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ABSTRACT

PRECARIOUS MANHOOD IN TURKEY:
EARNED, LOST, AND THREATENED STATUS OF MANHOOD

Tiirkoglu, Beril
Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakall1 Ugurlu

July 2019, 182 pages

This dissertation aims to examine Precarious Manhood Thesis (PMT) in the cultural
context of Turkey as well as examining the role of masculinity ideology on precarious
manhood. According to PMT manhood is a hardly acquired anxious social status, it can
be lost, and its anxiety results in maladaptive thinking patterns and behaviors in the
face of gender threat. To test these assumptions, this dissertation conducts five studies.
Study 1 develops traditional masculinity ideology scale with 23 items and four factors
(i.e., head of family, dominance, emotional restriction, and avoidance of femininity).
Study 2 examines participants’ agreement with the hard-won status of
manhood/womanhood. Participants perceive manhood as more precarious (hard-won)
compared to womanhood. In the same study, femininity avoidance component of
masculinity ideology predict the perceptions of precarious manhood/womanhood.
Study 3 tests the assumption that manhood/womanhood can be lost and show that
participants attribute manhood loss more to social causes rather than
physical/biological causes. However, they refer to social reasons equally for both
manhood and womanhood loss in their open-ended interpretations. Study 4 tests the

effect of gender threat on anxious thinking style but there was no significant effect of
iv



threat on anxiety. Study 5 examines the effect of gender threat on aggressive thinking
style. In gender threat condition, men react with more physically-aggressive cognitions
compared to women. Overall, the results partially meet the assumptions of PMT in
Turkey. The results are discussed in the light of recent literature on cross-cultural

differences and the characteristics of the Turkish cultural context.

Keywords: Precarious manhood, masculinity ideology, threat, aggression, anxiety
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TURKIYE'DE KIRILGAN ERKEKLIK:
KAZANILAN, TEHDIT EDILEN VE KAYBEDILEN BiR STATU OLARAK
ERKEKLIK

Tiirkoglu, Beril
Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu

Temmuz 2019, 182 sayfa

Bu tezin amaci Kirilgan Erkeklik Tezi (KET) ni Tirkiye’nin kiiltiirel baglaminda
incelemek ve KET’in erkeklik ideolojisi ile olan iliskisini ortaya koymaktir. KET
erkekligin kaygili, belirsiz ve tehdide yatkin yapisindan dolay: kirillgan oldugunu 6ne
stirer. KET’e gore erkeklik toplumsal performanslarla zor kazanilan, kolay kaybedilen
ve kaygili yapisi nedeniyle toplumsal cinsiyet tehditine uyumsuz ve olumsuz
davranig/diisiincelerle tepki verir. Bu varsayimlari test etmek ve kirillgan
erkeklik/kadinlik inanglariin geleneksel erkeklik ideolojisi ile iligkisini arastirmak
icin toplamda bes calisma yapilmustir. ilk calismada, 4-faktorlii (aile reisi, baskilik,
duygusal kisitlama, and kadinsiliktan kaginma) ve 23 maddeli Erkeklik Ideolojisi
Olgegi gelistirilmistir. ikinci calismada, insanlarin erkekligin/kadinligin kazanilan bir
statii olup olmadigina dair algilart arastirmaci tarafindan yazilmig atasozleri
aracilifiyla ol¢iilmiis ve bu algilarin erkeklik ideolojisini benimseme ile olan iligkisi
arastirilmistir.  Buna gore katilimcilar erkekligi kadinlhiga kiyasla daha zor
kazanildigin1 diistinmislerdir. Bu goriigler erkeklik ideolojisinin kadinsiliktan

kaginma unsurunu daha ¢ok benimseyenlerde daha fazla goriilmiistiir. Ugiincii

Vi



calismada, erkekligin/kadinligin kaybina dair alintilar okutulmus ve bu kaybin sosyal
ve fiziksel atiflarla olan iliskisine bakilmistir. Katilimcilar erkekligi, kadinliga kiyasla
sosyal/toplumsal nedenlere bagli olarak daha kolay kaybedilebilir gérmislerdir.
Ancak agik u¢lu cevaplarinda her iki statliniin kaybi da sosyal nedenlerle agiklanmustir.
Dordiincii ve besinci ¢alismalarda ise tehdit karsisinda erkekligin kadinliga kiyasla
daha fazla kaygi ve ofke doguracagi varsayimi ortiik lgtimlerle sinanmistir. Buna
gore verilen toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidi ne erkeklerde ne kadinlarda kaygiya sebep
olmus; ancak ayni tehdit erkeklerde kadinlara kiyasla (daha fazla fiziksel 6fke aciga
cikarmistir. Aragtirma sonuglari Tiirkiye kiiltiirii ve kiiltiirler-aras: farkliliklara iliskin

yakin donemli ¢aligmalar baglaminda tartigilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Kirilgan erkeklik, erkeklik ideolojisi, tehdit, 6tke, kaygi
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to boys, who question the male hegemony

to girls, who never give up resisting
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Local representations of masculinity draw a picture of how men construct their
masculine identities. For example, it is very usual to see aphorisms about masculinity
in local taxis or dolmushes in Turkey such as “You need to be like glass if they break
you, you should cut them” (in Turkish, “Cam gibi olacaksin bu hayatta, kirdilar m1
keseceksin”). This aphorism cues precarity and vigilance of manhood in the faces of
threats. Research shows that men are vigilant about their “maleness” or “manhood” in
the eyes of others and they can be very reactive to insults and threats that jeopardize
their congruence with masculine gender norms and stereotypes. A body of research
defends the idea that vigilance to threats implies that the social status of masculinity
is achieved rather than ascribed (Baugher & Gazmararian, 2015; Bosson & Vandello,
2013; Smiler, 2004; Thompson & Pleck, 1986) and this can be traced in different
cultural performances. In some tribal cultures, for example, men have to confront and
Kill a big animal to prove that he is a real man (see Gilmore, 1990). In the modern
times of Turkey, for example, the social proof of manhood can be seen on the rituals
of a painful process of circumcision (Selek, 2008), and performing military service to

be “a real man" (Sayilan, 2019).

Gilmore asks in his seminal work Manhood in the Making “why should only males to
be permitted to be ‘real men’ and earn the glory of a risk successfully taken?”
(Gilmore, 1990, p. 231). Vandello and colleagues (2008) extend this quest to modern
societies and claim that there are also non-tribal ways of proving manliness in modern
societies. Although the performances of masculinities have diverse representations
through time, culture, and space, what is unchanged is the anxious structure of
manhood. What makes manhood anxious is its proof-based social structure. It carries

the threat of losing manhood status, and it is ready to provide manly proofs to regain

1



the (jeopardized) manhood status. Vandello and colleagues adapt these sociological
and anthropological arguments to experimental social psychology in an American
sample and coined the term precarious manhood with reference to the anxious status
of manhood (Vandello & Bosson, 2013; Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, &
Weaver, 2008).

Although Turkey is a masculine country where the society glorifies manhood over
womanhood (Kandiyoti, 1995), there is no social psychological study aiming to
uncover the anxious structure of manhood status in Turkey. Aiming to fill this gap,
this dissertation examines the social structure of manhood in comparison to
womanhood and explores the role of traditional masculinity ideology on people’s

perception of precarious manhood/womanhood.

Precarious manhood research has flourished in the USA (Vandello et al., 2008) and it
has expanded with several studies conducted in the USA (e.g., Caswell, Bosson,
Vandello, & Sellers, 2014; Michniewicz, Bosson, Lenes, & Chen, 2015; Weaver,
Vandello, & Bosson, 2013) and European countries (e.g., Kosakowska-berezecka,
Besta, Adamska, Jaskiewicz, & Vandello, 2016). Considering the honor-culture in
Turkey, precarious manhood research may add another dimension to the current
manhood research. In that sense, honor-culture means a culture where one’s reputation
in the eyes of other people is very important. The loss of this reputation creates the
sense of losing dignity and self-worth (see Sakalli-Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013 for the
extensive review). Cross-cultural research also reveals that Turkish people care about
others’ opinion about themselves to feel honorable and valuable compared to
American people. They also refer to the approval of an audience for their self-worth,
whereas, for Americans, one’s behavior defines their self-worth (Uskul, Cross,
Sunbay, Gercek-Swing, & Ataca, 2012). In that manner, presumptions of precarious
manhood intersect with Turkish people’s self-referrals and the concern for other’s
opinion that building manhood through social approval of others may be more salient
in Turkish culture. Pointing to the absence of research on precarious manhood in the

cultural context of Turkey, this dissertation aims to understand how other people



perceive the structure and practices of manhood in the cultural context of Turkey
where patriarchal structure (see Kandiyoti, 1995) glorifies manhood and its

achievement rituals (see Selek, 2008) compared to womanhood.

In short, the primary aim of this dissertation is to test the tenets of PMT in the cultural
context of Turkey. It investigates (i) whether the tenets of PMT are valid in Turkey;
(i) whether people perceive manhood as a social status rather than a
biological/physical status; and (iii) whether precarious manhood creates a ground for
aggression. The secondary aim of this dissertation is to examine the role of masculinity
ideology on people’s precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs, which is expected to
determine the way people see manhood and womanhood.

To this end, | report five studies. In Study 1, | presented a new tool measuring
traditional masculinity ideology in Turkey and tested its relationship with precarious
manhood further. In the rest of the studies, | aim to replicate the original findings of
Vandello et al. (2008) in the Turkish cultural context. In Study 2, | tested the
assumption that manhood is a hard-won status. Beyond the replication aim of Study 2,
I also examined the role of endorsement of masculinity ideology on people’s
precarious manhood beliefs. In Study 3, | tested the assumption that manhood can be
lost. In Study 4 and Study 5, | investigated whether manhood threat creates anxiety

and aggression, respectively.

I have outlined the introduction chapter under six titles: (1) Masculinity studies, (2)
masculinity research in social psychology, (3) precarious manhood thesis, (4)
manhood threat and its outcomes, (5) the debates about precarious womanhood, and
(6) the overview of the dissertation. Following this outline, | aspire to provide a basis
with the history of masculinity studies and then move to research conducted in social
psychology. Later, | elaborate the precarious manhood and the related outcomes, give
reviews criticizing precarious manhood arguments by confronting manhood with the
precarity of womanhood. Finally, I wrap up the introduction part by providing the

content and research questions of each study.



1.1 Masculinity Studies

Although this dissertation makes a net around precarious manhood thesis (Vandello et
al., 2008), it is vital to cover the history of masculinity studies and how it has found a
voice in social psychology. Thus, I briefly cover the past of masculinity research under
this title.

There is a growing body of literature addressing the importance of masculinity to
understand the tension in gender relations and for transforming the nature of the
patriarchal social system. Although the patriarchal system and gender roles have been
questioned since the second wave of feminism (i.e., by the 1960s), feminist studies
directed their attention to the problems women face, the ways overcoming these
conflicts, and consciousness-raising practices about womanhood. However, they
overlooked the role of masculinity as a gendered practice on the submission of women
(Gtinay-Erkol, 2018). Masculinity research has benefitted from the flexible gender
debates of second-wave feminism and flourished in the 1970s. The very first studies
deconstructing masculinity into sub-structures were initiated by social psychologists
who questioned the meaning of being a man (see Brannon, 1976; Pleck, 1981). The
following studies expanded its content by criticizing acontextual, idealized, and stable
characteristics that stereotypically defined masculinity. By doing so, they claimed that
masculinity was a living structure defined by the given society, time, context, and
(micro/macro) cultures (Connell, 1987, 1995; Kimmel, 1987). After transformative
discussions, the current field of critical masculinity studies discusses masculinity as a
socially constructed and transformative phenomenon oppressing men as well as

women and sexual minorities (see Giinay-Erkol, 2018).

Smiler (2004) clustered masculinity research conducted in different eras. Accordingly,
before the 70s, masculinity had been defined based on the male sex role in the frame
of sex role theory that assigns societal roles based on men’s biological sex at birth
(Eagly, 1987). In that sense, masculinity referred to the acquisition of the attributions

(e.g., being strong, active, etc.) ascribed to birth-sex. Later, researchers criticized this



approach for being functionalist that locks men into sex role identities as well as

defining masculinity as culture-free, stable, and acontextual (Bem, 1974; Pleck, 1987).

In the 70s, there were two movements: androgyny and ideology movement (Smiler,
2004). First, the androgyny movement showed that people could be masculine and
feminine at the same time since these were social characteristics rather than being
biological markers (Bem, 1974). Second, the ideology movement claimed that socio-
cultural norms defined masculinity and based on societal and individual adherence to
masculinity ideology (Brannon, 1976; Thompson & Pleck, 1986). In the 80s, the
literature suggested that both conformity and non-conformity to dominant masculinity
ideology resulted in negative psychological functioning by creating gender role strain
(Pleck, 1981).

In the 90s, the research argued that masculinity was a single and acontextual ideology.
This approach reduced the flexibility of behaviors and identities since “men are not
similarly masculine in all settings” (Smiler, 2004, p. 20). Putting this in a different
frame, Connell (1995) claimed that there are multiple ways of being masculine (i.e.,
masculinities). Afterwards, masculinity studies have recognized a critical perspective
by suggesting the existence of multiple masculinities including different perceptions
and enactment of masculinities from different races, ethnicities, and sexual
orientations other than white heterosexual men (Connell, 1995; Kimmel, 1987). From
the perspective of one’s historical, geographical, economic, or societal position in a

given culture, different experiences of masculinities exist.

These masculinities take a form around hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 1995).
Hegemonic masculinity oppresses other men who want to achieve that hegemonic
status by drawing a picture of an ideal man in a given culture. It also affects
masculinity ideologies reflecting how men should look, behave, and become. With this
flexible approach, it is quite possible to enact and endorse different types of
masculinities in different contexts, and it allows the negotiation and transformation of
masculinities contrasting the assumptions of sex role theory (Connell, 1995; Kimmell,
1987).



In the light of the literature summarized above, one can conclude that the term
masculinity has been changing under the shadow of time, history, culture, and context
that enable men to calibrate their masculinity practices in comparison with other
masculinities. Although the trend mentioned above in masculinity research gives a
general and discipline-free picture, it is necessary to focus specifically on social
psychology to better understand precarious manhood studies.

1.2 Masculinity Research in Social Psychology

There is a variety of studies and theoretical explanations for personal and interpersonal
effects of masculinity as a social construct. A current review of masculinity research
from social psychological perspective (see Sakalli-Ugurlu & Tiirkoglu, in press)
shows that studies have covered masculinity/manhood under various topics such as
gender stereotypes (e.g., Bem, 1974; Deaux & Lewis, 1984; Moss-Racusin, Phelan, &
Rudman, 2010); attitudes related to (traditional) masculinity ideology (e.g., Levant,
2011; Mahalik et al., 2003; Thompson & Pleck, 1986); gender role stress (e.g., Eisler
& Skidmore, 1987; Pleck, 1995) and conflict (e.g., O’Neil, 2008); discrimination-
based outcomes of masculinity (e.g., Baugher & Gazmararian, 2015; Moore et al.,
2010); and manhood threats (e.g., Vandello et al., 2008).

Psychological studies have conceptualized masculinity mostly as an endorsement of
masculinity ideology (Thompson & Pleck, 1986; 1995). It is defined as “ideas and
beliefs that serve to justify gender scripts and gender relations” in a given society
(Thompson, Pleck, & Ferrera, 1992, p. 576). Accordingly, societal norms determine
the prescriptions for men to be respected as real men in the society, and it has strong
connections with patriarchal structures within societies. Social institutions,
governmental practices and cultural foundations of male-dominant social system favor
heterosexual men over women and LGBTQ+ individuals (Hunnicutt, 2009; Kandiyoti,
1995). Within patriarchal context, this ideology defines ideal men as tough, feminine-
avoidant, status holder (Thompson & Pleck, 1986), homophobic, achievement-

oriented, devoid of feelings (Davies, 2004), sexually active (Snell, Belk, & Hawkins,
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1986), aggressive, violent, and self-confident (Brannon, 1976). This ideology contains
almost all-powerful connotations to be respected in society and reflects expectations
of the ideal (hegemonic) type of masculinity (Connell, 1995; Connell &
Messerschmidt, 2005). Thompson and his colleagues (1992) claimed that the more

men endorse this ideology, the more they oppress others.

Smiler (2004) highlights the determinative power of masculinity ideology on the
construction of masculinity as it “organizes the traits, attributes, and characteristics
that are considered masculine, and they [the norms] highlighted variations in this
ideology over time.” (p. 20). In this manner, patriarchal socialization catalyzes the
expansion and internalization of this ideology by men (and by also women) as a part
of their gendered identity (Bozok, 2011; Connell, 1995; Kimmel, 1987; Miedzian,
1991; Zakar et al., 2013).

Socialization includes everyday interaction with family, peers, media, and TV, as well
as exposure to societal institutions (Onur & Koyuncu, 2004). Through parental
reinforcements (rewards and punishments) (Carter, 2014; Miedzian, 1991), for
example, boys learn to practice masculinity by gardening, shopping, or repairing while
avoiding (stereotypically) female-chores. (West & Zimmerman, 1987). Surrounded by
norms about being a man in a particular society or a context, even a boy is shaped by
what is hegemonic for the given time and circumstances. To illustrate, an athletic and
competitive boy can represent hegemonic masculinity status for a group of adolescent
boys (McGuffey & Rich, 1999). Thus, masculinity ideology inoculates the available
gendered ways of being to young boys. Different masculinities enact or refuse to enact
those ways in terms of where they stand in the hierarchy of power (Connell, 1995;
Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Through peer socialization process, they see the
results of conforming (e.g., possibility of dominating other men and girls) and non-
conforming to masculinity ideology (e.g., possibility of exclusion from territory)
(McGuffey & Rich, 1999; Ryle, 2012).

Masculine socialization continues throughout life and shape masculinities in front of
audiences to whom men should prove that they reach the societal milestones. In the
7



example of Turkey, nation-level hegemonic masculinity requires having the first
sexual intercourse before enrollment, conducting military service, getting a job,
getting married, providing for a family, or appearing physically tough (Onur &
Koyuncu, 2004; Sancar, 2009). Socialization process helps to espouse masculine
ideology. It has the potential to create a feeling of deservingness and makes men
sensitive to gender threats in different contexts (Connell, 1995; Moradi, Velez, &
Parent, 2013). In social psychological literature, Vandello and colleagues (2009) cover
this process as precarious manhood, reflecting the insecure social status of manhood.
In the next section, | present precarious manhood thesis, the experimental studies of
manhood threat, and maladaptive responses to these threats.

1.2.1 Precarious Manhood Thesis

Vandello and colleagues (2013) emphasized that what remains stable over time and
context is the anxious and insecure social structure of manhood. Because of this
insecurity, it always needs to be achieved. Therefore, they introduced the uncertain,

anxious, and threat-prone social status of masculinity as precarious manhood (PM).

Precarious manhood studies reformulated masculinity debates embedded in sociology
and anthropology literature benefiting from the perspective and methodology of
experimental social psychology (Vandello et al., 2008). VVandello and colleagues are
especially interested in how people conceptualize manhood and regulate their

behaviors accordingly (Bosson & Vandello, 2013).

The proof-based social structure of manhood is based on anthropological studies
revealing the rituals of manhood (Gilmore, 1990). In these rituals, men are encouraged
to kill animals and fight others to show how manly they are. Upon successful
completion of such tasks, they are accepted as honorable members of their male
territory. Similarly, Vandello and colleagues (2008) agree that “real men are made, not
born” (p. 1326); but they claim that modern world offers different necessities to be a
real man in the eyes of others. They especially underscore that manhood is not

precarious (i.e., elusive and tenuous) by its nature compared to womanhood, but
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people “define, perceive, and react to manhood as if this were so” (Vandello et al.,
2008, p. 1326).

Vandello, Bosson, and colleagues (2008) tested three assumptions of PMT with
different studies by comparing manhood to womanhood. Accordingly, manhood -
compared to womanhood- (i) is a hard-won social status achieved through prescribed
gender performances (Vandello et al., 2008); (ii) it evokes anxiety because it can be
lost in the face of threat or uncertainty (Vandello et al., 2008); (iii) anxiety may result
in maladaptive behaviors or cognitions (e.g., risk-taking, aggression, etc.) to reclaim
manhood status (Vandello & Bosson, 2013).

In their experimental studies, they made people read fabricated proverbs, which denote
the necessity of action to achieve manhood or womanhood, alternately (e.g., “It is a
rocky road from boyhood [girlhood] to manhood [womanhood], p. 1328). The
researchers also manipulated some social (e.g., social milestones) and physical/
biological qualities (e.g., hormonal changes) of manhood and womanhood in different
conditions. Results indicates that participants attributed manhood more to social

milestones while they attributed womanhood to physical changes.

In the same study (Vandello et al., 2008), they also examined whether people see
manhood as an easily lost status. People wrote their opinions to the cover stories where
a man (or a woman) lost his manhood (or her womanhood). Eventually, people wrote
more social reasons for losing manhood such as “losing a job, disappointing a loved
one, and failing to meet social expectations.” On the other hand, they wrote more
physical reasons for losing womanhood such as “getting a sex-change operation,
losing a breast to cancer, going through menopause, or growing weak with age”
(Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1330). In a similar vein, real manhood status is described
through more social actions compared to real womanhood status (Weaver et al., 2010).
Related to the importance of performance and public proof, research also shows that
men prefer to hit a boxing pad rather than doing a neutral puzzle task after playing
with baby doll’s hair (i.e., manipulation of threat) in front of another person (Bosson,
Vandello, Burnaford, Weaver, & Wasti, 2009). The researchers argue this situation in
9



the frame of how public eye motivates the reconstructive use of aggression and
violence, and the importance of manly action for regaining manhood status in the face
of gender threat. In the next title, I will extend the scope of social psychological

research targeting manhood threat and precarity.

1.2.2 Manhood Threat and its Negative Outcomes

The precarity of manhood status makes men vigilant about challenges to their
masculinity because it can destroy their hardly-achieved societal status (VVandello et
al., 2008). Thus, they end up with some compensatory actions (Bosson et al., 2009;
Ezzell, 2012). A plenty of studies show that men try to reconstruct their challenged
status by using aggression and violence (Weaver et al., 2010), having negative
attitudes towards gay men (Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007),
increasing perception of gender status loss (Michniewicz et al., 2015), taking more
significant financial risks (Weaver, Vandello, & Bosson, 2013), showing sexual
prejudice (Kroeper, Sanchez, & Himmelstein, 2014), showing increased cortisol
(stress) level (Caswell et al., 2014), lowering levels of help-seeking behaviors
(Michniewicz et al., 2015), and decreasing support for gender equality (Lick, Johnson,
& Riskind, 2015). It is important to note that traditional masculinity ideology already

encourages men to perform reconstructive behaviors and promise men a triumph.

When (precarious) manhood status is disturbed by threats, masculinity mostly
represents itself with violence, aggression, and sexuality (Groes-Green, 2009).
Displays of aggression serve the function of reducing gender role stress (Eisler &
Skidmore, 1987; Jakupcak, Lisak, & Roemer, 2002) and reconstructing threatened
status in the eyes of others (Bosson & Vandello, 2011) as it meets the norms of the
patriarchal and honor-based societies (Bosson et al., 2009; Vandello, Cohen, &
Ransom, 2008; Weaver et al., 2010). In the study of Thomas (2003), for example, men
explain their anger as a tool for exerting control which they see as “desirable but
difficult to achieve” (Thomas, 2003, p. 169). Men excessively think about aggression

when their masculine identity is threatened by stereotypically feminine tasks in front
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of an audience (Bosson et al., 2009; Weaver et al., 2010). Therefore, men who are
given threats to their male prototypically (Schmitt & Branscombe, 2001; Vandello et
al., 2008), or who perceive a threat to their protector, decision-maker or breadwinner
status do not hesitate to behave aggressively (Coughlin & Wade, 2012; Franchina,
Eisler, & Moore, 2001).

Working is one of the central resources of manhood because it allows holding
breadwinner and provider status in heteronormative societies. Having a manhood
status requires being a successful breadwinner (Levant & Kopecky, 1995; Pleck,
1987). If men don’t meet the gender norms, then they are always under the risk of
being stereotyped and excluded by the society (Brescoll, Uhlmann, Moss-Racusin, &
Sarnell, 2012; Levant & Kopecky, 1995). Working guarantees both household and
public status, loss of which jeopardizes the dominant position (Ed, 1999; Ok, 2011;
Tiirkoglu, 2013a). An experimental study showed that men agreed that if a man loses
his job, other people would see him less of a man. Additionally, men’s meta-
perceptions (i.e., what others will think) about their unemployment creates more

severe threat and increased anxiety (Michniewicz, Vandello, & Bosson, 2014).

There can be several other sources of manhood threat. For example, subordination to
women is regarded as a manhood threat because it opposes to gender role expectations
(Eisler & Skidmore, 1987). Netchaeva et al. (2015) manipulated subordination to
women in their study by creating a digital job recruitment environment. Here, the
participants negotiated with the woman (or man) managers to raise their suggested
salary. They also took implicit measures of threat. Results reveal that men who were
negotiating with woman managers implicitly perceived more threat compared to men
negotiating with man managers. They also offered higher counter-offers when
compared to both women and men with man managers. Their assertive behaviors in
front of a woman manager were accepted as a response to the threat resulting from
subordination to women. Moreover, implicit threat mediated the relationship between
men’s negotiating with the woman manager and their assertive counter offers
(Netchaeva, Kouchaki, & Sheppard, 2015).
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It is viewed entirely appropriate for a man to feel useless when he earns less than his
wife (Coughlin & Wade, 2012). As the disparity between a man’s and his wife’s
(higher) income increase, traditionally masculine men feel a lower marital quality and
a higher marital conflict (Brennan, Barnett, & Gareis, 2001; Coughlin & Wade, 2012).
Contrary to this, non-traditional men are happier than traditional ones despite such a
disparity because they are flexible towards the norms of hegemonic masculinity
(Coughlin & Wade, 2012). In addition to that, unemployment results in men’s
depression, anxiety, and low self-esteem (Levant & Kopecky, 1995) and creates a risk
of increased family violence (Cunradi, Todd, Duke, & Ames, 2009; Melzer, 2002; Ok,
2011).

Economic problems, as in the examples of poverty and unemployment, create
deprivation of power by destroying the hegemony of men (Jewkes, 2002). It creates a
masculinity crisis, and this mostly results in intimate partner violence to show others
that he still has control over his house by claiming his dignity back (Vandello & Cohen,
2003). To illustrate, unemployed men who use violence against their wives clearly
stated that they do it to regain their respect in the household (Gross-Green, 2009). A
study conducted in Turkey with unemployed men indicated that unemployed men feel
a great amount of stress, anger, conflict, and they use violence more than unemployed
women (Stimer, Solak, & Harma, 2013). Moreover, women who are subjected to
intimate partner violence indicate that the amount of violence increase as their partners
get unemployed (Arat & Altinay, 2007). Although representations of masculinities
have been changing over time (Boratav, Fisek, & Ziya, 2014), breadwinning and
provider role has been still at the core of hegemonic masculinity (Verel & Coughlin,
2012).

Anti-femininity mandate, as well as a paid job, dictates an ideology in which
femininity is a prohibited zone for men (Thompson & Pleck, 1986). Men construct
their identity as the opposite of what is feminine. In that sense, telling a man that he is
not masculine enough (or that he is feminine) is a great challenge to their manhood

status and it is widely used to manipulate manhood threat. Research showed that men
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who are told that they got a feminine score on a personality test shows increased levels
of negative affect towards a feminine (i.e., not masculine) gay man (Glick et al., 2007).
Caswell and colleagues (2014) also showed that femininity threat increases men’s
cortisol levels. The same kind of femininity threat was evoked by giving men flower-
scent hand lotion in a pink glass in front of others. Resultantly, men tend to take a
greater financial risk and play larger bets when they are video-taped after this

femininity manipulation (Weaver et al., 2013).

These body of research shows that men can perceive a threat from different sources of
manhood and threatened manhood eventually results in adverse personal and
interpersonal outcomes. All these studies are parallel to the tenets of PM thesis that
people see manhood as a hard-won, easily lost status. However, it is important here to
repeat Gilmore’s question “why should only males to be permitted to be ‘real men’
and earn the glory of a risk successfully taken?” (Gilmore, 1990, p. 231). Can we also
talk about the precarity of womanhood as a social status? The following title presents

this debate in a nutshell.

1.2.3 The Debates about Precarious Womanhood

PM is criticized with an argument that womanhood is also won but not merely
ascribed, and it can also be lost (Chrisler, 2013). Chrisler (2013) says that there are
two ways where women do (i.e., perform) gender to indicate that they obtain
womanhood status: the achievement of beauty and sexiness, and being a good mother,
respectively. These sources of womanhood also require effort and continual
performance to keep its desired status alive. Chrisler (2013, p.117) also argues, “those

who are excluded of these activities are still female but not considered as real women.”

Chrislers’s contribution to this debate is two-fold: On the one hand, she accepts that
precarious manhood status comes from its social nature, decked out with struggles and
actions to prove to others (Vandello & Bosson, 2013). On the other hand, she also
suggests that womanhood should be examined in depth. She discusses that it is not

sufficient to give birth, being a good woman further requires being a good mother in
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the eyes of the neighbors, and in her own eyes. Also, women spend a lot of time,
money, and effort, and they lose their health for the sake of beauty (Chrisler, 2013).
Compatible with this view, studies found that women who are afraid of being
physically unattractive (Bekker & Boselie, 2002), and who have a general feminine
gender role stress (Romero, 2008) tend to have some psychological health problems

such as eating disorders.

Women also get stressed when they fail to meet gender role standards (Gillespie &
Eisler, 1992) as men do (Caswell et al., 2014; Eisler & Skidmore, 1987). For example,
women are afraid of conducting unemotional relationships, being unattractive, being
victimized, behaving assertively, and not being nurturant (Gillespie & Eisler, 1992).
Moreover, women’s fears about failing to meet female gender roles increase their daily
hassles (van Well, Kolk, & Arrindell, 2005), and depression levels (Gillespie & Eisler,
1992).

Researchers measure gender role stress based on the assumption that one gets stressed
if s/he thinks that s/he is unable to cope with gender threats (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987,
Gillespie & Eisler, 1992). Moreover, women tend to be more stressed than men in such
situations (Kazmierczak, 2010). | argue that this may be related to social capital that
society gives them. According to Chrisler (2013), one answer to why only manhood is
considered precarious is that men are endowed with a higher status in society while
women are deemed worthy of lower status. Therefore, “it may be more difficult to
perceive a loss of status in people who had less of it before the loss” (Chrisler, 2013,
p. 119). It is hard for women to regain lost womanhood because it is harder to repair
it in the eyes of society, especially in honor cultures such as Turkey (see Sakalli-
Ugurlu & Akbasg, 2013). Society gives other sources to reclaim manhood back so that

men may have a higher chance of restoring their socially admired status.

Similar to Chrisler (2013), Winegard, Winegard, and Geary (2014) also visit the idea

of precarious womanhood by discussing sexual modesty. As precarity of manhood

comes from its culturally forced status, they claim that sexual modesty is a kind of

gendered expectation from women, which brings socially desired status for a woman
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in many cultures. They also argue that the precarious nature of manhood can be traced
to ancient times where men have to attract women and show-off their manhood in the
rituals by bravery (Winegard et al., 2014). They argue that this evolutionary account
does not cancel out the social nature of status because the status is formed and
maintained through culturally induced social means. It may also be valid for
womanhood. Although Winegard et al. (2014) discuss precarious womanhood in
concern with sexual modesty, they still see other sources of womanhood as physically
ascribed. However, it is the gendered selves and identities that give men and women
social statuses. These statuses are constructed, maintained, and protected by social and
cultural means both by men and women (Addis & Schwab, 2013).

On the other hand, Baumeister (2010, p. 188) claims, “a woman is entitled to respect
until and unless she does something to lose it. A man is not entitled to respect until
and unless he does something to gain it”. PMT and many of the manhood studies claim
that womanhood status is only at risk when a woman loses biological markers of
womanhood. But manhood status should always be polished to gain more respect.
However, this may not be suitable for all cultures. Contrary to Baumeister, respect or
disrespect of women may not be salient until they get married, protect their virginity,
or give birth to a child in the frame of patriarchal and honor culture of Turkey. In that
sense, womanhood threat (e.g., infertility, refusing to marry a man, or losing their
virginity/purity) risks woman’s status, and they may experience violence, exclusion,

harassment, rumoring. in the face of these threats.

So far, I've presented the debates about why we should also talk about precarious
womanhood as well as precarious manhood. On top of the expectation that Turkish
people would see manhood precarious, | expect that people would see womanhood as
precarious in the sense that it is also a losable status in the eyes of others. The following
title presents the hypotheses and the contents for each of the five studies.
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1.3 Overview of the Dissertation

In the light of research summarized so far, the central purpose of this dissertation is to
examine the principles of precarious manhood thesis in the Turkish cultural context.
The reason for conducting the current research is not merely to replicate the original
precarious manhood studies. As previous research indicates, men endorsing high
levels of traditional masculinity ideology are more lenient to feel conflict about
gender-norm violations (i.e., threats) (Brennan et al., 2001; Coughlin & Wade, 2012).
Thus, going beyond being a mere replication study, this study also aims to find the
relationship between endorsement of different components of masculinity ideology
and perception of precarious manhood compared to womanhood.

Related to the central purpose of this study, | conduct four experimental studies by
adapting all the original experiment materials from English to Turkish. Thus, Study 2,
3, 4, and 5 are the replication studies of Vandello et al. (2008) in Turkish cultural
context. Concerning the secondary purpose of the study, | present a new measurement
tool reflecting the traditional Turkish masculinity ideologies and have examined its
relationship with people’s precarious manhood beliefs in Study 2 (a & b). For that
reason, in Study 1, | present the scale construction study of Masculinity Ideology
Scale. This scale aims to capture different components of hegemonic masculinity

ideology in Turkish cultural context.

In Study 2, | test the first tenet of precarious manhood thesis in two sub-studies by
using (a) proverbs and (b) direct statements to measure precarious
manhood/womanhood beliefs. | expect that Turkish people would also see manhood
as hard-won status compared to womanhood, since the means of achieving manhood
is more observable in Turkey. In Study 3, I test the second tenet of precarious manhood
thesis. Different than the American sample, I expect that the Turkish sample would
see both manhood and womanhood equally losable via social means, since
womanhood loss might be interwoven with honor in Turkey. In Study 4 and Study 5,
| test the last tenet of precarious manhood thesis. In study 4, | measure people’s

anxious cognitions, whereas, in Study 5, | measure aggressive cognitions after giving
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Table 1

The Content and Basic Research Questions of the Current Study

Study

Content

Research Questions

Study 1

The construction of Masculinity Ideology
Scale

(This scale is constructed to examine the
relationship between masculinity ideology
and precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs
in Study 2)

RQ 1: What are the different components
reflecting the masculinity ideology in
Turkish culture?

Study 2

It tests

a) The first assumption of PMT (i.e., it
is a hard-won status achieved
through  gender  performances
whereas womanhood is ascribed
through given physical/biological
characteristics.)

b) The role of endorsement of
traditional masculinity ideology on
how people see manhood and
womanhood statuses?

RQ 2: Do people view manhood as more
hard-won compared to womanhood?

RQ 3: Does the perception of manhood and
womanhood differ in terms of participant’s
gender?

RQ 4: Do people attribute transition to
manhood and womanhood to different
(physical vs. social) changes?

RQ 5: Do people’s acceptance of
precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs
vary according to their masculinity
ideology?

Study 3

It tests the second assumption of PMT (i.e.,
manhood can be lost more easily compared to
womanhood).

RQ 6: Based on the view that manhood is
impermanent and socially gained status, do
people differ in their interpretations related
to manhood and womanhood loss
situations?

RQ 7: Do people attribute manhood loss to
more social reasons rather than physical
ones (compared to womanhood) as PMT
proposes?

Study 4

It tests the last assumption of PMT through
anxiety word-completion task (i.e., anxious
state after gender threat results in
maladaptive behavior and thinking)

RQ 7: Does gender threat evoke more
anxiety in manhood threat condition
cmpared to womanhood threat condition?

Study 5

It tests the last assumption of PMT through
aggression  word-completion task (i.e.,
anxious state after gender threat results in
maladaptive behavior and thinking)

RQ 8: Does gender threat remind more
physical aggression in manhood threat
condition compared to womanhood threat
condition?

RQ 9: Does gender threat remind more
relational aggression in womanhood threat
condition compared to manhood threat
condition?
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a gender threat (e.g., manhood or womanhood threat). For these studies, | expect that
gender threat would result in higher anxious and aggressive cognitions on men
compared to women. The assumptions of each study and their research questions can

be seen in Table 1.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASCULINITY IDEOLOGY SCALE

Masculinity ideology reflect cultural beliefs about the (traditional) norms for being a
man (Levant, Hall, Weigold, & McCurdy, 2016). Social psychological studies mostly
measure these ideologies as endorsement of prescriptive/proscriptive social norms
(Thompson & Bennett, 2015; Thompson & Pleck, 1995). Researchers have been
focusing on masculinity ideologies since the 1950s (e.g., Hartley, 1959) in Western
cultures, mainly with White and European American samples (see Gerdes, Alto,
Jadaszewski, D’Auria, & Levant, 2017; Smiler, 2004). Related research also tried to
understand masculinity ideologies in different nations or races such as African (Luyt,
2005) or Asian (Owamato, Liao, & Liu, 2010), but social psychologists have not paid
sufficient attention to measurement of masculinity ideology in Turkish culture where
honor issues, patriarchy, and sexism (Glick, Sakalli-Ugurlu, Akbas, Metin-Orta, &
Ceylan, 2015; Sakalli-Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013) merge on masculinity ideology.
Although Lease and colleagues (Lease, Ciftci, Demir, & Boyraz, 2009) have adapted
Male Role Norms Scale (MRNS: Thompson & Pleck, 1986) into Turkish, | further
aimed to add current and cultural perspectives about Turkish masculinities by
conducting this study in contemporary Turkey. Thus, in this study | developed a new

scale measuring masculinity ideology.

There are several representations of masculinity ideology. The literature shows that
traditional masculinity ideology (measured in the form of endorsement of masculine
gender role norms) include dominance, avoiding femininity, admiration and respect,
toughness, violence, status, hatred of homosexuality, emotional restriction, taking
risks, self-reliance, or being a playboy (see Sakalli-Ugurlu & Tiirkoglu, in press for a
review). Although there are scales related to attitudes or beliefs about men, these scales

target very different contents in Turkish culture. For example, Zeyneloglu and
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Terzioglu (2011) captured conceptions about egalitarian and traditional gender roles,
female and male gender roles, and gender roles in marriage. In their scale, they
included endorsement of male gender roles as one of the subscales (see Gender Role
Attitudes Scale: Zeyneloglu & Terzioglu, 2011). Sakalli-Ugurlu (2008), on the other
hand, measured both hostile and benevolent attitudes towards men by adapting the
original Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1999) into Turkish. As
one of the mostly used masculinity ideology scales, Lease and colleagues (2009)
adapted the original MRNS (Thompson & Pleck, 1986) into Turkish and validated the
factor structure of MRNS in Turkey as a middle eastern country. Lease et al. (2009)
found that masculinity ideology can be measured with three factors in Turkey,
compatible with the original scale developed in American sample: status, anti-
femininity, and toughness. They also claimed that four-factor structure represents
better results in Turkish sample where they differentiated tough image and violent
toughness as two factors. However, these scales do not distinguish contemporary
norms and beliefs about being a man in Turkey as masculinity is flexible and in

transformation through time.

| also benefitted from the Turkish adaptation of MRNS in my master’s thesis
(Tirkoglu, 2013b). The participants stated that they couldn’t set a context for some of
the items in the given Turkish cultural context. Based on this feedbacks | found
necessary to develop a new scale measuring traditional masculinity ideology in

Turkey.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants and Procedure

593 (297 men and 294 women) students from different universities in Turkey
participated in the study. Their age ranged between 17 and 38 (M = 26.6). After
granting ethical approval from Middle East Technical University Human Subjects

Ethics Committee (see Appendix A), data was collected from undergraduate students
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majoring in different departments such as psychology, public relations and advertising,
and psychological counseling and guidance who study at six different universities
located at different regions of Turkey (e.g., Ankara, Istanbul, Van, Trabzon, and

Zonguldak). Sample demographics are presented in Table 2.

The survey asked for participants’ consent to participate in the study firstly and
informed about the nature of the study. Then, participants answered Masculinity
Ideology Scale (MIS), Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI), Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory (ASI), and demographics in the given order. I purposefully included

AMI and ASI to examine the construct and divergent validity of MIS.

2.1.2 Measures

2.1.2.1 Masculinity Ideology Scale (MIS)

To contribute to the existing measures of masculinity ideology in Turkish (e.g.,
MRNS, Lease et al., 2009), | followed three steps. Firstly, | benefited from the in-
depth interviews about manhood that | conducted for my master’s thesis (Tirkoglu,
2013b). These interviews included accounts of 21 men aged between 20 and 68 (M =
33.94) from different social and educational backgrounds. Some of the questions asked
in the individual interviews were “What does masculinity mean for you?”, “What are
the expectations of Turkish society from you as a man?” “How do you think about the
advantages and disadvantages of being a man in Turkey?” “Do you experience any
tension about dominance between different groups of men and women? How?”. The
interview results displayed different dimensions of Turkish masculinities that

represents a good source for item construction.

Secondly, | mapped the current masculinity measurements (see Thompson & Bennett,

2015, for a review) and their factors to list possible titles for item construction. Thirdly,

I benefited from the existing sources examining Turkish masculinities to employ an

emic perspective in Turkish culture in the creation of the item pool. Harmonizing these

three processes, | followed the normative approach and wrote items capturing the
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norms about being a man. The normative approach defines masculinity as a socially
constructed ideology, including attitudes, gender relations, and beliefs about
masculinities. Thus, it also contains prescriptive and proscriptive social norms about

masculinity (Thompson & Bennett, 2015).

Table 2
The Demographic Characteristics of the Sample, Study 1

N %

Gender

Men 294 50.0

Women 297 49.2
Ethnicity

Turkish 390 67.6

Kurdish 131 22.2

Other® 63 8.92

Did not mention 9 1.28
Belief in a religion

Yes 482 81.28

No 105 18.72
Ideology®

Left-oriented 272 459

Central-oriented 131 22.1

Right-oriented 167 28.1

Note. 2Other ethnicities were indicated as Bulgarian Turks, Alevi-Turks, Cyprus Turks, Afghan, Cherkes, Greek. °
Because of the missing cases in the ideology variable, the total percentage is 96.1.

After following these steps, | constructed an item pool mapping different dimensions
of masculinity ideology that might be relevant for Turkish cultural context such as
status and achievement, toughness, violence, risk-taking, avoiding femininity,
restricted emotionality, self-reliance and self-respect, breadwinning and the
importance of work, dominance over women, avoidance of homosexuality and
homosexual lifestyle, military service and circumcision. First item pool included 79
items. To be confident about content adequacy, | also prepared subject matter expert
forms, including the aim of scale, operational definitions of factors mentioned above,
and explained how to evaluate the items. | sent the form to six experts (e.g., one
professor, two assistant professors, one expert sociologist, and two Ph.D. students in
social psychology) familiar to scale development and the gender issues to make sure

content adequacy.
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| asked the experts to rate items in terms of their understandability and applicability
on alto 4 scale. At the end of the form, they also wrote down the items having similar
meanings and suggested new items. Upon their feedbacks, | excluded the similar items
and added new items they suggested. The item pool included 101 items in total. In the
next step, | discussed these 101 items with six Ph.D. students in social psychology in
a round table and evaluated the content and similarity of factors as well as detecting
the language of the scale. Finally, the number of items was reduced from 101 to 80

after evaluating and eliminating the irrelevant items and distributed with other scales.

The participants rated the final 80-item on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 6 (strongly agree) without any neutral point. The higher the scores, the more
traditional sense of masculinity one has. The factor structure and reliability

coefficients are given in the result section (see Appendix B).

2.1.2.2 Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (AMI)

AMI has 20 items, and it is constructed by Glick and Fiske (1999). Turkish version of
AMI was adapted to Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2008), and its factor structure is
validated in a Turkish sample. It has two subscales: benevolence (e.g., “Even sensitive
men want traditional relationships”; a = .83) and hostile (e.g., “Every woman needs a
male partner who cherishes her”’; a = .82) beliefs about men (see Appendix C). Higher
scores indicate more sexist attitudes towards men. AMI is included in the questionnaire
package to test the validity of MIS. In this study, the internal consistency of hostile
and benevolent attitudes were .80 and .89, respectively.

2.1.2.3 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

Turkish version (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002) of the 22-item scale (Glick & Fiske, 1996) was
used to show construct validity of MIS. ASI has two subscales, each including 11-
items, measuring benevolent (e.g., “No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not

truly complete as a person unless he has a love of a woman”; «=.78) and hostile
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sexism (e.g., “Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies
that favor them over men, under the guise of asking for ‘equality’”; a=.87).
Participants rated the items on 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) Likert type
scale. The higher scores indicate more sexist attitudes towards women (see Appendix
D). ASl is included in the questionnaire package to test the validity of MIS. For this
study, the internal consistencies of hostile and benevolent attitudes were .92 and .90,

respectively.

2.1.2.4 Demographics

Participants’ gender, age, ethnic identification, faith, and political orientation were

asked as demographic variables (see Appendix N).

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Factor Analysis

I submitted 80 items to Principal Axis Factoring with Promax rotations. Tabachnick
and Fidell (2007) suggest using oblique rotation if there is a relation between the
possible factors and to examine the pattern matrix. Because the correlation between
factors ranged from .43 to .70, | preferred to use Promax rotation and inspected the
factor structure from the pattern matrix in a given output. I used .30 as a cut-off value.
The first analysis indicated a 10-factor solution with many cross-loadings and values
below the cut-off score. | determined the factor structures in terms of Eigenvalues
greater than one (i.e., Kaiser Criteria) and Scree Plot. In addition to these, | repeated
the same analysis four times by eliminating cross-loading items until it gives the
coherent factor structure without any cross-loadings. Also, the items of possible factors
retained by looking at their item-total correlations, inter-item correlations, mean

scores, and Cronbach’s alpha scores if deleted.

The final analysis suggested a four-factor solution with 23 items and explained %57.82

of the variance (see Table 3). Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .95 showing that the
24



sample is adequate for conducting factor analysis. Also, Bartlett’s test of Sphericity
(% (253) = 8,095.336, p < .001) indicated that the data is appropriate for factor analysis

as well.

The first factor is head of family and consists of six items. It measures the norms and
expectancies about men holding a family. The second factor is dominance, and it
consists of six-items measuring the extent to which one accepts men’s dominance in a
given society. The third factor is emotional restriction, and it includes five items
indicating one’s tolerance for men’s emotionality in front of others. The fourth factor
is femininity-avoidance, and six-items give one’s level of acceptance when a man
seems to be feminine with their clothing, appearance or behaviors. All the items are in
a positive direction except for one. (see Table 3 for factor loadings, explained

variances, and internal consistency scores [i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha]).

2.2.2 Reliability and Validity of MIS

All the factors were internally consistent. Reliability estimates were .90 for head of
family; .89 for dominance; .82 for emotional restriction and .88 for femininity-
avoidance. These factors were also significantly correlated with each other ranging
from .43 to .70 (see Table 3).

To measure the criterion-related validity of the scale, Tabachnik and Fidel (2007)
suggest using scales measuring similar constructs. Therefore, | examined the
relationship between MIS, Attitudes towards Men Inventory (AMI), and Ambivalent
Sexism scales (ASI).

To show convergent validity, | expected that four factors of MIS would positively
correlate with the two subscales of ASI (i.e., hostile and benevolent sexism) because
these scales measure sexist attitudes towards women which can be seen as a result of

traditional masculinity ideology (Villemez & Touhey, 1977).
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Table 3
The four-factor solution of Masculinity Ideology Scale

Factors Items Factp r
loadings

Factor 1: Head of Family

Explained variance = 43.20 %; Eigenvalue = 10.32; a =.90; M = 4.41

A man must stand his own feet independent of others’ help. .84

(Bir erkek bagkalarmin yardimma bagli olmadan kendi ayaklari tizerinde

durabilmelidir.)

A man must earn money sufficient for the maintanence of his family. .80

(Bir erkek ailesini gecindirebilecek kadar para kazanabilmelidir.)

A man must look after his family and take his family under his wings. .80

(Bir erkek ailesine sahip ¢ikip, kol kanat germelidir.)

A man must hold his temper when he confronts a danger. 75

(Bir erkek tehlikeyle karsilastiginda sogukkanliligini korumalidir.)

A man should behave mature. 71

(Bir erkek olgun ve oturakli davranmalidir.)

It is unmanly to give up in the face of hardships. .70

(Zorluklarla karsilastiginda pes etmek bir erkege yakismaz.)

Factor 2: Dominance

Explained variance = 8.11 %; Eigenvalue = 2.29; a = .89; M = 2.30)

Men can rule a company better than women. 91

(Erkekler bir sirketi kadinlardan daha iyi yonetebilir.)

Men can rule a country better than women. .83

(Erkekler bir tilkeyi kadinlardan daha iyi yonetebilir.)

In society, men should be more dominant than women. .78

(Toplumda, erkekler kadinlardan baskin olmalidir.)

It should be man saying the last word in the home. .65

(Evde son karar1 erkek vermelidir.)

It’s normal for a man to be respected by his family only because he is a man. .64

(Bir erkegin erkek oldugu i¢in ailesinden saygi gérmesi normaldir.)

Having a boy should make a man proud. 57

(Erkek ¢ocuk sahibi olmak bir erkege gurur vermelidir.)

Factor 3: Emotional restriction

Explained variance = 3.47 %; Eigenvalue = 1.24; a = .82; M = 2.02)

| find it embrassing for a man to cry in front of others. .79

(Bir erkegin herkesin oniinde aglamasini utang verici bulurum.)

| find it unmanly if | see a man crying. .76

(Aglayan bir erkek gorsem bunu erkekligine yakigtiramam.)
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Table 3 (Continued)

| find it unmanly for a man to cry while watching a drama movie. .63
(Huiztinli bir film izlerken aglamay1 bir erkege yakistiramam.)

It is not a weakness for a man to express his emotions. (Reverse-coded) -.52
(Bir erkegin duygularin1 kolayca ifade etmesi zayiflik degildir.)

A man should not express his emotions in a community. 51
(Bir erkek toplum i¢inde duygularini belli etmemelidir.)

Factor 4: Femininity avoidance

Explained variance = 3.03 %; Eigenvalue = 1.11; a = .88; M = 3.34)

It is not fine for a man to dance coquettishly. .84
(Bir erkegin kivrak bir sekilde dans etmesi hos degildir.)

Men’s behaviors that | find feminine bother me. .78
(Bir erkegin kadins1 buldugum davraniglari beni rahatsiz eder.)

I don’t think good about a man walking coquettishly. a7
(Karitarak yiiriiyen bir erkek hakkinda iyi digiinmem.)

Wearing short and tight pants do not fit men. .59
(Pagasi kisa ve dar pantolonlar giymek bir erkege yakismaz.)

| don’t approve a man chewing a gum. .53
(Bir erkegin sakiz ¢ignemesini hos karsilamam.)

A man should live his sexualiy only with women. .50

(Bir erkek cinselligi yalnizca kadnlarla yasamalidir.)

In addition, | also expected high correlations with benevolent attitudes toward men
(i.e., subscale of AMI) because the scale favors attitudes justifying men’s dominance,
one of the constructs that MIS measures. Table 4 shows correlations coefficients for
these variables ranging from .44 to .71 (p < .001) and this shows that MIS has

convergent validity.

As an indication of divergent validity, | inspected the relationship between four factors
of MIS and hostile attitudes towards men (i.e., subscale of AMI) because masculinity
ideology and these attitudes contradict and diverge from each other. Masculinity
ideology glorifies the status of a man who normatively holds manhood while hostile

attitudes in AMI degrade men who try to enjoy these glorifications. That’s why they

should be divergent from each other.
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Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients between these scales. The correlations of
four factors of MIS with hostility towards men were low and ranged from .07 to .29,
two of them having non-significant p-value (see Table 4). The correlations and internal

consistency scores show that MIS is a valid and reliable measure.

Table 4
Factor Correlations, Means, and Cronbach’s Alpha Scores for MIS, AMI, and ASI

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Head of family 1
2. Dominance S1** 1
3. Emotional restriction A3** 66 1
4. Femininity-avoidance J0**  e4** b7 1
5. AMI Hostility 29%* .07 .07 20%* 1
6. AMI Benevolence J1*% 0 69**  B4F* 71+ 31F* ]
7. ASI Hostility 63*%*  5O**F  45%*  B8F*F  23*%*F  74%* 1
8. ASI Benevolence J1F* B3x*F 44*%* ghF*F 44** 80** .64**F 1
Mean 4.41 2.30 2.02 3.34 4.00 3.25 341 3.41
SD 1.17 1.19 91 1.42 .85 1.10 111 1.13
Cronbach’s a. = .90 .89 .82 .88 .80 .89 .92 .90

Note. MIS = Masculinity Ideology Scale; AMI = Ambivalence towards men inventory;
ASI = Ambivalent Sexism Inventory All the scales are rated on 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
**

p <.001

2.3 Discussion

Exploratory factor analysis revealed that traditional masculinity ideology in Turkey
can be measured with 23 items loading on four ideological components. The
correlational analyses also demonstrated that MIS is a valid and reliable measure and
can be used in a student sample. It measures traditional (i.e., hegemonic) concerns
about masculinity in Turkish culture with four components: head of family,

dominance, emotional restriction, and femininity avoidance.
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The factor structure of MIS is in line with the Turkish-adapted male role norms scale,
MRNS (Lease, Cift¢i, Demir, & Boyraz, 2009). Dominance, femininity avoidance,
and emotional restriction factors of MIS support the existing three-factor structure of
MRNS. They coincide with status, anti-femininity, and toughness of MRNS,
respectively. However, items of MIS were written in Turkish taking Turkish culture
and language into consideration. Besides, MIS also offers a new factor: head of family.
Although it seems that status factor may cover the breadwinner role, men still describe
manhood as a head of family in Turkey regardless of their socio-economic status or
education level (Bolak-Boratav, Okman-Fisek, & Eslen-Ziya, 2014). Head of family
component has explained the largest variance on the scale. This factor revolved around
the idea that a man should protect their family, stay strong for them, and behave like
an adult. Looking at the scale mean (see Table 3), one can see that participants highly
agreed on this idea even if they scored lower on other components of masculinity. It
seems to portray that although university educated people partly disagree with the
mandates of femininity-avoidance, dominance, and emotional restriction, they still

favor the role of breadwinner and want to see responsible adults in a family.

Femininity avoidance component, on the other hand, showed relatively high trend of
scale mean. Although not high as head of family component, people also believed that
a man should be away from feminine outlook. As many of masculinity scales underline
(see Sakalli-Ugurlu & Tiirkoglu, in press), anti-femininity is a kind of milestone for
the social construction of traditional masculinity. During socialization of masculinity,
boys first learn how not to be like a girl by experiencing social exclusion and
victimization, and they build a masculine identity on this proscription (Ewing Lee &
Troop-Gordon, 2011). On the other hand, relatively low scale means of dominance
and emotional restriction may imply that young people want to see a change in the
enactment of masculinities. They thought that men should be free to express their

emotions and abandon the idea that a man should be dominant over women.

Its four-factor structure supports the existing masculinity scales (from a normative

perspective). Widely used masculinity scales measuring adherence to traditional
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masculinity norms also mostly revolve around status, femininity avoidance,
aggressiveness, success, toughness, self-reliance, winning, emotional control,
violence, homophobia (see Table 1 in Sakalli-Ugurlu & Tiirkoglu, in press). MIS also
adds a new perspective to the American-culture focused masculinity measurement by
presenting more culture-congruent items which reveal both similarities and
differences. For example, it contributes to the existing Turkish adaptation (Lease et
al., 2009) of the Male Role Norms Scale (MRNS: Thompson & Pleck, 1986) by
presenting a head of family component. In Turkish culture, people are lenient to
describe married men in relation to their responsibility in the family as breadwinners.
This stereotype automatically brings protection responsibility, being possessive, and
ability to take care of his family (Sakalli-Ugurlu, Tiirkoglu, Kuzlak, & Gupta, 2018b).
With this contribution, MIS goes beyond the Turkish adaptation of other masculinity
ideology scales (see Lease et al., 2009) by proposing new items reflecting insiders’
perspective in Turkish culture.

On the other hand, MIS has a similar factor structure with Thompson and Pleck
(1986)’s MRNS. MIS also reflects the status need of masculinity with dominance
factor that emphasize men’s privileged status in societies over women. Femininity
avoidance factor of MIS reflects a similar construct with an anti-femininity factor of
MRNS. Both focus on the idea that men should be away from feminine behaviors.
However, the reflections of these kinds of behaviors may be different in Turkish
culture and American culture. Thus, MIS especially preferred to use culture-specific
examples of feminine behaviors such as chewing gum, wearing tights, or dancing like
a girl. Reliability and validity scores of MIS also showed that using culture-specific

items has worked for the Turkish student sample.

In addition to factor structure of MIS, there are some unexpected correlations. For
example, the correlation between benovalence toward men and the entire MIS is higher
than expected (r = .81). The reason may lie behind complementary attitudes targeted
by benovalence toward men scale. In this scale, men are depicted as deficient without

women guaranteeing that they are caregivers and lovers in men’s lives. Thus, it is quite
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reasonable to find high relationship between MIS and AMI-Benovelence, since
benovalent attitudes prepare a ground for men’s dominance and breadwinner role as

MIS suggested.

After presenting that MIS is a reliable and valid measurement tool, | test its
relationship between precarious manhood/womanhood (PM/W) beliefs in Study 2a
and Study 2b. Examining the relationship between MIS and endorsement of precarious
manhood/womanhood beliefs would unveil that those who value traditional
masculinity more (measured via MIS) are tend to endorse that manhood but not
womanhood is a hard-won status. Acknowledging the hardiness of achieving
manhood, in that sense, may justify any action to get that lost manhood status back

when it is risked.

The following chapter starts examining PMT (Vandello et al., 2008) in Turkish
cultural context by conducting four studies directly replicating the original
experiments. In their study, Vandello and colleagues (2009) conducted five
experimental studies to test whether manhood is seen socially gained status; whether
it is a losable status; and whether threat evokes anxiety and aggression to reclaim their
status back. In all the experiments, they asked American students to indicate their
perceptions about manhood in comparison to womanhood. In this study, | attempted
to conduct a replication of four studies of them by using a Turkish student sample.
However, this study should not be seen as a mere replication. Rather, it aims to feature
cultural highlights peculiar to the Turkish culture by expecting that womanhood can
also be seen the precarious social status in Turkey. It also goes beyond being a mere
replication study by testing the role of endorsing traditional masculinity ideology in
Turkey on precarious manhood and precarious womanhood beliefs (i.e., manhood is a

hard-won social status but womanhood is a given/ascribed status).
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: PRECARIOUS MANHOOD AS A HARD-WON STATUS AND
THE MODERATOR ROLE OF MASCULINITY IDEOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

Study 2 aims to reexamine the first assumption of precarious manhood thesis in
Turkish cultural context and to investigate the role of traditional masculinity ideology
on people’s precarious manhood and precarious womanhood beliefs. According to the
first assumption, people see manhood as a hard-won, socially acquired status
compared to womanhood, which is mostly perceived in terms of physical and
biological markers (Vandello & Bosson, 2013; Vandello et al., 2008). In their original
study, Vandello et al. (2008) tested this tenet by conducting two experimental studies,
one querying precarious nature of manhood among with culturally-familiar proverbs
and the other querying the same concern by asking more direct statements about their

beliefs about elusive and tenuous nature of manhood and womanhood.

In their Study 1a, they randomly assigned participants either to manhood or
womanhood conditions to read fabricated proverbs implying the hard-won status of
manhood (or womanhood) depending on the experimental condition. Then, they asked
to what extent they agree with these proverbs (i.e., endorsement of proverbs).
Accordingly, people would agree more on proverbs related to manhood since they are

more compatible with cultural understanding related to hard-won manhood status.

In their Study 1b, they also tested their assumptions by asking direct statements about
the precariousness of manhood or womanhood in different conditions (i.e., Precarious
Manhood/Womanhood  Beliefs  Scale).  This  way, they  measured

manhood/womanhood beliefs directly instead of using indirect proverbs. Also, they
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asked whether the transition to manhood and womanhood are based on physical or
social precursors. According to the researchers, “if people view men as made rather
than born, then they should attribute the transition from boyhood to manhood more to

social factors than to physical or biological factors” (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1327).

Their results showed that people agree more on Proverbs (i.e., indirect measure) and
statements (e.g., direct measure) signifying that manhood is hardly earned compared
to womanhood. People also attributed transition from boyhood to manhood to more
social (societal) causes rather than to physical causes, whereas they attributed

transition from girlhood to womanhood to both physical and social causes.

After giving the design and the results of their study (see Study 1a and 1b, Vandello
et al., 2008), it is important to reiterate the aim of this study. The primary aim of this
study is to test whether people see manhood hard-won compared to womanhood in
Turkish cultural context. This study went beyond being a single replication study; it
also explored whether endorsement of masculinity ideology predicted people’s beliefs
about precarious manhood and womanhood. Following the same procedure with
Vandello et al. (2008), | conducted two studies theoretically and methodologically
replicating the original ones. One of them used proverbs (Study 2a), and the other used
direct statements (Study 2b) to measure the precarious nature of

manhood/womanhood.

It is vital to remind that it is not the milestones about manhood that the current study
explores. It explores the structure of manhood and womanhood (i.e., whether it is
socially constructed or physically/biologically ascribed) in the eyes of Turkish people.
Capturing the difference in people’s perception is critical since the way people see
manhood and womanhood may shape their everyday attitudes and behaviors. To grasp
Turkish participants’ perceptions, | also used fabricated proverbs together with
familiar Turkish proverbs by manipulating manhood and womanhood conditions. In
addition to that, | used the Masculinity ldeology Scale (see Study 1 for scale
development study) to see whether it changes people’s perceptions about precarious
manhood and womanhood.
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In general, | expected that

(@) Turkish people would view manhood as hard-won social status compared to
womanhood measured via both proverbs (Study 2a) and the direct statements
(Study 2b),

(b) Turkish people would attribute more social reasons to transition from boyhood
to manhood compared to the transition from girlhood to womanhood (Study
2hb).

(c) Different levels of masculinity ideology would predict their perception of the

precarious manhood/womanhood status (Study 2a & 2b).

3.2 Study 2A: Measuring Precarious Manhood and Womanhood Beliefs via

Proverbs

This study benefited from fabricated proverbs to capture beliefs about the nature of
manhood and womanhood in a nonobtrusive way. To give a clear picture about the
study variables, participants’ gender (men vs. women) and the version of the proverbs
(manhood vs. womanhood) were included as independent variables; masculinity
ideology was included as a moderator variable, and participants’ agreement with these
proverbs was included as the dependent variable of the study. In order to be loyal to
original studies (Vandello et al., 2008), understandability of proverbs (i.e, to what
extent the participants understand the sentences) was also included as a covariate. This
way, Vandello et al. (2008) say, they could eliminate the effect of sociolinguistic

familiarity of the proverbs.

I also investigate the role of masculinity ideology endorsement on precarious manhood
and womanhood perceptions. Everyone in the society including men and women can
internalize masculinity ideology. Masculinity ideology, as previously indicated, refers
to ideas and beliefs about how to be a man in a given culture (Thompson & Pleck,
1986). It denotes both physical appearance (e.g., physical toughness or power) and

social prescriptions (e.g., being a breadwinner, avoiding femininity). Therefore, the
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perception of manhood as an achieved social status can be affected by participants’
level of masculinity ideology endorsement but not solely from their assigned
biological sex. Thus, I expect that four components of masculinity ideology (i.e., head
of family, dominance, emotional restriction, femininity avoidance) would moderate
the relationship between version (manhood vs. womanhood) and sex (men vs. women)
with the endorsement of precarious manhood/womanhood proverbs and statements

separately.
To sum up,

(@) 1 expect to find the main effect of the version that people would see manhood

as more of an earned social status compared to womanhood.

(b) I expect that the endorsement of masculinity ideology would moderate the

relationship between gender, version, and precarious manhood/womanhood.

3.2.1 Method

3.2.1.1 Participants

In exchange for bonus points, 149 (43 men, 106 women) students participated in the
study. All the participants were undergraduate students taking elective courses from
the Psychology Department of METU, and their age ranged from 18 to 41 (M = 21.72,
SD = 2.78) (see Table 5 for demographics).

The participants were invited to the study through the SONA system that is used in the
Psychology Department of METU. In SONA, students can easily reach questionnaire
packages via external internet links and get bonus points in return. The study was
announced with the title of “Proverb Study” without any deception. All of the study
materials were translated from the original English materials to Turkish with special

emphasis on cultural nuances in both languages.
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3.2.1.2 Procedure and Design

After taking an ethical approval of METU Human Subjects Ethics Committee (see
Appendix A), two independent researchers translated the materials from English to
Turkish; then, I compared two versions of the materials in terms of accuracy. Here, it
Is important to note that there are critical differences between specific words in English
and in Turkish. The most compelling part of translating the materials from English to
Turkish was deciding how to use “a boy” and “a girl” in Turkish. “A girl”, normally,
refers to a female child who is not yet an adult. However, in Turkish, “a girl” is used
to denote both a female child and a female who still keeps her virginity (i.e., kiz).
Protecting virginity, especially before getting married, is a female gender norm in
Turkey and it’s a requirement of being a pure and honorable woman in Turkish culture
(Sakalli-Ugurlu & Glick, 2003).

The same dilemma has occurred with the translation of “a boy” (i.e., “oglan”). A boy
refers to a male child who has not been an adult. However, it also prompts the meaning
of man whose characteristics are judged to be more feminine (e.g., oglan). At the same
time, the current feminist organizations promote using “oglan” instead of referring
both boys and men as “erkek” to overcome prejudice in the everyday language. As a
researcher, it was quite compelling to decide using “oglan” and “kiz” instead of
“erkek” and “kiz” considering the dynamics of Turkish culture. Nevertheless, being

loyal to the original wording, | ended up using “oglan” “kiz” in both studies.

This study utilized an experimental study design prepared in Qualtrics, which enables
easy randomization. After the participants got the study link through SONA, they first
read the informed consent, and then they were randomly assigned one of the conditions
showing proverbs related to manhood or womanhood. They were thanked and

informed about the study after responding to demographic questions.
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Table 5

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in Study 2A (N = 149)

Variables Frequency Percentage M SD  Range
Age 21.72 2.78 18-41
Participant’s gender
Women 106 71.1
Men 43 28.9
Place mostly lived in
Metropolis 106 71.1
City 22 14.8
Province 19 12.8
Town 1 T
Village 1 T
Mother’s Education
Iliterate 0 0
Primary School 34 22.8
Secondary school 11 7.4
High school 44 29.5
Two-year license 9 6.0
University 44 29.5
Master 6 4.0
PhD 1 g
Father’s Education
Primary School 18 12.1
Secondary school 14 94
High school 30 20.1
Two-year license 18 121
University 54 36.2
Master 11 74
PhD 4 2.7
Perceived Social Class
Lower 4 2.7
Lower-middle 23 154
Middle 85 57.0
Middle-upper 34 22.8
Upper 2 2.0
Religion
Belief in a religion 82 55
Not belonging to 67 45
any religion
Effect of Religion 3.75 3.00 1(None)-11(A lot)
Political orientation 3.72 3.00 1(Left)-11(Right)
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3.3.1.3 Measures

3.3.1.3.1 Proverbs about Precarious Manhood/\WWomanhood.

The perception of manhood and womanhood were manipulated using proverbs. In the
original study of Vandello et al. (2008), the researchers fabricated six proverbs, and
participants rated them along with other 24 traditional proverbs familiar to American
culture. These originally fabricated proverbs were translated from English to Turkish
by four independent researchers (see Table 6). The rest 24 proverbs were chosen from
mostly-used Turkish proverbs (see Appendix E). The participants rated their
agreement on either manhood or womanhood version of the fabricated proverbs on a
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) Likert type scale. The higher the score, the
more they perceive manhood/womanhood status precarious. In the data analyses,
responses to two versions were combined and constructed a single variable named as

an endorsement of proverbs (a = .94).

Participants were also asked to rate “how well they understood each proverb” to
prevent a perception that can be aroused from the male-typed language used in the
proverbs. They rated each proverb’s understandability on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very
much) Likert type scale. Participants either rated understandability of manhood or
womanhood version of the six fabricated proverbs. In the data analyses, participants’
responses to these proverbs were combined into a single variable named as
understandability of proverbs (a = .88), and it was used as a covariate to control for

the sociolinguistic familiarity of the words.

3.3.1.3.2 Masculinity Ideology Scale (MIS)

MIS is developed in the scope of the current thesis. Study 1 (scale construction study)
has demonstrated that MIS consists of 23 items and four factors: head of family,
dominance, emotional restriction, and femininity avoidance (see Table 3 in Study 1).
Principal axis factoring with the current data supported the original four-factor

structure explaining 56.74 % of the variability on the items of masculinity ideology.
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In the sample of this study, internal consistency of “head of family was .85 (6 items;
“A man should earn enough money to maintain a family”); dominance was .88 (6
items; “Men can run a company better than women’); femininity avoidance was .87 (6
items; “A man behaving feminine make me uncomfortable”); and emotional
restriction was .83 (5 items; “I would find it inappropriate if |1 see a man crying”).
Participants rated the items on a 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (totally agree) Likert type
scale. The higher the scores, the more people endorse traditional masculinity ideology

in Turkey.

3.3.1.3.3 Demographics

Participants’ gender, age, place of birth, the city they currently live in, the place they
mostly lived in, marital status, ethnic identity, mother’s and father’s education levels,
perceived social class, religiosity and its effect on their daily practices, and ideological

orientations were asked at the end of the study (see Appendix N).

Table 6

The Original Fabricated Proverbs and their Turkish Translations

Fabricated Proverbs in English

Fabricated Proverbs in Turkish

Manhood (womanhood) is hard won and easily
lost.

As a gem cannot be polished without friction, a
boy (girl) cannot become a man (woman)
without struggles.

All boys (girls) do not grow up to become real
men (women).

A boy (girl) must earn his (her) right to be called
a man (woman).

It is a rocky road from a boy (girl) to a man
(woman).

A man (woman) must continually prove his (her)
honor.

Erkeklik (kadinlik) para gibidir, zor kazanilir
kolay harcanir.

Tas ovalamadik¢a parlamaz, oglan (kiz)

miicadele etmedikge erkek (kadin) olmaz.

Her buzagidan dana her oglandan (kizdan) erkek
(kadin) olmaz.

Oglan (kiz), erkek (kadin) olmayi hak etsin ki
erkek (kadin) desinler.

Oglan (kiz) diise kalka erkek (kadin) olmayi
Ogrenir.

Erkek (kadin), erkeklik (kadinlik) onurunu daima
kanitlamalidir.
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3.3.2 Results

I collected the data of Study 2a (i.e., Proverbs) and Study 2b (i.e., direct statements)
from the same participant pool because of the time limit and accessibility to the
participants. However, before the data analysis, the sample was randomly separated
into two data sets. The power analysis, conducted with G*Power, suggested to include
at least 125 participants for Study 2a and 128 participants for Study 2b to meet medium
effect sizes (f = .25) and 80 % power.

3.3.2.1 The Correlational Analyses

Table 7 shows the bivariate correlations for manhood and womanhood conditions for
understandability of proverbs, endorsement of proverbs, four different subscales of
Masculinity Ideology Scale (i.e., head of the family, dominance, emotional restriction,
and femininity avoidance) and masculinity ideology as an overall score. In general,
the correlations between study variables were higher for those who are in the manhood
condition than womanhood condition. Table 7 reveals higher correlations between
components of masculinity ideology and endorsement of precarious manhood
proverbs than the endorsement of womanhood proverbs. The significance of this
difference is tested with ANOVA in the next steps.

Understandability of proverbs, a suggested covariate, did not correlate with any of the
study variables. It is also important to note that the endorsement of emotional
restriction component did not significantly correlate with the endorsement of proverbs
for those who are in the womanhood condition while it was significant for manhood
condition. It implies that as participants’ beliefs that “men should restrict their emotion
in front of others” increase, the tendency to view manhood (but not womanhood) as

precarious also increase.
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3.3.2.2 The Effect of Participant’s Gender and Version on Endorsement of
Precarious Manhood/Womanhood Proverbs

In order to examine the effect of participant gender and gender version on the
endorsement of precarious manhood/ womanhood proverbs, 2 (gender: man vs.
woman) x 2 (proverb version: manhood vs. womanhood) ANOVA was conducted (see
Table 8 for mean scores and standart deviations in each condition). Although the
fabricated proverbs were translated into Turkish as neutral and understandable as
possible, there may be some words (e.g., prove, deserve, earn) denoting “male agency”
inherited in masculinity ideology (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1328). In order to eliminate
the probability that participants may agree more on precarious manhood proverbs
because of wording, understandability of the proverbs was taken as a significant
covariate in the original study of Vandello et al. (2008), but the same covariate was
not statistically significant (F (1, 144) = .07, p = .79). Thus, it wasn’t included as a

covariate in the current analyses.

The main effect of proverb condition (e.g., manhood vs. womanhood) was statistically
significant supporting the first assumption of precarious manhood thesis, F (1, 145) =
14.82, d = .67, p < .001. The participants who read the manhood version of the
proverbs (M = 3.26, SE = .19) scored higher than the participants who read the
womanhood version of the proverbs (M = 2.25, SE = .18). In other words, people
endorsed precarious manhood proverbs more than they do precarious womanhood
proverbs. The main effect of participant’s gender on endorsement of proverbs (F (1,
144) = 2.31, np? = .02, p = .13) and the interaction between version and gender, (F (1,
280) = .06, 7> = .00, p = .80) were not statistically significant.
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Table 7

Bivariate Correlation Coefficients in terms of Gender Versions (Manhood and Womanhood)

Manhood (N = 73) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Understandability of proverbs 1

2. Endorsement of proverbs -03 1

3. Head of family -11  .55* 1

4. Dominance .03 44* bS2xx 1

5. Emotional restriction .05 27* 36**  61** 1

6. Femininity avoidance -00 .50** b67*%*  .63** S2x* 1
Womanhood (N = 76) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Understandability of proverbs 1

2. Endorsement of proverbs .06 1

3. Head of family .00 A3 1

4. Dominance -14 43> 38 1

5. Emotional restriction =11 .22 30**  59** 1

6. Femininity avoidance -19 34%* 60**  41** S5F* 1

Note. Total N = 149. The bolded correlation coefficients signify the only difference from manhood
version. Masculinity Ideology = the mean of 23 items * p < .05, ** p < .01.

3.3.2.3 The Role of Masculinity Ideology on Precarious Manhood/WWomanhood
Proverbs

To test the effect of masculinity ideology as a moderator between the relationship of
version, gender, and endorsement of proverbs; four three-way interactions (moderated
moderation) were conducted by using Model 3 in PROCESS with 5000 bootstrapped
samples and 95 % bias-corrected confidence interval (Hayes, 2018). Model 3 enables
to do moderated moderation in which the moderation on the relationship between X
(e.g., version) and Y (e.g., endorsement of precarious manhood/womanhood) is itself

moderated by the second moderator. Hayes (2018) suggests this model as an
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alternative to three-way interaction in multiple regression analysis, reducing the labor
invested in the analysis.

Table 8
Participant Number, Means, and Standard Deviations in terms of Gender Versions for

Endorsement of Precarious Manhood/Womanhood Proverbs (Study 2A, N = 149)

Version
Manhood (N = 73) Womanhood (N = 76)
_ M SD N M SD N
é Man (N = 43) 3.49 1.57 20 241 1.40 23
© Woman (N = 106) 3.03 1.60 53 2.08 1.29 53

The previous ANOVA has already shown that a version of the proverbs has a
statistically significant effect on the endorsement of precarious manhood/
womanhood. On top of that, | had suggested that the level of masculinity ideology
people endorse would differentiate the effect of version (manhood/womanhood) on
their endorsement of precarious manhood/womanhood. Also, the effect of masculinity
ideology would be different in terms of participants’ gender because both men and
women can endorse and show different levels of masculinity ideology (Lease, Ciftci,
Demir, & Boyraz, 2009; Thompson & Bennett, 2015; Thompson & Pleck, 1986) and
both gender groups internalize this ideology in different socialization forms (Ewing-
Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011)

In the previous analysis, the relationship between version (X) and endorsement of
precarious manhood/womanhood () is constrained to be the same for all levels of
masculinity ideology components and all men and women. However, some men would
endorse masculinity more than women (or vice versa), and this would create a situation
where they can see manhood more of achieved status. Thus, | suggest that the

relationship between X and Y should not be independent of participants’ gender and
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their masculinity ideology. Moderated moderation analysis (Model 3) enables to test
these interactive relationships together (see Figure 1 for the conceptual diagrams).

4/ V4
Model 3,
Hayes, 2018
el - * g
W Primary
moderator
Secondary :
mndcmh»} Z Model 3,
ey Hayes, 2018
X 1 ‘ Y
| |

Figure 1. The conceptual diagrams of multiple moderation (Model 2) and moderated

moderation (Model 3) suggested by Hayes (2018)

Here, it is not the multiple moderation analysis (where both masculinity ideology and
gender has a role on the link between X-> Y, Model 2 in Figure 1). The relationship
between X (version) and Y (endorsement) can be independent of participants’ gender,
and ANOVA results have already revealed this. Rather, the role masculinity ideology
on the link between version and endorsement of precarious manhood/womanhood may
be (participants’) gender-dependent. Thus, moderated moderation analysis (Model 3
in Figure 1) was used instead of multiple moderation analysis (Model 2) (see Figure
1).

The interaction effect of four different components of Masculinity Ideology (i.e., head
of family, dominance, emotional restriction, and femininity avoidance) with gender
and version was tested in four separate analyses. By employing Model 3 in each of the

analyses, proverb’s version (manhood vs. womanhood) was the independent variable
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(X); gender (Z) and four components of masculinity ideology (W) were moderators;
and endorsement of proverbs was the dependent variable (YY) in each of the moderation

analyses (see Figure 2).

Head of ‘

e Dominance
Family
Gender Gender
W \ Endorsement
ersion of Proverbs

Versi L Endorsement
ersion of Proverbs

Emotional
Restriction

Femininity

Avoidance
Gender
: Endorsement
Version ],nfinrsemeul Version of Proveths
of Proverbs oL

Gender

Figure 2. Moderated moderation effects of four components of masculinity ideology

Before conducting moderated moderation analysis on PROCESS macro (Hayes,
2018), | re-coded “proverb version” into different variables. Through all ANOVA:s,
version 1 indicated “manhood” while version 2 indicated “womanhood” condition.
Because my predictor (X: version) and one of my moderator variables (Z: participant
gender) are categorical variables, PROCESS needs to dummy-code them. By doing
this, it attributes the first group (previously 1: manhood) as an indicator and compares
the second group (previously 2: womanhood) to the first group. To ease the
interpretation of the results, | re-coded version 1 as womanhood, and version 2 as
manhood so that PROCESS gives the results of manhood condition compared to
womanhood condition. For each of the analysis, PROCESS dummy-coded the
categorical variables (i.e., participant’s gender and proverb’s versions), and mean-
centered head of family, dominance, emotional restriction, and femininity avoidance

mandates in each model.
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Table 9
The Significance Test Results of Moderated Moderation for Head of Family conducted with
PROCESS Macro (Model 3)

b t p 95 % ClI
Version?
(Manhood > Womanhood) 87 3.55 00 -39, 1.38
Head of Family .65 411 .00 .34, .96
Participants' Gender®
(Men> Women) .09 40 .67 -.36, .54
Version X HoF .16 A48 .63 -.50, .83
Version X Gender =27 -.56 .58 -1.25,.70
HoF X Gender -.58 -1.63 A1 -1.28, .12
Version X HoF X Gender .79 1.67 .10 -.14,1.72

Note. CI: Confidence Interval; * As PROCESS dummy-coded the version, the significance tests reflects that manhood version
(dummy-coded as 1) is significantly different compared to womanhood version (dummy- coded as O [as an indicator]). ® Because
PROCESS dummy-coded the gender, the significance tests reflect that men (dummy-coded as 1) are significantly higher
compared to women (dummy-coded as 0 [as an indicator]). HoF = Head of Family

In the first model, | tested the moderator role of head of family component. For this
mandate of masculinity, the model including all the variables explained 35 % of the
variance on endorsement of proverbs, F (7, 141) = 10.71, R?= .35 p < .001. Head of
family (b = .65, t (141) = 4.11, p <.001) and version of the proverbs (b = .89, t (141)
=3.55, p <.001) significantly predicted the endorsement of the proverbs. Accordingly,
as their endorsement of the head of family mandate increase, their endorsement of
precarious manhood and womanhood significantly increase. Also, the participants
rated manhood as more precarious (hard-won) on proverbs compared to womanhood.

However, the analysis did not reveal significant moderation effects (see Table 9).

In the second model, | tested the moderator role of dominance mandate. The model

explained 30 % of the variance on the endorsement of proverbs, F (7, 141) = 8.75, R?

=.30 p < .001. Dominance (b = 1.18, t (141) = 3.92, p < .001) and version of the

proverbs (b = .99, t (141) = 3.53, p < .001) significantly predicted endorsement of

precarious manhood/womanhood proverbs. People’s adherence to dominance mandate

of masculinity predicted higher levels of precarious manhood/womanhood
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endorsements. Also, people who read the manhood version of the proverbs endorse
higher levels of precarious manhood than those who read womanhood version.
However, participant gender and dominance did not significantly moderate did the

relationship between version and precarious manhood/womanhood (see Table 10).

Table 10
The Significance Test Results of Moderated Moderation for Dominance Conducted with
PROCESS Macro (Model 3)

b t p 95 % ClI
Version? (Manhood > Womanhood) .99 3.52 .00 43,155
Dominance 1.18 3.91 .00 .58, 1.77
\I:;\z;lcr)triT?;;r)]z)alnts' Gender® (Men> _06 18 86 76, .64
Version X Dom -.09 -.19 .84 -1, .82
Version X Gender -70 -1.22 22 -1.83, .42
Dom X Gender -.83 -1.83 .07 -1.72, .06
Version X Dom X Gender .70 .64 27 -.56, 1.96

Note. Cl: Confidence Interval;  Because PROCESS dummy-coded the version, the significance tests reflects that manhood
version (dummy-coded as 1) is significantly different compared to womanhood version (dummy- coded as 0 [as an indicator]).®
Because PROCESS dummy-coded the gender, the significance tests reflect that men (dummy-coded as 1) are significantly higher
compared to women (dummy-coded as 0 [as an indicator]). Dom = Dominance

The third model including emotional restriction as a primary moderator was also
significant, F (7, 141) = 4.04, R = .17 p < .001. In this model, the only significant
predictor was version (b = .87, t (141) = 2.90, p < .01) while all other predictors and
moderators were non-significant (see Table 11). Similar to the previous ANOVA and

regression analysis, people viewed manhood as more precarious than womanhood.
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Table 11
The Significance Test Results of Moderated Moderation for Emotional Restriction Conducted
with PROCESS Macro (Model 3)

b t p 95 % ClI
Version?
(Manhood > Womanhood) .87 2.90 .00 .28, 1.46
Emotion Restriction .78 .49 12 -19,1.75

ini 1 b

Participants' Gender® (Men> 12 a1 75 _63, .87
Women)
Version X ER -.25 -.40 .69 -1.49, .99
Version X Gender -.29 -47 .64 -1.50, .92
ER X Gender -51 .98 .33 -.85, 2.53
Version X ER X Gender .83 .97 .33 -.85, 2.53

Note. Cl: Confidence Interval;  Because PROCESS dummy-coded the version, the significance tests reflects that manhood
version (dummy-coded as 1) is significantly different compared to womanhood version (dummy- coded as 0 [as an indicator]).
Because PROCESS dummy-coded the gender, the significance tests reflect that men (dummy-coded as 1) are significantly higher
compared to women (dummy-coded as 0 [as an indicator]). ER = Emotional restriction Ideology

Lastly, the model including femininity avoidance as the primary moderator
significantly explained 30 % of the variance on the endorsement of precarious
manhood/womanhood, F (7, 141) = 8.59, R? = .30, p < .001. Similar to previous
models, people endorsed manhood as more precarious compared to womanhood, b =
.92, 1(141) = 23.59, p < .001.

As their beliefs in avoidance of femininity increases, their perception about precarious
manhood/womanhood also significantly increases, b = .47, t (141) = 3.23, p < .01).
Different than previous analysis, both participant gender and femininity avoidance
significantly moderated the relationship between version and the endorsement of the
proverbs, F (7, 141) = 4.55, RZ%hange = .03, p < .05 (see Table 12).
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Table 12
The Significance Test Results of Moderated Moderation for Femininity Avoidance Conducted
with PROCESS Macro (Model 3)

b t p 95 % ClI

Version? (Manhood > Womanhood) .92 3.59 .00 41,142
Femininity Avoidance 47 3.23 .00 .18, .75

Participants' Gender® (Men> Women) .25 a7 44 -.39, .90
Version X FA .07 .33 74 -.36, .51
Version X Gender -.60 -1.16 .25 -1.61, .42
FA X Gender -.48 -1.55 A2 -1.09, .13
Version X FA X Gender .92 2.13 .03* .06, 1.76

Note. Cl: Confidence Interval; * Because PROCESS dummy-coded the version, the significance tests reflects that manhood
version (dummy-coded as 1) is significantly different compared to womanhood version (dummy- coded as O [as an indicator]).”
Because PROCESS dummy-coded the gender, the significance tests reflect that men (dummy-coded as 1) are significantly higher
compared to women (dummy-coded as O [as an indicator]). FAI = Femininity Avoidance Ideology

The conditional version X femininity avoidance interaction at values of gender (1:
woman, 2: men) showed that this interaction is significant only for men, F (7, 141) =
7. 17, p < .05, not for women, F (7, 141) =.11 p = .74. This significant interaction was
investigated at three levels of femininity avoidance depicted as one SD below, the
mean, and one SD above the mean (see Table 13). Accordingly, men who endorse high
levels of femininity avoidance mandate viewed manhood more precarious than they
view womanhood. Version (manhood) significantly predicted endorsement of
precarious manhood when femininity avoidance was one standard deviation above the
mean (p = .01), but not when this mandate of masculinity is below the mean and at the
mean (p > .05).

3.3 Study 2B: Measuring Precarious Manhood/Womanhood Beliefs via Direct

Statements

This study measures endorsement of precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs with

direct statements instead of using fabricated proverbs. Considering that some words
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used in the proverbs study may be associated with male-typed language, Vandello et
al. (2008) further measured the same content with participants’ responses to direct
statements created by their research group. In addition to that, they also measured
whether people attribute transition to manhood (and womanhood) to social events
rather than physical/biological events. Based on the results of Study 2A, one can
expect that if a man should earn his manhood, then transition to manhood should be

marked by social steps in comparison to transition into womanhood.

Table 13
Conditional Effects of Version on Endorsement of Precarious Manhood for Men

Moderator: Femininity 95% ClI

Avoidance B P

One SD above mean 1.50 .01* 43 2.57

At the mean .32 A7 -.56 1.20

One SD below mean -.85 .22 -2.24 .53
*p <.05

Similar to the original study, | expected that people would score higher on precarious
manhood beliefs than precarious womanhood beliefs, meaning that manhood is hard-
won while womanhood is given. Compatible with this, | also expected that people
would view the transition to manhood to rely more on social accomplishments (i.e.,
effortful domains) while they view the transition to womanhood relying on more

physical/biologically-given characteristics (e.g., breast growth).

In addition to replicating the original study, I also examined the moderator role of four
mandates of masculinity ideology and participants’ gender on the relation between
scale version (manhood vs. womanhood) and precarious manhood/womanhood
(PM/W) beliefs measured with direct statements. As it moderated this relationship in
Study 2a, | similarly expected a significant role of femininity avoidance on the link
between version and PM/W beliefs, too. Yet, it is important to note that these analyses
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are exploratory aiming to identify which component of masculinity ideology would

play more role in perceiving manhood (and womanhood) as elusive.

In short, I expect that

(@) people would have higher ratings on precarious manhood beliefs than

precarious womanhood beliefs (main effect of version)

(b) As the endorsement of different components of masculinity ideology
increase, people would see manhood more precarious than womanhood. In
particular, men who endorse higher levels of masculinity components would

perceive manhood more precious rather than womanhood.

3.3.1 Method

3.3.1.1 Participants and Procedure

135 (46 men, 89 women) college students participated in the study. Table 14 represents
the demographics of the participants. The procedure for Study 2B was the same for the
Study 2A (see title 3.2.1.2 for the procedure). Two independent researchers translated
the original materials (Vandello et al., 2008) from English to Turkish. Then, one
researcher controlled for their meanings and sentence structure in the Turkish
language. After all the materials reached to final versions, | distributed online study
links through SONA in return for extra course credit.

The participants were again randomly assigned to one of the conditions showing
manhood or womanhood version of the direct statements, and then they rated two
items about physical and social causes of the transition from childhood depending on
their assigned condition. For example, those who read precarious manhood statements
rated physical and social causes of the transition from boyhood to manhood. Then,

they continued with the gender role attitude scale (i.e., the covariate for Study 2b) and
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masculinity ideology scale (i.e., moderator variable for both Study 2a and 2b). Finally,
they responded to the demographics and thanked for their participation in the study.

3.3.1.2 Measures

3.3.1.2.1 Precarious Manhood/ Womanhood Beliefs

It contains seven “straightforward opinion statements” (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1327)
related to the nature of manhood and womanhood. The example item is: “It is fairly
easy for a man (woman) to lose his (her) status as a man (woman)” (see Appendix F).
Manhood and womanhood versions of the statements were randomly given to the
participants to create an experimental manipulation. The participants rated the
truthfulness of these statements on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very true).
Similar to the endorsement of proverbs, responses given to both manhood and
womanhood versions of the statements were combined into a single variable named

precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs (a = .84).

3.3.1.2.2 Transition to Manhood/Womanhood

Two questions were asked to understand whether the participants attribute transition
to manhood/womanhood to physical changes (e.g., “The transition from boyhood (or
girlhood) to manhood (or womanhood) occurs because of something physical or
biological, e.g., hormonal changes”) or social causes (e.g., “The transition from
boyhood (girlhood) to manhood (womanhood) occurs because of something social,
e.g., passing certain milestones”) depending on the experimental manipulation
(Vandello et al., 2008). Participants rated these questions on a scale ranging from 1
(extremely false) to 7 (extremely true). Higher scores indicated higher acceptance of

physical and social transitions (see Appendix F).
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3.3.1.2.3 Gender Roles Attitude Scale (GRAS)

The 38-item scale is developed by Zeyneloglu and Terzioglu (2011) for the Turkish
cultural context. It has five subscales: egalitarian gender roles, female gender roles,
marriage gender roles, traditional gender roles, and male gender roles, respectively.
However, GRAS (e.g., “I should be the man who decides the management of family
income™) was used as a single variable by taking the mean of 38 items (a = .94) and
controlled as a covariate in order to see the effect of experimental manipulation. In the
original study (Vandello et al., 2008), the researchers used Traditional Gender Role

Scale as a covariate to measure the same construct (see Appendix G).

3.3.1.2.4 Masculinity Ideology Scale (MIS)

23-item MIS was used to measure the participant’s endorsement of masculinity
ideology. The details about the scale can be seen in the materials of Study 2A. The
current sample confirmed the same four-factor structure of MIS and showed that head
of family (a=.86), dominance («=.87), emotional restriction (a=.88), and

femininity avoidance (« = .87) factors were internally consistent and reliable.

3.3.1.2.5 Demographics

Participants’ gender, age, the place of birth, the city they currently live, the place they
mostly lived in, marital status, ethnic identity, mother’s and father’s education status,
perceived social class, religiosity and its effect on their daily practices, and ideological

orientations were asked at the end of the study (see Appendix N).
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Table 14

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in the Proverbs Study (N = 135, Study 2B)

Variables

Age

The place mostly lived in
Metropolis
City
Province
Town
Village

Mother’s Education
[lliterate
Primary School
Secondary school
High school
Two-year license
University
Master
PhD

Father’s Education
Illiterate
Primary School
Secondary school
High school
Two-year license
University
Master
PhD

Perceived Social Class
Lower
Lower-middle
Middle
Middle-upper
Upper

Religion
Belief in a religion
Not belonging to any
religion

Effect of Religion on

Life Practices

Political orientation

Feminist ideology

Frequency

84
27
21

= N

27
15
43
11
33

14
13
34
13
43
11

14

26

72
31

84
50

Percentage

62.2
20
15.6
15
0.7

15
20
11.1
31.9
8.1
244
0.7
2.2

10.4
9.6
25.2
9.6
31.9
8.1
4.4
10.4

15
19.4
53.7
23.1

2.2

62.7
37.3

M
21.41

4.41

421
5.49

SD
1.58

3.14

2.14
3.78

Range
18-26

1 (None)-11(A lot)

1 (Left)-11 (Right)
1(never)- 1(absolutely)

54



3.3.2 Results

3.3.2.1. The Correlational Analyses

Table 15 depicts the bivariate correlations for two scale versions separately for
precarious manhood and precarious womanhood beliefs, and four subscales of
masculinity ideology scale. For both versions, the correlations between four subscales
of masculinity ideology scale show mediocre correlations with precarious manhood/
womanhood beliefs. The highest correlation was between precarious manhood beliefs
and femininity avoidance ideology, while the highest correlation for precarious

womanhood beliefs was with dominance ideology.

Table 15

Bivariate Correlation Coefficients in terms of Scale Versions (Manhood and Womanhood)

Manhood Version (N = 60)

1 2 3 4 5
1. Precarious M/W Beliefs 1
2. Head of family 40** 1
3. Dominance A3F* S 1
4. Emotional restriction .38** 38 37 1
5. Femininty avoidance A7** .60** J0**  66** 1
Womanhood Version (N = 75)
1 2 3 4 5
1 Precarious M/W Beliefs 1
2. Head of family 39** 1
3. Dominance A9** S50** 1
4. Emotional restriction .35** BS2xx  72xx ]
5. Femininty avoidance A2 S59**  e4**  70** 1

Note. Total N = 135. Precarious M/W: Precarious Manhood/Womanhood; Masculinity Ideology = the mean of 23
items * p < .05, ** p < .01.
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3.3.2.2 The Effect of Participants’ Gender and Scale Versions on Precarious
Manhood/Womanhood Beliefs, Physical and Social Transitions

Participants’ responses to precarious manhood/womanhood scale were submitted to 2
(participants’gender: man vs. woman) X 2 (scale version: manhood vs. womanhood)
ANCOVA with the participants’ gender role attitudes (GRA) as a covariate. In the
original study, Vandello et al. (2008) used traditional-egalitarian gender roles as a
covariate to prevent the effect of gender norm beliefs on their endorsement levels. In
this study, |1 measured a similar construct by using gender role attitudes scale and
itseffect was significant (F (1, 130) = 29.65, p < .001). After accounting for gender
role attitudes, the main effect of scale version was statistically significant and
supported the main hypothesis, F (1, 130) = 18, p <.001, d = .95. The participants who
read the manhood version of the statements (M = 3.1, SE = .16) found these statements
truer compared to those who read the womanhood statements (M = 2.19, SE = .14). In
other words, they viewed manhood as more precarious than womanhood. The main
effect of participant gender (F (1, 130) =.01, p >.001) and interaction effect of gender
x version (F (1, 130) = .15, p > .001) were not statistically significant.

| also submitted the responses to physical and social transition questions to 2
(participant gender: men vs. women) X 2 (precarious m/w scale version: manhood vs.
womanhood) x 2 (transition cause: physical vs. social) mixed-model ANCOVA, with
repeated measures on the last factor. Gender role attitudes were included as a

covariate.

The relationship between gender role attitudes (GRA) and physical transition was not
significant, (r = -.06, p > .05) but its relationship with social transition score was
significant, (r = .26, p <.01). Thus, GRA functioned as a significant covariate in the
analyses, F (1, 130) = 7.47, p < .05. After adjusting for the effect of GRA, the analysis
revealed statistically significant main effect of transition (physical vs. social), F (1,
130) =7.67, Wilks’ A = .94, p <.001, f = .24. Contrary to the expectation of precarious

manhood thesis and the previous results, Turkish participants attributed both transition

56



to manhood and transition to womanhood more to physical causes (M = 5.58, SE =
.14) than social causes (M = 3.82, SE = .18). However, the interactions of version X
cause, (F (1, 130) = .07, p =.79); cause X participants’ gender (F (1, 130) =.73,p =
.39); and participants’ gender X version X cause (F (1, 130) = .54, p = .46) did not
yield statistically significant results.

For the between-subjects results, the main effect of version was also statistically
significant, (F (1, 130 = 7.47, p <. 05, ;5% = .05; with higher mean scores for manhood
(M =4.96, SE =.14) than womanhood version (M = 4.44, SE = .13). For other between-
subject variables, participant gender (F (1, 130) = .002, p >.05), and gender x version
(F (1, 130) = .05, p >.05) interactions were not statistically significant.

3.3.2.3 The Moderation Role of Masculinity Ideology and Participant’s Gender

on Precarious Manhood/Womanhood Beliefs

Similar to Study 2A, | conducted four moderation analyses to test the effect of four
mandates of masculinity ideology (head of family, dominance, emotional restriction,
and femininity avoidance) as moderators between the relationship of version, gender,
and precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs. The same procedure (see Study 2A) was
followed for the analyses of Study 2B data by using Model 3 in PROCESS with 5000
bootstrapped samples and 95 % bias-corrected confidence interval (Hayes, 2018).

| expected to find three-way interactions between scale version, masculinity ideology,
and participants’ gender among four different models. However, none of the analyses
revealed statistically significant interaction effects for four components of masculinity
ideology (ps > 1).

3.4 Discussion of Study 2A and 2B

Study 2 partially replicated the results of the original precarious manhood study. For

both indirect (i.e., Study 2a, proverbs) and direct measures (i.e., Study 2b, statements)
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of precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs, main effects of gender version (i.e.,
womanhood or manhood) were significant. These results replicated the findings of the
original study. Similar to the American sample, Turkish sample also viewed manhood
as a hard-won status compared to womanhood. The participants agreed that manhood
Is achieved, but womanhood is already given. The main effect of participants’ gender
and the interaction effect of gender X version were not significant as found in the
original study (Vandello et al., 2008).

The findings for physical and social transitions to manhood (womanhood), however,
did not replicate the original findings. Although the trends of mean scores showed the
expected pattern for versions (i.e., higher scores for manhood in social transition;
higher scores for womanhood in physical transition), Turkish people agreed that
transition to both manhood and womanhood occurs because of more physical changes
in the body, rather than passing through the social milestones in Turkish culture. It
implies that Turkish people start to see a boy as a man as he experiences hormonal and
bodily changes in his body, and they see a girl becoming a woman in a female body
as she goes through hormonal and bodily changes. Thus, becoming a man or a woman
is something related to physical growth in the eyes of Turkish people. In the American
sample (Vandello et al., 2008), there was also an interaction of version and transition.
Accordingly, the American sample agreed that transition to manhood is more social
while the transition to womanhood is more physical. In that manner, these results did

not replicate the original findings of the transition to manhood or womanhood.

In addition to the replication results, | also examined the moderator role of four
components of masculinity ideology on version- precarious manhood/womanhood
relationship in Study 2A and Study 2B, separately. For Study 2A, the only significant
moderator was femininity avoidance, while the head of family, dominance, and
emotional restriction were not significant moderators. For Study 2B, none of these
components significantly moderated the relationship between version and precarious
manhood/womanhood beliefs. Accordingly, men who endorsed high levels of
femininity avoidance mandate rated higher manhood proverbs compared to
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womanhood proverbs. Here, femininity avoidance mandate reflected the beliefs that a
man should refrain from feminine outlook and behaviors. Thus, it can be concluded
that men with a higher endorsement of femininity avoidance agreed that they should
put more effort to be a man (i.e., precarious manhood). It may be resulting from painful
male socialization where they are the victims of different punishments because of
being feminine in the territory. Yet, these analyses are exploratory and they should be

replicated in the future studies.

Women’s scores on different levels of femininity avoidance (low, moderate, high), on
the other hand, did not differentiate their beliefs about the precariousness of manhood
or womanhood. The same mandate did not moderate the link between version and
precarious manhood/womanhood statements (Study 2B). It might be because | used

more direct in Study 2B.?

! 1 also conducted moderated moderation analysis with a total sample of Study 2A and Study 2B (N = 284) and by controlling
religious beliefs, political orientation, and feminist ideology of the participants in additional analyses in Study 2A (N = 145) and
Study 2B (N = 134). However, | did not observe any statistically significant interaction effect of any of the masculinity ideologies
on precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs (both with proverbs and statements), ps < .05. All of the values were non-significant,
except for that each masculinity ideology predicted precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs, which is not on the focus of this

research.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 3: PRECARIOUS MANHOOD AS AN EASILY LOST STATUS

Study 2 had partially replicated the results of the original study (Vandello et al., 2008)
in a Turkish sample. Turkish people viewed manhood as a hardly-won status compared
to womanhood regardless of their gender. However, they did not meet the expectation
that people would see manhood as socially achieved while they would see womanhood
as physically stable status. Contrary to the American people, the Turkish people
viewed the transition from childhood into both manhood and womanhood as physical

rather than social.

Extending the findings of the previous study, Study 3 aimed to test the second
assumption of precarious manhood thesis: People see manhood as an easily lost status
compared to womanhood. Although Turkish participants attributed transition into
manhood and womanhood to physical changes, they also supported the idea that
manhood is harder to earn in Study 2. Moving a step further, this study tested whether
Turkish “people understand manhood as an impermanent state that, once achieved, can
be lost with relative ease” (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1329).

Findings of VVandello et al. (2008) revealed that the American sample attribute “status
loss” to manhood more than womanhood. They also attribute more social reasons to
manhood loss while they attribute more physical/biological reasons to womanhood
loss. In the cultural context of Turkey, it is conceivable to argue that a woman’s “pure”
status has a concomitant relationship with female honor and dignity, which can be
easily lost (Sakalli-Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013). Thus, | expect that

(a) Turkish participants would see both manhood and womanhood as easily
lost status (in other words, there would be no gender condition effect on status-
loss perceptions).
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(b) They would attribute both manhood and womanhood status losses to social
reasons (in both open-ended and multiple-choice responses) more than they

would attribute to physical/biological attributions.

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Participants and Procedure

193 (116 women, 77 men) university students participated in the study, and their ages
were between 17 and 27 (M = 20.65) (see Table 16 for demographics). They
voluntarily filled in the paper-pencil questionnaires applied in the selective Turkish
history course. The sample consisted of METU students taking a must course from the
history department.

After taking the ethical approval of the study, | applied paper-pencil questionnaires to
METU students before the history class starts and collected at the end of the class. The
data collection process took three weeks. | selected the Turkish history course as a
participant pool because of its’ diverse student profile from different departments of
METU.

The questionnaires were in two versions: manhood and womanhood. They were
randomly distributed to the students. After reading informed consent, the participants
read either manhood or womanhood version of an ambiguous self-statement that talked
about the loss of manhood or womanhood. Then, they wrote their opinions about the
loss situation; rated the difficulty of understanding the statements and filled
manipulation checks; and rated two statements interpreting the loss situation based on
physical (e.g., sex-change operation) and social (e.g., losing a wife or a job) causes.
Because | used all the materials in accordance with the original ones, two independent
researchers (one woman, one man) translated all the materials into Turkish and |

controlled the appropirateness of the sentences for the Turkish language.
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Table 16
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 193, Study 3)

Variables Frequency Percentage M SD Range
Age 20.65 1.23 17-27
Participant gender

Women 116 60.1

Men 77 39.9

The place mostly lived in

Metropolis 111 57.5
City 38 19.7
Province 37 19.2
Town 3 1.6
Village 3 1.6

Mother’s Education

Iliterate 1 5
Primary School 19 9.8
Secondary school 17 8.8
High school 65 33.7
Two-year license 12 6.2
University 63 32.6
Master 6 3.1
PhD 6 3.1

Father’s Education

Illiterate 0 0
Primary School 10 5.2
Secondary school 13 6.7
High school 44 22.8
Two-year license 15 7.8
University 91 47.2
Master 13 6.7
PhD 5 2.6
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Table 16 (Continued)

Perceived Social Class

Lower 2 1.0

Lower-middle 24 12.4

Middle 109 56.5

Middle-upper 47 24.4

Upper 7 3.6
Religion

Belief in a religion 138 715

Not belonging to any religion 50 25.9
Effect of Religion on Life Practices 3.71 298 1 (None)-11 (A lot)
Political orientation 438 225 1 (Left)-11 (Right)

4.1.2 Measures

4.1.2.1 Informed Consent

First, I invited the participants to the study through SONA and asked for their consent
at the very beginning of the study. The study used a partial deception by explaining
that they would make interpretations related to other’s self-descriptions. After they
gave their consent for the voluntary participation they randomly completed either

manhood or womanhood loss versions of the questionnaires.

4.1.2.2 Experimental Manipulation of Gender Status Loss

| followed the same procedure with Vandello et al. (2008) to manipulate gender
versions of the status loss. All other details being the same, one version quoted a
statement from a man implying manhood loss while the other version quoted a
statement from a woman implying womanhood loss. Before the participants read the

statements, they’ve read the instructions: “you will read a statement of a man (woman)
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about his self-description below. Please read it carefully, and answer the questions
related to it.” Changing in terms of the experimental condition, the participants
randomly read a bogus self-description of a man or a woman: “My life isn’t what 1
expected it would be. | used to be a man (woman). Now, /’m not a man (woman)
anymore.” Then, they wrote their open-ended interpretations about what that person
implies in his/her statement (e.g., “What could have happened to this man/woman?
Please write your interpretations below”) (see Appendix H). Then, two independent
raters naive to the study purpose rated the content of the participants’ open-ended
answers on two dimensions: social and physical. The procedure and the results of
codings are given under the title of “Results” section.

4.1.2.3 Difficulty Index

Following the open-ended interpretations, the participants rated three questions related
to their interpretations: (1) “How difficult was it to understand what the person
meant?” (2) “How confident are you that your interpretation was what the speaker
intended?”” (Reverse coded) and (3) “How unusual of a statement was that for someone
to say?” (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1330). The participants rated these statements on a
1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) Likert-type scale (see Appendix H). These three items
were averaged into one (a = .62). The higher the mean, the more they felt difficulty in
understanding and interpreting the statements. According to Vandello et al. (2008),
people would interpret manhood-loss statements easier than womanhood-loss

statements because of the tenuous status of manhood.

4.1.2.4 Attention Check

The participants were also asked whether they read a man’s or a woman’s Statements
participants read and understand each of the statements (e.g., “The statement that I’'ve
read is said by a woman” or “The statement that I’ve read is said by a man”). Then,
they rated these questions as 1 (yes) or 2 (no) (see Appendix H).
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4.1.2.5 Endorsement Social and Physical Interpretations about the Loss

Following the attention check questions, the participants rated two different
interpretations related to the reason for the gender status loss in the experimental
manipulation. Each participant read two interpretations written by researchers. Thus,
I included their scores as within-subject variables. The first one implied social reason
for the loss (e.g., “She (he) probably means that she’s (he’s) lost something important
to her (him), like she (he) lost her (his) job or husband (wife) or something. And now
she (he) feels like a failure.”). Other interpretation referred to physical/ biological
reasons (e.g., “It sounds like she (he) maybe had a sex-change operation and now
considers herself (himself) a man (woman) . Participants rated their agreement on
(e.g., “To what extent you agree with this statement?”’) and truthfulness of (e.g., “Do
you think that this interpretation is true for the statement you’ve read?”) these
interpretations on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) (see Appendix
H). | averaged the ratings of social cause index (r = .83) and physical cause index (r =

.90) as they are highly correlated with each other.

4.1.2.6 Demographics

Before they end the questionnaire, the participants responded to demographic
questions related to their gender, age, place of birth, the city they currently live, the
place they mostly lived in, marital status, ethnic identity, mother’s and father’s
education status, perceived social class, religiosity and its effect on their daily

practices, and ideological orientations (see Appendix N).

4.2 Results

Before conducting the main analyses, the data screening was conducted with 209 cases
to see whether the sample meets the assumptions of linearity and multivariate
normality. After constructing the study variables, assumptions of linearity and
normality were controlled through histograms, boxplots, stem and leaf, normal Q-Q,
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and detrended Q-Q plots as well as skewness and kurtosis statistics. None of the study
variables exceeds 5% missing criteria and they were replaced by the mean of that
variable. However, for the participants’ gender, four missing cases and two other-
identified participants were eliminated from the data as the original study of VVandello
et al. (2008) compared the results of the participants who identify themselves as a man
or a woman. Inspecting the correlations between the variables, | also controlled
multicollinearity and singularity of the variables. | eliminated three cases after
checking for multivariate outliers (> (10, n = 203) = 34.53, p < .001) by using
Mahalanobis distance but there wasn’t any univariate outlier threatening the linearity
of the variables. In addition to that seven cases that failed to pass attention check were

also eliminated from the data, leaving 193 cases for the rest of the analyses.

Table 17
Group Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations of Conditions (Study 3, Gender Status Loss)

DV1: Difficulty index

Gender Status Loss

Manhood Womanhood N
Men 3.79 (1.11, N = 39) 3.99 (1.41, N = 38) 77
Women 3.95 (1.12, N = 56) 4.00 (1.20, N = 60) 116
N 95 98
DV2: Content codings of open-ended interpretations
Physical Social
Manhood Womanhood Manhood Womanhood N
Men .03 (.17, N =35) .09 (.29, N = 33) .80 (.41, N = 35) .76 (44,N=33) 68
Women .04 (20, N =51) .05 (.23, N = 56) .84 (.37, N =51) 91 (.29, N=56) 107
N 86 89 86 89
DV3: Endorsement of social and physical interpretations of loss
Physical Social
Manhood Womanhood Manhood Womanhood N

Men  2.10(1.19,N=39) 2.17(1.40,N=38) 4.13(1.46,N=39) 3.34(1.49, N=38) 77
Women 2.30 (1.35,N=56) 2.34(1.34, N=60) 3.98 (1.62, N=56) 3.44 (157, N=60) 116
N 95 98 95 98

Note. DV= Dependent Variable; for DV1, the higher the scores, the more difficult to understand the statement about manhood
(womanhood) loss; for DV2, rater's coding is either 0 or 1, thus the means range between 0-1; for DV3, the means range
between 1-7, the higher the mean the more they endorse physical/social reason of loss. Numbers in parenthesis are the standard
deviations of the variables.
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Vandello et al. (2008) examined the effects of participants’ gender and gender-status-
loss condition on (1) difficulty index, (2) codings of open-ended interpretations of the
gender-status loss, and (3) endorsement of prewritten (social and physical)
interpretations of loss. Thus, I conducted three separate 2 (participant’s gender: man
vs. woman) X 2 (version: manhood vs. womanhood loss) ANOVAs for each of the
dependent variables (see Table 17 for the descriptive statistics for the conditions).

4.2.1 The Effect of Participants’ Gender and Gender Status Loss Condition on
Difficulty Index

First, participants were expected to find the statements easier to understand for
manhood condition, since losing manhood is hardwired to culture. Thus, the original
study showed that people understand the statement related to manhood loss easier
relative to womanhood loss. However, the results did not reveal any statistically
significant main and interaction effects in Turkish cultural context, Fs < 1, ps > .49
(see Table 18). These results showed that the statements are equally understandable
for both manhood (M = 3.87, SD = .13) and womanhood (M = 3.99, SD = .13) when
the statement implied gender-loss situation. Although the trend of the means promised
expected direction with higher difficulty in understanding womanhood-loss situation,
it was not statistically significant.

Table 18
Significance Statistics of 2 (Participant gender) x 2 (Version: manhood loss vs. womanhood
loss) Between-Subjects ANOVA on Difficulty Index

DV: Difficulty Index Mean dif. SE F df  error df p n?

Gender .08 18 224 1 189 .636 .001
Version 12 18 470 1 189 494 .002
Gender X version 170 1 189 .681 .001

Note. Gender 1 = Woman, Gender 2 = Men; Version 1 = Manhood, Version 2 = Womanhood. DV1 = Difficulty Index (i.e.,
whether it is difficult to understand the given statement; the higher the mean, the more they felt difficulty in understanding and
interpreting the statements on a 1to7 scale)
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4.2.2 The Effect of Participants’ Gender and Gender Loss Condition on Codings

of Open-ended Interpretations

Second, | analyzed the content of the open-ended responses (i.e., whether the
participants made physical or social attributions for manhood/womanhood loss
statements). Before conducting this analysis, two independent raters, naive to the study
purpose, coded the open-ended interpretations of the participants. They were given
standard information about the coding process. Joseph Vandello sent me the
instructions that they presented to the raters via e-mail. Following their original
procedure (Vandello et al., 2008), | asked the raters to code the content of the open-
ended interpretations in terms of two dimensions: physical and social. The independent

raters coded the content as physical if

statement implies some type of physical change that has either already
happened or is going to happen (e.g., physical maturity, puberty, transsexuality,
breasts, body hair, cervical or testicular cancer, having a child)”. They coded
the content as social if “statement implies passing (or failing to pass) some sort
of social milestones, such as independence from others, getting a job, losing a
job, losing a family, winning a fight, making decisions, taking action, proving
oneself in front of others. Social statements will necessarily involve some
reference (explicit or implicit) to other people and the speaker’s relationships
with others (e.g., having gender, losing virginity, proving oneself to others,
gaining respect, a need to be validated by others, pleasing an authority figure,
showing responsibility, having a stereotypical or non-stereotypical job. (taken
from the original instruction personally sent by Joseph Vandello).

For social dimension, the raters coded the content as “1” if the content refers to social
reasons for the gender status loss, and coded as “0” if it did not. Similarly, for physical
dimension, they coded the content as “1” if it implies physical reasons for the loss and
coded as “0” if it did not imply physical reasons. For example, one participants’
interpretation could be coded both social (1) and physical (1) if it implies both reasons
or could be coded both not social (0) and not physical (0) if it doesn’t imply any of
these. Following the instructions, the raters coded the contents of the interpretations

and sent the researcher (me) independently. Inter-rater reliability analysis revealed a
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high agreement between two raters on both dimensions (physical k = .85, social k =
.91). The cases that they did not agree on resolved by contacting them in person.

After the coding process, | submitted raters’ codings of open-ended interpretations
about gender loss to a 2 (participant’s gender: man vs. woman) X 2 (version: manhood
vs. womanhood loss) X 2 (codings: physical vs. social) mixed design ANOVA with
repeated measures on the last factor. The results revealed a statistically significant
main effect of content codings that the independent raters did, F (1, 171) = 468.34, p
< .001, n? = .73. Participants mentioned social content (M = .83, SD = .37) more in
their open-ended interpretations compared to physical content (M = .05, SD = .22) for
both manhood and womanhood loss conditions. All other main and interaction effects

were statistically non-significant (see Table 19).

4.2.3 Open-Ended Interpretations of Gender Status Loss Conditions

Although it is not covered under the main purpose of this study nor included in the
original study of Vandello et al. (2008), | also investigated the contents of how
participants interpreted manhood and womanhood loss situations to see whether they
refer to extraordinary situations in Turkey. Thus, | only presented exploratory
interpretations of the contents under this title. Vandello et al. (2008) did not present
the content of the open-ended responses; they just included the codings of the
independent raters. Thus, | don’t have any information to compare the content of
Turkish participants’ responses to American participants. Nevertheless, the content
can give clues about social or physical causes of gender status loss with reference to
the original study’s codings.

In order to differentiate the contents, | analyzed open-ended responses simply by
categorizing them under different titles by using Microsoft Excel Software. First, |
divided the responses for manhood and womanhood loss conditions and then, |

categorized those responses in different excel sheets in terms of their contents.
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Table 19
Significance Statistics of 2 (Participant gender: women vs. men) x 2 (Version: manhood vs.
womanhood) x 2 (Content codings: physical vs. social) Mixed Design ANOVA with Repeated

Measure on the Last Factor

Mean

DV = Content Codings dif SE F df errordf p o’
Participants’ gender 42 .03 1.93 1 171 17 .01
Version .03 .03 .70 1 171 41 .00
Gender X Version .26 1 171 .61 .00
Content Codings .78 .04 468.34 1 171 .00 73
Content Codings X Gender 2.42 1 171 A2 .01
Content Codings X Version A3 1 171 72 .00
Contgnt Codings X Gender X 11 1 171 97 o1
Version

DV = Endorsement of physical Mean 2
and social interpretations dif. SE F df errordf p o
Participants’ gender .06 A7 A2 1 189 .73 .00
Version .29 A7 2.95 1 189 .09 .02
Interpretation -1.52 A3 13228 1 189 .00 41
Gender X Version .04 1 189 .84 .00
Interpretation X Gender .90 1 189 .34 .01
Interpretation X Version 6.58 1 189 .01 .03
Interpretation X Gender X 12 1 189 73 00

Version

Note. DV = Dependent Variable; Gender 1 = Woman, Gender 2 = Men; Version 1 = Manhood, Version 2 =
Womanhood; Content Codings 1= Physical Content, 2 = Social Content.

For manhood status loss interpretations, similar responses of the participants
concentrated under the same categories and 11 categories have emerged. The
participants interpreted manhood loss statements by referring to falling short of
masculine gender role expectations, vicarious shame, unethical behaviors, unable to
protect beloved ones, being ashamed, losing dignity, being harassed, losing courage,
being cheated, losing beloved ones, and confusion about sexual identity.

70



For womanhood loss interpretations, 10 themes have emerged. The participants
attributed womanhood loss mostly to being subjected to violence, sexual harassment,
and rape; being humiliated; being exhausted of difficulties; being tough; losing self-
confidence; being cheated on; losing sexual femininity; losing beloved ones, and sex
change. The categories and the example responses can be seen in Table 20 both for

manhood and womanhood loss conditions.

As the responses revealed in Table 20, all the themes except for sex change refer to
social and societal losses. As the previous ANOVA results with content codings
showed, people viewed both manhood and womanhood loss based on social bases. For
example, they thought that a man is not a man anymore because he falls short of
societal expectations of being a real man or being unable to protect the beloved ones.
On the other hand, they thought that a woman is not a woman anymore because she
may have subjected to violence or sexual harassment or she may have felt into
contempt by others (pointing men). In the eyes of the participants, the situations
referred to the humiliation of women and derogation of their self-worth. Open-ended
responses of Turkish participants heavily referred to social causes rather than physical
causes for the loss. This result points to a critical cultural difference and this is covered
under the discussion of this study.

4.2.4 The Effect of Participants’ Gender and Gender Loss Condition on Pre-

Written Interpretations

Third, participants’ endorsement of prewritten physical and social interpretations
were submitted to 2 (gender: man vs. woman) X 2 (version: manhood vs. womanhood)
X 2 (interpretation: physical vs. social) mixed design ANOVA with a repeated
measure on the last factor. The analysis revealed a statistically significant main effect
of pre-written interpretations (i.e., social and physical), F (1, 189) = 132.28, p < .05, d
= .46, while the effect of gender and version were not statistically significant (see
Table 19).
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Turkish participants endorsed social interpretation both for manhood and womanhood
status loss (M = 3.74, SD = 1.57) more than physical interpretation (M = 2.24, SD =
1.32). This main effect was qualified by the interaction of Version X Interpretation, F
(1, 189) =6.58, p < .05, f =.18. According to the results of interaction, the participants
scored higher on social interpretations for manhood loss (M = 4.04, SD = 1.55)
compared to womanhood loss (M = 3.43, SD = 1.53), F (1, 189) = 7.51, p = .01, #p? =
.04. However, interpretations of manhood (M = 2.22, SD = 1.28) and womanhood loss
(M = 227, SD = 1. 36) did not significantly differ for physical interpretation in
womanhood condition, F (1, 189) = .08, p =.78 (see Figure 3).

4.3 Discussion

Study 3 partially replicated the results of the original studies of precarious manhood
(Vandello et al., 2008). This study identically tested the effect of participant gender
and version of gender status loss on (a) their difficulty, (b) content codings of
participants’ open-ended interpretations, and (c) endorsement of pre-written social and
physical interpretations. Precarious manhood studies assumed that it would be easier
to understand manhood loss statement compared to womanhood loss statement, since
losing manhood (but not womanhood) is more akin to the American cultural
understanding (Vandello et al., 2008). Contrary to this, | expected no differences in
the perception of loss between manhood or womanhood, as both can be socially losable

status in Turkey.
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Table 20

Themes of Open-ended Interpretations related to Manhood and Womanhood Loss

Manhood Loss

Womanhood Loss

Categories Example Response in Example Response in Categories Example Response in Example Response in
(frequencies) Turkish English (frequencies) Turkish English
Falling short Yakin bir kadin akraba He might not have Violence, Fiziksel veya She may have been subjected
of masculine ya da arkadaginin bagina prevented something Sexual psikolojik tacize to physical or psychological
gender role gelen bir seyi happened to a close woman Harassment, maruz kalmig olabilir. harassment.
expectations engelleyememis ya da relative/friend or might be Rape (32)
(16) onlart hayal kirikligina thinking that he
ugrattigimi  distiniyor disappointed them. He
olabilir. Toplumun might be thinking that as a
kendisinden bir "erkek" man, he could not meet a
olarak  bekledigi bir group of societal
takim  "gereklilikleri" expectations.
saglayamadigini
diistintiyor olabilir.
Vicarious Ikamet ettigi semtte, He may have witnessed Being Hor goriillmiis, deger She may have been seen as
shame (12) birtakim kendisine  violent and primitive actions  Humiliated gérmemis, unworthy, ignored,
erkek diyen insanlarn  against their families and  (16) 6nemsenmemis, unrecognized by others.
ailelerine ve eslerine  wives of people who call animsanmamis
karsi uyguladigi siddete  themselves men, in a
ve ilkel davraniglara bire  neighborhood where they live.
bir tanik olmus olabilir.
Being En sevdigi insanlarin Maybe something bad Being Tough Hayatinda zorluklarla He struggled against the
unable to belki sevgilisinin happened to his wife or his (7) miicadele etti, difficulties in his life and
protect his karisinin basina kotii bir beloved one. He could not yasadiklarini alt managed to overcome what he
beloved sey gelmistir. O da onu protect her or them. etmeyi basardi. experienced.
ones (9) veya onlar1

koruyamamustir.
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Table 20 (Continued)

Being Erkekligi muhtemelen He probably associates Losing Self- Ozgiivenini kiran  She might have experienced some
ashamed (8) aklinda erdemli bir masculinity with the ability Confidence olaylar yasamig  events that broke her self-esteem.
seyler yapabilmekle to do something virtuous in @) olabilir. Yiksek  She probably saw herself as a
iliskilendiriyordur ~ ve his mind, and he feels bad ihtimalle kendisini  strong woman, but then she saw a
utang duydugu bir seyler that he's doing something giiclii bir kadin olarak ~ man's behavior that hurts his
yaptig1 i¢in kendini kotit he is ashamed of. goriiyordu, fakat sonra  pride, femininity, and bad things.
hissediyordur. bir erkekten gururunu,
kadinlig1 inciten
davraniglar gordii ve
kot olaylar yasadi.
Losing Toplumumuzda  erkek The word “man” in our Being Ailesinden ve  That she presents masculine
dignity (or kelimesi, 6nemli, serefli society evokes a perception masculine (6) gevresinden yasadign  behaviors to protect herself and
honor) (7) algis1 yaratir. Bu sebeple that someone is important zorluklar ~ sebebiyle  her family because of the
serefsizce veya and honorable. Therefore, kendisini difficulties she’s gone through.
onursuzca bir hareket it means he dis something koruyabilmek igin
yapmasi anlamina dishonest or dishonorable. erkeksi  davraniglar
geliyor. sergilemesi
Being Tacize veya siddete I think he may have been Being Esinden, ya da ¢ok  She may have been deceived by
harassed by maruz kalmus subjected to abuse or Cheated (5) sevdigi, giivendigi biri ~ his wife, or someone she loves
other men olabilecegini violence. tarafindan aldatilmus  and trusts. That's why she lost her
(7 diigtiniiyorum. olabilir. Bu yiizden = womanhood, self-confidence, and

kendine
gliclinii

kadinligi,
giiveni,
kaybetmistir.

strength.
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Table 20 (Continued)

Lack of Cesaret kirict  seyler  He must have experienced  Losing Kadinligini  unutmug She must have forgotten her
courage (7) yasamis olmali.  discouraging things. In our  (sexual) olmali. Mesale bir womanhood. For example,
Toplumumuzda "Erkek  society when with the saying  femininity (5) etek, elbise giymek wearing a skirt, a dress or
Be!" dendiginde cesareti ~ “that is the man”, his courage veya bir ¢ocukla ogling with a man, these are the
ve Ozgiiveni  and self-confidence are often kesismek bunlar bana small but important things that
vurgulamyor genelde.  emphasized. Or this is what | kadin oldugumu remind me that I'm a woman.
Ya da Dbenim tam1  witnessed. Maybe he couldn’t hatirlatan ufak ama This person must have had
olduklarim bunlar. Belki ~ bare his heart to his girlfriend. O6nemli seyler. Bu kisi something to give up all these
sevdigi kiza  Maybe he couldn't take care of bunlardan vazgececek things.
acilamamustir. Belki  his family. seyler yasamis olmali.
ailesine iyi
bakamamustir.
Being Kiz arkadasi tarafindan He may have been a guy who sing Bir kadin onu kadin A woman might have lost the
Cheated by aldatilmis normalde sert has been deceived by his loved ones gibi hissettiren things that make her feel like a
a Partner (5) bir mizaci olan bir erkek girlfriend and had a really bad | unsurlart  kaybetmis woman. Like the man or
olabilir. temper. olabilir. Sevdigi adam children, he loves.
veya ¢ocuklar1 gibi.
Losing a Ailesinden birini erken He might have lost one of Sex change Cinsiyet degistirmis  She may have changed her
beloved one yasta kaybetmistir his family at an early age 2 olabilir. biological sex.
@)
Confusion Cinsel kimlik sorunlart  He may be having some
about sexual yastyor olabilir. sexual identity problems.
identity (2)

Note. There were 86 cases in manhood loss condition, and 90 cases in womanhood loss condition. The rest of the cases out of 194 participants did not respond to the open-ended question. There were also

some items that are categorized under more than one theme because it refers to different themes in one case.
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Figure 3. Interaction effect of version and type of interpretation on endorsement of

statements

Supporting my expectations, Turkish participants found both statements equally
understandable (did not replicate). Also, they referred to more social/societal reasons
for both losing manhood and womanhood in their open-ended responses (did not
replicate); but see manhood loss more dependent of social causes than physical causes
when asked with a direct statement (replicated). These results indicated that if an
ordinary person talks about losing his manhood or her womanhood, it would be
familiar to everyday discourse since losing manhood or womanhood is somewhat akin
to Turkish culture. This result supported the expectation that womanhood can also be

perceived as something losable in the cultural context of Turkey.

The content analysis of the open-ended responses about gender status loss revealed
different patterns for manhood and womanhood. For manhood, people generally
thought that a man stating that he is not a man anymore have fallen short of masculine
role norm expectations, have felt vicarious shame about other’s men’s actions, have
engaged in unethical behaviors such as lying, have been unable to protect his beloved

ones, have been ashamed, have been closed his dignity, have been sexually harassed
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by other men etc. (see Table 20). For womanhood, people generally addressed having
been subjected to physical violence, sexual harassment and rape, been fallen into
contempt; been exhausted of the burdens of being a woman, etc. (see Table 20). The

results are further evaluated in the general discussion part.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 4: EMERGENCE OF ANXIETY IN RESPONSE TO GENDER
THREAT

The results of Study 3 partially confirmed the prepositions of precarious manhood
thesis that manhood (compared to womanhood) can be lost by means social but not
physical changes. However, there appeared to be cultural difference in Turkey that
people had a lot of social reasons for a woman to lose her womanhood. In that sense,
Study 4 carries the discussion about the possibility of losing manhood and womanhood
to a one step further. It tests the assumption that if the status is hard-won, then the
people holding that status should be anxious about losing this status in the face of
situations where his/her gender status is questioned. Thus, in line with the original
study, | expected to find that when threatened by a prototypicality threat (i.e., that a
man is prototypically feminine or a woman prototypically masculine), this situation

would evoke more anxiety in men compared to women.

Research showed that threatening men by presenting that they seem to be feminine
increase levels of stress (Caswell, Bosson, Vandello, & Sellers, 2014) and aggression
(Dahl, Vescio, & Weaver, 2015) to regain hard-won manhood in the eyes of others. In
their study, Vandello et al. (2008) tested this assumption by giving gender-threat
feedback to the participants and then measuring their anxious cognitions with a word
completion task. Accordingly, men who were given masculinity threat completed
more anxiety-related words compared to women given femininity threat. With the aim
of replicating Vandello et al. (2008), the current study also gave bogus feedback to
create a gender threat and measured the level of anxiety indirectly through a word

completion task.
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Although Turkish people agreed more on social reasons, but not physical reasons, for
manhood loss in Study 3, they also indicated that womanhood can also be lost
depending on social situations in their open-ended responses. Accordingly, people
mentioned more others-related social concerns for losing manhood such as falling
short of gender role expectations, feeling vicarious shame about other men, or unable
to protect beloved ones. For manhood loss, men mostly avoid “being a bad boy” in the
eyes of others and this may arouse greater stress (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987). However,
people in Study 3 mentioned more personal reasons with reference to others’ bad
behaviors against a woman for womanhood loss. In that case, it is not directly the
unfulfillment of female gender roles but rather it is the burden of being treated badly

causing the loss of womanhood.

Thus, similar to the original research, | expect to find more anxious thoughts among
threatened men but not among threatened women. In other words, | expected to find
an interaction effect of participant gender (men vs. women) and threat (threat vs. no

threat) condition on the emergence of anxious cognitions.

5.1 Method

5.1.1 Participants and Design

59 women and 65 men participated in the study (N = 124; M age = 21.97, SD age = 1.57).
They were recruited from a sample of students who are registered at the SONA system
of METU, an online participant pool where they can get extra credit for their courses.
Therefore, the entire sample consists of METU students from different departments as
well as Psychology (demographics can be seen in Table 21).

The participants’ responses were submitted to 2 (participant gender: men vs. women)
X 2 (gender threat: threat vs. no-threat) between-subject ANOVA. Power analysis
conducted by G*Power had required 125 participants for four conditions with 80 % of
power at 0.06 effect size. The current number of participants, therefore, is enough to
conduct a powerful 2 x 2 between-subjects ANOVA design.
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Table 21

Demographic variables of the Sample of Study 4 (N = 124)

Variables Frequency  Percentage M SD Range
Age 21.97 157 19-28
Participant’s gender
Woman 59 47.6
Man 65 52.4
The place mostly lived in
Metropolis 93 75
City 20 16.1
Province 9 7.3
Town 1 0.8
Village 1 0.8
Mother’s Education
Illiterate 4 3.2
Primary School 21 16.9
Secondary school 10 8.1
High school 36 29
Two-year license 5 4
University 43 34.7
Master 1 0.8
PhD 4 3.2
Father’s Education
Illiterate 2 16
Primary School 9 7.3
Secondary school 16 12.9
High school 23 185
Two-year license 10 8.1
University 48 38.7
Master 8 6.5
PhD 8 6.5
Perceived Social Class
Lower 1 .8
Lower-middle 23 185
Middle 72 58.1
Middle-upper 27 21.8
Upper 1 0.8
Religion
Belief in a religion 67 54.0
Not belonging to any 57 46.0
religion
Effect of Religion on Life 3.71 267 1(None)-11(A lot)
Practices
Political orientation 4.33 209 1(Left)-11 (Right)
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5.1.2 Materials and Procedure

5.1.2.1 Informed Consent

First, the participants were invited to the study through SONA and asked for their
informed consent at the very beginning of the study. Here, | used a partial deception
by concealing the main purpose of the study. They were told that we are collecting
data for two different studies. The first one was to measure the gender identification
of METU students and create a comprehensive scale about gender characteristics. The
second one was to measure cognitive dynamism by using the word-completion task.
After they gave their consent, | asked their gender, and Qualtrics randomly assigned
those who identify themselves as a man or a woman to one of the gender threat
conditions prepared for gender identification. Those who defined themselves as
gender-non-binary were directed to the end of the study and thanked for their

participation.

5.1.2.2 Gender Threat

It was manipulated in a similar way as Vandello et al. (2008) did in their Study 4. They
manipulated gender threat by giving the participants gender knowledge test (Rudman
& Fairchild, 2004) on which their participants rated the amount of their knowledge
about stereotypically masculine (e.g., football) or feminine (e.g., household chores)
tasks. This way, participants were led to believe that the researchers were trying to get
their true knowledge about the tasks. Instead of using gender knowledge test, | used
the BEM Sex Role Inventory (BSRI: Bem, 1981; Turkish adaptation: Ozkan &
Lajunen, 2005), after getting the consent of the corresponding author of the original
study (Vandello et al., 2008).

BSRI was also used as a valid tool of manipulating gender threat in precarious
manhood studies (Konopka, Rajchert, & Dominiak-Kochanek, 2017; O’Connor, Ford,
& Banos, 2017). Another reason to use BSRI instead of the original measure was that

it is mostly relying on the habits of the American culture. Because neither the original
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study nor the Turkish replication study used the true scores of these tests, | preferred
to use BSRI.

BSRI is a 30-item scale measuring masculine (e.g., leader, dominant, ambitious),
feminine (e.g., compassionate, gentle, affectionate), and neutral (e.g., unpredictable,
reliable, jealous) characteristics of the participants (see Appendix I). Originally, there
are four categories that a participant would reflect: masculine (high masculinity, low
femininity), feminine (high femininity, low masculinity), androgynous (high
femininity, high masculinity), and undifferentiated (low femininity, low masculinity).
The real scores were not used for this study; instead, they were just the anchors to give
the participants false feedback about their gender characteristics. After they answered
how much those gender characteristics define themselves, they were asked to wait for
15 seconds with the clock counting down on the screen. During this time, they were
expected to believe that the system is calculating their gender score and statistics
showing their standing among other METU students.

For example, a man who was randomly assigned to gender threat condition was
presented as he was representing a group of men who are in the 27th percentile among
the whole male METU students (see Figure 4). This threat feedback was also qualified
with a figure showing their standing on a linear continuum where the left end
represents feminine characteristics and the right end represents masculine
characteristics (see Figure 4). The 27th percentile was closer to feminine gender
characteristics, as a way of saying “you are a feminine man” (left end of the
continuum). In the no-threat condition, the participants saw a figure where gender
characteristics were closer to their gender identity characteristics (e.g., 73rd percentile:
masculine characteristics for men) (see Figure 4). In other words, their gender status
(manhood) was affirmed by implying that “you are a representative of a group of
masculine men”. After getting their false gender feedback, they proceeded to the word-

completion task.

82



Bu testi ODTU’de daha énce uygulamis
olan ERKEKLER arasinda % 27lik dilime
girdiniz.

Asgagidaki ¢izelge sizin test sonuclariniza gare belirlenen toplumsal
cinsiyet kimliginizi gostermektedir. Bir kisinin toplumsal cinsiyet
kimliginin, cinsiyetinden farkli oldugunu Iiitfen unutmayin, Toplumsal
cinsiyet kimligi kisinin kendisini psikolojik olarak daha erkeksi ya da

kadinsi algilamasi anlamina gelir. Erkekler de kadinlar da erkeksi ya da
kadinsi toplumsal cinsiyet kimligine sahip olabilirler.

Ortalama ODTU

/ erkegi

Sizin sonucunuz

KADINSI ERKEKSI
—_— toplumsal toplumsal cinsiyet
\ cinsiyet kimligi kimligi

Ortalama bir kadinin
sonucu

N

Bu testi ODTU’de daha &nce uygulamis
olan ERKEKLER arasinda % 73luk dilime
girdiniz.

Ortalama bir erkegin
sonucu

Sizin sonucunuz

Asagidaki gizelge sizin test sonuglariniza gore belirlenen
toplumsal cinsiyet kimliginizi gostermektedir. Bir kiginin

litfen unutmayin. Toplumsal cinsiyet kimligi kiginin kendisini
psikolojik olarak daha erkeksi ya da kadinsi algilamasi anlamina
gelir. Erkekler de kadinlar da erkeksi ya da kadinsi toplumsal
cinsiyet kimligine sahip olabilirler.

Ortalama ODTU

/ erkegi
/\\\\ Sizin sonucunuz +* +
/" . KADINSI ERKEKSI
'\ toplumsal toplumsal cinsiyet
/f \ cinsiyet kimligi Kimligi
A

Ortalama bir kadinin Ortalama bir erkegin sonucu

sonucu l

Sizin sonucunuz

Figure 4. Manipulation of gender threat: The first raw represents gender threat
condition; the second raw represents gender affirming (no-threat) condition for men

5.1.2.3 Anxiety Word Completion Task

The participants responded to a word completion task consisting of 24 words. Seven
anxiety-related words used in the original study were hidden into the other neutral
words taken from a dissertation about system justification theory and earthquakes in
Turkish (Dogulu, 2017). Vandello et al. (2008) preferred to use this kind of indirect
measure of anxiety over a self-report since reporting anxiety is contrary to masculinity
norm of emotional restriction and toughness (Levant, Hall, & Rankin, 2013,
Thompson & Pleck, 1987). The participants were expected to complete more anxiety-
related words after taking gender threat, as their anxious cognitions would be available
especially after taking a masculinity threat. These seven words (e.g., “TEH_ _ _ [tehdit
or tehcir]; _ A_GI [kaygi or saygi]) could either be completed in an anxious or non-
anxious way in Turkish (see Table 22).
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All the anxiety-related words (together with aggressive words in Study 5) were
translated from English to Turkish by two independent researchers and then compared
whether their meanings are the same. After the translation process, | prepared a form
for subject matter experts, which provides the anxiety-related words (as well as
physical and relational aggression words for Study 5) in a word-completion format in
the first column; and asked for the alternative ways to complete those words in
Turkish. Seven experts, who are social psychologists in a university, completed the
form in a meeting room simultaneously, and then we discussed on the other possible
words that may denote anxiety (as well as aggression for Study 5) in Turkish. This
expert pool included one professor, three doctoral students, and three masters’ students
of Social Psychology (5 women, 1 man). After taking their opinions on the tasks, |
finalized the words as presented in Table 22 (also see Appendix J for full version).
After all the participants completed the word completion task, they were asked a
couple of questions about how comfortable they feel after taking their gender feedback

and their future performance.

Table 22
Anxiety-related Words Used in Study 4 (N = 124).

Original Turkish Word-Completion
Format

Threat Tehdit (Tehcir) Teh__

Stress Kaygi _a g

(Sayg, sarg, kargi, salgi, yazgi, yargi)

Upset Uzglin (azgin) _zg.n

Bother Sikint1 (Takinti, askinti, ¢ikintr) __kint1

Shame Utanmak (Atanmak) _ tanmak

Weak Zayif (Zarif) Za_ f

Loser Ezik (Etik, egik) E_ik

5.1.2.4 Comfort with Test Scores

In order to get whether they are flexible about letting others know their (false) test
scores, | asked five additional questions (e.g., “Would you feel uncomfortable with

your friends learning about your test score?”’) and participants rated their comfort level
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on a 1 (definitely yes) to 7 (definitely no) Likert type scale (see Appendix J). The
answers to these questions are kind of manipulation check since one would expect an
uncomfortable emotional state if s/he feels threatened by something. And this would
be more applicable to men as admitting others that the test says he is nor masculine

but feminine could be quite disturbing for men.

However, different than Vandello et al. (2008), | preferred to ask, “would you feel
uncomfortable...?” instead of “would you be comfortable...? [italics added]” since it
sounds more familiar in the Turkish language. Thus, | re-coded the scores on a scale 1
(definitely no) to 7 (definitely yes) to follow the same meaning on the same scale and
averaged them into one variable (Cronbach’s a = .89). In the end, high scores represent
more comfort (less discomfort) while low scores represent less comfort (more
discomfort) with sharing their gender test scores (BEM Gender Role Inventory) with
others. This would give an idea about whether men in the threat condition would feel
discomfort about their test scores (saying that they have more feminine rather than
masculine characteristics). This would also give an idea about our manipulation has

worked in the Turkish context, too.

5.1.2.3 Future Performance

To get participants’ motivations for the compensation of their low gender scores, | also
asked two additional questions: (1) “If you took a similar test, do you think you would
score better on this test than you did on the gender knowledge test that you already
took?”” and (2) “If you took a similar test, do you think you would score worse on this
test than you did on the gender knowledge test that you already took?” (reverse coded)
(Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1332). They rated these questions on a 1 (definitely yes) to 7
(definitely no) Likert type scale. After | reversed the second question, | averaged them
into “future performance” score (Cronbach’s o =.75). The participants completed two
manipulation check questions and demographic information form before they leave
the questionnaire, and they were debriefed and thanked for their participation in the

study (see Appendix J).
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5.2 Results

Before starting the main data analysis, data cleaning was conducted with 135 cases. |
eliminated the outliers whose response time took longer and shorter than two standard
deviations of the mean duration (in seconds) (M = 695.48, SD = 367.4) because the
time was important to be sure that they got the threat feedback. | eliminated six cases
above the mean. | also eliminated the cases that answered the manipulation check
questions wrong. Manipulation check questions were “In which percentile was your
test score compared to other people in METU?” (1 = 73 %; 2 = 37 %) and “Did your
test score make you feel uncomfortable?” (1 = yes; 2 = no). From the ones in the threat
condition, | eliminated five cases choosing 73 % instead of 27 %, implying that they
did not pay close attention to the manipulation. The rest of the data with 124 cases

showed normal distribution with no missing and outlier cases.

I conducted three separate 2 (participant gender: men vs. women) X 2 (gender threat:
threat vs. no-threat) between-subjects ANOVA on the (1) percentage of anxiety words,
(2) comfort with test results, and (3) future performance of the participants (see Table
23 for sample sizes and descriptives). | expected to find participant gender X gender

threat interaction, as in the original study.

Accordingly, men in masculinity threat condition would (a) complete more anxiety-
related words; (b) indicate less comfortable with their test scores, and (c) hope to get
better scores in their future performances than women in the femininity threat

condition

The results of three ANOVASs did not reveal any statistically significant results for the
main effects of gender and gender threat, and their interaction for anxiety word-
completion and comfort with results (p > .05: see Table 24). The only significant effect
was the main effect of gender on future performances. Accordingly, men (M = 3.28,
SD = 1.34) expected to get higher (so more masculine) scores in a similar test in the
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future compared to women expecting to get higher feminine scores (M = 2.67, SD =

1.20) (see table 24).

Table 23

Group Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations for Each Condition (Study 4, N = 124)

DV1: % of correctly defined anxiety words (mean [SD])

Gender Threat

Threat No-threat N
Men 49.52 (17.49) 47.35 (15.01) 65
Women 49.98 (16.23) 49.31 (18.38) 59
DV2: Comfort with sharing gender-test results (mean [SD])*

Gender Threat

Threat No-threat N
Men 4,52 (1.91) 4.75 (1.79) 65
Women 4.61 (1.40) 4.60 (1.82) 59
DV3: Expectations about future performances (mean [SD])

Gender Threat

Threat No-threat N
Men 3.12(1.36) 3.43 (1.04) 65
Women 2.50 (1.35) 2.82 (1.34) 59
N 66 58

Note. DV= Dependent Variable; numbers in parenthesis are the standard deviations. * the higher the scores, the more comfortable
they feel (or the lower the scores the less comfortable they feel).

5.3 Discussion

The findings showed that none of the expected effects reached significance for the

percentage of anxiety words, comfort with other’s knowing the test scores, and the

hope for higher future results. Although being statistically non-significant, the pattern

of the mean scores did not match with the expectation of precarious manhood thesis.

Contrary to the findings of Vandello et al. (2008), women in the Turkish sample

completed a seemingly more anxiety-related word regardless of the gender threat

condition. | had expected to see Turkish men having a significantly higher number of

anxiety-related words after getting a gender (masculinity) threat because they are

traditionally proscribed to show their anxiety and vulnerable feelings. Rather, being
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non-significant, Turkish women’s pattern shows that they are more inclined to

remember anxiety words (see Figure 5).

Table 24
The Significance Values of 2 (Gender) X 2 (Gender Threat) on Anxiety Word Completion,
Comfort with Test Results, and Future Performance (Study 4)

DV1: Anxiety Word-Completion Mean dif. SE F df error df p n2
Gender 71 3.02 .06 1 120 .81 .00
Gender Threat .92 3.02 .09 1 120 .76 .00
Gender X Gender Threat A7 1 120 .68 .00
DV;: Comfort with Test Results Mean dif. SE F df error df p n2
Gender - 03 3 .01 1 120 93 .00
Gender Threat -11 A2 1 120 73 .00
Gender X Gender Threat 14 1 120 11 .00
DVs: Future Performance Mean dif. SE F df error df p n2
Gender -.61 23 713 1 120 .01 .06*
Gender Threat -.32 23 192 1 120 A7 .02
Gender X Gender Threat .00 1 120 .98 .00

Note. Gender 1 = woman, 2 = man; Gender threat: 1 = threat, 2 = no-threat (affirming); DV: dependent variable

Although it was not statistically significant, the trends of the interaction in Figure 5
give some ideas about future manipulations. Very close mean scores of women for
threat and affirmation condition may indicate that threat manipulation did not work for
women. The same can be said for men yet they used a little bit more anxiety words in

gender threat condition compared to gender-affirming condition.

The reason why threat manipulation did not work can be explained by using different
measurement tools to create a threat. Using gender knowledge test in Vandello et al.
(2008) and the Bem gender role inventory in the current study may have prevented the
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effect of the manipulation. Giving threat feedback among gender knowledge test
creates a threat to their knowledge about masculine leisure such as football, fixing, etc.
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Figure 5. The percentages of correctly defined anxiety words in terms of threat

condition and participant’s gender, Study 4.

On the other hand, giving threat feedback of BEM sex role inventory creates a threat
to their prototypicality (i.e., “you don’t have masculine characteristics™). | did not use
gender knowledge test for threat manipulation because its content extremely reflects
stereotypical American cultural norms about men and women (e.g., baseball games;
etc.). However, by using BSRI, Turkish participants may not have felt threatened since
1) the content of the mock test might not have evoked the same threat perception in
these cultures, 2) taking the test feedbacks in an online environment may not have
seemed realistic to Turkish participants, 3) being compared to other men in their
campus may not have been very important for them as they may not be the reference
groups for the participants. These drawbacks can be further eliminated in future

studies.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 5: EMERGENCE OF AGGRESSION IN RESPONSE TO GENDER
THREAT

Study 4 did not reveal any significant results on anxiety-related words and thus did not
replicate the findings of VVandello et al. (2008). Although Vandello et al. (2008) found
more anxious thoughts among threatened men; they further investigated whether the
same threat manipulation would evoke different types of aggression among men and

women.

Lento- Zwolinski (2007) says that the same threat manipulation may not result in
similar responses for men and women. Men mostly respond to threats with physical
aggression in relation to psychological factors (e.g., psychological distress: hostility)
while women respond with relational aggression in relation to social factors (e.g.,
exclusion) (Lento-Zwolinski, 2007). In line with this, a meta-analysis indicates that
men from all age groups show more direct physical aggression and women show
indirect/relational aggression (e.g., spreading the rumor, gossiping) all over the world
(Archer, 2004a).

Compatible with the literature, Vandello et al. (2008) found that American men reacted
with more physically aggressive thoughts, but the American women did not differ in
their physical or relational aggression responses after getting a gender-threat. In Study
5, I aim to replicate the findings of Vandello et al. (2008) in Turkish cultural context
by using the same measurement tools. In Turkey, the reflections of aggression types
among men and women are quite similar to the American context: women show their
aggression passive-aggressively while men show their aggression physically (Balkaya
& Sahin, 2003; Bostanci, Coban, Tekin, & Ozen, 2007). Therefore, | expected to see
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more physically aggressive thoughts among threatened men but not among threatened

women.

Vandello et al. (2008) tested this assumption by using the same gender threat
manipulation as they used in Study 4 (i.e., anxiety word completion). However, they
measured aggressive thoughts/cognitions as dependent variables in two different
ways: physical and relational aggression. According to the aggression models
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002), negative situational feedbacks stimulate aggressive
cognitions. If this negative feedback is gender threatening, then this can activate men’s
physically aggressive cognitions (such as scripts, etc.) as they are already prescribed
by traditional masculinity norms. On the other hand, women would react to negative
gender feedbacks differently with relationally aggressive cognitions and this would
mostly be because of the threat to their close relationships rather than their gender
identity. Thus, neither the originals study nor the current study hypothesized more

relational aggression among women after receiving gender threat.

6.1 Method

6.1.1 Participants and Procedure

110 women and 95 men participated in the study. Their mean age was 22 (SD = 2.93).
The demographics of the sample can be seen in Table 25. They were recruited from a
sample of students who are registered at the SONA system of METU, an online
participant pool where they can get extra credit for their courses. Therefore, the sample
consisted of METU students from different departments as well as Psychology. They
were randomly assigned to one of the conditions in 2 (participant gender: men vs.
women) X 2 (gender threat: threat vs. no-threat) X 2 (aggression type: physical vs.

relational) between subject design ANOVA.

Gender threat was manipulated in the same way as in Study 4, by using the BEM sex

role inventory as a valid measure. The participants answered how much gender

characteristics in this inventory define themselves; they were asked to wait for 15
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seconds and were randomly given either gender-threatening or gender-affirming (no

threat) feedbacks based on their self-reported gender (see Study 4, “Materials and

Procedure” part for the detailed information).

Table 25

Demographic Variables of the Sample of Study 5 (N = 205)

Variables Frequency  Percentage M SD Range

Age 22.04 2.93 18-45

Participant’s gender
Woman 110 53.7
Man 95 46.3

The place mostly lived in
Metropolis city 145 70.7
City 31 15.1
Province 27 13.2
Town 1 0.5
Village

Mother’s Education
Illiterate 2 1.0
Primary School 39 19.1
Secondary school 23 11.3
High school 48 23.5
Two-year license 16 7.8
University 65 31.9
Master 4 2
PhD 7 3.4

Father’s Education
Illiterate 0 0
Primary School 24 11.8
Secondary school 13 6.4
High school 47 23.
Two-year license 16 7.8
University 83 40.7
Master 11 5.4
PhD 10 4.9

Perceived Social Class
Lower 10 4.9
Lower-middle 29 14.2
Middle 114 55.9
Middle-upper 50 24.5
Upper 1 0.5

Religion
Belief in a religion 120 59.1
Not belonging to any 83 40.9
religion

Effect of Religion on Life 4.12 2.91 1(None)-11(A lot)

Practices

Political orientation 4.47 2.23  1(Left)-11(Right)
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After getting their false gender feedback, participants were randomly assigned to either
physical or relational aggression conditions. In the physical aggression condition, they
completed a 32-item word completion task (see Appendix K). Eight of the words (e.g.,
“ AN [kan or can]; SI_AH [silah or siyah]) could be completed either in an aggressive
or non-aggressive way while other words were completely neutral (e.g., C_ _ EK
[cicek, cilek]) (see Table 26). In the relational aggression condition (see Appendix L),
they completed eight words implying relational aggression (e.g., K_SM_K [kiismek
vs. kusmak]) embedded within the other neutral words used in the physical aggression
condition. The similar task has recently been used in another study (Konopka et al.,
2017) as a valid way of measuring aggressive cognitions.

Two independent researchers translated the words from English to Turkish, and then |
compared on whether their meanings are the same (see Procedure title under Study 4).
Relying on this, some of the words were not included in the Turkish word-completion
task as they carry the same meaning with others, and some of them were translated
incompatible with everyday-use of the Turkish language. For example, the meaning
of the words “exclude” and “reject” have quite the same meaning in Turkish, thus |
just included the Turkish version of “exclude”. | also deliberately preferred to use
“kirilmak” instead of a direct translation of the word “ignore” as “gérmezden gelmek”.
It is the common relationally aggressive response implying rejecting to interact with a

partner, as s/he is offended.

Although Vandello et al. (2008) did not include in their aggressive word-completion
study, | also asked participants whether they feel comfortable about their gender test
scores and future expectancy (as asked in Study 4) to use them as manipulation check
questions. In addition to that, | also asked two additional manipulation check questions
(e.g., “Did you feel any discomfort about your test score” and “What was your
percentile compared to other men/women?”). After the manipulation check questions,
they also completed PANAS as a filler task and demographics (see Appendix M).
After they completed the whole questionnaire package, they read the debriefing form

revealing the actual purpose of the study.
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6.2 Results

Before conducting the main analyses, | cleaned the data to meet the normality and
linearity requirements. After | started the data cleaning with 301 participants, |
checked for missing cases and eliminated the cases which took shorter than five
minutes (as it totally takes 25-30 minutes to complete) and longer than 3 SD above the
mean. Totally, | eliminated 44 cases from the data set in the first step.

Table 26

Physical and Relational Aggressive Words used in the Word Completion Task

Physical Aggression Words Relational Aggression Words

Original Turkish Original Turkish

Gun Silah Si_a_ Lie Yalan Y_lan

Kill Olmek O mek Rumor? Séylenmek  _ _ ylenmek

Fight Kavga Ka_ga Exclude Dislamak _ slamak

Blood Kan _an Reject®

Battle Savas Sa a_ Tease Satagmak _at_smak

Murder Cinayet _i_ayet Gossip Giybet _1y_et

Punch Yumruk __mr_k Ignore® Kirilmak _ _rilmak

Stab Saplamak _ _plamak Slander Iftira Itir
Taunt Alay Ly

Note. ? “soylenmek™ was used instead of direct translation of rumor (sdylenti) as it is more compatible with dEiK/ use; ° “reject”
was not included as it carries similar meaning with “exclude” in Turkish; ¢ “kirilmak™ was used instead of “ignore” (gérmezden
gelmek) as it is a common behavior given in the case of relational conflict.

Then, | checked the false answers given to the manipulation check question (e.g.,
“What was your percentile compared to other men/women?”). They were expected to
rate % 73 if they were in the affirmation condition, and rate % 27 if they were in the
threat condition. There were seven misfitting cases for the threat condition and four
cases for the no-threat condition. Totally, I eliminated 11 cases out of 216 and started

the main analyses with 205 participants.

Before computing composite variables, | re-coded all the words in the word-
completion task as “1” if they imply physical or relational aggression, and re-coded as
“0” if they imply non-aggressive meaning. Then, I summed up all the re-coded
variables and took a percentage of the total number of aggressive words. The

percentages, in the end, reflected the total amount of aggressively completed words.
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Power analysis conducted with G*Power suggested using at least 126 cases at 80 %
statistical power and .06 effect size for 2 x 2 x 2 between subject ANOVA design. The
current sample size already meets (N = 205) the standards of statistically powerful

research for a given effect size.

Compatible with the original study (Vandello et al., 2008), the percentage of the
aggressively-completed words were taken as the dependent variable while
participants’ gender (i.e., men vs. women), gender threat condition (i.e., threat vs. no
threat), and aggression-type (i.e., physical, relational) were taken as repeated
independent variables. As | mentioned in the procedure, | also tested the effects of
participants’ gender and gender threat on comfort with sharing gender-test results as

the separate dependent variable.

First, | expected that three-way interaction on a 2 (participants’ gender: man Vs.
woman) X 2 (gender threat: threat vs. no-threat) x 2 (aggression type: physical vs.
relational) between-subjects ANOVA design would be significant (see Table 27 for
group means and sizes). Accordingly, men were expected to show more physical (but
not relational) aggression in gender threat condition while women were expected to be

unaffected by the gender threat condition.

Second, 1 also included participants’ comfort with their results, as explained in Study
4 (anxiety-words). Originally, these measures were not included in Vandello et al.
(2009) Study 5, yet it reflected whether our manipulation in the threat condition
worked or not. | expected a three-way interaction effect of 2 (participants’ gender: man
vs. woman) X 2 (gender threat: threat vs. no-threat) x 2 (aggression type: physical vs.
relational) on both comfort scores. Accordingly, men who took a gender threat would

feel less comfortable with sharing their (feminine) test results with others.

When | use direct manipulation-check items as a covariate (e.g., “Did you feel
threatened when you learned your score?” 1: no, 2: yes) on % of aggressively
completed words, the three-way interaction is still significant. But when | look at

cross-tabulation of the results, only 30 participants (out of 116) in threat condition
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confirms that they felt discomfort. This may have resulted from people’s social
desirability tendencies that they may have been shy about admitting the threat they
perceived. On the other hand, taking “comfort with results” as an indirect measure of
the effectiveness of threat manipulation, the three-way interaction was still significant
and made more sense as people may feel easiness about telling their discomfort
concerning others’ opinion. Thus, the “comfort with results” was also treated as a

manipulation check.

Table 27
Group Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations for Each Condition (Study 5)

DV1: % of correctly defined aggressive words

Physical Aggression Relational Aggression
No-threat Threat No-threat Threat N
Men 4545 (16.61) 50 (17.68)2 49.04 (17.29)  43.5(15.36) 95
Women 43.93 (15.66) 36 (16.27)° 49.07 (15.08) 52.5 (12.5) 110

DV2: Comfort with sharing gender-test results

Physical Aggression Relational Aggression
No-threat Threat No-threat Threat N
Men 4.80 (1.71) 3.41 (1.46) 433 (1.73) 4.40 (1.88) 95
Women 4.49 (1.65) 4.88 (1.75) 4.94 (1.55) 4.26 (2.10) 110
N 55 47 53 50 205

Note. DV= Dependent Variable; numbers in parenthesis are the standard deviations; cells that do not share the same subscript
are significantly different from each other at p < .05. The higher scores for physical an relational aggression indicate more
words filled in an aggressive way. The lower scores for “comfort” indicate feeling less comfortable about revealing their gender
score.

6.2.1 Testing the Effect of Participant Gender and Gender threat on Aggressive
Word Completion

The results of the 2 (participants’ gender: man vs. woman) X 2 (gender threat: threat
vs. no-threat) x 2 (aggression type: physical vs. relational) between-subjects ANOVA

revealed that the main effect of aggression type was statistically significant, F (1, 197)
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= 4.39, p = .04, d = .30. Accordingly, the participants completed more relationally
aggressive words (M = 48.54, SD = 15.39) than physically aggressive words (M =
43.62, SD = 16.94). All other main effects were non-significant (p > .05). The three-
way interaction of gender, gender threat, and aggression-type were statistically
significant on the total percentage of aggression words, F (1, 197) = 5.76, p = .02, f
=.17 After controlling for negative affect with PANAS, all the significant results

remained significant (see Table 28).

Table 28
The Significance Values of 2 (Gender) X 2 (Gender Threat) X 2 (Aggression type) on
Aggressively Completed Words.

Vs Mean dif. SE F df errordf p n2
Gender 1.62 223 53 1 197 47 .00
Gender Threat 1.38 223 .38 1 197 54 .00
Aggression Type 4.68 223 439 1 197 .04* .02
Gender X Gender Threat 16 1 197 .69 .00
Gender X Aggression Type 755 1 197 .01* .04
Gender Threat X Aggression Type 02 1 197 .89 .00

Gender X Gender Threat X Aggression Type 576 1 197 02* .03

After controlling PANAS Mean dif. SE F df errordf p n2
PANAS Negative 351 1 196 .06 .02
Gender 2.276 2247 103 1 196 31 01
Gender Threat 1.585 2223 51 1 196 48 .00
Aggression Type 4.587 2221 427 1 196 .04* .02
Gender X Gender Threat 00 1 196 .95 .00
Gender X Aggression Type 787 1 196 01* .04
Gender Threat X Aggression Type 02 1 19 90 .00

Gender X Gender Threat X Aggression Type 597 1 196 02* .03

Note. IVs: Gender: men (1), women (2); gender threat: threat (1), no-threat (2); aggression type: physical (1), relational
(2); DV: mean percentage of the correctly defined aggressive words.
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In order to explain three-way interaction effect clearly among both physical and
relational aggression words, | splitted the data by “aggression type” and conducted 2
(gender: men vs. women) X 2 (gender threat: threat vs. no-threat) between-subjects
ANOVAs for each condition. Among those who were in physical aggression
condition, 2 (gender) X 2 (gender threat) interaction was marginally significant [F (1,
98) =3.57, p=.06, 7,2 = .04, f = .20] while there was no significant two-way interaction
for those in relational aggression condition [F (1, 99) = 2.21, p > .10]. As expected, in
physical aggression condition, gender-threatened men (M = 50, SD = 17.68)
completed more physically aggressive words compared to threatened-women (M = 36,
SD = 16.26) in the same condition, F (1, 197) = 4.34, p = .04, d = .41 (see Figure 6).
However, the interaction effect of gender and gender threat was not significant for no-
threat (affirmation) condition in both physical and relational aggression condition, as

well as threat condition in relational aggression [F (1, 98) = .11, p > .10].
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Figure 6. The percentages of correctly defined aggressive words in terms of threat
condition and participant’s gender, Study 5. The interaction effect is marginally
significant at p = .06
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6.2.2 Testing the Effect of Participant Gender and Gender threat on Comfort
with Results

To see whether participants are comfortable about letting others know about their
(false) gender test results, 2 (participants’ gender: man vs. woman) X 2 (gender threat:
threat vs. no-threat) x 2 (aggression type: physical vs. relational) between subjects
ANOVA was conducted. In the comfort measure, the participants were asked
questions such as “would you be comfortable with your friends learning about your
test score and feedback?” (see “materials” in Study 4). The higher the score, the more
comfortable they felt. | expected that threatened men would be less comfortable about
sharing their (feminine) test scores in physical aggression condition. This would justify
my predictions that men are more lenient to show physical aggression after they
receive gender threat. According to the results, three-way interaction of 2 (gender) X
2 (gender threat) X 2 (aggression type) had significant effect on participants’ comfort
ratings, F (1, 197) = 6.65, p = .01, f = .18. However, there were no significant main or
interaction effects for the ones in the relational aggression condition (F< 1.63, p >
.10). Among those who completed physical aggression words, gender X gender threat
interaction was significant, F (1, 197) = 8.38, p = .00, 7, = .04, f = .20. Accordingly,
threatened men indicated lower levels of comfort about sharing their scores (M = 3.04,
SD = 1.45, SE = .37) compared to threatened women (M = 4.88, SD =1.75, SE = .35)
(see Figure 7).
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Figure 7. The mean scores of comfort with gender test results as a function of threat

condition and participant’s gender, Study 5.

6.3 Discussion

The current study replicated the findings of original precarious manhood study with
aggressive word completion task. The original study (Vandello et al., 2008) had shown
a three-way interaction between participant gender, gender threat and aggression-type,
so did the current study. Accordingly, men reacted to gender threat with rehearsing
more physically aggressive cognitions than relationally aggressive cognitions.
Women’s aggressive cognitions, on the other hand, were not influenced by taking
gender threat or not, they showed similar amounts of physical and relational aggressive

cognitions.

By replicating the results, this study answered the question that whether facing a
gender threat would create an aggressive cognitions among men and women and
whether they differ in aggression types that gender-threat evoke? Accordingly, in both
American and Turkish cultures physically aggressive thoughts are more available for
men after facing negative feedback related to their gender but not for women. The

findings are further discussed under general discussion titles.
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CHAPTER 7

GENERAL DISCUSSION

7.1 Overview of the Findings

This dissertation aims to see whether the precarious manhood theory replicates in the
cultural context of Turkey. On top of that, it also aimed to see whether masculinity
ideology predicts people’s beliefs about precarious manhood/womanhood.
Masculinity has been discussed as dominating, privileged and context-dependent
performances since the 1970s in the social science literature. Researchers have
observed the proof-motivated actions of men in tribal societies as well as modern
societies we live in today. Precarious manhood thesis (Vandello et al., 2008) has
inspected the existential structure of manhood (in comparison to womanhood status)
which is achieved through proof-motivated behaviors of men in these modern

societies.

A huge amount of research revealed consistent findings admitting precarious nature of
manhood predominantly among different American samples (Bosson, Vandello,
Burnaford, Weaver, & Arzu Wasti, 2009; Michniewicz, Bosson, Lenes, & Chen, 2015;
O’Connor, Ford, & Banos, 2017b; Weaver, Vandello, & Bosson, 2013), but whether
precarious manhood is admissible and reign over womanhood in different cultures still
remain unclear. Comparing different perceptions of manhood (and womanhood) in
different cultures would facilitate further research aiming to identify blind spots that
mainstream psychological research may have overlooked. Addressing this gap, this
study aims to conceptually and methodologically replicate the original studies of
precarious manhood thesis in the cultural context of Turkey, as well as showing the

role of masculinity ideology on people’s precarious manhood and womanhood beliefs.
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To that end, the current study presented the findings of five studies. Study 1 presented
a new measure of masculinity ideology based on the current cultural beliefs in Turkey.
It revealed that masculinity ideology could be measured among four components
named as head of family, dominance, femininity avoidance, and emotional restriction.
On top of that, Study 2 additionally tested the predictive role of each component on
precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs. Study 2-5 were conceptually and
methodologically replications of precarious manhood theory (Vandello et al., 2008).
These four studies tested the assumptions that compared to womanhood, manhood is
(a) seen as a status that should be earned (Study 2a & 2b); (b) as status that can be lost
based on social rather than physical changes (Study 3); (c) as status that can be easily
threatened and so result in anxiety (Study 4) and aggression (Study 5).

The findings confirmed that Turkish people view manhood as precarious in the sense
that it is achieved and lost through social endeavors that are vital for fulfilling societal
expectations (Study 2). On the other hand, Turkish people did not see womanhood as
an attainable social status as much as manhood. But at the same time, they attributed
the transition from childhood to both manhood and womanhood to physical more than
social causes (Study 2). Because of the precarious status of manhood, men in the
Turkish sample are easily threatened and responded to gender threats by engaging in

more physically rather than relationally aggressive thinking (Study 5).

Although Turkish people conceptualized womanhood more like a stable
physical/biological possession, findings of Study 3 indicated that womanhood can also
be lost in the eyes of others as much as manhood. This emerged to be the most
outstanding cultural difference between Turkey and the USA. This finding supports
the existing argument about the precariousness of womanhood that it can be lost via
failure to be a good mother and beautiful woman (Chrisler, 2013) or failure to protect
sexual modesty (Winegard, Winegard, & Geary, 2014).
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7.2 Manhood is Hard-Won, and Womanhood is Ascribed Statuses

Study 2a and 2b revealed that Turkish sample viewed manhood as more of an
attainable status compared to how they perceived womanhood in Turkey. In other
words, being a man requires behavioral effort and other’s approval in Turkey. But the
same is not true for womanhood. These findings replicated the original precarious
manhood studies using fabricated proverbs and direct statements (Vandello et al.,
2008). People’s perceptions about the precarious nature of manhood (but not
womanhood) in Turkey are also in line with previous research searching for structural
explanations of manhood and womanhood. Accordingly, men are watchful of other’s
existence and this makes manhood status tenuous to be rewarded by other’s attention
(Bosson et al., 2009).

This finding also supports the fact that Turkish proverbs and idioms clearly
differentiate a man and a woman from each other. In traditional Turkish proverbs, men
are depicted as active agencies. (e.g., “Agag yesert meyve getirsin, oglan biiyiit ekmek
getirsin” [Raise the tree to grow fruit, raise a boy to bring bread]) while women are
defined as ones maintaining a household (e.g., “Erkek getirmeyi, kadin yetirmeyi
bilmeli” [Men should know how to provide, women should know how to sustain])
(Ozkan & Giindogdu, 2011). Although this research also unveils the sexist and
patriarchal nature of Turkish proverbs, this may also give an idea about why Turkish
participants agreed more on the proverbs referring to the action-based, attainable
nature of manhood. On the other hand, the content of Turkish proverbs still don’t refer
to women’s physical/biological nature but they mostly refer their preparation for future
marriages (Ozkan & Giindogdu, 2011). This can be considered as an expected way of

being a real woman in Turkey.

The current findings also supported the idea that manhood is more related to transient
actions (doings) rather than perdurable adjectives (havings). Being a real man (but not
a real woman) in the American society is related to social gaining and it is more so for

men who carry a concern for others’ validation (Weaver et al., 2010). Turkish college
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students currently define men with more agentic gender stereotypes such as being
strong, ambitious, angry, hardworking, brave, protective, etc. (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al.,
2018a). Supporting the beliefs about precarious manhood, stereotypes about being a
man in Turkey rely more on action-based adjectives especially when a single man
walks into a marriage. Single men in Turkey are defined excessively with personality
traits yet married men are excessively defined with gender role behaviors such as being
a breadwinner, taking care of his family, fathering, etc. (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2018b).
Thus, seeing manhood as a status attained by going through the effortful social and
behavioral process is quite in line with contemporary stereotypes and different
components of masculinity ideology that Study 1 found in Turkey.

Although the agreement with fabricated proverbs and direct statements about
precariousness indicated that people see manhood status more attainable compared to
womanhood in Turkey, this finding is not compatible with gender stereotypes about
women. The same action-based pattern manifests itself for women, too. Accordingly,
single women are also defined with more personality traits the pattern of which turn
into doings if a woman gets married. For example, people picture a woman according
to gender roles such as nurturing, doing housework, being tired of housework,
engaging in self-sacrificing behaviors, etc., all of which denotes actions rather than
havings (i.e., traits) (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2018). Accordingly, the social development
of womanhood eventually continues with social doings. However, it may not be as
salient as men’s doings in the society because of the absence of an audience who
glorify these actions. That’s why the Turkish sample may have seen manhood more of
a rocky road to go through (Vandello et al., 2008, p. 1328).

7.3 The Moderator Role of Masculinity Ideology on Precarious
Manhood/Womanhood Beliefs

Do people’s acceptance of precarious manhood/womanhood beliefs change in terms
of the level of their masculinity ideology? To answer this question, Study 1 aimed to

develop a new measure of masculinity ideology that reflects current gendered values
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of Turkish society, and Study 2 further investigated the role of this ideology on
precarious manhood and womanhood beliefs.

Results indicated that, traditionally idealized masculinity in Turkey emerge to
necessitates being head of the family, dominance, femininity avoidance, and emotional
restriction. Among these mandates, femininity avoidance predicted precarious
manhood beliefs among men (but not women) via fabricated proverbs. This finding
highlighted the importance of anti-feminine identity construction for men. It makes
sense when the essence of precarious manhood theory is considered. If a man is made
rather than born, then this finding reveals that a man can only be a real man by
avoiding feminine behaviors and roles. This also confirms the logic behind why men
are easily threatened by femininity threat (Caswell et al., 2014; Glick, Gangl, Gibb,
Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007; Weaver et al., 2013).

Another reason for the finding that femininity-avoidant men are more likely to view
manhood more precarious than womanhood could lie behind men’s socialization.
Starting from boyhood, men internalize norms of masculinity ideology by active re-
enactment. Boys refrain from appearing feminine to others since peers exclude them
from social environment (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011). In this way, boys learn
to present themselves in line with prevailing masculinity ideology, and this reinforces
the loop of the proof-based structure of manhood status. In other words, the belief that
men should never seem feminine motivates men to see manhood as something you
should strive for an ideal way of being masculine. This points out that manhood status

is constructed through social practices to make itself acceptable.

Surprisingly, none of these components predicted precarious manhood/womanhood
beliefs via direct statements but predicted them only through’ endorsement of
proverbs. This may have resulted from cultural meanings Turkish people attributed to
the proverbs. Proverbs may have implicitly reminded people conventional values and
paved the way for justifying the existing gender ideology, which already necessitates

certain performances to be a man. Existing research supports the idea that Turkish
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proverbs emphasize men and manhood focusing on social abilities such as having
courage, breadwinning, etc. while they emphasize women and womanhood focusing

on more protective and proscriptive domains (Ozkan & Giindogdu, 2011).

Showing that masculinity ideology predicts especially men’s precarious manhood
beliefs may not be surprising. Existing research has already shown the relationship
between endorsement of masculinity ideology and gender traits (e.g., masculinity and
femininity) (see Smiler, 2006a, 2006b). However, these studies do not exactly focus
on how masculinity ideology shapes people’s perceptions about the structure of
manhood and womanhood. Rather, they’ve revealed the importance of conformity to
different types of masculinity ideology on people’s perceptions about their own
congruence with masculine or feminine traits (Smiler, 2006b). Differently, this study
seeks to shift the attention from one’s self-endorsement of stereotypically masculine
or feminine traits to precarious nature of gender status. Thus, it is important to
differentiate the personal endorsement of gender stereotypes and the endorsement of

beliefs about the structures of gender statuses that these stereotypes serve.

The finding that it is not solely the participant gender, but the endorsement of
masculinity ideology that leads people’s precarious manhood beliefs may also prevent
researchers from reducing the difference between men and women to gender
categories. The importance of this is twofold. First, one’s endorsement of masculinity
ideology determines how they see gendered issues and thus eliminates essentialist
interpretations. In that sense, saying that “men view manhood more precarious because
they are simply men” and “men view manhood more precarious because they
socialized into a world where they are expected to prove themselves to be a real man”
do not carry the same meaning. Second, taking different representations of masculinity
ideology into account may give an opportunity for change in the current ideological
norms (Sapiro, 2003). Gender norms are defined in terms of cultural values, time, and
context (Connell, 1995). Thus, it is always possible to change restraining norms by

guestioning the ideological sanctions and the how it shapes the structure of genders.
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7.4 Transition into Manhood and Womanhood

Study 2b also investigated whether people attribute transition from boyhood to
manhood (or girlhood to womanhood) to physical or social reasons. The findings
showed that Turkish people view the process of transition from childhood to both
manhood and womanhood on the basis of physical milestones such as hormonal
changes. Surprisingly, this finding failed to replicate the original findings of VVandello
et al. (2008). American people support the idea that transition into manhood is more
related to social changes while the transition into womanhood was equally related to
physical and social changes. Although Turkish results are different from the original
findings, it is consistent with the research indicating that there exist higher essentialist
beliefs about masculinity than femininity in an American sample (Smiler & Gelman,
2008). For example, Smiler and Gelman (2008) have asked their participants to rate
whether “Being a man/a woman is a fixed property of an individual that doesn’t really
change from childhood (a) through adolescence (b) from adolescence through early
adulthood, (c) from early adulthood through old age.” (Smiler & Gelman, 2008, p.
866). Accordingly, men have believed that masculinity has more biological essence
that is given and cannot be improved through social acts, and men who defined
themselves a real man with scoring high on masculinity ideology seem to be more
rigid with this idea. Thus, it can be concluded that people may see the manhood status
as attainable (thus precarious), but it doesn’t cancel out the physical and bodily

transition into manhood and womanhood.

Attributing something to physical/biological traits such as breast or mustache
development do not signify any effort to be called a man or a woman. This way, it
seems that entering manhood or womanhood is not in the control of a man or a woman
contradicting the definition of precarious. Merriam Webster dictionary defines
precarious as “(a) dependent on chance circumstances, unknown conditions, or
uncertain developments; (b) characterized by a lack of security or stability that

threatens with danger”. Thus, the current finding that transition into both manhood and
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womanhood is more physical than social is somewhat unexpected and contradictory
with the finding that people believe that manhood is more precarious in Turkey.

There could be two potential reasons for this inconsistency. First, the participants may
have reminded of bodily changes such as circumcision. Men’s circumcision is the first
step of the construction of manhood in Turkey. Although it seems to be a completely
private physical intervention to one’s body, circumcision has symbolic in the eyes of
others as it represents a gate opening to manhood (Barut¢u, 2013; Kirimli, 2010).
Second, the choice of wording may have prompted the participants to lean on physical
causes. Different than the original wording Vandello et al. (2008) used (e.g.,
boyhood/girlhood), | used [transition from] childhood with the aim of preventing
prejudiced wording in the Turkish language. Using boyhood (i.e., oglanlik) could be
interpreted as being “gay” as it has been historically used for a gay man in Turkey. On
the other hand, using girlhood (i.e., kizlik) could have underlined virginity in the head
of people, since the transition into womanhood traditionally necessitates losing
virginity Turkey (Sev’er & Yurdakul, 2001). In that sense, using childhood instead of
the direct translation of the words may have triggered the perception of growing and

changing physically.

7.5 Precarious Manhood as an Easily Lost Status

Building on the findings that people viewed manhood more precarious compared to
womanhood, Study 3 investigated whether this precarious status can be lost in the eyes
of people. The results of pre-written interpretation of statements, Turkish people
admitted that manhood is lost because of losing something is related to social rather
than physical reasons. However, their open ended responses revealed a similar social
reasons for womanhood as well. Although it was contrary to my expectation, this
finding replicated the finding of Vandello et al. (2008) and supported the idea that
manhood can be lost by means of social and societal failures, mostly referring to
other’s audience. Vandello et al. (2008) originally expected to see this effect, since

they claim that losing manhood is more inherent to American culture. On the other

108



hand, | wasn’t expecting the same effect as | argued that “losing womanhood” may be
akin to the cultural understanding of Turkey, and thus familiar to people just like losing
manhood. Supporting my argument, especially the content of open-ended responses in
Study 3 did not indicate any reference to physical or biological situations causing
womanhood loss. Accordingly, Turkish participants mostly taught that a woman losing
her womanhood could have been subjected to violence or sexual harassment, cheated
by a man or lost her “female honor” while they did not refer to physical/biological
reasons such as losing her fertility, not being able to give birth. Although Turkish
people are prejudiced against childless women (Husnu, 2016), we still don’t know
whether it is because of physical or social defects in the eyes of others.

The most highlighting explanation of why Turkish people differ in understanding and
interpretation of manhood and womanhood loss statements could be insecure structure
of womanhood in Turkey. This study conceptualized and expected womanhood in
Turkey as a status interwoven with purity (Sakalli-Ugurlu, Tirkoglu, Kuzlak, &
Gupta, 2018) or female honor (Sakalli-Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013; Sev’er & Yurdakul,
2001) of a woman. One can interpret a sentence like “I am not a woman anymore” in
the way that she has been sexually humiliated in front of others or she is not a pure
and honorable woman anymore. Research confirming this reveals that women feel bad
about themselves if they do something threatening their sexual modesty (Ceylan, 2016;
Rodriguez Mosquera, 2016), decency, and sexual purity (Rodriguez Mosquera, 2016).
It also is crystal clear that the situations that threaten female honor jeopardize
womanhood status in honor cultures such as negative evaluations of non-virgin women
in Turkey (Essizoglu, Yasan, Yildirim, Gergen, & Ozkan, 2011; Sakalli-Ugurlu &
Glick, 2003). Thus, it is obvious from the Turkish results that people see manhood and
womanhood equally losable. The only difference can be they may equate womanhood
and female honor in their cultural understanding, and this should be further

investigated in future studies.
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7.6 The Emergence of Anxiety and Aggression in Response to Gender Threat

Study 4 and Study 5 has examined whether manhood threat would create anxiety and
aggression compared to womanhood threat among women? If manhood is seen
attained but not possessed contrary to womanhood in both Turkey and the USA, then
one can expect that risking men’s status with femininity threat should create status

anxiety and defensive aggression.

However, the findings of Study 4 revealed that men and women did not differ in their
anxious cognitions; their comfort levels if others’ know (fake) test results; and hope
for better scores if they take the test again. This way, it did not replicate the original
findings. Vandello et al. (2008) found that gender threat created more anxiety, less
comfort, and more hope for taking better results among men but not among women.
Although the results were not significant in the Turkish sample, their scores
surprisingly indicated a reverse fashion. Accordingly, women who took gender-
affirmation (no-threat) manipulation (i.e., “you are feminine enough”) indicated
slightly more anxiety than those who took gender threat. However, the anxiety scores
of men showed an expected trend where gender-threatened men scored higher on
anxiety words than gender-affirmed men, even if these scores were not statistically

significant.

The reverse fashion in women’s score can be explained by higher anxiety and stress
level of women compared to men. A recent meta-analysis supported this argument and
showed that particularly women experience more anxiety than men (Remes, Brayne,
van der Linde, & Lafortune, 2016). Another study conducted with young women in
Turkey showed that women feel greater gender role stress as they endorse high levels
of traditional gender ideology (especially beliefs about premarital gender) (Bayar,
Haskan-Avci, & Koc, 2018). In that manner, Turkish women may already be lenient
to remember anxious cognitions as they are socialized into stress-induced gender
environment, which may result in an anxious thinking style. On the other hand,
Turkish men may have revealed less anxious cognitions as they are socialized into

aggression-based manhood (Weaver et al., 2010), which represents itself clearer in
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aggressive words rather than anxious words. Also, considering the limitations in the
expressions of anxiety and emotions for men (see Thompson & Bennett, 2015),

anxiety words may not be so familiar to men as they to women.

Thus, Study 5 tested the effect of gender threat on aggression in addition to anxiety.
Replicating the original study (Vandello et al., 2008), men in the Turkish sample were
threatened easier than women and manhood threat triggered a more physically
aggressive pattern compared to no threat condition. This finding supports the previous
research that men completed more physical aggression words when they get gender
threat (Konopka et al., 2017). This admits that prototypicality threat (e.g., saying a
woman that she is masculine) does not evoke aggression on women. Thus, as the
research suggests (Archer, 2004b), it would be better to create a womanhood threat

with reference to others to see whether they respond with relational aggression.

Surprisingly, the participants rehearsed more relational aggressive words (i.e., the
main effect of aggression type) independent from participant gender and gender threat
manipulation. This contradicts the findings of Vandello et al. (2008) and the significant
results of the interaction effect in the current Turkish sample that Turkish men
rehearsed more aggressive words after gender threat. Such an effect may reveal that
both men and women in the Turkish sample are more familiar with relational

aggression words in their daily life.

Different than Vandello et al. (2008), Study 5 additionally examined the effect of
gender threat on comfort feelings of the Turkish participants. Similar to its effect on
aggression words, gender threat made men felt less comfortable about sharing their
(feminine) test scores with others compared to threatened women. It supports the idea
that men are more vigilant and reactive in the existence of others as it ruins the manly

respect in the eyes of others (Weaver et al., 2010).

Current results indicated that the threat manipulation worked for men but not for
women. Women, in general, felt more comfortable about sharing their (masculine)

gender test scores with other people they know. This may be resulting from the nature
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of the threat manipulation. In the threat condition, women were said that they seem to
have more masculine characteristics rather than having feminine ones. The reverse can
be a real threat for men as avoidance from femininity is the basis for traditional
masculine identity. However, women in patriarchal societies may feel more positive
about themselves because having masculine characteristic pave the way for dominance
in different fields. Existing research confirms that masculine women feel a greater
sense of self-efficacy and personal competence in their social environment (Lipinska-
Grobelny, 2011).

There are contradictory findings related to agentic or masculine women in the
literature. One line of research revealed that people have more hostile attitudes towards
gender-atypical women such as masculine women and career women (Glick,
Wilkerson, & Cuffe, 2015) and agentic women mostly experience a backlash from
others disliking them (Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Rudman
& Phelan, 2008). On the other hand, more recent research showed that carrying
masculine characteristics are increasingly prompted by women. For example, people
favor agentic women applying for stereotypically masculine job fields (e.g.,
engineering) more than agentic men, reflecting the instrumental function of carrying
stereotypically masculine characteristics (Wessel, Hagiwara, Ryan, & Kermond,
2015). It seems to deserve more attention to deeply investigate the personal experience
of women showing stereotypically masculine traits and performances, the attitudes
towards these women, and the tension between instrumentality of being masculine and

degrading being feminine while discussing womanhood status.

7.7 Contributions and Implications

These five studies extend our knowledge about precarious manhood and womanhood
in social psychological research in Turkey in several ways. First, it has nourished a
new perspective that puts the socially constructed structure of manhood rather than
exploring people’s ideas about what it means to be a real man, to be masculine, or

what is masculinity in Turkey. There are a number of studies that have unpackaged
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masculinities in Turkey with different meanings, contexts, and practices (Barutcu,
2013; Bolak-Boratav, Okman-Fisek, & Eslen-Ziya, 2014; Bolak-Boratav, Okman-
Fisek, & Eslen-Ziya, 2017; Sancar, 2009; Selek, 2008). However, to my knowledge,
there is no study experimentally investigating the structure of manhood as a status that

masculine traits and masculinity practices serve for.

Learning how people conceptualize manhood status in Turkey may widen the horizon
of gender research trying to unfold the precursors of male violence, prejudice, and
discrimination. So far, studies have revealed that men falling short of masculine norms
and stereotypes degrade feminine men (Glick et al., 2007), apply for violence (Baugher
& Gazmararian, 2015) and get stressed (Caswell et al., 2014) because of excessive
masculine gender role. We can compare manhood to a car that everybody wants to
have. To illustrate, if we see manhood as a stylish car that brings respect and status in
the society, it is important to understand how a car engine works to resolve why the
car is overheating in the middle of the road. That’s why it is vital to see how does
manhood structure is build in the society and why it creates tention among men in

order to intervent maladaptive outcomes of masculinity.

Second, this study has uncovered that the way Turkish people conceptualized
womanhood is not the same with American people. Accordingly, achieving
womanhood status is not so valid in Turkey since people did not think it is as hard as
manhood to be socially attained. However, their perception turned surprisingly
opposite when it comes to losing womanhood and turns out that womanhood is seen
as losable as manhood in Turkey. This supports the argument of Baumeister (2010)
that woman is respected until she loses it. Accordingly, people mostly linked
womanhood loss to being subjected to violence and sexual harassment, through which
they lose their worth to others and themselves. Existing research has covered this in
the frame of honor cultures (Mclean, Crowder, & Kemmelmeier, 2018; Swing, 2012),
yet they did not explain honor concerns in relation to achieving or losing a womanhood
status. Thus, this study brings a new gquestion about the possibility of precarious

womanhood in Turkey.
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Third, this study introduced a new tool to measure the norms of traditionally idealized
men in Turkey (i.e., masculinity ideology scale). Most of the research measuring
masculinity use scales that have been developed in Western cultures. Turkey has its
own cultural values that don’t equate with Western gender ideology. The existing
measures of masculinity ideology diversely cover dominance, risk-taking, status,
antifemininity, homophobia, etc. as idealized masculinity standards (Smiler, 2006a;
Thompson & Bennett, 2015). However, Masculinity Ideology Scale has shown that
the most dominant ideology in Turkey is still being head of a family ideology and this
mandate carries beliefs that a breadwinner man should be total of courage, self-
sustained, protective and risk-taking person. On top of that, it also extended our
knowledge that although masculinity ideology can be endorsed both men and woman,
it preponderantly motivates men to see their transition from childhood to manhood as
a hard-to-go-through process, and this may be leading them to degrade women’s

experiences during their own transitions into womanhood.

The results of this research could be highlighting for intervention studies aiming to re-
define masculinity. For example, research evokes the hope that men having lower
levels of precarious manhood beliefs are alert to other’s sexually prejudiced behaviors
more. Also, those men with lower levels of masculinity ideology evaluate other men
showing sexual prejudice more negatively than their high endorser counterparts
(Kroeper, Sanchez, & Himmelstein, 2014). Acknowledging the results that men get
easily threatened and aggressed, just because they socialize into the competitive
masculine world, new intervention programs can be developed especially for boys to
change their way of thinking about manhood and to encourage them to criticize the

sanctions of masculine norms.

7.8 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Along with noting the contributions of this study, there are some limitations as well.
Firstly, one criticism to the current dissertation would be related to its methodology.

Acknowledging that the current study is a theoretical and methodological replication,
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conducting online experiments may be the reason behind failing to replicate the results
of some of the studies. Vandello et al. (2008) conducted all the studies in a lab
environment and this eliminates the probability of multitasking, crowd, or attention
disturbances. Although I eliminated the participants who completed the scales in
longer and shorter time than the expected duration of the manipulation, the participants
might have engaged in other activities simultaneously and get distracted.

Secondly, another limitation would be creating a threat condition for women by
implying that she is masculine in Study 4 and Study 5. Women might not have been
threatened by having masculine traits as these traits are increasingly desirable in
different fields (Wessel et al., 2015). Thus, it would be more effective to use gender
norm-specific threat feedback such as presenting feedbacks among dimensions that
are proved to be stressful for women (e.g., being excluded by others, not giving
appropriate care, lack of beauty, see Gillespie & Eisler, 1992). Thus, future studies
should consider the in-group dynamics in female socialization and adjustment with
feminine norms, rather than simply giving prototypicality threat. It is also better to
concentrate on more culture-specific manipulation of threat. For example, creating a
manhood threat targeting men’s protector role or women’s caring performances in

Turkey may provide more plausible results.

Thirdly, another challenge would be generalizability of this study as it is conducted on
student samples. Because this study aims to replicate the findings of original
precarious manhood studies conducted in the USA (Vandello et al., 2008), it has used
the same type of student sample in Turkey. The same sample characteristics can be
seen other precarious manhood studies, as well (see Cheryan, Cameron, Katagiri, &
Monin, 2015; Heesacker & Snowden, 2013). Thus, it is better to make generalizations
only among student samples. Additionally, future studies should test precarious
manhood thesis among non-student samples, among different age groups, and among
non-heterosexual-identified men in Turkey. Eslen-Ziya and Koc (2016) showed that

although they suffer from sanctions of hegemonic masculinity, gay men in Turkey also
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idealize the hegemonic way of being a man. Thus, it is quite expectable to see that
different masculinities can also be threatened by giving femininity threat.

Finally, one can ask whether honor values make womanhood precarious in the sense
that it is lost. In response to that womanhood may not be precarious in the way that
how it is achieved but it may be precarious in the way that how it is lost. However,
embracing an honor perspective was beyond the purpose of this study. Thus, it would
be fruitful if future studies investigate the relationship between honor and womanhood

loss in the eyes of others in society.

7.9 Concluding Remarks

The current dissertation has tested the validity of precarious manhood thesis in Turkey
with four studies and introduced a new tool measuring traditional masculinity ideology
sensitive to the cultural understanding of Turkey. If | should re-write the story of the
current findings, | can say that people see manhood more precarious compared to
womanhood in the sense that it deserves more glorification because it is harder to go
through the rocky road of manhood in Turkey. Being so valuable in the eyes of society,
it is more terrifying to lose manhood status in the face of gender-norm/stereotype-
violations. This precarity manifests itself in the easily evoked aggressive thoughts

among men but not among women.

On the other hand, although womanhood is not something that a woman should
achieve for Turkish people, it's losable in the face of other’s intervention such as
violence, harassment or rape. This finding evokes the question that whether we can
talk about precarious womanhood in Turkey. Findings allow us to infer a story that
womanhood in Turkish culture is not considered a social status that can be won, but it
is rather a status that should be protected not to lose. At a minimum, the current
findings deserve attention for thinking the concept of womanhood together with
manhood. It is crystal clear that womanhood in Turkey is conceived in a very peculiar

and inclusive way.
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After putting all the findings in a clear frame, one can ask why it is important to show
manhood is precarious but womanhood is not. What are the reflections to the everyday
life of laypeople? Previous research has already well established that men end up with
destructive behaviors such as violence against women, against their peers, sexist
attitudes, justifying gender inequality in the system, and show hatred towards
especially gay men when they feel insecure about their assumingly guaranteed
dominant status in society. These kinds of reactions help men to rebuild their
reputation as a real man since all these behaviors are already prescribed and
encouraged in masculine gender role norms. Thus, the findings of this study are
important to conduct further studies putting manhood at the center the construction of

which renders violence, aggression, prejudice or negative health outcomes possible.
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APPENDIX B: Masculinity Ideology Scale

Asagida erkekler ile ilgili farkli durumlar1 ve goriisleri yansitan birtakim maddelere yer verilmistir.
Liitfen bu maddeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve maddelerde ifade edilen fikre ne 6lgiide katildiginiz1 veya
katilmadiginmizi maddelerin yanindaki se¢eneklerden birini isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

=
g 5
Isaretlemeyi yaparken toplumun degil, sizin g g g ,E‘
akhnizdaki ideal erkege/erkeklige gore bir S g £ e E
cevap veriniz. E g = = g -
= = S S 15 o
S E 5§ %y 2 &
= N2 M m N =
1. Bir erkegin ev isleri yapmaktan hoslanmas: 1 2 3 4 5 6
normaldir.
2. Bir erkek ailesindeki kadinlar1 koruyup 1 2 3 4 5 6
kollamalidir.
3. Siirekli kendi kaygilarindan ve korkularindan 1 2 3 4 5 6
bahsetmek bir erkege yakigmaz.
4. Bir erkek, arkadaginin escinsel oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5 6
Ogrenirse onunla arkadasligini bitirmelidir.
5. Bir erkek i¢in soyunun devamim saglamak 1 2 3 4 5 6
hayatindaki en 6nemli seylerden biri olmalidir.
6. Siinnet olmamak erkek i¢in utang vericidir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Parast olan erkegin fiziksel olarak gicli 1 2 3 4 5 6
olmasinin énemi yoktur.
8. Bir erkek sert goriinmelidir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Bir erkek kendine giivenmediginde bunu 1 2 3 4 5 6
etrafindakilere belli etmemelidir.
10. Aglayan bir erkek gorsem bunu erkekligine 1 2 3 4 5 6
yakigtiramam.
11. Bir erkek girdigi ortamlarda kendini belli 1 2 3 4 5 6
edebilmelidir.
12. Evli bir erkegin esinden daha az para 1 2 3 4 5 6
kazanmasinda bir sorun yoktur.
13. Bir erkek fiziksel gii¢ gerektiren islerde 1 2 3 4 5 6
caligabilmelidir.
14. Bir erkek herhangi bir durumda basarma 1 2 3 4 5 6
ihtimali ¢ok diisik olsa bile, 06zgiivenli
goriinmeye devam etmelidir.
15. Sevdigi kadina soziinii dinletemeyen bir erkege 1 2 3 4 5 6
saygl duymam.
16. Bir erkegin erkek oldugu i¢in ailesinden saygr 1 2 3 4 5 6
gbérmesi normaldir.
17. Sag¢mi uzatip kiipe takan bir erkek hakkinda iyi 1 2 3 4 5 6
seyler diigiinmem.
18. Askere gitmek erkek olmak i¢in atilan 6nemli 1 2 3 4 5 6

bir adimdir.
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19. Bir erkek her durumda dik durabilmelidir. 1 3 4

20. Araba kullanan bir erkek, arabasi bozuldugunda 1 3 4
onu nasil tamir edecegini bilmelidir.

21. Kadin arkadaslariyla yemege gittiginde siparisi 1 3 4
erkegin vermesi daha uygundur.

22. Tehlike aninda korkup kagmak bir erkege 1 3 4
yakismaz.

23. Erkegin kadindan daha az para kazanmasinda 1 3 4
bir sakinca yoktur.

24, Bir erkek girdigi her ortamda saygi 1 3 4
uyandirmalidir.

25. Erkekler bir ilkeyi kadinlardan daha iyi 1 3 4
yonetebilir.

26. Bir erkek kafasma koydugu seyden 1 3 4
vazgecmemelidir.

27. Siinnet olmayan erkek, erkek olmug sayilmaz. 1 3 4

28. Pacas1 kisa ve dar pantolonlar giymek bir 1 3 4
erkege yakismaz.

29. Bir erkek maddi problemlerini kendi basina 1 3 4
¢Ozebilmelidir.

30. Toplum igerisinde kahkaha atmak bir erkege 1 3 4
yakismaz.

31. Bir erkegin kendini kanitlayabilmesi i¢in para 1 3 4
kazanmasi sarttir.

32. Hiizlinlii bir film izlerken aglamay bir erkege 1 3 4
yakistiramam.

33. Bir erkegin kadin gibi davranmasim1 hog 1 3 4
kargilamam.

34. Bir erkek ailesini gegindirebilecek kadar para 1 3 4
kazanabilmelidir.

35. Erkekler bir sirketi kadinlardan daha iyi 1 3 4
yonetebilir.

36. Bir erkek durusuyla karsisindakinde saygr 1 3 4
uyandirabilmelidir.

37. Bir erkek, arkadagmin escinsel oldugunu 1 3 4
Ogrenirse ondan uzak durmalidir.

38. Erkek c¢ocuk sahibi olmak bir erkege gurur 1 3 4
vermelidir.

39. Bir erkegin kivrak bir sekilde dans etmesi hos 1 3 4
degildir.

40. Toplumda, erkekler kadinlardan baskin 1 3 4
olmalidir.

41. Bir erkek sert goriinmeyi bilmelidir. 1 3 4

42. Kasaplik gibi igleri yalmzca erkekler 1 3 4
yapmalidir.

43. Bir erkek cinselligi yalmzca kadinlarla 1 3 4
yasamalidir.

44. Bir erkek baskalarinin yardimina bagli olmadan 1 3 4
kendi ayaklar1 iizerinde durabilmelidir.

45. Bir erkek olgun ve oturakli davranmalidir. 1 3 4

46. Escinsel bir erkek tam anlamiyla erkek 1 3 4
sayllmaz.

47. Bir erkek verdigi soziin arkasinda durmalidir. 1 3 4
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48.

Bir erkegin ¢aligmayip evde ¢ocuguna
bakmasinda sakinca gérmem.

49.

Evde son karar1 erkek vermelidir.

SN

50.

Bir erkegin herkesin 6niinde aglamasini utang
verici bulurum.

Sl

Bir erkegin kaslarim1 almasinda sakinca
gormem.

52.

Bir erkek toplum iginde duygularim belli
etmemelidir.

53.

Her erkek tamirat isinden az ¢ok anlamalidir.

54.

Bir erkegin kadins1 buldugum davranislar1 beni
rahatsiz eder.

55.

Erkeklerin daha c¢ok kadinlarin galistigl is
alanlarinda galigmalar1 utang vericidir.

56.

Bir erkek ailesi s6z konusu oldugunda kendini
ortaya atmaktan ¢ekinmemelidir.

57.

Bir erkek ailesine sahip c¢ikip, kol kanat
germelidir.

58.

Bir erkegin bagka erkeklerden hoslanmasi kabul
edilebilir bir seydir.

59.

Kirtarak yiiriiyen bir erkek hakkinda iyi
diisiinmem.

60.

Bir erkek bagkalarina soziinii dinletebilmelidir.

61.

Bir erkek ne kadar risk alirsa, bagkalarinin
gozilindeki degeri o kadar artar.

62.

Bir  erkegin  siinnet olmamast  onun
erkekliginden bir sey gotiirmez.

63.

Askere gitmemis bir erkek tam anlamiyla erkek
olmus sayilmaz.

64.

Bir erkek kavga etmekten kaginmamalidir.

65.

Bir erkek tehlikeyle karsilagtiginda
sogukkanliligini korumalidir.

66.

Masada erkek varken hesabi kadinin 6demesi
dogru olmaz.

67.

Askerligin erkek olmakla alakasi yoktur.

SN

68.

Bir erkek cesur olmalidir.

SN

69.

Bir erkek tehlike aninda kendini ortaya
atabilmelidir.

70.

Risk alabilmek bir erkegin saygi gormesi igin
onemli bir kriter degildir.

71.

Bir erkek ailesinin maddi yiikiinii tasimak
zorunda degildir.

72.

Ailesinin ge¢imini saglayamayan bir erkege
kolay kolay sayg1 gostermem.

73.

Bir erkegin sakiz ¢ignemesini hos karsilamam.

74.

Geng bir erkek, iri yapili olmasa bile fiziksel
olarak giiclii gériinmeye calismalidir.

75.

Erkeklerin ~ hemsirelik  gibi  meslekleri
secmesinde sakinca gérmem.

76.

Bir erkek risk aldig siirece basarili olur.

77.

Zorluklarla karsilastiginda pes etmek bir erkege
yakigmaz.

78.

Bir erkegin duygularini kolayca ifade etmesi
zayiflik degildir.
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79. Escinsel bir erkegin erkekliginden siiphe
duyarim.

1

2

80. Ev islerini erkegin yapmasinda sakinca
gormem.

1
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Liitfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne 6l¢iide katildiginmiz: belirtiniz.

APPENDIX C: Ambivalence toward Men Inventory

:
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1. Ciftlerden ikisi de calisiyor olsa bile, kadin evde erkegine 1 2 3 4 5 6
bakma konusunda daha fazla sorumluluk iistlenmelidir.
2. Bir erkek cinsel agidan ¢ekici buldugu kadim yatagaatmak 1 2 3 4 5 6
icin ne gerekiyorsa yapmak konusunda tipik olarak hig bir
ahlaki degere sahip degildir.
3. Acil durumlarda erkekler kadinlara gére daha disik 1 2 3 4 5 6
olasilikla kendilerini kaybedeceklerdir.
4. Erkekler kadinlara “yardim ediyor” gibi gozikirken, 1 2 3 4 5 6
¢ogunlukla kendilerinin kadinlardan daha iyi olduklarini
kanitlamaya calisirlar.
5. Her kadmin kendisini el iistiinde tutacak bir erkege ihtiyact 1 2 3 4 5 6
vardr.
6. Eger kendilerine yol gosterecek kadinlar olmasaydi erkekler 1 2 3 4 5 6
diinyada kaybolurlardi.
7.  Eger kadmin bir erkekle uzun siireli, baglilik iceren bir 12 3 4 5 6
iligkisi yoksa bu hayatta gercek anlamda kendini
tamamlamig sayilmaz.
8.  Erkekler hasta olduklarinda bebekler gibi davranirlar. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Erkekler toplumda kadinlardan daha fazla kontrole sahip 1 2 3 4 5 6
olmak i¢in her zaman ¢abalarlar.
10. Erkekler temelde kadinlara maddi giivence saglamak 1 2 3 4 5 6
acisindan yararhidirlar.
11. Her kadmin hayran oldugu bir erkegi olmalidir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Erkekler baskalarim korumak igin kendilerini tehlikeye 1 2 3 4 5 6
atmaya daha goniilliidiirler.
13. Erkekler kadinlarla konusurken genellikle baskin olmaya 1 2 3 4 5 6
caligirlar.
14. Cogu erkek kadmlar igin esitligi s6zde savunur ama bir 1 2 3 4 5 6
kadim kendilerine esit olarak gormeyi kaldiramazlar.
15. Kadinlar erkeksiz eksiktirler. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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16.

Oziine bakildiginda, cogu erkek gercekten cocuk gibidir.

17.

Erkekler kadinlara oranla risk almaya daha goniilliidiirler.

18.

Cogu erkek, kadinlar {izerinde gii¢ sahibi olduklar1 bir
pozisyonda bulunduklar1 anda, tistii kapali yolla bile olsa
kadinlar1 cinsel agidan taciz ederler.

19.

Kadinlar evde erkeklerine bakmalidirlar ¢iinkii eger erkekler
kendi kendilerine bakmak zorunda kalirlarsa bunu
beceremezler.
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APPENDIX D: Ambivalent Sexism Inventory

Asagida size uyan ya da uymayan pek ¢ok ifade yer almaktadir. Bu ifadelerden her birinin sizin igin ne
kadar uygun oldugunu ilgili rakamu isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum

! Biraz Katilmiyorum
_b -
Biraz Katiliyorum
| Tamamen Katiliyorum

9" Katiliyorum

[y
N

1. Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine sahip
olmadikga bir erkek gerg¢ek anlamda biitiin bir insan olamaz.

2. Gergekte bir¢ok kadm “esitlik” artyoruz maskesi altinda ise
alinmalarda kendilerinin kayirilmasi gibi 6zel muameleler
artyorlar.

3. Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden o6nce 1 2 3 4 5 6
kurtarilmalidir.

4. Bir¢ok kadin, masum s6z veya davraniglari cinsel ayrimeilik 1 2 3 4 5 6
olarak yorumlamaktadir.

5. Kadinlar ¢ok ¢abuk aliirlar. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. Kars1 cinsten biri ile romantik iliski olmaksizin insanlar 1 2 3 4 5 6
hayatta ger¢ekten mutlu olamazlar.

7. Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazlagice 1 2 3 4 5 6
sahip olmalarim istemektedirler.

[N
N
w
I
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o

8. Bircok kadin ¢ok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el istiinde tutulmali ve 1 2 3 4 5 6
korunmalidir.

10. Birgok kadin erkeklerin kendileri i¢in yaptiklarina tamamen 1 2 3 4 5 6
minnettar olmamaktadirlar.

11. Kadinlar erkekler iizerinde kontroli saglayarak giic 1 2 3 4 5 6
kazanmak hevesindeler.

12. Her erkegin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin olmalidir.

13. Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler.

R SR
ojoor o
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1 2

1 2

14. Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar. 1 2

15. Bir kadin bir erkegin bagliligin1 kazandiktan sonra genellikle 1 2
o0 erkege siki bir yular takmaya ¢alisir.

16. Adaletli bir yarismada kadinlar erkeklere kars1 kaybettikleri 1 2 3 4 5 6
zaman tipik olarak kendilerinin ayrimcihiga maruz
kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.

N
ol
o

17. lyi bir kadin erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir. 1 2 3

18. Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklagilabilir —olduklarrm 1 2 3 4 5 6
gOsterircesine sakalar yapip daha sonra erkeklerin tekliflerini
reddetmekten zevk alan bir¢ok kadin vardir.
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19.

Kadinlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek ahlaki duyarliliga sahip
olma egilimindedirler.

20.

Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin i¢in mali yardim saglamak igin
kendi rahatlarin1 goniillii olarak feda etmelidirler.

21.

Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler sunmaktadirlar.

22.

Kadmlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayisina ve
zevkine sahiptirler.
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APPENDIX E: Precarious Manhood/Womanhood Proverbs

Liitfen agagida sizlere verilen atasozlerini dikkatlice okuyunuz. Bu atasozleriyle ne derecede hemfikir
oldugunuzu atasozlerinin yanindaki birinci bosluga 1 (hi¢ katilmwyorum)’den 7 (¢ok katilyyorum)’ye
kadar bir rakam vererek belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hi¢ Katilmiyorum Cok Katiliyorum

Atasozleri Katihm Anlama
Damlaya damlaya gol olur.
Ayagini yorganina gore uzat.
Sakla samani gelir zamani.
Her iste bir hayir vardir.
Erkeklik (Kadinhk) para gibidir, zor kazanilir kolay
harcanir.
Agag yas iken egilir.
Yalancinin mumu yatsiya kadar yanar.
Komsu komsunun kiiliine muhtactir.
Uziim {iziime baka baka kararir.
Tas ovalamadik¢ca parlamaz, oglan (kiz) miicadele
etmedikce erkek (kadin) olmaz.
Demir tavinda doviiliir.
Egilen bag kesilmez.
Bir koltukta iki karpuz tasinmaz.
Dere gecerken at degistirilmez.
Her buzagidan dana her oglandan (kizdan) erkek
(kadin) olmaz.
Akil yasta degil bastadir.
Dogru soyleyen dokuz kéyden kovulur.
Dama ¢ikan keginin ¢ama ¢ikan oglagi olur.
Lafla peynir gemisi yiiriimez.
Oglan (kiz), erkek (kadin) olmayr hak etsin ki erkek
(kadin) desinler
Minareyi ¢alan kilifin1 hazirlar.
Uziim {iziime baka baka kararir.
Iyilik yap denize at, balik bilmezse Halik bilir.
Kaz gelecek yerden tavuk esirgenmez.
Tatl s6z yilan1 deliginden ¢ikarir.
Oglan (kiz) diise kalka erkek (kadin) olmayi 6@renir.
Lafin ¢ogu yalandan paranin ¢ogu haramdandir
Imam ne yaparsa yapsin cemaat bildigini okur.
Okumak cehaleti alir, eseklik baki kalir.
Erkek (kadin) erkeklik (kadinhik) onurunu daima
kanitlamahdir.

Atasozlerini yeniden okuyup her bir atasoziinii ne kadar iyi anladigimzi ikinci bosluga 1 (hi¢
anlamadim)’den 7 (¢ok iyi anladim)’ye kadar bir rakam yazarak belirtiniz.
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APPENDIX F: Precarious Manhood & Womanhood Beliefs

Liitfen, asagida verilen ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadeleri ne kadar dogru buldugunuzu
yanlarindaki bosluklara 1 (hi¢ katilmiyorum)’den 7 (¢cok katiliyorum)’ye kadar bir rakam yazarak
belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi¢ dogru degil Cok dogru

1. Bir erkegin erkeklik itibarin1 kaybetmesi ¢ok kolaydir

2. Bir erkegin ne kadar erkek oldugu bazen digerlerinin onu nasil
gordiigiine baglhdir.

3. Bazlar ne kadar buyiirse biiyiisiin tam anlamiyla erkek olamaz.

4. Bir erkegin erkek olup olmadigi ¢ogunlukla bagkalar1 tarafindan
sorgulanir.

5. Erkeklik her an elden gidebilir bir seydir.

6. Erkekligin garantisi yoktur, korunmazsa kaybedilir.

7. Erkeklik daimi degildir, ¢iinkii bir erkek kendini g¢ocuksu
gosterecek seyler yapabilir

Transition to Manhood (Womanhood)

Liitfen, asagida verilen ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz ve bu ifadeleri ne kadar dogru buldugunuzu
yanlarindaki bosluklara 1 (hi¢ katilmiyorum)’den 7 (¢ok katiliyorum)’ye kadar bir rakam yazarak
belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic dogru degil Cok dogru

1. Cocukluktan erkeklige gecis fiziksel veya biyolojiktir (Ornegin
hormonal degisimler)

2. Cocukluktan erkeklige gecis toplumsal bir seydir (Ornegin baz1
toplumsal doniim noktalarindan bagariyla gegmek)
Not: Ayni 6lgekte erkek ve erkeklik kelimeleri degistirilerek “kadinlik” kosulunda verilmistir.
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APPENDIX G: Gender Role Attitudes Scale

Asagidaki ifadelere ne 6lgiide katildigimzi 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum)’den 5 (kesinlikle katilyyorum) ‘e
kadar bir rakam vererek yanlarindaki boslukta belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

1. Kizlar, ekonomik bagimsizliklarim kazandiklarinda ailelerinden  ayr

yasayabilmelidir.

Erkegin evde her dedigi yapilmalidir.

Kadinin yapacagi meslekler ile erkegin yapacagi meslekler ayri olmahdir.

Evlilikte ¢ocuk sahibi olma kararim esler birlikte vermelidir.

Bir geng kizin evlenecegi kizi se¢gmesinde son sozii baba sdylemelidir.

Kadmin erkek ¢ocuk dogurmasi onun degerini artirir.

Kadmmin dogurganlik 6zelligi nedeniyle is bagvurularinda erkekler tercih

edilmelidir.

Ailede ev isleri esler arasinda esit paylagilmalidir.

Kadimin yasamuyla ilgili kararlar1 kocas1 vermelidir.

10. Kadinlar kocalariyla anlagsamadiklart konularda tartismak yerine susmayi tercih
etmelidir.

11. Bir geng kiz evlenene kadar babasimin séziinii dinlemelidir.

12. Ailenin maddi olanaklarindan kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklar esit sekilde yararlanmalidir.

13. Calisma yasaminda kadinlara ve erkeklere esit ticret 6denmelidir.

14. Bir erkegin karisin1 aldatmasi normal karsilanmalidir.

15. Kadinin ¢ocugu olmuyorsa erkek tekrar evienmelidir.

16. Kadinin temel gorevi anneliktir.

17. Evin reisi erkektir.

18. Dul kadin da dul erkek gibi yalniz basina yasayabilmelidir.

19. Bir geng kizin flort etmesine ailesi izin vermemelidir.

20. Ailede kararlar1 esler birlikte almalidir.

21. Bir kadin aksamlar1 tek basina sokaga ¢ikabilmelidir.

22. Esler bosandiginda mallar esit paylagilmalidir.

23. Kiz bebege pembe, erkek bebege mavi renkli giysiler giydirilmelidir.

24. Erkegin en 6nemli gorevi evini gegindirmektir.

25. Erkegin maddi giicii yeterliyse kadin ¢alismamalidir.

26. Evlilikte kadin istemedigi zaman cinsel iliskiyi reddetmelidir.

27. Mesleki geligsme firsatlarinda kadinlara ve erkeklere esit haklar taninmalidir.

28. Evlilikte erkegin 6grenim diizeyi kadindan yiiksek olmalidir.

29. Bir kadin cinsel iligkiyi evlendikten sonra yasamalidir.

30. Ailede erkek gocugun 6grenim gérmesine 6ncelik taninmalidir.

31. Erkegin evlenecegi kadin bakire olmalidir.

32. Aligveris yapma, fatura 6deme gibi ev disi islerle erkek ugragmalidir.

33. Erkekler statiisii yiiksek olan mesleklerde ¢alismalidir.

34. Ailede kazancin nasil kullanilacagina erkek karar vermelidir.

35. Bir erkek gerektiginde karisin1 dovmelidir.

36. Evlilikte gebelikten korunmak sadece kadinin sorunudur.

37. Bir kadin hastaneye gittiginde kadin doktora muayene olmalidir.

38. Evlilikte erkegin yas1 kadindan biiyiik olmalidir.
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APPENDIX H: Manhood and Womanhood Loss Measurements

Asagida erkek (kadin) bir katihmeiyla daha 6nce yapilmis bir sohbetten kisa bir alinti okuyacaksiniz.
Alintiy1 dikkatlice okuduktan sonra lLitfen altindaki bosluga, bahsi gecen kisinin ne yasamis
olabilecegine/ bagindan neler gegmis olabilecegine dair tahminlerinizi yaziniz.

Alint:

“...Hayatimda oyle seyler yasadim Kki.. Eskiden kendime erkek (kadin) derdim, artik
diyemiyorum...”

Liitfen ciimleyi sOyleyen kisinin ne yasamis olduguna dair fikirlerinizi asagidaki bosluga yazarak
belirtiniz:

Difficulty Index:
Liitfen, yukarida okudugunuz alintinin anlasilirligina dair sorulan sorulara, yanlarindaki bosluklara 1
(hi¢)’den 7 (¢ok fazla)’ye kadar bir rakam yazarak cevap veriniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Cok Fazla

Yukaridaki ifadede anlatilmak isteneni anlamak ne kadar zor?

Yukaridaki ifadenin ne anlama geldigi ile ilgili tahmininizden ne kadar eminsiniz?
Sizce yukaridaki ifade birisinin kullanmasi i¢in ne kadar sira dis1 bir sylem?

Manipulation Check Items:
1. Az 6nce okudugum alint1 bir erkege aittir. 1) dogru 2) yanlig
2. Az 6nce okudugum alint1 bir kadina aittir. 1) dogru 2) yanlig

Asagida daha onceden okudugunuz ifadeyle ilgili nedensel agiklamalar yapilmigtir. Bu agiklamalarla
ne kadar hem fikir oldugunuzu yanlarindaki bosluklara 1 (hi¢)’den 7 (gok fazla)’ye kadar bir rakam
yazarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hig Cok

“Muhtemelen esi veya isi gibi kendisi icin 6nemli bir seyi kaybettigini kastediyor. Ve ondan sonra
da ne kadar zayif ve eksik hissettiginden bahsediyor” (Social)

Bu yoruma ne 6lgiide katilirsiniz?

Sizce bu ifade daha 6nce okudugunuz alint1 i¢in dogru bir yorum mudur?

“Kulaga bir cinsiyet degistirme operasyonu gecirmis gibi geliyor ve bu yiizden de artik kendisini
erkek gibi goriiyor.” (Physical)

Bu yoruma ne olgiide katilirsiniz?

Sizce bu ifade daha once okudugunuz alint1 i¢in dogru bir yorum mudur?
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APPENDIX I: BEM Sex Role Inventory

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin, sizin i¢in ne oranda dogru ya da yanlis oldugunu ve sizi ne oranda
tanimladigini goz 6niine alip ilgili rakami daire igine alarak belirtiniz.
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1.  Diisiince ve inanglarini savunan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Duygusal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Vicdan sahibi / Bilingli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4.  Bagimsiz / Diledigini yapan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5.  Sempatik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6.  Ne yapacagi belli olmayan /. Bagina buyruk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

/ Sagi solu belli olmayan

7. lIddiali / Tuttugunu koparan

8.  Diger insanlarin duygularini dnemseyen

9.  Giivenilir / Itimat edilir

10. Saglam karakterli / Guglii kisilikli

11. Anlayigh

12. Kiskang

13. 1se yarar ve becerikli

14. Sefkatli / Merhametli

15. Icten / Samimi

16. Lider / Liderlik 6zelliklerine sahip

17. Duygularina hakim olabilen / Teskin edici

18. Sir saklayabilen / tutabilen / Ketum

19. Risk alabilen / Risk almay1 seven

20. Sicak kanli

21. Uyumlu

22. Baskin / Ustiin / Hakim

23. Sevecen / Sevgi dolu

24. Kendini begenmis / Kibirli

25. Mubhalif / Muhalefet eden

26. Cocuklar1 seven

27. Kaba / Patavatsiz / Nezaketsiz

28. Saldirgan

29. Kibar / Nazik

30. Toplumsal kurallara uyan / Geleneklerine
bagh
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APPENDIX J: Anxiety-related Word Fragments and Comfort Scale

Yonerge: Asagida bazi harfleri bos birakilmig kelimeler géreceksiniz. Liitfen bosluklari tamamlayarak
akliniza ilk gelen kelimeyi yanda belirtilen kutucuga yaziniz. Birakilan her bosluk (_) bir harfi temsil
etmektedir.

Omek: " RM K” kelimesinde 2 tane bos birakilmis harf bulunmaktadir ve IRMAK seklinde
tamamlanabilir.

Kelime tamamlama
1) _ABLO

2) P_RKE

3) __NDIK
4) TEH_ _

5) _ATEN

6) _ASA

7) M_ND_ _
8) _A Gl

9) _AVU_
10) H_ YK_
11) K_ARIN_A
12) ZG N

13) K Y_SI
14) OR_

15) _ _ KINTI
16) B_.C K
17) B_LK_N
18) TAH_ _
19) TANMAK
20) AN_E_

21) K_MY_N
22) K_LEB_K
23) ZA__F
24) _API

25) TAK_ _

26) MEKT_ _
27) E IK

28) G_ZET_

29) _ALTO

30) FIN_AN

142



“Liitfen yukarida doldurdugunuz ve sonuglarinmi gordiigiiniiz testi dikkate alarak asagidaki sorulari
belirtilen rakam araliginda bir rakam vererek cevaplayiniz”

1(kesinlikle hayir) 7 (Kesinlikle evet)

1. Arkadagslarmizin test sonucunuzu 6grenmesini ister miydiniz?
2. Aile tiyelerinizin test sonucunuzu dgrenmesini ister miydiniz?

3. Arastirmacilarin sizin test sonucunuzu herkese agik bir web sitesinde
“toplumsal cinsiyet aidiyet testi sonucu” olarak adimz ve test
puaninizla ister miydiniz?

4, Arastirmacilarm bir {iniversite gazetesi olan “ODTU haftalik biilten”
de test sonucunuzu tam adiniz ve test puamnizla gostermesini ister
miydiniz?

5. Benzer bir teste tekrar girseniz, bu testte daha 6nce aldigimiz puandan
daha iyi bir puan alacagimzi distiniir miistiniiz?

6. Benzer bir teste tekrar girseniz, bu testte daha 6nce aldigimiz puandan
daha kotii bir puan alacaginizi diigiiniir miisiiniiz?
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APPENDIX K: Physical Aggression Word Fragments

Yonerge: Asagida bazi harfleri bos birakilmig kelimeler géreceksiniz. Liitfen bosluklari tamamlayarak
akliniza ilk gelen kelimeyi yanda belirtilen kutucuga yaziniz. Birakilan her bosluk (_) bir harfi temsil
etmektedir.

Omek: " RM K” kelimesinde 2 tane bos birakilmis harf bulunmaktadir ve IRMAK seklinde
tamamlanabilir.

SI A
K_L_UK
_E_CER_
_Is_

O MEK
C__EK
B__A

KA GA

9. AJ__DA
10. KE _
11. _AS_IK
12. AN
13. O
14. P _
15. _A
16. SA .
17. MA__S
18. Y
19. I AYET
20 VS _N
21. LA_YE
22.0T__US
23. MR K
24, DE_T_R
25. K_H
26. L M
27. _ ldirmak
28. _ RMAK
29.  PLAMAK
30.  VMEK

@O I N|o|g|~wIN

X -

1,5,8,12,16,19, ve 23 fiziksel 6fke belirten kelimeler
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APPENDIX L: Relational Aggression Word Fragments

Yonerge: Asagida bazi harfleri bos birakilmig kelimeler géreceksiniz. Liitfen bosluklari tamamlayarak
aklimiza ilk gelen kelimeyi yanda belirtilen kutucuga yazimz. Birakilan her bosluk () bir harfi temsil
etmektedir.

Omek: " RM K” kelimesinde 2 tane bos birakilmis harf bulunmaktadir ve IRMAK seklinde
tamamlanabilir.

1. Y_LAN

2. K_L_UK
3. _E_CER_
4, IS

5. _ _YLENMEK
6. C__EK
7. B__A

8. _ SLAMAK
9. AJ__DA
10. KE__

11. _AS_IK
12. AT SMAK
13. O_U_

14. P A TIiK
15. _AS_K
16. I TI

17. MA_ S
18. Y_ _EK
19 LY

20 ~_ VS N
21 LA _YE
22. OT__US
23. __RILMAK
24. DE _T_R
25. K_H_E
26. K_ UMSEMEK
27. _IY_ET
28. S _LAMAK
29. BA_|I_MAK
30. HA A ET
31. K_SM_K
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APPENDIX M: Positive Negative Affect Scale (PANAS)

Asagida bir takim duygu ifadeleri bulunmaktadir. Liitfen bahsi gecen her bir duyguyu genel
olarak yasama sikhiginizi, uygun rakamu isaretleyerek belirtiniz.
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APPENDIX N: Demographic Information Form

1.Cinsiyetiniz:
[Kadin OErkek ODiger

2.Yasmz:

3.Dogum yeriniz:

4.Su an yasadiginiz il:

5.Yasamimizin biiyiik boliimiinii gecirdiginiz yer:
OBiiyikksehir O 11 Ollge O Semt OKdy

6.Egitim durumunuz (Son mezun oldu@unuz program):
Oilkokul

OOrtaokul

OLise

OYiksek okul (2 yillik)
OUniversite (lisans)
OYiksek lisans
ODoktora

7.Medeni haliniz:

OBekar CEvVli [(Bosanmus [Dul
8.Cocugunuz var m?

OEvet [Hayir
9.(Evli iseniz) Esiniz ¢calistyor mu?

OEvet [Hayir

10.Calisma durumunuz:
OOgrenciyim
0cretli bir iste ¢alisryorum

OOgrenci degilim ve iicretli bir iste calismiyorum

11.Eger 6grenci iseniz, hangi okulda okuyorsunuz?

12.Bu anketi bonus (ekstra) puan alma karsiliginda dolduruyorsaniz, liitfen 6grenci
numaranizi yaziniz:
13.Eger iicretli bir iste calisiyorsamz, mesleginiz nedir?

14.Etnik kékeniniz: (Orn: Tiirk, Kiirt, Cerkez, Laz vb.)
15.Annenizin egitim durumu:

[Mkuma yazma bilmiyor
Oilkokul

OOrtaokul

OLise

OYiksek okul (2 yillik)
OUniversite (lisans)
OYiksek lisans
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ODoktora

16.Babamzin egitim durumu:
[Okuma yazma bilmiyor

Oilkokul

OOrtaokul

OLise

OYiksek okul (2 yillik)
OUniversite (lisans)
OYiiksek lisans

ODoktora
17.Hanenize giren ortalama ayhk gelir ne kadardir? TL
18.Herhangi bir dine mensup musunuz?
OEvet UHayir
19.Size gore dini inanciniz giindelik yasantimzi ne kadar etkiliyor?
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Hig Oldukga
fazla

20.

20.Liitfen politik olarak yakin durdugunuz yeri asagida belirtilen aralikta bir sayiyi isaretleyerek
belirtiniz.

5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Sol Merkez Sag
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APPENDIX O : Curriculum Vitae

BERIL TURKOGLU DEMIREL

CONTACT INFORMATION
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Middle East Technical University (METU), Ankara, Turkey
Department of Psychology
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Middle East Technical University (METU), Ankara, Turkey
Department of Psychology

CGPA: 3.56/4.00

Preparatory School, Department of Basic English
Middle East Technical University (METU), Ankara, Turkey
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November, 2017
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Turkish Social Science Foundation [Tiirk Sosyal Bilimler
Dernegi], Ankara, Turkey

Sabanci University Dicle Kogacioglu Article Award, Ranked 1%
with the article: “Manhood on the fault line: Examining
manhood under the frame of working and unemployment.”
Istanbul, Turkey,
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HONORS and SCHOLARSHIPS

Feb’ — Aug’2018

2010-2019

2010-2016

2006-2010

LANGUAGES

International Research Fellowship, the Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK)
($10,800.00) in University of South Florida, Gender and
Interpersonal Dynamic Lab, Tampa, Florida, USA

National Graduate Scholarships, The Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK)

High Honor student, Middle East Technical University (METU)
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Visiting Research Scholar (6 months)
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Department of Philosophy

Intern
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) Turkey
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150



Organization (WHO), Project: Traffic SafetyProject
Coordinator: Prof. Dr. Tiirker Ozkan

June-July 2010 Intern
Social Assistance and Solidarity General Directorate
Ankara-izmir, Turkey
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Project: Measurement and Development of Festival of
Peace, Democracy and Environment
Project Coordinator: Prof. Dr. Nilay Cabuk Kaya
Municipality of Dikili, izmir
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Turkey (TUBITAK) & Middle East Technical
University (METU)

April - May 2008 Intern
Human Rights Agenda Association
Ankara, Turkey
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intergroup relations, gender studies, ambivalent sexism, honor culture; intergroup
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In International Journals Covered By ISI (SSCI, SCI, ASCI)

Sayilan, G., Tiirkeglu, B., & Cing6z-Ulu, B. (under review, December 2019). The
ultimate others: Social psychological precursors of transprejudice in Turkey.
Psychology & Sexuality (SSCI)

Sakalli-Ugurlu, N., Tiirkeglu, B., Kuzlak, A., & Gupta, A. (2018). Stereotypes of

single and married women and men in Turkish culture. Current Psychology, online
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Tiirkoglu, B. & Cingoz-Ulu, B. (2019). Masculinity ideology and perceived threat to
manhood predict violence against women in Turkey. Dokuz Eylul University Journal
of Humanities.

Tiirkoglu, B. (2017). Hovarda alemi: Tasrada eglence ve erkeklik (Night life and
masculinity in Rural, Book Review). Masculinities: A Journal of Identity and Culture,
7, pp. 123-129. (SOBIAD Index)

Tiirkeglu, B., Sayilan, G., & Haywood, C. (2015). The 1st International Symposium
in Turkey on Men and Masculinities: ‘Identities, Cultures, Societies’ (Symposium
Review). NORMA: International Journal for Masculinity Studies, 10(2), 179-184.
doi:10.1080/18902138.2015.1050866 (SCOPUS Index)

In National Refereed Journals

Sakalli-Ugurlu, N. & Tiirkoglu, B. (in press, 2019). “Erkek” olmak ya da olmamak:
Sosyal psikolojide erkeklere iliskin kalipyargilar, tutumlar, erkeksilik ve erkeklik [To
be or not to be a man: Stereotypes, attitudes, masculinity and manhood in social
psychology]. Tiirk Psikoloji Yazilar: (TUBITAK, Psychinfo).

Sakalli-Ugurlu, N., Tiirkoglu, B., & Kuzlak, A. (2018). Gender stereotypes in
contemporary Turkey: What are the pictures of women and men? NESNE Journal of
Psychology, 6 (13), 309-336. doi:10.7816/nesne-06-13-04. (ASOS, CEEOL, Turkish
Psychiatry Index).

Cing6z-Ulu, B., Tiirkoglu, B., & Sayilan, G. (2016). Kadin siddet magdurlarina
yonelik tutumlarda magdurun trans kimliginin etkisi [The effect of victim’s
transgender identity on attitudes towards  violence against woman victims]. Tiirk
Turkish Psychological Articles, 19 (Special Issue), 94-104. (Psychinfo, TUBITAK).

Tiirkoglu, B. (2013). Fay hattinda erkeklikler: Calisma ve issizlik ekseninde erkeklige
bakis [Manhood on the fault line: Examining manhood under the frame of working

and unemployment]. Miilkiye Journal, 37(4), 33-61. (ASOS, ULAKBIM)

In National Referred Proceeding Books

Sakalli-Ugurlu, N. & Tiirkeglu, B. (2016). Gender stereotypes in the contemporary
Turkey: Who is a woman? Who is a man? [Giiniimiiz Tiirkiye’sinde cinsiyet
kalipyargilar: Kadin kimdir? Erkek kimdir?]. In D. Kékdemir & Z. Yenigeri (Eds.),
1st Social Psychology Congress Proceedings Book (p. 98-108).
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Book Chapters

Yiicel, E. & Tiirkoglu, B. (in press, 2019). Toplumsal esitsizliklere sosyal psikolojik
bir bakis [Social inequalities from social psychological perspective]. In C. S. Cukur &
G. Sayilan (Eds.), Applied Social Psychology, Yildirim Beyazit University & Nobel
Publishing

Tiirkoglu, B. & Sayilan, G. (2016). Politik psikoloji ¢alismalarinda toplumsal cinsiyet
ve cinsel azinliklara yonelik tutumlar [Gender and attitudes towards sexual minority
groups in political psychology]. In O. D. Giimiis (Eds.), Political Psychology, Volume
2, Nobel Publishing.

PRESENTATIONS

In International Congresses

Sayilan, G., Tiirkoglu, B., & Cing6z-Ulu, B. (2018, June). The Ultimate Others:
Social Psychological Precursors of Transprejudice in Turkey. Oral Presentation.
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Tiirkoglu, B. & Sayilan, G. (2016, July). The individual and sociocultural models of
prejudice against transgender individuals. Poster Presentation, Annual Meeting
of International Society of  Political Psychology (ISPP), Warsaw, Poland.

Tiirkoglu, B. (2014, July). Ambivalence of masculinity: | enjoy the authority but I
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In National Congresses
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APPENDIX P: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet

Diinyanin ¢esitli yerlerinde, 6zellikle kabile kiiltiirlerinde, erkekler kabiledekilerin
kendilerini “gercek bir erkek” gibi gérmesi icin kendilerini kanitlamaya calisirlar.
Cocukluktan erkeklige gegis ritiielleri 0 kadar onemlidir ki, toplumun talep ettigi
seyleri yapamayan bir erkek gézden diisebilir (Gilmore, 1990). Topluluk kiiltiiriiniin
hakim oldugu toplumlarda bu gibi ritiieller herkesin tanik olabilecegi cesaret, giic ve
efor gerektiren davranislar tizerinden sergilenirken (6rn., bir boga O6ldiirmek),
giintimiiz Tiirkiye’si gibi modern toplumlarda bu gibi erkekligi-ispatlama davraniglar
toplumsal ve siyasal sisteme fazlaca igkin oldugundan bu kadar fark edilebilir
olmayabilir (6rn., siinnet olmak (Barutgu, 2013), askere gitmek (Sayilan, 2019)).
Ulkeler, toplumlar ve farkli zaman dilimlerine goére erkeklerden beklenen
performanslar degisse de bu siire¢ igerisinde degismeyen tek sey erkekligin
performansa dayali kaygili bir sosyal yapisi olmasidir. Erkekligin bu yapisin
“Kirtllgan Erkeklik” olarak ele alan Vandello ve arkadaglari (2008), insanlarin
erkekligi kadinliga kiyasla ¢abayla edinilen bir statii olarak gordiigiinii ve bu algilari
nedeniyle de erkekligi kadinliktan daha iistiin gordiiklerini sdylemektedir.

Kirtlgan erkeklik tezinin (KET) ii¢ temel varsayimi: bulunmaktadir. Erkeklik
(kadinliga kiyasla) (i) zor kazanilan bir statiidiir, (ii) kazanildig1 gibi kaybedilmeye de
yatkindir ve siirekli kendini korumak durumundadir, (iii) baskalarinin takdirini
kazanmak igin ispatlanmasi beklenen bir statiidiir. Erkekligi odagina alan pek ¢ok
caligma erkeklerin toplumsal tehditlere karsi tutarli bir hassasiyetinin oldugunu
gostermekte, bu da kaybetmekten korkulan zor kazanilmis bir toplumsal statii olarak
algilandigina isaret etmektedir (Baugher & Gazmararian, 2015; Bosson & Vandello,
2013; Smiler, 2004; Thompson & Pleck, 1986).

Vandello, Bosson ve arkadaslar1 (2008), insanlarin erkekligi kadinliga kiyasla nasil

konumlandirdiklarint anlamak i¢in KET’in ii¢ farkli varsayimini farkli deneysel

caligmalarla sinamiglardir. Bu kapsamda katilimcilar1 segkisiz olarak atadiklari
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deneysel kosullarda katilimcilarin bir kismina erkekligin, diger kismina ise kadinligin
kirilganligini yansitan bazi (arastirmacilarca hazirlanmis) atasézleri okutup bunlara ne
oOl¢iide katildiklarin1 sormuslardir. Ayrica erkeklige ve kadinliga gegiste sosyal (6rn.,
toplumsal doniim noktalar1) veya fiziksel / biyolojik (6rn., hormonal degisiklikler)
degisimlerden hangisinin daha baskin oldugunu sorgulamiglardir. Sonuglar,
katilimcilarin erkeklik statiistinii sosyal doniim noktalarina bagli olarak daha kirilgan,
kadinlig1 ise fiziksel durumlara bagli olarak daha sabit (degismez) algiladiklarini

gostermektedir.

Arastirmacilar ayni ¢alismada erkekligin bagkalarinin géziinde kaybedilebilir bir statii
olup olmadigini da anlamaya c¢alismislardir. KET’in varsayimlarina gore bir statii
toplumsal olarak kazanilabilir ise kaybedilmesi de pekala miimkiindiir. Bunu anlamak
icin katilimcilara bir erkegin veya bir kadinin agzindan artik kendini erkek (veya
kadin) hissetmedigine dair muglak bir alinti verip o ciimleyi sdyleyen Kisinin ne
yasamis olabilecegini sorulmustur. Amerikali katilimcilar kendine artik erkek
diyemeyen biri hakkinda daha fazla sosyal/toplumsal basarisizlik veya kayiplara
odaklanan yorumlar yazmigslardir (6rn., isini kaybetmek, sevilen birini hayal
kirikligina ugratmak ve sosyal beklentileri yerine getirmemek). Ote yandan, kendine
artik kadin diyemeyen biri igin ise fiziksel kayiplara isaret eden yorumlar yapmislardir
(6rn., cinsiyet degistirme operasyonu, kanser nedeniyle memesini kaybetmek,

menopoza girmek veya yaslanmak) (Vandello ve ark., 2008, s. 1330).

Benzer sekilde, erkeklik durumu, kadinlik durumuna gére daha sosyal eylemlerle
tanimlanmaktadir (Weaver ve ark. 2010). Bosson ve arkadaslar1 (2010) erkeklere
yonelttikleri tehdidin onlarin bagkalarinin goziindeki imajin1 zedeleyecegini ve bu
nedenle erkeklik normlarma uygun performanslarla kaybettikleri imaj1 yeniden insa
edeceklerini one stirmiislerdir. Bu ¢alismada erkekler tanimadiklar1 insanlarin oniinde
bir oyuncak bebegin saglarini orerek kadinsilik tehdidine maruz birakilmiglardir.
Sonrasinda bu tehdide maruz kalan erkekler, kadinsilikla zedelendigini digiindiikleri
imajlarmi bir kum torbasina vurarak siddet ile dengelemeye calismislardir. Bu
sonuglara bakarak toplumsal performanslarla kazanilan erkekligin cinsiyet tehdidi
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karsisinda ne kadar kirilgan oldugunu ve kirilan imajlarini toparlamanin yolu olarak

siddet ve 6fke disavurumunu tercih ettikleri sdylenebilir.

Yapilan pek ¢ok arastirma erkeklige yonelik tehdidin toplumsal olarak olumsuz ve
yikict davraniglarla sonuglandigini gOstermistir.  Bu arastirmalara gore, tehdit
algilayan (heteroseksiiel) erkekler gey erkeklere yonelik daha olumsuz tutumlar
sergilemisgler (Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner ve Weinberg, 2007); toplumsal cinsiyet
statiilerinin zedelendigini hissetmisler (Michniewicz ve ark., 2015); kendisini ve
etrafindakileri olumsuz etkileyecek daha riskli kararlar vermisler (Weaver, Vandello
ve Bosson, 2013); daha fazla cinsel onyargi gostermisler (Kroeper, Sanchez ve
Himmelstein, 2014); hissettikleri fizyolojik stress artmis (Caswell ve ark., 2014);
bagkalarina yardim etme davranislari azalmig (Michniewicz ve ark., 2015); ve
toplumsal cinsiyet esitligine olan destekleri azalmistir (Lick, Johnson ve Riskind,
2015). Bu noktada, tim bu olumsuz ciktilarin geleneksek erkeklik normlariyla
ortiistiiglini gérmek oldukg¢a 6nemlidir. Daha ¢ok risk alabilmek, duygu ifadelerinden
kaginmak (6rn., streslerini belli etmek), escinselligi hor gormek ve escinselleri
diglamak gibi performanslar bir biitiin olarak erkeklik ideolojisi tarafindan tesvik

edilen ve erkeksi goriilen davraniglardir (Thompson ve Bennet, 2015)

Bu noktada bazi arastirmacilar neden sadece erkekligin bir emek siireci sonucunda
kazanilabilir kazanilmasina izin verildigini; fakat kadinligin verili ve degismez bir
statii olarak ele alindigin1 sorgulamislardir. Ornegin Chrisler (2013), KET i kadinligin
da zorlu bir siiregle kazanilan ve kolayca kaybedilen bir durum olduguna dikkat
cekerek elestirmektedir. Chrisler (2013)’e gore kadinligin icra edildigi ve (toplumsal
olarak) onaylandig iki onemli nokta vardir: giizel olmak/ kadinsi ¢ekiciligi kazanmak
ve iyi bir anne olabilmek. Eger erkekler toplumsal gereksinimleri yerine getirmedigi
zaman bir imaj kaybina ugruyorlarsa, bu kadmlardan beklenen toplumsal
gereksinimlerin karsilanmadigi zaman da miimkiindiir. Bu agidan bakildiginda
Chrisler (2013) kadinlarin giizel kadin ve iyi anne imajini canli tutabilmek adina ¢ok
caba gosterdigini ve “istenen” kadinlik statiisiinii bu sekilde “kazanmaya” mecbur
birakildiklarini soylemektedir. Bu alanlarda kendini ispatlayamayan kadinlar biyolojik
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kadmliklarindan bir sey kaybetmeseler de toplumda ¢esitli alanlarda dislanmakta ve

kiigiik diisiiriilmektedir.

Bundan farkli olarak Baumeister (2010) bir kadina kadinligin1 sorgulatacak bir
davranig sergileyene dek saygi duyuldugunu, ancak bir erkegin 6nce bu saygiyi
kazanmasi ve sonra da siirdiirmek icin elinden geleni yapmasi gerektigini
belirtmektedir. Bu toplumsal saygi ve statii “iffetli” (sexually modest) olma normuyla
kadinlar1 baskilayarak verilmekte, bu da kadinligin kirilgan bir durum olup olmadigi
sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir (Winegard ve ark., 2014). Kadmnligin bu gibi sosyal
kosullara bagli olarak deger kazanmasinin kadinligin kirilganligini miimkiin kildigini,
erkekligin  kirllgan olmasimnin  kadinlik statiisinin  de kirllgan oldugunu
engellemedigini soylemektedirler. Benzer bir durum Tirkiye’deki “namus kiiltiirii”
tizerinden tartigilabilir. Tiirkiye’de kadinlar evlenene kadar bekaretlerini koruduklart,
bir ¢ocuk dogurabildikleri 6l¢lide saygir gormekte ve kadinlik statiisiinii “hak” (1)
etmektedir (Sakalli-Ugurlu ve Akbas, 2013).

Tirkiye her ne kadar erkekligin kadinhiga gore daha fazla takdir gordiigii ve
miikafatlandirildigi bir iilke olsa da (Kandiyoti, 1995), Tirkiye sosyal psikoloji
yazininda bu miikafati hak etmek admna performanslar iireten erkekligin kaygili
yapisini anlamaya ¢alisan bir galismaya rastlanmamustir. Bu ¢alisma erkekligin sosyal
yapisinin kadinliga kiyasla nasil algilandigin1 ve Tiirkiye’deki geleneksel erkeklik
ideolojisinin insanlarin kirtlgan erkeklik algilarini ne dlgtide belirledigini aragtirarak
yazindaki bu boslugu doldurmayi amaglamaktadir. Kisacasi, bu tezin temel amaci,
KET’in varsayimlarmi Tirkiye'nin kiiltiirel baglaminda sinamaktir. Bu amagla (i)
KET varsayimlarinin Tiirkiye'de gecerli olup olmadig; (ii) insanlarin erkekligi daha
biyolojik/fiziksel olarak verili algiladiklar1 kadinliga kiyasla sosyal bir durum olarak
algilayip algilamadiklari ve (iii) erkekligin kirtllgan yapisinin saldirganlik ve 6fke igin
bir zemin olusturup olusturmadigi arastirilmaktadir. Bu tezin ikincil amact ise,
erkeklik ideolojisinin, erkekligin ve kadmligin kirilganligini ne 6lgiide belirledigini

Olgmektir.
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Bu amagla, biri iligkisel ve dordii deneysel arastirma desenleriyle gergeklestirilen
toplamda bes calisma sunulmustur. Calisma 1'de, Tiirkiye'deki geleneksel erkeklik
ideolojisini 6lgen yeni bir olglim araci gelistirilmistir ve bu 6l¢ek Calisma 2’de
kullanilmistir. Calismalarin  geri kalaninda ise (Calisma 2-5), Vandello ve
arkadaglarmin “kirilgan erkeklik” onermesini yaptiklari 2008 tarihli makaledeki
calismalar1 yontemsel ve kuramsal olarak tekrarlanarak (replike edilerek) Tiirkiye
kiltirii baglaminda test edilmistir. Bu baglamda Calisma 2’de erkekligin zor
kazanilmig bir statii oldugu varsayimi sinanmustir. Buna ek olarak Calisma 2’de ayni
zamanda, erkeklik ideolojisinin onaylanmasinin insanlarin kirilgan erkeklik/kadinlik
inanglar1 iizerindeki roliinii de incelenmistir. Calisma 3'te, erkekligin kadinliga kiyasla
daha kaybedilebilir goriilecegi varsayimi sinanmistir. Calisma 4 ve Calisma 5'te ise,

erkeklik tehdidinin sirasiyla kaygi ve saldirganlik yaratip yaratmadigi arastirilmustir.
Calisma 1: Erkeklik Ideolojisi Olgegi’nin Gelistirilmesi

Erkeklik ideolojisi, bir toplumda geleneksel olarak benimsenen erkek rolii normlarina
dair kiiltiirel inanglar1 yansitir (Levant, Hall, Weigold ve McCurdy, 2016). Sosyal
psikoloji yazininda erkeklik ideolojisi genellikle bu inanglarin bireyler tarafindan ne
Ol¢iide benimsendigine bakilarak Ol¢iilmektedir (Thompson ve Pleck, 1995;
Thompson ve Bennett, 2015). Erkeklik ideolojisi 1950’lerden bu yana baskinlik,
kadinsiliktan kaginma, hayranlik ve saygi gérme, sertlik, siddet, statii, escinsellikten
nefret etme, duygusal kisitlama, risk alma, kendine giivenme veya gcapkinlik
baglaminda temsil edilmis ve bu temsilleri dikte eden normlarin kabulii tizerinden
Olgtilmistiir (inceleme yazisi igin bakiniz Sakalli-Ugurlu ve Tiirkoglu, baskida).
Ancak erkeklik ideolojisini 6lgmeye dair yapilan ¢alismalar genellikle bati kiiltiirlerine
odaklanmis ve bati1 6rneklemleri lizerinde Olgiilmiistiir. Her ne kadar “Erkek Rol
Normlar1 Olgegi” (Thompson ve Pleck, 1986) Tiirkce’ye adapte edilmis olsa da (Lease
ve ark., 2009), bu ol¢ek ¢ogunlukla bati-kiiltiriine dair erkeklik normlarimi
yansitmakta ve 6lgek maddeleri giindelik konusma diline tamamen oturmamaktadr.
Bu elestiriler ayn1 dlgegin Tiirkiye’de bir 6grenci 6rnekleminde kullanilmasindan
sonra katilimcilardan gelen geri-bildirimlere ve faktér analizi sonuglarina
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dayanmaktadir (bakiniz Tiirkoglu, 2013). Erkeklik normlarinin ve performanslarinin
kiiltiirlere, zamana ve ortama gore degistigini ve esnedigini de gbéz Oniinde
bulundurulursa (Connell, 2005), Tirkiye kiiltiirtinii daha iyi yansitan ve giindelik
temsil giicii daha yiiksek maddelerden olusan yeni bir 6lgek gelistirmek, alana 6nemli
bir katkida bulunacaktir. Bu nedenle bu calisma, erkeklige dair yazinda ¢aligilan
normlar1, Tirkiye sosyal bilimler yazininda erkeklige dair yapilan g¢alismalarin
temalarin1 ve daha once yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yapmis oldugum erkeklik
hakkindaki yiiz yiize goriismeleri harmanlayarak yeni bir madde havuzu olusturmus

ve bu maddeleri kapsamli bir 6grenci 6rnekleminde test etmeyi amaglamistir.
Yontem

Calismaya Tiirkiye’nin farkli iniversitelerinden 593 (297 erkek ve 294 kadin) 6grenci
katilmistir. Katilimcilarin yaglar1 17 ve 38 arasinda degismektedir (ORT. = 26.6).

Ogrencilere verilen anket bataryasinda bulunan 6lgekler asagida sunulmustur:

1. Erkeklik ideolojisi Ol¢egi (EiO): 11k asamada 79 madde iceren madde havuzu
ozellikle yazindaki erkeklik temalarina paralel sekilde hazirlanmigtir. Bu maddeler
daha sonra alandaki 6 uzmana gonderilmis ve uzmanlardan belirtilen temalara
uymayan, Tirk¢e konusma dilinde anlasilmasi1 giic maddeleri belirtmeleri ve varsa
yeni madde onerileri istenmistir. Uzmanlardan gelen yanitlar dogrultusunda yeniden
gdzden gecirilen 101 maddelik yeni form, 6 kisilik bir odak grup gériismesinde ODTU
sosyal psikoloji doktora 6grencileri ile igerigi ve anlasilirligi agisindan yeniden
tartistlmis ve 80 maddeye indirilmistir. 80 maddelik son form cesitli illerdeki
{iniversite  dgrencilerine uygulanmistir. Ogrenciler maddeleri 1 (kesinlikle
katilmiyorum)’den — 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum)’ya kadar olan bir aralikta

degerlendirmislerdir.

2. Erkeklere iliskin Celisik Duygular Olcegi (EICDO): 20 maddelik bu 6lgek Glick
ve Fiske (1999) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Tiirk¢e’ye Sakalli-ugurlu (2008) tarafindan

uyarlanmustir. 1ki alt dlgegi vardir: erkekler hakkinda korumact tutumlar (o= .83) ve
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diismanca tutumlar (a= .82) (bkz. Ek C). Yiiksek puanlar erkeklere yonelik daha
fazla cinsiyet¢i tutum oldugunu gostermektedir. EICDO, EIO niin gecerliligini test
etmek i¢in anket paketine dahil edilmistir. Bu ¢alismada, diismanca ve korumaci

tutumlarin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi sirasiyla. 80 ve. 89 olarak bulunmustur.

3. Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olcegi (CDCO): EiO’niin yap1 gegerliligini
gostermek i¢in, 22 maddeden olusan 6lgegin (Glick ve Fiske, 1996) Tiirkge versiyonu
(Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002) kullanilmistir. Bu 6lg¢egin her biri 11 madde olmak iizere iki alt
faktort vardir: korumact cinsiyet¢ilik (a=.78) ve diismanca cinsiyet¢ilik (o =.87).
Katilimcilar maddeleri 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum)’den 6 (kesinlikle katiliyorum)’ya
kadar olan Likert tipi bir olgek tizerinde degerlendirmislerdir. Yiiksek puanlar
kadinlara yonelik daha fazla cinsiyet¢i tutum oldugunu gostermektedir (bkz. EK D).

Bu calisma i¢in, diigmanca ve yardimsever tutumlarin i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar sirasiyla.
92 ve. 90°dur.

4. Sosyo-demografik Bilgiler: Katilimcilara cinsiyet, yas, etnik kimlik, inang ve

politik yonelimleri sorulmustur (bkz. Ek N).
Bulgular

Promax dondiirme yontemiyle yapilan Ana Bilesenler Analizi ilk asamada 10 faktorlii
bir 6lgek yapisi Onermistir. Sonrasinda ¢izgi grafigi, paralel analiz ve .30 kesme
katsayis1 da goz oniinde bulundurularak ¢akisan maddeler tespit edilmis; sonrasinda
madde-toplam analizlerine ve maddeler arasi korelasyonlara bakilarak bu maddeler
cikarilmigtir. 23 maddeye inen 6lgegin son formu dort faktorlii bir yapr gostermis ve

bu yapiyla % 57.82 varyans agiklamistir.

[k faktor olan “aile reisligi” alt maddeden olusmaktadir ve aile sahibi erkeklerle ilgili
norm ve beklentileri &lgmektedir. Ikinci faktor olan ve alti maddeden olusan
“baskinlik” belirli bir toplumda kisilerin erkeklerin baskinligini ne o6lgiide kabul

ettigini Olgmektedir. Ugiincii faktor olan ve bes maddeden olusan “duygusal

163



kisitlama”, kigilerin bir erkegin baskalar1 yaninda duygularini ifade etmesine ne 6lgiide
tolerans gosterdigini 6lgmektedir. Dordiincii ve son faktor ise “kadinsiliktan kaginma”
dir. Bu faktor alt1 maddeden olusur ve kisilerin kadmsi goriinen veya davranan

erkeklerle ilgili goriislerini anlamaya galisir (bkz. Tablo 3).

Dért faktorlii EIO niin 6lgiite dayali gegerliligini dlgmek igin, Tabachnik ve Fidel
(2007) benzer yapilar dlgen dlgeklerin kullanilmasini dnermektedir. Bu nedenle, EiQ,
EICDO ve CDCO arasindaki iliskiyi korelasyon katsayilari araciligiyla incelenmistir.
Buna gore, EIO niin tiim alt faktorlerinin benzer icerigi dlgen korumaci ve diismanca
cinsiyetcilik ve erkeklere yonelik korumaci tutumlar ile anlamli derecede iliskili
oldugu goriilmekte ve bu EIQ’niin yakimsak gecerliginin oldugunu géstermektedir.
Uzaksak gegerligi test etmek adina EIO’nin ayn1 konu dznesine iliskin tamamen farkl
bir igerigi 6lgen erkeklere yonelik diigsmanca tutumlarla olan iliskisinin anlamli olarak
diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu anlamda EIO hem yakinsak hem uzaksak gecerlige
sahip bir dlgektir (iliskisel katsayilar icin bkz. Tablo 4).

Tartisma

Acimlayici faktor analizi, Tirkiye'deki geleneksel erkeklik ideolojisinin dort ideolojik
bilesen iceren 23 maddeyle 6lgiilebilecegini ortaya koymustur. Korelasyonel analizler
EIO'in gecerli ve giivenilir bir dlgek oldugunu, dgrenci 6rneklemlerinde rahatlikla
kullanilabilecegini gdstermistir. Sonug olarak EiO, Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel ortaminda
erkeklik hakkindaki geleneksel beklentileri dort bilesenle altinda siniflandirmustir: aile

reisligi, baskinlik, duygusal kisitlama ve kadinsiliktan kaginma.

Dort faktorlii yapist normatif bir bakis agisiyla hazirlanan diger erkeklik ideolojisi
Olgekleriyle de ortiismektedir. Geleneksel erkeklik normlarma uyumu dlgen bu
Olgekler de erkekligi ¢ogunlukla statii, kadinsiliktan kaginma, saldirganlik, basari,
sertlik, kendine giivenme, kazanma, duygusal kontrol, siddet ve homofobi kapsaminda
ele almaktadir (bkz. Sakalli-Ugurlu ve Tiirkoglu, baskida). EIO ayrica hem

benzerlikleri hem de farkliliklari ortaya cikaran Tirkiye gibi erkek-egemen ve
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muhafazakar toplumlarla uyumlu 6geler sunarak Amerikan kiiltiirtine odakli erkeklik

6l¢timiine yeni bir bakis a¢is1 katmaktadir.

Ornegin, bu yeni dlgek Amerika kiiltiiriinii temel alarak gelistirilen ve Tiirkge ’ye de
bu sekilde uyarlanan Erkek Rol Normlar1 Olgegi 'ne (Thompson ve Pleck, 1986),
Tiirkiye’de daha baskin bir norm olan “aile reisligi” faktoriinii 6n plana g¢ikararak
Ozgiin bir katkida bulunmaktadir. Tiirkiye’deki giincel ¢aligmalarin da gosterdigi
tizere, aile kuran bir erkek otomatik olarak aile fertlerini koruma, sorumluluk alma,
baskasina muhta¢ olmamama gibi 6zellikler {izerinden tanimlanmakta ve bunlarin
tamami EiO’de “aile reisligi” faktoriinde bir araya gelmektedir (Sakalli-Ugurlu,
Tiirkoglu, Kuzlak ve Gupta, 2018b).

EIO'in giivenilir ve gegerli bir 6l¢iim arac1 oldugunu gosterdikten sonra, bir sonraki
calisma (Calisma 2a ve Calisma 2b) Tiirkiye’deki erkeklik ideolojisini benimsemenin
kirtlgan erkeklik/kadinlik algilart ile olan iliskisini de incelemektedir. Bu sekilde
erkeklik ideolojisini daha fazla benimseyenlerin erkekligi kadinliktan daha kirilgan
gorecekleri beklenmektedir. Erkeklik ideolojisinin destekledigi erkekligi caba ile
kazanma ve koruma durumu, bu ideoloji fazlaca benimsendigi takdirde erkeklik
itibariin zedelendigi durumlarda ortaya ¢ikan olumsuz sonuglari mesrulastirmaya da
neden olacaktir. Bu nedenle sunulacak olan iligki insanlarin davraniglarini nasil

yonlendirdigini anlamak agisindan oldukg¢a 6nemlidir.

Cahisma 2: Zor Kazanilan Bir Statii Olarak Erkeklik ve Erkeklik ideolojisinin

Araci Roli

Calisma 2, kirilgan erkeklik tezinin (KET) ilk varsayimini Tiirkiye nin kiiltiirel
baglaminda yeniden incelemeyi ve geleneksel erkeklik ideolojisinin insanlarin kirillgan
erkeklik/kadinlik inanglari iizerindeki roliinii arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir. KET in ilk
varsayimina gore, insanlar erkekligi, cogunlukla fiziksel ve biyolojik ozellikler
tizerinden algilanan kadinliga kiyasla sosyal olarak kazanilmis bir statii olarak
gormektedir (Vandello ve Bosson, 2013; Vandello ve ark., 2008). Vandello ve ark.
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(2008) erkeklik ve kadinligin kirilganligina dair inanglari iki farkli deneysel ¢alisma
ile sinamustir. Ik ¢alismalarinda insanlarin bu inanglarin1 6lgmek icin kiiltiirel olarak
daha asina olacaklar1 bazi atasézleri Uretmisler ve katilimcilara bunlara ne olgiide
katildiklarii1 sorarak dolayli bir olgtim yapmuslardir. Diger c¢alismada ise aymi
inanglar1 daha sade ve anlagilir 6l¢ek maddeleri araciligiyla dolaysiz olarak
Olgmiislerdir. Sonuglara gore Amerika oOrneklemindeki katilimeilar, erkekligi
kadinliga kiyasla daha sosyal ve kazanmasi zor bir durum olarak algilamislardir.

Orijinal ¢calismanin deseninden ve varsayimindan yola ¢ikaran bu ¢alismada

(a) Tirkiye 6rneklemindeki katilimcilarin, hem atasézii (Calisma 2A) hem de
dogrudan ifadeler (Calisma 2B) ile dl¢iildiigiinde erkekligin kadinliga kiyasla

daha zor kazanilan bir sosyal statii olarak gorecegi,

(b) Katilimcilarin, bir oglan ¢ocugun erkeklige gegisini daha sosyal
degisimlere atfederken, bir kiz ¢ocugun kadinliga gecisini daha fiziksel

degisimlere atfedecegi (Calisma 2B),

(c) Erkeklik ideolojisinin farkli bilesenlerinin, insanlarin kirilgan erkeklik /
kadmlik statiisine nasil baktigini1 belirleyecegi (Calisma 2A ve 2B)

beklenmektedir.

Cahisma 2A: Kirilgan Erkeklik ve Kadinhk inanclarinin Atasézleri araciligiyla

Ol¢iilmesi

Bu calisma, erkeklik ve kadinliga dair inanglar1 dolayli bir bigimde 6l¢mek igin
atasozlerinden faydalanmigtir. Katilimcilarin toplumsal cinsiyeti (erkek ve kadin) ve
atasozlerinin versiyonu (erkeklik ve kadinlik) bagimsiz degiskenler; erkeklik ideolojisi
aract degisken olarak kullanilmigtir. Katilimcilarin atasozlerini ne o6lgiide hakli
bulduklar1 da bagimli degisken olarak, bu atasdzlerinin anlasilirlig: ise es-degisken
olarak incelenmistir. Bu arastirmada (a) atasozleri versiyonunun temel etkisinin

olacag (erkeklik > kadinlik); (b) katilimer cinsiyetinin temel etkisi olmayacagi, aksine
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insanlarin erkeklik ve kadinliga dair gorislerinin erkeklik ideolojisi tarafindan
belirlenecegi; (c) bu nedenle, erkeklik ideolojisinin ne dlglide benimsendiginin
cinsiyet, versiyon ve kirilgan erkeklik / kadinlik arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici rol

oynayacagi beklenmektedir.
Yontem

149 (43 erkek, 106 kadin) 6grenci ekstra puan karsiliginda, ¢alismaya katilmustir.
Orneklem ODTU Psikoloji Boliimiinden segmeli ders alan lisans dgrencilerinden
olugsmakta ve yaslar1 18 ile 41 arasinda degismektedir (ORT. = 21.72, SS = 2.78)
(sosyo-demografik bilgiler i¢in Tablo 5'e bakiniz).

Bu c¢alisma online uygulama ortaminda (Qualtrics) sunulan deneysel desen ile
hazirlanmigtir. Katilhmeilar aragtirmaya katilm  baglantisma ODTU  Psikoloji
boliimiinde aktif kullanilan SONA isimli katilimci portali tizerinden ulagmuslardir.
Baglantiy1 agtiklarinda ilk olarak arastirmanin amaci hakkinda bilgilendirilmisler,
sonrasinda da segkisiz olarak ya erkeklik ya da kadinlik kosullarina atanmiglardir.
Anketi tamamladiktan sonra katilimcilara tesekkiir edilmis ve sayfa kapatilmistir.
Anket kapsaminda katilimcilar 6nce bu galisma igin tretilmis ve gercek atasdzleri
arasina yedirilmis sahte atasozlerini, sonrasinda Calisma 1 de gelistirilen 24 maddelik
erkeklik ideolojisi o6l¢egini ve sosyo-demografik bilgi formunu (bkz. Ek N)

doldurmuslardir.

Erkekligin/ kadinligin kirtlganligr hakkindaki goriisleri 6l¢ebilmek adina VVandello ve
arkadaglarinin (2008) kullandig1 6 atasozii Tirk¢e nin giindelik kullanimina uygun
olarak Tiirkge’ye c¢evrilmis ve yayginca kullanilan 24 baska atasdzii arasina

yerlestirilerek katilimeilara sunulmustur (atasozleri igin Tablo 6’ya bakiniz).
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Bulgular ve Tartisma

Katilimcilarin cinsiyeti (erkek ve kadin) ve okuduklar atasoézleri versiyonunun (kosul:
erkeklik ve kadinlik) erkekligin ve kadinligin kirilganhigina dair fikirleri iizerindeki
etkisini sinamak adina 2 (katilimer cinsiyeti) X 2 (deneysel kosul) bagimsiz gruplar
i¢in ¢oklu varyans analizi uygulanmistir. Sonuglara gore yalnizca deneysel kosulun,
yani katilimcinin atasézlerinde erkeklikle veya kadinlikla ilgili versiyonu okumasinin,
temel etkisi istatistiki olarak anlamli bulunmustur, F (1, 145) = 14.82, d = .67, p <
.001. Katilmeci cinsiyeti ve kosul ile etkilesimi anlamli bir sonu¢ vermemistir.
Atasozlerine verdikleri yanitlara bakilinca katilimeilarin erkekligin zor kazanildigini
ima eden atasozleriyle (kadinligin zor kazanildigin1 ima edenlere kiyasla) daha ¢ok

hem fikir olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.

Tirkiye’deki  geleneksel  erkeklik ideolojisinin  (atasozleri ile  Olgiilen)
erkeklik/kadinligin kirilganligina dair disiincelerine olan etkisini gérmek amaciyla
Hayes (2013) tarafindan onerilen “moderated moderation” analizi yapilmistir. Bu
modele gore erkeklik ideolojisi, deneysel kosul, katilimci cinsiyeti ve kirilgan
erkeklik/kadinlik algis1 arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici (moderator) rol tistlenmektedir.
Yani, bir kisinin benimsedigi erkeklik ideolojisinin seviyesi 0 kisinin kirtllganlik algisi
tizerinde belirleyici olacaktir. Bunun i¢in PROCESS makronun Model 3’i % 95 giiven
araliginda ve 5000 onyiikleme Orneklemiyle uygulanmistir. Bu analizde deneysel
kosul (erkeklik ve kadinlik) bagimsiz degisken, erkeklik ideolojisinin 4 bileseni
(birincil) ve katilimer cinsiyeti  (ikincil) diizenleyici degiskenler, kirilgan
erkeklik/kadinlik algisi (atasozlerine verilen yanitlar) ise bagiml degisken olarak
smanmistir. Erkeklik ideolojisinin her bir bileseni i¢in ayri model test edilmis,
toplamda 4 model testi uygulanmstir (bkz. Sekil 2). Her model testinde beklenen, tiglii
etkilesim etkisinin (katilimc cinsiyeti X kosul x erkeklik ideolojisi) istatistiki olarak
anlamli ¢ikmasidir. Bu anlamliligin ise 6zellikle erkeklik ideolojisini benimseme
seviyesi yiiksek olan erkek katilimcilarda erkekligin daha kirilgan algilanmasi

yoniinde olacagi beklenmektedir (erkek X erkeklik X yiiksek erkeklik ideolojisi).

168



Erkeklik ideolojisinin dort bileseni arasinda (aile reisligi, baskinlik, duygusalligin
kisitlanmas1 ve kadinsiliktan kaginma) yalnizca “kadimnsiliktan kaginma” bileseninin
diizenleyici etkisinin goruldigi tglii etkilesim etkisi istatistiki olarak anlamli
bulunmustur, F (7, 141) = 4.55, R%hange = .03, p < .05 (bkz. Tablo12). Bu iiglii
etkilesimin katilimci cinsiyetine gore nasil farklilastigini gérmek adima durumsal
etkilesim istatistiklerine bakilmis ve katilimci cinsiyeti X kadnsiliktan kaginma
etkilesiminin yalnizca erkekler i¢in anlamli oldugu gortlmistir, F (7, 141) = 7. 17, p
< .05. Kadnsiliktan kaginma bileseninin farkli seviyelerine bakildiginda (bkz. Tablo
13), kadinsiliktan kaginma degerleri yiiksek olan erkek katilimcilarin erkekligi daha
kirtllgan algiladigi goriilmiistir (bkz. Figiir 3).

Sonuglar bir biitiin olarak incelendiginde, ilk asamada katilimcilarin cinsiyeti fark
etmeksizin erkeklik statiisiiniin kadinlik statiisiine kiyasla daha zor kazanilan bir
toplumsal statii oldugu algist daha ¢ok kabul goérmiistiir. Bu sonu¢ arastirmanin
varsayrmini karsilamaktadir. Ote yandan, salt katilime cinsiyetinin bu statiilerle ilgili
algilart yonlendirmeyecegi, bu algiyr cinsiyet ile beraber erkeklik ideolojisini
benimseme seviyesinin etkileyecegi yoniindeki hipotez de diizenleyici degisken
analizi ile desteklenmistir. Bulgularin da gosterdigi gibi bir erkegin kadinsiliktan ne
pahasina olursa olsun uzak durmasi gerektigini diisiinen erkekler, erkekligi elde etme
stirecini daha zorlu ve sancili (kirilgan) olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Bu bulgu,
erkeklerin ¢ocukluktan itibaren erkek olmayi 6grendigi sosyallesme siirecini g6z
ontinde bulundurunca, “kiz gibi” olmaktan uzak durmak iizerine bir toplumsal cinsiyet
performans:  gelistirdiklerini  ve bunun igin zorlu siireglerden gegtiklerini

dogrulamaktadir (Ewing-Lee ve Troop-Gordon, 2011).

Cahsma 2B: Kirilgan Erkeklik ve Kadinlik Inanclarinin Dogrudan ifadelerle

Olciilmesi

Bu calisma, bir onceki ¢alismayr bagimli degiskeni atasézleri yerine dogrudan
ifadelerle olgerek atasozlerinin yaratabilecegi geleneksele uygun cevap verme

egilimini ortadan kaldirmayi amaglamaktadir. Buna ek olarak, ¢ocukluk déneminden

169



erkeklik ve kadinliga ge¢menin 6zellikle hangi siireglerden (fiziksel veya sosyal)
gectigini aragtirmaktadir. VVandello ve arkadaslari (2008) bu o6zellikle bir oglan
cocugunun erkeklige gecisinin daha sosyal-toplumsal performanslar araciligiyla; bir
kiz ¢ocugunun kadinliga gegisinin ise daha ¢ok fiziksel degisim ile miimkiin olacagi
algisinin ortaya ¢ikacagini savunmuslardir. Orijinal calismaya ek olarak bu ¢alisma
ayn1 zamanda erkeklik ideolojisinin bu beklenen iliski tizerindeki diizenleyici etkisini
arastirmaktadir. Kisacas1 Calisma 2A’da oldugu gibi bu ¢alismada da (a) katilimcilarin
erkekligim kirtlganligini 6lgen dogrudan ifadelere kadinlik ifadelerinden daha fazla
katilacagini (kosul temel etkisi), (b) erkeklik ideolojisinin (4 bilesenini) ne o6lgiide
benimsendiginin cinsiyet, versiyon ve kirilgan erkeklik/kadinlik arasindaki iligkide

diizenleyici rol oynayacagi beklenmektedir.

Yontem

Arastirmaya 135 (46 erkek, 89 kadin) iiniversite 6grencisi katilmigtir. Katilimcilarin
yaglart 18 ile 26 arasinda degismektedir (Ort. = 21.41, SS = 1.58). Calisma online
calisma baglantis1 aracilifryla SONA’da duyurulmustur. Katilimcilar goniillii katilim
formunu imzaladiktan sonra segkisiz bir sekilde ifadelerin ya erkeklik ya da kadinlik
kosullarini okumuslar ve 1 (hi¢ katilmiyorum)’den 7 (kesinlikle katiliyorum)’ye bir
oleek iizerinde yanitlarin1 vermislerdir (Kirilgan Erkeklik/ Kadinlik Inanclar: Olgegi,
bkz. EK F). Bu o6lgegin i¢ tutarlik katsayist .84 olarak bulunmustur. Sonrasinda,
cocukluktan erkeklige veya kadinliga gegis ile ilgili, okuduklar kosulla uyumlu olan,
iki ifadeyi yamitlamislardir. Ilk ifadede bu gecisin fiziksel ozelliklerin degisimiyle
gerceklestigine (“Cocukluktan erkeklige gecis fiziksel veya biyolojiktir), ikinci
ifadede ise bu gegisin sosyal kazan¢larla (“Cocukluktan erkeklige gecis toplumsal bir
seydir”) gerceklestigine dair yorumlar verilmis ve katilimcilardan bunlara ne 6lgiide
katildiklart sorulmustur (bkz. Ek F). Devaminda ise 38 maddelik toplumsal cinsiyet
rolleri ol¢egini (Zeyneloglu ve Terzioglu, 2011) doldurmus ve es-degisken olarak
analizde kontrol edilmistir (bkz., Ek G; a = .94). Katilimcilar son olarak 23 maddelik
erkeklik ideolojisi olgegini doldurmus ve sosyo-demografik bilgiler formunu
doldurduktan sonra da arastirmayi tamamlamiglardir.
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Bulgular ve Tartisma

2 (katilimci cinsiyeti: erkek ve kadin) X 2 (kosul: erkeklik ve kadinlik) es-degiskenli
bagimsiz gruplar i¢in ¢oklu varyans analizi, katilimcilarin erkeklik ve kadinligin
kirilganligint 6lgen dogrudan ifadelere verdigi yanitlar tizerinden yalmizca kosulun
istatistiksel olarak anlamli etkisi oldugunu gostermistir, F (1, 130) =18, p <.001, d =
.95. Buna gore katilimcilar erkekligi kadinliga gore daha zor kazanilan kirillgan bir

statii olarak gormiislerdir ve bu bulgu bir 6nceki ¢alismanin bulgularini tekrarlamistir.

Buna ek olarak ¢ocukluktan erkeklige (veya kadinliga) gegise dair 2 ifadeye verilen
cevaplar 2 (katilimci cinsiyeti: erkek ve kadin) X 2 (kosul: erkeklik ve kadinlik) X 2
(gecis: fiziksel ve sosyal) son faktorde tekrarli ¢ok faktorlii es-degiskenli varyans
analizi ile analiz edilmistir. Burada es degisken ilk analizdeki gibi toplumsal cinsiyet
rolii tutumlaridir. Es-degiskenin acikladigi varyans cikarildiktan sonra, erkeklige
(veya kadinliga) gegis temel etkisinin istatistiki olarak anlamli oldugu bulunmustur, F
(1, 130) = 7.67, Wilks’ A = .94, p < .001, f = .24. Ancak orijinal ¢alismanin ve
beklentinin aksine katilimcilar erkeklik veya kadinliga gecis fark etmeksizin, bu
gecisin fiziksel degisikliklere bagli olarak gergeklestigine daha ¢ok katilmislardir.

Bunun disinda beklenen kosul ve gegis etkilesimi anlamli ¢itkmamustir.

Calisma 2A da oldugu gibi, bu ¢alismada da erkeklik ideolojisinin dért ayr1 bileseninin
dogrudan ifadelere katilimlar1 tizerinde diizenleyici etkisi olup olmadigi PROCESS
makro Model 3 (Hayes, 2018) ile dort farkli modelde test edilmistir. Ilk ¢alismanin
aksine bu galismadaki dogrudan 6l¢iimler tlizerinde higbir erkeklik ideolojisi bileseni

i¢in diizenleyici etki goriilmemistir.

Calismanin sonuglart bir biitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde Tiirkiye 6rneklemindeki
katilimeilarin erkekligi dogrudan ifade olgiimlerinde de daha kirillgan gordiigii
goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu Vandello ve arkadaslarinin (2008) bulgularini
tekrarlamaktadir. Ote yandan, orijinal ¢alismanin ve beklenenin aksine bu ¢alismanin

katilimecilar1 hem erkeklige hem de kadinlhiga gecisi daha fiziksel degisimlere
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atfetmiglerdir (6rn., viicut hatlarmin degismesi, tiiylenme vb.). Bu bulgu orijinal

bulgular1 tekrarlamamustir.

Erkeklik ideolojisinin kadinsiliktan kaginma bileseni her ne kadar Calisma 2A’da
diizenleyici rol oynasa da bu calismada bir etkisi goriilmemistir. Bunun nedeni
kadinsiliktan kaginma bileseni altindaki 6lgek maddelerinin atasozleri ile daha uyumlu

algilanmas olabilir.

Calhisma 3: Kolay Kaybedilen Bir Statii Olarak Erkeklik

Bir 6nceki galigmanin bulgularini genisleten Calisma 3, kirilgan erkeklik tezinin ikinci
varsayimini test etmeyi amaglamaktadir: Insanlar erkekligi kadinliga kiyasla kolayca
kaybedilen bir durum olarak goriirler. Calisma 2’nin katilimcilar1 her ne kadar erkeklik
ve kadinliga gegisi fiziksel degisimlerle tanimlasalar da, erkekligi kazanmanin daha

zor olduguna katilmislardir.

Vandello ve arkadaslari (2008), katilimcilarinin kadinliktan ¢ok erkekligin kaybini bir
“statli kayb1” olarak gordiigiinii ortaya koymustur. Vandello ve arkadaslari (2008) eger
bir statii zor kazaniliyorsa her zaman kaybetme riskiyle kars1 karsiya oldugunu soyler.
Buna gore beklentileri, “zor kazanilan” erkekligin fiziksel ve fizyolojik olarak daha
sabit ve degismez goriilen kadinliga gore daha kolay yitirilebilecegi yoniindedir. Buna
paralel olarak, Amerikali katilimcilar erkekligin kaybini daha sosyal (isini kaybetme
vb.), kadinligin kaybimmi ise daha fiziksel (cinsiyet degistirme vb.) nedenlerle

yorumlamiglardir.

Ancak Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel ortam1 ve degerleri geregi kadinligi da erkeklik gibi
kaybedilebilir bir statii olarak gormeye miisaittir. Kadinlarin 6zellikle “namus” u
korumasi iizerinden yargilandigint gdz oniinde bulundurursak, Tirkiyeli katilimcilar
kadinligin da bu verili degerler ilizerinden kaybedilebilir algilanacagina imkan

tamimaktadir. Bu nedenle Vandello ve arkadaslarinin (2008) argiimanimnin aksine, bu
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calismanin beklentisi katilimcilarin erkekligi de kadinligi da sosyal degerler ve icralar

tizerinden kaybedilebilir olacagi yoniindedir.
Yontem

Calismaya 193 (116 kadin, 77 erkek) tiniversite 6grencisi katilmistir. Katilimcilarin
yaglar1 17- 27 arasinda degismektedir (Ort = 20.65, SS = 1.23). Tablo 16 katilimci
bilgilerini ayrintili olarak géstermektedir.

Katilimcilar aragtirmaya goniillii katilim formlarimi imzaladiktan sonra kendilerine
muglak bir ciimle okutulmustur: “Hayatimda oyle dyle seyler yasadim Ki... eskiden
kendime erkek (veya kadin) derdim, artik diyemiyorum.” Katilimcilar bu alintiy
seckisiz atandiklart kosula gore ya bir erkegin agzindan ya da bir kadinin agzindan
sOylenmis Qibi okumuslardir. Sonrasinda katilimcilara bunu sdyleyen kisinin ne
yasamis olabilecegi agik uglu bir sekilde sorulmustur. Buna verilen agik uglu yanitlarin
igerigi daha sonra iki bagimsiz arastirmaci tarafindan fiziksel (“Kulaga bir cinsiyet
degistirme operasyonu gecirmis gibi geliyor ve bu yiizden de artik kendisini erkek gibi
goriiyor”) veya sosyal (“Muhtemelen esi veya isi gibi kendisi i¢in dnemli bir seyi
kaybettigini kastediyor. Ve ondan sonra da ne kadar zayif ve eksik hissettiginden
bahsediyor”) igeriklere gore kodlanmislardir. A¢ik uglu yanitlar1 verdikten sonra ise
aragtirmacilarin durumu bir fiziksel nedenlere bir de sosyal nedenlere bagli olarak
acikladigr 2 ifade verilmis ve katilimcilara bu ifadelere ne o&lgiide katildiklari
sorulmustur (bkz. Ek H). Katilimcilar en sonda sosyo-demografik bilgi formunu

doldurarak arastirmayi tamamlamisglardir.

Bulgular ve Tartisma

Ik olarak, erkekligin ve kadinligim yitirilen bir statii olarak algilanip algilanmadigin
simamak ic¢in bagimsiz degerlendiricilerin agik uglu yanitlar1 fiziksel-sosyal olarak
kodladiklar1 kategoriler 2 (katilimci cinsiyeti: erkek ve kadin) X 2 (kosul: erkeklik ve
kadinlik) X 2 (igerik kodlamasi: fiziksel ve sosyal) son faktorde tekrarli bagimsiz
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gruplar igin ¢ok faktorlii varyans analizi yapilmistir. Bulgulara gore yalnizca igerik
kodlamasmin temel etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur, F (1, 171) =
468.34, p < .001, n? = .73. Buna gore katilimcilarm acik uglu yanitlari hem erkeklik
hem de kadinlik kayb1 durumlar igin fiziksel nedenlerden (Ort. = .05, SS= .22) ¢ok
sosyal nedenler (Ort. = .83, SS = .37) icermektedir.

Ikinci olarak, orijinal ¢alisma agik uglu yanitlar1 ayrintili bir sekilde incelememis olsa
da bu galismada verilen yanitlar igerik analizi araciligiyla incelenmistir. Bulgulara
gore katilmcilar “artik kendime erkek demiyorum” diyen birinin 6ncelikle toplumsal
beklentileri (koruma kollama, para kazanma vb.) karsilayamadigi, hemcinslerinin
uyguladigi  siddetten dolayli olarak utanmis olabilecekleri, sevdiklerini
koruyamadiklari i¢in 6yle demis olabilecegini diisiinmektedir (diger kategoriler icin
bkz. Tablo 20). “Artik kendime kadin demiyorum” diyen bir kadin igin ise agirlikli
olarak fiziksel siddete, tacize veya tecaviize ugradiklar1 ihtimali 6n plana ¢ikmistir.
Bunun yaninda baskalari tarafindan hor goriilmiis olabilecegi ve hayatta pek ¢ok seyi
zorluklarla basarmak zorunda olmaktan yorulmus olabilecegine yer verilmistir (bkz.
Tablo 20). Goriildiigi tizere hem erkeklik hem de kadnlik kaybi i¢in sosyal anlam
tasiyan sebepler daha fazla dile getirilmistir. Bu bulgular Vandello ve arkadaslarinin
buldugu sonuglari tekrarlamasa da Tiirkiye’de kadinligin da baskalariin goziinde
ozellikle bagkalarmimn dahil oldugu sosyal durumlar araciligiyla yitirilebilecegini

gostermektedir. Bu 6nemli bir kiiltiirlerarasi farkliliktir.

Ucgiincii olarak, katilimcilarin kaybin nedenlerine dair dnceden yazilmis maddelere
verdikleri yanitlar 2 (katilimcr cinsiyeti: erkek ve kadin) X 2 (kosul: erkeklik ve
kadinlik) X 2 (kayba yonelik yorum: fiziksel ve sosyal) son faktorde tekrarli bagimsiz
gruplar i¢in ¢ok faktorlii varyans analiziyle sinanmistir. Bulgular gére kayba yonelik
yorumlarin temel etkisi istatistiki olarak anlamli bulunurken, F (1, 189) = 132.28, p
<.05, d = .46, cinsiyet ve versiyonun temel etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bulunmamustir (bkz. Tablo 19). Buna gore, katilimcilar erkeklik veya kadinlik kosulu
fark etmeksizin okuduklar1 kayip durumunu fiziksel nedenlere (ORT. = 2.24, SS =
1.32) kiyasla daha sosyal nedenlere (ORT. = 3.74, SS = 1.57) atfeden maddeleri daha
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¢ok onaylamiglardir. Bu temel etki, anlamli Kosul X Yorum etkilesimi ile daha da
giiclenmistir, F (1, 189) = 6.58, p <.05, f =.18. Sekil 4’te de goriilecegi lizere,
katilimcilar erkekligin kaybini1 (ORT. = 4.04, SS = 1.55) kadinligin kaybina (ORT. =
3.43, SS = 1.53) kayasla isini veya esini kaybetmis olmak gibi daha sosyal nedenlerle
aciklayan yorumlar1 daha ¢cok benimsemislerdir, F (1, 189) = 7.51, p = .01, 5,? = .04.
Ote yandan kayba yonelik fiziksel yorumlarda erkeklik ve kadinlik kayb1 kosullari

arasinda anlamli bir farklilik goriilmemistir.

Tim sonuglar beraber yorumlandiginda Amerika o6rnekleminin aksine Tiirkiye
orneklemindeki katilimcilar kadinhigin da erkeklik kadar kaybedilebilir bir statii
oldugunu gostermisler ve agik ug¢lu yanitlarinda kadinlik kaybmin daha ¢ok
baskalarinin kadinlar iizerindeki miidahalelerine bagli olarak olusan bir itibar yitirme
durumu gibi algilandigs; erkeklik kaybinin da daha ¢ok erkeklerin bir 6zne olarak
kendi yapip-yapamadiklari {izerinden yitirilebilecegi goriilmiistir. Ancak arastirma
kapsaminda hazir olarak verilen fiziksel ve sosyal yorumlara verilen yanitlar
katilimeilarin (kadinligin kaybindan ziyade) erkeklik kaybini daha sosyal ve toplumsal

olaylar iizerinden yasadiklarinda hem fikir olmuslardir.
Cahisma 4: Toplumsal Cinsiyet Tehdidine karsihk Kayginin Artmasi

Bu calisma KET’in ii¢iincli varsayimini sinamaktadir. Bu varsayima gore eger bir
toplumsal statii zor kazaniliyorsa, bu statiiyii elde edenler toplumsal tehditler
karsisinda bu statiiyti kaybetme konusunda endiseli olmasi1 beklenir. Bu nedenle,
orijinal calismaya paralel olarak, erkeklere ve kadinlara kendi toplumsal cinsiyetlerine
yonelik tehdit geri bildirimleri verilmis ve sonrasinda da biligsel olarak bir kaygi
yasaylp yasamadiklarimi bakilmistir. Bu baglamda, erkeklik tehdidi karsisinda
erkeklerin kadinlik tehdidi karsisinda kadinlarin duyacagi kaygidan daha fazla

kaygilanacagi beklenmektedir.
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Yontem

Calismaya 124 6grenci (59 kadin, 65 erkek) katilmistir. Katilimcilarin yaglari 19-28
arasinda degismektedir (Ort = 21.97, SS = 1.57). Diger ¢alismalarda oldugu gibi bu
calismada da katilimcilar SONA sistemi {izerinden ¢alismaya dahil olmuslardir
(demografik bilgiler i¢in bkz. Tablo 21).

Katilimcilar galismaya online ¢alisma baglantisi ile ulagsmislardir. Calismaya girdikten
sonra ilk olarak goniillii katilima dair rizalarini belirtmisler, ait hissettikleri toplumsal
cinsiyet kategorisi (kadin veya erkek) sorulduktan sonra se¢imlerine uygun olarak
rasgele ya toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidi aldiklar1 ya da tehdit almadiklar1 kosullardan

birine atanmislardir.

Toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidini yaratmak adina énce BEM cinsiyet rolleri envanterini
(Bem, 1974) doldurmuslardir. Bu envanterde tipik olarak erkeksi veya kadins1 olarak
smiflandirilan 30 adet kisilik 6zelligi verilip, katilimeilara bu 6zelliklerin kendilerini
ne Ol¢iide yansittigi sorulmustur (bkz. Ek 1). Katilmcilar her ne kadar kendilerini
yansitan dogru yanitlari verseler de bu yanitlar aragtirmada yalnizca “sahte” geri
bildirim (tehdit) kosulunun daha inandirici olmasina yardimci olmustur. Sonrasinda
katilimcilara, verdigi yanitlara gore toplumsal cinsiyet skorlarinin hesaplandigi ve 30
saniye bekleyecekleri soylenmistir. Bunu takiben, tehdit kosulundaki katilimcilar
belirttikleri cinsiyete yonelik “sahte” bir geribildirim almislardir. Ornegin, tehdit
kosulundaki bir erkek katilimciya “Bu testi daha énce ODTU’de uygulamis olan
erkekler arasinda %27°lik dilime girdiniz” geribildirimi verilerek, skorlariin genel
dagilimda kadinlarinkine yakin oldugunu gosteren bir grafik sunulmustur. Bu sekilde
erkek katilimer “kadins1” olduguna dair “sahte” bir geri bildirim almistir (bkz. Sekil
5).

Tehdit olmayan kosulda ise ifade ettikleri toplumsal cinsiyetin 6zelliklerini tasidiklar
geribildirimi verilmistir. Geribildirimi aldiktan sonra katilimcilara kaygili bilissel

yapiy1 6lgmeyi amaglayan bir kelime tamamlama aktivitesi sunulmustur (bkz. Tablo
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22). Tehdit kosulundaki erkeklerin buradaki kelimelere daha kaygi anlami tasiyan
kelimelerle doldurmasi beklenmektedir. Kelimeleri tamamladiktan sonra bagkalarinin
toplumsal cinsiyet testi sonuglarim1 Ogrenmesi konusunda ne olgiide rahat
hissedecekleri (rahatlik 6l¢egi) ve bu testi bir daha alsalar performanslarinin degisip
degismeyecegine (gelecekteki test performansi) dair sorular sorulmustur (bkz. Ek J).
Son olarak katilimcilara arastirmanin asil amacini anlatan kisa bir bilgi verilmis ve

tesekkiir edilmistir.

Bulgular

Katilimcilarin (a) kelimeleri kaygi-anlamli sekilde tamamlama yiizdeleri, (b) rahatlik
Olgegi yanitlari, () gelecek performans beklentileri 2 (katilimci cinsiyeti: erkek ve
kadin) X 2 (toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidi: var ve yok) bagimsiz gruplar i¢in ¢ok faktorlii
varyans analizi araciligiyla 3 farkli testle sinanmigtir. Analiz sonuglar1 beklenen temel
ve etkilesim etkilerinin istatistiki olarak anlamli o/madigini gostermistir (bkz. Tablo
24).

Vandello ve arkadaglari (2008) Amerikan 6rnekleminde uyguladiklart ayni ¢alismada
erkeklerin erkeklik tehdidi aldiktan sonra daha fazla kaygi sozciigii tamamladigini,
kadinlarda boyle bir etki gorilmedigini bulmuslardir. Bu anlamda Tiirkiye
orneklemiyle yapilan bu ¢alisma orijinal ¢alismanin sonuglarini tekrarlamamistir. Bu
analizde higbir anlamli etki bulunamamis olmasi farkli etkenlerden kaynaklaniyor
olabilir. Ornegin, BEM toplumsal cinsiyet envanteri baz almarak verilen tehdit
katilimcilara inandirict gelmemis olabilir veya karsilastirma yapilan ayn1 kampiisteki
hemcinsleri kendileri igin bir i¢-grup temsil etmiyor olabilir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye’nin
kiiltirel yapis1 geregi baskalarinin yargisi séz konusu oldugunda kayginin artmasi ve
kayg1 sozciikleri hatirlamak hem erkekler hem kadinlar icin esit derecede miimkiin

olabilir.
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Calisma 5: Toplumsal Cinsiyet Tehdidine karsiik Ofkenin Artmasi

Calisma 4’te yaratilan tehdit sonrasi katilimcilar kaygi acisindan birbirlerinden
farklilasmadigindan bu ¢alismada farkli cinsiyet gruplarmin tehdide farkli karsilik
verecegi  varsayimi  smanmustir.  Lento-Zwolinski  (2007), aymt  tehdit
manipiilasyonunun erkekler ve kadinlar i¢in benzer tepkilerle sonuglanmayabilecegini
soylemektedir. Erkekler toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidine karsilik ¢ogunlukla fiziksel
ofke/saldirganlik gosterirken kadinlar ise iliskisel 6fke (6rnegin, sdylentiyi yaymak,
dedikodu yapmak) gostermektedir (Lento-Zwolinski, 2007). Vandello ve arkadaslar
(2008) bu varsayimla yaptiklar1 ¢alismada tehdit alan erkeklerde daha fazla fiziksel
ofke uyanirken tehdit alan kadinlarda fiziksel veya iliskisel 6fke agisindan herhangi
bir farklilik olusmadigini géstermislerdir. Tiirkiye’de de erkek ve kadinlarin 6fke ifade
bigimleri yazindaki caligmalara paralel oldugundan (Balkaya ve Sahin, 2003;
Bostanci, Coban, Tekin ve Ozen, 2007), bu calisma kapsaminda da tehdit karsisinda
erkeklerin daha ¢ok fiziksel kadinlarin ise daha cok iliskisel 6fke gosterecegi

beklenmektedir.

Yontem

Calismaya 205 (110 kadin 95 erkek) 6grenci katilmistir (demografik bilgiler i¢in bkz.
Tablo 26). Katilimcilarin yaslar1 18-45 arasinda degismektedir (Ort = 22, SS = 2.93).
Calismaya katilim siireci, tehdit kosullar1 ve uygulanan materyaller sirasiyla Caligma
4’teki materyaller ve prosediir ile tamamen aynidir. Yalnizca, bagimli degisken olarak
kaygi kelimeleri yerine fiziksel ve iliskisel 6fke kelimelerin tamamlanmasi istenmistir
(bkz. Tablo 26). Devaminda orijinal ¢alismada yer almasa da bu ¢alismada rahatlik

ol¢iimii ve gelecekteki test performansi beklentileri de 6lgtilmiistiir.
Bulgular ve Tartisma

Fiziksel ve iliskisel 6fke kelimelerini dogru tamamlama yiizdeleri, rahatlik ve gelecek

performansi Olglimiine verilen yanitlar bagimli degiskenler olarak 2 (katilimct

178



cinsiyeti: erkek ve kadi) X 2 (toplumsal cinsiyet tehdidi: var ve yok) X 2 (6fke:
fiziksel ve iliskisel) bagimsiz gruplar i¢in ¢ok faktorlii es degiskenli varyans analizi
araciligiyla 3 farkli testle smanmistir. Es degisken olarak PANAS olumsuz duygular
analize katilmistir. Bu sekilde, ortaya ¢ikacak dfke durumunun kisinin kendi olumsuz

duygularindan kaynaklanma ihtimali de ihtimal dis1 birakilmistir.

Ik varyans analizinin bulgular: &fke tipinin temel etkisinin istatistiki olarak anlamli
oldugunu goéstermektedir, F (1, 197) = 4.39, p = .04, d =.30. Katilimcilar iliskisel 6fke
(M =48.54, SD = 15.39) ile ilgili kelimeleri fiziksel 6tke kelimelerine (M = 43.62, SD
= 16.94) kiyasla tehdit kosulundan bagimsiz olarak daha dogru tamamlamislardir.
Toplumsal cinsiyet X tehdit kosulu X 6fke tiirii tiglii etkilesimi de istatistiki olarak
anlamli bulunmustur, F (1, 197) = 5.76, p = .02, f =.17. Es-degisken etkisi kontrol
edildikten sonra da tiim anlamli sonuclar aym: kalmustir (bkz. Tablo 28). Uglii
etkilesimin sonuglarina bakildiginda, bu etkilesimin yalnizca fiziksel 6fke kosulunda
marjinal olarak anlamli ¢iktig1 goriilmiistiir [F (1, 98) = 3.57, p = .06, 7> = .04, f =
.20]. Beklendigi gibi, tehdit alan erkekler (Ort = 50, SS = 17.68) tehdit alan kadinlara
(Ort =36, SS = 16.26) gore daha fazla fiziksel 6fke gostermislerdir, F (1, 197) = 4.34,
p=.04,d = .41 (bkz. Sekil 7). Ancak, iliskisel 6fke kosulunda toplumsal cinsiyete ve

tehdit kosuluna gore anlamli bir farklilik gézlenmemistir.

Ikinci varyans analizinde, toplumsal cinsiyet x tehdit kosulu x &fke tiirii iiglii
etkilesiminin test sonuglarinin bagkalariyla paylasilmasi durumunda hissedilecek
rahatlik tizerinde istatistiki olarak anlamli bulunmustur, F (1, 197) = 6.65, p = .01, f
=.18. Buna gore, fiziksel 6tke kelimelerini tamamlayanlar arasinda tehdit alan erkekler
(Ort = 3.04, SS = 1.45) tehdit alan kadinlara (Ort = 4.88, SS =1.75) kiyasla
bagkalarinin test sonuglarini 6grenmesinden daha fazla rahatsizlik duyacaklarini

belirtmislerdir, F (1, 197) = 8.38, p = .00, #p> = .04, f = .20 (bkz. Sekil 8).

Bu c¢alisma, orijinal kirilgan erkeklik ¢alismasinin bulgularini tekrarlamistir. Orijinal
calisma da (Vandello ve ark., 2008), katilimci cinsiyet, cinsiyet tehdidi ve saldirganlik

tiirli arasinda ti¢ yonlii bir etkilesim oldugunu gostermistir. Buna gére hem Amerika
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hem Tirkiye 6rnekleminde erkeklerde cinsiyet tehdidi karsisinda kadinlardan daha
fazla fiziksel 6fke uyanmakta ancak kadinlarin iliskisel 6fke seviyelerinde tehdide

bagl bir farklilik goriilmemektedir.

Genel Tartisma

Bu ¢alisma Vandello ve arkadaslarinin (2008) ortaya atmis oldugu Kirilgan Erkeklik
Tezi (KET)’ni Tiirkiye nin kiiltiirel ortaminda tekrarlamayi ve ayni zamanda kirilgan
erkeklik ve kadmliga dair diisiincelerin insanlarin benimsedigi erkeklik ideolojisi ile
olan iliskisini arastirmistir. Bu amagla toplamda bes calisma gerceklestirilmistir. Tk
caligmada, Tirkiye’de erkeklik ideolojisini Glgmeyi amaglayan yeni bir odlgek
gelistirilmistir. Bulgulara gore Tiirkiye’de geleneksel erkeklik aile reisligi, baskinlik,

duygusal kisitlama ve kadinsiliktan kaginma olarak dort faktor altinda 6l¢iilmektedir.

KET’in varsayimlarimi test eden diger dort galismanin bulgulari ise Tirkiye’de
insanlarin erkekligi kadinliga nazaran daha zor kazanilan bir statii olarak gordigii
(Calisma 2A) ve bu algmin kadinsiliktan ka¢inmanin erkeklik i¢in olmazsa olmaz
oldugunu benimseyen erkeklerce daha fazla benimsendigini gostermistir. Bu anlamda
zorlu eylemlerle elde edilen erkekligin 6zellikle isini -esini kaybetmek gibi toplumsal
ve sosyal nedenlere bagli olarak kaybedilme tehlikesi tasiyan bir statii oldugu ortaya
konmustur (Calisma 3). Ancak, katilimcilarin yaptiklart agik uglu yorumlarda
kadinligin da 6zellikle siddete, tacize ve tecaviize ugrama sonucunda kaybedilebilecek
bir statii olarak algilandigi bulunmustur. Buna gore Tiirkiye’de hem erkeklik hem
kadinlik kaybedilme riski tasiyan sosyal statiiler olarak algilanmaktadir. Bunlari
farklilastiran nokta ise erkeklik kaybinin toplumsal beklentileri gergeklestirememek
tizerinden bireysel ¢abaya bagli olarak algilanmasi, kadinlik kaybinin ise daha gok
bagkalarinin kadina uyguladig siddet-taciz-tecaviize bagl olarak algilanmasidir. Bu
durumda yitirilen itibar1 yeniden kazanmak kadinlar agisindan pek miimkiin
goriinmemektedir. Bunlara ek olarak Calisma 4 ve 5 kazanilan bir statiiniin her zaman
kaygan bir zeminde ayakta durmaya ¢abalayacagini ve bu nedenle de herhangi bir

tehdit karsisinda kaygi ve 6fke hissedip hissetmedigini sorgulamistir. Ancak bulgular
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yalnizca tehdit algilayan erkeklerin zihinlerinde daha fazla fiziksel 6fke diisiincesi

belirdigini gostermistir.

Tim ¢alismalar1 biitiinctil bir sekilde yorumlayacak olursak, Tiirkiye’de erkeklik
cabayla elde edilen, kaybedilebilen ama bu 6zelligiyle kadinliktan farklilasmayan,
tehdit algilamaya daha agik ve tehdit algilayinca fiziksel 6fke diistinceleri kolayca
uyanan kirilgan bir statiiye sahiptir. Kadinliga gelince, tiim c¢alismalarda erkekligin
karsisinda konumlandirilan kadinlik, erkeklikle kiyaslaninca zor kazanilan bir statii
olarak goriilmemekte daha ziyade verili bir biyolojik durum gibi algilanmaktadir.
Ancak kadmligin kaybi séz konusu oldugunda insanlar kadinligin da baskalarinin
goziinde Yyitirilebilen bir durum oldugunu ve bunun da 6zellikle kadina yoneltilen
siddet-taciz-tecaviiz gibi kadinin kontroliinde olmayan dis miidahaleler araciligiyla
olabilecegini diistinmislerdir. Her ne kadar vyitirilebilen bir durumun her an yitirme
korkusuyla tetikte ve kaygili olmasi, toplumsal cinsiyetine yonelik tehditler karsisinda
bir tepki olarak 6fke gosterebilecegi varsayilsa da kadinligin yitirilmesi baglaminda
boyle bir kaygi ya da 6fke durumu ortaya ¢ikmamustir.

Bu sekliyle ¢alismalar Vandello ve arkadaslarinin (2008) erkekligin daha zor
kazanilan bir statii olarak algilandigi; tehdidin erkeklerde daha fazla fiziksel 6fke
yarattigi ve erkeklik kaybinin daha toplumsal ve sosyal nedenlere baglandig
bulgularimi tekrarlamaktadir. Ancak, kayba yonelik verilen yorumlara katilimlariyla
erkekligin kadinliga kiyasla daha “kaybedilebilir” bir statii oldugu ve erkeklerin tehdit
karsisinda daha fazla kaygi yasayacaklari bulgusunu tekrarlamaktadir. Bu durumda
Tiirkiye’de kadinlarin genellikle cinsel saflik-temizlik ve kadin namusu iizerinden
baski gordiigii bir namus kiiltiiriiniin olmasi (Sakalli-Ugurlu & Akbas, 2013),
kadinligin geri kazanma ihtimali olmadan bir itibar ve namus kaybi olarak
goriildiigiine isaret etmektedir. Ancak namusun kadinhigim kaybimi erkekligin
kaybindan farklilastirip farklilastirmadigini bu konuyu odagina alan yeni ¢alismalarda

test etmek gerekmektedir.
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