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Abstract

Segregation is the separation of people based on group membership. Segregation has
many negative effects on socio-demographic outcomes such as employment status,
educational attainment (Fang et al., 1998; Lee, 2004), and mental health (Lee, 2009). In Israel
in 2023, the subject of gender separation became a sensitive matter, since in the religious
parties, gender separation is part of the religious life. Previous research has shown that
sexism is considered less serious than racism (Cowan & Hodge, 1996; Czopp & Monteith,
2003). The reason for this is that gender stereotypes tend to be more prescriptive than race
stereotypes. Prescriptive stereotypes are beliefs about how people should act, compared to
descriptive stereotypes which are beliefs about how people typically act (Fiske and
Stevens,1993). More so, the differences between the sexes are seen as rooted in nature
(Crompton & Lyonette, 2005). In this study, we wanted to concentrate on segregation as a
form of discrimination. There are three types of segregation analyzed in this research:
exclusion, asymmetrical separation (not equal), and symmetrical separation (separate but
equal). The main hypothesis of this study was that asymmetrical separation would be more
tolerant in gender segregation but not in the race condition. In the study, 155 participants
answered the questionnaire. The participants were randomly assigned to one of three types of
groups (race, gender, age). All participants read three scenarios discussing three types of
segregation (exclusion, asymmetrical separation, and symmetrical separation). The results of
the research have confirmed that gender asymmetrical separation was considered more
legitimate than race separation. Gender inequality is very much a part of our society and we
hope that this research will make people more aware of the situation and will want to act for a

change.



Introduction

You go to a concert, and upon arrival, you see two lines of entry. The line on the right
is for women only, and the line on the left is for men only. Now imagine the same scenario,
but this time the line on the right is for white people only, and the line on the left is for black
people only. Do you feel the same about both scenarios? Both stories describe segregation
between two groups. In the first example, the distinction is gender-based and in the second it
is race-based. The current research aims to test whether people react differently to different
types of group-based segregations and to uncover the reasons underlining such potential
differences.

Research on types of prejudice shows that sexism is perceived as less severe than
racism. In a study conducted by Czopp & Monteith (2003), people were told to imagine a
scenario where they are engaging in a subtle behavior that could be considered a biased
response, either racially biased or gender biased. For example, imagine that you
automatically assume that a white actor should play the role of a doctor over a black actor,
and your partner tells you: “That’s racially biased.”. When people were confronted with this
type of (hypothetical) racism, they felt more guilt and discomfort than when confronted with
the same scenario, involving gender bias. More so, people showed greater acceptance of
relevant confrontation when confronted with racism rather than sexism (Gulker et al., 2013).
In a different study people who heard ethnic hate speech rated it as more offensive than sexist
hate speech, and overall racist behavior was evaluated as more offensive than sexist behavior
(Cowan & Hodge, 1996). Even racist jokes are considered more offensive than sexist jokes
(Woodzicka et al., 2015). Rodin, Price, Bryson, and Sanchez (1990) found that the exclusion
and derogation of Blacks by Whites was evaluated as more prejudiced than the very same
discrimination of women by men. In a study conducted among Asian women, they were

found to report experiencing more depression during an experience of racism, than sexism.



They were also reported to have perceived more racism than sexism in their environment
(Remedios et al., 2012).

In considering what might account for the different ways racism and sexism are being
perceived, Fiske and Stevens (1993) suggested that gender stereotypes tend to be more
prescriptive than race stereotypes. Prescriptive stereotypes are beliefs about how people
should act, compared to descriptive stereotypes which are beliefs about how people typically
act. An example of a prescriptive stereotype, according to past research, women are supposed
to be communal and avoid dominance (Koenig, 2018). Because gender stereotypes contain a
powerful prescriptive component, people might expect women to conform to gender
stereotypes (i.e., warm, nurturing) more than they expect black people to conform to racial
stereotypes (i.e., lazy, criminals) (Fiske and Stevens, 1993).

More so, gender stereotypes are more likely to be perceived as true, because of the
unique roles that women have (as spouses and mothers) which reinforce views of women as
communal other-oriented, and nurturant, thus legitimizing sexist attitudes (Czopp &
Monteith, 2003). In addition, the biology of sex creates a situation that is unique and different
from other in-group-out-group relationships (Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001). The biological
differences between men and women's reproductive systems are undeniable — which can
make the inequality between men and women seem ‘natural’, as suggested by perceptions of
gender essentialism. According to gender essentialist views, the differences between the
sexes are rooted in nature and therefore women are not constrained by norms and inequalities
of condition (Crompton & Lyonette, 2005). Moreover, the US civil rights movements have
strengthened social norms against racism (Cowan & Hodge, 1996), by removing the two
most prominent means of reproducing racial inequality: state-sanctioned segregation and
explicit discrimination (Harris & Lieberman, 2015). As a result, creating a stronger taboo

against racism than the taboo against sexism (Czopp & Monteith, 2003).



Previous research on the way people perceive sexism versus racism, focused on
specific forms of discrimination such as jokes, hate speech, and confrontation. In this study,
we would like to focus on segregation as a form of discrimination and examine whether this
form also replicates prior work proving that segregation based on gender would seem more
legitimate than segregation based on race.

Segregation as a form of discrimination

Segregation is the separation of people based on group membership. Groups can be
segregated by gender, race, age, nationality, and more. Furthermore, segregation can have
different forms, which vary in the extent to which they involve discrimination (Tirosh, 2022).
The most lenient type of separation involves an equal division of groups (separate but equal).
For example, a show where all the men sit on the right side of the theater and all the women
sit on the left side. However, in practice, separation is rarely equal and often results in
asymmetrical division (Tirosh, 2022). For example, a show where all the men sit in the front
of the theater and all the women sit in the back. The third and most blatant type of separation
is exclusion. Exclusion occurs when there is a prevention of a certain group from
participating in certain activities, thus the group is excluded from a certain sphere (Silver,
2007). For example, going to a show that only men are allowed into.

Segregation has negative effects on many levels. African-Americans living in
segregated neighborhoods have a higher risk for negative socio-demographic outcomes such
as employment status and educational attainment (Fang et al., 1998; Lee, 2004). Segregation
also influences mental health. Neighborhood residential segregation is positively associated
with depressive symptoms and anxiety among minority groups (Lee, 2009). In most cases,
the segregation is asymmetrical, where the segregated group has less space, less budget, and
fewer opportunities. Moreover, when segregation happens in asymmetrical conditions, it

emphasizes the belief that the groups are not only different from each other, but also that one



group is less important than the other group, and therefore deserves different treatment
(Tirosh, 2022).

Concerning racial segregation, most people agree that racial differences are largely
socially structured. This is entirely a product of the way that people think about human
differences (Andreasen, 2000). Social constructionism is the belief that social categories are
developed by humans rather than natural reasons (Schudson & Gelman, 2023). However, due
to biological differences between men and women, when gender separation occurs, there is
an assumption that men and women are different and therefore need to be separated. This
claim gives a legalized excuse for separation. The law in Israel, for example, permits
separation by gender in some cases. In cases of symmetrical separation, the ruling often does
not see it as “illegal” and enables the separation to occur. Contrary to that, asymmetrical
separation is legally banned, and exclusion is agreed upon, legally and normatively, to be
considered discrimination (Tirosh, 2022).

In the current research, we consider three types of separation: exclusion, symmetrical
separation, and asymmetrical separation. Based on the above, we expect that people will not
approve of exclusion regardless of which group is being excluded (e.g., women, blacks, or
older people), and that separation that is symmetrical will be accepted much more (even in
the case of race). Our key predictions pertain to the asymmetrical condition. We expect that
in the case of race, asymmetrical separation will be considered problematic to the same extent
as exclusion, while in the case of gender, asymmetrical separation will be viewed with much
more acceptance than exclusion (and as accepted as symmetrical separation). We further
include a case of age segregation for exploratory purposes.

The current research
The current research aimed to investigate tolerance towards segregation, and how it

varies between different outgroups. We expect that in the case of race, asymmetrical



separation will be considered problematic to the same extent as exclusion, while in the case
of gender, asymmetrical separation will be viewed with much more acceptance than
exclusion (and as accepted as symmetrical separation). We further include a case of age
segregation for exploratory purposes.

Method
Participants

155 participants answered the questionnaire. Mean age of 28.58 (M=28.58, SD=6.37,
age range: 18-55). 2/3 were female (n=108) and the rest male (n=47). In regards to martial
statutes, almost 60% are single, the rest are married (37%), divorced (2.6%), or other (2.6%).
97% of participants are Jewish (n=149), and most are non-religious (63%). 82% are working,
part or full-time, and most receive less than average wage (58%).

A Priori Power Analysis was conducted using G*power version 3.1.9.4, for sample
size estimation, based on data from past research, which compared sexism to racism. The
effect size estimated for this research was 0.15. With a significance criterion of a=0.05 and
power=0.90, the minimum sample size needed with this effect size is N=138. We thus aimed
to get N=150 valid responses, 50 participants in each condition.

Participants were recruited via the snowball method through Facebook, WhatsApp,
etc. In addition, psychology students at Reichman University were recruited and received
credit points for participation.

Materials and Measures
Consent form

The object of the consent form is to let the participants know the content of the
survey, the procedure, and their right to leave at any point. The participants were asked to
read the form and agree to participate in the survey by pressing: “I agree.”

Scenarios



To test our predictions, participants read three scenarios that varied in types of
segregation (exclusion, asymmetrical and symmetrical separation). Between subjects, they
were randomly assigned to one of three types of segregated groups (women / elderly /
Ethiopian). We held the content of the scenario constant and varied the group experiencing
the segregation. For example:

Exclusion- Yoav, 35, Tel-Aviv: “In the neighborhood where I live, they opened a new
community center. One of the programs that were offered to new members was Journalism in
the New Age. The room that was assigned for the program was too small to contain all the
new members, so it was decided to limit the enrolment to the program for men only.”

Symmetrical segregation- Yanay, 25, a student at Reichman University: “The
university offered CPR training for all the students. Too many students signed up, so it was
decided to split the course into two classrooms. In one class there was training for all the
men, and in the second classroom, there was training for the women.*

Asymmetrical segregation- Raz, 40, Ramat-Gan: “In the neighborhood where I live,
they decided to hold an Independence Day event for the residents of the neighborhood. The
police had to make two lines at the entrance to the event so there could be order. At the front
entrance was a line for men, and at the side entrance was a line for women.*

The scenarios were shown in two different orders of appearance (exclusion-
asymmetrical separation-symmetrical separation/ symmetrical-asymmetrical-exclusion).
Measures

After each scenario, the participants answered 7 questions. All items used a scale of 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The questions were divided into 3 scales.

First was a scale of perceived legitimacy (a=0.94). Two questions about their
acceptance of the solution presented in the scenario (“Does the solution above seem

legitimate to you?”, “Do you agree with the solution?”), Two questions about how frustrated



they were with the solution (“How upset does the solution above make you?”, “Does the
solution make you feel uncomfortable?”), and a question about how offensive they thought
the solution was (“Does the solution seem offensive to you?””). Questions 3,4 and 5 were
reversed. A higher score means more legitimate.

Second is willingness to act, which consists of one question, “Are you willing to act
for change?”. A higher score means more willingness to act.

Third is feeling of surprise which consists of one question “Does this solution surprise
you?”. Higher scores mean more surprised.

Sociodemographic questionnaire - The questionnaire collected data on the participants
including age, gender, family status, religious level, political views, and more.

At the end of the survey, participants were clarified that the scenarios were fake and
invented for the research.

Results

Preliminary Analysis

A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to determine the effect of the order of
appearance with type of group and type of segregation on the dependent measures. A 3-level
analysis was conducted, and a significant interaction was found between the order of
appearance and type of segregation (F (2,312) =3.304, p=0.04). Follow up tests revealed that
exclusion was perceived as less legitimate when it appeared last, after separation (M=1.62)
relative to when it appeared first (M=2.33). Given that the order did not affect views of the
asymmetrical scenario we did not analyze it further, as the asymmetrical condition was our

main interest. Correlations among all dependent variables are shown in Table 1.



Table 1: Correlations among variables

1 2 3
1. Perceived
Legitimacy
2. Willingness ~ 0.89**
to act
3. Surprised 0.54**  (0.54**
** p=0.01

Dependent Measures

A mixed-model ANOVA was performed to evaluate the effects of the type of group
(between-subjects) and segregation type (within-subjects), on the dependent measure of
perceived legitimacy. The means for perceived legitimacy are presented in Figure 1. We
found a main effect for both types of independent variables, where age-based segregation
(across segregation types) was perceived as most legitimate, (F(2,159)=35.86, p<0.001) and
symmetrical segregation as most legitimate (F(1,159)=60.70, p<0.001). There was also a
significant interaction (F(2,4) = 27.66, p <0.001). In the exclusion conditions, as expected,
there were no significant differences between groups, and discrimination among all groups
was perceived illegitimate to a similar extent. However, for both separation conditions, both
symmetrical and asymmetrical, there were significant differences between all groups. Ageism
was seen as more legitimized than gender, and gender as more legitimized than race. All

pairwise comparisons were significant.



Figure 1: Findings from a Mixed-model ANOVA on perceived legitimacy
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The results of the second set of simple effects examined differences within each type
of group. These effects indicated that as expected, in the race condition, there were no
significant differences between the asymmetrical and exclusion conditions, and both were
perceived as non-legitimate. However, in the gender and age conditions, there was a
significant difference between asymmetrical and exclusion, such that asymmetrical

segregation was perceived as significantly more legitimate than exclusion.

A mixed-model ANOVA was performed to evaluate the effects of the type of group
(between-subjects) and segregation type (within-subjects), on willingness to act. The means
for willingness to act are presented in Figure 2. We found a main effect for both types of
groups, where the most willingness to act was in race across all types of segregation,
(F(2,159)=31.01, p<0.001) and for context, where the most willingness to act was in
exclusion across all groups types (F(1,159)=42.22, p<0.001). There was also a significant

interaction (F(2,4) = 19.98, p <0.001).
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A simple effect analysis was performed to understand the interaction better. The
means are presented in Figure 2. Results showed that in the exclusion conditions, as
expected, there were no significant differences between groups, and there was willingness to
act in all groups. However, in separation conditions, both symmetrical and asymmetrical,
there were significant differences between all groups. There is most willingness to act in the

race condition, followed by the gender condition, and least in the age condition.

Figure 2: Findings from a Mixed-model ANOVA on willingness to act
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The results of the second set of simple effects examine differences within each type of
group. These effects indicated that as expected, in the race condition, there were no
significant differences between the asymmetrical and exclusion conditions, and the
willingness to act was the same in both conditions. However, in gender and age, there was a
significant difference between the asymmetrical and exclusion conditions. In the

asymmetrical condition, people are less willing to act compared to the exclusion condition.
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A mixed-model ANOVA was performed to evaluate the effects of the type of group
(between-subjects) and segregation type (within-subjects), on the surprise measure. Results
are presented in Figure 3. We found a main effect for both types of group, where the most
surprising was in race across all segregation conditions, (F(2,159)=7.18, p=0.001) and for
context, where the most surprising was in exclusion across all types of groups
(F(1,159)=16.27, p<0.001). There was a significant interaction, as there were differences in
how surprising the act was between at least two groups (F(2,4) = 9.3, p<0.001). The means
are presented in Figure 3. In the exclusion conditions, as expected, there were no significant
differences between groups, i.e. no significant difference in level of surprise between groups.
However, in separation conditions, both symmetrical and asymmetrical, there were
significant differences between groups. The most surprising was in the race condition, then

age and gender.

Figure 3: A mixed-model ANOVA of the surprise measure
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Results of the second set of simple effects examining differences between each type
of group indicated that as expected, in the race condition, there is no significant difference
between asymmetrical and exclusion, both equally surprising. However, in the gender
condition, there was a significant difference between asymmetrical and exclusion,
asymmetrical being less surprising than exclusion. In the age condition, there was no
significant difference between asymmetrical and exclusion, contrary to the other dependent

measures.

Discussion

The current research aimed to investigate tolerance towards segregation, and how it
varies between different outgroups. We expected that in the case of race, asymmetrical
separation would be considered as problematic to the same extent as exclusion, while in the
case of gender, asymmetrical separation would be viewed with much more accepted than
exclusion (and as accepted as symmetrical separation). Participants read three scenarios
showing three types of segregation- exclusion, asymmetrical separation, and symmetrical
separation. As expected, in the case of exclusion, there were no significant differences
between groups. Participants viewed the exclusion as non-legitimate, surprising, and were
willing to act to change the situation, regardless of the excluded group. However, Separation
elicited different reactions depending on the context. Separation by race, symmetrical or
asymmetrical, was non-legitimate. In the case of gender, asymmetrical separation was
perceived as more legitimate than exclusion, and less than symmetrical separation, which is
considered most legitimate. The same results were shown in willingness to act and surprise.
In race were always willing to act and surprised about the act. however, in gender
asymmetrical separation was more surprising and people were less willing to act than

exclusion, and symmetrical separation was least surprising and least willing to act.
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These results are consistent with previous research that has found that sexism is taken
less seriously than racism (Cowan & Hodge, 1996; Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Woodzicka et
al., 2015). The most interesting finding is that symmetrical separation is perceived as
legitimate in the gender case. The law in Israel permits separation by gender in some cases. In
cases of symmetrical separation, the ruling often does not see it as “illegal” and enables the
separation to occur (Tirosh, 2022). During the time this study was conducted, early 2023, the
general elections in Israel resulted in the most right-wing government Israel ever had, with
the most observant Jewish members. The subject of gender separation became a sensitive
matter, since in the religious parties, gender separation is part of the religious life. However,
surprisingly, even though in day-to-day life secular Jews seem opposed to such separation,
research results show otherwise. In this research, most of the participants were non-religious,

and yet found non-equal separation (asymmetrical), to be legitimate.

Separation in any form has a negative effect on individuals, on the status and
educational level (Lee, 2004), and on mental health (Lee, 2009). More often than not,
separation is asymmetrical which emphasizes the belief that one group is less important than
the other group. Separation also leads to discrimination between groups. In a study conducted
by Enos & Celaya (2018), participants looked at 16 human faces, half were African-
American, and half were white. One face was racially ambiguous. When the faces were
segregated, white faces seemed whiter, and black faces were blacker. Thus, the segregation
emphasized the differences between groups. Segregation often leads to categorization, which
in turn creates stereotypes and discrimination. When segregation occurs between groups, the
differences between intergroup individuals are minimized, and outgroup members often
expect individuals to fit into a “typical” category. Thus, when women are segregated, this can
lead to a greater expectation to fit into stereotypical women attributes, thus minimizing

individual differences between women in today's society.



14

In the case of age, there were interesting results. Ageism was put in the study for
exploratory purposes. In all dependent measures, age was perceived as the most legitimate,
least surprising, with least willingness to act. Gender and age operate in the same fashion, as
biological characteristics are associated with socially ascribed attributes (Chonody, 2016),
and yet ageism is more legitimate. The difference between age and gender is that gender is
considered fluid, and can be changed. However, age is consistent and cannot be altered, and
the biological differences are harder to ignore. More so, in general, as you get older you
require more assistance, therefor a separation based on age, can be viewed as beneficial and

not discriminated against. Further research should investigate this finding.

The present research has some limitations. First is the lack of variety in participants.
2/3 of the participants were women, almost 100% were Jewish, and more the 50% were
white. Further research should ensure equal representation of majority and minority
participants and control association to the group when analyzing the results. Another
limitation of our research was that we did not include control conditions that would allow for
a baseline comparison. For example, we could have written a scenario in which there was a

thought of preventing a current group from entering, and in the end, everyone was included.

To my knowledge, this was the first research conducted using segregation as a form
of discrimination between groups. As our results are compatible with previous research,
future research should continue investigating this line of results, duplicating the results with
different populations, as noted in the limitations. Future research should also add a control
scenario for a baseline. As suggested previously, it will be interesting to further explore the
results about ageism. Lastly, mediators such as sexism, social dominance, and essentialism,

should be added on to try and explain the findings, as our research was exploratory.
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Today, with #metoo and the awareness of feminism and equality, you would think
that sexism is history. However, this research shows that unfair treatment towards women is
still not considered discriminatory and wrong and that it still exists. Our job is to become

more aware of this situation, not legitimize it, and act towards real equality.
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