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ABSRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
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 Research on threats to masculine gender identity reveals that they occur in a diversity of 

contexts.  In conjunction with research on the content of masculine identity, there is converging 

evidence that manhood is seen as a status that men must work hard to earn and maintain 

(Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008). In the defense of claims to manhood, 

men often perform behavior that restores their sense of masculinity in the short term, but has 

harmful future consequences for themselves and the people around them.  While there is a 

growing body of work demonstrating this relationship, there is less known about why 
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masculinity operates this way.  Specifically, what aspects of the defense of masculinity lead men 

to ignore the harmful future consequences of their actions?  Could it be that the precarious nature 

of masculinity motivates men to focus on the immediate contexts where their masculinity is 

threatened, and to ignore the future consequences of how they respond?  Four studies tested this 

hypothesis.  Study 1 examines whether the precarious nature of masculinity provokes a focus on 

immediate responses to threats, lest one’s hard fought claim to manhood be lost.  Relative to men 

whose gender identity was validated, men experiencing masculinity threats became less 

concerned with the future consequences of their behavior relative to their concerned with the 

immediate context. In contrast, women experiencing gender identity threats did not become more 

focused on their immediate context.  Study 2 examined whether or not the precariousness of 

masculine identity is unique. Here I provide evidence that, relative to other social identities, 

masculinity is unique in that it is both highly valued and viewed as precarious.  Study 3 tests 

directly whether or not the precariousness of masculinity is driving the reduction in focus on the 

future consequences of men’s behavior.  Here, I demonstrate that threatening an equally valued, 

but less precarious social identity (family identity) fails to reproduce decrements in men’s focus 

on the future consequences of their behavior. This study demonstrates that it is the combination 

of the high value and high precariousness of a social identity—and not masculinity itself—that 

leads to a reduced focus on the consequences of men’s responses to a threatened social identity. 

Finally, Study 4 demonstrates that reframing masculinity as a less precarious status can 

effectively attenuate men’s myopic focus when their masculine identity is threatened. 
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Introduction 

 Award winning photojournalist Roger Ressmeyer was embarrassed to admit that he had 

forgotten to bring the food necessary to control his insulin response.  Unwilling to ask a 

colleague for even an apple, he endured a diabetic blackout during his coverage of the first 

NASA space shuttle launch.  He awoke hours later, in the driver’s seat of his car, directly in front 

of a newsstand where others’ photos of the launch had already made headline news.  

Bodybuilder Victor Faizowitz, desperate to get an edge in his quest for a stronger, larger, more 

impressive body, took enough diuretic supplements to send “his body temperature to 112 

degrees, and he literally melted to death” (Soltalaroff, 1991, as cited in Klein, 1995, p. 109).  In 

1995, Jonathan Schmitz appeared on a nationally televised talk show, where a male acquaintance 

revealed having a romantic crush.  Horrified at simply being the target of male sexual attraction, 

Schmitz shot and killed his friend, and now is serving 25-50 years in prison.  What do these 

scenarios have in common?  Each of these individuals risked their livelihood in the service of 

self-image.  The first narrowly avoided death by managing to drive to food in the midst of a 

diabetic blackout.  The other two effectively surrendered their lives in pursuit of dubious 

benefits.  Another connection is that all three were men. 

 Is it possible that, for each man, immediate concerns about their masculinity played a role 

in their behaviors?  Kathy Charmaz (1991; 1995) observed that chronic illness can threaten 

men’s sense of masculinity. As a result, Charmaz noted that men would hide the symptoms of 

their illnesses in moments when they were around others, even though it harmed their long-term 

health outcomes.  Similarly, despite well documented long-term health costs, some men turn to 

extreme bodybuilding as a buffer against being perceived as less masculine.  Research has 

demonstrated that masculine insecurities can lead men to “hide behind a formidable looking 
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fortress” of massive physical stature (Klein, 1995), suggesting that having the appearance of 

masculine physical vitality may, to some men, be more important than their actual vitality.  And, 

finally, prescriptions against men being targets of same-sex attractions are often entrenched as a 

value of hetero-normative masculinity as early as pre-adolescence.  Even young men with 

relatively liberal ideas about same sex relationships display an aversion to themselves being 

associated with homosexuality (Pascoe, 2005).  In response to the threat that some men perceive 

when they are the object of another man’s sexual desire, violent responses are not uncommon.  

Jonathan Schmitz used the “Gay Panic” criminal defense, a defense that is predicated on the idea 

that he was not culpable for his actions because the context prevented him from fully considering 

the future consequences of his actions (Chuang & Addison, 1988). Research on masculinity has 

suggested that men will go to extreme lengths to defend their masculinity.  Yet it is still unclear 

why the defense of one’s manhood frequently seems to be divorced from considering the future 

consequences of one’s actions.  Throughout this dissertation I examine one potential mechanism 

that may fill this gap in our understanding of the consequences of masculinity threats.  I test if 

the precariousness of masculinity produces a narrow focus on the present, at the cost of 

considering future consequences, when a man’s masculinity is threatened. 

 Psychologists who have investigated masculinity threat have theorized that manhood is 

perceived to be a tenuous social status (Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008).  

Manhood is viewed as precarious, in that one must work hard to achieve it and that one may 

easily lose their status as a man once it has been obtained.  As such, men can feel particularly 

anxious when confronted with masculinity threats—contexts where one’s perceived masculinity 

might be impugned.  Previous research has examined various sources of threat, including 

utilizing healthcare resources (i.e. men feeling that seeking health care violates their gender roles 
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as self-reliant; Addis & Mahalik, 2003), admitting feeling pain (i.e. men who express pain being 

perceived as less masculine; Bernardes & Lima, 2010), body image (i.e. men feeling 

dissatisfaction with themselves when exposed to pictures of more muscular men; Leit, Gray, & 

Pope, Jr., 2002), success in stereotypically female domains (i.e. men showing signs of depression 

after demonstrating more knowledge than a woman about “Beauty aids”; Gilbert & Thompson, 

1999), interactions with effeminate gay men (i.e. men displaying negative affect towards gay 

men with feminine characteristics in response to a desire to reject stereotypically feminine traits 

in themselves; Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007), experiencing racial 

discrimination (i.e. not having control over one's outcomes as a violation of masculine 

self-concepts; Goff, Di Leone, & Kahn, 2012), and education (i.e. working class men not 

perceiving the pursuit of higher education as masculine; Archer, Pratt, & Phillips, 2001).   

These literatures help document the breadth of situations that can threaten masculinity. 

However, they have not explained the tendency to ignore the future consequences of one’s 

behavior when defending masculinity. It is self-evident that men would be motivated to defend 

an important identity, especially if that identity is easily lost.  It is less evident why that defense 

would take the form of murder or self-injury.  In other words, while the previous literature 

provides a useful framework for understanding masculinity threat, it does not provide a 

compelling explanation for why these threats are frequently linked with myopic and destructive 

behaviors.  This dissertation investigates a direct connection between the experience of 

masculinity threat and a reduction in the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior. 

Specifically, is it possible that masculinity threats cause men to ignore the future consequences 
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of their actions in service of the immediate needs of this precarious social identity?  That is the 

hypothesis that this dissertation explores.  

 In this dissertation, I review previous definitions of masculinity, illuminating why it 

provokes such rigorous defense.  I provide an overview of the existing literature on masculinity 

threat, reviewing the breadth of research contexts within which the negative consequences of 

masculinity threats have been demonstrated.  I then present prior research on the myopic concern 

with immediate consequences, a literature that may help explain why men seem to ignore future 

consequences under conditions of threat.  Finally, I explore the reduced consideration of future 

consequences of one’s behavior as a mechanism by which threats to masculinity lead men to 

perform destructive behavior.   

What is Masculinity? 

 In the following section, I provide evidence supporting three key insights about the 

concept of masculinity: that it is not merely the opposite of femininity, that it is incremental, and 

that it is both valued and precarious.  Each of these insights is the result of a separate, but related 

body of research that provides us with a functional answer to how masculinity has come to be 

defined. 

 Not the opposite of femininity.  As opposed to biological conceptions of sex based in 

anatomy, social psychologists commonly define gender as a social construct (e.g. Gergen, 1985; 

Herek, 1986).   Historically, masculinity and femininity were viewed as complementary 

opposites, conceived as bipolar ends of a single continuum (e.g. Bem, 1974; Gough, 1957).  This 

conceptualization was reflected in early measurements of gender.  For example, the Masculinity-

Femininity sub-scale of the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1957) used 38 items to 
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define a one-dimensional masculine-feminine continuum.  One implication of this construction 

was that individuals were then judged to be either masculine of feminine, but one could not be 

both (Bem, 1974).   

 Bem (1974) famously challenged categorical “either/or” constructions of gender, 

demonstrating that individuals can simultaneously embody traits stereotypically associated with 

men and women.  Similar to previous measurements, Bem created an inventory (Bem Sex Roles 

Inventory; 1974) that asked individuals to rate themselves along positive dimensions of 

stereotypical masculinity (e.g. aggressive and assertive) and femininity (e.g. cheerful and 

compassionate).  A major contribution of this work was the orthogonal operationalization of 

masculinity and femininity, such that individuals could score highly on both dimensions of 

masculinity and femininity.  And indeed Bem found that many individuals scored highly along 

both dimensions indicating psychological androgyny, something the author argued represented a 

more balanced and healthy gender identity.  Bem argued that individuals with a narrow gender 

self-concept might feel inhibited from performing behaviors associated with the other sex.  

Conversely, an androgynous self-concept might allow an individual to freely engage in both 

stereotypically masculine and stereotypically feminine behaviors. 

 The Personal Attitudes Questionnaire also attempted to capture individuals’ perceptions 

of their masculinity and femininity (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974). In 1979, Spence and 

colleagues designed an extended version of the scale to improve on previous versions by asking 

individuals to rate themselves along negative dimensions of masculinity (e.g. unmitigated 

agency, or egotism/exclusive focus on the self) and femininity (e.g. passive verbal-

aggressiveness/”nagging” or lacking a sense of self/being “spineless”; Spence, Helmreich, & 
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Holahan, 1979) in addition to positive ones.  Interestingly, the authors found that the positive and 

negative masculinity scales were positively correlated; indicating that men were reporting their 

subscription to masculine norms, as opposed to responding solely with what was socially 

desirable.  In other words, men reported embodying negative stereotypically male characteristics, 

even when those characteristics were devalued.  

 Gender identities are socially constructed to be incremental.  Psychologist Alice 

Eagly (1987) observed a historical division in labor between women, whose labor 

responsibilities were historically located within the home, and men, whose labor responsibilities 

were historically located outside the home. These labor differences are theorized to result in 

gendered differences in social behavior, and consequently divergent expectancies of men and 

women’s behavior. These expectancies, the theory posits, are then socialized onto future 

generations and reify the social behavior of each gender (Social Role Theory; Eagly, 1987; Eagly 

1997; Eagly, Wood, & Diekman, 2000).  Subsequently, the behavior of men and women is 

governed by the stereotypes of gendered social roles (Eagly & Wood, 1991).  According to this 

line of research, men strive to be powerful, dominant, and self-assertive, while women strive to 

be caring, intimate with others, and emotionally expressive.  This leads to positive self-regard for 

those who successfully embody these stereotypical gender expectations (Wood, Christensen, 

Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997).   Bem, Spence, and Eagly’s constructions of gender identity 

converge in important ways.  First, masculinity and femininity are not seen as simple categorical 

identities based on sex characteristics.  Second, gender can be embodied to varying degrees.  For 

the purposes of the current dissertation, I will now turn to how masculinity specifically has been 

defined. 
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 Sociologist Janet Chafetz identified seven areas of traditional masculinity in western 

cultures (1974).  Those areas are physical prowess, functional agency (i.e. being a provider), 

sexual agency, emotional stoicism, rational intellectualism, interpersonal agency (e.g. leadership 

and individualism), and personal agency (e.g. success orientation and egotism).  Psychologist 

Robert Brannon (1976) distilled similar characteristics into 4 broader rules of manhood: 

1. No Sissy Stuff: A man must avoid any behavior or characteristic associated with women. 

This rule also encourages heterosexism. 

2. Be a Big Wheel: Manhood is measured by the admiration of others. This rule encourages 

men to compete with others rather than to cooperate.  

3. Be a Sturdy Oak: Manhood requires rationality, toughness, and self-reliance. This rule 

discourages interdependence, help-seeking, and displays of emotion. 

4. Give 'em Hell: Manhood is characterized by daring and aggression.  This rule encourages 

men to take risks and be violent, even when reason suggests otherwise.  

The similarities in these two different taxonomies of masculinity approach a consensus 

regarding the critical elements of masculinity.  While masculinity should not be seen as the 

opposite of femininity, it is valuable for men to distinguish themselves from women.  In addition, 

men are judged on their ability to be agentic (functionally, professionally, sexually, etc.), 

independent, and powerful (in terms of both stature and status).  But emerging research has 

identified a key feature of masculine gender identity that is both influential, and not as intuitive 

as any of the items listed in these frameworks. 
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Masculinity is precarious. Recent research has characterized an ironic additional 

dimension of masculinity: Precariousness.  Vandello and colleagues posited that manhood is a 

precarious status requiring continual validation (Vandello et al., 2008).  Men may have evolved a 

preoccupation with achieving and maintaining social status, along with a heightened sensitivity 

to threats to that status, because men who exhibited these qualities were more successful at 

reproduction (Bosson & Vandello, 2011).  Vandello and colleagues (2008) used survey methods 

to test this hypothesis.   

 In one study, U.S. college students were asked to select which of several visual images 

best represented the psychological profile of an adult who could not have children. Half of the 

participants read a description of a woman who could not become pregnant, and the other half 

read about a man who could not impregnate his wife. After reading the description, participants 

selected an image to represent the profile.  The possible images included an attractive adult, an 

unattractive adult, and a child, as well as several abstract images.   While only 16% of 

participants chose the child image for an infertile woman, 40% of participants chose the child 

image for an infertile man.   Whereas the most frequently assigned picture of an infertile man 

was a childlike representation (40%), the most frequently assigned picture of an infertile woman 

was of a less attractive woman (28%).  This finding indicates that women who are not successful 

in an important domain – while sometimes viewed less positively (i.e. less attractive) – are still 

fully represented as women.  Conversely, unsuccessful men are more likely to be viewed as less 

than a full man (i.e. childlike).  This finding was taken as evidence that “womanhood” is not as 

tenuous as is “manhood” (Vandello et. al, 2008) 

 In a subsequent study, participants were asked to indicate the degree to which the 

transition from childhood to either manhood or womanhood results from the passage of physical 
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milestones (e.g., puberty) versus social milestones (e.g., achieving goals). Whereas participants 

perceived an equally strong role of physical factors in the transitions to manhood and 

womanhood, they viewed manhood as requiring more social accomplishments than womanhood.    

 Interestingly, participants also interpreted the loss of manhood in primarily social terms. 

When asked to explain how a person might lose manhood, college students generated more 

reasons that reflected social themes (e.g., “let someone down”) than physical themes (e.g., “sex-

change operation”); the opposite pattern emerged in people’s explanations for the loss of 

womanhood (Vandello et al., 2008). This data indicates that losses of masculinity are often tied 

to less stable (social) characteristics whereas loses of femininity are often tied to more stable 

(biological) characteristics. This suggests that, while both masculinity and femininity can be 

threatened, masculinity is perceived to be more precarious. 

 Though masculinity would appear to be a high-status identity (Vescio, Schlenker, & 

Lenes, 2010), its precariousness is also a source of anxiety and a cause for vigilance against 

individuals or events that challenge that status. Considering the importance of social identities, 

losing one’s tenuous claim to manhood can be seen as a substantial and immediate loss.  

However, that masculinity is a precarious and valued social identity does not explain why the 

defense of one’s manhood frequently is divorced from considering the long-term consequences 

of one’s actions. To understand more fully the nature of masculinity and why it can produce such 

myopia, I now turn to research on what can threaten a man’s claim to manhood. 

Threats to Manhood 

 The sources of threat. If masculinity is a high-status identity that is easily threatened, 

then understanding masculinity requires that we understand what threatens it.  In the following 

section, I outline a brief history of how researchers have understood masculinity threat, arriving 
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at the present moment.  Early definitions of masculinity threat, like early definitions of 

masculinity, conceptualized of manhood in terms of its distance from womanhood.  From this, 

researchers began designing scales to assess individual differences in a propensity to experience 

threats to masculinity.  Finally, with the ascendance of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1982), researchers began attempting to understand the ways in which masculinity was similar to, 

and different from, other identities.  The current state of this research suggests that the defining 

characteristic of masculine identity—as opposed to other social identities—is the combination of 

high status and the ease with which that status is lost. 

Early definitions of masculinity threat. Early research about threats to manhood 

reflected the early one-dimensional conception of gender identity.  For instance, noted 

Sociologist Talcott Parsons (1947) put forth the theory of compensatory masculinity, the idea 

that males defensively exaggerate their masculinity in response to sex-role threat.  Parsons 

observed that new fathers increasingly performed anti-social behavior, in correspondence with 

the extent to which they considered their wives as nurturing and good.  Parsons theorizes that, as 

men saw mothers nurture, they began to associate pro-social behaviors (such as nurturing) with 

being female.  Thus to avoid the anxiety engendered by not differentiating from women, these 

men increasingly avoided pro-social behaviors.   

Similarly, Babl (1979) demonstrated that men respond to male sex-role threats with 

compensatory behavior in order to reduce the anxiety of being seen as similar to women.  In one 

study, Babl had men listen to one of two audio recordings, one intended to threaten participants 

sense of masculinity, the other intended to validate it.  In the masculinity threat condition, the 

recording presented ostensible longitudinal research findings of a decreased level of masculinity 

in current American college males, citing socio-cultural trends such as restructured family roles 
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as illustrative of this finding. In the masculinity validation condition, a similar tape reported 

research findings of an unchanged level of masculinity in American males, and cited the same 

socio-cultural phenomena as evidence of a broadened concept of masculinity.  Babl then 

administered a measure designed to measure the endorsement of masculinity and femininity 

along a bipolar continuum (The California Psychological Inventory Femininity scale; Gough, 

1957), as well as a measure of the endorsement of anti-social behaviors (e.g. fighting, dangerous 

driving), and a measure of anxiety.   As predicted, men under threat responded anxiously and 

subsequently reported exaggerated levels of masculinity and antisocial behavior.  These studies 

provided early evidence that men might perform undesirable—and potentially destructive (e.g. 

fighting, dangerous driving)—behaviors in service of their masculine self-concept. 

Measuring masculinity threat. In order to measure the propensity to experience 

masculinity threats, O’Neil and colleagues developed the Gender Role Conflict Scale as a way to 

identify the various contextual locations of gender role conflict (O'Neil, Helms, Gable, David, & 

Wrightsman, 1986). Using factor analysis, they provided initial construct validity for four 

patterns of gender role conflict. These patterns included:  

1. Success, power, and competition issues (e.g. “Doing well all the time is important to 

me”) 

2) Restrictive emotionality (e.g.  “I have difficulty telling others I care about them”) 

3) Restrictive sexual and affectionate behavior between men (e.g.  “Men who are overly 

friendly to me make me wonder about their sexual preference”) 

4) Conflict between work and family relations.  (e.g. “My needs to work or study keep 

me from my family or leisure more than I would like.”)  
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These areas of conflict overlapped greatly with Brannon’s (1976) taxonomy of masculine 

identity.  The ‘rules of masculinity’ David and Brannon labeled No Sissy Stuff & Be a Sturdy 

Oak map onto conflicts of restrictive emotionality and restrictive affectionate behavior. 

Similarly, success, power, and competition conflicts captured failures to Be a Big Wheel and 

Give 'em Hell.  However, O’Neil and colleagues’ theory of Gender Role Conflict added a new 

dimension of masculine conflict, where time at work interfered with a man’s family 

relationships. 

Eisler and Skidmore (1987) similarly hypothesized that men would experience distress in 

the context of situations they appraise as a threat to their masculine identity. In one study, the 

authors had male and female participants rate 66 scenarios (e.g. admitting that someone hurt your 

feelings; not being able to find a sexual partner) in terms of how stressful they were.  Utilizing a 

factor analysis, the authors identified a number of situations in which many men-but not women-

experience gender-role stress. These authors characterized male gender role stress-producing 

situations as those in which men perceive themselves as physically inadequate, emotionally 

expressive, subordinate to women, intellectually inferior, or inadequate in the performance of 

work or sex.  They referred to their new scale as the Male Gender Role Stress scale. 

Importantly, the authors also administered the Personal Attitudes Questionnaire.  By 

demonstrating that Male Gender Role Stress did not correlate with this measure of masculinity 

(N = 173, r = .08, n.s.), the authors demonstrated that this measure was not simply an alternative 

way of measuring the endorsement of masculinity, but rather a measure of the significant anxiety 

that men feel when their claim to manhood becomes threatened. 

A taxonomy of threats.  Just as researchers attempted to create a taxonomy for the 

dimensions of masculinity, so too have researchers attempted to create one for the types of 



13 
 

threats that an individual’s masculinity might face.  Because manhood is stereotypically 

associated with power, status, and influence, and are thus seen as an important and valued social 

identity, it follows that threats to each of these may also be perceived as threats to one’s 

masculinity (Vescio, Schlenker, & Lenes, 2010).  Social identity theorists have identified five 

threats to social identities broadly, that can be applied here to masculine identity specifically 

(Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Dooje, 1999; Maass, Cadinu, Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003),  

First, ‘categorization threat’ is the threat of being categorized against one’s will in an 

undesirable social group.  A man who is categorized as effeminate might experience this threat.  

Consequently, being perceived as homosexual may also constitute an even greater categorization 

threat because queer-identified men are strongly stereotyped as effeminate (Herek, 1986).  

Second, ‘group value threat’ occurs when the value of one’s group is challenged. This threat 

could occur when women outperform men in a stereotypically masculine context, such as tests of 

mental capacity (Mills & D’Alfonso, 2007).  Third, ‘legitimacy threats’ challenge the legitimacy 

of the status held by an in-group.  This could occur when the history of men’s oppression of 

women is made salient, such as during a conversation with a feminist (Vescio, Gervais, 

Heiphetz, & Bloodhart, 2009).  This is a threat to the worth of one’s group as opposed to a threat 

to one’s membership within that group.  Fourth, ‘distinctiveness threat’ challenges the 

uniqueness of one’s valued in-group.  As society moves towards gender equality, man can feel 

that the differences between men and women were shrinking, and experience this threat (Babl, 

1979; Mishkind, Rodin, Silberstein, & Striegel–Moore, 1986; Pope, Phillips, & Olivardia, 2000).  

Finally, ‘prototypicality threat’ occurs when one feels like they don’t fit as a prototypical 

member of their group.  A man who violates any ‘rule of masculinity’ might experience this 

threat. 
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Building on the Social Identity Theory taxonomy of threats, Vescio and colleagues 

further theorized that these five basic types of masculinity threats can arise from three sources: 

(1) the self, e.g. failing in a masculine domain, (2) Other men, e.g. evaluative exchanges in 

which men critique the masculinity of other, and (3) Women, e.g. rejecting the romantic advance 

of a male, or outperforming a man in a masculine context (Vescio, Schlenker, & Lenes, 2010). 

This research reveals that masculinity operates like many other social identities. 

Masculinity is valued, masculinity can be threatened in a broad set of contexts, and those threats 

cause significant anxiety.  What, then, psychologically differentiates masculinity from other 

social identities, such as age or race?  In addition to the material differences between a gender 

identity and other social identities, it may also be the case that masculinity is different from other 

social identities because of its precarious nature.   

One is unlikely to be concerned with losing their generational status, and dominant-group 

racial identities are equally unlikely to face challenges.  However, claiming to be a “real man” 

can be tenuous (Vandello et al., 2008).  And, just as there are multiple dimensions that make up 

masculine identity, there are numerous contexts in which a man’s claim to manhood can be 

threatened (Vescio, Schlenker, & Lenes, 2010).  Taken together with research on masculine 

identity, there is evidence that manhood is not simply a marker of anatomy or age. Instead, 

manhood is a tenuous status, one obtained through performance, and one requiring defense.  If 

masculinity is precarious, as I have suggested, then one would expect to see a variety of domains 

in which men respond to masculinity threats. A review of the outcomes related to the experience 

of masculinity threat demonstrates exactly that. 
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The Consequences of Threat 

Below, I review three domains in which a sizeable body of research has been established 

demonstrating the negative consequences of the experience of masculinity threat: sexism and 

heterosexism, aggression and violence, and health outcomes. 

Sexism and heterosexism.  Researchers have demonstrated a strong relationship 

between masculinity threat and sexist behavior. For instance, Maass and colleagues have 

demonstrated that masculinity threats predict sexual harassment in the workplace (Maass, 

Cadinu, Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003).   Maass and colleagues exposed men to one of several 

social identity threats (i.e. legitimacy threat, distinctiveness threat and prototypicality threat) in a 

workplace simulation.  In one study, participants ostensibly engaged with a feminist interaction 

partner who stated opinions that challenged the legitimacy of the status advantages that men 

enjoy on the job market.  In a second study, participants were threatened by being told either that 

they were an atypically feminine male (a prototypicality threat) or that men in general were 

becoming more feminine (a distinctiveness threat).  In each study, participants were asked to 

exchange images with their female partner for a creativity task, being asked to label the images 

as a test of creativity.  The participants were able to choose between a set of neutral images and 

several pornographic images. In both studies, highly gender identified men under threat engaged 

in significantly greater sexual harassment of an ostensible female colleague (as measured by the 

number of images that were pornographic in nature), relative to men who had not been 

threatened.  In addition, consistent with social identity theory’s  assumption that out-group 

derogation serves identity-protective functions (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), men who sexually 

harassed women showed increased gender identification post-experiment as indicated by greater 

endorsement of collective self-esteem items such as “I am happy to be male” (Maass, Cadinu, 
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Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003).  Thus in both private and public social spheres, researchers have 

demonstrated that men perform sexist behaviors in order to protect their claims to manhood.  

However, men do not exclusively target women when contending with threat.   

 Masculinity threat has been shown to elicit negative affect towards gay men as well 

(Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007; Hudepohl, Parrott, & Zeichner, 2010).  In a 

study by Glick and colleagues (2007), participants were given false feedback on a test in order to 

threaten their masculinity.  After taking a personality test, half of the participants were told that 

they scored in the average male range. The other half were told that they scored in the average 

female range, serving as the threat manipulation.  After receiving the feedback, participants were 

asked to rate profiles of masculine gay men (characterized by stereotypically male interests and 

activities, e.g. liking football and becoming a CEO of a business) as well as profiles of 

effeminate gay men (characterized by stereotypically female interests and activities, e.g. liking 

musicals and becoming a fashion designer).  Men who received threatening feedback reported 

significantly higher amounts of negative affect (i.e. fear, hostility, and discomfort) towards 

effeminate gay targets, but not masculine gay targets, suggesting that this heterosexist response 

was due to men’s desire to reject the stereotypically feminine traits that they feared possessing 

themselves.  For if the observed responses were simply a function of derogating a devalued out-

group, one would expect equally negative affect towards all gay men, as opposed to the 

disproportionately negative affect towards gay men who possess feminine characteristics (Glick 

et al., 2007; Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009).  Tellingly, men whose masculine identity was 

validated showed no increase in negative affect towards effeminate gay men relative to 

masculine gay men, adding further evidence to the theory that the observed responses might be 
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due to men’s desire to reject the stereotypically feminine traits that they might fear possessing 

themselves.   

Aggression and violence.  In addition to sexist and heterosexist behaviors, masculinity 

threat may also lead to physical aggression, and even interpersonal violence (Daly & Wilson, 

1988).  Vandello and colleagues (2008) demonstrated that threats to masculinity activated 

aggressive thoughts.  In one experiment, college students received false feedback on an 

ostensible test of gender identity.   Half of participants were told that they scored lower than the 

average man or woman on the test, whereas the other half were told that they scored higher than 

most other men or women. Thus, half of participants some people received a threat to their 

gender status, whereas the other half had their gender status validated. Next, participants did a 

word-completion task in which nine word stems (e.g., __IGHT) could be completed in either an 

aggressive manner (e.g., FIGHT) or a nonaggressive manner (e.g., RIGHT), serving as a measure 

of aggression-relevant cognitions. The authors found that men in the gender-threat condition 

completed more words in an aggressive manner than did men in the gender-boost condition, 

whereas feedback about women’s gender status had no effect on their aggressive cognitions 

(Vandello et al., 2008).  In other words, threats to masculinity led men to think more aggressive 

thoughts, while threats to femininity did not have the same effect on women.   

Further, this effect on cognition seems to translate into behavior.  In a series of studies, 

Bosson and colleagues threatened men’s masculinity by videotaping them while they performed 

a stereotypically feminine task that involved braiding a mannequin’s hair (Bosson, Vandello, 

Burnaford, Weaver, & Wasti, 2009). A control group of men was videotaped while performing a 

similar but non-threatening activity that involved braiding three strands of rope. Subsequently, 

men were given the opportunity to choose one of two activities they would like to do—solving a 
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“brainteaser” puzzle, or hitting a punching pad.   Only 22% of the control group who performed 

the rope-braiding task selected the punching activity.  However, of the men who had performed 

the threatening task of braiding hair, 50% chose the punching task.  The authors argued that 

significantly more men under threat chose the punching task because aggressive displays may 

serve to restore threatened manhood.  In a follow up study, men under threat expressed less 

anxiety after utilizing the punching pad, relative to men under threat who did not aggress, 

providing evidence for this perspective.   

Further evidence of a connection between masculinity threats and aggression are found in 

research about masculine cultures such as what Nisbett and Cohen have called “cultures of 

honor” (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996).  In an attempt to understand why seemingly petty disputes can 

escalate into violence, researchers explored cultures of honor, social contexts within which even 

small disputes can become contests for masculine reputation and social status (Cohen, Nisbett, 

Bowdle, & Schwarz, 1996; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996).  In cultures in which honor is a central 

organizing theme, manhood and honor are intimately linked such that honor is maintained 

through men’s willingness to protect their reputations and that of their families by any means, 

including violence (Bosson & Vandello 2011).  Cohen and colleagues examined the differences 

between American southerners, who are historically characterized as having values consistent 

with cultures of honor, and American Northerners who historically lack such a characterization.  

Participating men from both the North and South were insulted by a confederate who bumped 

into the participant and called him an "asshole." Compared to Northerners—who were relatively 

unaffected by the insult—Southerners were more likely to feel that their masculinity was 

threatened; more upset by the slight; more physiologically primed for aggression (as 

demonstrated by heightened cortisol and testosterone levels); and more likely to engage in 
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aggressive and dominant behaviors such as refusing to move out of the way of men walking 

towards them and giving harder handshakes.  Beliefs in the appropriateness of aggressive 

responses to threats to masculinity are not limited, however, to such benign displays of 

aggression. 

 In a series of cross-cultural studies, Vandello and Cohen (2003) tested whether a 

woman’s perceived dishonor influenced evaluations of her husband, utilizing participants from 

an honor culture (Brazil) and a non-honor culture (non-southern Americans).  Participants 

responded to reading a scenario either about a wife who was unfaithful to her husband, or a wife 

who remained faithful.  Subsequently, Brazilians, but not Americans, rated a man as less manly 

and honorable when his wife was unfaithful relative to the husbands of faithful wives.  

Furthermore, Brazilian participants indicated that husbands who retaliated by hitting his wife 

were slightly more masculine, with evidence suggesting that this evaluation was driven by 

Brazilian men’s beliefs that aggressive displays restored his honor.  Conversely, the American 

sample did not endorse intimate partner violence.  The endorsement of intimate partner violence 

in cultures of honor was later replicated in a demonstration that such endorsements only occur in 

contexts that might threaten the masculinity of male partners (i.e. a wife’s extra-marital 

flirtations), as opposed to contexts unlikely to threaten masculinity  (i.e. spending too much 

money; Vandello, Cohen, Granson, & Franiuk, 2009).  It may come as little surprise then that in 

other research, men who reported higher amounts of male gender-role stress reported higher 

levels of verbal and physical abusiveness towards female intimate partners (Copenhaven, Lash, 

& Eisler, 2000; Jakupcak, lisak, & Roemer, 2002).  Again, this is consistent with research 

suggesting that men identify with masculine stereotypes even when they are negative (Spence, 
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Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979)—as is the case with violence and aggression.  When men are 

directly persecuted for their masculinity, even greater violence can be observed. 

Masculinity threat as a target of bullying.  This desire to derogate men who do not 

conform to standard conventions of masculinity may have consequences for both straight and 

queer-identified boys and men.  In this way, heterosexist responses to masculinity threats may be 

part of a larger phenomenon wherein men actively police each other’s behavior.  As early as pre-

adolescence, boys begin teasing or bullying other boys who show stereotypically feminine traits, 

derogatorily labeling such boys as gay as a means of displaying their own masculinity in contrast 

(Pascoe, 2005).  In extreme cases, such heterosexist discourse has been linked to deadly 

violence.   

 An analysis of the 28 cases of mass school shootings in American high schools and 

middle schools between 1982-2001 linked the tragedies to adolescent male perpetrators who 

endured long histories of being teased and bullied and were retaliating against the threats to 

manhood (Kimmel & Mahler, 2003). Interviews with the boys who perpetrated the mass 

shootings support their claim. When frequently teased 14-year-old Michael Carneal was asked 

why he brought two shotguns, two semiautomatic rifles, a pistol, and 700 rounds of ammunition 

to his school and subsequently used them to fire on his classmates, he responded: “People respect 

me now.” (Blank, 1998, p. 94).  Similarly, 16-year-old Luke Woodham became fed up after 

constant bullying and taunting as “gay” or “a fag.”  Woodham reported that even his own mother 

participated in his belittlement.  In response, Woodham murdered his mother in her bed one 

morning, before driving to school with a rifle and opening fire on his classmates.  When later 

interviewed, he explained: “I am not insane. I am angry...murder is not weak and slow-witted; 

murder is gutsy and daring.” (Chua-Eoan, 1997, p. 54).  In a single statement explaining his 
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actions, Woodham implies a desire to embody the stereotypically masculine traits of anger, 

strength, intelligence, courage, and violence.  As shocking as such acts of violence are, perhaps 

more surprising is that when men act to reclaim their manhood, they do not limit the collateral 

damage to the people around them.  Men are also willing to risk their own lives in the service of 

maintaining their claims to manhood. 

 Health outcomes.  Health researchers have conducted extensive research in attempts to 

understand why men’s health outcomes are often inferior to women’s.  Generally speaking, men 

have shorter life spans than do women (Courtenay, 2000; 2002).  Men contract more serious 

chronic illnesses, have more heart attacks, and more strokes than do women (Verbrugge, 1989). 

And, according to decades of research, this not just a result of male biology, but of the social 

construction of masculinity (e.g., Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Courtenay, 2000; Whitaker, 1987).  

For example, Donald Sabo and David Gordon (1995) outlined how each of the four components 

of the performance of masculinity as defined by David & Brannon (1976) can have bad health 

outcomes.  A “Give ‘Em Hell” approach to life encourages binge drinking and fast driving, 

which account for half of male adolescent deaths.  The “sturdy oak” and “no sissy stuff” 

components can lead to underreporting of health symptoms, playing a critical role in men’s 

premature death. Wanting to be “The Big Wheel” can lead men towards unhealthy striving for 

muscularity, including steroid use, extreme dietary practices, and other behaviors that come at 

the sacrifice of men’s health (Sabo & Gordon, 1995).  While much of the men’s health literature 

is correlational, important patterns emerge. 

 For example, health researchers have noted the stress men experience while trying to 

meet male gender-roles,  specifically, contending with a sense of powerlessness and insecurity 

(Wesely, 2001), feeling less competent than women (Mills & D’Alfonso, 2007), contending with 
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being bullied or teased as children, or trying to compensate for earlier illnesses (Heywood, 

1997).  As a result of attempts to embody male gender-roles, men show significantly greater 

reluctance to seek professional help with psychological issues (Blazina & Watkins, 1996; Fisher 

& Turner, 1970; Good, Dell, & Mintz, 1989; Good & Wood, 1995; Komiya, Good, & Sherrod, 

2000; Mahalik et al., 2003; Peterson & Vogel, 2007; Robertson & Fitzgerald, 1992).  In terms of 

physical health, researchers have noted negative health consequences ranging from unhealthy 

diets and excessive exercise programs to eating disorders and pathological concern with a 

perceived lack of muscular size and leanness   (Baghurst & Kissinger, 2009; McCreary & Sasse, 

2000;  Mills & D’Alfonso, 2007).  Similarly, ethnographic research indicates that men who feel 

insecure in their masculinity are more likely to use steroids—a behavior that can lead to liver 

damage, hormonal imbalances, and premature death—because steroids are known to promote 

aggressiveness, strength, size, and feelings of empowerment (for a review, see Klein, 1995).   

For some men, “the fear of being small, of appearing less than fully masculine is so frightening 

that anything, including death, is preferable” (Klein, 1995, p.119). 

 Men have also reported being less willing than women to seek support help for physical 

illnesses (Hegelson, 1995). This behavior may be in response to a fear of devaluation.  In 

experiments where participants rated men who experience chronic lower back pain, both 

laypeople and nurses perceived men with chronic lower back pain as having less masculinity-

related traits and more femininity-related traits than the typical man (Bernades & Lima, 2010).  

In another review of men’s avoidance of help-seeking in health contexts, there is evidence that 

the stereotypically masculine desire to demonstrate self-reliance is correlated to men’s denial of 

symptoms that could indicate coronary heart disease (Hegelson, 1995).  Similarly, a qualitative 

study of Latino men demonstrated that men were less likely to undergo prostate cancer screening 
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because of the physical invasiveness of the procedure.  Noted one participant: “In the majority of 

Latino countries, the concept of the macho man and the idea of turning around and of someone 

inserting a finger, honestly...It’s almost the worst thing that can happen to you as a man” 

(Rivera-Ramos & Buki, 2011, p. 20).  Such protections of masculinity extend beyond 

applications to preventative care. 

 In ethnographic research on masculinity and health-related behaviors, Charmaz (1995) 

noted that avoiding the perception of weakness drives deadly behavior more generally among 

men contending with chronic life-threatening illnesses.  In her research, Charmaz notes as 

characteristic a diabetic man who was unable to manage his wheelchair and a cafeteria tray 

simultaneously.  The man was observed skipping meals, risking a diabetic coma, rather than ask 

coworkers for help. 

Health researchers have also noted that the drive to be masculine can haunt men enough 

to inspire suicidal tendencies (Harris, 1983).  Failure to conform to conventional gender 

expectations has been associated with the risk of non-fatal suicide behavior in men, but not 

women.  Furthermore, those men who do survive suicide attempts face tragically ironic 

circumstances, for even men’s failure at attempting suicide violates male norms of efficacy, 

strength, and decisiveness,  leading to the subsequent denigration of male suicide attempt 

survivors (Canetto, 1995; White & Stillion, 1988).  

 In all, research on the consequences of masculinity threats display the breadth of contexts 

in which men respond to masculinity threats.  In conjunction with research on the content of 

masculine identity, there is converging evidence that manhood is seen as a precarious status that 

men must work hard to earn and maintain. In the defense manhood, men perform behavior that 

can have deadly consequences for themselves and the people around them.  While there is a 
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growing body of work demonstrating this relationship, there is less known about why 

masculinity operates this way.  Specifically, why is the defense of manhood associated with not 

considering the future consequences of men’s actions? Actions that secure you masculinity but 

may lead to your death only seem beneficial if you are more concerned with short term outcome 

than with long term outcomes.  Could it be the case that men are processing long term outcomes 

less than short term outcomes in moments when their masculinity is threatened? Research on 

how threats are cognitively processed indicates that the answer may be yes. 

Selective Attention to Threats 

There is precedent in previous psychological literature for threats to shift attentional 

focus.  Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, and Davies (2004) found that priming the threatening concept of 

crime altered visual attention.  Using a computer task aimed to measure visual attention, 

Eberhardt and colleagues found that priming participants with images representing crime (e.g. 

images of guns, knives, and handcuffs), led participants to focus visually longer on stimuli 

stereotypically associated with crime (i.e. Black faces). A consequence of this finding was that, 

as more attention was being paid to stimuli stereotypically related to the threat, less attention was 

being paid to stereotypically irrelevant stimuli (i.e. White faces).  If threatening stimuli can lead 

to selective attention, reducing attention to unrelated stimuli (Eberhardt et al., 2004; Seibt & 

Förster, 2004), perhaps threats to masculinity motivate selective attention to men’s immediate 

threatening context, reducing attention elsewhere.   

  Further, masculinity is seen as a precarious identity. One’s status as a man can be easily 

lost, and once lost may be hard to regain (Vandello et al., 2008). If masculinity is a status that is 

easy to lose, it follows that men must focus on the immediate contexts of threat to avoid that loss.  

Further, if a man loses his masculine status in his immediate context, it will be hard to regain that 
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status later, making future contexts less important. Thus, it may be the case that masculinity 

threats lead to a more immediate temporal focus. The precarious nature of claims to manhood 

would necessitate immediate response to threats, lest one’s hard fought claim to manhood be 

lost.  As such, attention to the future consequences of one’s response to a threat may be obscured 

by one’s selective attention to the immediate contexts where the threat occurred.  This is the 

mechanism I propose for why the defense of masculinity engenders potentially deadly behaviors 

in the most extreme circumstances.  The precariousness of masculinity produces a narrow focus 

on the present, at the cost of considering future consequences, when a man’s masculinity is 

threatened. 

Implications 

Could it be that men are so distracted by the stress of masculinity threat that they are 

literally not seeing the consequences of their behavior?  There is a literature indicating that, 

under the right conditions, individuals can in fact focus on their present circumstances to the 

exclusion of future consequences.  When deciding a course of action, individuals vary in the 

degree to which they consider the future, rather than the immediate consequences of their 

decisions (Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994).  For example, as a student is 

deciding whether to socialize with friends in their dormitory or go the library to study, a 

successful student must be willing to sacrifice their immediate desires to secure future benefits.  

To capture this inclination Strathman and colleges (1994) designed the Consideration of Future 

Consequences Scale, a measure of the extent to which individuals consider and are influenced by 

the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviors.  Scale items include “Often I engage in 

a particular behavior in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for many years.” and 
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“Since my day to day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behavior that 

has distant outcomes.”   

Neglecting future consequences has been linked to several negative attitudinal and 

behavioral outcomes (for a review, see Joireman, Strathman, & Balliet, 2006; Strathman & 

Joireman, 2005).  The consideration of future consequences reduces the likelihood of aggressive 

behavior (Joireman, Anderson, & Strathman, 2003), aggressive driving (Moore & Dahlen, 2008), 

substance abuse (Piko, Luszczynska, Gibbons, &Tekozel, 2005), avoidance of preventative 

health care (Morison, Cozzolino, & Orbell, 2010), irresponsible financial practices (Nyhus & 

Webley, 2001; Webley & Nyhus, 2006), expressions of anger (Moore & Dahlen, 2008), and 

endorsement of oil drilling in fragile ecosystems (Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 

1994).  Given the parallels between the consequences of masculinity threat and a lack of 

consideration of future consequences, perhaps men’s undesirable behavior when under threat can 

be explained by this mechanism. 

Despite a growing body of work demonstrating that men perform behavior that can have 

harmful consequences for themselves and the people around them in the defense of claims to 

manhood, we remain less well informed about why masculinity operates this way.  Research on 

threats and attention suggests that individuals under threat are motivated towards selective 

attention towards those threats, to the exclusion of other stimuli (Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, & 

Davies, 2004; Seibt & Förster, 2004).  Perhaps, the precarious nature of claims to manhood 

necessitates immediate response to threats, lest one’s hard fought claim to manhood be lost.  This 

points to a straightforward prediction that threats to masculinity motivate selective attention to 
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men’s immediate context, reducing attention to future consequences, a prediction that should be 

tested in future research.   

Future tests of the effect of masculinity threats on the consideration of future 

consequences would add to the literature on gender identity in important ways.  While the effects 

of masculinity threat have been demonstrated across various domains, the basic process (i.e. 

mechanism) has not been thoroughly understood.  In addition, if a mechanism for the potentially 

dire effects of masculinity threat was discovered, straightforward interventions would become 

available.  If threats to masculinity reduce attention to future consequences, then refocusing men 

on future consequences may attenuate the effects of masculinity threat. Previous research has 

shown that the consideration of future consequences is subject to manipulation, and that doing so 

can promote pro-social behavior such as interpersonal cooperation (Wolf, Cohen, Kirchner, Rea, 

Montoya, & Insko, 2009).  If a lack of consideration of future consequences is the underlying 

mechanism for the self-destructive consequences of masculinity threat, then increasing one’s 

future focus may also promote gender equality, create healthier men, and decrease physical 

violence. My dissertation investigated the merits of this underlying hypothesis. 

Overview of studies 

The proposed research is designed to test whether or not the precarious nature of 

masculinity leads men to adopt a focus on the present at the expense of considering future 

consequences.  As described above, men often engage in harmful behaviors when trying to 

protect their status as “real men.” Four studies examined whether a shift in time perspective is 

responsible for the harmful behavioral responses to masculinity threat.  Study 1 uses existing 

masculinity threat manipulations and temporal focus measures to examine the relationship 

between threat and time focus.  Study 2 compares masculinity to several other social identities in 
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order to determine whether or not the combination of high value and high precariousness that is 

attributed to masculine identity is unique. Study 3 then compared responses to masculinity 

threats and responses to a highly valued, but less precarious, social identity  threat (i.e. threats to 

family identity) in order to test whether the unique precariousness of masculine identity is central 

to reducing the consideration of the future consequences of men’s behavior.  Study 4 attempted 

to attenuate the reduction of the consideration of the future consequences of men’s behavior by 

manipulating definitions of masculinity to remove its precariousness. Specifically I test 4 

hypotheses: 

 Hypothesis 1: When threatened, men will demonstrate a reduced focus on the future 

consequences of their actions, while women’s concern with future consequences will 

not be affected by the analog gender identity threat 

 Hypothesis 2: When given a chance to perform compensatory gendered behavior, 

men under threat will demonstrate greater compensatory behaviors relative to men 

whose masculinity is not threatened.   

 Hypothesis 3: Masculinity will emerge as uniquely precarious among highly 

important social identities. 

 Hypothesis 4: The perceived precariousness of the threatened identity will moderate 

the effect of social identity threats on the consideration of future consequences of 

one’s behavior.
 1

 

                                                             
1 I originally stated seven hypotheses in my dissertation proposal. Those seven were:  

Hypothesis 1. When under threat, men will demonstrate a reduced focus on the future consequences of their actions, while 

the time perspective of women will remain unaffected by gender identity threats.  

Hypothesis 2.  When given a chance to perform compensatory gendered behavior, men under threat will demonstrate 

greater compensatory behaviors relative to men whose masculinity is validated.  Again, women will not engage in 
compensatory feminine behaviors. 
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Study 1: The impact of gender identity threats on time focus for men 

 Study 1 is designed to test whether gender identity threats lead men, but not women, to 

demonstrate a reduced focus on the future consequences of their actions.  I tested two specific 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: When threatened, men will demonstrate a reduced focus on the future 

consequences of their actions, while the time perspective of women will remain unaffected by the 

complementary gender identity threat, consistent with perceptions that femininity is less 

precarious than masculinity (Vandello et al., 2008). If men’s responses to gender identity threats 

are due to greater perceptions that their gender identity is precarious relative to women, one 

would still expect negative reactions from both men and women to gender identity threats. 

However one would only expect those reactions to be paired with an increased focus on 

immediate contexts to the detriment of focus on future contexts for men whose gender identity 

was threatened. Thus, a measure of the consideration of future consequences (Strathman, 

Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994) was hypothesized to reveal lower scores for men whose 

masculinity is under threat relative to men whose masculinity is validated.  However, the threat 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Hypothesis 3.   The consideration of future consequences will mediate the effect of masculinity threat on compensatory 

performances of masculinity.   

Hypothesis 4. Masculinity will emerge as uniquely precarious among highly important social identities 

Hypothesis 5. Masculinity threat will diverge from other social identity threats, such that when other social identities are 

threatened, men will not demonstrate a reduced focus on the future consequences of their actions, leading to compensatory 

behaviors.   

Hypothesis 6. The perceived precariousness of the threatened ID will moderate the effect of social identity threats on the 

consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior.   

Hypothesis 7. When masculinity is reframed as a secure identity (i.e. not tenuous), men will no longer demonstrate a 
reduced focus on the future consequences of their actions when their masculinity is threatened.  

 However, due to the overlap of several of the predictions, this representation of my hypotheses was imprecise. Thus, to 

improve clarity in the writing of the final dissertation, I distilled those seven hypotheses into the four reported hypotheses.  
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manipulation was not predicted to affect women’s scores on a measure of the consideration of 

future consequences. 

Previous research has also made predictions regarding gender differences in the response 

to gender identity threats. However, this research has been ambivalent as to whether men or 

women should be more vigilant to such threats. Specifically, prior research has made competing 

predictions about whether women—historically having lower status—should demonstrate greater 

vigilance to threats or whether men—historically having higher status—should demonstrate 

greater vigilance to threats. Rudman & Glick (1999) argued that men’s higher status in sexist 

cultures should allow them to have more influence in dictating gender prescriptions. Thus, men 

should be afforded more latitude in their gender role violations. However women, due to the 

added pressures created by being lower status in sexist cultures, should be more vigilant against 

committing gender role violations. Conversely, other gender identity theorists have argued that 

men’s higher status should lead men to greater adherence to gender roles (Bem, 1974; 1993; 

Bosson, Prewitt-Freilino & Taylor, 2005; Twenge, 1999). This argument follows the logic that 

men’s gender role violations should be viewed as more egregious because they are a departure 

from societal ideals that assign higher value to masculine traits.  However for women, gender 

violations should also be viewed as negative, but less so than for men because they represent 

women striving towards embodying those same societal ideals.   

Instead of attempting to resolve these different perspectives, I explore a different 

hypothesis. Rather than the relative value of one’s gender identity (i.e. high or low status) 

determining one’s responses to gender identity threats, I have proposed that the relative 

precariousness of one’s identity will drive the predicted gender differences in the response to 
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gender identity threats. I predicted that only men will show a reduced consideration of future 

consequences of their behavior, because masculinity is perceived to be precarious (Vandello et al., 

2008). This prediction is consistent with theorists who would argue that men’s higher status 

should lead to greater vigilance against gender role violations (e.g. Bem, 1993). However, this 

does not rule out the possibility that women, due to having lower status, can face greater backlash 

when they violate stereotypical gender roles. Further, although prior literature had predicted that 

men’s reactions to masculinity threats could be stronger than women’s reactions (e.g. Bem, 1993), 

it did not make predictions regarding the relationship between gender identity threats and 

temporal focus, thus this represents a novel hypothesis. 

 Hypothesis 2: When given a chance to perform compensatory gendered behavior, men 

under threat will demonstrate greater compensatory behaviors relative to men whose masculinity 

is validated.  Consistent with previous research (e.g. Babl, 1979; Bosson et al., 2009; Goff, Di 

Leone, & Kahn, 2012), men are hypothesized to perform compensatory masculinity when their 

gender identity is threatened. Again, I predicted that women would not engage in compensatory 

feminine behaviors in response to having their femininity threatened.  While it is important to 

note that women can be stigmatized and discriminated against for performing gender atypical 

behavior (e.g., Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman & Glick, 2001), I predicted that men would 

show a greater aversion to endorsing gender atypical behaviors because of the relatively more 

precarious nature of masculinity.  This prediction is consistent with previous research which 

found that found that, while men who received feedback indicating that their behavior was 

gender-atypical felt that their masculinity was threatened, women were unaffected by similarly 

negative feedback (Vandello et al., 2008). I then tested whether or not the consideration of future 
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consequences of one’s behavior mediates the relationship between the experience of threat and 

compensatory gendered behavior. 

Method 

Participants and Design.  Eighty nine undergraduate (40 women, 49 men) participants 

were recruited using the UCLA subject pool to participate in the experiment.   The experimental 

design was a 2 (participant sex: female v. male) x 2 (threat status: threatened v. validated) 

between subjects factorial design. Participants were randomly assigned to receive threatening or 

validating information about their gender.  Of the participants, 49 self-identified as White, 20 as 

Asian, 12 as Latino/Hispanic, 3 as Black, and 5 as mixed race.  The median age of participants 

was 20 years old.  The consideration of future consequences and compensatory behavior were 

both measured as continuous variables.   

Materials 

 Threat manipulation.  Participants read an introductory paragraph that contained the 

threat manipulation.  Previous research has threatened gender identity by having participants 

listen to a video that articulated that gender differences were blurring (a distinctiveness threat; 

modified from Babl, 1979).  I converted this introduction into text.  This manipulation consisted 

of two conditions.  In the threat condition, participants were told of fictional research that 

indicated a “decreased level of femininity” (if the participants were women) or “decreased level 

of masculinity” (if the participants were men), in the American population.  The quoted fictional 

research cites “restructured family roles, changes in (wo)men's fashions, and women 

representing a new majority in the American work force
2
” as evidence (To read the full text of 

these manipulations, see Appendix A).  Conversely, participants in the validation condition were 

                                                             
2 This final piece of evidence was added to Babl’s original manipulation. 
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told of fictional research that indicates a “broadened definitions of femininity” or “masculinity,” 

respectively, in the American population. This condition also cites “restructured family roles, 

changes in (wo)men's fashions, and women representing a new majority in the American work 

force” as evidence.   

 Temporal focus. Time perspective was measured by the Consideration of Future 

Consequences Scale (CFC, α = .78; Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994).  This 

instrument was designed as a measure of the extent to which individuals consider and are 

influenced by the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviors.  Scale items include 

“Often I engage in a particular behavior in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for 

many years.” and “Since my day to day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me 

than behavior that has distant outcomes” (Reverse coded; See Appendix A for the full set of 

items).  All items were be measured using a 7-point Likert scale (1=Strongly disagree to 7= 

Strongly Agree).   

 Responses to threat. Participants also received a measure of compensatory behavior.  In 

Babl’s original study (1979), he used the California Psychological Inventory femininity sub-scale 

(Gough, 1957) as a measure of compensatory behavior.  This scale was seen as relatively 

transparent, and has been used as a measure of socially desirable masculine responding. Thus, 

this scale was used as a measure of “exaggerated, compensatory masculinity” (Babl, 1979, p. 

253). Due to the length of the original 58 item California Psychological Inventory scale, I used a 

shortened scale consists of 14 items, all measured using a 7-point Likert scale (1=Strongly 

disagree to 7= Strongly Agree).  The scale asks participants to rate the extent to which they 

would engage in stereotypically male (e.g. “I rarely need to ask for help”) and female behaviors 
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(“I would stay at home and raise children, if that is what worked best for my family;” See 

Appendix A for the full set of items).  Consistent with the analytic strategy used by Babl, these 

questions were combined to form a single scale, α = .81. 

Procedure  

 Participants signed up for participation through the SONA Systems online subject 

recruitment of the UCLA subject pool.  Participants then complete a brief demographics 

questionnaire.  Once the participant input their sex into the demographics form, they were 

randomly assigned to one of two threat conditions groups (threatened/validated).  The participant 

read the corresponding introductory paragraph containing the threat manipulation.   The 

participants then completed the CFC scale to test whether or not gender identity threats effect the 

consideration of future consequences.  Finally, participants were presented with the California 

personality Inventory femininity subscale as a measure of compensatory gender performance, 

before being debriefed.   

Study 1 Results 

Hypothesis 1: When under threat, men will demonstrate a reduced focus on the future 

consequences of their actions, while the time perspective of women will remain unaffected by 

gender identity threats.  To test Hypothesis 1, a 2 (participant sex: female v. male) x 2 (threat 

status: threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVA was performed.  The 

dependent variable was the responses to the consideration of future consequences scale (CFC).  

CFC was measured using the average of items on the CFC scale, such that lower numbers 

represent a lower value of future consequences for one’s actions relative to the immediate 

consequences. No main effect of gender was found, such that there was no difference overall 

between men (M =3.27, SD = .63) and women (M =3.35, SD = .76), F (1, 85) = .31, n.s.  A 
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marginal main effect of threat was found, such that participants exhibited lower consideration of 

future consequences when their gender identity was threatened (M =3.17, SD = .63) relative to 

when their gender identity was validated (M =3.46, SD = .72), F (1, 85) = 3.50, p = .07. However, 

a significant 2-way interaction was found, such that threat only impacted the CFC of men, F (1, 

85) = 6.06, p = .016 (see Figure 1).   Simple effects tests demonstrate that, for women, there is no 

difference in CFC for those whose gender was threatened (M =3.31, SD = .90), and those whose 

gender was validated (M =3.46, SD = .60), F (1, 38) = .12, n.s. However, for men, those whose 

gender was threatened had a significantly lower CFC (M =2.97, SD = .53) than those whose 

gender was validated (M =3.57, SD = .59), F (1, 47) = 14.52, p < .001   

Hypothesis 2: When given a chance to perform compensatory gendered behavior, men 

under threat will demonstrate greater compensatory behaviors relative to men whose masculinity 

is validated.  To test Hypothesis 2, a 2 (participant sex: female v. male) x 2 (threat status: 

threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVA was performed.  The dependent 

variable was the responses to the California Personality Inventory femininity subscale.  Following 

the procedures of Babl (1979), responses to stereotypically feminine items were reverse coded 

and added to responses to stereotypically masculine items, creating a single index (with a range 

from 1-14).  Here, that lower numbers represent a desire to perform stereotypically feminine 

behaviors and higher numbers represent a desire to perform stereotypically masculine behaviors. 

A main effect of gender was found, such that men expressed a greater desire to perform 

stereotypically masculine behaviors (M =8.18, SD = 1.19) than women (M =6.34, SD = 1.28), F 

(1, 85) = 51.31, p< .001.  A marginal main effect of threat was found, such that participants 

expressed a greater desire to perform stereotypically masculine behaviors when their gender 
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identity was threatened (M =7.56, SD = 1.57) relative to when their gender identity was validated 

(M =7.16, SD = 1.48), F (1, 85) = 2.79, p = .10. However, no interaction was found, F (1, 85) = 

.62, n.s.  

Because of the advances in theory on gender identity since Babl’s (1979) original study, I 

also wanted to explore the effect of threat on the desire to perform masculinity and femininity 

separately.  These additional analyses are consistent with the now widely held belief that 

masculinity and femininity are not one-dimensional.  In previous research, Bem (1974) found that 

the correlations between masculine identity and feminine identity were low across two samples 

(Bem Sex Role Inventory; Sample 1 women r = -.14, Sample 2 women r = .07, Sample 1 men r = 

.11, Sample 2 men r = -.02). Here, responses to the scale measuring the desire to perform 

masculinity and femininity (in regards to behavior, as opposed to Bem’s measurement of identity) 

were more strongly correlated. However, while this correlation was significant (r(89) = -.34, p = 

.002), it was not high enough to validate the approach of combining the two subscales into one 

dependent variable. Thus, I separated the masculine and feminine components of the CPI 

subscale. I then separately compared the desire to perform gender consistent behavior and gender 

inconsistent behavior for men and women under threat. 

Gender consistent behavior. A 2 (participant sex: female v. male) x 2 (threat status: 

threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVA was performed.  The dependent 

variable was the gender consistent responses to the California Personality Inventory femininity 

subscale.  Here, higher values indicate men’s desire to perform stereotypically male behaviors and 

women’s desire to perform stereotypically female behaviors. Thus, these values are a measure of 

preference for gender conformity. A main effect of gender was found, such that men expressed a 
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greater desire to perform stereotype consistent behaviors (M =5.12, SD = .75) than women (M 

=4.63, SD = .91), F (1, 85) = 7.66, p< .01.  Importantly, threat had no impact on participants 

desire to perform stereotype consistent behaviors when their gender identity was threatened (M 

=4.89, SD = .84) relative to when their gender identity was validated (M =4.90, SD = .88), F (1, 

85) = 0, n.s. And no interaction was found, F (1, 85) = .05, n.s. 

Gender inconsistent behavior. A 2 (participant sex: female v. male) x 2 (threat status: 

threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVA was performed.  The dependent 

variable was the gender inconsistent responses to the California Personality Inventory femininity 

subscale.  Thus, here, lower values indicate men’s aversion to performing stereotypically female 

behaviors and women’s aversion to performing stereotypically male behaviors. Thus, these values 

are a measure of aversion to gender non-conformity. A main effect of gender was found, such that 

men were more reluctant to perform stereotype inconsistent behaviors (M =3.10, SD = .82) than 

women (M =4.00, SD = .64), F (1, 85) = 32.77, p< .001.  A marginal main effect of threat was 

found, such that participants expressed a greater aversion to gender non-conformity when their 

gender identity was threatened (M =3.34, SD = .94) relative to when their gender identity was 

validated (M =3.68, SD = .74), F (1, 85) = 3.33, p = .07. In addition, a significant interaction was 

found, F (1, 85) = 4.14, p< .05 (See Figure 2). 

Simple effects tests demonstrate that, for women, there was no difference in aversion to 

gender non-conformity for those whose gender was threatened (M =3.99, SD = .58), and those 

whose gender was validated (M =4.01, SD = .71), F (1, 38) = .02, n.s. However, for men, those 

whose gender was threatened were more reluctant to perform stereotype inconsistent behaviors 

(M =2.82, SD = .77) than those whose gender was validated (M =3.42, SD = .77), F (1, 47) = 7.20, 
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p = .01.  Further, even men whose gender identity was validated were more reluctant to perform 

stereotype inconsistent behaviors than women regardless of women’s experience of threat, F’s > 

7.14, p’s < .01.  Interestingly, men’s reluctance to perform stereotype inconsistent behaviors was 

predicted by men’s increased focused on immediate outcomes, r = -.32, p < .05. Conversely, for 

women, there was no relationship between one’s reluctance to perform stereotype inconsistent 

behaviors and one’s focus on immediate outcomes, r = .05, n.s. 

 Mediation: I used the methods outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) to test the 

consideration of future consequences as the mediator of the effect of masculinity threats on 

compensatory performances of masculinity (as evidenced by the “flight from the feminine” 

demonstrated by men experiencing masculinity threat).  The independent variable (masculinity 

threat) significantly predicts the dependent variable (aversion of gender inconsistent behaviors), 

B = -.59, t = 2.68, p = .01. Second, the independent variable (masculinity threat) predicts the 

mediator variable (considerations of future consequences), B = -.61, t = 3.81, p < .001. However, 

when controlling for the independent variable (masculinity threat), the mediator variable 

(considerations of future consequences) no longer predicts the dependent variable (endorsement 

of gender inconsistent behaviors), B = -.04, t = .21, n.s.  (Sobel, Z = .21, p = .84). 

Conclusions 

 As predicted, men experiencing threats to their masculinity demonstrated a reduced focus 

on the future consequences of their actions, while the time perspective of women was unaffected 

by gender identity threats.  Further, when given a chance to perform compensatory gendered 

behavior, men under threat demonstrated greater compensatory relative to men whose 

masculinity is validated. Here again, women were unaffected by threats to their gender identity.  

While men’s desire to perform compensatory gendered behavior was predicted by reductions in 
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the consideration of future consequences, a mediational relationship did not exist. This indicates 

that men’s compensatory behaviors in response to masculinity threat can’t be explained fully by 

a lower consideration of future consequences.  Instead, while short term thinking may be a factor 

influencing why men’s compensatory behaviors can be so extreme, the gender norms that police 

men’s behavior are too robust to be distilled simply into gender differences in time focus.  It is 

important to test whether or not men’s vulnerability to gender identity threat is due to the 

perceived precariousness of masculinity. However, equally important comparison social 

identities must first be identified. I turn here next. 

Study 2: Masculinity threat as a unique social identity threat 

  Little research has been conducted comparing masculinity threats to other forms of 

social identity threats.  Manhood has been demonstrated to be precarious, as opposed to the 

relatively stable status of womanhood (Vandello et al., 2008).  However, research has not as of 

yet been conducted to test how unique the precariousness of masculinity is, relative to other 

social identities.  In other words, it is not yet clear if most social identities operate like 

masculinity (i.e. precarious) or femininity (i.e. able to be threatened, yet relatively stable).  Study 

2 aims to address this gap in the literature by comparing gender identity to other important social 

identities.  I asked participants to report on two vital pieces of information about each social 

identity.  First, how important is each identity to their self-concept.  Second, I asked participants 

to report how easily status in this group is lost.   Hypothesis 3: Masculinity will emerge as 

uniquely precarious among highly important social identities. 

Method 

 Participants and Design.  Eighty two (45 women, 37 men) participants were recruited 

online to participate in the experiment.  Of the participants, 67 self-identified as White, 7 as 
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Asian, 6 as Latino/Hispanic, 4 as Black, and 3 as mixed race.  The median age of participants 

was 36 years old.  Participants were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(www.MTurk.com) data collection marketplace.  MTurk has been shown to provide participants 

that are more representative of the U.S. population than standard Internet samples and are more 

racially diverse than typical American college samples, as well as provide data that is at least as 

reliable as data obtained via laboratory methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011).  

This survey asked participants to rate their gender identity (femininity or masculinity), as 

well as several other important social identities on dimensions of importance & perceived 

precariousness.  In a pretest asking students to list the social identities they consider important, 

religion, race, familial affiliations, and university affiliation emerged as the most frequently 

listed identities.  Thus, these served as the comparison identities for this study. 

Materials 

 Identity centrality: Participants completed a modified version of the Multi-dimensional 

Inventory of Black Identity Centrality subscale, reworded for each social identity (Sellers, 

Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, & Smith 1997).   A sample item from this scale (modified for 

gender) is “Overall, my gender has very little to do with how I feel about myself” (See Appendix 

B for examples of the modified version of the full scale).  This measure represented how 

important participants perceived each identity to be. 

 Identity precariousness: Participants completed a modified version of a measure of 

identity precariousness previously used to measure the precariousness of masculinity and 

femininity (Vandello et al., 2008).   A sample item from this scale is: “Status as a man is not 

http://www.mturk.com/
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assured—it can be lost”   (See Appendix B for examples of the modified version of the full 

scale). This measure represented how precarious participants perceived each identity to be. 

Procedure 

 Participants interested in the experiment gained access to the online study directly 

through the Amazon MTurk marketplace.  Participants were directed to a website link of the 

URL for my study.  After completing consent and a brief demographics form, participants were 

asked to rate the importance of each social identity, then the precariousness of each social 

identity.  The series of identities were presented in random order. 

Study 2 Results 

 Scales and Measures. Prior to conducting inferential analyses, I analyzed the reliability 

of each modified version of the identity centrality scale and the identity precariousness scale.  

For identity centrality: gender α = .83, family α = .90, religion α = .94, race α = .90, and college 

α = .90.  For precariousness: gender α = .85, family α = .89, religion α = .88, race α = .85, and 

college α = .90.   

 Hypothesis 3: Masculinity will emerge as uniquely precarious among highly important 

social identities for men.   

Identity centrality. To test for differences in identity centrality, I ran a one way within 

subjects ANOVA comparing the mean value placed among identities.  For both men F (4, 144) = 

7.81, p < .001 (See Figure 3) and women F (4, 172) = 7.34, p < .001 (See Figure 4) there were 

significant differences in how valued each identity was perceived to be.  Men rated gender as 

their most important identity (M = 5.54, SD= .78), followed by family (M = 5.39, SD= 1.27), race 
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(M = 4.99, SD= 1.45)
3
, college (M = 4.37, SD= 1.64), and religion (M = 4.35, SD= 1.74).  

Dependent samples t-tests demonstrated that gender and family were the only identities rated as 

equally important t(36)= .76, n.s. All other identities were rated as significantly less important 

than gender, all t’s (36) > 4.28, p < .001.   Women’s ratings were slightly different. Women rated 

family as their most important identity (M = 5.24, SD= 1.68), followed by gender (M = 5.09, 

SD= 1.28), race (M = 4.74, SD= 1.49), religion (M = 4.46, SD= 1.98), and college (M = 3.93, 

SD= 1.63). However, similarly to men, dependent samples t-tests demonstrated that gender and 

family were the only identities rated as equally important t(43)= .66, n.s. All other identities 

were rated as significantly less important than gender, all t’s (43) > 2.13, p < .05.  

 Identity precariousness. To test for differences in precariousness, I ran another one way 

within subjects ANOVA comparing the mean ratings of precariousness.  For both men F (4, 144) 

= 23.68, p < .001 and women F (4, 172) = 24.12, p < .001 there were significant differences in 

how precarious each identity was perceived to be. Men rated religion as the most precarious 

identity (M = 4.22, SD= 1.18), followed by gender (M = 3.94, SD= .75), family (M = 3.13, SD= 

1.05), college (M = 2.95, SD= 1.17), and race (M = 2.53, SD= .92).  Dependent samples t-tests 

demonstrated that gender was rated as marginally less precarious than religion t(36)=1 .79, p = 

.08. All other identities were rated as significantly less important than gender, all t’s (36) > 4.29, 

p < .001.   Women also rated religion the most precarious identity (M = 4.17, SD= .97). Religion 

was followed by family (M = 3.18, SD= 1.30) and gender (M = 3.14, SD= 1.00), which were 

rated as significantly more precarious than race (M = 2.63, SD= 1.06), and college (M = 2.47, 

SD= 1.09); t’s(43) > 2.327, p < .05.  

                                                             
3
 Again, these data represents a majority white sample. One might expect ratings of the value of racial identity to 

increase for racial minorities. 
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 Importantly, men rated their gender identity (M = 5.54, SD= .78), as marginally more 

important than women rated their gender identity (M = 5.09, SD= 1.28); t(79)= 1.87, p =.07. 

Men also rated their masculinity as significantly more precarious (M = 3.94, SD= .75), than 

women rated their femininity (M = 3.14, SD= 1.00); t(79)= 4.01, p < .001. 

Conclusions 

 Men and women varied significantly in how important and precarious they rated various 

social identities. However, while gender identity was one of the most important identities for 

both men and women, men perceived their gender identity as more precarious than women 

perceived their gender identity. This is consistent with findings (Study 1; Vandello et al., 2008) 

indicating that men were more susceptible to gender identity threats than were women. These 

findings suggest that men’s vulnerability to gender identity threat may be due to the perceived 

precariousness of masculinity. Next, I wanted to directly test the hypothesis that it is the 

precariousness of masculinity that provides the context for identity threats to effect men.  

Specifically, I tested identity precariousness as a moderator of the effect of identity threats on the 

concern for future consequences of one’s behavior. Men rated family identity as equally 

important to masculinity but less precarious. Thus, having family identity serve as the 

comparison identity allowed me to test the competing hypothesis that, because of a 

preoccupation with status, men are vigilant against any identity threat.  

Study 3: Identity precariousness as a moderator of the effect of identity threats on 

temporal focus 

 Study 1 used existing masculinity threat manipulations and temporal focus measures to 

examine the relationship between threat and time focus.   The predictions of Study 1 were rooted 

in the assumption that masculinity is perceived as precarious, motivating selective attention to 
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one’s immediate context in order to contend with threats to masculinity (Vandello et al., 2008).  

Study 2 provides empirical evidence that masculinity is as equally valued as other social 

identities, but importantly different in its precariousness.  Study 3 tests directly whether the 

precariousness of masculine identity is central to motivating a present time focus. In Study 3, I 

threatened equally important social identities that varied on how precarious they were perceived 

to be. I hypothesized that identity threats would lead to a lower consideration of the future 

consequences of men’s behavior for an identity that men perceived to be more precarious 

(gender identity), but not for an identity that men perceived to be less precarious (family 

identity). 

 I placed men in a managerial decision making task, where participants were asked to 

decide between financial investments of varying risk (Sanders & Hambrick, 2010). This provides 

a behavioral measure—risk taking—that embodies a component of masculinity (the “Give ‘em 

hell” component is defined as risk taking and daring; Brannon, 1976).  Risk taking as a 

masculine trait is well supported within empirical research.  In a meta-analysis of 150 studies sex 

differences in risk taking preferences, men were found to be significantly less risk averse than 

women on 14 out of 16 risk-taking categories (Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999).  And 

specifically within the financial-risk experiments, where risk taking is frequently operationalized 

using monetary lotteries, men generally display less risk aversion (i.e. take greater risks) than 

women (for a review, see Croson & Gneezy, 2009). Review of the evidence finds generally 

greater risk aversion in women than men in economic experiments.  Movement on this variable 

would provide further evidence that masculinity threat affects behavioral responses, in addition 

to the more subjective responses captured by the self-report measures of Study 1.   
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 Hypothesis 4: The perceived precariousness of the threatened ID will moderate the effect 

of social identity threats on the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior. I have 

argued that the uniquely precarious construction of masculinity is the central component of why 

masculinity threats can lead to self-injurious behavior.  I tested this hypothesis by comparing 

masculinity threat to an equally important social identity that is not constructed as precarious, 

family identity.  I hypothesized that the measure of consideration of future consequences 

(Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994) would reveal lower CFC scores for men 

whose masculinity is under threat relative to men whose masculinity is validated, as a replication 

of Study 1.  However, exposing men to identity-based threats was predicted not to affect men’s 

consideration of future consequences when the identity is not precarious.  Participants exposed to 

masculinity threats—but not other social identity threats—were hypothesized to increase risk 

taking as a behavioral response to the threat, reasserting their masculinity. 

 If the uniquely precarious construction of masculinity is central to why masculinity 

threats can lead to a change in time focus, then I should observe that perceptions of the 

precariousness of masculinity will moderate the relationship between social identity threat and 

CFC. I tested this hypothesis by exploring the differential correlations between threat and CFC 

for social identities that are relatively high and low in precariousness.   

Method 

 Participants and Design.  Seventy five men were recruited using an online survey to 

participate in the experiment. Of the participants, 60 self-identified as White, 7 as Asian, 5 as 

Latino/Hispanic, and 3 as Black.  The median age of participants was 34 years old.  Participants 

were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (www.MTurk.com) data collection 

marketplace.  The experimental design was a 2 (social identity: gender v. family) x 2 (threat 

http://www.mturk.com/
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status: threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial design. Participants were randomly 

assigned to receive threatening or validating information about one of their social identities.  The 

consideration of future consequences and compensatory behavior were both measured as 

continuous variables.   

Materials 

 Threat Manipulation. The threat manipulation is a modified version of the manipulation 

utilized in study 1.  The manipulation was identical for the gender threat and validation 

conditions. The manipulation was adapted for the family threat and validation conditions (See 

Appendix C for the revised manipulation).  

 Identity Precariousness. I utilized the same modified measure of precariousness that 

was employed in Study 2.  

 Temporal focus. Time perspective wasmeasured by the Consideration of Future 

Consequences Scale, as in Study 1 (CFCS; Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 1994).   

 Risk taking. To assess risky behavior, I administered a modified version of a previously 

validated financial decision making task (Garbarino, Sloan, & Sydnor, 2011).  This task asks 

participants to make two financial decisions where, for each decision, they must choose one of 

six lotteries (a lottery being a pair of probabilistic financial outcomes; e.g. You will have a 50% 

chance of receiving $54 and a 50% chance of receiving $6; (See Appendix C for the full set of 

lotteries).  Each of the 6 lotteries within a decision task represents a different amount of risk.  In 

the original task, the lower risk lotteries offer smaller but surer rewards (e.g. You will have a 

50% chance of receiving $30 and a 50% chance of receiving $18), whereas the higher risk 

lotteries offer increasingly larger rewards with a larger possibility of not receiving a reward at all 
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(e.g. You will have a 50% chance of receiving $60 and a 50% chance of receiving $0). I 

modified the task to have smaller expected values in the higher risk scenarios, providing a more 

conservative test of my hypothesis. As such, the only logical motivation behind risk-seeking 

would be the performance of masculinity, as choosing riskier scenarios was expected to yield 

less money on average. This way, choosing riskier behaviors would represent masculine 

behaviors that came at a cost. The average amount of risk across the three tasks serves as the 

measure of risk taking.   One might assume that when a social identity becomes threatened, the 

threatened individual would take certain gains, using success as a self-affirmation of their overall 

worth (Steele, 1988).  This pattern is predicted for the participants who are exposed to a social 

identity threat that is unrelated to masculinity.  However, when masculinity is threatened, 

participants are predicted to perform compensatory behaviors to protect this precarious status.  

Thus, men exposed to masculinity threats are predicted to perform more stereotypically 

consistent behaviors (i.e. risk taking) than stereotype inconsistent behaviors (safe but small 

gains). 

Procedure 

 Participants interested in the experiment gained access to the online study directly 

through the Amazon MTurk marketplace.  Participants were directed to a website link of the 

URL for my study.  Participants were told that they would participate in a managerial decision 

making task. Participants received introductory information that included the threat or validation 

manipulation for either their gender or family identities.  Participants were told that the 

researchers are interested in the relationship between individuals attitudes and their decision 

making and were asked to complete preliminary tasks before the decision making task.  At this 

point, I administered the perceptions of precariousness scale and the consideration of future 
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consequences scale.  Subsequently, participants then engaged in the managerial decision making 

task designed to measure risk taking behavior.   Finally, participants were thanked for their 

participation and debriefed. 

Study 3 Results 

Hypothesis 4: The perceived precariousness of the threatened ID will moderate the effect 

of social identity threats on the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior.  

The consideration of future consequences. To test Hypothesis 4, a 2 (social identity: 

gender v. family) x 2 (threat status: threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVA 

was performed.  The dependent variable was the responses to the consideration of future 

consequences scale (CFC).  Again lower numbers represented a lower value of future 

consequences for one’s actions relative to the immediate consequences. A main effect of social 

identity was found, such that men displayed a lower CFC when primed with gender identity (M 

=4.56, SD = .54) than when primed with family identity (M =4.85, SD = .62), F (1, 71) = 5.03, p < 

.05.  No main effect of threat was found such that there was no difference in CFC when their 

identity was threatened (M =4.62, SD = .58) and when their identity was validated (M =4.81, SD = 

.60), F (1, 71) = 2.77, n.s.   However, a marginally significant 2-way interaction was found, such 

that threat only impacted the CFC of men, F (1, 71) = 3.25, p = .07 (see Figure 5).   Simple effects 

tests demonstrate that, when primed with family identity, there is no difference in CFC for those 

whose identity was threatened (M =4.86, SD = .57), and those whose identity was validated (M 

=4.84, SD = .70), F (1, 37) = .01, n.s. However, those whose gender was threatened had a 

significantly lower CFC (M =4.33, SD = .46) than those whose gender was validated (M =4.78, 

SD = .59), F (1, 36) = 7.81, p < .01. 
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Identity precariousness. To test for differences in precariousness, I ran another two-way 

between subjects ANOVA. A main effect of social identity was found, such that men perceived 

gender identity (M =4.43, SD = .90) to be more precarious than family identity (M =3.64, SD = 

1.11), F (1, 71) = 11.33, p < .001.  No main effect of threat was found such that there was no 

difference in ratings of identity precariousness when participants’ identity was threatened (M 

=4.06, SD = 1.09) and when their identity was validated (M =4.00, SD = 1.10), F (1, 71) = .26, 

n.s.   No interaction was found, F (1, 71) = 1.09, n.s.    

Risk taking. Finally, I tested whether gender identity threat, but not a less precarious 

threat would lead to greater risk taking, utilizing a two-way between subjects ANOVA.   Men 

exhibited greater risk taking when primed with masculine identity (M =5.32, SD = 3.51) than 

when primed with family identity (M =4.19, SD = 2.67), but this difference was not significant, F 

(1, 70) = 2.51, p = .12. Similarly, no main effect of threat was found such that there was not a 

significant increase in risk taking when participants’ identity was threatened (M =5.05, SD = 3.44) 

and when their identity was validated (M =4.44, SD = 2.83), F (1, 70) = .84, n.s.   No interaction 

was found, F (1, 70) = .79, n.s.    

Moderation. To test precariousness as a moderator of the relationship between social 

identity threats and the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior, I ran separate 

correlations between threat and CFC for each social identity. Identity threat served as a significant 

predictor of reductions in CFC for men who were primed with a more precarious identity 

(gender), r(37) = -.43, p < .01.  However, identity threat was unrelated to CFC for men who were 

primed with a less precarious identity (family), r(38) = .02, n.s. These correlations were 

significantly different, Z= 1.99, p < .05. 
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Conclusions 

As predicted, men experiencing threats to their masculinity demonstrated a reduced focus 

on the future consequences of their actions. This served as a replication of my findings from 

Study 1.  Conversely threats to a social identity that men rated as less precarious did not produce 

similar effects. Threats to family identity held no predictive power for men’s focus on the future 

consequences of their actions. 

Counter to my hypotheses, risk taking behavior was not significantly affected by 

masculinity threats. This is inconsistent with previous research indicating that threats to 

masculinity can lead men to gamble more with their money (Weaver, Vandello, & Bosson, 

2013).  However this prior research tested men’s increased risk taking, when the potential 

rewards increased in proportion to the risk. It may be the case that modifying the original task to 

have riskier behavior come at a cost, relative to safer behavior, may have been too conservative a 

test of the impact of masculinity threat. Again, I modified the task to have smaller expected 

values in the higher risk scenarios, providing a more conservative test of my hypothesis, whereas 

the original task was designed to have risky choices contain the potential for high reward. As 

such, the only logical motivation behind risk-seeking would have been the performance of 

masculinity, as choosing riskier scenarios was expected to yield less money on average. It may 

be the case that high risk behavior is only performed when equally high benefits can be obtained.   

 Study 3 replicated the finding that men demonstrate a reduction in the consideration of 

future consequences when their masculinity—an identity that men rate as more precarious that 

other social identities—is threatened. Finally, I wanted to test whether or not reframing 

masculinity as a less precarious identity could serve as a buffer against threats to men’s gender 

identity. 
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Study 4: Attenuating the effects of masculinity threat 

 Studies 1 – 3 were designed to demonstrate that threats to masculinity—but not other 

social identity threats—motivate a reduction in the consideration of future consequences, due to 

the unique characteristics of how masculinity is socially constructed.  The precariousness of 

masculinity may lead to a reduced consideration of future consequences, and in turn influence 

the gender typed behaviors that men wish to perform.  Next, in Study 4 I explore the possibility 

of attenuating these effects by reframing masculinity as a secure identity. In addition, I seek to 

test whether attenuators of masculinity threat provide a psychological benefit.  

 Hypothesis 4: The perceived precariousness of the threatened identity will moderate the 

effect of social identity threats on the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior. 

The predictions of Studies 1and 3 were rooted in the assumption that masculinity is perceived as 

precarious, motivating selective attention to one’s immediate context in order to contend with 

threats to masculinity.  Thus, if the precarious nature of masculinity was removed, one would 

expect the effects of masculinity threat to be attenuated. This is consistent with previous findings 

that threatening femininity—which is perceived as less precarious—does not lead to 

compensatory behavior (Study 1; Vandello et al., 2008).  I predicted that when men are led to 

believe that manhood is not a tenuous status, threatening masculinity would  no longer lead to 

reductions in the consideration of future consequences. This hypothesis is further supported by 

previous research demonstrating that, while Black men performed compensatory masculinity 

after a threat to masculinity (in the form of racial discrimination), the secure social status of 

White men attenuated their need to perform compensatory masculinity after a similar threat to 

masculinity (Goff, Di Leone, & Kahn, 2012). White men who had their masculinity threatened, 

but were given an opportunity the think about their social status (i.e. their ability to control their 



52 
 

outcomes within society), demonstrated less compensatory masculinity. Similarly, here men 

were told that they have the ability to control perceptions of their masculinity (i.e. that 

perceptions of masculinity are easily earned, and thus secure). I predicted that this intervention 

would attenuate masculinity threat’s effect on the consideration of future consequences. 

Method 

 Participants and Design.  Eighty-four men were recruited using an online survey to 

participate in the experiment. Of the participants, 70 self-identified as White, 8 as Asian, 3 as 

Latino/Hispanic, and 3 as Black.  The median age of participants was 33 years old.  Participants 

were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (www.MTurk.com) data collection 

marketplace.  The experimental design is a 2 (construction of masculinity: secure v. precarious) x 

2 (threat status: threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial design. Participants were 

randomly assigned to receive threatening or validating information about their gender identity.  

Participants also received information about the content of masculine identity. Participants were 

randomly assigned such that half of the participants received a traditional definition of 

masculinity (as precarious), whereas the other half received a modified definition of masculinity 

that includes an assertion that a central tenet of masculinity is identity security.  The 

consideration of future consequences and compensatory behavior (risk taking) were both 

measured as continuous dependent variables.   

Materials 

 Construction of masculinity.  Participants were told that they are participating in a 

managerial decision making task, as in Study 3.  However, here participants received additional 

information stating that “the researchers are particularly interested in men’s managerial decisions 

because of the unique characteristics that define manhood.  For the precarious construction of 

http://www.mturk.com/
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masculinity manipulation, participants were told: “Much like having a reputation of honesty, 

Manhood is seen as hard gained and easily lost.  We have conducted extensive pretesting on this 

topic, and have found that the overwhelming majority of individuals agree than Manhood is a 

very precarious status.”  For the secure construction of masculinity manipulation, participants 

were told: “Unlike like having a reputation of honesty, Manhood is seen as easily gained and 

hard lost.  We have conducted extensive pretesting on this topic, and have found that the 

overwhelming majority of individuals agree than Manhood is a very secure status” 

 Threat manipulation. The threat manipulation was identical to that used in Studies 1 & 

3.   

 Temporal focus. Time perspective was measured by the Consideration of Future 

Consequences Scale, as in Studies 1 & 3 (CFC; Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, & Edwards, 

1994).   

 Risk taking. The risk taking assessment was identical to that used in Study 3.  

 Self-perceptions of competence.  Participants completed a previously validated measure 

of self-perceptions of competence (α = .90; Unzueta, Lowery, & Knowles, 2008).  This measure 

asks participants to indicate the extent to which 12 adjectives are descriptive of themselves using 

a 7-point likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). The adjectives include ambitious, 

hardworking, responsible, stable, persistent, qualified, confident, smart, competent, skilled, 

intelligent, and insightful. I hypothesized that the experience of threat should reduce men’s self-

perceptions of competence, but that the secure masculinity reframing would attenuate this 

reduction, just as the reframe is predicted to attenuate reductions in the consideration of future 

consequences of behavior. 
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 Self-esteem. The widely utilized Rosenberg self-esteem scale was used as a pretest 

measure participant self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965).  This scale contains 7 items, including ‘‘I 

feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.’’ Possible responses range 

from 1-7 on a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,7 = strongly agree; See Appendix D for the full 

scale).  I am predicting no differences in self-esteem coming into the experiment. This measure 

serves to demonstrate that predicted differences in self-perceived competence do not covary with 

pre-existing self-esteem differences. 

Procedure 

 Participants interested in the experiment gained access to the online study directly 

through the Amazon MTurk marketplace.  Participants were directed to a website link of the 

URL for my study.  Participants were told that they would participate in a managerial decision 

making task. Participants received introductory information with the threat or validation 

manipulation used in prior studies. Participants then received masculinity framing manipulation.  

Next, I administered the consideration of future consequences scale.  Subsequently, participants 

engaged in the managerial decision making task designed to measure risk taking behavior.  

Participants then completed the self-report measure of competence to determine the effectiveness 

of the masculinity framing manipulation.  Finally, participants were thanked for their 

participation and debriefed. 

Study 4 Results 

 Hypothesis 4: The perceived precariousness of the threatened identity will moderate the 

effect of social identity threats on the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior. 

 Self Esteem pretest: To test Hypothesis 4, multiple 2 (construction of masculinity: secure 

v. control) x 2 (threat status: threatened v. validated) between subjects factorial ANOVAs were 
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performed. First, I tested for differences by condition in preexisting self-esteem. I found no main 

effects or interactions all F’s < 1.93, n.s. This indicates that men came on with no pre-existing 

self-esteem differences that could covary with my dependent variables.  

The consideration of future consequences: The primary dependent variable was the 

responses to the consideration of future consequences scale (CFC).  A main effect of 

construction of masculinity was found, such that men displayed a lower CFC when masculinity 

was framed as precarious (M =3.32, SD = .42) than when masculinity was framed as secure (M 

=3.48, SD = .42), F (1, 80) = 4.18, p < .05.  A main effect of threat was also found such that men 

displayed a lower CFC when their masculinity was threatened (M =3.29, SD = .41) than when 

their identity was validated (M =3.51, SD = .42), F (1, 80) = 6.34, p = .01.   In addition, a 

marginally significant 2-way interaction was found, such that threat no longer had an impact on 

CFC when masculinity was framed as secure, F (1, 80) = 3.38, p = .07 (see Figure 6).   Simple 

effects tests demonstrate that, when masculinity was framed as secure, there was no difference in 

CFC for those whose identity was threatened (M =3.45, SD = .33), and those whose identity was 

validated (M =3.52, SD = .50), F (1, 41) = .21, n.s. However, when masculinity was framed as 

precarious, men once again had a significantly lower CFC (M =3.11, SD = .43) than those whose 

gender was validated (M =3.50, SD = .33), F (1, 39) = 10.55, p < .001. 

 Competence. Next I conducted an ANOVA testing for the effects of threat and 

masculinity framing on self-perceptions of competence.  A marginal main effect of threat was 

found, such that men reported lower self-perception of competence after their masculinity was 

threatened (M =58.95, SD = .8.97) than when their masculinity was validated (M =62.33, SD = 

9.03), F (1, 80) = 2.92, p = .09.  No main effect of masculinity framing was found such that there 
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was no difference in self-perceived competence when masculinity was framed as precarious (M 

=59.80, SD = 10.21) and when masculinity was framed as secure (M =61.67, SD = 7.91), F (1, 

80) = .89, n.s. No interaction was found, F (1, 80) = .01, n.s. 

Risk taking. Finally, I tested whether gender identity threat would lead to greater risk 

taking, utilizing a two-way between subjects ANOVA.   I found a marginal main effect of 

masculinity framing, such that men exhibited greater risk taking when masculinity was framed as 

secure (M =4.67, SD = 2.53) than when masculinity was framed as precarious (M =3.63, SD = 

2.25), F (1, 80) = 3.65, p = .06. However, no main effect of threat was found such that there was 

not a significant increase in risk taking when participants’ identity was threatened (M =4.03, SD 

= 2.37) and when their identity was validated (M =4.29, SD = 2.52), F (1, 80) = .23, n.s.   No 

interaction was found, F (1, 80) = .71, n.s. 

Conclusions 

 Study 4 provided a second replication of the finding that masculinity threats can reduce 

men’s consideration of future consequences.  Here, however, I also provide evidence that when 

men are led to believe that manhood is not a tenuous status, masculinity threat no longer leads to 

reductions in the consideration of future consequences. Interestingly, while this intervention 

prevented temporal myopia, it did not attenuate the decreased feelings of competence that men 

felt after their masculinity was threatened. This is perhaps because the measure of risk taking 

was again demonstrated to be a poor fit for compensatory acts of masculinity, preventing men 

from being able to restore their masculinity through risky financial decisions.  

Discussion 

 Over 4 studies, I have shown that threats to masculinity lead men to an increasingly 

myopic focus on short-term consequences, and away from considering future consequences.  
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These effects are not apparent in women, as women do not demonstrate a reduction in the 

consideration of future consequences after their gender identity is threatened (Study 1). I 

provided evidence that identity precariousness moderates the extent to which experiencing a 

threat to a social identity leads to a lowered consideration of future consequences (Study 3).  

Further, reducing the precariousness of masculinity attenuated the reduction in the consideration 

of future consequences when masculinity was threatened (Study 4).  Thus, the combination of 

both high value and high precariousness may make masculinity unique amongst social identities 

(Study 2). These contributions provide useful insights into why men can seem oblivious to the 

harms that can result from contending with masculinity threats. 

 Further, when given a chance to perform compensatory gendered behavior, men under 

threat demonstrated a greater desire to avoid stereotypically feminine behaviors relative to men 

whose masculinity is validated. However men did not perform greater stereotypically masculine 

behaviors when they did not help men dissociate themselves from women.  This is inconsistent 

with previous research demonstrating that threats to masculinity lead to increased financial 

gambling (Weaver, Vandello, & Bosson, 2013).  However, in this previous work, higher risk was 

paired with higher rewards.  Conversely, in the presented studies higher risks were paired with 

lower rewards. This may represent an important boundary condition for men’s risk seeking in 

response to threats. It may be the case that masculinity threats, and the subsequent reduction in 

CFC, only motivate risky behaviors when the rewards are not solely the performance of 

masculinity, but also include increased material gains.  

The presented examination of the effects of masculinity threat on the consideration of 

future consequences adds to the literature on gender identity in important ways.  While the 
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effects of masculinity threat have been demonstrated across various domains, the basic process 

has not been thoroughly understood.  I have provided consistent evidence that the experience of 

threat to a precarious identity leads to a reduced consideration of the future consequences of 

one’s behavior, providing a logical context for the performance of compensatory behaviors 

whose long term detriments would seem to outweigh the short term benefits. Similarly, previous 

research has argued that men’s reaction to gender identity threats should be stronger than that of 

women (Bem, 1993). However, this research did not make predictions regarding the relationship 

between gender identity threats and temporal focus, thus these data represent a novel 

contribution. 

I have also provided one example of a straightforward intervention to reduce the negative 

impact of masculinity threats. Previous research has shown that the consideration of future 

consequences is subject to manipulation, and that doing so can promote pro-social behavior such 

as interpersonal cooperation (Wolf, Cohen, Kirchner, Rea, Montoya, & Insko 2009). Here, I have 

demonstrated that social constructions of masculinity that are secure can attenuate the effects of 

masculinity threat on the consideration of future consequences of one’s behavior. If a lack of 

consideration of future consequences is the underlying mechanism for the self-destructive 

consequences of masculinity threat, then increasing one’s future focus may also promote gender 

equality, create healthier men, and decrease physical violence.  Future research should directly 

test whether maintaining an individual’s full consideration of the future consequences of their 

behavior might mitigate against extreme anti-social behaviors. 

A significant limitation of this research is that it was conducted solely in a western 

cultural context and with a predominantly White subject population.  Previous theorists have 
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noted the inappropriateness of applying western constructions of masculinity more globally 

(Louie & Edwards, 1994).  Here, I operationalized masculinity threats by manipulating blurred 

boundaries between men and women.  However, this phenomenon may not be perceived as 

threatening in other cultures.  For example, in South Korea, there is an expectation of significant 

overlap between men and women that does not interfere with the existence of distinct gender 

categories (Hoffman, 1995). Future research should examine how the various forms of 

masculinity threats manifest across different cultural contexts. My subject population 

predominantly came from a highly educated, politically liberal population. Looking at how these 

effects replicate (or perhaps manifest with greater strength) across American subcultures (e.g. 

southern populations that subscribe to the “culture of honor”) would bring added value. 

Similarly, more work is needed on how masculinity is experienced differently within 

each culture. Because Black and Latino men are stereotyped as hyper-masculine, and Asian men 

as less masculine, relative to White men in America (Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008; Johnson, 

Freeman, & Pauker, 2012; Johnson & Ghavami, 2011), there may exist racial hierarchies in the 

perceived masculinity of men. This could result in men who are stereotyped as hyper-masculine 

feeling buffered against threats to their masculinity. Alternatively, this could represent a higher 

standard that such men must live up to, in order to main their precarious status.  Due to the fact 

that such perceptions of hyper-masculinity can be the source of intergroup competition (Goff & 

Jackson, 2013), can lead to the invisibility of one’s  and can lead one to be the target of 

interpersonal violence (Goff, Jackson, Di Leone, Culotta, & DiTomasso, 2013), there may also 

be contexts where men are motivated to appear less masculine. More work is needed to 

understand how the racial hierarchies of masculinity may influence the performance of 

masculinity. 
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Another dimension along which expectations for masculinity vary is sexuality.  While the 

false dichotomy of masculinity vs. femininity has been discarded, it may have been replaced with 

a false dichotomy of gay vs. straight masculinity. Indeed, many men have come to perceive 

being seen as gay as the ultimate violation of masculinity (Bosson, Prewitt-Freilino & Taylor, 

2005; Bosson, Taylor, & Prewitt-Freilino, 2006).  Despite this dichotomization, researchers on 

gay masculinity have asserted that gay men’s experiences as men are influenced by a similar set 

of expectations as straight men, and thus, should not be understood as separated from this 

framework (Edwards, 2005).   Future work should account for the similarities and differences 

between the experiences of gay and straight men. 

Finally, individual difference factors should be considered in the determining how to 

predict a man’s susceptibility to masculinity threats.  The investment in embodying traditional 

masculine traits varies across individuals and one would expect that a greater investment in 

embodying stereotypic masculinity would produce more reactance to masculinity threats (Babl, 

1979).  Further, individual difference factors such as social status should be considered because 

having greater social status can attenuate the need to perform compensatory masculinity (Goff, 

Di Leone, & Kahn, 2012). Conversely, examining individual difference variables can 

demonstrate along what dimensions the experience of masculinity threats appear to be universal.  

For example, the presented data consistently found that the experience of masculinity threats led 

men to a reduced consideration of future consequences while sampling from an age range of 18 – 

73 years old.  This provides preliminary evidence that age may not be a factor that reduces the 

impact of masculinity threats. 
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Overall, future research should take an intersectional approach, considering the ways that 

culture, race, sexual orientation, and other dimensions of identity combine to influence the 

performance of masculinity.  Such an approach would more fully articulate the varied current 

experiences of men and the future possibilities for the healthier performance of masculinity.  

Conclusions 

I have reviewed evidence outlining the set of rules that men frequently feel the need 

follow to be seen as masculine. And there is evidence that men’s successes and failures to appear 

masculine have significant consequences for how they are perceived by others.  For example, in 

experiments where participants rated men who experience chronic lower back pain, both 

laypeople and professional nurses perceived men who expressed pain as having less masculinity-

related traits and more femininity-related traits than the typical man (Bernades & Lima, 2010). 

Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Rudman (2010) demonstrated that men receive backlash when they 

violate the norms of masculinity, pressuring men to conform to masculine norms and stereotypes. 

Unfortunately, the performance of stereotypical masculinity can interfere with women and 

counter-stereotypical men from achieving their full potential, as compensatory masculinity often 

takes the form of homophobia (Falomir-Pichastor & Mugny, 2009; Glick, Gangl, Gibb, 

Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007; Hudepohl, Parrott, & Zeichner, 2010; Pascoe, 2005), sexism 

(Maass, Cadinu, Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003), and violence against intimate partners or against 

strangers (Copenhaven, Lash, & Eisler, 2000; Daly & Wilson, 1988; Jakupcak, lisak, & Roemer, 

2002; Kimmel & Mahler, 2003; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Vandello, Cohen, Granson, & Franiuk, 

2009).  Sociologist Michael Kimmel (2008) observed that the majority of young men he 

surveyed about masculinity admitted knowing that many of the prescribed gender roles for men 
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sometimes feel unnatural and can harm others, and thus can feel fraudulent. However, they 

attempt to embody those norms because of the social pressures that encourage them to do so. 

Given that changes in gender roles appear to provoke threats to masculinity (Babl, 1979; 

Study 1) and that gender equality requires continued changes to gender roles, this research takes 

on important social implications.  Namely, if gender equality is likely to lead men to engage in 

behaviors that endanger both themselves and those around them, then preventing the negative 

consequences of masculinity threat are an important component of gender progress.  Similarly, 

failing to address the consequences of masculinity threat may result in distal, but no less harmful, 

negative repercussions of efforts to enact gender equality.  In other words, we ignore male-

pattern blindness to the detriment of men, women, and the equality one might seek for both. 
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Appendix A 

Threat Manipulation 

Hello and thank you for agreeing to participate in this research.  We are interested in students’ 

perspectives about the world and how they engage with it. We are particularly interested in 

(men’s/women’s) perspectives considering: 

Male Threat:  longitudinal research findings of a decreased level of masculinity in current 

American males.  Researchers cited ongoing sociocultural trends (e.g., restructured family roles, 

changes in men's fashions, and women representing a new majority in the American work force) 

as illustrative of this finding.  Social psychologists have long demonstrated that such 

sociocultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within them.  We are interested 

in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 

 

Male Validated:  longitudinal research findings of broadened definitions of masculinity in 

current American males. Researchers cited ongoing sociocultural trends (e.g., restructured family 

roles, changes in men's fashions, and women representing a new majority in the American work 

force) as illustrative of this finding.  Social psychologists have long demonstrated that such 

sociocultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within them.  We are interested 

in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 

 

Female Threat:  longitudinal research findings of a decreased level of femininity in current 

American females.  Researchers cited ongoing sociocultural trends (e.g., restructured family 

roles, changes in women's fashions, and women representing a new majority in the American 

work force) as illustrative of this finding.  Social psychologists have long demonstrated that such 

sociocultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within them.  We are interested 

in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 

 

Female Validated:  longitudinal research findings of broadened definitions of femininity in 

current American females. Researchers cited ongoing sociocultural trends (e.g., restructured 

family roles, changes in women's fashions, and women representing a new majority in the 

American work force) as illustrative of this finding.  Social psychologists have long 

demonstrated that such sociocultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within 

them.  We are interested in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 
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Consideration of Future Consequences Scale 

 

Instructions: Read each item and, as honestly as you can, answer the question:  "How 

characteristic or true is this of you?"  

 

1. I consider how things might be in the future, and try to influence those things with my day to 

day behavior. 

 

2. Often I engage in a particular behavior in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for 

many years. 

 

3. I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself. 

 

4. My behavior is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks) outcomes of 

my actions. 

 

5. My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take. 

 

6. I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve future 

outcomes. 

 

7. I think it is important to take warnings about negative outcomes seriously even if the negative 

outcome will not occur for many years. 

 

8. I think it is more important to perform a behavior with important distant consequences than a 

behavior with less-important immediate consequences. 

 

9. I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the problems will 

be resolved before they reach crisis level. 

 

10. I think that sacrificing now is usually unnecessary since future outcomes can be dealt with at 

a later time. 

 

11. I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring that I will take care of future problems that 

may occur at a later date. 

 

12. Since my day to day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behavior 

that has distant outcomes. 
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CPI-Fem Scale: 

 

1. I might cry at a movie, if it was emotionally impactful  

2. It is important for me to excel at sports 

3. Being a financial provider for my family is an important goal for me 

4. I like to cook for others 

5. It is important for me to initiate sexual contact with my partner 

6. It is important for kids to see me as nurturing 

7. It is important for the man to serve as head of the household 

8. Sometimes I feel vulnerable  

9. I would stay at home and raise children, if that is what worked best for my family. 

10. I enjoy physical labor 

11. I rarely need to ask for help  

12. Being out late at night by myself can be frightening. 

13. It can be fun to take a lot of risks 

14. I enjoy taking a bath rather than a shower 
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Appendix B 

Social Identity Comparison Survey: Identity Centrality 

 

 

Gender Exemplar: 

 

1. Overall, my gender has very little to do with how I feel about myself.  

2. In general, my gender is an important part of my self-image.  

3. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other people of my gender.  

4. My gender is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

5. I have a strong sense of belonging to people of my gender category.  

6. I have a strong attachment to people of my gender.  

7. Being part of my gender is an important reflection of who I am.  

8. Being part of my gender is not a major factor in my social relationships.  

Race Exemplar: 

 

1. Overall, being part of my racial group has very little to do with how I feel about myself.  

2. In general, being part of my racial group is an important part of my self-image.  

3. My destiny is tied to the destiny of other people of my racial category.  

4. Being part of my racial group is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am. 

5. I have a strong sense of belonging to people of my racial group.  

6. I have a strong attachment to people of my racial group.  

7. Being part of my racial group is an important reflection of who I am.  

8. Being part of my racial group is not a major factor in my social relationships.  
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Social Identity Comparison Survey: Precariousness 

 

Gender Exemplar: 

 

1. “It is fairly easy for someone to lose their status as a man.”  

2. “Someone’s status as a ‘real man’ sometimes depends on how other people view them.”  

3. “Some do not fully become men, no matter how old they get.”  

4. “Other people often question whether someone is a ‘real man’.”  

5. “Status as a man is something that can be taken away.”  

6. “Status as a man is not assured—it can be lost.”  

 

Familial Exemplar: 

 

1. “It is fairly easy for someone to lose their status as a member of a family.”  

2. “Someone’s status as a ‘real’ member of their family sometimes depends on how other 

people view them.”  

3. “Some do not fully become members of their family, no matter how old they get.”  

4. “Other people often question whether someone is a ‘real family member’.”  

5. “Status as a member of a family is something that can be taken away.”  

6. “Status as a member of a family is not assured—it can be lost.”  
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Appendix C 

Revised Threat Manipulation 

 

Family Threat:      Hello and thank you for agreeing to participate in this research.  We are 

interested in peoples’ perspectives about the world and how they engage with it. We are 

particularly interested in your perspectives considering longitudinal research findings of a 

decreased commitment to one's family in contemporary America.  Researchers cited ongoing 

socio-cultural trends as illustrative of this finding. Such trends include restructured family roles, 

increased moving away from ones birth city, and individuals no longer defining themselves 

based on the outcomes of family members.  Social psychologists have long demonstrated that 

such socio-cultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within them.  We are 

interested in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 

 

Family Validated:  Hello and thank you for agreeing to participate in this research.  We are 

interested in peoples’ perspectives about the world and how they engage with it. We are 

particularly interested in your perspectives considering longitudinal research findings of a 

broadened definition of commitment to one's family in contemporary America.  Researchers 

cited ongoing socio-cultural trends as illustrative of this finding. Such trends include restructured 

family roles, increased moving away from ones birth city, and individuals no longer defining 

themselves based on the outcomes of family members.  Social psychologists have long 

demonstrated that such socio-cultural contexts inevitably influence the individuals living within 

them.  We are interested in your perspectives considering that you live in this context. 
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Risk Task.  

 

  
Outcome 
1   

Outcome 
2   

Expected 
value 

Probability 
   

  

50-50% $30    $30    $30.00 

  33   26   $29.50 

  36   22   $29.00 

  42   15   $28.50 

  48   8   $28.00 

  55   0   $27.50 

  
    

  

25-75% $30    $30    $30.00  

  35   27   $29.00  

  40   21   $25.75  

  46   15   $22.75  

  54   6   $18.00  

  60   0   $15.00  
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Appendix D 

Competence Scale 

 Please indicate the extent to which these adjectives are descriptive of you 

 

1. Ambitious  

 

2. Hard working 

 

3. Responsible 

 

4. Stable 

 

5. Persistent 

 

6. Qualified 

 

7. Confident 

 

8. Smart 

 

9. Competent 

 

10. Skilled 

 

11. Intelligent   

 

12. Insightful. 
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The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale 

Please answer the following items as honestly as possible.  Use the following rating scale to 

answer the items below. 

   

       1---------------2---------------3--------------4------------------5---------------6---------------7  

       Strongly              Neither agree                               Strongly 

       disagree              nor disagree                       agree 

 

1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others. ____ 

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.  ____ 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. ____ 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. ____ 

5. I feel that I do not have much to be proud of. ____ 

6. I take a positive attitude towards myself. ____ 

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. ____ 
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Figure 1. The mean consideration of future consequences (from 1-7) in Study 1. 
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Figure 2. The mean desire to perform gender inconsistent behavior (from 1-7) in Study 1 
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Figure 3. Men’s perceived value and precariousness of social identities (from 1-7) in Study 
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Figure 4. Women’s perceived value and precariousness of social identities (from 1-7) in 

Study 2 
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Figure 5. The mean consideration of future consequences (from 1-7) of men in Study 3 
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Figure 6. The mean consideration of future consequences of men (from 1-7) in Study 4 

 

1

2

3

4

Secure Masculine Identity Traditional Masculine Identity

Th
e

 c
o

n
si

d
e

ra
ti

o
n

 o
f 

fu
tu

re
 c

o
n

se
q

u
e

n
ce

s 
 

Validation

Threat



78 
 

References 

Abele, A. E. (2003). The dynamics of masculine-agentic and feminine-communal traits: Findings 

from a prospective study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 768–776.  

Addis, M.E., & Mahalik, J.R. (2003). Men, masculinity, and the contexts of help-seeking. 

American Psychologist, 58, 5-14. 

Archer, L., Pratt, S., Phillips, D. (2001) Working-class Men's Constructions of Masculinity and 

Negotiations of (Non)Participation in Higher Education. Gender and Education, Vol. 13 

No. 4, pp. 431-449. 

Babl, J. D. (1979). Compensatory masculine responding as a function of sex role. Journal of 

Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47: 252-257 

Baghurst, T., & Kissinger, D. B. (2009). Current and future perspectives of muscle dysmorphia. 

International Journal of Men's Health, 8, 82-89. 

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal of Consulting and 

Clinical Psychology. 42, 155-62. 

Bem, S. L. (1993). The Lenses of Gender: Transforming the Debate on Sexual Inequality. New 

Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Bernardes, S.F., & Lima, M.L. (2010). Being less of a man or less of a woman: Perceptions of 

chronic pain patient's gender identities. European Journal of Pain, 14, 194-199. 

Blank, J. (1998, December). The kid no one noticed. U.S. News and World Report. 



79 
 

Blazina, C., & Watldns, C. E. (1996). Masculine gender role conflict: Effects on college men's 

psychological well-being, chemical substance usage, and attitudes toward help-seeking. 

Journal of Counseling Psychology,43, 461-465. 

Brannon, R. (1976). The male sex role: Our culture's blueprint for manhood, what it's done for us 

lately. In D. David & R. Brannon (Eds.), The forty-nine percent majority: The male sex 

role. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Bosson, J.K., Prewitt-Freilino, J. L., & Taylor, J.N. (2005) Role rigidity: A problem of identity 

misclassification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 552–565 

Bosson, J. K., Taylor, J. N., & Prewitt-Freilino, J. L. (2006). Gender role violations and identity 

misclassification: The roles of audience and actor variables. Sex Roles, 55, 13–24. 

Bosson, J. K., & Vandello, J. A. (2011). Precarious manhood and its links to action and 

aggression. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20, 82-86. 

Bosson, J. K., Vandello, J. A., Burnaford, R., & Weaver, J., & Wasti, A. (2009). The links 

between precarious manhood and physical aggression. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 35, 623-634. 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011) Amazon's Mechanical Turk : A new source 

of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3-5. 

Byrnes, J. P., Miller, D. C., & Schafer, W. D. (1999). Gender difference in risk-taking: a meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 125(3), 367–383. 



80 
 

Canetto, S. S. (1995). Men who survive a suicidal act: Successful coping or failed masculinity? 

In D.Sabo & D.Gordon (Eds.), Men's health and illness: Gender, power, and the body 

(pp. 292–304). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Chafetz, J. S. (1974) Masculine/Feminine or Human? Itasca, Ill.: Peacock Press. 

Charmaz, K. (1991). Good Days, Bad Days: The Self in Chronic Illness and Time. New 

Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

Charmaz, K. (1995). Identity Dilemmas of Chronically Ill Men. In D. Sabo, & F. D. Gordon 

(Eds.), Men's health and illness. London: Sage Publications. 

Chua-Eoan, H. (1997, October 20). Mississippi: In a dramatic turn, an alleged one-man rampage 

may have become a seven-pointed conspiracy. Time, p. 54. 

Chuang, HT, & Addington, D. (1988). Homosexual panic: A review of its concept. Canadian 

Journal of Psychiatry, 33, 613-617. 

Cohen, D., Nisbett, R. E., Bowdle, B. F. and Schwartz, N. (1996). Insult, aggression, and the 

southern culture of honor: An “experimental ethnography.” Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 70, 945-960. 

Copenhaver, M. M., Lash, S.J., & Eisler, R. M. (2000) Masculine gender-role-stress, anger, and 

male intimate abusiveness: Implication for men’s relationships, Sex Roles, 42(5-6), 405-

414. 

Courtenay, W.H. (2000). Engendering health: A social constructionist examination of men’s 

health beliefs and behaviors. Psychology of Men and Masculinity, 1(1), 4-15. 



81 
 

Courtenay, W.H. (2002). A global perspective on the field of men’s health. International Journal 

of Men’s Health, 1(1), 1-13. 

Croson, R., & Gneezy, U. (2009). Gender differences in preferences. Journal of Economic 

Literature, 47(2), 448–474. 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. I. (1988). Homicide. New York. Transaction Publishers. 

David, D.S. & Brannon, R. (1976). The forty-nine percent majority: The male sex role, Addison-

Wesley, Reading, Mass. 

Diekman, A. B., & Eagly, A. H. (2000). Stereotypes as dynamic constructs: Women and men of 

the past, present, and future. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 1171–1188. 

Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-role interpretation. Hillsdale, 

NJ: Erlbaum. 

Eagly, A. H. (1997). Comparing women and men: Methods, findings, and politics. In M. R. 

Walsh (Ed.), Women, men, and gender: Ongoing debates (pp. 24-31). New Haven, CT: 

Yale University Press. 

Eagly, A. H., & Steffen, V. J. (1984). Gender stereotypes stem from the distribution of women 

and men into social roles. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 735-754. 

Eagly, A. H., Wood, W. & Diekman, A. B. (2000). Social role theory of sex differences and 

similarities: A current appraisal. In T. Eckes & H. M. Trautner (Eds.), The developmental 

social psychology of gender (pp. 123-174). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 

Inc. 



82 
 

Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (1991). Explaining sex differences in social behavior: A meta-

analytic perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 306-315. 

Eberhardt, J. L., Goff, P. A., Purdie, V. J., & Davies, P. G. (2004). Seeing black: Race, crime, 

and visual processing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 876-893. 

Eisler, R. M., & Skidmore, J. R. (1987). Masculine gender role stress: Scale development and 

component factors in the appraisal of stressful situations. Behavior Modification, 11, 

123–136. 

Falomir, J. F., & Mugny, G. (2009). “I’m not gay… I’m a real man!”: Heterosexual men’s 

gender self-esteem and sexual prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35, 

1233-1243. 

Fischer, E. H., & Turner, J. I. (1970). Orientations to seeking professional help: Development 

and research utility of an attitude scale. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 

35, 79-90. 

Gergen, K.J. (1985). The social constructionist movement in modem psychology. American 

Psychologist. 40, 266-75. 

Gilbert, S., & Thompson, J. K. (1999). Winning or losing against an opposite-sex peer on a 

gender-based competitive task. Sex Roles, 41, 875-899 

Glick, P., Gangl, C., Gibb, S., Klumpner, S., Weinberg, E. (2007). Defensive reactions to 

masculinity threat: More negative affect toward effeminate (but not masculine) gay men. 

Sex Roles, 57, 55-59. 



83 
 

Glick, P., Zion, C, & Nelson, C. (1988). What mediates sex discrimination in hiring decisions? 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 178-186. 

Goff, P. A., Di Leone, B. A. L., & Kahn, K. B. (2012).  Racism leads to pushups: How racial 

discrimination threatens subordinate men’s masculinity. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 5, 1111-1116. 

 Goff, P.A. & Jackson, M.C. (2013). The color of jealousy: Intergroup sexual jealousy, 

dehumanization, and violence. Manuscript submitted for publication.  

Goff, P.A., Jackson, M.C., Di Leone, B.A.L., Culotta, C.M., & DiTamasso, N.A. (2013). Macho 

racism: Masculinity threat predicts racial disparities in physical aggression. Manuscript 

in preparation. 

Goff, P. A., Thomas, M. A., & Jackson, M. C. (2008). “Ain’t I a woman”: Towards an 

intersectional approach to person perception and group-based harms.  Sex Roles, 59, 392-

403. 

Good, G. E., Dell, D., & Mintz, L. B. (1989). The male role and gender role conflict: 

Relationships to help-seeking. Journal of Counseling Psychology,36, 295-300. 

Good, G. E., & Wood, P. K. (1995). Male gender role conflict, depression, and help seeking: Do 

college men face double jeopardy? Journal of Counseling and Development, 74, 70-74. 

Good, J. J., & Sanchez, D. T. (2010). Doing gender for different reasons: Why gender 

conformity positively and negatively predicts self-esteem? Psychology of Women 

Quarterly, 34,(2) 203-214. 



84 
 

Gough, H. G. (1957). California Psychological Inventory Manual Palo Alto: Consulting 

Psychologists Press. 

Harris, J. (1983). Parasuicide, gender, and gender deviance. Journal of Health & Social 

Behavior, 24(4), 350-361. 

Helgeson, V. S.  (1995).  Masculinity, men's roles, and coronary heart disease.  

In D. Sabo & D. Gordon (Eds.), Men's health and illness:  Gender, power and the  

body (pp 68-104). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Henson, K. D., & Rogers, J. K. (2001). “Why Marcia you've changed!’ Male clerical temporary 

workers doing masculinity in a feminized occupation. Gender & Society, 15, 218–238. 

Herek, G.M. (1986). On heterosexual masculinity: Some psychical consequences of the social 

construction of gender and sexuality. American Behavioral Scientist, 29 (5), 563-577. 

Heywood, L. (1997). Masculinity vanishing: Bodybuilding and contemporary culture. In P. L. 

Moore (Ed.), Building bodies (pp. 165-183). London: Rutgers University Press. 

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52, 1280-1300. 

Higgins, E.T., Roney, C.J., Crowe, E., & Hymes, C. (1994).  Ideal versus ought predilections for 

approach and avoidance distinct self-regulatory systems. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 66,276-286.  

Hoffman, D. M. (1995). Blurred genders: The cultural construction of male and female in South 

Korea. Korean Studies 19: 112–35.  



85 
 

Hudepohl, A.D., Parrott, D.J., & Zeichner, A. (2010). Heterosexual men's anger in response to 

male homosexuality: Effects of erotic and non-erotic depictions of male-male intimacy 

and sexual prejudice. Journal of Homosexuality, 57 (8). 

Jakupcak, M., Lisak, D., & Roemer, L. (2002). The role of masculine ideology and masculine 

gender role stress in men’s perpetration of relationship violence. Psychology of Men and 

Masculinity, 3, 97-106. 

Johnson, K. L., Freeman, J. B., & Pauker, K. (2012).  Race is gendered:  How covarying 

phenotypes and stereotypes bias sex categorization.  Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 102, 116 – 131. 

Johnson, K. L., & Ghavami, N. (2011).  At the crossroads of conspicuous and 

concealable:  What race categories communicate about sexual orientation. PLoS One, 6, 

e18025, doi:10.1371/journalpone.0018025. 

Joireman, J. A., Anderson, J., & Strathman, A. (2003). The aggression paradox: Understanding 

links among aggression, sensation seeking, and the consideration of future consequences. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 1287-1302. 

Joireman,  J. A. Strathman, A., and Balliet D. (2006).  Considering future consequences: An 

integrative model. In: L. Sanna and E. Chang, Editors, Judgments over time: The 

interplay of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 82–99. 

Kimmel, M. & Mahler, M. (2003) Adolescent masculinity, homophobia and violence. The 

American Behavioral Scientist, 46 (10): 1439-1458. 



86 
 

Klein, A. M. (1995). Life's too short to die small. In D. Sabo, & F. D. Gordon (Eds.), Men's 

health and illness. London: Sage Publications. 

Komiya, N., Good, G. E., & Sherrod, N. B. (2000). Emotional openness as a predictor of college 

students' attitudes toward seeking psychological help. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 

47, 138-143. 

Leaper, C., Anderson, K. & Sanders, P. (1998) Moderators of gender effects on parents’ talk to 

their children: A meta-analysis. Developmental Psychology, 34(1), 3-27. 

Leit, R. A., Gray, J. J., & Pope, H. G., Jr. (2002). The media’s representation of the ideal male 

body: Acause for muscle dysmorphia? International Journal of Eating Disorders, 31, 

334-338. 

Louie, K., & Edwards, L. (1994). Chinese masculinity: Theorizing wen and wu. East Asian 

History, 8, 135–148. 

Maass, A., Cadinu, M., Guarnieri, G., & Grasselli, A. (2003). Sexual harassment under social 

identity threat: The computer harassment paradigm. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 85, 853–870. 

Mahalik, J. R., Locke, B. D., Ludlow, L. H., Diemer, M. A., Scott, R. P. J., Gottfried, M., & 

Freitas, G. (2003). Development of the conformity to masculine norms inventory. 

Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 4, 3-25. 

McCreary, D. R., & Sasse, D. K. (2000). An exploration of the drive for muscularity in 

adolescent boys and girls. Journal of American College Health, 48, 297-304. 



87 
 

Mills, J.S., & D’Alfonso, S. (2007).  Competition and male body image: Increased drive for 

muscularity following failure to a female.  Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 26, 

505-518. 

Mishkind, M.E., Rodin, J., Silberstien, L.R., & Striegel–Moore, R.H. (1986). The embodiment of 

masculinity: Cultural, psychological, and behavioral dimension. American Behavioral 

Scientist, 29, 545–562. 

Moore, M., & Dahlen, E. R. (2008). Forgiveness and consideration of future consequences in 

aggressive driving. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 40, 1661-1666. 

Moore, T. M. & Stuart, G.L. (2004). Illicit substance use and intimate partner violence among 

men in batterers’ intervention. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 18(4), 385-389. 

Morison, L. A., Cozzolino, P. J., & Orbell, S. (2010). Temporal perspective and parental 

intention to accept the human papillomavirus vaccination for their daughter. British 

Journal of Health Psychology, 15, 151-165. 

Nisbett, R. E., & Cohen, D. (1996). Culture of honor: The psychology of violence in the South. 

Boulder, CO: Westview. 

Nyhus, E., & Webley, P. (2001). The role of personality in saving and borrowing behaviour. 

European Journal of Personality, 15, 85-103. 

O’Neil, J. M., Helms, B., Gable, R., David, L., & Wrightsman, L. (1986). Gender role conflict 

scale: College men’s fear of femininity. Sex Roles,14, 335–350. 



88 
 

Parsons, T. (1947) Certain primary sources and patterns of aggression in the social structures of 

the western world. Psychiatry, 10, 167-181. 

Pascoe, C.J. (2005). ‘Dude, You're a Fag’: Adolescent Masculinity and the Fag Discourse. 

Sexualities 8(3):329-46. 

Peterson, E. L. & Vogel, D. L. (2007). Male gender role conflict and willingness to seek 

counseling: Testing a mediation model on college-aged men. Journal of Counseling 

Psychology, 54, 373-384. 

Piko, B. F., Luszczynska, A., Gibbons, F. X., Tekozel, M. (2005). A culture-based study of 

personal and social influences of adolescent smoking. European Journal of Public 

Health, 15,393-398. 

Pope, H.G., Phillips, K.A., & Olivardia, R. (2000). The Adonis Complex: The secret male body 

obsession. New York: The Free Press, Simon & Schuster, Inc. 

Rivera-Ramos, Z. A., & Buki, L. P. (2011). I will no longer be a man! Manliness and prostate 

cancer screenings among Latino men. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 12(1), 13-25 

Robertson, J. M. & Fitzgerald, L. F. (1992). Overcoming the masculine mystique: Preferences 

for alternative forms of assistance among men who avoid counseling. Journal of 

Counseling Psychology, 39, 240-246. 

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 

University Press. 



89 
 

Rudman, L. A. & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereotypic behavior: The role of 

backlash in cultural stereotype maintenance. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 87, 157-176. 

Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward agentic 

women. Journal of Social Issues, 57, 743-762. 

Rudman, L. A., & Phelan, J. E. (2008). Backlash effects for disconfirming gender stereotypes in 

organizations. In A. P. Brief & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior 

(Vol. 4, pp. 61–79). New York, Elsevier. 

Sabo, D., & Gordon, D. F. (1995). Rethinking men's health and illness. In D. Sabo & D. F. 

Gordon (Eds.), Men's health and illness: Gender, power, and the body. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

Sanders, W.G. and Hambrick, D.C., (2007) Swinging for the fences: The effects of CEO stock 

options on company risk-taking and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 50 

(5), 1055-1078.  

Seibt, B., & Förster, J. (2004). Stereotype threat and performance: How self-stereotypes 

influence processing by inducing regulatory foci. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 87, 38–56. 

Sellers, R. M., Rowley, S. A. J., Chavous, T. M., Shelton, J. N., & Smith, M. A. (1997).  The 

Multi-dimensional Inventory of Black Identity: a preliminary investigation of reliability 

and construct validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 805-815. 



90 
 

Shields, S. A., Garner, D. N., Di Leone, B., & Hadley, A. M. (2006). Gender and emotion. In J. 

E. Stets & J. H. Turner (Eds.), Handbook of the sociology of emotion. NY: Kluwer 

Spence, J. X, Helmreich, R. L., & Holahan, C. K. (1979). Negative and positive components of 

psychological masculinity and femininity and their relationships to neurotic and acting 

out behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,37, 1673-1682. 

Strathman, A., Gleicher, F., Boninger, D.S., & Edwards, C.S. (1994). The consideration of future 

consequences: Weighing immediate and distant outcomes of behavior. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 742-752. 

Strathman, A., & Joireman, J. (Eds.) (2005). Understanding in the context of time: Theory, 

research, and application. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1979). An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict. In W.G. Austin 

and S. Worchel (eds.), The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations. Monterey, CA: 

Brooks-Cole.  

Twenge, J. M. (1999). Mapping gender: The multifactorial approach and the organization of 

gender-related attributes. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 23, 485–502. 

Unzueta, M. M., Lowery, B. S., & Knowles, E. D. (2008). How believing in affirmative action 

quotas protects White men's self-esteem. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 105, 1-13 

Vandello, J. A., Bosson, J. K., Cohen, D., Burnaford, R., & Weaver, J. (2008). Precarious 

manhood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 1325-1339. 



91 
 

Vandello, J. A., & Cohen, D. (2003). Male honor and female fidelity: Implicit cultural scripts 

that perpetuate domestic violence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 

997–1010. 

Vandello, J. A., & Cohen, D. (2008). Gender, culture, and men’s intimate partner violence. 

Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2, 652-667. 

Vandello, J. A., Cohen, D., Granson, R., & Franiuk, R. (2009). Stand by your man: Indirect 

cultural prescriptions for honorable violence and feminine loyalty. Journal of Cross-

Cultural Psychology, 40, 81-114. 

Vandello, J. A., Cohen, D., & Ransom, S. (2008). U.S. Southern and Northern differences in 

perceptions of norms about aggression: Mechanisms for the perpetuation of a culture of 

honor. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 39, 162-177. 

Vandello, J. A., Ransom, S., Hettinger, V., & Askew, K. (2009). Men’s misperceptions about the 

acceptability and attractiveness of aggression. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 45, 1209-1219. 

Verbrugge, L. M. (1989). The twain meet: empirical explanations of sex differences in health 

and mortality, Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 30, p. 282–304 

Vescio, T. K., Gervais, S. J., Heiphetz, L., & Bloodhart, B. (2009). The stereotypic behaviors of 

the powerful and their effect on the relatively powerless. In T. Nelson (Ed.), The 

Handbook of Prejudice, Stereotyping, and Discrimination (pp. 247-266). New York, NY: 

Psychology Press. 



92 
 

Weaver, J., Vandello, J. & Bosson, J.K. (2013). Intrepid, Imprudent, or Impetuous?: The effects 

of gender threats on men's financial decisions. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 14(2), 

184-191 

Webley, P., & Nyhus, E. (2006). Parents' influence on children's future orientation and saving. 

Journal of Economic Psychology, 27, 140-164 

Wesely, J. K. (2001). Negotiating gender: Bodybuilding and the natural/unnatural continuum. 

Sociology of Sport Journal, 18, 162-180. 

White, H., & Stillion, J. M. (1988). Sex differences in attitudes toward suicide: Do males 

stigmatize males? Psychology of Women Quarterly, 12, 357-366. 

Wood, W., Christensen, P. N., Hebl, M. R., & Rothgerber, H. (1997). Conformity to sex-typed 

norms, affect, and the self-concept. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 

523-535. 

Wolf, S. T., Kirchner, J. L., Cohen, T. R., Rea, A., Montoya, R. M., & Insko, C. A. (2009). 

Reducing intergroup conflict through the consideration of future consequences. European 

Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 831-841 




