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Abstract: Men's participation is an important indicator for achieving gender 

equality. The purpose of this study is to adapt the “Support for Gender Equality 

among Men Scale (SGEMS)” developed by Sudkamper et al. (2020) to Turkish. 

The scale examines men's support for gender equality in two sub-dimensions: 

public space and household. In the study, 419 cis-heterosexual men participated. 

The confirmatory factor analysis results, which were used for validity evidence, 

showed that the Turkish version of SGEMS had the same two-factor structure as 

the original form. To conduct criterion-based validity, the participants answered the 

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) and the Gender Equality in Turkish Men Scale 

(GEMS) along with the SGEMS. A significant negative correlation was found 

between the total score obtained from the SGEMS and the total score obtained from 

ASI, and a significant positive correlation between the total score obtained from 

SGEMS and the GEMS. While Cronbach's α internal consistency reliability 

coefficient for the entire SGEMS was .89, the internal consistency coefficients for 

the Public and Household subscales were .89 and .78, respectively. Finally, it was 

examined whether the scale showed measurement invariance for two different age 

groups, and it was found that configural metric and scalar invariance were 

achieved. In conclusion, the SGEMS has been introduced to the literature as a valid 

and reliable scale measuring men's support for gender equality in the Turkish 

sample. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Despite numerous efforts to achieve gender equality, significant barriers remain, particularly 

regarding women's participation in the labor force and career advancement (Bear et al., 2025; 

Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 2012), perpetuating economic inequalities. Additionally, 

women bear a disproportionate burden in domestic work (Cho et al., 2025). Historically, gender 

inequality research has focused on women's empowerment as the solution (Belingheri et al., 

2021; Ryan & Kirby, 2018). While women's efforts are essential, achieving meaningful change 

requires the inclusion of men, who are key agents in perpetuating inequalities. Recent gender 
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studies emphasize the importance of men's participation in gender equality for meaningful 

social change (Moser & Branscombe, 2022; van Laar et al., 2024). Therefore, excluding men 

from these efforts is no longer viable. 

Indeed, research suggests that instruments that measure women's attitudes and behaviors 

towards gender equality are insufficient to measure men's participation in gender equality 

because both men and women have different ways of supporting gender equality and the 

reactions they receive from others when they support gender equality are different (Anderson, 

2009; Cihangir et al., 2014; Drury & Kaiser, 2014). For this reason, Sudkamper et al. (2020) 

developed the Support for Gender Equality among Men Scale (SGEMS). The current study will 

examine the adaptation of this scale to Turkish. 

1.1. Related Literature and Existing Scales on Men's Participation in Gender Equality 

Participation in gender equality could be in the attitudinal dimension as well as in the behavioral 

dimension. While the attitudinal dimension may involve opposing sexist attitudes, the 

behavioral dimension may involve the tendency to actively exhibit behaviors that will eliminate 

sexism (Manstead & Parker, 1995). Most frequently used scales in the literature, such as the 

Liberal Feminist Attitudes and Ideology Scale (Morgan, 1996), Traditional-Egalitarian Gender 

Roles Scale (Larsen & Long, 1988), Attitudes towards Women Scale (Spence et al., 1973), 

Gender Role Stereotypes Scale (Mills et al., 2012), ‘Gender Role Beliefs Scale’ (Brown & 

Gladstone, 2012), typically reveals instruments that assess the attitudinal aspect of gender 

equality. In addition, the discussion regarding the measurement tools for gender equality is 

limited to the answers to the question 'how should gender equality be?'. However, there was no 

questioning about how men behave in situations of inequality.  

Measuring only attitudes toward gender equality may be insufficient to fully assess 

participation in it, and there is a lack of scales focusing on men's behavioral actions to promote 

equality beyond attitudes (Ajzen, 1991; Branscombe & Deaux, 1991; Woodzicka & LaFrance, 

2001; Zucker, 2004). Therefore, there is a need to measure behavioral steps taken by men to 

ensure gender equality rather than attitudes developed against sexist ideologies or stereotypes 

(Ajzen & Sheikh, 2013; Brown & Gladstone, 2012). 

Some studies do not aim to measure men's participation in gender equality, including behavioral 

measurements that will also serve this purpose. For example, Cihangir et al. (2014) measured 

whether male employees react on behalf of women exposed to gender inequality in the 

workplace. Similarly, Iyer and Ryan (2009) measured how much men support positive 

discrimination to ensure gender equality in the workplace. However, as mentioned earlier, there 

is still a need to develop a scale that measures behavioral disposition towards gender equality, 

focusing on men.  

In addition, most studies have only analyzed men's contribution to gender equality in the 

workplace. However, four main points become evident in men's attitudes and behaviors towards 

achieving gender equality in public spaces: Men participate in political activities for gender 

equality (Iyer & Ryan, 2009; White, 2006); men object when they see gender inequality 

(Cihangir et al., 2014; Eliezer & Major, 2011; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010); men develop discourse 

on gender equality (Kaufman & Kimmel, 2011; Lemaster et al., 2015); men support a more 

inclusive organizational culture (Liff & Cameron, 1997). These findings demonstrate that men's 

efforts toward gender equality are not confined to professional settings but manifest in broader 

public and social contexts. 

Moreover, studies that measure men's gender equality generally focus on gender equality in the 

workplace and mostly overlook the domestic factor (Iyer & Ryan, 2009). Within the household, 

men play a crucial role in promoting gender equality by treating their partners with respect (Frei 

& Shaver, 2002; Hendrick & Hendrick, 2006), sharing household chores equally (Deutsch, 

1999; Dotti Sani, 2014; Kosakowska-Brezecka et al., 2016), and sharing parenting and 

childcare tasks (Deutsch, 1999; Gartner, 2007; Haas, 2003). However, the existing studies often 
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require participants to document their engagement in household tasks through diary records 

(Achen & Stafford, 2005; Bianchi et al., 2000; Craig et al., 2016) or respond to direct questions 

regarding their participation in domestic responsibilities, such as the frequency of changing 

their child's diaper (Kato-Wallece et al., 2014). Merely participating in household chores and 

childcare does not fully achieve gender equality at home. A truly equitable household requires 

a shift in power dynamics, shared decision-making, and a deeper commitment to dismantling 

ingrained gender norms that shape domestic responsibilities. 

Given all this, SGEMS (Sudkamper et al., 2020) is a psychometric instrument designed to 

assess men's behavioral intentions and attitudes toward gender equality, specifically in both 

public and domestic spheres. The scale measures men's participation in promoting gender 

equality through two primary sub-dimensions: involvement in gender equality in public spaces 

and within the household. It aims to capture men's support for gender equality behaviours and 

their alignment with gender-equal practices, distinguishing it from scales focusing solely on 

attitudes toward women or sexism. 

1.2. Existing Scales on Men's Participation in Gender Equality in Turkey 

While international literature explores men's participation in gender equality, social psychology 

research in Turkey lacks sufficient focus on this topic, with related studies primarily addressing 

violence against women and men's attitudes toward gender roles.  

The scales of violence against women are Attitudes towards Violence against Women in 

Marriage Scale (Sakallı-Uğurlu & Ulu, 2003), Intimate Violence Responsibility Scale (Akın et 

al., 2012), Attitudes towards Violence Honour Scale (Işık & Sakallı-Uğurlu, 2009), 

Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory (Boyacıoğlu et al., 2020), Psychological 

Maltreatment of Women Inventory (Cem-Ersoy et al., 2017). However, these measurements 

include men's attitudes and behaviours related to violence against women, which is a sub-

dimension of sexism. On the other hand, the SGEMS (Sudkamper et al., 2020) measures how 

men contribute to the division of labor within the household and gender equality in public 

spaces; it doesn’t include attitudes and behaviors towards violence against women's movements 

or tendencies.  

Another group of measures focuses on measuring men's perceptions of gender roles are 

Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale (Bayar et al., 2018), the Perceived Threat to Manhood 

Scale (Türkoğlu, 2013), and the Gender Roles Attitude Scale (Zeyneloğlu & Terzioğlu, 2011). 

In these studies, men's attitudes and perceptions towards gender roles are prioritised rather than 

the steps to be taken for gender equality and behavioral dimensions. These existing scales may 

provide preliminary information about men's participation in gender equality, but they do not 

measure the extent to which they participate.  

1.3. Current Study  

This study aims to adapt the SGEMS (Sudkamper et al., 2020) to Turkish, a scale originally 

developed with heterosexual men in North America and the UK. The confirmatory factor anal-

ysis stated that the factor structure that best represents SGEMS consists of participation in gen-

der equality in public and domestic places. Public Domain Sub-scale measures men's intentions 

and behaviors regarding gender equality in public and societal contexts such as work, politics, 

and public decision-making. Domestic Domain Sub-scale focuses on men's behavioral inten-

tions and actions within the household, specifically related to the division of labor and involve-

ment in domestic responsibilities such as housework and childcare. Together, these sub-scales 

assess men's participation in gender equality across public and domestic spheres. 

In this context, one of the possible results expected in this study is as follows: 

1. As in the original scale, the scale is expected to consist of two sub-dimensions in adapting 

the scale to the Turkish culture. In these sub-dimensions, it is expected that the first nine 

items in the scale will be grouped to form the sub-dimension of participation in gender 
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equality in the public sphere, and the remaining seven items will be grouped to form the sub-

dimension of participation in gender equality in the household.  

2. The overall score of the SGEMS, the domestic sub-dimension, and the public sub-

dimension scores show a negative and statistically significant correlation with the Hostile 

Sexism sub-dimension and the Benevolent Sexism sub-dimension of ASI.  

In the original development study, the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI: Glick & Fiske, 

1996; Sakallı-Uğurlu, 2002) was one of the main measurement tools used for criterion validity. 

The scale comprises two subscales: Hostile Sexism reflects negative, antagonistic attitudes 

towards women, emphasizing beliefs in women's inferiority and their roles as manipulative or 

demanding. Benevolent Sexism, while seemingly positive, encompasses patronizing attitudes 

towards women that reinforce traditional gender roles. It suggests that women are deserving of 

protection and care, reinforcing gender inequality through idealized, yet restrictive, perceptions 

of femininity. The SGEMS general, domestic, and public subscales showed a moderate negative 

correlation with Hostile Sexism, while correlations with Benevolent Sexism were negative but 

not statistically significant. As this study adapts the scale to Turkish culture, different results 

may emerge. 

3. There will be a positive and statistically significant correlation between the scores 

obtained from each sub-dimension of the GEMS and the scores of participation in gender 

equality in the household of the SGEMS.  

The Gender Equitable Men Scale (GEMS: Pulerwitz & Barker, 2008; Uçan & Baydur, 2016) 

was administered alongside the SGEMS. While both scales address gender-related issues, they 

differ fundamentally: the GEMS focuses on attitudes justifying violence against women and 

stereotypes about female roles, such as ‘women should obey their husbands in all matters,’ 

rather than measuring men's active participation in gender equality. In contrast, the SGEMS 

directly assesses men's involvement in fostering equality, both at home (e.g., ‘I make all 

important decisions together with my partner’) and in public spaces. Thus, while the GEMS 

complements the SGEMS in validation, it is insufficient to fully capture men's participation in 

gender equality across private and public domains. 

The pre-registration of the study can be viewed on the OSF (Open Science Framework) page: 

https://osf.io/9bu8g.  

2. METHOD 

2.1. Participants 

The sample consisted of only cisgender, heterosexual men over 18 from Turkey, selected using 

criterion sampling (Büyüköztürk et al., 2008), as the original scale was developed for this group 

(Sudkamper et al., 2020), and social psychological experiences differ between cisgender and 

trans men (American Psychological Association, 2015; Morgenroth & Ryan, 2018; Tate et al., 

2014). The study focused on heterosexual men, as the ‘domestic’ subscale is more relevant to 

those in romantic relationships with women (Sudkamper et al., 2020). Data from participants 

under 18 or those who did not complete at least one item of the adapted SGEMS were excluded. 

Following the recommendations of Catell (1978), Everitt (1975), and Kline (2013), the 

minimum number of participants per item was set at 20, resulting in a required sample size of 

320 for the 16-item scale adaptation. The estimated effect size and power were based on the 

original scale development (Sudkamper et al., 2020). Data were collected from 453 participants 

for the SGEMS adaptation study. Detailed information about the participants is provided in 

Table 1. Missing data and outlier analyses were conducted to prepare the data for analysis. Data 

from 11 participants who left all items unanswered were excluded. Multivariate normality was 

checked using Mahalanobis distance, revealing 23 outliers at the p = .001 significance level, 

which were also excluded. The final analysis included data from 419 participants, ages 18 to 

70 (M = 31.8, SD = 11.2).  

https://osf.io/9bu8g
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Table 1. Participants’ relationship, divorce, and household sharing statutes. 
  

N % 

Relationship status legally married. 152 36.2  
not legally married, but have a partner. 125 29.8  
neither married nor in a partnership. 141 34 

Have you been di-

vorced before 

yes 16 4.7 

no 403 95.3 

Household sharing sta-

tus 

living with spouse 142 33.5 

living with unmarried partner 9 2.3 

living with unrelated female housemates 3 0.9 

living with unrelated male housemates 26 6.3  
living with unrelated male and female housemates 1 0.5  
living with family 149 35.4  
living alone 89 21.1  

2.2. Data Collection Tools 

2.2.1. Support for gender equality amongst men scale 

The SGEMS, developed by Sudkamper et al. (2020), includes 16 items rated on a 7-point Likert 

scale (1 represents "completely disagree" and 7 "completely agree."), with higher scores 

indicating greater support for gender equality. Their CFA with heterosexual cis-men from North 

America and the UK revealed a two-factor structure: public and domestic support. 

The scale was translated into Turkish for cultural adaptation. The authors independently 

translated the scale, and the translations were compared for technical accuracy, word choice, 

readability, and comprehension. The Turkish version was then translated into English by two 

individuals: one a PhD student in Psychology at a UK university, and the other a lecturer with 

a PhD from a UK university, now working at a Turkish university. Two Turkish language 

experts were included to resolve discrepancies and finalize the scale items. The finalized 

Turkish version of the scale is available in the Appendix 1. 

2.2.2. Ambivalent sexism inventory 

The ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Sakallı-Uğurlu, 2002) was administered alongside the SGEMS 

as a criterion measure. It includes 22 items across two sub-dimensions: hostile sexism (e.g., 

“Women exaggerate problems in the workplace”) and benevolent sexism (e.g., “Women should 

be cherished and protected by men”). Participants rated items on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree), with higher scores indicating greater sexism. 

The scale’s adaptation study assessed validity through factor analysis and criterion-based 

validity by examining correlations with similar scales. Reliability was measured using 

Cronbach’s alpha (.85) and test-retest correlation (.87). The ASI showed a .60 correlation with 

Burt’s (1980) sex-role stereotyping measure, and its original factor structure was confirmed in 

the Turkish version. 

2.2.3. The gender equality in Turkish men scale 

The Gender Equitable Men Scale, first developed by Pulerwitz and Barker (2008) and updated 

by Nanda (2011), was adapted to Turkish by Uçan and Baydur (2016). The scale aims to 

measure men's attitudes towards gender inequality. The GEMS includes four sub-dimensions 

and 23 items in total. These are: domestic violence (6 items), assessing attitudes toward violence 

against wives/partners; sexual relationships (7 items), reflecting beliefs about male dominance 

in sexual matters; health and disease prevention (5 items), covering stigmatizing views on 
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sexual health; and household chores (5 items), addressing domestic roles and decision-making. 

Items are rated on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = agree, 2 = somewhat agree, 3 = disagree), with 

higher scores indicating greater support for gender equality. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess validity, confirming the original 

scale structure. The goodness-of-fit indices indicated an adequate model fit. The correlation of 

the scale with similar measures and the Cronbach's alpha coefficient were examined to evaluate 

reliability. The results revealed a moderate to strong correlation between the GEMS and other 

gender-related scales (p < 0.05). The overall Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the scale was .85, 

while the sub-dimension coefficients ranged from .41 to .78. 

2.3. Data Collection 

Ethics committee approval was obtained from Anadolu University Social Sciences and 

Humanities Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee. The participants were 

reached via social media and answered the demographic questionnaire, SGEMS, ASI, and 

GEMS, respectively. The analyses were conducted using SPSS and the Mplus package 

programmes. The data and materials of the study can be accessed from the following link: 

https://osf.io/rvamu/?view_only=eb79d4a20ecc40e5bf3596ee3c4d7b7d.  

2.4. Data Analysis 

For the Turkish adaptation of the SGEMS, a CFA was conducted to assess validity and test the 

fit of the original scale’s two-factor structure (Hypothesis 1). In the estimations, since it was 

determined that the data met the multivariate normality condition as a result of the assumption 

checks, the Maximum Likelihood (ML) method, which is widely preferred in parameter 

estimation for data that meet the normality condition, was preferred (Kline, 2019). In order to 

evaluate the fit of the data to the predicted structure, comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis 

index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean 

square error of squares (SRMR) values were examined (Kline, 2019). CFI and TLI values ≥ .90 

and RMSEA and SRMR values ≤ .08 were considered as acceptable goodness values (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  

For the validity study, the correlations between the scales measuring similar constructs and the 

data obtained from SGEMS were examined (Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3). For the reliability 

study of the scale, internal consistency coefficients were calculated for the whole scale and the 

sub-dimensions. Since Cronbach's α coefficient shows bias in congeneric measurements, it is 

recommended to calculate McDonald's Omega (ω) coefficient, which produces more consistent 

results (Zinbarg et al., 2005). In this context, both Cronbach's α and McDonald's Omega (ω) 

coefficients were reported for this scale.  

Finally, to prove that the scale measures the same construct in different groups, the participants 

were divided into two groups using the 'age' information obtained from the participants in the 

demographic section. The age groups are those younger than 29 years old and those who are 29 

years old and above. Emerging adulthood is a developmental stage proposed by Arnett (2000), 

typically spanning from ages 18 to 29. This phase is characterized by significant exploration in 

identity, relationships, career, and lifestyle choices, as individuals transition from adolescence 

to full adulthood (Arnett, 2000; Nelson & Barry, 2005). After the age of 29, people are 

considered to have entered adulthood. The multiple-group CFA measurement invariance model 

was tested to examine whether the scale shows measurement invariance for these two groups. 

For these two groups, it was gradually checked whether configural, metric, and scalar 

invariance was achieved. Brown (2015) states that in invariance checks with multiple group 

CFA, the CFA model should first be tested separately in each group.  The CFA model was first 

tested separately for emerging adults (18-29) and adult (30 and over) groups, and the goodness 

of fit values were examined. Then, the measurement invariance steps were tested step by step. 

In the controls of the invariance steps, the observed change in chi-square, CFI, and RMSEA 

https://osf.io/rvamu/?view_only=eb79d4a20ecc40e5bf3596ee3c4d7b7d
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values was analyzed. For measurement invariance, the observed change in chi-square values 

(Δχ2 ) should be insignificant (p > .05), the observed change in CFI values (ΔCFI) should be 

less than .01, and the observed change in RMSEA values (ΔRMSEA) should be less than .015 

(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 

The data set must meet certain assumptions for the validity and reliability analyses. In this 

context, multivariate and univariate normality, multicollinearity, multicollinearity and linearity 

checks of the data set were performed first to prove the relevant analyses could be used. For 

assumption controls, descriptive statistics, skewness (-0.789), and kurtosis (0.934) coefficients 

of the data set calculated to examine normality were examined, and it was seen that these values 

were within the range of (±1). In addition, kurtosis and skewness also showed that histogram 

graphs were close to a normal distribution, and Q-Q Plot graphs followed a linear distribution, 

and it was accepted that the data showed a normal distribution with no significant deviation 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Bartlett's test of sphericity was performed for the multivariate 

normality assumption of the data, and it was determined that the multivariate normality 

condition was also met (χ2
(120)

 = 3236.84, p < .001). Multicollinearity checks of the data set and 

inter-item correlation values were calculated, and these values are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Inter-item correlation coefficients.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 1 0.44 0.58 0.44 0.41 0.44 0.47 0.46 0.39 0.31 0.23 0.30 0.33 0.29 0.14 0.27 

2  1 0.63 0.45 0.38 0.37 0.44 0.32 0.37 0.10 0.15 0.19 0.28 0.25 0.26 0.17 

3   1 0.61 0.40 0.47 0.50 0.41 0.45 0.23 0.18 0.23 0.30 0.32 0.19 0.23 

4    1 0.33 0.39 0.41 0.40 0.42 0.26 0.19 0.24 0.30 0.29 0.23 0.18 

5     1 0.73 0.58 0.45 0.44 0.22 0.18 0.30 0.36 0.30 0.16 0.21 

6      1 0.60 0.51 0.46 0.25 0.23 0.31 0.35 0.32 0.19 0.24 

7       1 0.62 0.59 0.33 0.22 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.17 0.23 

8        1 0.64 0.40 0.24 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.18 0.26 

9         1 0.33 0.26 0.28 0.36 0.34 0.24 0.24 

10          1 0.32 0.25 0.32 0.34 0.20 0.19 

11           1 0.49 0.41 0.36 0.26 0.22 

12            1 0.59 0.48 0.26 0.31 

13             1 0.76 0.37 0.21 

14              1 0.46 0.22 

15               1 0.18 

16                1 

Table 2 shows that the correlation values vary between .14 - .76. There is no correlation value 

exceeding .90 in the data set; generally, the variables show moderate correlation with each 

other. Accordingly, there is no multicollinearity problem in the data set.  

3. RESULTS 

3.1. Results Related to Validity 

3.1.1. Confirmatory factor analysis 

As a result of the CFA conducted to confirm the two-factor structure that emerged in the original 

scale, the first goodness of fit values obtained for the model were estimated as χ2/df = 599/103 

= 5.81, p < .001), CFI = .84, TLI = .82, RMSEA = .11 (90% CI: .09, .12), SRMR = .07. When 

these values were analyzed, it was seen that except SRMR, the other indices were not within 

the acceptable limits of goodness of model fit (χ2/df < 3, TLI and CFI > .09, RMSEA and SRMR 

< .08) (Kenny et al., 2015). 
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Figure 1. CFA diagram for SGEMS. 
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In this context, modification suggestions were analyzed. While selecting the ones to be applied 

among the modification proposals, the proposals with the highest MI values, the scale's original 

structure, and the experts' logical evaluations about the item contents were all examined 

together. In this context, it was decided to implement the 3 proposals with the highest MI values. 

These suggestions are the suggestions for defining a connection between items 3-item 4, item 

5-item 6, items 13-item 14, and item 9-item 8 residuals. When the CFA application performed 

in the development of the scale was examined, it was seen that the same connections were 

established in the original development study of the scale. On the other hand, when the item 

contents were analyzed, it was seen that these item pairs were intended to measure quite similar 

variables. When all these analyses were evaluated holistically, it was decided to apply these 

modifications. The goodness of fit indices obtained after the modifications are as follows: χ2/df 

= 328/99 = 3.31, p < .001, CFI = .928, TLI = .913, RMSEA = .07 (90% CI: .06, .08), SRMR 

= .074. The coefficients of the tested model are presented in Table 3, and the CFA diagram is 

presented in Figure 1.  

Table 3. SGEMS factor loadings. 

Items M SD Item-Total Correlation Public Support Domestic Support 

1 5.43 1.57 .66** .65  

2 3.37 1.98 .62** .58  

3 4.10 1.84 .70** .66  

4 3.92 1.84 .64** .61  

5 5.40 1.49 .65** .69  

6 5.45 1.47 .69** .72  

7 5.42 1.59 .72** .83  

8 5.43 1.42 .69** .71  

9 5.41 1.59 .69** .71  

10 5.33 1.73 .52** .31 .52 

11 5.17 1.55 .49**  .58 

12 5.76 1.28 .57**  .76 

13 5.56 1.47 .66**  .79 

14 5.65 1.51 .64**  .70 

15 4.47 1.97 .47**  .45 

16 6.25 1.39 .43**  .36 

   Eigenvalue 6.24 1.79 

   Explained variance (%) 38.99 11.22 

   Cronbach's α .89 .78 

   McDonald’s Omega .90 .81 

3.1.2. Criterion-based validity findings 

The study aimed to assess the criterion-related validity of the SGEMS by examining the 

correlations between SGEMS scores and scores from the ASI and GEMS, both for sub-

dimensions and total scores. Based on the constructs measured by the scales, negative 

significant correlations were expected between SGEMS and ASI scores, and positive 

significant correlations with GEMS. The correlation coefficients for the total scores and sub-

dimensions are provided in Table 4. 
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As expected, the total score obtained from the SGEM scale has a significant negative correlation 

with the total score obtained from the ASI. Similarly, the hostile sexism sub-dimension of the 

ESLS has a significant negative correlation with the total score obtained from the ECEK scale 

and the scores obtained from the public and domestic sub-dimensions. These correlations 

indicate low-strength relationships ranging between -.17 and -.31. On the other hand, 

benevolent sexism showed a negative correlation with the SGEMS total score and the public 

sub-dimension, as expected, while it showed an insignificant but positive correlation with 

domestic participation in gender equality. However, since the correlation coefficients range 

between -.07 and .03, there is a weak relationship between protectionist sexism and the total 

and sub-dimensional scores of the SGEM scale. 

Significant and positive relationships exist between the total scores obtained from the SGEM 

scale and GEMS and the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of both scales. The 

correlations between the SGEMS total score and the total score obtained from the GEMS and 

the scores obtained from the sub-dimensions of the GEMS scale vary between .24 and .43, 

corresponding to a moderate strength of relationship. The correlations between the SGEMS 

public sub-dimension and the total and sub-dimensions of the GEMS also show that there are 

moderate relationships (ranging between .26 and .43). When the total scores and sub-

dimensions of SGEMS in domestic sub-dimension and GEMS were analyzed, weak positive 

significant correlations ranging between .14 and .30 were found. 

3.2. Results Related to Reliability 

Internal consistency coefficients were calculated to obtain reliability evidence for the SGEM 

Scale. In the study, two different internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach's α and 

McDonald's Omega (ω)) were reported. Cronbach's α coefficient was reported in the report in 

which the scale was developed, and Cronbach's α coefficient was reported for this adaptation 

study in order to make comparative discussions, on the other hand, since Cronbach's α 

coefficient shows bias in congeneric measurements in the literature, it is recommended to 

calculate McDonald's Omega (ω) coefficient, which produces more consistent results 

(Yurdugül, 2006; Zinbarg et al., 2005). In this context, McDonald's Omega (ω) coefficient was 

reported in addition to Cronbach's α coefficient.  

When Table 3 is analyzed, it is seen that Cronbach's α coefficient is between .78-.90 and 

McDonald's Omega (ω) coefficient is between .81-.90. These values obtained can be interpreted 

as quite high-reliability coefficients.  

3.3. Findings Related to Measurement Invariance 

One of the important pieces of evidence that should be presented in scale 

development/adaptation studies is the measurement invariance study to show that the scale 

works similarly for some subgroups. In this study, measurement invariance analyses were 

conducted by testing measurement invariance models with the help of multi-group CFA 

analyses. It was tested whether the emerging adulthood (18-29) and adulthood (30 and above), 

which appeared in 2 groups formed based on age variable, worked similarly. Brown (2015) 

states that in invariance checks with multiple group CFA, the CFA model should first be tested 

separately in each group. In this context, the CFA model was first tested separately for emerging 

adult and adult groups, and then the measurement invariance steps were tested. The goodness 

of fit is presented in Table 5. 

Table 5 shows that the goodness of fit indices related to the model validation process are 

presented separately for the two groups. When the goodness of fit indices are examined, it is 

seen that the indices are within the desired limits (χ2/df < 3, TLI and CFI > .90, RMSEA and 

SRMR < .08) for both groups. Accordingly, it can be said that the CFA model was confirmed 

for both groups separately.  
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients for the factors of the SGEMS and related variables. 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. SGEMS Total 5.13 0.99 1 .92** .82* -.17* -.14* -.18** .41** .24** .34** .33** .42** 

2. SGEMS Public 4.88 1.19  1 .53** -.22** -.18** -.23** .43** .26** .34** .35** .42** 

3. SGEMS Domestic 5.45 1.03   1 -.04 -.04 -.05 .26** .14* .22** .20** .30** 

4. ASI Total 81.76 20.22    1 .97** .97** -.49** -.27** -.52** -.36** -.33** 

5. ASI Benevolent Sexism 41.95 10.58     1 .87** -.48** -.26** -.51** -.34** -.33** 

6. ASI Hostile Sexism 39.79 10.41      1 -.47** -.29** -.50** -.35** -.31** 

7. GEMS Total 65.99 6.44       1 .74** .88** .80** .81** 

8. GEMS Domestic Violence 17.29 1.46        1 .49** .52** .53** 

9. GEMS Sexual Relationships 20.82 3.00         1 .60** .58** 

10. GEMS Health and Disease Prevention  13.98 1.52          1 .59** 

11. GEMS Household Chores 13.88 1.84           1 

Note. * represents significance at .01 and ** at .001 level. SGEMS: Support for Gender Equality Amongst Men, ASI: Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, GEMS: Gender Equitable Men Scale. 

Table 5. Goodness of fit indices for measurement invariance. 

 χ2 df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI  Δχ2 Δdf p ΔRMSEA ΔCFI ΔTLI  

Single Group Solution             

Emerging Adulthood (n = 218) 194.95 98 .067 .058 .941 .928       

Adulthood (n = 184) 211.49 98 .091 .066 .909 .889       

Measurement Invariance             

Configural  406.44 196 .073 .062 .927 .911 - - - - - - 

Metric 423.13 210 .071 .070 .927 .916 16.69 14  0.273 .002 .000 .005 

Scalar 455.15 224 .072 .073 .920 .915 32.02 14  0.004 .001 .007 .001 
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For measurement invariance, the observed change in chi-square, CFI and RMSEA values for 

each step was analyzed. For measurement invariance, the observed change in chi-square values 

(Δχ2 ) should be insignificant (p > .05), the observed change in CFI values (ΔCFI) should be 
less than .01 and the observed change in RMSEA values (ΔRMSEA) should be less than .015 

(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). In this sense, when the Δχ2 and p values in Table 5 are analyzed, 
it is seen that the scale provides Configural and Metric change (p > .05) but the scalar invariance 

step is not provided (p < .05). Another evaluation criterion when examining measurement 
invariance is to look at the difference between CFI and RMSEA. On the other hand, it is stated 

that χ2 value is not a useful criterion for model fit because it is sensitive to sample size (Cheung 

& Rensvold, 2002). In this context, it is seen that ΔCFI < .01 and ΔRMSEA < .015 in metric 
and scalar invariance steps. When the CFI and RMSEA values are taken into consideration, it 

can be said that the scale provides configural, metric and scalar invariance steps. 

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

Gender equality studies typically focus on women's empowerment and the steps they can take 

to achieve equality (Ryan & Kirby, 2018). However, it is crucial to consider men's participation 

in these efforts (Cihangir et al., 2014; Drury & Kaiser, 2014). Existing measures of men's 

engagement with gender equality are insufficient. Nevertheless, this issue is partially addressed 

by the Support for Gender Equality among Men Scale (SGEMS: Sudkamper et al., 2020). This 

study adapts the SGEMS to Turkish, providing evidence of its validity and reliability in Turkey. 

The factor analysis confirmed the construct validity of the SGEMS, aligning with the original 

study's two-factor structure: participation in gender equality in public and domestic domains 

(Sudkamper et al., 2020).  

In this study, both SGEMS sub-dimensions showed reliability above .70 (Cronbach's α), 

meeting the threshold for reliability (DeVellis, 1991; Kline, 1986). However, the domestic sub-

dimension (α = .89) had lower reliability than the public sub-dimension (α = .89), consistent 

with the original scale development. To ensure accuracy, McDonald's Omega (ω) was also used, 

as it is considered a more robust reliability measure than Cronbach's α, particularly after CFA 

(Hayes & Coutts, 2020; Sijtsma, 2009). Using ω, the reliability gap between the public and 

domestic subscales was minimized. 

The lower reliability for the domestic subscale may be linked to participants' demographics. 

Specifically, 33.7% were single, 95.3% had never married, 6.3% lived with only male 

housemates, and 21.1% lived alone, potentially leading them to answer household-related 

questions hypothetically. Additionally, 35.4% lived with family members, often in traditionally 

patriarchal households (Bozok, 2018), limiting their opportunities to practice or advocate for 

gender equality at home. 

The domestic sub-dimension of the SGEMS is a crucial tool for assessing men's involvement 

in gender equality within the Turkish context. While research on gender roles in Turkey has 

primarily focused on women's perspectives (Yüksel-Kaptanoğlu & Çavlin, 2015), with studies 

showing that 71% of married women believe men should share housework equally and 65% 

support their active role in childcare, the SGEMS provides a valuable means to directly evaluate 

men's attitudes and behaviors regarding domestic responsibilities. This shift in focus is essential 

for promoting men's active participation in achieving gender equality in household spheres. 

Criterion-referenced validity was evaluated by examining correlations between SGEMS, ASI, 

and GEMS scores. As expected, SGEMS total and subscale scores showed significant negative 

correlations with ASI, particularly its hostile sexism sub-dimension, aligning with the original 

study and literature. However, no significant correlation was found between benevolent sexism 

and SGEMS scores. While benevolent sexism was negatively associated with the total SGEMS 

score and public sub-dimension, it showed a weak, insignificant positive link with the 

household sub-dimension. This aligns with Sudkamper et al. (2020) and Glick and Fiske’s 

(1996, 2001) argument that men may not recognize benevolent sexism as discriminatory, often 
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viewing protective behaviors as supportive. For example, actions like compromising to 

reconcile with a partner may reinforce traditional roles rather than promote equality. The weak 

negative correlation with the public subscale suggests men with high benevolent sexism may 

perceive public gender equality efforts as personal sacrifices rather than shared responsibilities. 

Another possible explanation for the lack of a significant relationship between benevolent 

sexism and SGEMS total and subscale scores is the tendency of individuals from advantaged 

groups to feel a sense of responsibility toward disadvantaged groups, a phenomenon known as 

noblesse oblige (Fiddick & Cummins, 2007; Vanbeselaere et al., 2006). In a similar vein, Glick 

et al. (2004) suggest that benevolent sexism allows men to present themselves as supportive of 

gender equality while maintaining their societal advantages, making sexism more implicit in 

contemporary contexts. Consequently, in this study, men with higher benevolent sexism scores 

may still appear to support gender equality despite underlying biases. 

A positive and significant correlation between GEMS and SGEMS was expected, and the 

findings support this expectation. All sub-dimensions of both scales exhibit significant positive 

relationships. However, unlike GEMS, which primarily assesses negative attitudes toward 

women, SGEMS specifically measures men's participation in gender equality. For instance, 

GEMS includes items reflecting acceptance of violence against women (e.g., "There are times 

when a woman deserves to be beaten"). In contrast, SGEMS focuses on positive behaviors (e.g., 

"I make all important decisions together with my partner"). These differences highlight the 

necessity of adapting SGEMS to Turkish, as it captures men's active participation in gender 

equality rather than merely assessing negative attitudes toward women. While GEMS provides 

insight into sexist beliefs, SGEMS offers a complementary perspective by focusing on 

behavioral intentions. Therefore, the adaptation of SGEMS contributes to a more 

comprehensive assessment of men's engagement with gender equality in Turkey.  

A potential limitation is the high proportion of partnered participants (over 60%), as men in 

partnerships often show greater support for gender equality. Such relationships can increase 

awareness of gender roles, promote empathy, and reinforce egalitarian values through shared 

experiences and mutual influence (Oliffe, Kelly, Gonzales et al., 2022).While initial findings 

support the SGEMS as a reliable tool for assessing men's support for gender equality, further 

research is needed to confirm its factor structure across diverse populations and cultural 

contexts in Turkey. In regions with limited gender equality, some items—particularly those on 

inclusive workplace practices—may require adaptation to reflect local socio-cultural 

conditions. 

The findings indicate that the Turkish adaptation of the SGEMS is a valid and reliable measure 

of men's behavioral intentions to engage in gender equality in both domestic and public 

domains. Consistent with the original scale by Sudkamper et al. (2020), a two-factor structure 

emerged. Unlike existing gender equality scales in Turkey, SGEMS assesses men's 

participation, contributing to contemporary gender research. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1. Subdimensions and items of the Support for Gender Equality Among Men Scale (SGEMS)- 
Turkish version. 

Public Support for Gender Equality (Kamusal Alanda Destek) 

1. Cinsiyet eşitliğine yönelik politik faaliyetler benim için önemlidir.  

2. Fırsatım oldukça cinsiyet eşitliğine yönelik politik faaliyetlere katılırım (örneğin; imza kam-

panyası, protestolar, münazaralar) 

3. Medyada yer alan, cinsiyet eşitliği ile ilgili yayınlarla yakından ilgilenirim. 

4. Sohbet sırasında cinsiyet eşitliği ile ilgili konular açarım. 

5. Cinsiyet eşitsizliğine şahit olduğumda sesimi çıkarırım. 

6. Cinsiyet eşitsizliğinden etkilenen kişilere destek olmayı önemserim.  

7. İşyerimde cinsiyet eşitliğini aktif olarak desteklerim. 

8. Kadın iş arkadaşlarımın ağ kurma ve akran danışmanlığı sistemlerine sahip olmasını etkin bir 

şekilde desteklerim. 

9. Kadın iş arkadaşlarımı liderlik rollerini üstlenmeleri için etkin bir şekilde cesaretlendiririm.  

Domestic Support for Gender Equality (Hane İçi destek) 

10. Tercihen ben ve partnerim ev ekonomisine eşit katkıda bulunmalıyız.  

11. Partnerimle uzlaşmak için ödün vermeye istekliyimdir. 

12. Bütün önemli kararları partnerimle birlikte alırım. 

13. Partnerim ve ben ev işlerinin pek çoğunu paylaşırız.  

14. Ev işlerinde kendimi partnerim kadar sorumlu hissederim. 

15. Çocuğum olsaydı, ona bakmak için yarı zamanlı bir işte çalışmayı düşünürdüm.  

16. Çocuğum olsaydı, oğluma nasıl davranıyorsam kızıma da aynı şekilde davranırdım. 
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