Supplementary Material
Study 1: Gender Collective Identity and Sexism Toward Women and Men
Sexism Toward Men - Dimensional Structure Assessment
To assess the underlying number of factors, we first conducted a parallel analysis with 10,000 simulations. The actual eigenvalues for the first five factors were as follows: 12.20, 1.02, 0.92, 0.68, 0.65, while the eigenvalues for the simulated factors were: 1.22, 1.19, 1.16, 1.14, 1.11. Thus, a one-factor model is preferred over different factorial solutions. The overall model fit of the one-factor model was good (χ2=1212.87(209), p < .001, CFI = .924, RMSEA = .057 [.053, .060], SRMR = .036, BIC = 82757.44) and the strength of the standardized factor loadings (Table S1) was good as well (range: .59-.80). While the fit of the two-factor model was better (χ2=843.25(188); p < .001, CFI = .951, RMSEA = .048 [.045, .051], SRMR = .027, BIC = 82184.61), the second factor was loaded only by three items and the covariance between latent factors equalled ρ = 79, suggesting high multicollinearity between factors. The internal consistency of the scale was excellent (α = .96) and the item-total correlations were suggesting high consistency as well. Thus, the one factorial model could be deemed as a more parsimonious, and thus – a preferred solution. Item content, standardized factor loadings and item-total correlations are depicted in Table S1. Additionally, Table S3 contains the item content in Polish and English for the Ambivalence Toward Men inventory. Finally, Table S4 includes the item content in both Polish and English for all the remaining measures assessed in Study 1, i.e. Gender Collective Narcissism, Gender In-group Identification, and Ambivalent Sexism Toward Women with its two subscales: Benevolent and Hostile Sexism.
Table S1
Sexism Toward Men Scale - Item Content, Standardized Factor Loadings, and Item-Total Correlations, Study 1 (22-item version; asterisked items form the 5-item short version administered in Study 2)
	Item Content
	λ
	Item-total correlation

	1. Men never let women voice their opinions because they think women are more stupid than men.
	.77
	.74

	2. Men don’t think with their heads but with their penises.*
	.78
	.76

	3. Men are nice to women only because they want to use them.*
	.79
	.77

	4. Even if they don’t know anything about a given topic, men are always first to lecture women about it.
	.75
	.74

	5. After a failure, men wallow in self-pity for a long time instead of just pulling themselves together.
	.75
	.74

	6. All wars are the result of men’s reckless decisions.
	.59
	.58

	7. No matter how hard they try, men are unable to take care of the family members’ emotions.
	.76
	.74

	8. No man can distinguish fuchsia from violet.
	.59
	.58

	9. Men will always fight women for more power in society.
	.70
	.69

	10. Men are too devoid of emotions to truly love.
	.74
	.72

	11. When a man loses to a woman, he immediately aims to debase her.*
	.78
	.76

	12. In general, men form romantic relationships only with those women who obey them.
	.76
	.74

	13. Men are afraid of strong and independent women, because they see them as a threat to themselves.
	.70
	.69

	14. If women didn’t take care of men, as they do daily, men would’ve been done for a long time ago.*
	.80
	.78

	15. Men wouldn’t cope with managing a house if it wasn’t for women.
	.74
	.73

	16. Behind every strong man, there is a strong woman.
	.60
	.60

	17. Men never remember what they’re supposed to buy, so women must write them a list in advance.
	.73
	.72

	18. If it weren’t for women, men would only make snap decisions.*
	.79
	.77

	19. If a man is supposed to dress the child for nursery in the morning, he needs to have all the clothes laid out earlier because otherwise, he won’t know what to put on the child.
	.70
	.70

	20. When the man does the cleaning, the woman always needs to clean up after him.
	.69
	.68

	21. Basically, most men act like children.
	.76
	.75

	22. Men are unable to restrain their sexual drive.
	.75
	.73


Note. Items marked with an asterisk form the five-item short version of the Sexism Toward Men Scale administered in Study 2.
Table S2
Sexism Toward Men Scale – original items in Polish, Study 1 (asterisked items form the 5-item short version administered in Study 2)
	Item Content
	λ
	Item-total correlation

	1. Mężczyźni nigdy nie dają kobietom dojść do głosu, bo uważają je za głupsze od siebie.
	.77
	.74

	2. Mężczyźni nie myślą głową, tylko penisem.*
	.78
	.76

	3. Mężczyźni są mili dla kobiet tylko dlatego, że chcą je wykorzystać.*
	.79
	.77

	4. Nawet gdy nie mają wiedzy na dany temat, mężczyźni są zawsze pierwsi do pouczania kobiet.
	.75
	.74

	5. Po poniesionej porażce mężczyźni długo użalają się nad sobą zamiast po prostu wziąć się w garść.
	.75
	.74

	6. Wszystkie wojny są winą bezmyślnych decyzji mężczyzn.
	.59
	.58

	7. Mężczyźni nie są w stanie zadbać o emocje członków rodziny, choćby nie wiadomo jak się starali.
	.76
	.74

	8. żaden mężczyzna nie potrafi rozróżnić fuksji od fioletu.
	.59
	.58

	9. Mężczyźni zawsze będą walczyć z kobietami o większą władzę w społeczeństwie.
	.70
	.69

	10. Mężczyźni są nazbyt wyzbyci z emocji, by prawdziwie kochać.
	.74
	.72

	11. Gdy mężczyzna przegrywa z kobietą, natychmiast dąży do jej upodlenia.*
	.78
	.76

	12. Mężczyźni z reguły wiążą się wyłącznie z takimi kobietami, które są im posłuszne.
	.76
	.74

	13. Mężczyźni boją się silnych i niezależnych kobiet, bo postrzegają je jako zagrożenie dla siebie.
	.70
	.69

	14. Gdyby kobiety nie dbały o mężczyzn tak, jak to robią na co dzień, ci już dawno by zginęli.*
	.80
	.78

	15. Mężczyźni nie poradziliby sobie sami z prowadzeniem domu, gdyby nie kobiety.
	.74
	.73

	16. Za każdym silnym mężczyzną stoi silna kobieta.
	.60
	.60

	17. Mężczyzna nigdy nie pamięta, co ma kupić, więc kobieta musi mu wcześniej zrobić listę.
	.73
	.72

	18. Gdyby nie kobiety, mężczyźni podejmowaliby same nieprzemyślane decyzje.*
	.79
	.77

	19. Jeśli to mężczyzna ma rano ubrać dziecko do przedszkola, to trzeba mu wcześniej naszykować ubranka, bo inaczej nie będzie wiedział, co ma dziecku założyć.
	.70
	.70

	20. Kiedy mężczyzna sprząta, to kobieta zawsze musi po nim poprawić.
	.69
	.68

	21. W zasadzie większość mężczyzn zachowuje się jak dzieci.
	.76
	.75

	22. Mężczyźni nie są w stanie pohamować swojego popędu seksualnego.
	.75
	.73


Note. Items in Polish are presented in the same order as the items in English in Table S1. Items marked with * form the short                       version of the Sexism Toward Men Scale.
Table S3
Ambivalence Toward Men Inventory (Full 20-Item Version) – Items in Polish and English, Study 1 Only
	
	Item Content in Polish
	Item Content in English

	B
	Nawet jeżeli dwoje partnerów pracuje, to kobieta powinna wykazywać się większą opiekuńczością wobec mężczyzny w domu.
	Even if both work, woman should take care of man at home.

	B
	Mężczyźni są głównie potrzebni do tego, aby zapewnić kobietom bezpieczeństwo finansowe.
	Men are mainly useful to provide financial security for women.

	B
	Kobiety powinny opiekować się swoimi mężczyznami w domu, ponieważ mężczyźni nie poradziliby sobie sami.
	Woman should take care of man at home, else he’d fall apart.

	B
	Mężczyźni są bardziej skłonni narażać się na niebezpieczeństwo, aby chronić innych.
	Men are more willing to risk self to protect others.

	B
	Mężczyźni są bardziej skłonni podejmować ryzyko niż kobiety.
	Men are more willing to take risks than women.

	B
	Mężczyźni rzadziej tracą głowę w sytuacji zagrożenia niż kobiety.
	Men are less likely to fall apart in emergencies.

	B
	Każda kobieta potrzebuję partnera, który będzie ją kochał.
	Every woman needs a male partner who will cherish her.

	B
	Kobieta nigdy nie będzie w pełni spełniona w swoim życiu jeśli nie będzie zaangażowana w długotrwały związek z mężczyzną.
	Woman is never fulfilled without romantic relationship.

	B
	Każda kobieta powinna mieć mężczyznę, którego kocha.
	Every woman ought to have a man she adores.

	B
	Kobiety bez mężczyzn pozostają niespełnione.
	Women are incomplete without men.

	H
	Mężczyźni zawsze będą walczyć o większą władzę w społeczeństwie niż kobiety.
	Men will always fight for greater control in society.

	H
	Nawet mężczyźni, którzy twierdzą, że są wrażliwi na prawa kobiet, tak naprawdę chcą tradycyjnego związku w domu, z kobietą opiekującą się dziećmi i dbającą o dom.
	Even sensitive men want traditional relationships.

	H
	Większość mężczyzn głosi gołosłowne deklaracje o równouprawnieniu kobiet, ale nie potrafi znieść kobiety jako równego partnera.
	Men pay lip service to equality, but can’t handle it.

	H
	W zasadzie większość mężczyzn zachowuje się jak dzieci.
	Most men are really like children.

	H
	Mężczyźni pogubiliby się w tym świecie, gdyby nie było kobiet, które ich prowadzą.
	Men would be lost without women to guide them.

	H
	Mężczyźni zachowują się jak dzieci, kiedy są chorzy.
	Men act like babies when they are sick.

	H
	Większość mężczyzn, kiedy ma władzę nad kobietami napastuje je seksualnie, choćby w subtelny sposób.
	When in positions of power, men sexually harass women.

	H
	Mężczyzna, który jest seksualnie zainteresowany kobietą zazwyczaj nie ma żadnych moralnych oporów, aby zrobić wszystko co konieczne by zaprowadzić ją do łóżka.
	Men have no morals in what they will do to get sex.

	H
	Gdy mężczyźni „pomagają” kobietom, to najczęściej próbują przy tym udowodnić, że są od kobiet lepsi.
	When men “help” women it is to prove they are better.

	H
	Mężczyźni zazwyczaj próbują dominować w rozmowach z kobietami.
	Men usually try to dominate conversations with women.


Note. B – Benevolence Toward Men, H – Hostility Toward Men.
Table S4
Gender Collective Narcissism, Gender In-group Identification, and Ambivalent Sexism (Abbreviated 10-Item Version) – Items in Polish and English, Studies 1 and 2
	Measure
	Item Content in Polish
	Item Content in English

	CNGEN
	Gdyby kobiety/mężczyźni miały/mieli więcej do powiedzenia na świecie, świat byłby o wiele lepszym miejscem.
	If women/men had a major say in the world, the world would be a much better place.

	CNGEN
	Kobiety/Mężczyźni zasługują na specjalne traktowanie.
	Women/men deserve special treatment.

	CNGEN
	Nie spocznę, dopóki kobiety/mężczyźni nie spotkają się z uznaniem, na jakie zasługują.
	I will never be satisfied until women/men get the recognition they deserve.

	CNGEN
	Niewielu ludzi rozumie, jak ważne/ważni są kobiety/mężczyźni.
	Not many people seem to fully understand the importance of women/men.

	CNGEN
	Naprawdę złości mnie, gdy inni krytykują kobiety/mężczyzn.
	It really makes me angry when others criticize women/men.

	IDGEN
	Mam wiele wspólnego z innymi kobietami/mężczyznami.
	I have a lot in common with other women/men.

	IDGEN
	Ogólnie bycie kobietą/mężczyzną to ważna część tego, kim jestem.
	In general, being a woman/man is an important part of my self-image.

	IDGEN
	Ogólnie czuję się dobrze, gdy myślę o sobie jako o kobiecie/mężczyźnie.
	Generally, I feel good when I think about myself as a woman/man.

	BS
	Ludzie nie są naprawdę szczęśliwi, jeśli nie są w związku uczuciowym z osobą przeciwnej płci.
	People aren’t truly happy without being romantically involved with a member of the other sex.

	BS
	Bez względu na swoje osiągnięcia zawodowe, mężczyzna nie jest całością bez miłości kobiety.
	No matter how professionally accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless he has the love of a woman.

	BS
	Każdy mężczyzna powinien mieć partnerkę, którą adoruje.
	Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores.

	BS
	W porównaniu do mężczyzn, kobiety mają bardziej wyrafinowany gust i poczucie dobrego smaku.
	Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good taste.

	BS
	Kobiety powinny być wielbione i chronione przez mężczyzn.
	Women should be cherished and protected by men.

	HS
	Z chwilą, gdy kobieta zdobędzie mężczyznę, zazwyczaj próbuje trzymać go „krótko”.
	Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash.

	HS
	Kiedy kobiety przegrywają z mężczyznami w uczciwej rywalizacji, zwykle narzekają, że są dyskryminowane.
	When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being discriminated against.

	HS
	Kobiety wyolbrzymiają problemy, które mają w pracy.
	Women exaggerate problems they have at work.

	HS
	Kobiety zbyt łatwo się obrażają.
	Women are too easily offended.

	HS
	Przejmując kontrolę nad mężczyznami, kobiety dążą do zdobycia władzy.
	Women seek to gain power by getting control over men.


Note. CNGEN – Gender Collective Narcissism, IDGEN – Gender In-group Identification, BS – Benevolent Sexism, HS – Hostile Sexism.
Testing the Measurement Invariance of Study Variables, Study 1
	To test the measurement invariance, we estimated three nested models: configural (same pattern of fixed/free loadings), metric (equal factor loadings), and scalar (equal loadings and item intercepts) for all variables. We tested measurement invariance across gender (men: n = 718, women: n = 786), estimated with maximum likelihood (ML) in Mplus. We calculated these models separately for gender collective narcissism and gender in-group identification, ambivalent sexism, ambivalence toward men, and sexism toward men. We relied on decision rules of ΔCFI ≥ -.01, ΔRMSEA ≤ .015, and ΔSRMR ≤ .030 for metric invariance, with ΔSRMR ≤ .015 for scalar invariance (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).
	Gender Collective Narcissism and Gender In-group Identification. The configural model showed acceptable fit, χ²(38) = 152.44, RMSEA = .063, CFI = .983, TLI = .975, SRMR = .031, indicating that the basic two-factor structure was similar across women and men. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) did not significantly worsen model fit relative to the configural model, Δχ²(6) = 11.13, p = .085; fit indices remained comparable (metric: χ²(44) = 163.57, RMSEA = .060, CFI = .982, TLI = .977, SRMR = .038). Thus, metric invariance was supported, suggesting that the items relate to the latent factors similarly across gender.
In contrast, adding equality constraints on item intercepts (scalar invariance) substantially worsened model fit (scalar: χ²(50) = 285.75, RMSEA = .079, CFI = .965, TLI = .960, SRMR = .061). The scalar model differed significantly from the metric model, Δχ²(6) = 122.18, p < .001, and changes were stronger than established criteria. Therefore, scalar invariance was not supported, implying that at least some item intercepts differ across gender and that observed mean differences may not reflect latent mean differences.
Ambivalent Sexism. The configural model (same two-factor structure in both groups) showed acceptable fit, χ²(68) = 363.08, RMSEA = .076, CFI = .950, TLI = .934, SRMR = .042. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) yielded χ²(76) = 379.15, RMSEA = .073, CFI = .949, TLI = .939, SRMR = .048; although the χ² difference test versus the configural model was statistically significant, Δχ²(8) = 16.07, p = .041, changes in approximate fit indices were small (ΔCFI = -.001; ΔRMSEA = -.003; ΔSRMR = .006), supporting metric invariance under commonly used decision rules. 
The scalar model (equal loadings and intercepts) produced χ²(84) = 441.67, RMSEA = .075, CFI = .940, TLI = .935, SRMR = .053, with a significant χ² difference relative to the metric model, Δχ²(8) = 62.52, p < .001; however, changes in approximate fit indices again remained within recommended cutoffs for scalar invariance (ΔCFI = -.009; ΔRMSEA = +.002; ΔSRMR = .005). Taken together, these results support configural, metric, and scalar invariance of the benevolent and hostile sexism measures across gender, indicating that the constructs are measured comparably in women and men and permitting meaningful comparisons of latent means; in the scalar model (women reference group), men showed higher latent means for both benevolent sexism (M = 0.24, SE = 0.05, p < .001) and hostile sexism (M = 0.41, SE = 0.05, p < .001).
	Ambivalence Toward Men. The configural model showed poor overall fit, χ²(338) = 3487.70, RMSEA = .111, CFI = .791, SRMR = .076, suggesting that the hypothesized two-factor structure does not reproduce the observed covariance structure well in either group. Next, imposing metric invariance (equal factor loadings across gender) produced very similar fit, χ²(356) = 3524.78, RMSEA = .109, CFI = .790, SRMR = .079. Although the χ² difference test was statistically significant, Δχ²(18) = 37.08, p = .005, changes in approximate fit were negligible (ΔCFI = .001; ΔRMSEA = -.002; ΔSRMR = .003), which is supportive of metric invariance under commonly used decision rules.
When additionally constraining item intercepts to equality (scalar invariance), model fit deteriorated, χ²(374) = 3728.30, RMSEA = .109, CFI = .777, SRMR = .081; the scalar model was significantly worse than the metric model, Δχ²(18) = 203.52, p < .001, and the decrement in CFI exceeded the usual cutoff (ΔCFI = .013 > .01). Thus, full scalar invariance was not supported, whereas metric invariance was broadly supported by incremental-fit criteria. Given the poor absolute fit already at the configural level (CFI < .90; RMSEA > .10), these invariance conclusions should be interpreted cautiously.
Sexism Toward Men. The configural model (same one-factor structure in both groups) showed acceptable fit, χ²(418) = 2415.78, RMSEA = .080, CFI = .910, TLI = .900, SRMR = .040. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) yielded χ²(439) = 2453.22, RMSEA = .078, CFI = .909, TLI = .904, SRMR = .045; although the χ² difference test versus the configural model was statistically significant, Δχ²(21) = 37.44, p = .015, changes in approximate fit indices were small (ΔCFI = −.001; ΔRMSEA = −.002; ΔSRMR = +.005), supporting metric invariance under commonly used decision rules. 
The scalar model (equal loadings and intercepts) produced χ²(460) = 2644.79, RMSEA = .079, CFI = .901, TLI = .901, SRMR = .049, with a significant χ² difference relative to the metric model, Δχ²(21) = 191.57, p < .001; however, changes in approximate fit indices again remained within recommended cutoffs for scalar invariance (ΔCFI = -.008; ΔRMSEA = +.001; ΔSRMR = +.004). Taken together, these results support configural, metric, and scalar invariance of the Sexism Toward Men scale across gender, indicating that the construct is measured comparably in women and men and permitting meaningful comparisons of latent means; in the scalar model (women reference group), men showed a lower latent mean on sexism toward men (M = -0.35, SE = 0.04, p < .001).
Study 2: Sexism as a Mediator Between Gender Collective Identity and Support for Gender Discriminatory Laws
Table S5 includes item content in Polish and English for the Gender Discriminatory Laws Measure.
Table S5
Gender Discriminatory Laws – Items in Polish and English, Study 2
	Items in Polish
	Items in English

	Decyzja o włączeniu dziecka do jakiejkolwiek wspólnoty religijnej będzie zależała wyłącznie od ojca dziecka.
	The decision to include the child in a religious community will belong solely to the father.

	Decyzja o włączeniu dziecka do jakiejkolwiek wspólnoty religijnej będzie zależała wyłącznie od matki dziecka.
	The decision to include the child in a religious community will belong solely to the mother.

	W przypadku rozpadu związku (np. rozwodu czy separacji), to mężczyzna będzie przejmował całość praw rodzicielskich.
	In case of a couple’s break-up (divorce or separation), the man will take over all parental rights.

	W przypadku rozpadu związku (np. rozwodu czy separacji), to kobieta będzie przejmowała całość praw rodzicielskich.
	In case of a couple’s break-up (divorce or separation), the woman will take over all parental rights.

	Decyzja ojca o zaszczepieniu bądź niezaszczepieniu dziecka będzie ostateczna, bez możliwości odwołania się od niej prawnie przez matkę dziecka.
	The father’s decision to vaccinate the child is final and the mother will not be entitled to a legal appeal.

	Decyzja matki o zaszczepieniu bądź niezaszczepieniu dziecka będzie ostateczna, bez możliwości odwołania się od niej prawnie przez ojca dziecka.
	The mother’s decision to vaccinate the child is final and the father will not be entitled to a legal appeal.



Testing the Measurement Invariance of Study Variables, Study 2
	As in Study 1, we tested the measurement invariance by estimating three nested models: configural (same pattern of fixed/free loadings), metric (equal factor loadings), and scalar (equal loadings and item intercepts) for all variables. We tested measurement invariance across gender (men: n = 560, women: n = 582), estimated with maximum likelihood (ML) in Mplus. We calculated these models separately for gender collective narcissism and gender in-group identification, ambivalent sexism, sexism toward men, and gender discriminatory laws. We relied on decision rules of ΔCFI ≥ -.01, ΔRMSEA ≤ .015, and ΔSRMR ≤ .030 for metric invariance, with ΔSRMR ≤ .015 for scalar invariance (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).
	Gender Collective Narcissism and Gender In-group Identification. The configural model (same two-factor structure in both groups) showed good fit, χ²(38) = 145.15, RMSEA = .070, CFI = .977, TLI = .966, SRMR = .043. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) yielded χ²(44) = 164.70, RMSEA = .069, CFI = .974, TLI = .967, SRMR = .053; although the χ² difference test versus the configural model was statistically significant, Δχ²(6) = 19.56, p = .003, changes in approximate fit indices were small (ΔCFI = -.003; ΔRMSEA = -.001; ΔSRMR = .010), supporting metric invariance under commonly used decision rules. 
The scalar model (equal loadings and intercepts) produced χ²(50) = 212.27, RMSEA = .075, CFI = .965, TLI = .961, SRMR = .063, with a significant χ² difference relative to the metric model, Δχ²(6) = 47.56, p < .001; however, changes in approximate fit indices again remained within recommended cutoffs for scalar invariance (ΔCFI = -.009; ΔRMSEA = .006; ΔSRMR = .010). Taken together, these results support configural, metric, and scalar invariance of gender collective narcissism and gender in-group identification across gender, indicating that the constructs are measured comparably in women and men and permitting meaningful comparisons of latent means; in the scalar model (women reference group), men showed lower latent means for both gender collective narcissism (M = −0.77, SE = 0.05, p < .001) and gender in-group identification (M = −0.20, SE = 0.05, p < .001).
	Ambivalent Sexism. The configural model (same two-factor structure in both groups) showed acceptable fit, χ²(68) = 431.11, RMSEA = .097, CFI = .923, TLI = .898, SRMR = .060. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) yielded χ²(76) = 462.33, RMSEA = .094, CFI = .918, TLI = .903, SRMR = .069; although the χ² difference test versus the configural model was statistically significant, Δχ²(8) = 31.22, p < .001, changes in approximate fit indices were small (ΔCFI = -.005; ΔRMSEA = -.003; ΔSRMR = .009), supporting metric invariance under commonly used decision rules.
The scalar model (equal loadings and intercepts) produced χ²(84) = 489.82, RMSEA = .092, CFI = .914, TLI = .908, SRMR = .068, with a significant χ² difference relative to the metric model, Δχ²(8) = 27.50, p < .001; changes in approximate fit indices again remained within recommended cutoffs for scalar invariance (ΔCFI = -.004; ΔRMSEA = -.002; ΔSRMR = -.001). Taken together, these results support configural, metric, and scalar invariance of benevolent and hostile sexism across gender in Study 2, indicating that the constructs are measured comparably in women and men and permitting meaningful comparisons of latent means; in the scalar model (women reference group), men showed higher latent means for both benevolent sexism (M = 0.31, SE = 0.06, p < .001) and hostile sexism (M = 0.56, SE = 0.05, p < .001).
Sexism Toward Men. In the initial one-factor invariance series (without correlated residuals), the configural model showed poor fit, χ²(10) = 366.13, RMSEA = .250, CFI = .876, TLI = .753, SRMR = .065. Imposing equality constraints on factor loadings (metric invariance) yielded χ²(14) = 394.76, RMSEA = .218, CFI = .868, TLI = .811, SRMR = .072; the χ² difference test versus the configural model was statistically significant, Δχ²(4) = 28.63, p < .001, with changes in approximate fit indices of ΔCFI = -.008, ΔRMSEA = -.032, and ΔSRMR = .007, indicating that the baseline measurement model was misspecified and that strict conclusions about invariance were not warranted at this stage. Inspection of modification indices indicated substantial dependence between fourth (“If women didn’t take care of men…”) and fifth (“If it weren’t for women…”) items in both groups, therefore this residual covariance was freed in subsequent models. Such a change is justified because these items involve men being dependent on women and are conditional statements about a lack of self-sufficiency of men.
With the covariance between these items specified in both groups, the configural model fit improved markedly and was acceptable, χ²(8) = 37.26, RMSEA = .080, CFI = .990, TLI = .975, SRMR = .017. The metric model (equal loadings) produced χ²(12) = 61.18, RMSEA = .085, CFI = .983, TLI = .972, SRMR = .056, and differed significantly from the configural model, Δχ²(4) = 23.92, p < .001; changes in approximate fit indices were ΔCFI = -.007, ΔRMSEA = .005, and ΔSRMR = .039, suggesting that full metric invariance was not fully supported. Accordingly, partial metric invariance was tested by freeing the loading of the fourth item (“If women didn’t take care of men…”) in the male group (Byrne et al., 1989); this yielded χ²(11) = 55.68, RMSEA = .084, CFI = .984, TLI = .972, SRMR = .046, with Δχ²(3) = 18.42, p < .001 versus the configural model and small changes in approximate fit (ΔCFI = -.006, ΔRMSEA = .004, ΔSRMR = .029). 
Adding intercept constraints on top of this partial metric solution (partial scalar invariance) resulted in χ²(15) = 85.22, RMSEA = .091, CFI = .976, TLI = .968, SRMR = .049; although the χ² difference test versus the partial metric model was significant, Δχ²(4) = 29.55, p < .001, changes in approximate fit indices remained within commonly used cutoffs (ΔCFI = -.008; ΔRMSEA = .007; ΔSRMR = .003). Taken together, these results support configural invariance and partial metric and partial scalar invariance of the sexism toward men measure across gender in Study 2, permitting cautious comparisons of latent means; in the partial scalar model (women reference group), men showed a lower latent mean on sexism toward men (M = -0.54, SE = 0.06, p < .001).
Gender Discriminatory Laws. Because three pairs of items measuring laws discriminating men and women were nearly identical in wording (differing only in the target group), we specified correlated residuals for the corresponding item pairs in both groups to account for shared method variance. The configural model (same two-factor structure in both groups) showed good fit, χ²(10) = 46.19, RMSEA = .080, CFI = .992, TLI = .977, SRMR = .018. Constraining factor loadings to equality (metric invariance) yielded χ²(14) = 54.76, RMSEA = .071, CFI = .992, TLI = .982, SRMR = .026; the χ² difference test was not significant, Δχ²(4) = 8.57, p = .073, and changes in approximate fit indices were negligible (ΔCFI = .000; ΔRMSEA = -.009; ΔSRMR = .008), supporting metric invariance.
Imposing equality constraints on both loadings and intercepts (scalar invariance) produced χ²(18) = 71.60, RMSEA = .072, CFI = .989, TLI = .981, SRMR = .028. Although the χ² difference test relative to the metric model was significant, Δχ²(4) = 16.84, p = .002, changes in approximate fit indices remained within commonly used cutoffs (ΔCFI = -.003; ΔRMSEA = .001; ΔSRMR = .002), supporting scalar invariance. Accordingly, latent mean comparisons were interpreted in the scalar model (women reference group): men reported lower perceived laws discriminating men (M = -0.18, SE = 0.05, p = .001) and did not differ from women in perceived laws discriminating women (M = -0.03, SE = 0.05, p = .548).
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