
  

 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

 

Title of Thesis: IS FEMINIST IDENTITY BENEFICIAL FOR 

WOMEN’S CAREER ASPIRATIONS? 

EXAMINING FEMINIST IDENTITY 

PROFILES  

  

 Jaeeun Lee, Master of Science, 2020 

  

Thesis directed by: Assistant Professor, Dr. Jennifer L. Wessel, 

Department of Psychology  

 

 

Sexism harms women’s career aspirations by emphasizing domestic responsibilities 

over career competence. Having a feminist identity, however, has been shown to 

buffer against certain negative effects linked to sexism. The present study uses a 

person-centered approach to identify profiles of feminist identity based on feminist 

attitudes, private feminist identification, and public feminist identification and 

examines how the identified profiles are differentially associated with career 

aspirations, anticipated family-interference-with-work, and willingness to 

compromise career for family among women. Three profiles of feminist identity 

(egalitarian, private feminist, public feminist) emerged from responses from 282 

female undergraduate and graduate students (Mage = 20.47). Results showed that 

public feminists and private feminists were less willing to compromise career for 

family than women who reject the feminist label despite holding feminist attitudes 

(i.e., egalitarians). Moreover, public feminists reported higher career aspirations than 



  

both private feminists and egalitarians. Limitations and implications of these findings 

are discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Rationale  

 

Research suggests that women tend to have lower career aspirations 

compared to men (Ferriman, Lubinski, & Benbow, 2009; Kerr, Foley-Nicpon, & 

Zapata, 2005; O’Brien, Friedman, Tipton, & Linn, 2000). Prevalent sexist ideology in 

society harms women’s career aspirations by emphasizing domestic duties over career 

competence (Gaunt & Pinho, 2017; Glick et al., 2004; Lemonaki, Manstead, & Maio, 

2015). Having a feminist identity, however, has been shown to buffer against certain 

negative effects linked to sexism (Hurt et al., 2007; Sabik & Tylka, 2006; Snyder & 

Hasbrouck, 1996). In this study, I predict that for female undergraduate and graduate 

students, feminist self-identification will be linked to high career aspirations, low 

anticipated family-interference-with-work, and low willingness to compromise career 

for family. Moreover, I predict that public feminists will show the tendency 

mentioned above to a greater extent than private feminists and women who reject the 

feminist label.  

Through this study, one of my aims is to contribute to the understanding of 

some women’s low career aspirations by focusing on the role of feminist identity. 

Feminist identity has been researched as a protective factor for women against some 

negative outcomes but has been understudied in the area of career aspirations. I also 

aim to clarify the confusion due to the frequent conflation of feminist attitudes and 

feminist identity in the literature. I specifically test if feminist self-identification, as 

opposed to merely holding feminist attitudes, is a protective factor to various 
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women’s issues such as career aspiration. I further advance the understanding of 

feminist identity by using a profile approach, which allows detecting distinct 

subgroups that demonstrate unique patterns of feminist attitudes and feminist identity 

(Gabriel, Daniels, Diefendorff, & Greguras, 2015).  

Lastly, using an intersectionality perspective, I aim to better understand the 

extent to which Women of Color (WOC) and White women create different feminist 

identity profiles. Research suggests that WOC experience racialized sexism (Guzman 

& Valdivia, 2004; Lewis & Neville, 2015; Mukkamala & Suyemoto, 2018), which 

differentiates them from White women. Historically, WOC have criticized 

mainstream feminism for being constructed primarily around the lives of White 

middle-class women and excluding the experiences of women from diverse racial, 

ethnic, and cultural backgrounds (DeBlaere & Bertsch, 2013; Williams &Wiggins, 

2010; Zinn & Dill, 1996). Therefore, this study investigates if WOC and White 

women are different from each other in terms of their relationships with feminist 

identity.   

1.2 Literature Review 

1.2.1 Career Aspiration 

 

Career aspiration is “the degree to which an individual strives for 

opportunities for leadership, training and managing others, and furthering one’s 

education” (O’Brien et al., 2000, p. 302). O’Brien and colleagues (2000) noted that 

career aspiration is a crucial element in women’s career development, as it is 

positively related to women’s intentions to pursue traditionally masculine careers 

(typically considered lucrative and high-status; Nauta, Epperson, & Kahn, 1998), 
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career decision-making self-efficacy, and career salience (O'Brien, Gray, Touradji, & 

Eigenbrode, 1996). Career aspiration is expected to play a vital role in women’s 

achievement of status in the workplace. Women with higher career aspirations are 

more likely to be committed to acquiring and refining the skills and knowledge 

necessary for achieving status in the workplace than women with lower career 

aspirations. Unfortunately, women often think of themselves as less suitable for 

leadership positions than men do (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008; Killeen, López-Zafra, & 

Eagly, 2006; Lips, 2000), which results in lower career aspirations than men on 

average. Women also tend to select jobs that are lower in prestige and less lucrative 

than those chosen by their equally skilled male counterparts (Ferriman et al., 2009; 

Kerr et al., 2005; O’Brien et al., 2000). 

One significant factor that thwarts women’s career aspirations is the prevalent 

sexist ideology in society that devalues women with a career focus. For instance, 

hostile sexism and benevolent sexism, which combined are called ambivalent sexist 

attitudes (Glick & Fiske, 1996), harm women’s career aspirations. Hostile sexism 

explicitly communicates hostility towards women who are perceived as challenging 

male power (e.g., feminists) or violating traditional gender roles (e.g., women 

pursuing high-status positions) (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Glick 

& Fiske, 1996, 2001). Benevolent sexism idealizes traditional heterosexual 

relationships in which men hold a provider role and women adopt a caretaker role 

(Hammond & Overall, 2015). According to ambivalent sexism, women have many 

communal traits (e.g., warm, empathetic) but lack many agentic traits (e.g., 

incompetent, dependent) (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Cross & Overall, 2017; Feather, 
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2004; Glick & Fiske, 1996; Rudman & Heppen, 2003), making them well-suited for 

domestic roles but not for high-status positions (Chen, Fiske, & Lee, 2009; Lee, 

Fiske, Glick, & Chen, 2010).  

Sexist ideologies shape expectations for appropriate gender role behavior, 

such as expectations about careers and family roles. Women are therefore often 

expected to be primary caregivers, whereas men are expected to be primary 

breadwinners (Askari, Liss, Erchull, Staebell, & Axelson, 2010; Bianchi, 2011; Eagly, 

Wood, & Diekman, 2000; Neilson & Stanfors, 2014; Sayer & Fine, 2011). Studies 

suggest that these societal expectations harm women’s career aspirations. For 

example, female doctoral students were twice as likely to cite issues related to 

children as highly influential in their decision to shift their career goal away from 

research professor positions, as compared to their male counterparts. These roles are 

considered more demanding and time-consuming than professor positions with a 

teaching emphasis (Goulden, Mason, & Frasch, 2011). Female graduate students were 

also more likely to give up pursuing tenured professorships due to parenting (van 

Anders, 2004).  

Another factor that may explain women’s overall lower career aspirations is 

the lack of female role models in high-status positions. Several theories suggest that 

the presence of positive role models influences career aspiration. For example, 

Hackett and Betz (1981) extended social learning theory to career development, and 

suggested that people learn how to make career decisions and engage in career 

behaviors by observing role models. Social Cognitive Career Theory (Lent, Brown, & 

Hackett, 1994) also suggests that the presence or lack of role models affects 
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occupational outcomes through its influence on self-efficacy (i.e., a belief that one has 

the capabilities to succeed).  

People tend to seek role models who are noticeably similar to them (Bandura, 

1986; Hackett & Byars, 1996; Karunanayake & Nauta, 2004), and therefore the 

presence of women in careers influences women’s career aspirations (Rivera, Chen, 

Flores, Blumberg, & Ponterotto, 2007). Studies show that female role models are 

most effective for women (Camp, Gilbert, & O’Brien, 2019; Marx & Roman, 2002; 

Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, & McManus, 2011), and can be beneficial to women’s 

career aspirations. For example, exposure to female experts in science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics (STEM) increased middle school girls’ interest in 

STEM (Liben & Coyle, 2014; Weisgram & Bigler, 2006) and enhanced female 

college students’ self-efficacy and heightened their motivation to pursue career goals 

in the area (Stout et al., 2011). This is particularly influential as women are 

disproportionately underrepresented and stereotyped to be inferior to men in STEM 

(Stout et al., 2011). Women are also severely underrepresented in high-status 

positions in other fields as well (e.g., Landivar, 2013). The lack of role models for 

women to look up to and emulate in high-status positions is a critical obstacle to 

women’s career development (Hackett, Esposito, & O’Halloran, 1989). 

While Social Cognitive Career Theory (Lent et al., 1994) suggests the 

importance of self-efficacy on career outcomes, the shortage of successful female role 

models reduces women’s self-efficacy in stereotyped domains (Stout et al., 2011). If 

women’s underrepresentation in positions of power continues, the male-dominant 

status-quo will be maintained.  
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1.2.2 Anticipated Family-Interference-with-Work  

 

Eagly and Carli (2007) used the metaphor of a labyrinth to describe women’s 

arduous journeys toward achieving high-status positions in the workplace and pointed 

out family responsibilities as one of the biggest obstacles women face in this 

labyrinth. Women spend more time doing housework and providing childcare than 

men do (Eagly & Carli, 2007), and, as a result, women experience more “work-family 

conflict.” Work-family conflict is the belief that participation in one’s work role 

interferes with participation in one’s family role and vice versa (Greenhaus & Beutell, 

1985).  

Unmarried young adults, often even before they are fully engaged in their 

careers, anticipate work-family conflict (Peake & Harris, 2002; Sanders, Lengnick-

Hall, Lengnick-Hall, & Steele-Clapp, 1998; Stone & McKee, 2000). Most young 

adults plan to have a career, get married, and have children (Barnett, Gareis, James, & 

Steele, 2003), and recognize that they will have difficulty balancing their work and 

family commitments (Weer, Greenhaus, Colakoglu, & Foley, 2006). Anticipated 

work-family conflict (AWFC) is adapted from the notion of work-family conflict. 

Anticipated work-family conflict entails two directions of conflict: anticipated work-

interference-with-family (AWIF) and anticipated family-interference-with-work 

(AFIW) (Cinamon, 2006; Westring & Ryan, 2011). In this paper, I focus on one 

direction of conflict, AFIW, because I am interested in the social expectations that 

compel women to take on the primary responsibility for domestic chores and how this 

interrupts their work.  

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) claimed that the more important a role (e.g., 
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family role) is to a person, the more time and energy they will devote to it, granting 

less time and energy for the other role (e.g., work role). Research suggests that 

women value family to a greater extent than men do, suggesting they may have 

higher AFIW. Cinamon and Rich (2002) used cluster analysis and showed that 

women were underrepresented in a profile that attributed high importance to work 

roles and low importance to family roles. Also, women were overrepresented in a 

profile that attributed high importance to family roles and low importance to work 

roles. Similarly, another study that examined how unmarried male and female college 

students might differ in the relative attributions of importance ascribed to work and 

family roles found that 30.1% of women were family-oriented, while only 18.9% of 

men were family-oriented (Cinamon, 2006). Moreover, O’Brien and colleagues 

(2000) examined women’s career plans over five years and found that the vast 

majority of women who planned to have both careers and families ranked family as 

more important than career. Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, and Beutell (1996) 

suggest that assigning greater importance to work provokes a work-interference-with-

family and assigning greater importance to family prompts a family-interference-

with-work. As women tend to value family to a greater extent than men do, women 

may experience greater AFIW.  

 Women’s potentially high AFIW is likely caused by the exposure to inequities 

in the performance of domestic duties. Because most young adults have not directly 

experienced work-family conflict, they are likely to shape expectations about their 

future conflict by observing conflict and the way others deal with the conflicting 

commitments (Weer et al., 2006). Women spend significantly more time than men on 
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performing domestic chores (Craig & Mullan, 2011; Knudsen & Waerness, 2009; 

Silvan-Ferrero & Lopez, 2007). Across all four countries (Australia, Denmark, Italy, 

and France) examined by Craig and Mullan (2011), mothers did a significantly 

greater portion of household chores than fathers did. This trend is true even for young 

girls. For example, Silvan-Ferrero and Lopez (2007) assessed high school students’ 

contribution to housework and found that female adolescents contribute significantly 

more to housework (e.g., vacuuming the house, cleaning the dust) than male 

adolescents, which may be due to their exposure to an unequal division of labor at 

home. Although young college-aged women desire an equal division of labor between 

them and their future spouse, they expect to engage in a disproportionate amount of 

the household labor and childcare (Askari et al., 2010). This finding suggests that 

exposure to inequities in the performance of domestic duties at home and in society is 

so powerful that women anticipate participating in domestic responsibilities to a 

greater extent than their future spouse, despite desiring an equal division of work.  

1.2.3 Willingness to Compromise Career for Family 

 

Willingness to compromise career for family is the degree to which 

individuals are willing to adjust their careers to prioritize the needs of their families 

(Ganginis Del Pino, O’Brien, Mereish, & Miller, 2013). Compromising one’s career 

to satisfy family responsibilities often includes working fewer hours, temporarily 

leaving the paid workforce, and quitting one’s job. These strategies are primarily 

employed by women, who traditionally bear childcare responsibilities, while most 

men continue to work full-time throughout their careers (Fulcher & Coyle, 2011; 

Weinshenker, 2006).  
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The “leaky pipeline” is an often-used metaphor for the loss of women in 

science at various stages in their career from high school to the most advanced 

positions in academia (Alper, 1993; Berryman, 1983). Women “leak out of the 

pipeline” by leaving the field at higher rates than men, especially during life events 

related to family. Goulden and colleagues (2011) found that family formation (i.e., 

marriage and childbirth) accounted for the greatest number of women leaving 

academia after graduating with a Ph.D. For example, women postdoctoral scholars 

who had children were twice as likely to give up research professorial career goals 

than their male counterparts and women with no children or no plans to have children 

(ibid).  

Studies suggest that women often are willing to alter their career plans in 

anticipation of future families. Goulden and colleagues (2011) demonstrated that 

plans to have children affect female and male postdoctoral scholars differently: 28% 

of women were willing to adjust their career path, compared to only 17% of men. 

According to Fulcher and Coyle (2011), young women (children, adolescents, and 

college students) reported significantly less desire to work when they have young 

children. In a longitudinal study that examined female and male valedictorians ten 

years after high school graduation, two-thirds of female valedictorians planned to 

reduce or interrupt their participation in the paid labor force to accommodate 

childrearing by their senior year in college (Arnold, 1993). Willing to compromise 

career for family harms women’s career advancement. Women who planned to reduce 

their involvement in the paid labor force ended up achieving less in terms of career 

advancement than women who did not take marriage into account when making 
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career plans (ibid).  

There are various reasons for women’s decision to compromise their career 

for family, including social role expectations that women should be primary 

caregivers. Another reason is negative bias towards working women. Women 

returning to work immediately after giving birth to a child are viewed as less warm 

than women who take a temporary leave or stay at home (Coleman & Franiuk, 2011). 

Moreover, women who continue to work full-time after the birth of a child are viewed 

as less nurturing than male counterparts (Etaugh & Folger, 1998). Working mothers 

are perceived as less warm and more selfish than working fathers (Brescoll & 

Uhlmann, 2005). Additionally, working mothers are often criticized for being 

insufficiently committed parents, while working fathers rarely get this criticism 

(Rhode, 2007). Societal expectations lead many women to feel that they must 

compromise their career aspirations for family.  

Research suggests that compared to men, women are more likely to have 

lower career aspirations, believe that participation in their future family role will 

interfere with involvement in their future work role (i.e., anticipation of family-

interference-with-work), and have greater willingness to adjust their careers to 

prioritize the needs of their families. The current study contributes to the literature by 

examining feminist identity as a potential protective factor against women’s low 

career aspirations, high anticipated family-interference-with-work, and high 

willingness to compromise career for family. While the present research focuses on 

the difficulties faced by women who are in a heterosexual, committed relationship 

and have children, I acknowledge that not all women are heterosexual, choose to be in 
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a committed relationship, or have children.  

1.2.4 Distinguishing Feminist Attitudes from Feminist Identity  

 

I propose feminist identity as a potential protective factor against women’s 

low career aspirations, high anticipated family-interference-with-work (AFIW), and 

high willingness to compromise career for family. As some feminist scholars have 

noted, current feminist scholarship suffers from terminological inaccuracy due to the 

frequent conflation of feminist attitudes and feminist identity, with these two concepts 

often treated as identical constructs (Bay-Cheng & Zucker, 2007; Eisele & Stake, 

2008; Fingeret & Gleaves, 2004; Hurt et al., 2007; Zucker, 2004). However, feminist 

attitudes and feminist identity are distinct constructs. Feminist attitudes refer to 

believing in gender equality, or the notion that women and men should have equal 

rights (Williams & Wittig, 1997; Zucker, 2004). On the other hand, feminist identity 

is often considered a social identity (Burn, Aboud, & Moyles, 2000; Henderson-King 

& Stewart, 1997, 1999), in which self-identification as a group member is a primary 

requirement (Ashmore, Deux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004). The definition of feminist 

identity includes both the endorsement of feminist attitudes and self-identification as 

a feminist (i.e., calling oneself a feminist; Ashmore et al., 2004; Williams & Wittig, 

1997; Zucker, 2004). Moreover, feminist attitudes do not necessarily translate into 

feminist identity; many women support feminist beliefs, yet refuse to self-identify as 

a feminist (e.g., Aronson, 2003; Burn et al., 2000; Liss, O’Connor, Morosky, & 

Crawford, 2001; Williams & Wittig, 1997).  

To examine how explicit self-identification as a feminist affects women’s 

career aspirations, AFIW, and willingness to compromise career for family, I define 
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feminists as people who identify as feminists under the following definition: those 

who “recognize that discrimination against women exists, experience a sense of 

shared fate with women as a group, and want to work with others to improve 

women’s status” (Murnen & Smolak, 2009, p. 187). 

Zucker (2004) pointed out that there are two elements to the definition of 

feminist identity: endorsing feminist beliefs and accepting the label feminist. Zucker 

made a distinction between feminists, egalitarians, and non-feminists. The author 

filtered definitions of feminism down to three cardinal beliefs: perceptions of unequal 

treatment, equal pay, and valuing women’s unpaid labor. She labeled people who 

accept the feminist label and endorse all three cardinal beliefs as feminists. People 

who reject to self-identify as a feminist but agree with all three cardinal beliefs were 

labeled as egalitarians. People who refuse the feminist label and disagree with at least 

one of the cardinal beliefs were labeled as non-feminists. The term egalitarians (also 

called non-labelers) helps distinguish a group of people who hold feminist attitudes 

but reject the feminist label, who have often been referred to as feminists in the 

literature due to the frequent conflation of feminist attitudes and feminist identity.  

Aronson’s (2003) qualitative study involving 42 women found that more than 

half of women were fence-sitters, who endorse feminist values but classify 

themselves as neither feminists nor non-feminists. Aronson pointed out that rejecting 

the feminist label while simultaneously supporting feminist values is a paradox. 

However, negative stereotypes attached to the feminist label may be one explanation 

for this paradox. Several studies suggest that the stigma attached to the feminist 

label serves as a barrier to feminist self-identification (Burn et al., 2000; Rudman & 
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Fairchild, 2007; Williams & Wittig, 1997). Feminists are generally described with 

negative attributes, such as being aggressive, unattractive, or man-hating 

(Houvouras & Carter, 2008; Rudman & Fairchild; 2007; Twenge & Zucker, 1999). 

Alexander and Ryan (1997) found that among 28 female undergraduates, only one 

participant identified herself as a feminist without qualifying what she meant. The 

other 17 students who called themselves feminists qualified their responses by 

adding that they were not radical, that they would accept the label only if no men 

were around, or that they did not want to be grouped with “all those other 

feminists.” Ten students refused to label themselves as feminists because they were 

heterosexual, not radical, or because men do not like feminism. Among those who 

rejected the label feminist, many agreed with feminist values. Alexander and Ryan 

suggest that women may be reluctant to self-identify as a feminist, not because of 

their views of feminism, but because they assume that others have negative 

stereotypes about feminists.   

Zucker and Bay-Cheng (2010) argued that rejecting the feminist label while 

endorsing feminist values is not contradictory, because feminism may not be 

considered the only source for the support for gender equality. Minorities active in 

resisting the norm or the status quo often become the victims of social cryptomnesia, 

a phenomenon in which people’s acceptance of values promoted by minorities (e.g., 

women’s rights) is accompanied by oblivion to the role played by minority groups 

(e.g., feminists) (Vernet, Vala, Amâncio, & Butera, 2009). Although people accept 

the values promoted by feminists, they do not perceive feminists as the source of 

these values. According to neoliberal principles, egalitarians endorse feminist values 
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not because they are interested in fighting against sexism, but because they believe 

everyone should be given opportunities to compete and fair rewards (Bay-Cheng & 

Zucker, 2007; Zucker & Bay-Cheng, 2010). Moreover, scholars have noted that 

young women nowadays show high support for gender equality due to high levels of 

empowerment, but this does not necessarily involve self-identification as a feminist 

(Erchull et al., 2009; Huddy, Neely, & Lafay, 2000; Liss & Erchull, 2010; Zucker, 

2004).  

1.2.5 Distinguishing Private from Public Feminist Identity  

 

I propose that feminists will have higher career aspirations, lower anticipated 

family-interference-with-work (AFIW), and lower willingness to compromise career 

for family than egalitarians and non-feminists. My theoretical framework for the 

argument above incorporates social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 

1979, 2004) and the social psychology model of politicized collective identity (Simon 

& Klandermans, 2001). According to social identity theory, social identity refers to a 

part of self-concept a person derives from her sense of belonging to a social group 

(Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 2004). Social identity, which is also called 

collective identity, is shared with other members in a group (ibid). For members of 

disadvantaged groups, a sense of shared identity provides the capability to buffer 

themselves from the negative consequences of their circumstances (Postmes & 

Branscombe, 2002; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002). For example, Mallett and Swim 

(2009) found that as African American identification (i.e., the extent to which African 

Americans identify with their racial group) increased, African Americans’ use of 

proactive coping to racial discrimination increased, which has the potential to buffer 
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the negative consequences of experiencing such events (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997; 

Mallett & Swim, 2005; Miller, Rothblum, Felicio, & Brand, 1995). Several studies 

have also found that identification with one’s disadvantaged group is related to lower 

levels of depression (Munford, 1994), higher self-esteem, (Bat-Chava, 1994; Phinney, 

1991; Postmes & Branscombe, 2002), and higher psychological well-being (Outten, 

Schmitt, Garcia, & Branscombe, 2009). 

Politicized social identity is an intensified social identity; important 

psychological functions provided by having a social identity (e.g., belongingness, 

distinctiveness, respect, understanding, agency) are enhanced if one possesses a 

politicized social identity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). In other words, politicized 

social identity should be more advantageous to the individual than social identity in 

terms of fulfilling important psychological functions, particularly understanding 

external sources of suffering and having agency as a social group (ibid). Fulfilling 

these psychological functions are in fact tied to key components of politicized social 

identity, which consists of: 1) having awareness of shared grievances, 2) attributing 

the group’s oppressions to a common enemy, and 3) engaging in a power struggle on 

behalf of the group (e.g., participating in demonstrations) (ibid).  

In the present research, I distinguish private feminists from public feminists. 

Private feminists refer to people who strongly identify themselves as a feminist but do 

not actively participate in collective action on behalf of women (e.g., participating in 

feminist demonstrations, being a member of a feminist organization). Public feminists 

refer to those who strongly self-identify as a feminist and actively engage in feminist 

activities. Based on theories of social identity and politicized social identity, I propose 
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that private feminist identity functions as a social identity and public feminist identity 

functions as a politicized social identity.  

Both private and public feminist identity incorporate two components of 

politicized social identity. First, they both involve awareness of shared grievances. 

Feminist identification has been associated with a sense of shared fate with other 

women (i.e., the extent to which women believe that they share outcomes with other 

women; Henderson-King & Stewart, 1994; Reid & Purcell, 2004). Rowland's (1986) 

qualitative study revealed that feminists view women as members of a group 

experiencing discrimination, rather than as individuals who are responsible for their 

situation. Second, they both include adversarial attributions to a common enemy. 

Those who call themselves feminists attribute sexism to oppressive structures, rather 

than believing that they are individually accountable for their situation (Murnen & 

Smolak, 2009; Myaskovsky & Wittig, 1997). For example, Myaskovsky and Wittig 

(1997) pointed out that one of the fundamental disagreements between feminists and 

those who reject the feminist label is the extent to which they think that women 

should be held individually responsible for their sufferings. While those who do not 

identify as a feminist emphasize individual responsibility, feminists stress the 

oppressive structures of society (ibid).  

Private and public feminists differ, however, in their participation in collective 

action on behalf of the group (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). Without this political 

group activity, social identity is not fully politicized (ibid).  

1.2.6 Feminist Identity is a Protective Factor to Women’s Issues  
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Several studies have examined feminist identity as a protective factor to some 

women’s issues. A key theoretical foundation for claiming feminist identity as a 

buffer is social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 2004): 

According to the theory, women who self-identify as a feminist would be more likely 

to have their feminist beliefs influence their values to a greater extent than those who 

do not hold the identity. Some studies found that feminist identity protects women 

from some women’s issues. Hurt and colleagues (2007) showed that feminist self-

identification is related to rejecting conformity to feminine roles (e.g., thinness, 

investment in appearance), which is associated with low self-objectification (i.e., 

preoccupation with others’ perspectives of one’s body). Snyder and Hasbrouck 

(1996) found that feminist identity is negatively correlated to body dissatisfaction and 

bulimic symptoms. Sabik and Tylka (2006) demonstrated that feminist identity 

moderates the relationship between perceived sexist events and disordered eating, 

such that experiencing sexist events do not predict disordered eating among women 

who scored high on the model of feminist identity development (Downing & Roush, 

1985).  

Some studies, however, did not find feminist identity as an effective buffer to 

certain adverse outcomes. Moradi and Subich (2002) found that feminist identity does 

not moderate the relationship between perceived sexist events and distress. Siegmund 

(2017) did not find feminist identity as a protective factor to some negative effects 

(e.g., self-objectification, body surveillance) of experiencing sexual objectification in 

interpersonal situations (e.g., someone made a degrading sexual gesture towards you). 

Cash, Ancis, and Strachan (1997) showed that feminist identity is not associated with 



 

18 

 

more positive body image evaluations and less internalization of appearance-based 

criteria for self-evaluation.  

 Why did some studies not find feminist identity as a protective factor to some 

women’s issues, whereas some studies found it as an effective buffer? One thing to 

note is that these studies, except for Hurt and colleagues (2007), measured feminist 

identity using Downing and Roush’s (1985) model of feminist identity development.   

This model, characterized by five stages of feminist identity development, illustrates 

how women may acquire and maintain a feminist identity. The first stage of the 

model is called Passive Acceptance, which refers to the acceptance of women’s 

traditional roles. The second stage, Revelation, states that women come to realize 

about discrimination against women in society and feel angry about it. The third stage 

is called Embeddedness in and Emanation, characterized by feelings of connectedness 

with other women. The fourth stage is Synthesis, which involves the development of 

a positive feminist identity. The final stage, Active Commitment, is characterized by 

a deep commitment to women’s rights. Shibley Hyde (2002) pointed out that these 

stages should be considered as dimensions, rather than as stages in a strict sense. For 

instance, a woman can be a feminist for many years and endorse most of the items in 

Active Commitment, but she can have experiences that fit into Revelation at the same 

time. Moreover, many women can move on from Revelation to Active Commitment 

without going through anything like Synthesis (ibid).  

Several studies pointed out that Downing and Roush’s (1985) model of 

feminist identity development is, in fact, an attitudinal measure, which assesses the 

endorsement of different types of feminist ideology, rather than self-identification as 
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a feminist (e.g., Eisele & Stake, 2008; Zucker & Bay-Cheng, 2010). The scales based 

on this model (e.g., Feminist Identity Composite; Fischer et al., 2000), although 

purported to measure feminist identity, do not assess explicit feminist self-

identification. For example, some items from the later two stages in the Feminist 

Identity Development Scale (Bargad & Hyde, 1991) – a scale created based on 

Downing and Roush's model – are “I am proud to be a competent women 

(Synthesis)” and “I am very committed to a cause that I believe contributes to a more 

fair and just world for all people (Active Commitment).” These items show that it is 

possible to agree with these items and at the same time not self-identify as a feminist. 

Several studies demonstrated that scoring high in later stages of the model was not 

related to explicit feminist self-identification (Erchull et al., 2009; Saunders & 

Kashubeck-West, 2006; Szymanski, 2004; Zucker, 2004). The confusion in the 

literature regarding whether feminist identity is a protective factor to some women’s 

issues is in part due to the utilization of scales that reflect feminist attitudes rather 

than feminist identity. The current study examines whether explicit feminist self-

identification is a protective factor to certain women’s issues.  

1.2.7 Feminists and Career Aspirations  

 

I propose that those who self-identify as a feminist will have higher career 

aspirations, lower anticipated family-interference-with-work (AFIW), and lower 

willingness to compromise career for family than those who do not accept the label 

(i.e., egalitarians and non-feminists). Moreover, I posit that public feminists (those 

who actively participate in collective action on behalf of women’s rights) will show 
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the tendency described above more strongly than private feminists (those who 

participate in collective action to a lesser extent). Public feminist identity is likely to 

be a stronger protective factor than private feminist identity due to the properties of a 

politicized social identity.  

As explained earlier, politicized social identity offers important psychological 

functions, fulfilling understanding and agency functions of identity membership 

(Simon & Klandermans, 2001). The understanding function provided by having a 

feminist identity, which refers to feminists’ collective self-understanding that their 

common enemy (i.e., sexism) is to be blamed for their shared sufferings, is predicted 

to serve as a buffer against women’s low career aspirations. Sabik and Tylka (2006) 

suggested that women who participate in external attributions of sexism are less likely 

to internalize sexism and are more likely to have a strong sense that they can do 

something regarding sexism. Numerous studies have found that self-identified 

feminists are more likely to acknowledge the existence of sexism and view the 

current gender system as harmful to women than those who reject the feminist label 

(Henderson-King & Stewart, 1994; Leaper & Arias, 2011; Liss & Erchull, 2010; 

Murnen & Smolak, 2009; Myaskovsky & Wittig, 1997; Williams & Wittig, 1997; 

Zucker, 2004), suggesting that the former may internalize sexism to a lesser extent 

than the latter. Feminist self-identification was also found to be related to higher self-

efficacy than the endorsement of feminist attitudes: feminist attitudes alone, without 

feminist self-identification, were weakly related to self-efficacy (Eisele & Stake, 

2008). These findings suggest that feminists, through their engagement in external 

attributions of sexism, may be less likely to internalize societal expectations that 
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emphasize women’s domestic duties over career competence and more likely to 

believe that they are capable of dealing with sexism (i.e., higher self-efficacy 

concerning sexism) than those who reject the feminist label. The understanding 

function offered by having a feminist identity may work as a buffer against women’s 

low career aspirations, high AFIW, and high willingness to compromise career for 

family.  

As private feminist identity lacks participation in a power struggle on behalf 

of women, only public feminists are likely to get the agency function of participating 

in collective action on behalf of women’s rights, which is likely to serve as an 

additional protective factor for women’s career aspirations. Miller and Kaiser (2001) 

conceptualized prejudice and discrimination as stressors (i.e., events in which internal 

or environmental demands exhaust the resources of the person; Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984) and examined coping strategies stigmatized individuals use in response to these 

stressors. When prejudice and discrimination are perceived as group-level (i.e., 

collective) stressors, one way to cope with these stressors is through participation in 

collective action on behalf of the group (Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998; Miller & 

Kaiser, 2001; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Although there are potential 

costs to participating in collective action (e.g., persecution from society), the 

literature generally agrees that this coping strategy can promote adaptation to stressful 

events like prejudice and discrimination (Miller & Kaiser, 2001).  

In addition, by participating in collective action for women’s rights, public 

feminists are likely to get access to a network of feminists, where they can get social 

support. Social support offers several benefits: it helps people dealing with their 
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emotions, redefining the stressors, and solving problems (Compas, Connor-Smith, 

Saltzman, Thomsen, & Wadsworth, 2001). Several studies showed that social support 

buffers the relationship between life stress and psychological distress (i.e., the 

buffering hypothesis; e.g., Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Wilcox, 1981). Womanism, a 

feminist perspective that is inclusive of the unique experiences of Black women (i.e., 

experiencing racism and sexism simultaneously), emphasizes the interpersonal 

connection among women as a critical mode of resistance to oppression (Williams & 

Wiggins, 2010). Through women-centered networks of emotional support, Black 

women learn that other fellow Black women are going through the same challenges 

and gain strength and courage from each other (ibid). Social support from other 

feminists, which is likely to be gained from participation in collective action on 

behalf of women’s rights, may therefore serve as another protective factor against 

women’s low career aspirations. In sum, the agency function provided by having a 

public feminist identity, along with the understanding function mentioned in the 

paragraph above, are likely to work in concert to promote public feminists to have 

higher career aspirations, lower AFIW, and lower willingness to compromise career 

for family than private feminists, egalitarians, and non-feminists.   

1.2.8 Will Women of Color React to Feminism Differently from 
White Women?  

 

Applying an intersectionality perspective when examining feminist identity is 

crucial because this perspective captures the complexities of the experiences of 

Women of Color (WOC). Intersectionality, a term coined by a Black feminist scholar 

Crenshaw (1993), informs that one form of oppression (e.g., racism) interacts with 
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and magnifies the impact of another form of oppression (e.g., sexism) experienced by 

a person with more than one minority status (Bowleg, 2008; Szymanski & Stewart, 

2010). For example, being a Black woman bestows a unique experience, above and 

beyond being Black or female.  

 WOC experience sexism that has racialized dimensions. Asian women are 

prone to experiencing racialized sexualization because of how they have been 

fetishized and objectified in the West. The subjugation of Asian women to roles of 

sexual objects and domestic servants continue to persist in the U.S (Mukkamala & 

Suyemoto, 2018; Sue et al., 2007). Black women experience racialized sexism rooted 

in stereotypes of Black women. For example, Black women have been described with 

stereotypes such as dominant, welfare queens, and sexually promiscuous (Lewis & 

Neville, 2015). Latin American women experience high rates of exoticization. They 

are often portrayed as having highly sexualized physical features (Guzman & 

Valdivia, 2004). Different features of these forms of racialized sexism show that 

WOC experience sexism differently depending on their racial/ethnic groups.  

Several studies have criticized the scholarship of feminism for excluding the 

experiences of women from diverse racial, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds 

(DeBlaere & Bertsch, 2013; Williams &Wiggins, 2010; Zinn & Dill, 1996). WOC 

have long challenged the hegemony of feminism for being constructed primarily 

around the lives of White middle-class women, which excluded WOC (Zinn & Dill, 

1996). Chicana feminists, referring to feminists of Mexican ancestry who were born 

and/or raised in the United States, criticized White women’s liberation movements in 

the late 1970s for failing to recognize the importance of race-based oppressions 
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(Moya, 2001). In the 1980s, Chicana feminists, along with other non-White feminists 

who had similar experiences within White women’s movements, turned to their own 

experiences as a ground for theorizing their multiple forms of oppression. In this 

process, a new political identity – WOC – emerged (ibid).  

Zinn and Dill (1996) brought up the importance of multiracial feminism, 

which brings together the lived experiences of women of diverse ethnicities. Williams 

and Wiggins (2010) pointed out that feminist perspectives have marginalized Black 

women. Womanism, a term coined by a Black writer and activist Alice Walker, was 

presented as a feminist perspective that is inclusive of the unique experiences of 

Black women, providing a means to cope with racism, sexism, and multiple social 

stigmas (ibid). Reliance on women-centered networks of emotional support is an 

essential aspect of womanism (ibid). With the help of a group of women undergoing 

the same challenges, Black women would be able to process agonizing experiences.  

The present research recognizes that WOC experience racialized sexism in 

different ways, depending on the racial/ethnic groups they belong to, and thus have a 

different relationship with feminism. I explore how WOC might react to feminism 

differently from White women. It will be a meaningful step in understanding the 

relationship between WOC and feminism. Do young WOC keep their distance from 

feminism, feeling it is not WOC-inclusive? Or are WOC more likely to identify with 

feminism than White women? The present study explores the answers to these 

questions.  

1.2.9 Latent Profile Approach 
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This study uses Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) to identify feminist identity 

profiles of young women. LPA is an analytic method that identifies unobserved 

subgroups: it assigns individuals who share a similar pattern of scores to a specific 

subgroup based on their profile of scores (Bauer & Curran, 2004; Wang & Hanges, 

2011). After identifying latent profiles, the differences in outcome variables (e.g., 

career aspirations) are examined for various subgroups of participants (Pastor, 

Barron, Miller, & Davis, 2007; Wang & Hanges, 2011).  

LPA is a person-centered approach, which focuses on the differences between 

individuals. Person-centered approaches have several strengths over variable-centered 

methods (e.g., correlation, regression), which explore the relationships among 

variables. Whereas variable-centered approaches assume that a sample is 

homogenous and that all relationships can be generalized to all members (McLarnon, 

Carswell, & Schneider, 2015), person-centered approaches allow detecting the 

potential existence of distinct subgroups that demonstrate unique patterns of the 

pertinent variables (Gabriel et al., 2015). Variable-centered methods examine how a 

set of variables predict outcomes separately and across people, whereas person-

centered approaches help understand how variables operate conjointly and within 

people to shape outcomes (Gabriel et al., 2015).   

The present research uses LPA to explore the potential existence of distinct 

latent feminist identity profiles. I use LPA to identify subgroups of women who 

exhibit similar patterns of scores on feminist identity dimensions. To identify latent 

profiles of feminist identity, I use three indicator variables: feminist attitudes, private 

feminist identification, and public feminist identification. I investigate whether 
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subgroups of women who have similar profiles across the three dimensions of 

feminist identity (i.e., different profiles of feminist identity) are associated 

differentially with career aspirations, anticipated family-interference-with-work 

(AFIW), and willingness to compromise career for family.   

Little has been done to investigate potential different typologies of feminist 

identity, which could allow for a more sophisticated and nuanced understanding of 

feminists. To the best of my knowledge, no study has used LPA to examine the 

profiles of feminist identity. The present research seeks to find potential heterogeneity 

of feminist identity, which will pave the road for more sophisticated examinations of 

feminists and distinguish the relative importance of feminist attitudes, private 

feminist identification, and public feminist identification.  

 The present research also explores how profiles may differ by race (White vs. 

non-White). Although I do not set any directional hypotheses, I explore whether 

WOC would be hesitant to accept the feminist label due to the historical exclusion of 

WOC in the dominant, White feminist movements. While WOC criticized feminist 

movements for being constructed primarily around the lives of White middle-class 

women (Zinn & Dill, 1996), few decades have passed. I explore whether young WOC 

would feel distanced from feminism.  

1.3 Overview 

 

 

The primary goal of the present study is to examine whether feminist identity 

is a protective factor to women’s career aspirations, using a person-centered 

approach. I utilize Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) to identify profiles of feminist 
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identity based on feminist attitudes, private feminist identification, and public 

feminist identification. I then examine whether feminist identity profile is related to 

career aspirations, anticipated interference-with-work (AFIW), and willingness to 

compromise career for family among women (see Figure 1). Furthermore, I explore 

whether WOC are different from White women in terms of to which feminist profile 

they belong.  

Previous research has distinguished between non-feminists (i.e., rejecting both 

the feminist label and feminist values), egalitarians (i.e., rejecting the feminist label 

but holding feminist values), and feminists (i.e., holding both the feminist label and 

feminist values) (Zucker, 2004). Studies have also pointed out the necessity of 

differentiating between private and public self-identification as a feminist (Kelly, 

2015; Zucker, 2004). Based on previous research, I hypothesize that four distinct 

profiles of feminist identity will emerge from LPA. I expect to find a profile low in 

all three measures of feminist identity (i.e., feminist attitudes, private feminist 

identification, and public feminist identification; Profile 1). I also expect to find a 

profile high in feminist attitudes but low in private and public feminist identification 

(Profile 2). Additionally, I expect to find a profile high in both feminist attitudes and 

private feminist identification but low in public feminist identification (Profile 3). 

Lastly, I expect to find a profile high in all three measures of feminist identity (Profile 

4; see Table 1).  

I hypothesize that different profiles of feminist identity will lead to different 

outcomes in career aspirations, AFIW, and willingness to compromise career for 
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family among women. I hypothesize that career aspirations will be higher in the 

following order of profiles:  

Profile 4 ＞ Profile 3 ＞ Profile 2 ＞ Profile 1   

Also, I hypothesize that AFIW and willingness to compromise career for family will 

be higher in the following order: 

Profile 1 ＞ Profile 2 ＞ Profile 3 ＞ Profile 4   

Publicly identified feminists are hypothesized to have greater career aspirations than 

the other three profiles because public feminist identity is likely to be a politicized 

social identity. The understanding and agency functions provided by having this 

identity are expected to benefit public feminists’ career aspirations. Moreover, 

actively participating in activities on behalf of women suggests that public feminists 

have a greater commitment to the goals of feminism than those who do not actively 

engage in collective action on behalf of women’s rights (Zucker, 2004). Therefore, 

public feminists are likely to get the most benefit of having a feminist identity.  

Followed by public feminists, privately identified feminists are predicted to 

have greater career aspirations than egalitarians and non-feminists because of the 

understanding function provided by having a feminist identity (i.e., collective self-

understanding that sexism is to be blamed for their shared sufferings). This 

understanding function is likely to serve as a buffer against women’s low career 

aspirations (Eisele & Stake, 2008; Sabik & Tylka, 2006; Simon & Klandermans, 

2001).  

Last but not least, I predict that egalitarians will have higher career aspirations 
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than non-feminists because they hold feminist attitudes, which are likely to affect the 

extent to which they strive for success in their careers.  

  

Figure 1. The model describing that feminist identity profile is likely to be positively 

related to career aspirations and negatively associated with anticipated family-

interference-with-work (AFIW) and willingness to compromise career for family.  

 

Table 1. Hypothetical profiles of feminist identity.  

 Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3 Profile 4 

Feminist attitudes − + + + 

Private feminist identification − − + + 

Public feminist identification − − − + 

Notes. “–” indicates low and “+” indicates high. 
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Chapter 2: Method 

2.1 Participants and Procedure 

 

Female undergraduate and graduate students (N = 303) at the University of 

Maryland, College Park, who met our eligibility criteria (self-identity as a woman and 

over the age of 17), participated in the study. Participants were recruited through the 

Psychology Department’s online research sign-up system. Participants completed the 

survey online, either in the lab or at their place. Participants were compensated with 1 

course credit or $5. Twenty-one participants who failed the attention check were 

excluded from analyses, leaving a final sample size of 282.  

Participants ranged from 17 to 32 years of age, with a mean age of 20.47 years 

(SD = 2.55). The vast majority of the participants (86.8%) were 22 years old or 

younger. About 99% of the participants were below the age of 30. Only three 

participants were 30 or older. The majority of the participants (90.1%) were 

undergraduate students, and 9.7% were graduate students. Participants were consisted 

of 51.1% White and 48.6% non-White women. Among the non-White sample, 23.4% 

identified as Asian, 11% identified as Black, 6.4% identified as biracial/multiracial, 

5.3% identified as Hispanic, and 2.5% identified as Other. The majority of the 

participants (83%) identified as heterosexual, 1.4% identified as homosexual, and 

11.3% identified as bisexual.  

The following measures were included in a survey: Feminist attitudes, Private 

feminist identification, Public feminist identification, Anticipated family-interference-
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with-work, Willingness to compromise career for family, and Career aspirations. The 

study took about 30 minutes to complete. 

2.2 Measures  

 

Anticipated family-interference-with-work. Anticipated family-interference-

with-work (AFIW) was measured via several subscales of the Anticipated Work-

Family Conflict scale (Westring & Ryan, 2011), which assesses how work-family 

issues influence the career development process, on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) (see Appendix A). Specifically, I included 

three subscales that focused on one direction of anticipated work-family conflict 

(anticipated family-interference-with-work) and three types of conflict (time-based, 

strain-based, behavior-based). The following subscales were included in this study: 1) 

Time-based AFIW, 2) Strain-based AFIW, and 3) Behavior-based AFIW. Sample 

items include “Because I will often be stressed from my family responsibilities, I will 

have a hard time concentrating on my work” and “The time I will spend on family 

responsibilities will often interfere with my work responsibilities.” Responses to the 

nine items in this scale were averaged to indicate participants’ anticipated family-

interference-with-work (α = .85).  

Willingness to compromise career for family. Willingness to compromise 

career for family was measured using the 24-item Planning for Career and Family 

scale (Ganginis Del Pino et al., 2013), which assesses the degree to which people are 

willing to adjust their careers to prioritize the needs of their children, on a 4-point 

scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree) (see Appendix B). This 
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scale is divided into two subscales: The first subscale is Considering Children and the 

second one is Prioritizing and Compromising for Partner. Sample items include 

“Having quality time for raising children will be the most important consideration in 

my career choice” and “Any relationship that I am in will need to realize that my 

career plans come first” (reverse-coded). Responses to the items in this scale were 

averaged to represent participants’ willingness to compromise career for family (α 

= .91).  

Career aspirations. The 33-item Career Aspiration Scale–Revised scale 

(Gregor & O’Brien, 2016) was used to measure career aspirations (see Appendix C). 

This scale includes three subscales: Achievement aspiration, which measures 

aspirations for recognition, responsibility, and promotion in one’s career, Leadership 

aspiration, which assesses aspirations for leadership roles and training/managing 

others in one’s career, and Educational aspiration, which measures aspirations for 

advanced education, training, and competency in one’s career. Sample items include 

“I plan to obtain many promotions in my organization or business,” “I hope to 

become a leader in my career field,” and “I would pursue an advanced education 

program to gain specialized knowledge in my field.” Participants responded to the 

items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all true of me) to 5 (Very true of me). 

Responses to the items in this scale were averaged to indicate participants’ career 

aspirations (α = .93). 

Feminist attitudes. I conducted a pilot study with 45 participants to determine 

whether the Attitudes Toward Feminism and the Women’s Movement Scale (FWM; 

Fassinger, 1994) or the Liberal Feminist Attitude and Ideology Scale (LFAIS; 
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Morgan, 1996) should be used to measure feminist attitudes. Because the reliability 

for LFAIS was .87 and the reliability for FWM was .80, I selected the former scale to 

measure feminist attitudes. I assessed feminist attitudes using the 10-item short-form 

LFAIS, which assesses agreement with feminist goals and feminist ideologies, on a 6-

point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree) (see Appendix 

D). While the original LFAIS contains 60 items, the author provided the shortened 

version on her website (https://sites.google.com/a/uwlax.edu/betsy-morgan/lfais). 

Sample items include “A woman should have the same job opportunities as a man” 

and “Men should respect women more than they currently do.” Responses to these 

items were averaged to indicate participants’ feminist attitudes (α = .81).  

 Private feminist identification. Private feminist identification was measured 

by the 3-item Centrality subscale in the In-Group Identification Scale (Leach et al., 

2008), which assesses the subjective importance a person ascribes to a particular 

identity (Leach et al., 2008; Stryker & Serpe, 1994), on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree) (see Appendix E). This subscale not only 

measures whether one self-identify as a feminist but also measures how important this 

identity is to oneself. I used this scale to assess private feminist identification because 

an identity a person finds crucial to herself is likely to be integrated into the person’s 

sense of self (Meca et al., 2015). The scale was modified to fit this study. Three items 

are “I often think of myself as a feminist,” “Being a feminist is an important part of 

my identity,” and “Being a feminist is an important part of how I see myself.” 

Responses to the items were averaged to indicate participants’ private feminist 

identification (α = .95).  
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 Public feminist identification. Public feminist identification was assessed by 

the 17-item Involvement in Feminist Activities scale (IFAS; Szymanski, 2004), which 

measures people’s involvement in feminist activities, on a 7-point scale ranging from 

1 (Very untrue of me) to 7 (Very true of me) (see Appendix F). Some items were 

modified so that they would be more appropriate for undergraduate and graduate 

students. Sample items include “I participate in feminist demonstrations, boycotts, 

marches, and/or rallies” and “I am a member of one or more feminist/women’s 

organizations and/or groups.” Responses to the items were averaged to indicate 

participants’ public feminist identification (α = .95).   

 Demographics. Participants were asked questions related to their gender, age, 

race, sexual orientation, major, year in college, educational goal, career goal, 

relationship status, plans to be married or in a committed relationship, children status, 

and plans to have children (see Appendix G).   
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Chapter 3: Results 

3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

 

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among age and continuous 

variables are presented in Table 2. Regarding participants’ educational goal, refer to 

Table 3.  

 

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among age and continuous 

variables.  

 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Age 20.47 2.55  .05 .08 .10 .06 -.05 .08 

2. Feminist attitudes 4.80 .55 .05  .60** .49** -.17** -.28** .24** 

3. Private feminist identification 4.92 1.64 .08 .60**  .68** -.11 -.18** .14* 

4. Public feminist identification 3.37 1.30 .10 .49** .68**  .01 -.16** .26** 

5. Anticipated family-interference-

with-work 

2.31 .66 .06 -.17** -.11 .01  .23** -.16** 

6. Willingness to compromise 

career for family 

2.36 .44 -.05 -.28** -.18** -.16** .23**  -.31** 

7. Career aspirations 3.91 .56 .08 .24** .14* .26** -.16** -.31**  

 

Notes. N = 282. Feminist attitudes was measured on a scale from 1 to 6; Private 

feminist identification on a 7-point scale; Public feminist identification on a 7-point 

scale; Anticipated family-interference-with-work on a 5-point scale; Willingness to 

compromise career for family on a 4-point scale; Career aspirations on a 5-point scale 

 

*p < .05; **p < .01 

 

Table 3. Participants’ educational goal.  

Educational goal Number of participants Percentage 

Bachelor’s degree 49 17.44% 

Master’s degree 84 29.89% 

Professional degree 60 21.35% 

Doctorate 87 30.96% 

Other 1 .36% 
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One hundred and seventy-one (53.27%) participants were students in the 

College of Behavioral and Social Sciences. Fifty-four (16.82%) participants belonged 

to the College of Computer, Mathematical and Natural Sciences. Thirty-six (11.21%) 

participants were involved in the School of Public Health. Twenty-nine (9.03%) 

participants were students in the College of Arts and Humanities. Thirteen (4.05%) 

participants belonged to the School of Engineering. Ten (3.12%) participants 

belonged to the School of Business. Five (1.56%), two (.62%), and one (.31%) 

participants were students in the College of Education, the School of Architecture, 

Planning and Preservation, and the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 

respectively.  

One hundred and fourteen (40.57%) participants were in a committed 

romantic relationship, and 167 (59.43%) participants were not in a relationship. 

Among those who were not currently in a relationship, 130 (77.84%) participants 

indicated that they plan to get married or be in a committed relationship. Eight 

(4.79%) participants expressed that they do not intend to get married or be in a 

relationship, and 29 (17.37%) participants indicated that they are not sure.  

Two hundred and seventy-eight (98.93%) participants, which is the vast 

majority of the participants, did not have children. Among those who do not currently 

have children, 199 (71.58%) participants indicated that they plan on having children 

in the future. Twenty (7.19%) participants reported that they do not plan on having 

children. Fifty-nine (21.22%) participants were uncertain about their plan regarding 

having children. 
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3.2 Identifying Profiles 

 

I conducted latent profile analysis (LPA) to identify different profiles of 

feminist identity as a function of feminist attitudes, private feminist identification, 

and public feminist identification.1 I conducted LPA using the tidyLPA package in R 

(Rosenberg, Beymer, Anderson, & Schmidt, 2019). The optimal number of profiles 

was assessed based on the following fit statistics: Akaike information criterion (AIC), 

Bayesian information criterion (BIC), consistent AIC (CAIC), sample size-adjusted 

BIC (SABIC), log likelihood (LogLik), Bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT), and 

entropy. The optimal model is characterized by low AIC, BIC, CAIC, SABIC, and 

LogLik values and high entropy value. The entropy value, which ranges from 0 to 1, 

should be larger than .70 for classification accuracy (Berlin, Williams, & Parra, 

2014). The p-value for BLRT, which indicates whether a solution with the k profiles 

significantly improved in fit over a solution with k-1 profiles, should be significant. In 

addition to fit indices, I considered parsimony and interpretability of the emergent 

profiles (Muthѐn, 2003). 

All solutions were fitted under the model in which variances are estimated to 

be equal across profiles and covariances within profiles are fixed to zero (Rosenberg 

et al., 2019). This model (so-called model 1) is highly constrained in that it assumes 

that practically all correlations between variables can be explained by latent group 

 
1 I ran a second LPA that excluded three participants who were 30 or older (they were all graduate 

students), to see if excluding those who are older than the typical graduate students would make a 

difference. I set the cut-off age to 30 based on the typical time it takes to earn both a bachelor’s degree 

(Lewin, 2014; Nadworny, 2019) and a doctoral degree (Kowarski, 2019), which is about twelve years 

in total. The profiles that emerged without these participants were not noticeably different from the 

ones that included these participants. Therefore, the profiles presented in this research were generated 

using data from all participants.  
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membership, but it is also most parsimonious. I decided to use this model because the 

use of model 1 is suggested unless more complex models offer significant model fit 

improvements (Pastor et al., 2007; Rosenberg et al., 2019).   

Table 4 shows fit indices of all tested profile solutions. The p-value for BLRT 

of the 5-profile solution was not significant, indicating that this solution does not 

significantly improve in fit compared to the 4-profile solution. Among the 1-4 profile 

solutions, the 3-profile solution has the lowest BIC and CAIC values, and the 4-

profile solution demonstrates the lowest AIC, SABIC, and LogLik values. The 

entropy values for the 2-4 profile solutions are similar (.82, .78, and .79, 

respectively), and these values indicate good classification accuracy, as they are over 

.70. 

In addition to taking a look at model fit statistics, I followed recommendations 

from Howard, Gagné, Morin, and Van den Broeck (2016) and Gabriel, Campbell, 

Djurdjevic, Johnson, and Rosen (2018). I calculated an elbow plot of the BIC and 

CAIC values of the 1-5 profile solutions, to visualize the gains in model fit with each 

additional profile solution. It is advised to select the profile solution at the point with 

which the slope of the plot flattens (Morin & Marsh, 2015). According to the elbow 

plot (see Figure 2), the slope tapered around the 3-profile solution, suggesting that 

this model has an appropriate fit.  

The 4-profile solution was less optimal than the 3-profile solution, as this 

solution contained conceptually redundant profiles. Among the four profiles 

generated from the 4-profile solution, two profiles were characterized by relatively 

high feminist attitudes and relatively low private and public feminist identification. 
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Moreover, the third and fourth profiles contained a considerably smaller number of 

participants. While the first two profiles include 96 (34.04%) and 112 (39.72%) 

participants, the latter two profiles include 43 (15.25%) and 31 (10.99%) participants. 

Considering theoretical justification, parsimony, and interpretability (Muthѐn, 2003), 

I chose the 3-profile solution over the 4-profile solution. For the visualization of the 

4-profile solution, see Figure 3.  

 

Table 4. Fit indices of the 1-5 profile models based on feminist attitudes, private 

feminist identification, and public feminist identification. 

Number of profiles AIC BIC CAIC SABIC LogLik BLRT (p) Entropy 

1 2505.38 

 

2527.23 

 

2533.23 

 

2508.21 

 

-1246.69 

 

N/A 

 

1 

2 2252.19 

 

2288.61 

 

2298.61 

 

2256.9 

 

-1116.09 

 

p < .01 

 

0.82 

 

3 2184.34 

 

2235.33 

 

2249.33 

 

2190.94 

 

-1078.17 

 

p < .01 

 

0.78 

 

4 2171.42 

 

2236.98 

 

2254.98 

 

2179.9 

 

-1067.71 

 

p < .01 

 

0.79 

 

5 2174.26 

 

2254.38 

 

2276.38 

 

2184.62 

 

-1065.13 

 

p = .35 0.7 

 

 

Notes. The selected model is in boldface. 

AIC Akaike Information Criterion; BIC Bayesian Information Criterion; CAIC 

Consistent Akaike Information Criterion; SABIC Sample size-adjusted Bayesian 

Information criterion; LogLik Log Likelihood; BLRT Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio 

Test   
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Figure 2. Elbow plot of the BIC and CAIC values of the 1-5 profile solutions.   

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. The 4-profile solution: Profiles of women on the dimensions of feminist 

attitudes, private feminist identification, and public feminist identification.  

Attitudes = Feminist attitudes; Private ID = Private feminist identification; Public ID 

= Public feminist identification 

Notes. Attitudes range from 1-6, Private ID and Public ID range from 1-7 
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means above the mid-point (3.5) were classified as relatively high in feminist 

attitudes and means below the mid-point were considered relatively low in feminist 

attitudes. Regarding private and public feminist identification, which were measured 

on a scale from 1 to 7, means higher than the mid-point (4) were considered relatively 

high in private and public feminist identification and means lower than that were 

considered relatively low in private and public feminist identification. The Egalitarian 

profile (N = 57) is characterized by relatively high feminist attitudes (M = 4.21) but 

low private feminist identification (M = 2.4) and public feminist identification (M = 

1.9). The Private feminist profile (N = 120) shows relatively high feminist attitudes 

(M = 4.75) and high private self-identification (M = 4.81) but relatively low active 

participation in feminist activities (M = 3.07). Finally, the Public feminist profile (N = 

105) shows relatively high feminist attitudes (M = 5.16), private feminist 

identification (M = 6.36), and public feminist identification (M = 4.46). This profile is 

characterized by displaying three means above the mid-point of their respective scales 

across all three dimensions. See Figure 4.  
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Figure 4. Profiles of women on the dimensions of feminist attitudes, private feminist 

identification, and public feminist identification.  

Attitudes = Feminist attitudes; Private ID = Private feminist identification; Public ID 

= Public feminist identification 

Notes. Attitudes range from 1-6, Private ID and Public ID range from 1-7 

3.3 Profiles and Outcome Variables  

 

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine 

whether the identified profiles differ in anticipated family-interference-with-work 

(AFIW), willingness to compromise career for family, and career aspirations. Results 

showed that profile membership was not significantly related to AFIW, F (2, 279) = 

1.58, p > .05, ηp
2 = .01. Profile membership was significantly related to willingness to 

compromise career for family, F (2, 279) = 6.00, p = .003, ηp
2 = .04. Two subscales in 

this scale were both significantly associated with profile membership: Profile 

membership was associated with the Considering Children subscale, F (2, 279) = 

4.09, p = .02, ηp
2 = .03, and the Considering Partner subscale, F (2, 279) = 4.87, p < 

.01, ηp
2 = .03. Last but not least, profile membership was also significantly related to 

career aspirations, F (2, 279) = 4.65, p = .01, ηp
2 = .03.  

A Tukey post hoc test revealed that public feminists were significantly 

different from egalitarians in terms of their willingness to compromise career for 

family, p = .004: public feminists’ willingness to sacrifice their career for family (M = 

2.30) was significantly lower than that of egalitarians (M = 2.53). In addition, private 

feminists (M = 2.32) were less willing to compromise their career for family than 

egalitarians, p = .006. However, public feminists and private feminists did not differ 

in terms of their willingness to compromise career for family.  
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When I separated out the subscales, I found similar findings. Compared to 

egalitarians (M = 31.30), public feminists (M = 28.65) demonstrated lower 

willingness to compromise career for children, p = .04. Private feminists (M = 28.50) 

were less willing to compromise career for children than egalitarians, p = .02. 

Furthermore, compared to egalitarians (M = 29.47), public feminists (M = 26.61) 

were significantly less willing to compromise career for partner, p = .02. Private 

feminists (M = 27.12) showed lower willingness to compromise career for partner 

than egalitarians, p = .03.  

In terms of career aspirations, public feminists and private feminists were 

significantly different from each other, p = .046: public feminists (M = 4.03) showed 

higher career aspirations than private feminists (M = 3.86). In addition, public 

feminists displayed higher career aspirations than egalitarians (M = 3.78), p = .018. 

Lastly, private feminists and egalitarians did not differ in terms of career aspirations.   

A chi-square test was used to examine if White women and Women of Color 

(WOC) are significantly different in terms of to which feminist profile they belong. 

Among White women (N = 144), 36 (25%) belonged to the Egalitarian profile, 55 

(38.2%) belonged to the Private feminist profile, and 53 (36.8%) belonged to the 

Public feminist profile. Among WOC (N = 137), 21 (15.3%) belonged to the 

Egalitarian profile, 65 (47.4%) belonged to the Private feminist profile, and 51 

(37.2%) belonged to the Public feminist profile. Chi-square tests indicated that White 

women and WOC are not different in their feminist identity profile membership, X2 

(2, N = 281) = 4.65, p > .05. See Table 5.  
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Table 5. Comparing White women and WOC’s feminist identity profile membership.  

 Egalitarian Private feminist Public feminist 

White women (N = 144) N = 36 (25%) N = 55 (38.2%) N = 53 (36.8%) 

WOC (N = 137) N = 21 (15.3%) N = 65 (47.4%) N = 51 (37.2%) 

X2 = 4.65    

p > .05    

N = 281    
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Chapter 4: Discussion 

4.1 Discussion 

 

I aimed to identify profiles of feminist identity based on feminist attitudes, 

private feminist identification, and public feminist identification. In addition, I 

investigated whether the identified profiles are differentially related to anticipated 

interference-with-work (AFIW), willingness to compromise career for family, and 

career aspirations among women. Using a person-centered approach, a 3-profile 

solution emerged as the best fit of the data: 1) the Egalitarian profile, which is 

characterized by relatively high feminist attitudes but low private and public feminist 

identification, 2) the Private feminist profile, which displays high feminist attitudes 

and high private feminist identification but low public feminist identification, and 3) 

the Public feminist profile, which shows high feminist attitudes, high private feminist 

identification, and public feminist identification. Although feminist identity profile 

membership was not related to AFIW, it was significantly associated with willingness 

to compromise career for family and career aspirations. Consistent with my 

hypotheses, public feminists and private feminists were less willing to compromise 

career for family than egalitarians. Moreover, in line with the predictions, public 

feminists displayed higher career aspirations than private feminists. Furthermore, as 

hypothesized, public feminists showed higher career aspirations than egalitarians.  

One thing of note is that although profiles illustrating egalitarians, private 

feminists, and public feminists emerged from the analysis, a profile that could be 

described as non-feminists (relatively low on all three measures of feminist identity) 
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did not emerge.2 This may be due to high levels of empowerment among young 

women in general. A qualitative study by Horne, Mathews, and Detrie, Burke, and 

Cook (2001), which compared the experiences of women who began to identify as 

feminists during the period of late 1960s and early 1980s and women who started to 

identify as feminists in the late 1990s, showed that the former reported going through 

a phase in their lives in which they passively accepted traditional sex roles and 

believed in male superiority, whereas the latter did not report going through such 

phase. Erchull and colleagues (2009) examined older (Mage = 53.13) and younger 

(Mage  = 20.77) women who scored high in the Synthesis stage (e.g., “I enjoy the pride 

and self-assurance that comes from being a strong female”) of the Downing and 

Roush’s (1985) model of feminist identity development, which is the penultimate 

stage of the model, and asked if they had previously been in prior stages. The study 

found that while approximately 60% of older women reported having been through 

at least one prior stage, less than 40% of younger women reported having been 

through any prior stage. These studies suggest that young women today in general, 

regardless of their feminist self-identification, feel empowered and independent, 

having benefited from the gains made by the second-wave feminist movement in the 

1960s and 1970s.   

Private feminists and public feminists demonstrated lower willingness to 

compromise career for family compared to egalitarians, indicating that feminist self-

identification is negatively related to this outcome variable. The literature on social 

identity suggests that feminist identity may provide feminists the capability to buffer 

 
2 Even in the 4-profile solution, a profile low in all three measures of feminist identity did not emerge. 
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themselves from the negative consequences of sexism (Postmes & Branscombe, 

2002; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002). Perhaps feminist self-identification protects 

feminists from some of the adverse effects of sexism, making them less willing to 

adjust their careers to prioritize the needs of their children. Also, feminists’ 

participation in external attributions of sexism (i.e., the understanding function of 

feminist identity) could be associated with less internalization of societal expectations 

that force women to be primarily responsible for family responsibilities.   

 Although private and public feminists showed lower willingness to 

compromise career for family than egalitarians, they were not distinguishable from 

each other in terms of this outcome variable. One crucial difference between private 

feminist identification and public feminist identification is in active participation in 

feminist activities. Compared to the Private feminist profile, the Public feminist 

profile is characterized by greater engagement in feminist activities. Collective action 

on behalf of the group occurs when a group member acts as a representative of the 

group, and her action is directed at improving the current disadvantaged position of 

the entire group (Wright et al., 1990). Willingness to compromise career for family, 

which refers to the degree to which individuals are willing to adjust their careers to 

satisfy family responsibilities (e.g., working fewer hours, temporarily leaving the paid 

workforce, and quitting one’s job), may not be significantly affected by engagement 

in a power struggle on behalf of the group’s interest. Private feminists were less 

willing to sacrifice their career for family than egalitarians because by holding a 

feminist identity, the values of the group became internalized and influenced their 

self-definition (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994; Turner & Onorato, 1999). 
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In other words, the values of the group greatly affected an individual feminist’s 

attitude towards her own life, which led them to show lower willingness to sacrifice 

career for family compared to those who do not hold this identity. However, their lack 

of engagement in a power struggle on behalf of the group did not have a significant 

effect on their willingness to compromise career for family. This finding may be 

because a woman can be less willing to adjust their career for family and not 

participate in activism on behalf of women at the same time.  

While private feminists and egalitarians did not differ in terms of career 

aspirations, public feminists demonstrated higher career aspirations than the other two 

profiles. Public feminists’ greater commitment to feminism may serve as one 

explanation for this finding. Participating in feminist activities typically involves a 

public declaration of feminist identity (Bay-Cheng & Zucker, 2007). Public 

identification as a feminist may represent a greater commitment to the goals of 

feminism because it shows the willingness to face the stigma of the feminist label 

(Zucker, 2004). Therefore, public self-identification as a feminist may serve as a 

more robust protective factor against expected career hurdles than the private one, 

protecting public feminists from the harmful effects of sexism that thwart women’s 

career aspirations. Second, active participation in feminist activities may explain 

public feminists’ higher career aspirations. The notion of career aspirations directly 

touches on the concept of power. For instance, the scale that was used to assess career 

aspirations in this study (the Career Aspiration Scale–Revised scale; Gregor & 

O’Brien, 2016) measured women’s achievement aspiration (e.g., “Achieving in my 

career is not at all important to me”; reverse-coded), leadership aspiration (e.g., “I 
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plan to rise to the top leadership position of my organization or business”), and 

educational aspiration (“I plan to reach the highest level of education in my field”): 

this scale measures how much women aspire for power. Public feminists’ active 

participation in collective action on behalf of women’s rights suggests that they are 

committed to fighting against the power differentials that negatively affect women, to 

a greater extent than private feminists and egalitarians do. Their desire to fix the 

male-dominant status quo and improve women’s status may have influenced their 

attitudes toward their future careers, in that they aspire for greater power in their 

professional lives.   

 Contrary to predictions, none of the profiles were different in terms of 

anticipated family-interference-with-work (AFIW). Affective forecasting, which 

refers to people’s predictions about their emotional reactions to future events (Wilson 

& Gilbert, 2003), may help explain why AFIW was not a significant outcome 

variable. When people are asked to anticipate their reactions to a future event, they 

should first imagine that event. If people have not experienced the event before, 

constructing a representation of the event becomes challenging. One common error 

they make while imagining an event they have not experienced before is the 

misconstrual error, which refers to inaccurately imagining what the event will entail 

(Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Wilson & Gilbert, 2003). 

Although the reality of juggling career and family can be demanding and chaotic, a 

person may imagine themselves smoothly handling both, without their family 

interrupting their career and vice versa. By failing to realize that a future event may 

not occur in the way they imagine, people are prone to errors in their forecasts about 
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how they will feel and behave (Wilson & Gilbert, 2003). Because most of my 

participants (90.1%) are undergraduate students, it is plausible that they failed to 

realistically imagine their future of taking care of both career and family, leading to 

the profiles not differing in AFIW. Although the other two dependent variables 

(willingness to compromise career for family, career aspirations) also invoke the 

future, they are linked more to the individual’s current values/ desires (e.g., “I will 

select a career that can be put on hold when my children are young”) or current 

aspirations (e.g., “I hope to become a leader in my field”) than they are related to 

emotional reactions to future events, making them less prone to these types of 

forecasting errors. 

 Because applying an intersectionality perspective in research is vital to 

understanding the full experiences of individuals (see Cole, 2009), the present 

research explored whether White women and WOC differ in terms of feminist 

identity profile membership. This study found that they are not distinguishable from 

each other in terms of feminist profile membership. This finding is counter to past 

work that suggests that young women perceive feminism as something that is solely 

inclusive of certain types of women (i.e., White, middle-class women; see DeBlaere 

& Bertsch, 2013; Williams & Wiggins, 2010; Zinn & Dill, 1996). However, the 

results may have been different if the study examined women of multiple racial 

groups (e.g., Asians, Blacks, Hispanics, Whites), as opposed to comparing White 

women and WOC. Due to sample size restrictions, it was not possible to compare 

individual groups of WOC to one another or to White women, in terms of profile 

category membership. Because different groups of WOC experience sexism 
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differently depending on the racial/ethnic groups to which they belong (e.g., Guzman 

& Valdivia, 2004; Lewis & Neville, 2015; Sue et al., 2007), comparing women from 

multiple racial groups may better capture the complexities of the experiences of 

WOC. Future research comparing specific groups of WOC will help elucidate this 

point.  

4.2 Limitations 

 

While exploring whether White women and WOC are different in terms of 

their feminist identity profile membership was a meaningful first step in 

understanding the relationship between WOC and feminism, this way of analysis 

treats WOC as a homogeneous group. As pointed out earlier, WOC go through 

different experiences depending on the racial groups they belong to. To cultivate 

more sophisticated understanding regarding the relationship between WOC and 

feminism, future research would need to recruit a sufficient number of women for 

each racial group, so that they can analyze whether various racial groups are 

differentiated in terms of their relationship to feminist identity.  

 Another limitation is that the participants in this study were mostly 

undergraduate students. Results might have been different if participants were older. 

According to the literature on affective forecasting, accurately constructing a 

representation of a future event is crucial in precisely predicting people’s reactions in 

response to the event (Gilbert et al.,1998; Wilson & Gilbert, 2003). Older women 

may be better at realistically imagining the future of juggling family and career 

compared to younger women, due to greater exposure to similar events around them. 

Increasing the number of older women in the sample may make a difference in 
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AFIW. Moreover, young college students tend to have more favorable attitudes 

toward feminism than older adults. A study that examined attitudes toward feminism 

in college students (Mage = 19) and older adults (Mage = 64.4) found that the former 

demonstrated significantly higher feminist attitudes than the latter (Fitzpatrick 

Bettencourt, Vacha-Haase, & Byrne, 2011). This finding suggests that future research 

examining feminist identity profiles may show different results if the study included a 

higher number of older individuals.  

4.3 Theoretical Implications  

 

To the best of my knowledge, the present research is the first study to use a 

person-centered approach to examine feminist identity. Different from variable-

centered approaches (e.g., correlation, regression), person-centered approaches allow 

the detection of distinct subgroups that show unique patterns within the relevant 

variables (Gabriel et al., 2015). By investigating the potential existence of different 

latent feminist identity profiles that demonstrate unique patterns of feminist attitudes, 

private feminist identification, and public feminist identification, this study 

contributed to the more sophisticated understanding of feminists. Results support the 

benefits of using a person-centered approach to study feminist identity. Specifically, a 

variable-centered approach to this data might have found significant linear effects for 

all three feminist-related variables but would not have been able to show the added 

benefit of having relatively high scores on all three variables versus having relatively 

high scores on one or two. Even a variable-centered model that incorporated two- and 

three-way interaction terms would have likely missed these effects, as it would be 

testing certain combinations of variables that do not characterize a significant number 
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of people in our sample (e.g., someone who was high on public feminist identification 

but low on private feminist identification and feminist attitudes), in addition to being 

underpowered. Researchers examining feminist identity could benefit from using a 

person-centered approach to better understand the configurations of identities women 

hold and how they are related to variables of interest. 

This study also contributes to the literature by distinguishing feminist 

attitudes, private feminist identification, and public feminist identification. Feminist 

attitudes and feminist identity have often been treated as identical constructs in the 

literature (Bay-Cheng & Zucker, 2007; Eisele & Stake, 2008; Fingeret & Gleaves, 

2004; Hurt et al., 2007; Zucker, 2004), which could have contributed to the 

inconsistent findings regarding whether feminist identity is a protective factor to 

some women’s issues. By acknowledging that feminist attitudes and feminist self-

identification are distinct concepts, and by measuring them separately, the present 

study could probe whether feminist identity is a protective factor to women’s career 

aspirations. In addition, I made a distinction between private feminist identification 

and public feminist identification, acknowledging that the outcomes of interest may 

be different depending on the extent to which women participate in collective action 

on behalf of women. By distinguishing self-identification as a feminist and 

participation in feminist activities, the current study contributes to the literature by 

demonstrating that greater involvement in feminist activities is a stronger protective 

factor to women’s career aspirations than mere self-identification as a feminist.    

My theoretical framework for claiming feminist identity as a potential 

protective factor for women’s career aspirations incorporates social identity theory 



 

54 

 

(Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 2004) and the social psychology model of 

politicized collective identity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). I proposed private 

feminist identity as a social identity and public feminist identity as a politicized social 

identity. I claimed that private feminists would have higher career aspirations than 

those who reject the feminist label, because the understanding function offered by 

having a feminist identity (i.e., collective self-understanding that sexism is to be 

blamed for their shared sufferings) may work as a buffer against women’s low career 

aspirations. I also proposed that public feminists will have higher career aspirations 

than private feminists and those who reject the feminist label, as this identity is fully 

politicized. This study suggested that the agency function provided by having a public 

feminist identity (i.e., participation in collective action on behalf of women’s rights) 

is likely to work as a strong buffer against women’s low career aspirations.  

I found that feminist identity is a buffer against women’s willingness to 

compromise career for family, in that the profiles relatively high in private feminist 

identification (Public feminist and Private feminist profiles) showed lower 

willingness to compromise career for family than the profile with relatively low 

private feminist identification (Egalitarian profile). In addition, this study found that 

private feminist identification is not enough when it comes to career aspirations. 

While the Public feminist profile showed higher career aspirations than the Private 

feminist and Egalitarian profiles, the latter two profiles were not different in terms of 

career aspirations.  

The present research also suggests that feminist identity may serve as a 

potential moderator of the relationship between sexism and career aspirations. 
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Although I did not directly measure sexism, I examined career aspirations as 

something that can be partially influenced by experiences/internalization of sexism. 

For example, sexism compels women to be primarily responsible for family 

responsibilities, causing them to choose occupations that require less of a time 

commitment but are also less prestigious and less lucrative. This study found some 

support for the protective role of feminist identity, which suggests that feminist 

identity may work as a potential moderating variable between sexism and career 

aspirations (and variables related to career aspirations). Whereas women who reject 

the feminist label are likely to have lower career aspirations, due to the harmful 

effects of sexism, feminists are expected to demonstrate higher career aspirations 

despite exposure to sexism. Past research has also suggested that feminism can be a 

protective factor against negative behaviors or attitudes associated with exposure to 

sexism (Hurt et al., 2007; Sabik & Tylka, 2006; Snyder & Hasbrouck, 1996), but 

these studies focused mostly on sexism related to sexualization or appearance 

expectations, such as disordered eating and self-objectification. This study advances 

the feminist identity literature by exploring the effects of feminist identity on career-

related cognitions. Future research directly assessing feminist identity as a buffer to 

low career aspirations following sexist events or interactions will be fruitful in 

understanding the extent to which feminist identity plays a role in women’s career-

related achievements.  

 Last but not least, by recruiting nearly half of the participants (48.6%) as 

WOC, this study made efforts to avoid treating women as a homogeneous category. 

Because WOC have different experiences from White women, including a significant 
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number of WOC when conducting research is essential, so that the findings can 

include or speak to WOC. Attending to diversity among women can contribute to the 

nuanced understanding of a category women.  

4.4 Conclusion 

 

Sexism widespread in society continuously conveys the message that women 

should be primarily responsible for family responsibilities. Sexism is one factor that 

can explain why women are overrepresented in careers that have more flexible work 

hours and require less of a time commitment but are less prestigious and less 

lucrative. This study drew upon social identity theory and the social psychology 

model of politicized collective identity to examine feminist identity as a potential 

protective factor against women’s low career aspirations, high anticipated family-

interference-with-work, and high willingness to compromise career for family. The 

present research found that feminist identification is related to lower willingness to 

compromise career for family and greater career aspirations than rejecting the 

feminist label. This study also found that public feminist identification, which was 

measured by engagement in feminist activities, was related to greater career 

aspirations than merely identifying as a feminist. Results from the study reveal that 

women with the highest career aspirations are the women who not only identify as 

feminists but also actively engage themselves in collective action on behalf of 

women.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Anticipated Work-Family Conflict Scale (Westring & Ryan, 2011) 

Thinking about your future job and the family that you plan to have in the future, 

please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements. Your 

ratings should range from 1 (showing that you strongly disagree with the 

statement) to 5 (showing that you strongly agree with the statement).  

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree 

Time-Based Family-Interference-with-Work  

1. The time I will spend on family responsibilities will often interfere with my work 

responsibilities.  

2. The time I will spend with my family will often cause me not to spend time in 

activities at work that could be helpful to my career.  

3. I will have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I will have to spend on 

family responsibilities. 

Strain-Based Family-Interference-with-Work  

1. Due to stress at home, I will often be too preoccupied with family matters at work.  

2. Because I will often be stressed from my family responsibilities, I will have a hard 

time concentrating on my work.  

3. Tension and anxiety from my family life will often weaken my ability to do my 

job. 

Behavior-Based Family-Interference-with-Work 

1. The behaviors that will work for me at home will not be effective at work.  

2. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at home will be counterproductive 

at work.  

3. The problem-solving behavior that will work for me at home will not be as useful 

at work. 
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Appendix B 

The Planning for Career and Family Scale (Ganginis Del Pino et al., 2013) 

The following are a number of statements that reflect the extent to which you think 

about your future family when deciding on a career. Rate the degree to which you 

agree or disagree with each statement using the following scale.   

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Agree 

4 = Strongly Agree 

 

1. Any career that I will select must enable me to be home when my children come 

home from school.  

2. Any relationship that I am in will need to realize that my career plans come first. 

(reverse-coded)  

3. I will have a career with flexible hours so that I can be home for the children I plan 

to have. 

4. I will make my career plans independently of what my partner might need. 

(reverse-coded)  

5. I will select a career that can be put on hold when my children are young.  

6. I will give up some of my career goals for my relationship. 

7. Having quality time for raising children will be the most important consideration in 

my career choice. 

8. I will never change my career plans for a relationship. (reverse-coded)  

9. When considering a future career, I will look for a job that will allow me the 

flexibility of being able to stay at home when my children are sick or out of school. 

10. I will take a job that I find less satisfying if it means having more time for my 

partner.  

11. My future career will allow me to have time off in the summer so I can be with 

my children.  

12. When selecting a career, I will take a lesser paying job if it means I am able to 

prioritize my relationship.  

13. When planning for my career, I will think about how much energy I will have for 

my children. 

14. Taking a less demanding job to have more energy for my partner will not be an 

option. (reverse-coded) 
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15. I will find a career where I do not have to work full-time after I have children. 

16. My career choice will be based on my goals, not on my ability to balance work 

and love. (reverse-coded)  

17. Future parenting responsibilities will be an important factor in making my career 

plans.  

18. The wishes of my partner will not figure into my career plans. (reverse-coded)  

19. I will select a career that allows me to slow down after I have children.  

20. Having a fulfilling career will be very important to me, even at the expense of 

future responsibilities to my partner. (reverse-coded) 

21. I will not plan my career around future parenting responsibilities. (reverse-coded)  

22. When selecting a career, I will consider the needs of my partner.  

23. When choosing a career, I will think about whether the workload will hinder my 

ability to care for my children. 

24. Having a satisfying relationship is not as important as picking a career I love. 

(reverse-coded)                           

Considering Children Scale items: 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23 

Prioritizing and Compromising for Partner Scale items: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 

20, 22, 24 

Odd numbered items: Sum responses to each item to get Considering Children Scale. 

Higher score represents considering your future children when making career plans.  

Even numbered items: Sum responses to each item to get Considering Partner Scale. 

Higher score represents considering your future partner when making career plans.  
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Appendix C 

The Career Aspiration Scale–Revised (CAS-R) Scale (Gregor & O’Brien, 2016) 

In the space next to the statements below please circle a number from “0” (not at 

all true of me) to “4” (very true of me). If the statement does not apply, circle “0”. 

Please be completely honest. Your answers are entirely confidential and will be 

useful only if they accurately describe you.  

0 = Not at all true of me 

1 = Slightly true of me 

2 = Moderately true of me 

3 = Quite a bit true of me 

4 = Very true of me 

 

1. I hope to become a leader in my career field.   

2. When I am established in my career, I would like to train others.  

3. I do not plan to devote energy to getting promoted to a leadership position in the 

organization or business in which I am working.  

4. I want to be among the very best in my field.  

5. Once I finish the basic level of education needed for a particular job, I see no need 

to continue in school.  

6. My work accomplishments will make a significant difference to others.  

7. Becoming a leader in my job is not at all important to me.  

8. I would feel unfulfilled if I ever stopped learning about my field.  

9. When I am established in my career, I would like to manage other employees.  

10. I plan to reach the highest level of education in my field.  

11. I want to have responsibility for the future direction of my organization or 

business.  

12. I want my work to have a lasting impact on my field.  

13. I will be content to stay at the entry level of my career.  

14. I aspire to have my contributions at work recognized by my employer.  

15. I would like to motivate others in my organization or business.  

16. I will pursue additional training in my occupational area of interest.  
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17. My main source of satisfaction in my life will come from achievements in my 

career.  

18. I will always be knowledgeable about recent advances in my field.  

19. Attaining leadership status in my career is not that important to me.  

20. Being outstanding at what I do at work is very important to me.  

21. I know I will work to remain current regarding knowledge in my field.  

22. I hope to move up to a leadership position in my organization or business.  

23. I will attend conferences annually to advance my knowledge.  

24. I want to be a nationally known leader in my field.  

25. If I have a choice, I will not spend my time or money on continuing education 

courses.  

26. I know that I will be recognized for my accomplishments in my field.  

27. Even if not required, I would take continuing education courses to become more 

knowledgeable.  

28. I would pursue an advanced education program to gain specialized knowledge in 

my field.  

29. Achieving in my career is not at all important to me.  

30. Being one of the best in my field is not important to me.  

31. I plan to obtain many promotions in my organization or business.  

32. Every year, I will prioritize involvement in continuing education to advance my 

career.  

33. I plan to rise to the top leadership position of my organization or business.  

Achievement Aspiration items: 4, 6, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20, 26, 29, 30, 31  

Leadership Aspiration items: 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 11, 15, 19, 22, 24, 33  

Educational Aspiration items: 5, 8, 10, 16, 18, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 32  

Reverse Scored Items: 3, 5, 7, 13, 19, 25, 29, 30  
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Appendix D 

Attitude and Ideology Scale (LFAIS; Morgan, 1996), 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).  

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree  

4 = Somewhat agree 

5 = Agree 

6 = Strongly agree 

1. Although women can be good leaders, men make better leaders. (reverse-c

oded) 

2. Women in the U.S. are treated as second-class citizens. 

3. A woman should have the same job opportunities as a man. 

4. Men should respect women more than they currently do. 

5. Doctors need to take women’s health concerns more seriously. 

6. Women are already given equal opportunities with men in all important 

sectors of their lives. (reverse-coded) 

7. Women have been treated unfairly on the basis of their gender through 

most of human history. 

8. Women should be considered as seriously as men as candidates for the 

Presidency of the United States. 

9. Many women in the work force are taking jobs away from men who need 

the jobs more. (reverse-coded) 

10. Women can best overcome discrimination by doing the best that they can 

at their jobs, not by wasting time with political activity. (reverse-coded) 
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Appendix E 

The Centrality subscale in the In-Group Identification Scale (Leach et al., 2008) 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).  

1 = Strongly disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Somewhat disagree 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Somewhat agree 

6 = Agree 

7 = Strongly agree 

 

1. I often think of myself as a feminist. 

2. Being a feminist is an important part of my identity. 

3. Being a feminist is an important part of how I see myself. 
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Appendix F 

The Involvement in Feminist Activities scale (IFAS; Szymanski, 2004) 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 

(Very untrue of me) to 7 (Very true of me).  

1 = Very untrue of me 

2 = Untrue of me 

3 = Somewhat untrue of me 

4 = Neutral 

5 = Somewhat true of me 

6 = True of me 

7 = Very true of me 

1. I write to politicians and elected officials concerning feminist/women’s issues. 

2. I educate others about feminist/women’s issues. 

3. I participate in feminist demonstrations, boycotts, marches, and/or rallies. 

4. I attend conferences/lectures/classes/training on feminist/women’s issues. 

5. I attend feminist organizational, political, social, community, and/or academic  

activities and events.   

6. I am involved in antiracist work. 

7. I am active as a feminist in political activities.  

8. I am involved in research, writing, and/or speaking about feminist/women’s  

issues.  

9. I am involved in organizations that address the needs of other minority groups  

(e.g., lesbians, gay men, and bisexual people, people of color, people with  

disabilities). 

10. I am involved in planning/organizing feminist events and activities.  

11. I vote for political candidates that support feminist/women’s issues. 

12. I donate money to feminist/women’s groups or causes. 

13. I look for learning opportunities related to feminism.  

14. I am a member of one or more feminist/women’s organizations and/or groups. 

15. I read feminist literature. 
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16. I am a member of one or more feminist listserves or other online feminist  

communities.   

17. I actively participate in feminist organizational, political, social, community,  

and/or academic activities and events.  
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Appendix G 

 

Gender:  

Woman 

Man 

Other (Please specify)  __________________ 

Do you consider yourself to be transgender?:  

Yes  

No 

Age:               years old 

Race: 

African American 

American Indian 

Asian/Asian American 

Biracial/Multiracial 

Hispanic, Latina 

White, non-Hispanic 

Other (Please specify)                     

Sexual orientation:  

Heterosexual (Straight) 

Homosexual (Lesbian) 

Bisexual 

Asexual 

Prefer not to answer  

Other (Please specify)                 

Major:   

Year in college:  

First year undergraduate 

Second year undergraduate 

Third year undergraduate 

Fourth year undergraduate 

Beyond fourth year undergraduate 
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First year Master’s  

Second year Master’s  

Beyond second year Master’s  

First year Ph.D  

Second year Ph.D 

Third year Ph.D 

Fourth year Ph.D 

Fifth year Ph.D 

Beyond fifth year Ph.D 

Educational goal: 

Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BA, BS) 

Master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, Med) 

Professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM) 

Doctorate (e.g., PhD, EdD) 

Other (Please specify)  

What is your career goal? What is the occupation you hope to achieve? (Please 

specify) 

Relationship status:  

Single (never-married)  

Single (divorced)  

Single (widowed)  

In a relationship  

Living with partner  

Married  

Married (separated)  

Are you in a committed romantic relationship?: 

Yes 

No  

⚫ If in a relationship:  

How long have you been romantically involved with your current 

partner? 
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____ Years  

How committed are you to your romantic relationship?           

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all 

committed 

slightly moderately quite a bit extremely 

committed 

 

How much does your partner support your desires to work? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all 

supportive 

slightly moderately quite a bit extremely 

supportive 

⚫ If single:  

Do you plan to get married/be in a committed relationship?   

_____Yes       _____ No     _____ Uncertain 

Do you have children? 

Yes          

No   

(If Yes) How many?  

(If Yes) What are their ages?    ______    ______    ______    ______    ______  

(If No) Do you plan on having children? 

_______ Yes         _______ No       _______ Uncertain 
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