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Masculine self-concept refers to a man's psychological sense of being male. In this study, we used the Semantic
Misattribution Procedure to assess men's implicit masculine self-concept. As expected, implicit masculine self-
concept was not associated with social desirability, but was positively associated with several gender-relevant
outcomes, including conformity to masculine norms, endorsement of traditional masculinity ideology, hostile
sexism, and benevolent sexism. We also found support for a mediation model in which explicit masculine self-
concept mediated the impact of implicit masculine self-concept on these outcomes. These results provide evi-
dence for the importance of implicit masculine self-concept when exploring gender-relevant outcomes.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Defining and measuring the masculine self-concept

What does it mean to bemasculine? According to one of the earliest
theories of gender identity, this can refer to “men's psychological sense
of being male” (Spence & Buckner, 1995, p. 135). In line with other re-
searchers,we use the termmasculine self-concept to refer to this psycho-
logical sense of being male (Tenenbaum & Leaper, 2002). Most
researchers define and measure the masculine self-concept in terms of
content by focusing on the extent that a man displays personality char-
acteristics or behaviors that are stereotypically associated with men
(e.g., risk-taking). Of these, commonly used measures are the Bem Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974) and the Personal Attributes Question-
naire (PAQ; Spence &Helmreich, 1978). However, amajor concernwith
this content approach is that it does not allow for variability in how
masculinity is defined and instead imposes definitions that are stereo-
typically- and culturally-based (Wong et al., 2013). For example, a
man may gain a sense of his masculinity by caring for his children, al-
though such nurturing behavior is typically defined as feminine. Anoth-
er limitation of this content approach is that men might attribute the
characteristics they endorse on a self-report masculinity measure (e.g.,
s study; the order of authorship
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aggression) to factors other than their gender (e.g., personality, culture;
Wong et al., 2013).

Alternatively, others argue that masculinity should be defined and
measured in regards to structure by focusing on the connection between
masculine concepts (e.g., macho, manly) and a man's sense of self
(Burkley, Wong, & Bell, 2016). This structural approach is more consis-
tentwith how the self-concept is classically defined, as a cognitive asso-
ciation between the self and some attribute (Greenwald et al., 2002). By
focusing on structure rather than content, this approach definesmascu-
linity in a way that separates one's sense of masculinity from specific
characteristics culturally ascribed to men and allows for individual dif-
ferences in what it means to be masculine.

Regardless of whether the focus is on content or structure, using ex-
plicit measures to assess the masculine self-concept is problematic
(Asendorpf, Banse, & Mucke, 2002). Because gender self-concepts de-
velop early in life (Bem, 1993), they often operate outside of people's
conscious awareness and personal control. Furthermore, men who do
not have a strong sense of masculinity may be reluctant to explicitly
admit this on a questionnaire. In support of this assertion, a large body
of work indicates that men are motivated to avoid appearing feminine
(e.g., Kierski & Blazina, 2009; Vandello & Bosson, 2013). To address
these concerns, we sought, in this study, to develop a new measure of
implicit masculine self-concept.

1.2. Implicit assessments of the masculine self-concept

Implicit measures are thought to capture constructs that respon-
dents may be unable or unwilling to report, thereby circumventing in-
trospection and social desirability concerns (Payne & Gawronski,
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2010). Although there is debate regarding what “implicit” means and
whether it reflects truly unconscious processes (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006), the defining feature of any implicit measure is
that it assesses constructs indirectly via behavioral responses, compared
to explicit measures that assess constructs directly via self-report.

Implicit measures are frequently used to assess self-concept con-
structs (e.g., self-esteem, personality). Consistent with these measures,
we define the implicit masculine self-concept (IMSC) as the automatic as-
sociations between the self and masculine concepts. Measuring the
masculine self-concept in this way potentially enables researchers to
capture aspects of the self that are beyond respondents' awareness or
control (Briñol, Petty, & Wheeler, 2006). To our knowledge, the only
studies to do so have focused exclusively on one instrument: the IAT
(Greenwald & Farnham, 2000). The IAT uses response latencies to indi-
rectly measure the associative strength between two concepts (e.g.,
male vs. female) and two attributes (e.g., self vs. others). Respondents
are presented with stimuli that represent the four categories and are
asked to sort the stimuli into two categories (e.g., sort as male/self and
female/others). It is assumed that a man with a strong masculine self-
concept would respond quicker to trials that involve the male/self
pairings than the female/self pairings.

Research using the IAT has shown that men show a stronger associ-
ation between self and male than between self and female (Greenwald
& Farnham, 2000). Moreover, IMSC (measured via the IAT) shows small
but positive correlationswith the BSRI and PAQ (Greenwald & Farnham,
2000). However, research on IMSC is still in its infancy, and several
questions remain. First, it is unknown how IMSC relates to gender-rele-
vant variables beyond gender identity. For example, are men with a
more masculine implicit self-concept more likely to display sexism or
conform to masculine norms?

A second issue with this prior work is that it has relied solely on the
IAT. Although the IAT is a popular implicit measure with good psycho-
metric properties (e.g., Bar-Anan & Nosek, 2014), it has also been criti-
cized for its complex dual-task structure and the possibility that it
measures additional constructs such as concept similarity or cultural
knowledge (e.g., Blanton & Jaccard, 2006).

An alternative to the IAT is the Affect Misattribution Procedure
(AMP; Payne, Cheng, Govorun, & Stewart, 2005; Payne, Burkley, &
Stokes, 2008). The AMP is a sequential priming task that assesses
people's implicit attitudes through evaluations of ambiguous stimuli.
Unlike the IAT which measures reaction times to sets of stimuli, the
AMPmeasures simple evaluations (e.g., pleasant or unpleasant ratings).
For each AMP trial, participants are first presented briefly (but not sub-
liminally) with a prime (e.g., male vs. female words). Immediately fol-
lowing this prime, participants rate an ambiguous target (e.g., Chinese
character) as pleasant or unpleasant. This rating serves as an implicit
measure of their attitudes toward the prime. Although the AMP has
also received criticism, it has been shown to be a reliable and valid im-
plicit measure (Bar-Anan & Nosek, 2014).

The AMP has spawned successive iterations, including a version that
assesses semantic rather than affective associations. For the Semantic
Misattribution Procedure (SMP; Sava et al., 2012), the sameAMP stimuli
are used but participants rate the extent that the ambiguous target re-
flects them as a person using a “does fit me” or “does not fit me” rating.
This modification allows researchers to assess implicit associations be-
tween the primes and the respondent's self-concept.
1.3. Predictions for present work

In using the SMP to assessmen's IMSC,we sought to expand on prior
IAT research in several ways. First, we tested the relationship between
men's IMSC and social desirability. Because implicit measures are
thought to circumvent social desirability concerns (e.g., Payne &
Gawronski, 2010), we expected IMSCwould not be significantly related
to social desirability.
Second, we predicted that IMSC would modestly and positively cor-
relate with other gender-relevant variables, including conformity to
masculine norms, endorsement of traditionalmasculinity ideology, hos-
tile sexism, and benevolent sexism. Such a pattern has been shownwith
explicit masculinitymeasures (Burkley et al., 2016), but it remains to be
seen if the same relationship exists for an implicit self-conceptmeasure.
Additionally, we tested the link between IMSC and a non-gender vari-
able – intention to seek counseling for psychological and interpersonal
concerns. Given that explicit measures of masculinity have been
shown to be negatively correlated with attitudes toward psychological
help seeking (Mahalik et al., 2003), we hypothesized that men's IMSC
would also be negatively related to their intention to seek counseling
for psychological and interpersonal concerns.

Lastly, we sought to examine how implicit and explicit masculine
self-concepts relate to each other and contribute to other outcomes. Ac-
cording to Gawronski and Bodenhausen (2006), there are different
ways that implicit and explicit concepts may influence each other.
One possibility is that explicit concepts may serve as input to implicit
concepts (i.e., explicit input model). In this model, a man's explicit, con-
scious sense of masculinity provides the basis for his implicit sense of
masculinity, which in turn impacts other outcomes. This would suggest,
for example, that a man's level of sexism is based most directly on his
IMSC, which itself is shaped by his explicit masculine self-concept. Al-
ternatively, implicit concepts may serve as input to explicit concepts
(i.e., implicit input model). In this model, a man's implicit sense of mas-
culinity provides the basis for his explicit, conscious sense of masculin-
ity, which in turn impacts other outcomes (e.g., sexism). Accordingly,
we tested two competingmediationmodels.We expected to find stron-
ger support for the implicit input model for two reasons. First, because
the outcomes in question are based on self-reportmeasures, we expect-
ed the outcomeswould reflect the direct effect of a deliberate reasoning
process, meaning the effect of the implicit concept should be indirect
and thereby mediated by the explicit concept. Second, implicit
beliefs—including those regarding gender—reflect experiences and as-
sociations that develop early in life and as such, they likely precede
more deliberate, explicit beliefs (Bem, 1993).

2. Method

2.1. Participants

Participants were 255 undergraduate men from a large Southwest-
ern university. Data from participants who could read Chinese (n = 9)
were removed because the target was no longer ambiguous (Payne et
al., 2005), resulting in 246 men (mean age = 20.21 years, SD = 2.36).
Of these, 75% were White/Caucasian, 5% were Black/African American,
6% were American Indian/Native American, 3% were Latino/Hispanic
American, 2% were Asian/Asian American, 5% indicated a multiracial
background, and 2% did not identify. Participants were recruited for
the study from the university's psychology participant pool, completed
all measures online, and compensated with class credit.

2.2. Procedure and measures

2.2.1. IMSC Measure
To measure IMSC, we developed a modified version of the SMP,

which we refer to as the “IMSC Measure” (Sava et al., 2012; see Fig. 1).
Three categories of prime words were used: masculine words (male,
masculine, manly, macho, manhood, masculinity, alpha male, manliness,
machismo), feminine words (female, feminine, womanly, lady, ladylike,
womanhood, femininity, effeminate, girly), and neutral words (tree,
wagon, temperature, green, quarter, quote, customers, library, liquid). Se-
lection of masculine and femininewords was based on previousmascu-
linity theory and research (e.g., Burkley et al., 2016; Greenwald &
Farnham, 2000). Consistent with prior AMP research (e.g., Imura,
Burkley, & Brown, 2014), each word was presented twice, resulting in



Fig. 1. Illustration of a single trial in the IMSC Measure.
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54 trials. To ensure the implicitness of the task, participants were told
the prime words were just a warning signal for the upcoming Chinese
character and that they should not let the prime words influence their
ratings of the character (Payne et al., 2005). Furthermore, prior work in-
dicates that respondents' AMP ratings do not reflect intentional ratings
of the primes (Payne et al., 2013).

Immediately following the primeword, participants were presented
with a Chinese character (Payne et al., 2005; Sava et al., 2012). Each trial
involved a unique Chinese character that was randomly paired with the
prime word. Participants were given the following instructions used by
Sava et al. (2012):

For each trial, your task will be to decide whether the Chinese char-
acter reflects who you are as a person. For example, imagine you
were designing a personalized T-shirt for yourself - your task will
then be to decide whether the Chinese character is suitable to be
printed on your personalized T-shirt on the basis that it fits who
you are as a person.

Participants responded by selecting the keyboard button that
corresponded to “doesnotfitme” (codedas 0) or “doesfitme” (codedas 1).

For each trial, the prime word appeared for 200 ms, followed by a
blank screen for 150 ms, the Chinese character for 200 ms, and then a
gray mask remained on the screen until the participants provided
their response. Once participants rated a character, the next trial started
automatically. The IMSC Measure demonstrated acceptable internal re-
liability (α = 0.76).
2.2.2. Conformity to masculine norms
The 46-item Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI-46;

Parent & Moradi, 2011) measures men's conformity to masculine
norms. Conformity amongninedomains is assessed, including emotion-
al control (e.g., “I never share my feelings”), self-reliance, and hetero-
sexual self-presentation. Ratings were made on a 1 (strongly disagree)
to 4 (strongly agree) scale. Responses were averaged to create a com-
posite score (α = 0.89). Higher values reflected greater norm
conformity.
2.2.3. Endorsement of traditional masculinity ideology
The 21-item Male Role Norms Inventory-Short Form (MRNI-SF;

Levant, Hall, & Rankin, 2012) measures the endorsement of tradi-
tional masculinity ideology, such as beliefs that men should be
tough, dominant, and restrict their emotions (e.g., “Men should be
the leader in any group”). Ratings were made on a 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. Responses were averaged to create
a composite score (α = 0.94). Higher values indicated higher
endorsement.
2.2.4. Explicit masculine self-concept
To measure men's explicit masculine self-concept (EMSC), partici-

pants were asked, “Towhat extent would you consider yourself mascu-
line?” The item was rated on a 1 (not at all) to 6 (very strongly) scale.
We used this item because our study focuses on the structure of mascu-
linity rather than its content. Prior research indicates that the more im-
plicit and explicit measures diverge in terms of content and
measurement structure, the more likely they will underestimate the
strength of the relationship between the implicit and explicit constructs
(Payne et al., 2008). Thus, by using a simple, directly worded item to as-
sess EMSC, we increased the likelihood of accurately modeling the true
relationship between IMSC and EMSC.
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2.2.5. Intention to seek counseling
The 10-item Intention to Seek Counseling Inventory (ISCI; Cash,

Begley, McCown, & Weise, 1975) gives respondents a list of concerns
that commonly lead people to seek counseling (e.g., relationship differ-
ences, depression). Participants indicated how likely they would be to
seek counseling if they experienced such issues on a 1 (very unlikely)
to 4 (very likely) scale. Items were averaged to create a composite
score (α = 0.91). Higher values indicated a greater likelihood to seek
counseling.

2.2.6. Hostile and benevolent sexism
The 22-itemAmbivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996)

measures both hostile and benevolent sexism toward women. Hostile
sexism reflects derogatory attitudes toward women, whereas benevo-
lent sexism reflects positive idealization of women and a desire to pro-
tect them (e.g., “Women should be cherished and protected by men.”).
Ratingsweremade on a 1 (disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly) scale.
Items for the hostile (α = 0.86) and benevolent (α = 0.76) subscales
were each averaged to create composite scores. Higher values indicated
greater sexism.

2.2.7. Social desirability
The 40-item Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR;

Paulhus, 1991) assesses people's attempts to be socially desirable and
answer questions in a biased manner (e.g., “I don't care to know what
other people really think of me.”). Ratings were made on a 1 (not
true) to 7 (very true) scale. Responses were averaged to create a com-
posite score (α = 0.78). Higher values reflected greater social
desirability.

3. Results

3.1. Priming effect in the IMSC Measure

To score the IMSCMeasure, we computed each participants' propor-
tion of “fits me” responses for the masculine, feminine and neutral
primes separately. To judge the effectiveness of the prime words, we
first analyzed the proportion scores for the three categories using a re-
peated-measures ANOVA. Participants responded to the primes with
varying degrees of implicit identification, F(1.73, 423.13) = 67.04,
p b 0.001, ηp

2=0.22 (using theGreenhouse–Geisser correction for sphe-
ricity violations). As one would expect from amale sample, the Chinese
characters had the highest “fits me” responses following masculine
words (M = 0.56, SD = 0.21) and the lowest following feminine
words (M = 0.38, SD= 0.21), t(245) = 9.08, p b 0.001.

3.2. Relationship between IMSC and gender-relevant outcomes

We created a single IMSC score for each participant by subtracting
the proportion scores for the feminine-word trials from the
Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among variables.

Variable 1 2

1. Implicit masculine self-concept
2. Hostile sexism 0.14⁎

3. Benevolent sexism 0.14⁎ 0.32⁎⁎

4. Conformity to masculine norms 0.13⁎ 0.57⁎⁎

5. Endorsement of traditional masculinity ideology 0.25⁎⁎ 0.61⁎⁎

6. Intention to seek counseling −0.05 −0.15⁎

7. Social desirability −0.06 −0.14⁎

8. Explicit masculine self-concept 0.13⁎ 0.26⁎⁎

M 0.18 3.41
SD 0.31 0.83

Note: counseling = intention to seek counseling for psychological and interpersonal concerns.
⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
masculine-word trials. Higher IMSC scores therefore reflect a strong im-
plicit “feelings of fit” toward masculine words and strong implicit “feel-
ings of non-fit” toward femininewords. Computing a difference score in
this way is a common procedure in all AMP studies, and it also reflects
the fact that masculinity is often conceptualized as a desire to not only
appear masculine but also avoid appearing feminine (Kierski &
Blazina, 2009; Vandello & Bosson, 2013). However, this statistical ap-
proach does not imply that at the conceptual level,masculinity and fem-
ininity are opposing poles of a single dimension. For instance, a man
could score as feeling a high fit for both masculine and feminine
words or a low fit for both words. Thus, the difference score is additive,
such that a man who feels a high fit for masculine but not feminine
words would score higher than a man who feels a high fit for both.

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among themain variables
are reported in Table 1. Consistent with our first prediction, IMSC was
not significantly correlated with social desirability. Consistent with our
second prediction, IMSC was significantly and positively associated
with conformity to masculine norms, endorsement of traditional mas-
culinity ideology, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism. Notably, the
correlation between IMSC and endorsement of traditional masculinity
ideologywas significantly larger than that between IMSC and conformi-
ty to masculine norms, z=2.33, p=0.020. The only unexpected result
was that IMSC was not significantly related to intention to seek
counseling.

3.3. Relationship between implicit and explicit masculine self-concept

Finally, we tested the associations between IMSC, EMSC, and the
other outcomes using PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). Mediation analyses
were tested using the bootstrapping method with 5000 bootstrap
resamples (Hayes, 2013). It should be noted that a significant relation-
ship between the predictor and outcome is not a criterion for a signifi-
cant mediation effect (Hayes, 2009).

Consistent with our third prediction, the results provided strong
support for the implicit input model (Table 2). EMSCmediated the rela-
tionship between IMSC and conformity to masculine norms, endorse-
ment of masculinity ideology, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and
intention to seek counseling. Additionally, we tested alternative media-
tion models with EMSC as the predictor and IMSC as the mediator (i.e.,
the explicit input model). However, none of the mediation effects were
significant, with the exception of the model for masculinity ideology.

4. Discussion

In this study, we developed the IMSC Measure, an implicit measure
of men's masculine self-concept and provided preliminary evidence
for its reliability and validity. As expected, higher IMSC scores were as-
sociated with higher levels of conformity to masculine norms, endorse-
ment of traditionalmasculinity ideology, hostile sexism, and benevolent
sexism, but not with social desirability. It is noteworthy that IMSC was
3 4 5 6 7 8

0.25⁎⁎

0.44⁎⁎ 0.65⁎⁎

−0.13⁎ −0.32⁎⁎ −0.27⁎⁎

−0.03 −0.18⁎⁎ −0.04 −0.05
0.23⁎⁎ 0.37⁎⁎ 0.44⁎⁎ −0.19⁎⁎ 0.16⁎⁎

3.83 2.53 3.93 2.01 4.06 4.45
0.70 0.31 1.07 0.66 0.52 1.01



Table 2
Relationships among implicit and explicit self-concepts and other outcomes.

Outcome Predictor: B(SE) Mediation effect: B [95% CI]
Implicit input model Explicit input model
IMSC ⇨ EMSC ⇨ outcome EMSC ⇨ IMSC ⇨ outcome

Hostile sexism EMSC: 0.21 (0.05)⁎ 0.08 [0.007, 0.214] 0.01 [−0.001, 0.038]
IMSC: 0.29 (0.16)

Benevolent sexism EMSC: 0.15 (0.04)⁎ 0.06 [0.005, 0.156] 0.01 [−0.0001, 0.036]
IMSC: 0.25 (0.14)

Conformity to masculine norms EMSC: 0.11 (0.02)⁎ 0.05 [0.002, 0.101] 0.003 [−0.001, 0.012]
IMSC: 0.08 (0.06)

Endorsement of masculinity ideology EMSC: 0.44 (0.06)⁎ 0.18 [0.004, 0.395] 0.03 [0.003, 0.065]
IMSC: 0.67 (0.19)⁎

Intention to seek counseling EMSC: −0.12 (0.04)⁎ −0.05 [−0.132, −0.004] −0.002 [−0.018, 0.007]
IMSC: −0.05 (0.13)

Note: IMSC= implicitmasculine self-concept; EMSC=explicitmasculine self-concept.Mediation effects are bolded if theywere significant at p b 0.05,meaning the 95% CIs did not include
zero.
⁎ p b 0.01.
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more strongly correlated with endorsement of traditional masculinity
ideology than with conformity to masculine norms, possibly because
the former represents an internalization of prescriptive norms about
men into participants' values, which may reflect a similar internalized,
automatic process underlying IMSC (Smith & DeCoster, 2000). Also, in
line with research on the link between implicit and explicit self-esteem
(Zeigler-Hill, 2006), the IMSC Measure only correlated modestly with
the EMSC measure, suggesting that the two may be tapping into differ-
ent constructs. Overall, these results highlight the importance of IMSC
when exploring gender-relevant outcomes.

We also tested two competing sets ofmediationmodels that address
how IMSC and EMSC relate to each other and contribute to other out-
comes. Overall, we found stronger support for an implicit input model,
such that IMSC was positively related to EMSC, which was in turn posi-
tively related to conformity to masculine norms, endorsement of tradi-
tional masculinity ideology, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism, as
well as negatively related to intention to seek counseling. Thesefindings
are consistent with previous research that provide a stronger support
for amediationmodel inwhich explicit attitudesmediated the relations
between implicit attitudes and other outcomes than for a model that
specified implicit attitudes as themediator (Payne et al., 2010). Thisme-
diation pattern suggests that men's IMSC might reflect a more primal,
spontaneous form of the masculine self-concept that develops early in
life and then serves as the basis for the development of the EMSC
(Schnabel & Asendorpf, 2010). This pattern also suggests that when
men are completing explicit masculinity measures like the CMNI-46,
they may be indirectly influenced by their implicit sense of masculinity
and not just their deliberate reasoning (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006). We found support for an explicit input model for only one out-
come: IMSC mediated the relation between EMSC and endorsement of
traditional masculinity ideology, suggesting that perhaps IMSC might
be more proximally related to endorsement of traditional masculinity
ideology than to other outcomes.

The IMSC Measure opens up new vistas of opportunities in mascu-
linity research. Although there has been an exponential growth in re-
search on masculinity in the past two decades (Wong & Wester,
2016), the vast majority of this research has been based on explicit,
self-report measures. In contrast, there has been a paucity of research
on implicit measures ofmasculinity (Wong & Horn, 2016). For instance,
in O'Neil's (2012) review of 249 studies on the psychology of men and
masculinity, none used an implicit measure of masculinity. This lopsid-
ed emphasis on explicit, self-reportmeasures ofmasculinity is problem-
atic because such measures are impacted by cognitive accessibility
limitations and self-presentation biases (Asendorpf et al., 2002). Not
surprisingly, these explicit measures of masculinity are consistently
found to correlate with social desirability (e.g., Burkley et al., 2016;
Mahalik et al., 2003). In our study, we found the IMSC Measure did
not correlate with social desirability (whereas the CMNI and EMSC
did). As a result, the IMSC Measure potentially enables researchers to
examine spontaneous aspects of the masculine self-concept that are
less susceptible to self-deception and desirability concerns. Therefore,
our hope is that the development of the IMSCMeasure will draw atten-
tion to implicit dimensions of masculinity and their influence on other
important outcomes.

Several limitations and future research directions are worth men-
tioning. For one, all the outcomes in our study were measured using
self-report Likert-type measures. It is therefore not surprising that the
correlations between the EMSC and other outcomes were generally
stronger than those between IMSC and these outcomes (see Table 1).
Research on other types of implicit and explicit measures suggest they
are predictive of different outcomes, with implicit measures predicting
more automatic, spontaneous responses (e.g., nonverbal behavior)
and explicit measures predictingmore controlled responses (e.g., verbal
behavior, self-report responses; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002).
A similar pattern may emerge for IMSC and EMSC measures and future
research should explore this possibility. For example, it may be that
compared to EMSC, IMSC is more predictive of men's spontaneous re-
storative attempts to restore their manhood (e.g., through risk-taking
behavior) when they experience gender threats (Vandello & Bosson,
2013).

Another promising area for future research would be to examine in-
dividual variability in the discrepancy between aman's IMSC and EMSC.
For instance, a man who has a fragile sense of masculinity (i.e., high
EMSC but low IMSC) may feel more insecure about his manhood and
therefore more vulnerable to gender threats than a man with a stable
sense of masculinity (i.e., high on both). Similar work on discrepancies
between implicit and explicit self-esteem has been quite fruitful (e.g.,
Zeigler-Hill, 2006), and we suspect the same might be the case for im-
plicit and explicit masculine self-concepts. Future research should ex-
plore this intriguing possibility.
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