifferentiated rejection (UR) dimension of
PAR, perceived in the case of both
attachment figures, showed a positive
correlation with psychological
maladjustment  across 17  countries,
irrespective of age. Specifically, the findings
were more pronounced for perceived
maternal undifferentiated rejection (Ali et al.,
2018). A study postulated that younger
children (both boys and girls) showed greatly
influenced by perceived parental rejection.
Emotional instability and low self-esteem
were heavily influenced by parental rejection
as compared to than that of boys (Ramirez-
Uclés et al., 2017).

To broaden the conceptualization of family
dynamics in predicting sexist ideologies,
Ibabe and colleagues (2017) revealed that
exposure to intimate violence predicted
ambivalent sexism in young Spanish adults.
Family socialization, a process by which
cultural teachings are transmitted to the next
generations, was argued to play an important
role in which growing minds learn about
attitudes, customs, and norms of the domestic
sphere (Duncan & Goddard, 2017). In a
similar vein, a study highlighted the
significance of family in teaching adolescents
traditional occupational roles of genders
(e.g., men as security personnel, women in
healthcare, etc.) (Farkas & Leaper, 2016).
Similarly, a study indicated that boys had
higher levels of ambivalent sexism than girls,
although a small difference was observed in
BS. Reprobation (strong rejection or
disapproval) had the most significant
relationship with BS and HS scores. The
researchers  concluded that constant
emotional rejection by parental figures
formed a foundation for gender stereotypes,
fostering ambivalent attitudes (Duefias et al.,
2020). Similarly, Malonda and colleagues
(2017) suggested that parental control
significantly contributed to the development
of sexism within a family setup.
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Ashraf (2015) found that a father’s BS had
detrimental effects on the daughter’s self-
concept and career aspirations. She also
found that a father’s HS fostered BS in
daughters over time, whereas a mother’s HS
fostered HS in daughters. Furthermore,
Garaigordobil and Aliri (2012) concluded
that the indulgent parenting style of both
parents was significantly linked to low
sexism in children. This indulgent parenting
style was symbolized by high warmth and
low levels of strictness by parental figures
(Fuentes et al., 2022). However, Lee et al.
(2007) suggested that, given the conflicting
literature on parenting and children’s
ideologies, the development of legitimizing
ideologies in children might not be solely
determined by familial interactions.

To conclude social cynicism is fostered by
social institutes, especially family dynamics
(Younas et al., 2021). Moreover, the family
milieu plays an evidential function in the
dissemination of sexist views in children. We
can infer that the family institution,
especially facets of parenting, seem to play an
integral role in presetting both SC and AS.
Scarce literature on the interrelationship
between research variables further affirms
the need to study them together.

Rationale of the Study

Parents or key family figures shape
children’s attitudes, behaviors, and affective
reactions in alignment with social and gender
norms. Unfortunately, in Pakistan, familial
conflict and use of force in childrearing and
marital relations are high, with women
considered the property of the male family
members (Malik & Rohner, 2012). Also,
Pakistani women are primarily appreciated
within their traditional gender roles (Ali et
al., 2022). This not only results in differential
treatment from men but also reinforces
patriarchal values, even in women. In
addition, the rise of cynicism in recent times
(Stavrova et al., 2020) with Pakistani samples
scoring higher SC in a meta-analysis (Bond
et al., 2004), underscores the need to explore
this construct among our indigenous young
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women. To the best of our knowledge,
insufficient  indigenous research  has
examined the inter-generational transmission
of sexist beliefs (Ashraf, 2015) and how
parental rearing behaviors supplement social
cynicism in women. This research will
inculcate appreciable findings in the extant
scholarship for our collectivistic and
predominately patriarchal society.
Objectives

To investigate the relationship between
parental acceptance-rejection, ambivalent
sexism, and social cynicism in young adult
women

To study how parental acceptance-rejection
predicts social cynicism and ambivalent
sexism in young adult women

Hypotheses

There would be a significant positive
relationship between aggression/hostility,
indifference/neglect, and undifferentiated
rejection dimensions of PAR and social
cynicism (institutional cynicism, experiential
cynicism, and dispositional cynicism) in
young adult women.

There would be a negative significant
relationship between the warmth/affection
dimension of PAR and social cynicism
(institutional cynicism, experiential
cynicism, and dispositional cynicism)in
young adult women.

There would be a significant positive
relationship of paternal indifference/neglect,
and  undifferentiated  rejection  with
benevolent sexism in young adult women.
Aggression/hostility, indifference/neglect,
and undifferentiated rejection dimensions of
PAR would positively predict social
cynicism (institutional cynicism, experiential
cynicism, and dispositional cynicism) in
young adult women.

The warmth/affection dimension of PAR
would negatively predict social cynicism
(institutional cynicism, experiential
cynicism, and dispositional cynicism) in
young adult women.

Paternal indifference/neglect, and
undifferentiated rejection would positively
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predict benevolent sexism in young adult
women.

There would be significant socio-
demographic  differences across study
variables.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The present study followed the correlational
(cross-sectional) research design. A non-
probability purposive sampling strategy was
used to recruit the participants. An a priori
power analysis through G*power version
3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007) indicated a
minimum sample size of (N = 189) for the
intended statistical analyses. 240 participants
from universities in Lahore, Pakistan, were
approached  through direct, in-person
engagement. The final dataset comprised (N
= 205) young women aged 18 and 26 (M =
21.14, SD = 2.01). Following the acquisition
of permissions from the respective authorities
and authors, data collection was initiated.
APA-mandated ethics were followed
throughout the study. The data was collected
after formal approval from the consenting
participants. The participants filled out a
sociodemographic information sheet before
proceeding to scale items measuring study
variables. The results were generated using
SPSS version 23; the findings were
accurately reported and contextualized
within the existing literature.

Assessment Measures

Sociodemographic Information Sheet.

It included questions about age, educational
experience, type of university, family
background, family system, number of
siblings, and relationship status.

Adult PARQ - Short Form. The Adult
Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire
(Adult PARQ), containing 24 items, is used
to document adults’ views of the treatment of
their mother or father towards them when
they were 7 to 12 years old. The two versions
of Adult PARQ include: (1) Adult PARQ:
Mother, and (2) Adult PARQ: Father. A 4-
point Likert scale (1: Almost never true, 2:
Rarely true, 3: Sometimes true, 4: Almost
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always true) records the participant’s
responses. PARQ consists of four subscales:
(1) warmth/affection (8 items), (2)
hostility/aggression (6 items), 3)
indifference/neglect (6 items), and (4)
undifferentiated rejection (4 items). The
reliability coefficients (alphas) for Adult
PARQ across 51 studies had a mean of .95
(Rohner, 2005; Rohner & Ali, 2016). The
Urdu versions of both forms validated by
Malik et al. (2012) were employed in this
study.
Social
(SCWS).
The Social Cynicism for Women Scale
(SCWS) is a 19-item indigenous scale, with
three subscales: (1) Institutional Cynicism
(10 items), (2) Experiential Cynicism (4
items), and (3) Dispositional Cynicism (5
items). Based on a 5-point Likert format
(where 1 indicates “Strongly Disagree” and 5
indicates “Strongly Agree”), it explores
levels of cynicism that women have related to
social institutes, daily experiences and the
Results

Cynicism Scale for Women

Younas et al.

prevailing stereotypes respectively. The
alpha reliability for subscales of SCWS
ranged from .54 to .86. This recently
developed scale is currently only available in
the English Language (Younas et al., 2023).

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory — ASI Form
2.

The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, a 22-item
scale, was developed by Glick and Fiske
(1996). Recording sexist views against
women, it consists of two subscales: (1)
Hostile Sexism and (2) Benevolent Sexism,
each consisting of 11 items. BS subscale
further encompasses three sources of
ambivalence: Paternalism, Gender
Differentiation, and Heterosexuality. A 6-
point Likert scale (0 = disagree strongly to 5
= agree strongly) records the test taker’s
responses. The alpha reliability of HS and BS
subscales are .92 and .85 respectively (Glick
& Fiske, 1996). Our study, employing the
English version, will analyze the total scores
of HS and BS.

Descriptive  analysis  indicated  that average, they had 3 to 4 siblings, and their
participants were, on average, 21.14 years old monthly family income was around
(SD = 2.10) with an average educational 178376.62 PKR (SD = 592706.67).
experience of 14.5 years (SD = 1.50). On
Table 1
Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Participants (N = 205)
Variables n % Variables n %
University Birth Order
Private 112 54.6  First born 61 29.8
Public 93 45.4  Middle born 87 42.4
Family Background Last born 46 22.4
Urban 152 74.1 Only child 11 5.4
Rural 53 25.9 Relationship Status
Family System Single 152 74.1
Nuclear 139 67.8  Dating 16 7.8
Joint 57 27.8 Engaged 25 12.2
Others 9 4.4 Married 12 5.9
Note. n = frequency, % = percentage
JPAP, 5(4), 619-639 https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 625
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Table 2
Psychometric Properties of Study Variables (N = 205)
Scales a M SD Range
Short Form of F-PARQ
P-W/A .82 22.86 7.83 10-65
P-I/N 73 9.22 3.47 6-22
P-H/A .79 8.57 3.24 6-21
P-UR .63 6.36 2.16 4-15
Short Form of M-PARQ
M-W/A .89 25.78 6.12 11-32
M-I/N 73 9.27 3.59 6-23
M-H/A 74 9.15 3.27 6-20
M-UR 47 7.01 2.14 4-16
DC .68 17.18 3.74 5-25
IC 81 36.30 6.53 12-50
EC .65 16.28 2.56 6-20
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
HS .62 35.08 6.92 11-51
BS 53 32.22 6.03 10-45
Note. a= reliability coefficient, M= Mean, SD= Standard Deviation, F-PARQ = Father Form-Parental
Acceptance-Rejection  Questionnaire, M-PARQ = Mother Form-Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Questionnaire, P-W/A = Paternal-Warmth/Affection, P-I/N = Paternal- Indifference/Neglect, P-H/A =
Paternal- Hostility/Aggression, P-UR = Paternal- Undifferentiated Rejection, M-W/A= Maternal-
Warmth/Affection, M-I/N = Maternal - Indifference/Neglect, M-H/A = Maternal- Hostility/Aggression, M-
UR = Maternal- Undifferentiated Rejection, DC = Dispositional Cynicism, IC = Institutional Cynicism,
EC = Experiential Cynicism, HS = Hostile Sexism, BS = Hostile Sexism

cut-off value of .50 for social sciences.
However, the subscale Undifferentiated

Table 2 shows Cronbach’s alpha values for
all scales employed in this study. Except for

one, all other study variables had a > .50 (a =
.53 to .89) which was deemed acceptable as
Field (2018) suggested an acceptable alpha

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639
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demonstrated a Cronbach’s alpha (a = .47)
below the acceptable value.
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Table 3
Correlations between Study Variables (N= 205)
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1.P-W/A -13 .14*  -07  .19** =24 11 -26%*F 10 -12 -16* .02 -.01
% % _ ks skeskek ek skeskek _ &
> PN ;6*7 ;7*2 .26 .50 35 .50 06 .06 .10 02 .14
_ % _ * skeskok ek skeskok - * - - -

3 P-UR ;7*5 14 .30 38 29 14 05 -.04 04 .12
4. P-H/A - S22%k  4PREEk 3ekEEk S50*F*EF 0 _17* -18 -.06 -.04 .11
5. M-W/A - =32%%% 210 -30%** 06 -10 -.08 .03 -.12
6 M-I/N - H0FFE Q7K 02 03 .02 -05 .11
7. M-UR - 68 - 001 .04 .01 -.04 .08
8. M-H/A - -02 .03 .03 -.05 .07

- 40 .65* -01 .01
9. DC ®kk  kok

- * -

10. EC ;k3*0 .01 -.003
11.1C - -.06 -.08
12. HS - ST
13. BS -

Note. P-W/A = Paternal-Warmth/Affection, P-I/N = Paternal- Indifference/Neglect, P-H/A = Paternal-
Hostility/Aggression, P-UR = Paternal- Undifferentiated Rejection, M-W/A= Maternal- Warmth/Affection,
M-I/N = Maternal - Indifference/Neglect, M-H/A = Maternal- Hostility/Aggression, M-UR = Maternal-
Undifferentiated Rejection, DC = Dispositional Cynicism, IC = Institutional Cynicism, EC = Experiential
Cynicism, HS = Hostile Sexism, BS = Hostile Sexism.

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001

Table 3 documents the results of the Pearson- Warmth/Affection also reported higher
Product Moment correlation analysis. Maternal Warmth/Affection, lower Maternal
Paternal ~ Warmth/Affection  negatively Hostility/Aggression and lower

correlated with Institutional Cynicism (r =
.16, p = .02*) while Paternal Undifferentiated
Rejection (r = -.14, p = .047*) and Paternal-
Hostility/Aggression (r = -.17, p = .01*) had
negative associations with Dispositional
Cynicism. Paternal Indifference/Neglect was
a positive correlate of BS (r=.14, p =.045%).
Women who reported higher Paternal

Table 4

Indifference/Neglect. The paternal rejection
dimensions were positively linked to the
mother’s rejection dimensions. All three
subscales of SC showed positive correlations
with each other; BS and HS were also
positively correlated in our sample of young
adult women.

Stepwise Regression Results for Dispositional Cynicism in Young Adult Women (N= 205)

Predictor B SE p 95% CI t P

LL UL
Intercept 18.88 .73 27.63 32.32  25.79 0%
P-H/A -.20 08  -17 -36 -04  -248 014%*
F 6.17
R? .029

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639
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Note. P-H/A = Paternal- Hostility/Aggression, SE = Standard Error, CI = Confidence Interval, LL= Lower

limit, UL= Upper Limit

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001, only significant values reported

After the correlation analysis, the significant
variables of Paternal Undifferentiated
Rejection and Paternal Hostility/Aggression
from the correlation table were added to the
stepwise regression analysis. Table 4 shows
that only Paternal Hostility/Aggression
emerged as a significant negative predictor (S

=-.17, p = .014%*) of Dispositional Cynicism.
P-H/A explained for 2.9% of the variance in
DC with F (1,203)=6.17, p <. 05. Paternal-
UR was excluded from the regression
equation because of its non-significant
predictive value.

Table 5
Linear Regression Predicting Institutional Cynicism in Young Adult Women (N= 205)
Predictor B SE p 95% CI t P
LL UL
Intercept 39.39 1.40 36.63 42.14 28.23 O] F**
P-W/A -.14 .06 -.16 -25  -02 -23 .02*
F 5.48
R? .026

Note. P-W/A = Paternal- Warmth/Affection, SE = Standard Error, CI = Confidence Interval, LL= Lower

limit, UL= Upper Limit, only significant values reported

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001

Table 5 reveals the findings of simple linear
regression with Paternal Warmth/Affection
as a predictor of Institutional Cynicism.
Paternal Warmth/Affection emerged as a

significant negative predictor (f = -.16, p =
.02%) of IC. P-W/A explained for 2.6%
variance in IC with F' (1, 204) = 5.48, p <.05.

Table 6

Linear Regression Predicting Benevolent Sexism in Young Adult Women (N= 205)
Predictor B SE p 95% CI t p

LL UL

Intercept 29.98 1.19 27.63 3232 25.20 0%
P-I/N 24 12 14 .01 48 2.02 045%
F 4.07
R? .020

Note. P-I/N = Paternal-Indifference/Neglect, SE = Standard Error, CI = Confidence Interval, LL= Lower

limit, UL= Upper Limit, only significant values reported

*p <.05, **p < .01, *** p <.001

Table 6 indicates the findings of simple linear
regression with Paternal Indifference/Neglect
as a predictor of Benevolent Sexism.
Analysis showed that Paternal

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639

Indifference/Neglect predicted BS (8= .14, p
= .045%*), explaining a 2.0% variance in BS
with F (1, 203) =4.07, p <.05.
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Table 7
Independent Samples t-test for Family Background (N=205)
Urban (152) Rural (53)
Variables M SD M SD 1(203) p Cohen’d
M-I/N 9.56 3.80 8.42 2.8 1.99 .02%* .04

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation,

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001, only significant values reported

Table 7 indicates a significant difference in
mean values of Maternal
Indifference/Neglect reported by urban
participants as compared to rural participants
(p <0.5); the effect size was extremely small
(d = .04). Moreover, no significant

Table 8

differences were found between urban and
rural participants for the rest of the study
variables. Also, the differences between
public and private university students were
not significant for PAR, SC and AS
subscales.

One-way ANOVA Indicating Differences on Study Variables across Birth Order (N=205)

First Born Middle Born

Last Born

Only Child

Variable M

SD M SD M

SD M  SD F(3,201) n?

M-I/N 841 3.07 9.17 3.52

10.08 3.65

11.32 5.26 3.28%* .05

Note. M-I/N = Maternal - Indifference/Neglect, > = eta squared
*p <.05, **p <.001, *** p <.0001, only significant values reported

A one-way ANOVA indicated significant
differences in mean scores for Maternal
Indifference/Neglect across the categories of
birth order. Table 8 shows that women who
belonged to the only-child category reported
significantly higher M-I/N than those with

Table 9

siblings (£ (3,201) =3.28, p <.05); the effect
size was medium (n? = .05). LSD post-hoc
test revealed significant differences between
last-borns and first-borns (p = .02) and
between only- child and first-borns (p = .01).

One-way ANOVA Indicating Differences On Study Variables across Family System (N=205)

Joint Family  Nuclear Family  Others
Variable M SD M SD M SD F (2,202) n?
DC 15.61 4.16 17.80 3.41 17.44 3.43 7.38%** .07
IC 33.34 7.70 37.66 5.53 34.00 6.72 10.26%*** .09
P-H/A 8.63 3.61 8.37 2.90 11.33 4.70 3.66* .03

Note. DC = Dispositional Cynicism, IC = Institutional Cynicism, P-H/A = Paternal- Hostility/Aggression,

n? = eta squared

*p <.05, **p <.01, *** p <.001, only significant values reported

Next, One-way = ANOVA indicated
significant differences in mean scores of DC,
IC and P-H/A across categories of the family
system. Table 9 shows that women from
nuclear families reported significantly higher
scores on Dispositional Cynicism than other
two categories (F (2, 202) = 7.38, p < .05),
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with medium to large effect size (4> = .07).
Women from nuclear families also reported
higher on Institutional Cynicism, with large
effect size (> = .09). LSD post-hoc test
revealed significant differences between
participants from joint and nuclear families
(p = .01***) for DC and IC (p = .01%**).
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Women belonging to the category “others”
(hostels, shared spaces etc.) reported more
Paternal- Hostility/Aggression than those
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from joint or nuclear families. However, the
effect size was small (n? =.03).

Table 10
One-way ANOVA Indicating Differences across Relationship Status (N=205)
Single Dating Engaged Married

Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD F(3,201) n
P-W/A 2337 799 18.69 6.66 6.76 135 744 2.15 2093% .04
P-H/A 820 2.59 956 444 972 490 9.58 3.99 2.68% .04
M-I/N 9.06 3.63 9.12 3.19 9.00 3.01 12.67 3.42 3.98** .06
M-H/A 885 3.06 981 4.13 928 348 11.87 3.34 3.53* .05

Note. P-W/A = Paternal- Warmth/Affection, P-H/A = Paternal- Hostility/Aggression, M-I/N = Maternal -
Indifference/Neglect, M-H/A = Maternal- Hostility/Aggression, 1> = eta squared
*p <.05, **p <.001, *** p <.0001, only significant values reported

Also, one-way ANOVA indicated significant differences in mean scores of dimensions of PAR

across the relationship status categories.
Single women reported significantly higher
P-W/A than other categories (¥ (3, 201) =
2.93, p < .05), with small-to-medium effect
size (0> = .04). Engaged women reported

Discussion

The present study provides meaningful
insights into the complex relationship of
parental acceptance-rejection with little-
studied variables of social cynicism and
ambivalent sexism in young Pakistani
women, highlighting how parental factors
shape these psychological constructs in our
indigenous context.

Initially, the reliability of the scales was
ensured. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
for both scales were acceptable, affirming
their suitability within our socio-cultural
context. Moreover, the Social Cynicism
Scale for Women (SCSW), an indigenously
developed scale (Younas et al., 2023), was
employed in this study. Its prior validation in
our culture further substantiates its
appropriateness and utility for this study.
Notably, our study is the first to examine the
SCSW with other psychological constructs.
However, the Undifferentiated Rejection
subscale of the Maternal Form of PARQ
showed slightly lower reliability. This could
be attributed to differences in the perception
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more P-H/A (n? = .04) while married women
scored higher on both M-I/N (n? = .06) and
M-H/A (? = .06) dimensions of PAR.

of the concept within our Pakistani culture.
Our religio-social framework expects
deference towards maternal figures (Zaman,
2014), potentially resulting in social
desirability bias. We also expected social
desirability bias on the part of women
participants as this research was about
parental relationships and gender beliefs.
However, data collection was exclusively
conducted at universities unaffiliated with the
researchers to mitigate potential biases
associated with familiarity and perceived
obligation.  Participation was entirely
voluntary, free from coercion or undue
influence by the instructors.

Our results did not support the first and fourth
hypotheses, as paternal-undifferentiated
rejection and paternal- hostility/aggression
exhibited negative associations  with
dispositional cynicism. Specifically, paternal
hostility/aggression accounted for 2.9% of
the wvariance in dispositional cynicism,
indicating that paternal hostile and aggressive
behaviors decrease women’s cynical views.
This contrasts with existing Western
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literature, where paternal hostility is usually
related to increased cynicism (Darling &
Steinberg, 1993; Meesters et al., 1995).
However, our findings could be understood
within  the framework of cultural
interpretations of parental behavior in Asian
societies, where parental harshness is often
perceived as a form of concern and
protectiveness. Additionally, cultural norms
and religious values emphasize paternal
authority and respect (Zaman, 2014), which
may lead children to downplay or reframe
paternal harshness in a positive light, thereby
mitigating its direct impact on social
cynicism. The observed lack of significant
results may also be attributed to this cultural
context, where negative evaluations of
parenting  behaviors are  potentially
minimized or overlooked.

Our second and fifth hypotheses were
partially accepted as the results revealed
paternal warmth/affection negatively
correlated with and predicted institutional
cynicism in young women. This suggests that
women who perceive greater paternal
warmth are less cynical towards social
institutions. This aligns with the PAR
Theory, which indicates that parental warmth
enhances  positive  worldviews  and,
psychological and social well-being in
children (Khaleque, 2012; Khaleque &
Rohner, 2002; Rohner, 1980). Given the
strong parental authority in traditional
families of Pakistan (Younas et al., 2021),
this warmth may buffer against social
cynicism, particularly among women who
are otherwise marginalized in patriarchal
societies.

Further, our third and sixth hypotheses were
partially accepted. Specifically, higher levels
of paternal indifference/neglect correlated
with and predicted benevolent sexism in
young adult women while paternal
undifferentiated rejection did not exhibit a
significant association. This aligns with prior
research indicating that constant emotional
rejection by parental figures can reinforce
gender stereotypes and ambivalent attitudes
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(Duenas et al., 2020). Also, BS is
documented by Glick and Fiske (1996, 2001)
to benefit women, as it supports the belief
that women are deserving of men’s
protection, provision and admiration. This
superficially beneficial aspect of BS might
explain why women continue to endorse
sexist views towards their own gender
(Bareket & Fiske, 2023). Furthermore,
Garaigordobil and Alir1 (2012) found
indulgent parenting style, which contrasts
with the indifference/neglect dimension, is
linked to low sexism in children.

The non-significant correlations between
other PAR dimensions and ambivalent
sexism may be attributed to the reasoning that
children’s belief systems cannot be solely
explained by familial interactions (Lee et al.,
2007). Moreover, various external variables
contribute to the stigmatization of women
such as harassment, and rigid sociocultural
norms (e.g., prohibiting interaction with
unknown men, discouragement of night-shift
jobs etc.) that limit women’s social and
professional mobility (Gentile et al., 2022).
Such barriers may foster negative
worldviews, suggesting that the interaction of
these societal and cultural factors likely plays
a more substantial role in shaping cynicism
than familial dynamics alone. This might also
explain the non-significant associations
between PAR dimensions and social
cynicism observed in our sample. Future
research could examine the combined impact
of these broader influences more thoroughly
by developing a systematic model,
integrating familial, social, cultural and legal
variables.

The socio-demographic variables also
provided key insights into our study’s
findings, supporting our seventh hypothesis.
Women from urban areas reported higher
maternal indifference/neglect. Urban
lifestyles are often characterized by
individualistic cultures, nuclear family
structures, economic  pressures  that
necessitate  extensive job  hours and
diminished emotional bonding between
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parents and children, likely contributing to
low perceived maternal attention. This lack
of emotional connection might also result in
trust issues in children (Hendriati &
Okvitawanii, 2019). This observation aligns
with our findings that women from nuclear
families reported more social cynicism than
those from other living arrangements. In
contrast, joint families provide additional
emotional warmth and support through
grandparents, positively influencing
children’s perceived parenting and mitigating
the effects of unsupportive parents on
children’s social skills (Akhtar et al., 2017).
Interestingly, women with no siblings had
significantly higher scores on maternal
indifference/neglect than those with siblings.
This finding could be contextualized with the
framework of collectivistic cultures where
the pressures of “fitting in” heighten the
sense of unfulfilled expectations from close
relationships (Chen et al., 2014; Lin et al.,
2021). Moreover, the absence of sibling
support and increased parent-child conflicts
documented in scholarship (Khadaroo,
2018), might exacerbate dissatisfaction with
attachment figures in only children. Also,
higher paternal hostility/aggression was
reported by women living in shared spaces
(e.g., hostels, shared apartments etc.). This
may be explained by the trend of leaving
parental homes at an early age due to
disruptive ~ families, negative  home
environments (Bernhardt et al., 2005) or as
Perica (2021) observed, due to strict control
by parents.

This study uniquely revealed that single
women reported more paternal warmth
whereas married women reported higher
perceived hostility/aggression from both
parents, specifically maternal neglect.
Although the existing literature does not
directly address this gap, a relative notion
suggests that parental attitudes and behaviors
often change once the daughters are married.
As Zahra, (2018) notes, “Sadly in this society
(Pakistan), there is always a distance that
develops between parents and their daughters
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after they are married”, which might
contribute to daughters’ resentment towards
their parents and potentially reshape their
memories of past parental warmth.
Furthermore, research indicates that
unhealthy attachment with parents could lead
to negative reminiscence in adulthood.
Moreover, the younger individuals score
higher on bitterness revival, recalling
perceived past unjust experiences (Ferrario &
Demiray, 2023). These contextual insights
provide further support for our findings and
highlight the complex dynamics of how
parental behavior is perceived and
remembered over time.

Conclusions

The  present  cross-sectional study
investigated the relationship between
dimensions of parental (both maternal and
paternal) acceptance-rejection, social
cynicism and ambivalent sexism in young
adult women. The outcomes suggested
paternal warmth reduces cynicism regarding
social institutions and, paternal
indifference/neglect reinforces benevolent
sexism, where women conform to their
traditional gender roles in a patriarchal
society like Pakistan. However other
dimensions of PAR did not significantly
correlate with SC or AS, indicating that
familial dynamics alone do not fully explain
these constructs in young women.
Sociodemographic differences were
observed, with women from nuclear families
scoring higher on dispositional and
institutional cynicism. Moreover, married
women and those living in shared spaces
scored higher on perceived parental hostility.
Urban participants and married women also
scored higher on maternal indifference and
neglect.

Limitations and Suggestions

Firstly, the sample was recruited from
universities within the Lahore region; the
results of the study variables may not capture
the experiences of young women from
diverse backgrounds, especially those from
unprivileged areas. Further, reliance on self-
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reported measures to capture past parental
behaviors risks retrospective distortion, and
social desirability bias due to strong cultural
emphasis on parental authority and respect.
The university culture, educational exposure
and peer influence might also have
influenced participants’ responses.
Moreover, causal inferences could not be
derived from this research. Future studies
could employ longitudinal studies to reduce
biases and effectively determine the role
parental attitudes play in influencing cynical
and sexist views in children.

Future studies could also explore additional
personal and societal influences such as
personality traits, globalization, parents’
education etc. to develop a more
comprehensive model of study variables, as
these impact cultures and family dynamics
over time (Lansford et al., 2021). This may
also help clarify the non-significant direct
relationships between most PAR dimensions
and outcomes like social cynicism and
ambivalent sexism.

Implications

This study supports the PAR Theory notion
that parental warmth can mitigate antagonist
attitudes in children. The findings, overall,
offer an initial understanding of how parental
attitudes and behaviors may result in sexist
and distrustful attitudes in women, providing
a foundation for targeted interventions. These
results are particularly relevant to mental
health practitioners who can design
interventions to enhance parental warmth to
reduce social distrust in young women.
Family-centered programs could focus on
addressing parental practices that contribute
to the internalization of sexist attitudes.
Given the higher incidence of maternal
neglect in urban women, interventions should
emphasize fostering healthy emotional bonds
between mothers and daughters.

Contribution of Authors

Faiz  Younas: Methodology, Formal
Analysis, Writing - Reviewing & Editing

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639

Younas et al.

Areeba Javaid: Methodology, Writing -
Reviewing & Editing, Supervision

Vicar Solomon: Conceptualization,
Investigation, Methodology, Data Curation,
Formal Analysis, Writing — Original Draft
Conflict of Interest

There is no conflict of interest declared by the
authors.

Source of Funding

The authors declared no source of funding.
Data Availability Statement

The datasets of the current study are not
available publicly due to ethical reasons but
are available from the corresponding author
[V.S.] upon the reasonable request.

References

Ahmad, S., Islam, T., & Kaleem, A. (2021).
Workplace bullying in Pakistan:
Mapping the implications of social
cynicism and the moderation of
Islamic work ethic. In P. D’ Cruz, E.
Noronha, A. Mendonca (eds), Asian
Perspective on Workplace Bullying
and Harassment (pp. 93-113).

Springer eBooks.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-
2362-2 4

Ahmed, F., & Igbal, H. (2019). Self-silencing
and marital adjustment in women
with and without depression.
Pakistan Journal of Psychological
Research, 311-330. http://pjprnip.
edu. pk/index.
php/pjpr/article/view/40

Akhtar, P., Malik, J. A., & Begeer, S. (2017).
The Grandparents’ Influence:
Parenting  Styles and  Social
Competence among Children of Joint
Families. Journal of Child and
Family Studies, 26(2), 603-611.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-
0576-5

Ali, S., Khatun, M. N., Khaleque, A., &
Rohner, R. P. (2022). Perceived
Parental Undifferentiated rejection
and Children’s Personality
Dispositions: A Meta-Analysis of

https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 633



Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

Ali, S.

Multicultural Studies. The Journal of
Genetic Psychology, 184(1), 9-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.20
22.2110447

, Khatun, N., Khaleque, A., & Rohner,

R. P. (2018). They Love Me Not: A
Meta-Analysis of Relations Between
Parental Undifferentiated Rejection
and  Offspring’s  Psychological
Maladjustment. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 50(2), 185-199.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221188
15599

Ashraf, M. (2015). Parental sexism and its

Bano,

relationship with daughters' sexism,
self-esteem, and career aspirations
[Doctoral dissertation, University of
Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand].
https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/
handle/2292/24397

S., Hashar, S., Siddiqui, D. A,
Siddiqui, M. a. N., & Gillni, S. A.
(2023). Stress, Gossip, and Cynism,;
The mediatory role of Abusive
Supervisor  towards  Emotional
Exhaustion in the Banking Industry of
Pakistan. Research Journal for
Societal  Issues, 5(2), 440—466.
https://doi.org/10.56976/rjs1.v5i2.12

5

Bareket, O., & Fiske, S. T. (2023). A

systematic review of the ambivalent
sexism literature: Hostile sexism
protects men’s power; benevolent
sexism guards traditional gender
roles. Psychological Bulletin,
149(11-12), 637—-698.
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000400

Baumrind, D. (1974). The development of

instrumental competence
through socialization. In A.
Pick (Ed.), = Minnesota symposia
on child psychology (pp. 3-46).
Minneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press.

Bernhardt, E., Gdhler, M., & Goldscheider,

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639

F. (2005). Childhood family structure
and routes out of the parental home in

Younas et al.

Sweden. Acta Sociologica, 48(2), 99—
115.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00016993050
53766

Bond, M. H., Leung, K., Au, A., Tong, K., De

Carrasquel, S. R., Murakami, F.,
Yamaguchi, S., Bierbrauer, G.,
Singelis, T. M., Broer, M., Boen, F.,
Lambert, S. M., Ferreira, M. C.,
Noels, K. A., Van Bavel, J., Safdar,
S., Zhang, J., Chen, L., Solcova, L., . .
. Lewis, J. R. (2004). Culture-Level
Dimensions of Social Axioms and
Their Correlates across 41 Cultures.
Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 35(5), 548-570.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221042
68388

Bou Malham, P., & Saucier, G. (2014).

Measurement invariance of social
axioms in 23 countries. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 45(7),
1046-1060.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221145
34771

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment. Attachment

and Loss: Vol. 1. Loss. New
York: Basic Books.

Burgess, M. (2010). Do the Savage Origins

of Tattoos Cast a Prejudicial Shadow
on Contemporary Tattooed
Individuals? Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 4(3), 746-764
https://doi.org/10.1016/;.trf.2018.100
31

Calogero, R. M., & Jost, J. T. (2011). Self-

Chen,

subjugation among women: Exposure
to sexist ideology, self-
objectification, and the protective
function of the need to avoid closure.
Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 100(2), 211-228.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021864

Y.,C. Naud, I. Rangwala, C.C.
Landry, and J.R. Miller, (2014).
Beyond the individual victim:
Multilevel consequences of abusive
supervision in teams. Journal of

https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 634


https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/24397
https://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/handle/2292/24397
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114534771
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114534771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2018.100%0931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2018.100%0931

Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

Applied Psychology, 99(6), 1074—
1095.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037636

Cross, E. J., & Overall, N. C. (2018).
Women’s attraction to benevolent
sexism: Needing relationship security
predicts greater attraction to men who
endorse benevolent sexism.
European  Journal  of  Social
Psychology, 48(3), 336-347.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2334

Darling, N., & Steinberg, L. (1993).
Parenting style as context: An
integrative model.  Psychological
Bulletin, 113(3), 487-496.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.113.3.487

Duenas, J., Santiago-Larrieu, B., Ferre-Rey,
G., & Cosi, S. (2020). Ambivalent
sexism in  adolescence:  The
relationship between family
socialization styles and ambivalent
sexism in adolescence. Interpersona:
An International Journal on Personal
Relationships, 14(1), 28-39.
https://doi.org/10.5964/ijpr.v14i1.39
23

Duncan, S. F., & Goddard, H. W. (2017).
Family Life Education: Principles
and Practices for Effective Outreach.
SAGE Publications.

Farkas, T., & Leaper, C. (2016). Chivalry’s
double-edged sword: How girls’ and
boys’ paternalistic attitudes relate to
their possible family and work selves.
Sex  Roles, 74(5-6), 220-230.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-
0556-z

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., &
Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A
flexible statistical power analysis
program for the social, behavioral,
and biomedical sciences. Behavior
Research Methods, 39, 175-191.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146

Ferrario, A., & Demiray, B. (2023).
Understanding reminiscence and its
negative functions in the everyday

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639

Younas et al.

conversations of young adults: A
machine learning approach. Heliyon,
10(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.202
3.e23825

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using
IBM statistics. Sage Publications
Limited.

Fuentes, M. C., Garcia, O. F., Alcaide, M.,
Garcia-Ros, R., & Garcia, F. (2022).
Analyzing when parental warmth but
without parental strictness leads to
more adolescent empathy and self-
concept: Evidence from Spanish
homes. Frontiers in Psychology, 13.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1
060821

Garaigordobil, M., & Aliri, J. (2012).
Parental Socialization Styles, Parents'
Educational Level, and Sexist
Attitudes in  Adolescence. The
Spanish  Journal of Psychology,

15(2), 592-603.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.
2012.v15.n2.38870

Gentile, E., Shahid, A., Khan, L. R., Butt, T.
A., & Vyborny, K. (2022). How
Female-Friendly are workplaces in
urban Pakistan? ADB Briefs, (221).
https://doi.org/10.22617/brf220435

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The
Ambivalent  Sexism  Inventory:
Differentiating hostile and
benevolent sexism. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology,
70(3), 491-512.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(01)80005-8

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1997). Hostile and
benevolent sexism. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 21(1), 119-135.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1471-
6402.1997.tb00104.x

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). Ambivalent
sexism. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology 33(8), 115-188.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-
2601(01)80005-8

https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 635


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0037636
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0556-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-015-0556-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n2.38870
http://dx.doi.org/10.5209/rev_SJOP.2012.v15.n2.38870

Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2011). Ambivalent
sexism.  Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 35(3), 530-535.
https://doi.org/10.1177/03616843114
14832

Glick, P., Fiske, S. T., Mladinic, A., Saiz, J.
L., Abrams, D., Masser, B., Adetoun,
B., Osagie, J. E., Akande, A., Alao,
A., Annetje, B., Willemsen, T. M.,
Chipeta, K., Dardenne, B.,
Dijksterhuis, A., Wigboldus, D.,
Eckes, T., Six-Materna, 1., Exposito,
F., & Moya, M. (2000). Beyond
prejudice as simple antipathy: Hostile
and benevolent sexism across
cultures. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 79(5), 763-775.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.79.5.763

Hadi, A. (2017). Patriarchy and Gender-
Based violence in Pakistan. European
Journal of Social Sciences Education
and  Research, 10(2), 297.
https://doi.org/10.26417/ejser.v10i2.
p297-304

Hendriati, A., & Okvitawanli, A. (2019).
Challenges of parenting in an urban
setting. Psychological Research on
Urban Society, 2(1), 36.
https://doi.org/10.7454/proust.v2il .4
3

Ibabe, 1., Elgorriaga, E., & Arnoso, A.
(2017). The role of violence between
parents on the sexism and well-being
of their children. Estudios de
Psicologia, 38(1), 258-268.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.20
16.1268391

Igbal, F., Igbal, F., & Humayun, G. K.
(2023). Factor structure of the Five
Facets Mindfulness Questionnaire
(FFMQ) (15 items) in a collectivist
society—Pakistan. Psychology in the
Schools, 60(7), 2502-2519.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22875

Khadaroo, J.B.A. (2018). Parenting in single-
child families and the well-being of
adolescent only-children in UK

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639

Younas et al.

[Doctoral Dissertation, University of
Warwick]. Wrap Warwick.
http://webcat.warwick.ac.uk/record=
b3429039~S15

Khaleque, A. (2012). Perceived parental
warmth, and children’s psychological

adjustment, and personality
dispositions: A Meta-analysis.
Journal of Child and Family Studies,
22(2), 297-306.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-
9579-z

Khaleque, A. (2014). Perceived parental
neglect, and children’s psychological
maladjustment, and negative
personality dispositions: A Meta-

analysis of Multi-cultural studies.
Journal of Child and Family Studies,

24(5), 1419-1428.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-
9948-x

Khaleque, A., & Rohner, R. P. (2002).
Perceived  parental  acceptance-
rejection and psychological

adjustment: A meta-analysis of cross-
cultural and intercultural studies.
Journal of Marriage and Family,
64(1), 54-64.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2002.00054.x

Khaleque, A., & Rohner, R. P. (2004).
Perceived Parental  Acceptance-
Rejection and Psychological
Adjustment: A Meta-Analysis of
Cross-Cultural and Intracultural
Studies. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 64(1), 54-64.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1741-
3737.2002.00054.x

Khan, S. K., & Khalid, R. (2019). Disciplines
of Study, Empathy and Ambivalent
Sexism of University Students across
Gender. EC  Psychology  and
Psychiatry,  8.6(2019):  540-549.
https://ecronicon.net/assets/ecpp/pdf/
ECPP-08-00409.pdf

Lansford, J., Zietz, S., Al-Hassan, S.,
Bacchini, D., Bornstein, M., Chang,

https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 636


https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.2016.1268391
https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.2016.1268391
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00054.x
https://ecronicon.net/assets/ecpp/pdf/

Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

L., Deater-Deckard, K., Di Giunta, L.,
Dodge, K., Gurdal, S., Liu, Q., Long,
Q., Oburu, P., Pastorelli, C., Skinner,
A., Sorbring, E., Tapanya, S.,
Steinberg, L., Tirado, L. U, . . .
Alampay, L. (2021). Culture and
social change in mothers’ and fathers’
individualism,  collectivism  and
parenting attitudes. Social Sciences,

10(12), 459.
https://doi.org/10.3390/socscil101204
59

Lee, 1., Pratto, F., & Li, M. (2007). Social
Relationships and Sexism in the
United States and Taiwan. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 38(5),
595-612.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221073
05241

Leung, K., Ip, O. K. M., & Leung, K. K.
(2010). Social cynicism and job
satisfaction: A longitudinal analysis.
Applied Psychology, 59(2), 318-338.
https://doi.org/10.1111/;.1464-
0597.2009.00392.x

Leung, K., Li, F., & Zhou, F. (2011). Sex
differences in social cynicism across
societies. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology,  43(7), 1152-1166.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221114
22259

Lin, S., Falbo, T., Qu, W., Wang, Y., & Feng,
X. (2021). Chinese only children and
loneliness: Stereotypes and realities.
American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, 91(4), 531-544.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0rt0000554

Malik, F., Butt, M., & Kausar, R. (2012).
Urdu translation and adaptation of
the Adult Parental Acceptance-
Rejection Questionnaire: Mother and
Father versions (short form). Rohner
Research Publications.

Malik, F., & Rohner, R. P. (2012). Spousal
rejection as a risk factor for parental
rejection of children. Journal of
Family Violence, 27(4), 295-301.

Younas et al.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-012-
9425-5

Malik, F., & Rohner, R. P. (2015). Spousal

rejection as a risk factor for parental
rejection of children among Pakistani
families in the U.S. Journal of Family
Violence, 31(1), 119-125.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-015-
9756-0

Malonda, E., Tur-Porcar, A., & Llorca, A.

(2017). Sexism in adolescence:
parenting  styles, division of
housework, prosocial behavior and
aggressive behavior /Sexismo en la
adolescencia: estilos de crianza,
division de tareas domésticas,
conducta prosocial y agresividad.
International  Journal of Social
Psychology Revista De Psicologia
Social, 32(2), 333-361.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02134748.20
17.1291745

Meesters, C., Muris, P., & Esselink, T.

(1995). Hostility and perceived
parental rearing behavior. Personality
and Individual Differences, 18(4),
567-570.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-
8869(94)00181-q

Montafiés, P., Megias, J. L., de Lemus, S., &

Moya, M. (2015). Influence of early
romantic relationships on
adolescents’ sexism [Sexismo en la
adolescencia: Influencia de las
primeras relaciones de parejal.
Revista de Psicologia Social, 30(2),
219-240.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21711976.20
15.1016756

Nava-Reyes, M. A., Rojas-Solis, J. L.,

Greathouse Amador, L. M., &
Morales Quintero, L. A. (2018).
Gender roles, sexism and myths of
romantic love in Mexican
adolescents. Interamerican Journal
of Psychology, 52(1), 102-111.
https://doi.org/10.30849/rip/ijp.v52il
341

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639 https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 637


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2009.00392.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2009.00392.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02134748.2017.1291745
https://doi.org/10.1080/02134748.2017.1291745
https://doi.org/10.30849/rip/ijp.v52i1.341
https://doi.org/10.30849/rip/ijp.v52i1.341

Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

Perica, K. (2021, March 5). Putting ourselves
on hold, or why we need to move out
of our parents’ house — Karla Perica
post blog. Unicef.org.
https://www.unicef.org/croatia/en/sto
ries/putting-ourselves-hold-or-why-
we-need-move-out-our-parents-
house

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006).
Social dominance theory and the
dynamics of intergroup relations:
Taking stock and looking forward.
European  Review  of  Social
Psychology, 17(1), 271-320.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280601
055772

Ramirez-Uclés, 1., Gonzalez-Calderén, M. J.,
del Barrio-Gandara, V., & Carrasco,
M. A. (2017). Perceived parental
acceptance-rejection and children’s
psychological  adjustment:  The
moderating effects of sex and age.
Journal of Child and Family Studies,

27(4), 1336-1348.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-
0975-2

Rohner, R. P. (1975). They love me, they
love me not: A worldwide study of
the effects of parental acceptance and
rejection. New Haven, CT: HRAF
Press.

Rohner, R. P. (1980). Worldwide tests of
parental acceptance-rejection theory:
An overview. Behavior Science

Research, 15(1), 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10693971800
1500102

Rohner, R. P., & Ali, S. (2016). Parental
Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire
(PARQ). In V. Zeigler-Hill & T. K.
Shackleford (Eds.) Encyclopedia of

Younas et al.

acceptance and rejection (4th ed.).
Rohner Research.

Rohner, R. P., Khaleque, A., & Cournoyer,
D. E. (2005). Parental acceptance-
rejection: Theory, methods, cross-
cultural evidence, and implications.

Ethos, 33(3), 299-334.
https://doi.org/10.1525/eth.2005.33.3
299

Rothenberg, W. A., Ali, S., Rohner, R. P.,
Lansford, J. E., Britner, P. A., Di
Giunta, L., Dodge, K. A., Malone, P.
S., Oburu, P., Pastorelli, C., Skinner,
A. T., Sorbring, E., Steinberg, L.,
Tapanya, S., Tirado, L. M. U,
Yotanyamaneewong, S., Alampay, L.
P., Al-Hassan, S. M., Bacchini, D., . .
. Deater-Deckard, K. (2021). Effects
of Parental Acceptance-Rejection on
Children’s Internalizing and
Externalizing Behaviors: A
Longitudinal, Multicultural Study.
Journal of Child and Family Studies,

31(1), 29-47.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-
02072-5

Runions, K. C., & Keating, D. P. (2007).
Young children’s social information
processing: Family antecedents and
behavioral correlates. Developmental
Psychology, 43(4), 838-849.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-
1649.43.4.838

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2001). An
Intergroup  Theory  of  Social
Hierarchy and Oppression.
Cambridge University Press.

Simons, R. L., Simons, L. G., Lei, M. K., &
Landor, A. M. (2012). Relational
schemas, hostile romantic
relationships, and beliefs about

Personality and Individual marriage among young African
Differences. Springer International American adults. Journal of Social
Publishing. and Personal Relationships, 29(1),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319- 77-101.
28099-8 56-1 https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075114
Rohner, R. P., & Khaleque, A. (2005). 06897
Handbook for the study of parental
JPAP, 5(4), 619-639 https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 638



Ambivalent Sexism in Young Women

Stavrova, O., Ehlebracht, D., & Vohs, K. D.
(2020). Victims, perpetrators, or
both? The vicious cycle of disrespect
and cynical beliefs about human
nature. Journal of Experimental
Psychology General, 149(9), 1736—
1754.
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000738

Stewart, S. M., Bond, M. H., Zaman, R. M.,
McBride-Chang, C., Rao, N., Ho, L.
M., & Fielding, R. (1999). Functional
parenting in Pakistan. International
Journal of Behavioral Development,

23(3), 747-770.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650259938
3784

Tariq, A., & Yousaf, A. (2020). Self-
criticism, Self-Silencing and
Depressive Symptoms in
Adolescents. Journal of Behavioral
Sciences, 30(1), 60-72.

2020https://www.researchgate.net/pu
blication/352401082_Self-
criticism_Self-
Silencing and Depressive Sympto
ms_in_Adolescents

UN Women. (2023). National Report on the
Status of Women in Pakistan, 2023 -
a summary.
https://pakistan.unwomen.org/sites/d
efault/files/2023-07/summary_-nrsw-
inl_final.pdf

Waheed, A., Masroor, U., Fayyaz, U. M.
(2021). Parental Acceptance-
Rejection And Social Skills of
Lowgrade Primary School Students.
Pakistan Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology, 19(2), 33-42.
https://gcu.edu.pk/pages/gcupress/pjs

Younas et al.

cp/volumes/2021-1/5-PARENTAL-
ACCEPTACE-REJECTION.pdf

Walayat, S., & Butt, M. (2017). Parental

Acceptance-Rejection, childhood
trauma, emotion regulation, and
psychological adjustment as the risk
factors of psychopathic tendencies in
adolescents of Pakistan. International
Journal of Business and Social
Research, 7(5), 09.
https://doi.org/10.18533/ijbsr.v7i5.1
048

Younas, F., Akhtar, N., & Solomon, V.

(2021). What makes women social
cynics? An exploratory study.
Journal of Professional & Applied
Psychology, 2(2), 218-234.
https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v2i2.58

Younas, F., Akhtar, N., & Solomon, V.

Zahra,

(2023). Development and validation
of Social Cynicism Scale for Women.
Pertanika Journal of Social Science
and Humanities, 31(1), 221- 239.
https://doi.org/10.47836/pjssh.31.1.1
2

A. (2018, June 6). Apna ghar khud
sambhalo — When parents throw their
married daughters under the bus. The
Express Tribune.
https://tribune.com.pk/article/67551/
apna-ghar-khud-sambhalo-when-
parents-throw-their-married-
daughters-under-the-bus

Zaman, R. M. (2014). Parenting in Pakistan:

an overview. In H. Selin (Ed.),
Parenting across cultures, (pp. 91—
104). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-

7503-9 8

JPAP, 5(4), 619-639 https://doi.org/10.52053/jpap.v5i4.333 639


https://doi.org/10.47836/pjssh.31.1.12
https://doi.org/10.47836/pjssh.31.1.12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7503-9_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7503-9_8

	Objectives
	Hypotheses

