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Perceptions of Gender Bias in the Utah Workplace

Utah has one of the highest economic growth rates in the na-
tion,! and the ability to attract, retain, and provide positive
workplace environments for women will be critical for future
growth and success. However, Utah ranks as one of the worst
states for women’s equality in many areas, including wages,
education, health, and political empowerment.? For example,
Utah is 46th out of 50 states in the disparity between the per-
centage of full-time working women who hold executive po-
sitions (0.8%) and the percentage of full-time working men
who hold executive positions (2.1%).3 In actual numbers,
4,500 more men in Utah hold executive positions than
women. It is critical to understand what obstacles stand in the
way of closing gender gaps such as this so that Utah’s work-
force and economy can thrive and meet its potential.

One set of obstacles relates to “gender bias,” a term used to
describe various barriers embedded in workplace cultures that
disadvantage women, either overtly (e.g., harassment) or cov-
ertly (e.g., policies that inadvertently benefit men more than
women).* Biases may be rooted in expectations around gen-
der roles—what behaviors are considered appropriate for men
and women in different settings—that developed through so-
cietal conditioning.’ Unconscious gender bias can be espe-
cially difficult to identify, as it is frequently part of organiza-
tional systems and processes that developed over time (e.g.,
performance evaluations that reward stereotypically male cri-
teria).® Additionally, men and women may perceive the same
situations or behaviors differently, which makes gender bias
difficult to address.

Study Background

To better understand how Utah women and men perceive gen-
der bias in the workplace, an online survey was administered
through Qualtrics between October and November 2022.7
Study participants were recruited through a variety of ways,
with efforts made to collect responses from individuals with
diverse views about gender equality. The author reached out
via social media and word of mouth to professional contacts;
diversity, equity, and inclusion representatives; and human
resource representatives in Utah organizations. The author
also contacted consultants who reached out through their net-
works, and the survey link was distributed through Utah
Women & Leadership Project networks as well.

All participants completed the same 15 demographic ques-
tions (e.g., gender, age, religion, education, years of work).
Depending on their response to the gender question, partici-
pants were then asked to complete the original Gender Bias
Scale (GBS)?® developed for women or a modified GBS
adapted for men.’ Both versions included 47 items, and

participants were asked to rate each item on a Likert scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The original
version asks women to rate their perceptions and experiences
of gender bias in the workplace. The adapted version asks
men to rate their observations and perceptions of women ex-
periencing gender bias in the workplace. Two examples of
analogous questions for women and men are as follows:

Original GBS for Women:

e [ have to work harder than my male colleagues for the
same credibility.

o [ feel welcome while attending social events with my
male colleagues.

Adapted GBS for Men:!?

e In my workplace, women work harder than their male
colleagues for the same credibility.

e In my workplace, women feel welcome while attending
social events with their male colleagues.

Previous statistical analyses have demonstrated that the 47
items can be grouped into six higher-order factors of gender
bias (and 15 lower-order factors):'! 1) male privilege (glass
cliff, male culture, and two-person career structure), 2) dis-
proportionate constraints (constrained communication, con-
strained career choices, and unequal standards), 3) insuffi-
cient support (exclusion, lack of mentorship, and lack of
sponsorship), 4) devaluation (lack of acknowledgement and
pay equity), 5) hostility (Queen Bee Syndrome and workplace
harassment), and 6) acquiescence (self-silencing and self-
limiting behavior). Definitions are provided in Appendix A.
This study investigated the following research questions:

1) What are women’s experiences and perceptions of gen-
der bias in the Utah workplace?

2) How do men perceive women’s experiences of gender
bias in the Utah workplace?

Characteristics of Survey Participants

The sample included 119 participants: 72.2% were women
and 27.8% were men. The higher percent of women respond-
ents is likely a result of the survey being communicated pre-
dominantly though women’s groups in Utah. The inherent
equality of variance issue with the smaller subsample of men
was accounted for in the statistical analyses.

Most respondents were White (83.8%), had lived in Utah
more than 5 years (78.2%), and were parents (73.1%), with
57.9% having daughters. The majority were managers
(73.9%) who worked for international organizations based in
Utah (86.5%) that had 500-10,000 employees (67.2%). How-
ever, 68.1% had never worked outside of Utah.
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Table 1 summarizes other demographic data. Most respond-
ents (83.3%) were under the age of 50. As expected, 56.3%
of respondents were members of The Church of Jesus-Christ
of Latter-day Saints, the predominant religion in Utah; 25.2%
indicated they were not religious.

Table 1: Participant Demographics

%

Age
20-30 26.1%
3140 26.1%
41-50 31.1%
51-65 15.1%
65+ 1.6%
Religion
Latter-day Saint 56.3%
Catholic 5.0%
Other 10.9%
Non-Religious 25.2%
Did Not Say 2.5%
Education
High School 12.6%
Associate Degree 5.8%
Bachelor’s Degree 42.8%
Master’s Degree (BA) 32.7%
Doctorate Degree 5.8%
Employment Length
2 Years or Less 32.7%
3-5 Years 21.8%
6-10 Years 21.0%
More Than 10 Years 24.3%

The GBS results are reported as follows, in four major sec-
tions: 1) differences by gender, 2) differences by age, 3) dif-
ferences by religious affiliation, and 4) comparison of Utah
findings to other data.

Differences by Gender

Gender differences were analyzed for each GBS item.!? The
data is summarized in Figures la and 1b by presenting the
mean ratings for the 15 lower-order factors. Specific item
findings are discussed in the narrative that follows. Higher
means indicated greater recognition, perception, or awareness
of a particular aspect of gender bias.'3 Typically, men’s mean
ratings were lower than women’s mean ratings for the same
factor. Women’s overall GBS mean was 3.0, and men’s over-
all GBS mean was 2.4. Item standard deviations for women’s
ratings ranged from 0.9 to 1.6; item standard deviations for
men’s ratings were similar and ranged from 0.8 to 1.5. There
were several areas where men’s and women’s mean responses
notably differed. Items under male privilege showed the larg-
est gender differences, followed by devaluation and dispro-
portionate constraints.
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Figure 1a: Perception of Gender Bias by
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Devaluation included items about lack of acknowledgement
and salary inequality. Women were significantly more likely
to agree with statements about “being interrupted by men
when speaking” (56.0% of women agreed; 57.0% of men dis-
agreed), “finding it difficult to gain support for ideas” (41.0%
of women agreed; 51.0% of men disagreed), and “being taken
for granted that women would help male colleagues™ (57.0%
of women agreed; 67.0% of men disagreed). On items about
salary inequality, women were significantly more likely than
men to perceive that women made less than male counterparts
(72.0% of women agreed, 51.0% of men neither agreed nor
disagreed), and that women made less than a male predeces-
sor (62.0% of women agreed; 45.0% of men neither agreed
nor disagreed).

Women also perceived disproportionate constraints existing
in the workplace. Women were significantly more likely to
perceive that unequal standards existed, such as being more
scrutinized than their male counterparts, being expected to
work harder for the same credibility, and being expected to
be more nurturing. Additionally, women and men perceived
communication differently, with women feeling constrained
in their communication. Women felt like they needed to be
mindful of their communication style, such as when they were
exercising authority: 86.0% of women agreed with this item
and 60.0% of men disagreed. Women also felt their ideas
were taken more seriously when repeated by men: 77.0% of
women agreed with this item, while 54.0% of men disagreed.
Among women, 70.0% agreed that they downplayed their ac-
complishments at work, while 45.0% of men disagreed that
this was the case. Interestingly, women were significantly less
likely to indicate that their career choices were constrained by
gender norms. Men rated items about this subfactor higher.

Utah women and men were more similar in some ratings of
insufficient support. Men and women similarly rated items
about whether women lack mentoring and lack female men-
tors. Women had significantly higher ratings than men on
items asking whether women lacked sponsorship for promo-
tion or recommendations for advancement; however, the
means for both men and women were below the midpoint of
the scale. Utah women reported exclusion from events and
social activities, but men did not concur with this assessment:
for example, 56.0% of women agreed with the statement that
“men socialized without women,” while 51.0% of men disa-
greed that this was the case.

Results of the acquiescence and hostility factors also showed
some common perceptions between men and women. Men’s
and women’s ratings indicated that Utah women did not see
themselves as self-silenced or self-limited; 54.0% of women
and 45.0% of men agreed that women speak up about chal-
lenges. Additionally, 59.0% of women and 45.0% of men dis-
agreed that “women turned down opportunities if they felt un-
qualified,” suggesting a certain level of empowerment among
Utah women. There were no significant differences between
men and women on the GBS survey items about the hostility
subcategories of Queen Bee and Harassment.

Differences by Age

The data were split into age groups to compare perceptions of
gender bias across the adult lifespan. Groups comprised both
men and women as follows: 20-30 years old (n = 31), 31-40
years (n=31), 41-50 years old (» =37) and 51 years or older
(n = 20). The biggest trend observed was that individuals in
the youngest age group had significantly lower scores com-
pared to individuals in the middle age group. The 20-30-year-
old age group did not perceive as much gender bias in the
workplace as the 41-50-year-old group did. This may suggest
that because younger individuals more recently joined the
workforce, they have not observed or experienced all aspects
of gender bias, they have perceived the same experiences dif-
ferently from the older group, or they have experienced less
bias. Two exceptions to this trend appeared: compared to the
middle age group, the younger age group had significantly
higher ratings about lacking a leader who sponsored them for
promotion and about not advocating for women’s rights at
work.

Differences by Religion

Utah is in the top quarter of most religious US states.'* To see
if religious affiliation affected perceptions of gender bias,
men and women who reported being affiliated with The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and the Catholic
Church (n = 72; religious group) were compared to men and
women who reported no affiliation (n = 30, non-religious
group). The biggest trend was that the religious group had
significantly lower mean scores, reflecting more disagree-
ment with the statements compared to the non-religious
group. In other words, the religious group was less likely to
recognize or express awareness of workplace gender bias than
the non-religious group was.

Comparison of Utah Findings to Other Data

One limitation of the present study was the small sample size,
particularly the subsample of men. A comparison was con-
ducted to assess whether the present results were consistent
with findings from two previous studies.!> Data from men in
the present study were compared to data from a global study
that included more than 300 men in diverse industries.'® The
Utah study findings were similar to the global study findings:
Utah men’s overall mean scores on the adapted GBS were
slightly lower than the mean scores for global men (2.4 vs.
2.6). Table 2 (on the next page) shows whether Utah men’s
ratings were slightly lower, the same, or slightly higher in all
subcategories.

Data from women in this study were also compared to pub-
lished data for women leaders.!” Overall, Utah women’s
scores coincided with the data for women leaders (see Figures
2a and 2b on the next page), providing some evidence that
perceptions and experiences of gender bias are similar across
contexts and geographical locations. The overall mean survey
score from the published data for women leaders and this re-
search was 3.0.
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Table 2: Mean Ratings for
Utah Men Versus Global Men®

Global Men

Male Privilege

Glass CIiff 1.7< 1.9

Male Culture 2.6= 2.6

Two-Person Career Structure 1.8> 1.4
Disproportionate Constraints

Constrained Communication 24< 2.7

Constrained Career 28< 2.9

Unequal Standards 22< 2.7
Insufficient Support

Exclusion 2.1< 2.4

Lack of Mentorship 2.6< 2.7

Lack of Sponsoring 1.8= 1.8
Devaluation

Lack of Acknowledgement 23< 2.5

Salary Inequality 2.7< 2.8
Hostility

Queen Bee Syndrome 2.7> 2.6

Workplace Harassment 25< 2.8
Acquiescence

Self-Silencing 3.0> 2.6

Self-Limiting 2.6< 2.9

Figure 2a: Perception of Gender Bias:
Utah Women vs. Women Leaders!’

>0 46
3.9
4.0 3.6
33 35
3.0 - N
w3 : 2.7
3.0 54 \25 3.2\
2.
2.9 1 9
2.0 2.5
1.8
1.0 1.4
E ¢ 3 . g B8 & ¢ ¢
5 5 ¢ E &8 % 5 g g
a = © o © © 2 S =
© O ) O © = = @ 9
IG) o c ke 2 3 £ = n
© [e) [J] c 2l NN ] ‘*6 Y
n c = — @]
=2 3 © © S8 X
o b= 0 o @ e
o 2 S g — —
g 8 8 >
Male Privilege Disproportionate  Insufficient
Constraints Support

== Utah Women Women Leaders

Figure 2b: Perception of Gender Bias:
Utah Women vs. Women Leaders2®
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Summary & Recommendations

The study findings confirm that women and men in Utah’s
workplaces perceive gender bias differently: women perceive
it to a larger degree. This gap in perception is troubling since
men make up a large proportion of Utah leadership,?! and thus
have significant influence over workplace experiences, sys-
tems, processes, and culture. If Utah men do not perceive or
understand the issues that women say are impacting them,
change is unlikely to be driven from the top down, and it may
not be supported if it is started from the grassroots within or-
ganizations.

Male privilege was the gender bias factor with the largest dif-
ferences in perception between men and women, consistent
with literature reporting that male privilege may be invisible
to those who benefit from it.2> Male privilege is defined as a
culture controlled by men that reinforces the male hierarchy
and subordinates the female voice;?? it can be especially evi-
dent if women make choices that do not align with what men
want.’* Although male leaders should work to shift attitudes,
data consistently show men lack awareness of their privi-
lege.?’ Researchers have also noted that in some cases where
men recognize their privileged position, they use discourse to
justify and reframe this privilege.?

It is important to recognize that perceptions of workplace
male privilege by women can lead to negative consequences,

Author: Dr. Helen Knaggs (Vice President of Research & Development, Nu Skin Enterprises; Research Fellow, Utah Women &
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such as job dissatisfaction and intent to leave within a year.?’
Women’s choosing to leave the workforce may further com-
pound current gender inequity issues. Conversely, addressing
issues regarding male privilege could lead to more workplace
satisfaction for Utah women, increase retention rates, and
help improve Utah’s ranking for women’s equality.

These findings can be used to start conversations in Utah
businesses and organizations about perceptions of gender
bias, engaging both women and men in discussions around
finding solutions. It is likely that there are areas where women
do not fully understand men’s experiences. Thus, men and
women need to learn more about each other’s perceptions of
the workplace and engage in active listening.

The data does show that men and women have similar per-
ceptions about some elements of gender bias, namely, acqui-
escence and hostility. This might be the result of HR practices
raising awareness around issues such as workplace harass-
ment. Supporting education efforts around other aspects of
gender bias may also diminish bias. On the whole, raising
awareness and education have been shown to reduce bias.?®
However, one-off interventions are often insufficient to create
long-lasting workplace equality, especially among those who
are, in general, less supportive of women.?’

The implicit assumption is that if men become aware of and
comprehend how women perceive their workplace, it may
help change occur. However, this study did not investigate
men’s willingness or openness to change. Change can be
challenging no matter the issue being addressed. Some sug-
gest that men need to be granted psychological standing (i.e.,
legitimizing the importance of men’s role in improving gen-
der equity), ensuring that they know their voices are essential
and that their efforts have valid and significant impact.’ Re-
search also shows the importance of engaging both men and

! Governor’s Office of Economic Opportunity. (n.d.). Accolades &
rankings. https://business.utah.gov/accolades/
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be done. Utah Women & Leadership Project. https://www.usu.edu
[uwlp/files/wp/no-4.pdf

4 Diehl, A. B., & Dzubinski, L. M. (2016). Making the invisible visi-
ble: A cross-sector analysis of gender-based leadership barriers. Hu-
man Resource Development Quarterly, 27(2), 181-206. https://doi.org
/10.1002/hrdq.21248
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into account: Theory and design for women’s leadership development
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474-493. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0046; Jones, K. P., Ped-
die, C. I, Gilrane, V. L., King, E. B., & Gray, A. L. (2016). Not so
subtle: A meta-analytic investigation of the correlates of subtle and

women in change efforts; when men are involved in gender
inclusion programs, 96.0% of organizations report progress;
in the absence of men, only 30.0% report progress.>!

Finally, the data also show where organizations could provide
more assistance for women, such as providing more opportu-
nities for mentorship and sponsorship, addressing gender pay
gaps, and ensuring that women are being offered develop-
mental opportunities. Utah companies should implement pol-
icies and approaches that improve diversity, equity, and in-
clusion and institutionalize gender equity practices. Other
forms of bias must also be prioritized in change efforts. For
instance, future research should consider how men and
women perceive racial or age bias and how each interacts
with perceptions of gender bias.

Conclusion

This research highlights that Utah women experience ele-
ments of gender bias in the workplace that are not perceived
to the same degree by Utah men. The findings align with other
published data about men’s and women’s perceptions of gen-
der bias, indicating that these gender differences are not lim-
ited to Utah. However, Utah men have slightly lower aware-
ness of gender bias compared to global men.

As employers, employees, and other stakeholders consider
these data and use it to start conversations about gender bias
in Utah workplaces, women and men can better understand
each other’s perspectives and experiences. From these con-
versations, businesses can implement education and training,
promote organizational change, and create innovative, tar-
geted approaches that address gender biases identified in this
work. Doing so will help women thrive and will boost overall
workplace culture.
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APPENDIX A
Gender Bias Scale

Participants rated their agreement with 47 statements on a scale
of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items were
categorized under six higher-order factors and 15 lower-order
factors.

Scale Categories & Definitions

Male Privilege
Glass Cliff Women being placed in a high-risk role
Male Culture Male-dominated organizational norms
Two-Person Institutional demands placed on both part-
Career ners when only one is formally employed
Structure by the organization

Disproportionate Constraints

Constrained Restrictions on how and when to
Communication = communicate
Constrained Societal constraints on women’s career
Career Choices = choices
Unequal Women being held to higher performance
Standards standards than male counterparts
Insufficient support
Exclusion Being left out of formal and informal
networks and events
Lack of Lack of significant mentoring relationships
Mentoring
Lack of Lack of advocate for advancement
Sponsorship
Devaluation
Lack of Ac- Lack of recognition for accomplishments
knowledgement
Salary Being underpaid compared to male coun-
Inequality terparts
Hostility
Queen Bee Women leaders neglecting to help or
Syndrome blocking opportunities for other women
Workplace Behaviors that threaten, intimidate, or
Harassment make women uncomfortable
Acquiescence
Self-Silencing Reluctance to speak up on women’s rights
Self-Limited Reluctance to pursue promotion or other
Aspirations opportunities
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