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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the relationship between ambivalent sexism, aggressive
attitudes, and rejection sensitivity among university students. A correlational survey
design was employed, involving 200 students aged 18-24 enrolled at universities in
Istanbul. Data were gathered using the Demographic Information Form, Aggression
Questionnaire, Ambivalent Sexism Scale, and Rejection Sensitivity Scale. Analyses
were conducted in SPSS and included descriptive statistics, normality tests, reliability
checks, Pearson correlations, and group comparisons via independent-samples t-tests
and one-way ANOVA. Results indicated a significant positive correlation between
ambivalent sexism and aggression. However, neither ambivalent sexism nor
aggression was significantly associated with rejection sensitivity. Gender differences
emerged: male students reported higher levels of ambivalent sexism and rejection
sensitivity compared to females, while no significant differences were observed in
aggression by gender. Furthermore, none of the variables showed differences based on
age, relationship status, or income level. Overall, the findings suggest that higher
ambivalent sexism is linked to increased aggression among university students,
underscoring the role of gender-related attitudes in shaping interpersonal behaviors.
These results highlight the need for educational interventions addressing sexist
attitudes and promoting gender equality, which may help reduce aggression and foster
healthier campus relationships.
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OZET

Bu aragtirmada {iniversite Ogrencilerinin saldirganlik tutumlari, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet
diizeyleri ve reddedilme duyarliliklart arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu amag
dogrultusunda arastirma nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden iligkisel tarama modeliyle yapilmigtir.
Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunu Istanbul’da &grenim gérmekte olan 18-24 yas araligindaki 200
ogrenciden olugsmaktadir. Arastirma verilerinin toplanmasinda “Demografik Bilgi Formu”,
“Saldirganlik Olgei”, “Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik Olgegi” ve “Reddedilme Duyarliligi
Olgegi” kullanilnustir. Arastirma verilerinin analiz edilmesinde sosyal bilimler icin istatistik
programi SPSS kullanilmistir. Program dahilinde elde edilen verilerin betimsel, normallik,
glivenirlik, iligki ve fark analizleri yapilmistir. Analizler %95 giiven .05 anlamlilik diizeyinde
incelenmistir. Arastirma bulgulart incelendiginde celisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik toplam ile
saldirganlik toplam diizeyleri arasinda pozitif yonlii anlamli bir iligki oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Bunun yaninda ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve saldirganlik ile reddedilme duyarlilig1 arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli iligki saptanmamustir. Son olarak cinsiyete gore celisik duygulu
cinsiyetgilik ile reddedilme duyarliligi arasinda anlamh fark bulunurken; yas, iliski durumu ve
gelir diizeyine gore arastirma degiskenleri arasinda anlamli fark bulunmamistir. Sonug olarak
iiniversite 0grencisi katilimcilarda ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik diizeyleri arttik¢a saldirganlik
diizeylerinin de artt1g1 saptanmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:  Saldirganlik davranisi, Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik, Reddedilme
Duyarliligi.
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Gender is defined as a concept that encompasses the socially constructed roles and responsibilities assigned to
women and men based on societal expectations. In this definition, fundamental biological differences are
disregarded, and individuals are approached entirely from a traditional perspective (Verbrugge, 1985). Sexism is
described as the deepening and exaggeration of these gender based differences, which ultimately places women in a
disadvantaged position across various areas of life (Sakalli & Ugurlu, 2003). Glick and Fiske’s (1996) approach to
gender based sexism consists of two subdimensions. The first is hostile sexism, which reflects overtly negative
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attitudes toward women; the second is benevolent sexism, which appears to favor women but positions them as
weak beings in need of protection. Both subdimensions are rooted in patriarchal ideologies. Since the earliest stages
of human history, patriarchal structures have persisted, evolving in form while maintaining their influence to the
present day. Gendered norms, deeply rooted in social traditions, continue to manifest strongly in contemporary life.
Even though individuals may recognize sexism as inherently wrong, many still perpetuate it, expressing sexist
attitudes in diverse forms and varying degrees of intensity (Celik, 2018). The potential consequences of sexism,
such as sexual harassment, physical violence, sexual violence, dating violence, and cyber violence, have been
extensively explored in previous research (Serinyes, 2021; Yeter, 2022; Sakalli, 2003; Ayhan, 2015). Another
significant outcome of sexism is aggressive behavior. Studies have demonstrated that discriminatory attitudes
toward women are often associated with aggressive actions and with a tendency to rationalize such behaviors
(Abrahams, 2003, as cited in Unal et al., 2022).

Various subtypes of aggression have been classified due to differences in how aggressive behavior is expressed.
Aggression can be categorized as physical or verbal, active or passive, and direct or indirect. Verbal aggression
refers to behaviors intended to harm another person through communication, such as insults or offensive language,
whereas physical aggression involves behaviors aimed at causing harm to another person, oneself, or an object
through the use of physical force. Active aggression occurs when an individual intentionally harms others through
physical or verbal means, while passive aggression involves obstructing or interfering with another person’s goals
without overtly harmful actions (Buss, 1961, as cited in Algur, 2019).

Another concept that plays a significant role in the emergence of violence and aggressive behavior is rejection
sensitivity. Rejection sensitivity is defined as a heightened state of vulnerability that arises from unmet needs,
neglect, and significant experiences of rejection during childhood, particularly by primary caregivers (Downey &
Feldman, 1996). Such early experiences contribute to the development of an expectation of rejection that persists
into later stages of life. Individuals with high rejection sensitivity may display exaggerated reactions when they
experience rejection or even when they perceive the possibility of being rejected (Pietrzak, Downey, & Ayduk,
2005). One study found a strong positive correlation between rejection sensitivity and aggressive behaviors,
including violence. It was observed that individuals with high levels of rejection sensitivity are more inclined to
respond to relational conflicts with aggression rather than remaining passive (Volz & Kerig, 2010)..In this context,
the present study aims to examine the relationships among ambivalent sexism, aggressive attitudes, and rejection
sensitivity within a sample of university students. Understanding the interplay between these variables may provide
insights into the emotional well-being of young adults and contribute to the development of interventions designed
to promote healthier interpersonal interactions.

Purpose of the Study

Recent research has drawn attention to an increase in aggressive behavior among university students, often viewed
as an early marker of social violence (Karabacak & Cetinkaya, 2015; Kepir Sen, 2014; Tok, 2021). At the same
time, both hostile and benevolent forms of ambivalent sexism have become more visible among young adults,
frequently coinciding with different expressions of aggression (Ayan, 2014). Studies have also shown that
individuals with higher rejection sensitivity are more prone to aggressive reactions (Ayduk, Gyurak, & Luerssen,
2008; Dodge & Coie, 1987; Downey, Feldman, & Ayduk, 2000; Feldman & Downey, 1994). Although each of
these areas has been studied separately, research examining them together remains limited. This study seeks to
address that gap by exploring how aggression, ambivalent sexism, and rejection sensitivity relate to one another in
a sample of university students. It also considers whether these variables differ across gender, age, relationship
status, or income level.

Significance of the Study

Understanding how these factors interact is essential for addressing growing concerns about violence and
discrimination in university settings. Investigating them collectively offers a clearer view of their combined impact
and may help guide psychosocial programs that support student well-being. Furthermore, greater insight into the
connection between aggression, sexism, and rejection sensitivity can inform targeted prevention and educational
strategies on campuses.

Research Hypotheses
The study tested the following hypotheses:

H1: Higher ambivalent sexism will be associated with stronger aggressive attitudes.
H2: Ambivalent sexism will not show a significant link with rejection sensitivity.
H3: Aggressive attitudes will not be significantly related to rejection sensitivity.
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H4: Ambivalent sexism will vary significantly by gender.
H5: Aggressive attitudes will not differ significantly by gender.
H6: Rejection sensitivity will differ significantly by gender.

H7: Ambivalent sexism will not vary by relationship status.
H8: Aggression and rejection sensitivity will not vary by relationship status.
H9: Ambivalent sexism will not differ significantly by age

H10: Aggression will not differ significantly by age.
H11: Ambivalent sexism, aggression, and rejection sensitivity will not differ significantly by income level.

Assumptions

We assumed that the students answered honestly. We also assumed that the scales we used measured what they
were supposed to measure validly and reliably.

Limitations

The study only included 200 students aged 18-24 from universities in Istanbul. The findings should be read with
this in mind. Since we used a correlational survey design, we cannot claim any cause-and-effect relationships
between the variables.

Theoretical Framework
Aggression

Aggression refers to behavior aimed at harming another person, animal, or object. This can be physical or
psychological. Intent is important here; if harm happens by accident, it is not considered aggression.

Factors Influencing Aggression

Many different factors can shape aggression. Family and parenting are essential. Harsh discipline or witnessing
violence at home can increase the risk of aggressive behavior later on. The media also plays a role. Watching
violent TV, movies, or playing violent games can make people less sensitive to violence and more likely to copy it.
Environmental stress matters too. Crowded spaces, loud noise, or hot weather have been linked to higher
aggression in some studies. Some people are also more prone to anger or impulsive behavior because of their
biology or genetics. Frustration is another trigger. When people are blocked from reaching their goals, they may
react aggressively. Lastly, gender differences are seen. Men are more likely to show physical aggression, while
women tend to use indirect or relational aggression (Dilekmen, Ada, & Alver, 2011).

Research on Aggression

Research on aggression has covered different ages and settings. For example, a study with university students
found that higher anxiety and depression were linked to more physical and verbal aggression (Algur, 2019).
Another study showed that students with lower empathy and weaker emotional expression skills tended to be more
aggressive (Adigiizel, 2012).

School-based research on children found that strict and authoritarian parenting could increase aggressive behavior
(Ay, 2017). Studies with adolescents also showed that those involved in team sports had lower levels of aggression,
suggesting that sports may help manage aggressive impulses (Esentiirk, 2015).

Types of Aggression

Aggression can take different forms. It might be direct or indirect, physical or verbal, active or passive. Physical
aggression is obvious things like hitting, pushing, or slapping. Verbal aggression happens through words, for
example, yelling or insulting someone. Active aggression is clear and intentional. Passive aggression is not as
obvious and can include refusing to cooperate or intentionally things down. Indirect aggression is more hidden, like
spreading rumors or leaving someone out socially.

Theories of Aggression

There are several ways researchers explain aggression. One is Social Learning Theory, which argues that people
pick it up by watching others, especially when aggressive behavior seems to work or gets rewarded (Bandura,
1971, as cited in Hasta & Giler, 2013). Frustration-Aggression Theory takes a different view. It says frustration,
like when goals are blocked, can build tension that comes out as aggression (Dollard et al., 1939). Another idea,
Instinct Theory, treats aggression as something built-in, linked to natural drives like Freud’s death instinct or
Lorenz’s survival instinct.
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Biology is also part of the picture. High testosterone or problems in specific brain areas have been tied to
aggression. Then there is the Cognitive Approach, which looks at how people think. If someone sees the world as
hostile or assumes evil intent in others, they are more likely to act aggressively (Eksi, 2021). Humanistic ideas
view aggression as a response to blocked needs or frustration with personal growth. Catharsis Theory suggests
that aggression can be reduced if it is expressed safely, like through sports or competition. Finally, the Ethological
view sees aggression as something shaped by evolution, once helping humans compete and survive.

Sexism

Sexism as a concept has emerged as a result of discrimination as a product of a social construct; that is, gender
roles and social status associated with men and a women. Traditional sexism is concerned with the representation
of women as passive receptors of aid and guidance, and viewing men as the dominators and figures of authority.
On the other hand, Modern sexism is more covert; it is subtle and indirect, though it still reinforces the existing
inequality.

Ambivalent sexism

Glick and Fiske (1996) ambivalently described the merger of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism under one
umbrella as ambivalent sexism. Hostile sexism marks the negative stereotyping of women, actively punishing those
who decide to diverge from the accepted sphere of womanhood. Hostile sexist patterns usually classify women as
incompetent, socially irresponsible, and anti-progressive. Benevolent sexism, while labeled benevolent, is no better.
It describes social beliefs that idealize women as weak and, hence, need the escort of a man, marking submission to
shield, care, and protection of a man. Along with this, with the coexistence of hostile and benevolent sexism, we
can largely agree that the patriarchal norms are maintained. This contradiction of negativity mixed with protective,
disguised sentiments make ambivalent sexism.

Ambivalent Sexism in Society

In societies where patriarchal structures persist, many people are likely to develop ambivalent sexist views
unconsciously. A man, for example, who avoids assigning physically demanding tasks to women and who
frequently helps them might look as though he is being helpful. His actions, however, reveal that he helps women
because he thinks they are weaker and not equals. That same manager may also fiercely oppose women being
promoted to senior-level positions, which is an example of clear hostile sexism. This example illustrates the
interplay of benevolent and hostile attitudes. The sociological concept of ambivalent sexism provides a helpful
narrative to analyze myriad biases in society.

Research on Ambivalent Sexism

Focus on ambivalent sexism has shown its prevalence in various societies. For example, Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002)
studied the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory in Turkey and reported that it was both reliable and valid, as benevolent
and hostile dimensions were distinct and applicable in the local context. That study, together with others, has
provided evidence that the conspiracy of benevolent sexism operates even in cultures with a comparatively greater
level of gender parity (Connelly & Heesacker, 2012).

Rejection Sensitivity and Aggression

The connection between rejection sensitivity and aggression has been established in previous studies. People high
in rejection sensitivity became more aggressive in the ‘hot sauce paradigm’ experiment toward a person who
rejected them (Ayduk et al., 2008). Adolescents also seem to display higher sensitivity towards rejection and more
aggressive behavior in conflict situations in romantic relationships (Volz & Kerig, 2010).

It has been noted that women tend to score higher on rejection sensitivity, which could explain some forms of
relational aggression, like gossip and social exclusion (Sommerfeld & Shechory Bitton, 2020). All these findings
suggest that rejection sensitivity tends to interact with gender and personality, as well as cultural elements, about
aggressive behavior.

METHOD
Research Design

In this study, the relationship of aggression, ambivalent sexism, and rejection sensitivity practiced by university
students was examined through the use of a correlational survey design. This design helps determine the
relationships between the study variables and also assesses group differences in some demographic characteristics
(Biytikoztiirk et al., 2021).
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The population of this study consisted of young adults aged 18-24 enrolled at universities in Istanbul as of 2024.
Using convenience sampling, 200 university students were selected as the sample. The sample included 50%
women (n = 100) and 50% men (n = 100).

Table 1. Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Participants by Gender, Age, Relationship Status, and Income Level

Variable n %
Female 100 50,0
Male 100 50,0
Age

18-19 22 11,0
20-21 52 26,0
22-23 86 43,0
24-25 40 20,0
Relationship Status

In a Relationship 86 43,0
Single / Not in a Relationship 114 57,0
Income Level

Low 38 19,0
Medium 140 70,0
High 22 11,0

Data Gathering

The data collection process was conducted during the spring semester of the year 2024. Participants who
volunteered to participate were first informed about the purpose of the study and voluntary participation. After
providing informed consent, the Demographic Information Form and the scales were filled out by participants in
written questionnaire format in-class. The application process was approximately 20-25 minutes. The information
collected were coded for the purpose of participant anonymity and then uploaded into electronic form.

Data Analysis

The data were examined through the SPSS 26.0 software package. Data were screened for missing values and
outliers as a first step. Skewness and kurtosis measures were inspected to test assumptions of normality and values
ranging from +2 showed normal distribution and hence application of parametric tests (George & Mallery, 2016).
Cronbach's alpha coefficients were employed to quantify the internal consistency of scales. To ascertain the first
objective of the study, Pearson correlation analysis was applied to test correlations among primary variables. To
ascertain the second objective, independent samples t-tests were utilized to test between binary categorical
variables such as gender and relationship status. For multi-category variables such as income level and age, one-
way ANOVA was conducted, and where differences were significant, post-hoc tests were employed to determine
which groups differed from each other. A level of .05 was utilized for all analyses.

RESULTS

The findings of the study are presented in line with the research questions and hypotheses, using correlation
analyses and comparisons between groups. Normality and reliability of data were ascertained prior to the main
analyses, and all the scales were found to be highly internally consistent. Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranged
above .80 for all scales. The findings are presented in three sections here: preliminary analyses, findings from
correlation analyses, and comparative analyses for hypothesis testing.

Preliminary Analyses

Testing Assumptions of Normality: In order to check whether the participants' scale scores met the assumption of
normality, skewness and kurtosis values were examined. According to traditional criteria, values between +2
indicate the data are roughly normally distributed (George & Mallery, 2016). As evident in Table 2, the skewness
and kurtosis values for all the scales used in this study ranged between =1, which corroborated that the assumption
of normality was met.

Table 2. Skewness and Kurtosis Values of the Scales

Scale Skewness Std. Error Kurtosis Std. Error
Ambivalent Sexism (ASI) -0.579 0.172 0.958 0.342
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Aggression (AQ) 0.118 0.172 0.958 0.342
Rejection Sensitivity (RSQ) 0.782 0.172 0.235 0.342
*Frequency and percentage distributions are based on the demographic characteristics of the sample (N = 200).*

Descriptive Analyses of the Scales:

The overall mean scores and standard deviations for the scales are presented in Table 3. From Table 3, it is evident
that on the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI), the mean score was 77.67 (SD = 19.66), on the Aggression
Questionnaire (AQ) was 83.73 (SD = 16.34), and on the Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ) was 8.66 (SD =
3.64). Considering the possible ranges of scores on the scales, the ratings indicate that the students in the study
sample exhibited moderate ambivalent sexism and aggression, and low-to-moderate rejection sensitivity

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Scale Scores

Scale Number of Items Min.—Maks. Mean (X) Std. Deviation(SS)
Ambivalent Sexism 22 22 - 132 77.67 19.66
Aggression Attitudes 29 29 — 145 83.73 16.34
Rejection Sensitivity 18 18 - 108 8.66 3.64

*The table presents the mean scores and standard deviations of the scales used in the study (N = 200).*
Findings Regarding Correlation Analyses

To test the first three hypotheses of the study, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated among the main
variables: ambivalent sexism, aggression attitudes, and rejection sensitivity. The correlation results among these
variables are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Pearson Correlations of ASI, AQ, and RSQ Variables

\Variable 1 Variable 2 Pearson r p value
Ambivalent Sexism (ASI) Aggression Attitudes (AQ) 0.482 <0.01
Ambivalent Sexism (ASI) Rejection Sensitivity (RSQ) -0.133 > 0.05
Aggression Attitudes (AQ) Rejection Sensitivity (RSQ) 0.087 > 0.05

According to the correlation analysis, there was a significant and moderate positive correlation between the
ambivalent sexism levels of university students and their aggression attitudes (r = 0.482, p < 0.01). This result
supports Hypothesis 1 (H1), which mentioned that students with higher levels of ambivalent sexism also have
higher aggression tendencies. No statistically significant relationship was found for ambivalent sexism and
rejection sensitivity (r = -0.133, p > 0.05), supporting Hypothesis 2 (H2), reflecting no significant relationship
between the two. Similarly, no significant relationship was found between attitudes towards aggression and
rejection sensitivity (r = 0.087, p > 0.05), supporting Hypothesis 3 (H3).In short, the findings in correlation suggest
that ambivalent sexism and aggression scores differ together but rejection sensitivity does not significantly
correlate with these two variables.

Findings Related to Difference Analyses

In the context of the second aim of the study, it was examined if the main variables differed significantly by
demographic groups. For this purpose, independent-samples t-tests were conducted for gender and relationship
status, and ANOVA tests were conducted for age and income level.

Differences by Gender:

The mean scores of ambivalent sexism, aggression attitudes, and rejection sensitivity were compared for male and
female respondents. As shown by the independent-samples t-test, the level of ambivalent sexism was significantly
different between genders (t(198) = -6.620, p < 0.05). Male students (M = 85.4) had a significantly higher score on
ambivalent sexism compared to female students (M = 70.0). The rejection sensitivity level also significantly varied
by gender (t(198) = -2.042, p < 0.05); male participants (M = 9.3) had a significantly higher score than females (M
= 8.0). These results support Hypotheses H4 and H6.

By way of contrast, attitudes toward aggression did not differ significantly by gender (t(198) = -1.233, p > 0.05).
The mean score on aggression for the male students (M = 85.1) was not statistically different from the mean score
of the female students (M = 82.3). This finding is consistent with Hypothesis H5.

Differences by Relationship Status, Age, and Income Level

Comparative analyses were conducted to examine whether ambivalent sexism, attitudes toward aggression, and
rejection sensitivity varied across relationship status, age, and income level.
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Relationship Status Independent samples t-tests revealed no significant differences between participants who were
in a romantic relationship and those who were single in terms of ambivalent sexism (t(198) = 0.469, p > .05),
attitudes toward aggression (t(198) = -0.204, p > .05), or rejection sensitivity (t(198) = 0.469, p > .05). These
findings indicate that Hypotheses H7 and H8 were not supported, suggesting that relationship status does not
appear to influence these psychological variables.

Age One-way ANOVA analyses were conducted to assess whether these variables varied across four age groups
(18-19, 20-21, 22-23, and 24-25). Results showed no significant differences in ambivalent sexism scores across
age groups, F(3, 196) = 1.995, p > .05, failing to support Hypothesis H9. Likewise, aggression scores did not
significantly differ by age, F(3, 196) = 1.233, p > .05, providing no evidence for Hypothesis H10. Post-hoc Tukey
tests further confirmed that no significant pairwise differences existed between age groups. Income Level
Similarly, one-way ANOVA results revealed no significant differences in ambivalent sexism (F(2, 197) = 0.845, p
> .05), aggression (F(2, 197) = 0.612, p > .05), or rejection sensitivity (F(2, 197) = 0.327, p > .05) across
participants’ perceived income levels (low, medium, high). These results did not support Hypothesis H11, and post-
hoc analyses confirmed the absence of significant subgroup differences.

Taken together, these findings indicate that relationship status, age, and income level do not play a significant role
in shaping ambivalent sexism, aggression, or rejection sensitivity in this sample of university students.

DISCUSSION

In this section, we dive into the study's findings and how they relate to existing literature. Overall, the results reveal
a noteworthy connection between university students' tendencies toward ambivalent sexism and their aggressive
attitudes, while rejection sensitivity seems to play a minimal role in this dynamic.

To start, the study found a significant positive link between levels of ambivalent sexism and aggressive attitudes.
This suggests that those with stronger sexist beliefs might also show more aggressive behaviors. Previous research
has shown that discriminatory attitudes toward women can lead to violence and aggressive actions (Abrahams,
2003, as cited in Unal et al., 2022). Aligning with this research, our study indicates that university students who
embrace patriarchal and ambivalent sexist views are likely to exhibit higher levels of aggression. This points to the
idea that sexism and aggression may stem from similar socio-cultural influences, such as norms that uphold male
dominance. Additionally, it's been observed that high levels of ambivalent sexism can particularly heighten the
tendency to justify or rationalize aggressive actions against women (Cross et al., 2019). Therefore, promoting
awareness of gender equality in university environments is crucial not just for combating discrimination, but also
for curbing potential aggressive behaviors.

The absence of a significant relationship between rejection sensitivity and ambivalent sexism is another finding of
the study. Similarly, rejection was not significantly predicted by ambivalent sexism, according to Ahlgvist et al.
(2013). This suggests that rather than having a direct impact on a person's sensitivity to rejection, sexist beliefs may
be more strongly associated with the quality of interactions with others (such as role expectations in romantic
partnerships). An ambivalently sexist male may act in a protective or paternalistic way toward women, for instance,
but this may not make him feel less anxious about rejection.

This result could also be explained by the fact that the rejection sensitivity scale and the ambivalent sexism scale
measure different constructs that are conceptually unrelated. According to Ayduk et al. (2008), ambivalent sexism
does not directly predict rejection sensitivity; rather, any possible correlation would most likely occur through more
indirect pathways. That point of view is supported by the current study's findings.

Hovewer, there were no apparent gender differences in aggressive attitudes in our study. In contrast, many research
have found that men are more aggressive on average than women (Kirkbir, 2014; Dilekmen et al., 2011). The small
sample size of our study or the possibility that female students in academic settings exhibit comparable degrees of
aggressive attitudes could be two reasons for this difference. In fact, recent studies have shown that women are
more likely to engage in indirect types of aggression, like verbal and cyber aggression (Giivendi, Demir, & Keskin,
2019). Additionally, possible gender differences may have been hidden by the aggression scale utilized in this
study, which included several types of aggression into a single overall score.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

These results show how important gender is for figuring out how young adults feel about sexism and rejection.
Age, wealth, and relationship status were some of the other demographic characteristics that didn't have any
significant effects. The link between ambivalent sexism and aggression demonstrates how vital it is to teach about
gender equality and operate anti-sexism campaigns in programs that stop violence on campus and help individuals
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work out their differences. Fighting against both hostile and benign sexism, especially among male students, could
help stop violent conduct and make the institution a better place to be. There isn't an important connection between
rejection sensitivity and ambivalent sexism. This suggests that more research has to be done on how sexist beliefs
affect mental traits like anxiety and sensitivity. Also, since aggression and rejection sensitivity weren't related,
interventions should assist people deal with rejection no matter how aggressive they are. This could mean getting
counseling and learning how to handle their feelings.It's clear that it's crucial to reach out to men specifically due to
the results were different for men and women. Programs in schools should question traditional gender roles, make
it simpler for men to get help, and make emotional health resources more available to men. There are no
differences based on age, wealth, or relationship status, which suggests that demographic factors alone cannot
explain emotional well-being.In the end, these results support personalized and inclusive approaches to seminars on
anger control, coping with rejection, and therapy that is tailored to each person's needs in order to help a wide
spectrum of students feel better emotionally. By battling sexist attitudes and promoting emotional strength,
teachers, mental health experts, and policymakers can make campuses safer, fairer, and more supportive of mental
health.
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