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Article

As part of his penmanship and character training, 16-year-old 
George Washington had copied the quote “Associate yourself 
with men of good quality if you esteem your own reputation; 
for it is better to be alone than in bad company” which was 1 
of the 110 Rules of Civility and Decent Behavior in Company 
and Conversation originally composed by French Jesuits. 
Although, at first, this civility rule seems outdated, modern 
social psychological literature shows that striving to have a 
“good” reputation is a fundamental goal of humans, and one’s 
reputation can be damaged by the company they keep 
(Goffman, 1963; Pryor et al., 2012). But what makes a man of 
“good” quality? Although many traits can contribute to per-
ceiving a man as of “good” quality, one salient trait of a 
“good” man across cultures is avoiding all things feminine 
(Gilmore, 1990; Thompson & Pleck, 1986). Throughout the 
history, feminine men have been perceived as less valuable to 
traditional male coalitions due to lacking qualities such as 
strength, toughness, and courage (Winegard et al., 2016), and 
consequently often been targets of harassment, hate, ridicule, 
and social exclusion, especially by other men (Fone, 2000).

In the current research, we argue that Washington’s quote 
may hint at a mechanism that could drive certain expressions 
of anti-effeminacy bias. Specifically, we suggest that some 

men may be reluctant to befriend feminine men because of 
concerns that their reputation may be damaged by associa-
tion with targets who lack traits valuable to masculine coali-
tions (e.g., strength, toughness, dominance). Importantly, we 
suggest that this mechanism of anti-effeminacy bias is likely 
to be amplified among men who are more sensitive to their 
own reputation (i.e., masculine honor-oriented men).

The Patterns of Anti-Effeminacy Bias 
and Contemporary Explanations

Ample research shows that people judge men more nega-
tively than women for having gender nonconforming expres-
sions, and it is especially other men who show negative bias 
against gender nonconforming men (e.g., Feinman, 1981; 
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Herek, 2000; Horn, 2007; Kite & Whitley, 1996). Several 
accounts have been put forward to explain this pattern in 
anti-effeminacy bias. One account provided by the homo-
sexual stigmatization hypothesis suggests that there is a 
stronger perceived link between gender roles and sexual ori-
entation for men than for women: A man who deviates from 
gender role expectations is more likely to be considered a 
homosexual than a woman. Evidence for this hypothesis 
includes findings demonstrating that male targets presented 
as having traits and mannerisms associated with the other sex 
lead to stronger perception of them being homosexual, but 
no such difference is observed for female targets (Deaux & 
Lewis, 1984; Martin, 1990; McCreary, 1994). According to 
this hypothesis, men’s (vs. women’s) stronger anti-effemi-
nacy bias is driven by their perception of gender noncon-
forming male (vs. female) targets as more likely to be 
homosexual (e.g., Bosson et al., 2005).

An alternative account proposed by the coalitional value 
theory (CVT) asserts that anti-effeminacy bias is due to per-
ceiving feminine men as lacking traits that are beneficial to 
traditionally masculine coalitions such as strength, tough-
ness, and dominance (Winegard et al., 2016). According to 
the CVT, a long evolutionary history of between-coalitional 
competition and combat endowed men with a suite of psy-
chological propensities designed to successfully form and 
regulate coalitions. These evolved psychological propensi-
ties manifest in a tendency to inspect the coalitional value of 
potential partners, and prefer and reward those who possess 
traits and skills that increase the coalition’s success. Although 
not yet empirically tested, the CVT also states that women 
display anti-effeminacy bias less than do men because 
women have not faced the selective pressures of coalitional 
conflict, and thus have not evolved psychological tendencies 
to inspect and vet men’s coalitional value to the same extent 
as men (Winegard et al., 2016).

A number of studies provide support for the CVT account 
of anti-effeminacy bias. For example, Winegard et al. (2016) 
found that men perceived male targets as lacking traits valu-
able to masculine coalitions such as dominance, strength, 
and assertiveness, when these targets were presented as hav-
ing feminine interests, but not when they were presented as 
gay. Moreover, men with feminine interests, but not gay 
men, were less preferred for masculine activities (e.g., foot-
ball and soldiering), and these ratings were due to perceiving 
them as lacking masculine traits. Further support for the 
CVT account comes from studies showing that both hetero-
sexual and gay men are more biased against feminine than 
masculine gay men (Glick et al., 2007; Hunt et al., 2016).

In the current research, we aimed to test the CVT and the 
homosexual stigmatization accounts by applying them to a 
particular expression of anti-effeminacy bias: friendship 
reluctance. We also aimed to extend the CVT account by 
examining whether men’s reluctance to befriend feminine 
targets is driven by concern with losing reputation by asso-
ciation with these targets. To substantiate our hypothesis, we 
turn to theory and research on reputation by association.

Reputation by Association Concerns

Effectively managing one’s reputation is crucial for survival 
because who gets to participate in cooperative coalitions 
depends on individuals’ reputation. Because bad reputation 
can block one’s prospects for cooperating with others, people 
strive to avoid reputation damage by attending to cues and 
situations that might put one’s reputation at risk and adjust-
ing their actions to manage observers’ impressions (Sperber 
& Baumard, 2012).

Reputation can be damaged by a person’s own actions, but 
also by the company they keep (Pryor et al., 2012). For exam-
ple, reputation-by-association effects have been documented 
to occur for stigmatized individuals (e.g., disabled, mentally 
unhealthy, or overweight individuals; Burk & Sher, 1990; 
Goldstein & Johnson, 1997; Hebl & Mannix, 2003). Of par-
ticular relevance, Sigelman et al. (1991) found that a man who 
voluntarily chooses to associate with a gay man (by choosing 
him as a roommate) is perceived as possessing many of the 
same traits associated with gay men, such as weak, unmanly, 
and passive. Similarly, Neuberg et al. (1994) found that people 
reported more discomfort in a social interaction with a hetero-
sexual man after watching a videotape of this man interacting 
with a gay friend. Applying these findings to anti-effeminacy 
bias, we argue that men may avoid befriending feminine men 
(who are perceived as lacking value in stereotypically mascu-
line tasks) because they may intuit that such an association 
could lead observers to make similar negative attributions and 
damage their own reputation.

Individual Differences in Masculine 
Honor Ideals

Many contextual and individual difference factors may mag-
nify men’s bias against feminine men. Several studies 
showed that anti-effeminacy bias is stronger among men 
who belong to masculine coalitions or subcultures (e.g., con-
tact sports teams, military, street gangs; Adams, 2013; Herek, 
1993; Lingiardi et al., 2005) and who adhere to traditional 
norms of masculinity (e.g., Keiller, 2010; Wilkinson, 2004).

A related factor that may heighten anti-effeminacy bias 
may be individual differences in men’s masculine honor 
endorsement. Individual men differ in how much they 
believe masculine reputation is an important matter for a 
man’s identity, depending on their culture of origin, social-
ization, or predisposition (e.g., Saucier & McManus, 2014). 
Studies found that men who strongly adhere to masculine 
honor ideals tend to be more receptive to potential cues and 
situations that may threaten their reputation, respond to repu-
tation threats more aggressively, and engage in more stereo-
typically masculine behaviors (e.g., building a muscular 
physique, participation in masculine sports, avoiding partici-
pation in activities such as childcare) to protect and maintain 
their reputation (Gul & Uskul, 2019; Saucier & McManus, 
2014; Saucier et al., 2018; Saucier et al., 2016). Building on 
this research, we propose that men who strongly endorse 
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masculine honor may be more reluctant to associate with 
targets lacking coalitional value in masculine activities as 
they may reflect negatively on their reputation.

The Present Research

Across three studies, we tested our proposed mechanism 
through which men express anti-effeminacy bias, focusing 
on friendship reluctance as a particular expression of it. 
Study 1 focused on testing our prediction based on the CVT 
account: Men’s reluctance to befriend feminine men is pri-
marily driven by perceiving them as lacking coalitional value 
in traditionally masculine tasks, but not by perceiving them 
as homosexual, and that this relationship is amplified among 
perceivers who strongly endorse masculine honor ideals. 
Studies 2 and 3 extended the CVT account by focusing on 
reputation concerns, and tested the prediction that men’s 
reluctance to befriend feminine men is driven by concern 
with losing reputation by association with targets lacking 
coalitional value.

Following methods used by other researchers (e.g., Glick 
et al., 2007; Hunt et al., 2016), we asked participants to eval-
uate profiles describing a male target who has feminine or 
masculine gender expressions. We used different operation-
alization of “reluctance to befriend” by assessing likelihood 
of being friends (Study 1) and desire to be friends (Studies 2 
and 3). Moreover, in Studies 1 and 2, we recruited samples 
from two different cultures (United Kingdom and Turkey). A 
large body of literature suggests that Turkey has an “honor 
culture” with strong norms that emphasize the importance of 
reputation and traditional masculinity (e.g., Uskul & Cross, 
2019), whereas the United Kingdom has a “dignity culture” 
with egalitarian gender roles and less focus on honor (e.g., 
Guerra et al., 2013; Gul & Uskul, 2019). We predicted that 
our proposed individual-level mechanism would hold simi-
larly in both samples, with possibly larger effect sizes in the 
Turkish than the UK sample.

In Study 1, we also examined female perceivers and 
female targets. If men exhibit more anti-effeminacy bias than 
women because of facing the sex-specific selective pressures 
of coalitional conflict which have led to an evolved tendency 
to estimate male (not female) targets’ coalitional value and 
prefer to affiliate with those high on coalitional value 
(Winegard et al., 2016), then findings should not generalize 
to female perceivers or female targets. Finally, we aimed to 
rule out alternative explanations by testing whether our pro-
posed anti-effeminacy bias explanation continues to hold 
after controlling men’s perceived similarity to targets and 
social dominance orientation (Studies 2 and 3). By simulta-
neously putting several accounts of anti-effeminacy bias to 
test, and extending the CVT view by focusing on reputation 
concerns and individual differences in masculine honor 
endorsement, our research contributes to understanding of 
how certain expressions of anti-effeminacy bias arise.

Study 1

In Study 1, we tested the prediction that men would perceive 
feminine (vs. masculine) male targets as lower on masculine 
coalitional value and report more reluctance to befriend fem-
inine (vs. masculine) male targets, and that these differences 
would be more pronounced among high (vs. low) honor-ori-
ented men. In addition, we tested the prediction based on the 
CVT account that men’s reluctance to befriend feminine (vs. 
masculine) male targets would be explained by perceiving 
these targets as lacking masculine coalitional value, rather 
than as homosexual. Finally, we examined the prediction that 
the associations observed with men and male targets would 
not generalize to female perceivers or to female targets.

Method

Participants
U. K. sample.  Inputting a small effect size (β = .15) into 

G*Power determined a sample size of 344 at 80% power 
for a three-predictor multiple regression analysis. The rec-
ommended sample was increased by approximately 30% to 
allow for exclusions based on incomplete responses. Final 
data consisted of 446 students recruited from a British uni-
versity and via Prolific Academic (238 women; Mage = 21.27, 
SDage = 5.24; 72% self-reported as White British).

Turkey (TR) sample.  We recruited 375 students from dif-
ferent universities across Turkey through social media (190 
women; Mage = 24.07, SDage = 4.15; 81% self-reported as 
Turkish).

Design and procedure.  Participants were randomly assigned 
to one of the four conditions in a 2 (target sex: male vs. 
female) × 2 (gender expression: feminine vs. masculine) 
between-subjects design. They read a profile of a target male 
or a female described as having either feminine or masculine 
interests (see Supplemental Material [SM] for the profiles, 
and see Table 1 for the n in each condition). After reading the 
profiles, participants indicated their perception of the target 
on several characteristics.

Measures
Manipulation check for target’s gender expression.  On a sin-

gle item, participants rated their perception of the target as 
feminine or masculine (1 = extremely feminine, 5 = neither 
masculine nor feminine, 9 = extremely masculine).

Perceived coalitional value.  Participants rated the target’s 
coalitional value in four masculine traits taken from Win-
egard et  al. (2016) on 9-point bipolar scales: submissive–
dominant, timid–tough, weak–strong, cowardly–courageous.

Likelihood of being friends.  Participants rated two items ask-
ing how likely they would be friends with the target and how 
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likely they would enjoy interacting with the target (1 = very 
unlikely, 7 = very likely).

Perceived homosexuality.  On a single item, participants 
rated the likelihood of the target to be homosexual (1 = very 
unlikely, 7 = very likely). Due to an oversight, this was mea-
sured only in the U.K. sample.

Masculine honor ideals.  Participants completed the 16-item 
Honor Ideology for Manhood (HIM) scale by Barnes et al. 
(2012) which consists of eight statements tapping into the 
characteristics of what should define a “real men” (e.g., “a 
real man is seen as tough in the eyes of his peers”) and eight 
statements tapping into men’s right to demonstrate physi-
cal aggression for personal and reputational defense (e.g., 
“A man has the right to act with physical aggression toward 
another man who calls him an insulting name”; 1 = strongly 
disagree, 9 = strongly agree). The HIM scale allows for 
measuring both men’s and women’s adherence to masculine 
honor ideals. Scores on the HIM scale did not differ between 
the conditions (all ts < 1).

Results

Table 2 presents bivariate correlations and scale reliabilities, 
and Table 3 presents means and standard deviations by target 
sex and gender expression in the U.K. and TR samples. 
Supplemental Table S1 presents measurement invariance 
tests of the HIM scale in the two samples.

Manipulation check for target’s gender expression.  The femi-
nine male and the feminine female targets were perceived as 
more feminine than the masculine male and the masculine 
female targets, respectively—U.K. sample: male targets: 

t(216) = 18.98, p < .001, d = 2.56; female targets: t(216) = 
20.17, p < .001, d = 2.73; TR sample: male targets: t(180) 
= 14.86, p < .001, d = 2.20; female targets: t(176) = 9.82, 
p < .001, d = 1.47. Thus, the manipulation of target’s gender 
expression was successful.

Moderation by masculine honor ideals.  First, we examined 
whether men perceive feminine (vs. masculine) male targets 
as lower on masculine coalitional value, more likely to be 
homosexual, and report more friendship reluctance, and 
whether these effects are contingent upon men’s endorse-
ment of masculine honor ideals. Toward this end, we con-
ducted a set of moderation analyses using PROCESS (Model 
1; Hayes, 2018) by mean centering the predictors for the 
computation of the interaction term. We calculated bias-cor-
rected 95% confidence intervals (CIs) with 10,000 bootstrap 
samples for the conditional effects. Model summaries and 
the conditional effects are presented in Tables 4 and 5, 
respectively, and Figure 1 presents the simple slopes at high 
and low levels of HIM.

Perceived coalitional value.  In both samples, overall, men 
perceived feminine (vs. masculine) male targets as lower on 
masculine coalitional value. Conditional effects showed that 
in the U.K. sample, men with high HIM were more likely to 
perceive the feminine (vs. masculine) male target as lower on 
masculine coalitional value. This was also the case for men 
with low HIM, but the association was less strong. Similarly, 
in the TR sample, men with high HIM were more likely to 
perceive the feminine (vs. masculine) male target as lower 
on masculine coalitional value, but this was not the case for 
men with low HIM.

Likelihood of being friends.  In both samples, men’s likeli-
hood of friendship did not differ between the feminine ver-
sus masculine male target. Conditional effects showed that 
in the U.K. sample, men with high HIM were less likely to 
befriend the feminine (vs. masculine) male target, whereas 
men with low HIM were marginally less likely to befriend 
the masculine (vs. feminine) male target. Similarly, in the TR 
sample, men with high HIM were less likely to befriend the 
feminine (vs. masculine) male target, whereas men with low 
HIM were less likely to befriend the masculine (vs. femi-
nine) male target.

Female perceivers and female targets.  To test whether these 
associations observed are unique to men and their assess-
ment of male targets, we conducted the same moderation 
analyses with women as perceivers and targets. Model sum-
maries and conditional effects for women perceiving male 
targets (Supplemental Tables S2 and S3), men perceiving 
female targets (Supplemental Tables S4 and S5), and women 
perceiving female targets (Supplemental Tables S6 and S7) 
are presented in SM.

Table 1.  Overview of the Number of Participants Included in 
Each Condition and in Each Sample in Studies 1, 2, and 3.

Male targets Female targets

  Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine

Study 1 (U.K. sample)
  Male participants 51 55 51 51
  Female participants 61 58 59 60
Study 1 (TR sample)
  Male participants 47 52 43 43
  Female participants 47 42 51 50
Study 2 (U.K. sample) – –
  Male participants 53 55 – –
Study 2 (TR sample) – –
  Male participants 56 68 – –
Study 3 (U.K. sample) – –
  Male participants 76 75 – –

Note. Female participants and female targets were used only in Study 1.
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Regarding coalitional value, results showed that women 
perceived the feminine (vs. masculine) male and female tar-
gets as lower on masculine coalitional value only in the U.K. 
sample. Men perceived the feminine (vs. masculine) female 
targets as lower on masculine coalitional value in both the 
U.K. and TR samples. The interaction effect was significant 
only in the U.K. sample and only with regard to women’s 
perceived coalitional value of the male targets. But the pat-
tern of this interaction effect was different from the pattern 
observed among men. Only women with low HIM were 
more likely to perceive the feminine (vs. masculine) male 

target as lower on coalitional value, and women with high 
HIM did not differ in their perception.

Regarding friendship, in both samples, women’s reluctance 
to befriend feminine versus masculine male targets did not dif-
fer, and neither men nor women differed in their reluctance to 
befriend feminine versus masculine female targets. None of 
the interaction effects were significant. In summary, anti-
effeminacy bias expressed in the form of friendship reluctance 
was unique to men’s evaluations of male targets, and, as 
expected, did not generalize to women’s perception of female 
or male targets, or men’s perception of female targets.

Table 4.  Study 1: Model Summary for the Association Between Target’s Gender Expression (GE), Masculine Honor Ideals (HIM), the 
GE × HIM Interaction, and Outcome Variables for Men and Male Targets.

Predictors

Perceived coalitional value Likelihood of being friends Perceived homosexuality

Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI

Study 1 (U.K. sample)
  GE .68*** .11 [0.45, 0.90] .05 .14 [−0.22, 0.33] −.67*** .09 [−0.85, −0.49]
  HIM −.05 .07 [−0.19, 0.09] −.15† .09 [−0.32, 0.02] .08 .06 [−0.03, 0.19]
  GE × HIM .16* .07 [0.02, 0.31] .25** .09 [0.08, 0.42] −.14* .06 [−0.25, −0.03]
  R2 = .32, F(3, 87) = 13.61, p < .001 R2 = .12, F(3, 87) = 3.78, p = .013 R2 = .42, F(3, 87) = 21.06, p = .001
Study 1 (TR sample)
  GE .38* .16 [0.07, 0.69] −.03 .14 [−0.30, 0.24] – – –
  HIM −.00 .09 [−0.18, 0.18] −.14† .08 [−0.30, 0.02] – – –
  GE × HIM .17 .09 [−0.02, 0.35] .35*** .08 [0.19, 0.51] – – –
  R2 = .11, F(3, 77) = 3.15, p = .029 R2 = .20, F(3, 77) = 6.57, p = .0005  

Note. Gender expression (feminine = −1, masculine = 1). Unstandardized coefficients are presented.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 3.  Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations by Participant Sex, Target Sex, and Target’s Gender Expression on Dependent 
Variables.

Study 1 (U.K. sample) Study 1 (TR sample) Study 1(U.K. sample) Study 1 (TR sample)

  Male targets Male targets Female targets Female targets

  Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine

  M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Male participants
  Perceived femininity–masculinitya 3.41 (1.61) 7.08 (1.16) 3.89 (1.10) 6.40 (1.09) 2.78 (1.32) 5.78 (1.55) 3.10 (1.16) 5.29 (1.69)
  Perceived coalitional valueb 4.89 (1.04) 6.30 (1.18) 5.27 (1.19) 6.09 (1.56) 5.76 (1.15) 6.72 (0.86) 5.61 (1.57) 6.69 (1.61)
  Likelihood of being friendsc 4.33 (1.33) 4.47 (1.49) 5.22 (1.39) 5.44 (1.24) 4.58 (1.12) 4.93 (1.12) 5.66 (1.36) 5.65 (1.48)
  Masculine honor idealsd 4.25 (1.62) 4.11 (1.70) 5.76 (1.57) 5.28 (1.81) 4.54 (1.34) 4.49 (1.66) 5.38 (1.28) 5.30 (1.67)
  Perceived homosexualitye 5.07 (1.00) 3.72 (0.80) – – 3.94 (0.91) 4.00 (1.11) – –
Female participants
  Perceived femininity–masculinitya 3.37 (1.53) 7.17 (1.50) 4.13 (1.26) 6.52 (0.96) 2.32 (1.07) 5.97 (0.95) 3.42 (0.96) 5.09 (1.32)
  Perceived coalitional valueb 5.76 (1.05) 6.49 (1.38) 5.80 (1.56) 5.80 (0.93) 5.28 (1.20) 6.92 (1.23) 5.66 (1.88) 5.62 (2.49)
  Likelihood of being friendsc 4.96 (1.26) 4.41 (1.04) 6.26 (0.94) 5.98 (0.70) 4.53 (1.17) 4.58 (1.36) 5.85 (0.93) 6.22 (1.04)
  Masculine honor idealsd 4.09 (1.77) 3.87 (1.49) 3.68 (1.69) 4.31 (1.87) 3.74 (1.39) 3.83 (1.46) 3.71 (1.47) 3.81 (1.72)
  Perceived homosexualitye 5.00 (0.98) 3.54 (1.00) – – 3.48 (1.11) 4.21 (0.75) – –

a9-point scale (1 = extremely feminine, 9 = extremely masculine). b9-point bipolar scale (1 = extremely high, 9 = extremely low). c7-point scale (1 = very 
unlikely, 7 = very likely). d9-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree). e7-point scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely).
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Test of the coalitional value account.  To test our prediction that 
men’s reluctance to befriend feminine (vs. masculine) male 
targets would be explained by perceiving them as lacking 
masculine coalitional value, and that this would be more pro-
nounced for high (vs. low) honor-oriented men, we con-
ducted a moderated mediation analysis using PROCESS 
(Hayes, 2018; Model 59). We calculated bias-corrected 95% 
CIs for direct and indirect effects with 10,000 bootstrap sam-
ples (see Figure 2 and Table 6 for results).

In the U.K. sample, the indirect effect of feminine (vs. 
masculine) target via perceived masculine coalitional value 
on friendship reluctance was significant for men with high 
HIM and low HIM, albeit the indirect effect was stronger for 
men with high HIM. In the TR sample, the indirect effect of 
feminine (vs. masculine) target via perceived masculine 
coalitional value on friendship reluctance was significant 
only for men with high HIM. Thus, our predictions based on 
the coalitional value account were supported.

Test of the homosexual stigmatization account.  Results 
revealed a significant interaction effect on friendship reluc-
tance. However, the indirect effects of feminine (vs. mascu-
line) gender expression via perceived homosexuality on 
friendship reluctance were nonsignificant for both men with 
high HIM, b = .08, SE = .21, CIs = [−0.36, 0.47], and men 
with low HIM, b = −.04, SE = .15, CIs = [−0.30, 0.28], 
indicating that the homosexual stigmatization account was 
not supported.

Discussion

Study 1 conducted using two different samples supported 
our predictions derived from the CVT account by showing 
that men perceived feminine (vs. masculine) male targets as 
lower on masculine coalitional value and reported more 
reluctance to befriend feminine (vs. masculine) male tar-
gets. As predicted, these differences were generally observed 
among high (but not low) honor-oriented men, who are 
more sensitive to reputational concerns. In addition, high 

honor-oriented men’s reluctance to befriend feminine (vs. 
masculine) male targets was explained by perceiving the 
feminine (vs. masculine) targets as lacking masculine coali-
tional value, but not by perceiving them as homosexual. 
Further supporting to the CVT account, these associations 
held only for men’s evaluation of male targets, but did not 
generalize to men’s perception of female targets, or wom-
en’s perception of male/female targets. Finally, high honor-
oriented men, regardless of whether they are from an honor 
or a dignity culture, were generally more receptive to 
inspecting other men’s coalitional value and avoiding 
friendships with those whom they perceive as lacking it.

Study 2

The aim of Study 2 was to replicate Study 1 results obtained 
with men and male targets using new samples from the 
United Kingdom and Turkey, and to extend the CVT account 
by introducing reputation maintenance concerns in our 
model. Thus, Study 2 tested the prediction that perceived 
reputation loss by association with targets lacking masculine 
coalitional value should predict men’s reluctance to befriend 
feminine (vs. masculine) men.

What would observers think of a man if they see him 
associated with another man who holds feminine characteris-
tics? This may depend on who the observers are because dif-
ferent observers would value different affordances in a man 
(Cottrell et  al., 2007). The presence of observers would in 
turn create motives for the actor to possess the traits valued 
by those observers, and to intuitively develop alertness to his 
reputation for those valued traits (Sperber & Baumard, 
2012). If men’s reluctance to befriend a feminine man is 
essentially a manifestation of psychological mechanisms 
designed to form and maintain coalitions, then a man should 
especially be concerned of how his male friends would per-
ceive him if they saw him associated with a feminine man. 
However, a man’s unwillingness to befriend a feminine man 
may be driven by goals other than coalitional reasons. For 
instance, if the observers are women (i.e., potential sexual 

Table 5.  Study 1: Conditional Effects of Gender Expression on the Outcome Variables at Low Levels (M − 1 SD) and High Levels (M + 
1 SD) of Masculine Honor Ideals (HIM) for Men and Male Targets.

Perceived coalitional value Likelihood of being friends Perceived homosexuality

  Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI

Study 1 (U.K. sample)
  Low HIM .41* .16 [0.08, 0.73] −.36† .20 [−0.75, 0.04] −.44 .13 [−0.70, −0.18]
  High HIM .94*** .16 [0.62, 0.27] .46* .20 [0.07, 0.85] −.90 .13 [−1.16, −0.65]
Study 1 (TR sample)
  Low HIM .09 .23 [−0.36, 0.55] −.63** .20 [−1.03, −0.23] – – –
  High HIM .66** .22 [0.23, 1.10] .57** .19 [0.19, .95] – – –

Note. Gender expression (feminine = −1, masculine = 1). Unstandardized coefficients are presented. 
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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mates), a man’s unwillingness to be affiliated with a femi-
nine target might be driven by reputation concerns aimed at 
maintaining his mate value. Alternatively, if the observers 
are outgroup members, this might activate reputation con-
cerns for self-protection reasons. To test each of these possi-
bilities, we varied the type of observers present in the 
situation, and asked participants to report how they think 
their male friends, stranger men, and stranger women would 
perceive them if they were seen interacting with a feminine 

(vs. masculine) man. We collected information on how this 
interaction would reflect on participants’ reputation in terms 
of prestige, manliness, and attractiveness in the eyes of these 
different observers.

In addition, we aimed to rule out key alternative explana-
tions of our findings. First, given that people prefer being 
friends with whom they perceive to have similar traits and 
interests (e.g., Montoya et al., 2008), lack of similarity may 
be an alternative factor that can explain honor-oriented men’s 
reluctance to befriend feminine targets. Moreover, social 
dominance orientation theory claims that many forms of 
intergroup biases are partly explained by individuals’ ten-
dency to support dominance hierarchies among social groups 
(Pratto et al., 1994). Thus, preference for attributing an infe-
rior group status to feminine men may be another alternative 
explanation for honor-oriented men’s reluctance to befriend 
feminine men. To rule out these alternative explanations, we 
examined whether our proposed mechanism of anti-effemi-
nacy bias continues to hold after controlling for men’s per-
ceived similarity to targets and social dominance orientation.

Method

Participants
U. K. sample.  Inputting the interaction effect size obtained 

on the key outcome variable (friendship reluctance) from 
Study 1 (β = .25) into G*Power determined a sample size of 
101 at .80 power. The recommended sample was increased 
by approximately 20% to allow for exclusions based on 
incomplete responses and attention check failures. We 
recruited 123 men living in the United Kingdom via Prolific 
Academic. Fifteen participants who failed to pass attention 
checks were excluded, leaving data from 108 men used in 
analyses (Mage = 23.73, SDage = 4.80; 86% White British/
European ethnicity).

Turkey (TR) sample.  We recruited 136 men in Turkey through 
social media. Fourteen participants who failed to pass atten-
tion checks were excluded, leaving data from 122 men used in 
analyses (Mage = 28.09, SDage = 5.75; 85% Turkish ethnicity).

Design and procedure.  Participants were randomly assigned 
to read a profile of either a masculine or a feminine male 
target (see Table 1 for the n in each condition). To strengthen 
the gender expression of the target in scenarios, we made 
slight changes to the profiles used in Study 1 by including a 
few more hobby items and a description regarding the tar-
get’s appearance (see Horn, 2007 and SM for the profiles).

Measures
Manipulation check for target’s gender expression.  The 

same item was used as in Study 1.

Perceived coalitional value.  Because the traits used in 
Study 1 could be interpreted in ways that may not reflect 
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Figure 1.  Simple slopes of interaction effects for men with low 
levels (M − 1 SD) and high levels (M + 1 SD) of masculine honor 
ideals (HIM) on the outcome variables. Men’s endorsement 
of masculine honor ideals significantly moderated the effect 
of feminine (vs. masculine) gender expression on perceived 
coalitional value of the male targets (Panel A), likelihood of 
being friends with the male targets (Panel B), and perceived 
homosexuality of the male targets (Panel C).
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value in traditionally masculine tasks (e.g., can be seen 
tough or fearless to wear pink), in this study, we restricted 
the assessment of coalitional value to items that emphasize 
physical features. We also changed the measurement scale 
from a bipolar scale to a unipolar scale to make the task less 
cognitively taxing by communicating to participants of only 
one category (e.g., strong) rather than two categories (e.g., 
strong and weak; see Gannon & Ostrom, 1996). Participants 
rated five items (1 = not at all, 7 = very much), asking how 

physically competent, physically capable, physically skilled, 
physically strong, and courageous they perceive the target. 
The items were averaged to form a measure of perceived 
coalitional value of the targets.

Perceived reputation loss by association.  We generated 
multiple items which assessed participants’ ratings of how 
prestigious their male friends, how manly male strangers, 
and how attractive female strangers would find them if they 
were observed interacting with the target (1 = not at all/very 
unlikely, 7 = very much/very likely).

A factor analysis using an orthogonal rotation was con-
ducted on these items to simplify the data analysis and elimi-
nate the problem of multicollinearity in our mediation 
analyses. Results revealed a clear three-factor solution that 
accounted for 72.74%/75.31% in the U.K./TR sample. Five 
items measuring perceived loss of manliness (e.g., “How 
likely would other men watching the two of you get the 
impression that you are weak?”) loaded on the first factor 
(loadings ≥.756/.783 in the U.K./TR sample), five items 
measuring perceived loss of prestige (e.g., “How popular 

L: b =.-.36† CI[-.75, .04] (b = -.58** CI[-.98, -.19])

H: b = .46* CI[.07, .85] (b = .07, CI[-.41, .55])

Target’s gender 
expression 

Likelihood of being 
friends with the target

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

L: b = .54** CI[.20, .88]L: b = .41* CI[.08, .73]

H: b = .94*** CI[.62, 1.27] H: b = .42** CI [.11, .73]

Panel A

L: b = -.63** CI[-1.03, -.23] (b = -.52** CI[-.91, -.14])

H: b = .57** CI[.19, .95] (b = .30, CI[-.12, .72])

Target’s gender 
expression 

Likelihood of being 
friends with the target

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

L: b = -.29* CI[-.56, -.009]

H: b = .29* CI [.03, .55]

Panel B

L: b = .09, CI[-.36, .55]

H: b = .66** CI[.23, 1.10]

Figure 2.  Panel A = Study 1 (U.K. men), Panel B = Study 1 (TR men). Mediation model of the effect of feminine (vs. masculine) male 
target on likelihood of being friends via perceived coalitional value for men with high (M + 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients 
follow H) and for men with low (M − 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow L).
Note. Conditional direct effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target on likelihood of being friends when controlling for the mediator are in parentheses. 
Values are unstandardized regression coefficients. Target’s gender expression is coded as feminine = −1, masculine = 1. 
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001.

Table 6.  Tests of Conditional Indirect Effects of the Mediated 
Moderation Model Presented in Figure 2.

Coefficient SE 95% CI

Study 1 (British men)
  Low HIM .22 .13 [0.02, 0.23]
  High HIM .40 .16 [0.06, 0.70]
Study 1 (Turkish men)
  Low HIM −.03 .07 [−18, 0.09]
  High HIM .19 .12 [0.001, 0.42]

Note. HIM = Masculine honor ideals.
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would your male friends find the two of you?”; reverse 
coded) loaded on the second factor (loadings ≥.624/.787 in 
the U.K./TR sample), and two items measuring perceived 
loss of attractiveness (e.g., “How likely would women 
watching the two of you find you attractive?”; reverse coded) 
loaded on the third factor (loadings ≥.804/.854 in the U.K./
TR sample). The scores on these items were averaged to cre-
ate measures of loss of prestige in the eyes of male friends, 
loss of manliness in the eyes of male strangers, and loss of 
attractiveness in the eyes of female strangers, respectively.

Desire to be friends.  Participants rated nine items such as 
“how much they would like to be friends with the target?” 
and “how much they would like to interact with the target?” 
(1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Items were averaged to form 
a measure of desire to be friends.

Perceived similarity.  Participants rated how much overlap 
they perceive between themselves and the target using the 
7-point Inclusion of the Other in Self Scale (IOSS; Aron, Aron 
et al., 1992). We also asked how similar participants perceive 
themselves to the target (1 = not similar at all, 7 = extremely 
similar). These two items were highly correlated and averaged 
to create a measure of perceived similarity.

Perceived homosexuality.  The same one item was used as 
in Study 1.

Masculine honor ideals.  This was measured using the 
HIM scale as in Study 1. Participants’ scores did not differ 
between the conditions (t < 1).

Social dominance orientation.  Participants completed the 
4-item version of the Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) 
scale (Pratto et al., 2013) using a 7-point scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Removing one item (“we 
should not push for equality between groups”) in the TR 
sample significantly increased internal consistency. Partici-
pants’ scores did not differ between the conditions (t < 1).

Results and Discussion

Table 7 (U.K. and TR samples) presents bivariate correlations 
and scale reliabilities. Table 8 presents means and standard 
deviations by target’s gender expression in both samples. 
Degrees of freedom varied due to missing values in the TR 
sample (minimum df = 95).

Manipulation check for target’s gender expression.  Feminine 
target was perceived as significantly more feminine than the 
masculine target—U.K. sample: t(106) = 21.88, p < .001, 
d = 4.20; TR sample: t(118) = 16.69, p < .001, d = 3.05—
indicating that the manipulation of target’s gender expres-
sion was successful.

Moderation by masculine honor ideals.  A set of moderation 
analysis were conducted as in Study 1. Model summaries 

and conditional effects are presented in Tables 9 and 10, and 
simple slopes at high and low levels of HIM are presented in 
Figure 3. We conducted another set of moderation analysis 
controlling for perceived similarity and SDO (see results in 
Supplemental Tables S8a–b and Supplemental Figure S1).

Perceived coalitional value.  In both samples, men perceived 
feminine (vs. masculine) targets as lower on masculine coali-
tional value. Conditional effects showed that in the U.K. 
sample, men with high HIM perceived the feminine (vs. 
masculine) target as lower on masculine coalitional value. 
This was also the case for men with low HIM, but the associ-
ation was less strong. Similarly, in the TR sample, men with 
high HIM perceived the feminine (vs. masculine) target as 
lower on masculine coalitional value, but this was not the 
case for men with low HIM. These results replicated Study 
1. When similarity and SDO were controlled, the patterns 
of conditional effects in both samples remained unchanged.

Desire to be friends.  In the U.K. sample, men reported 
lower desire to be friends with the feminine (vs. masculine) 
target. But, surprisingly, in the TR sample, men reported 
higher desire to be friends with the feminine (vs. masculine) 
target. Conditional effects showed that in the U.K. sample, 
men with high HIM reported lower desire to be friends with 
the feminine (vs. masculine) target, whereas men with low 
HIM did not differ. In the TR sample, men with low HIM 
reported more desire to be friends with the feminine (vs. 
masculine) target, but men with high HIM did not differ. 
When similarity and SDO were controlled, the conditional 
effects showed the same patterns in the TR sample, but in the 
U.K. sample, the conditional effect became nonsignificant 
for men with high HIM.1

Loss of prestige among male friends.  In both samples, men 
perceived that being associated with feminine (vs. masculine) 
targets would lower their own prestige among male friends. 
Conditional effects showed the same trend in both samples: 
Only men with high HIM perceived that being associated with 
feminine (vs. masculine) targets would decrease their own 
prestige in the eyes of male friends. When perceived similarity 
and SDO were controlled, conditional effects showed the same 
patterns in the TR sample, but in the U.K. sample, the condi-
tional effect for men with high HIM became nonsignificant.

Loss of manliness in the eyes of male strangers.  In both 
samples, men thought that being associated with feminine 
(vs. masculine) targets would make them seem less manly in 
the eyes of male strangers. HIM did not moderate this effect.

Loss of attractiveness in the eyes of female strangers.  Main 
and interaction effects were nonsignificant in both samples.

Test of the coalitional value account.  To test our predictions 
that men’s reluctance to befriend feminine (vs. masculine) 
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targets is due to perceiving them as lacking masculine 
coalitional value, and that this should be more pronounced 
for high (than low) honor-oriented men, a moderated medi-
ation analysis was conducted as in Study 1 (see Figure 4 
and Table 11 for the results). The indirect effect of feminine 
(vs. masculine) target via perceived coalitional value on 
desire to be friends was significant only for men with high 
HIM, but not for men with low HIM. This was the case in 
both samples. The conditional indirect effects remained 
unchanged when similarity and SDO were controlled.

Test of the reputation by association account.  Next, we tested 
an extension of the coalitional value account by introducing 
reputation concerns to the above model. We tested whether 
men’s reluctance to befriend a feminine (vs. masculine) tar-
get is due to men’s perceived reputation loss by association 
with targets lacking coalitional value, and whether this is 
more pronounced among high (than low) honor-oriented 
men. Toward this end, a moderated serial mediation analysis 
was conducted using PROCESS (Hayes, 2018; Model 92). 
We calculated bias-corrected 95% CIs for direct and indirect 
effects with 10,000 bootstrap samples. We conducted this 
analysis three times, each time entering one of the three repu-
tation concern variables as a second mediator—perceived 
loss of prestige in the eyes of male friends, loss of manliness 
in the eyes of male strangers, and loss of attractiveness in the 
eyes of female strangers—and tested for a serial indirect 
effect. The serial indirect effect was significant only via per-
ceived loss of prestige among male friends (see Figure 5 and 
Table 12 for the results). For the sake of brevity, we report 
the results only for this variable.

As expected, in both samples, the serial indirect effect of 
feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends via 
perceived masculine coalitional value and perceived loss of 
prestige was significant only for men with high HIM. The 

simple indirect effects via perceived masculine coalitional 
value and via perceived loss of prestige were nonsignificant. 
For men with low HIM, the serial and simple indirect effects 
were all nonsignificant. These patterns of results remained 
the same when similarity and SDO were controlled in the 
model.

Test of the homosexual stigmatization account.  We found a sig-
nificant interaction effect on desire to be friends in both the 
U.K. and TR samples. However, replicating Study 1 results, 
the indirect effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target via per-
ceived homosexuality on desire to be friends were nonsig-
nificant for both men with high HIM (U.K. sample: b = .14, 
SE = .16, CIs = [−0.10, 0.56], TR sample: b = .11, SE = 
.14, CIs = [−0.15, 0.43]) and men with low HIM (U.K. sam-
ple: b = −.20, SE = .13, CIs = [−0.47, 0.02], TR sample: b 
= .01, SE = .03, CIs = [−0.04, 0.09]). When similarity and 
SDO were controlled in the model, the pattern of results 
remained unchanged.

Discussion

Overall, Study 2 replicated Study 1 results and provided 
additional support for our prediction derived from the coali-
tional value hypothesis by showing that men’s lower desire 
to befriend a feminine (vs. masculine) man was explained by 
perceiving him as lower on masculine coalitional value, but 
not by perceiving him as homosexual. Furthermore, this pro-
cess only applied to high honor-oriented men, and held 
beyond perceiving the feminine man as dissimilar to oneself 
or a preference for maintaining a dominant group status in 
society.

Study 2 unexpectedly revealed that high honor-oriented 
men were not more reluctant to befriend a feminine man than 
a masculine man in the Turkish sample. This nonsignificant 

Table 8.  Study 2: Means and Standard Deviations for Masculine and Feminine Male Targets on Dependent Variables.

Study 2 (U.K. sample) Study 2 (TR sample)

  Masculine target Feminine target Masculine target Feminine target

  M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Perceived femininity–masculinitya 7.80 (0.70) 3.47 (1.28) 7.16 (1.01) 4.09 (1.00)
Perceived homosexualityb 3.13 (1.12) 4.70 (1.05) 3.27 (1.32) 4.38 (1.41)
Perceived coalitional valuec 5.43 (0.74) 3.89 (0.96) 4.91 (0.87) 4.36 (1.31)
Desire to be friendsb 4.48 (1.47) 3.98 (1.19) 3.67 (1.37) 4.47 (1.51)
Loss of prestige in the eyes of male friendsd 3.63 (1.30) 4.16 (1.15) 3.96 (1.38) 4.63 (1.50)
Loss of manliness in the eyes of male strangerse 2.33 (1.15) 3.50 (1.41) 2.33 (1.47) 3.08 (1.67)
Loss of attractiveness in the eyes of female strangerse 4.35 (1.42) 4.42 (1.22) 4.18 (1.41) 3.79 (1.41)
Perceived similarityf 3.58 (1.44) 2.37 (0.92) 2.90 (1.28) 2.50 (1.07)
Social dominance orientationg 1.97 (0.85) 2.06 (0.99) 2.27 (1.35) 2.33 (1.20)
Masculine honor idealsh 4.38 (1.60) 4.63 (1.87) 5.18 (1.70) 5.31 (1.94)

a9-point scale (1 = extremely feminine, 9 = extremely masculine). b 7-point scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely). c 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very). 
d 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). e 7-point scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely). f 7-point scale. g 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree). h 9-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree).
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finding may be due to the changes that were introduced to the 
scenarios which provided more information regarding the 
appearance of the targets to strengthen the gender expression 
manipulation. These changes may have caused Turkish par-
ticipants to perceive the feminine target as more likable.2 We 
should note, however, findings of the mediation analysis 
supported the coalitional value account in this sample, too.

Furthermore, results extended the coalitional value 
account, by showing that high honor-oriented men’s lower 
desire to befriend feminine (vs. masculine) targets was 
driven by perceived loss of reputation by association with 
targets lacking masculine coalitional value. This reputation 
concern was specific to a desire to maintain prestige among 
one’s ingroup members (i.e., male friends), rather than man-
liness or attractiveness in the eyes of outgroup members or 
women. Thus, high honor-oriented men were concerned 
about their own reputation as an ingroup coalitional partner, 
but not as a mate or an outgroup rival.

Study 3
Results from Studies 1 and 2 provided support for the coali-
tional value account, and Study 2 extended this account by 
demonstrating how reputation concern through social con-
nections and coalitions can manifest as reluctance to befriend 
feminine men. However, inferences based on Studies 1 and 2 
might be limited by two aspects of our design. First, these 
studies used an indirect measure of reputation loss which 
focused on participants’ ratings of the extent to which their 
male friends would be willing to socialize with them and the 
target and enjoy interacting with both of them. Although 
these items (e.g., thinking one’s friends would not be willing 
to join them) can imply a loss of reputation, they do not 
directly measure the perception that one’s own individual 
reputation may be affected if one was seen socializing with a 
feminine target. Second, we used a limited operationaliza-
tion of coalitional value by adopting only a subset of the 
items from Winegard et al. (2016), and left out a wide range 
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Figure 3.  Panel A = Study 2 (U.K. men), Panel B = Study 2 (TR men). Simple slopes of interaction effects on the outcome variables for 
men with low levels (M − 1 SD) and high levels (M + 1 SD) of masculine honor ideals (HIM).
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L: b = -.21 CI[-.55, .13] (b = -.38† CI[-.78, .03])

H: b = .69*** CI[.34, 1.03] (b = .23 CI[-.28, .73])

Target’s gender 
expression 

Desire to be friends 
with the target

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

L: b = .96*** CI[.73, 1.19]

H: b = .57*** CI[.34, .79]

L: b = .31 CI[-.07, .69]

Panel A

H: b = .47* CI[.10, .84]

L: b = -.86*** CI[-1.21, -.52] (b = -.78*** CI[-1.16, -.41]) 

H: b = .04 CI[-.31, .39] (b = -.16 CI[-.56, .24])

Target’s gender 
expression 

Desire to be friends 
with the target

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

L: b = .20 CI[-.16, .56]L: b = .04 CI[-.26, .34]

H: b = .49* CI[.19, .79] H: b = .58*** CI [.27, .89]

Panel B

Figure 4.  Panel A = Study 2 (U.K. men), Panel B = Study 2 (TR men). Mediation model of the effect of feminine (vs. masculine) male 
target on desire to be friends via perceived coalitional value for men with high (M + 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow H) 
and for men with low (M − 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow L).
Note. Conditional direct effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends when controlling for the mediator are in parentheses. Values are 
unstandardized regression coefficients. Target’s gender expression is coded as feminine = −1, masculine = 1.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 11.  Tests of Conditional Indirect Effects of the Mediated Moderation Model Presented in Figure 4.

Coefficient SE 95% CI

Without control variables
  Study 2 (U.K. men)
    Low HIM .18 .13 [−0.09, 0.43]
    High HIM .45 .18 [0.08, 0.80]
  Study 2 (TR men)
    Low HIM .01 .04 [−0.08, 0.09]
    High HIM .29 .13 [0.08, 0.58]
With control variables
  Study 2 (U.K. men)
    Low HIM .24 .12 [−0.01, 0.45]
    High HIM .33 .17 [0.01, 0.69]
  Study 2 (TR men)
    Low HIM .01 .03 [−0.04, 0.08]
    High HIM .22 .11 [0.05, 0.47]

Note. The control variables were perceived similarity, social dominance orientation (SDO), and their interaction. HIM = Masculine honor ideals.
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of masculine traits and abilities (e.g., assertive, risk-taker, 
ability in football, ability as soldier). We sought to address 
these limitations in Study 3, this time collecting data from a 
U.K. sample only. To do so, we used a more direct operation-
alization of reputation loss by adding items that tapped into 
loss of one’s own dominance, status, and prestige, and a 
broader operationalization of coalitional value which 
included a variety of traits and abilities beneficial to tradi-
tionally masculine tasks, as well as those that are not neces-
sarily beneficial to masculine traits (e.g., ability in poetry, 
chess, business). We expected that high honor-oriented men’s 
friendship reluctance would be driven by perceiving the tar-
get as lacking coalitional value in traditionally masculine 
tasks, but not by perceiving the target as lacking value in 
nonmasculine tasks.

Method

Participants.  We relied on the results obtained from the 
power and sample size calculation done in Study 2. Of 158 
males recruited through Prolific Academic, 7 who failed to 
pass attention check items were excluded, leaving data from 
151 participants for analysis (Mage = 37.76 years, SDage = 
13.15; 100% White British/European).

Design, procedure, and measures.  The design, procedure, and 
measures were the same as in Study 2, except several differ-
ences in the scales which we reported below.

Perceived coalitional value.  This was measured with 15 trait 
and skill items (10 adopted from Winegard et al., 2016, and 

L: b = -.73*** CI[-.95, -.50]L: b = .57*** CI[.34, .79]

H: b = -.72*** CI[-.95, -.49]
L: b = .09 CI[-.21, .39]

L: b = -.21 CI [-.55, .13] (b = -.16 CI[-.48, .16]) 

H: b = .69*** CI[.34, 1.03] (b = .21 CI[-.18, .60])
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Loss of prestige in the 
eyes of male friends

H: b = -.01 CI[-.34, .33]
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H: b = -.02 CI[-.47, .43]

L: b = .30 CI[-.07, .66]

Target’s gender 
expression 

Panel A
H: b = -.66*** CI[-.99, -.34]

L: b = -.31† CI[-.65, .03]

H: b = .49* CI[.19, .80] H: b = -.55*** CI[-.84, -.26] 
L: b = .11 CI[-.24, .45]

L: b = -.86*** CI[[-1.21, -.52] (b = -.84*** CI[-1.18, -.50])

H: b = .04 CI[-.31, .39] (b = -.33† CI[-.70, .03])

Desire to be friends 
with the target

L: b = -.45** CI[-.74, -.15]L: b = .04 CI[-.26, .34]

H: b = .26 CI[-.09, .61]

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

H: b = -.31 CI[-.69, .08]

L: b = -.14 CI[-.50, .22]

Target’s gender 
expression 

Panel B

Loss of prestige in the 
eyes of male friends

H: b = -.56*** CI[-.87, -.26]

L: b = -.24 CI[-.59, .10]

Figure 5.  Panel A = Study 2 (U.K. men), Panel B = Study 2 (TR men). Serial mediation model of the effect of feminine (vs. masculine) 
male target on desire to be friends via perceived coalitional value and loss of prestige in the eyes of male friends for men with high (M + 
1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow H) and for men with low (M − 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow L).
Note. Conditional direct effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends when controlling for the mediators are in parentheses. Values 
are unstandardized regression coefficients. Target’s gender expression is coded as feminine = −1, masculine = 1.
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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extra 5 of our own). Twelve items tapped into value in tradi-
tionally masculine tasks (e.g., ability to lift weights, ability 
as soldier) and three items tapped into value in nonmasculine 
tasks (ability in business, chess, poetry). A maximum likeli-
hood factor analysis with oblique rotation revealed a two-
factor solution that accounted for 53.15% of the variance. 
Ten of the masculine coalitional value items loaded together 
under a single factor (loadings from .53 to .86) with cross-
loadings below .30. Thus, these items were averaged to form 
a measure of masculine coalitional value. The three nonmas-
culine coalitional value items loaded under a second factor 
(loadings from .52 to .59) with high cross-loadings (above 
.40). These three items were thus analyzed separately.

Perceived reputation loss by association.  Following previ-
ous research (Gul & Uskul, 2019), we used six items to mea-
sure the extent to which participants think their male friends 
would admire them, be impressed by them, and be respect-
ful of them, as well as how dominant, prestigious, and high 
status they would feel among their male friends if they were 
seen interacting with the target (1 = not at all, 7 = very 
much). A maximum likelihood factor analysis with oblique 
rotation revealed a clear single-factor solution (loadings 
from .60 to .91). Items were reverse coded and averaged to 
form a measure of perceived reputation loss.

Desire to be friends.  Six items from Study 2 were used to 
measure this construct.

Perceived similarity.  This was measured with the one-item 
IOSS (Aron et al., 1992).

Results and Discussion

Table 13 presents bivariate correlations and scale reliabili-
ties, and Table 14 presents means and standard deviations by 
target’s gender expression. Results were analyzed as in 
Study 2. Model summaries and conditional effects are pre-
sented in Table 15, and simple slopes are presented in Figure 
6. All results controlling for perceived similarity and SDO 
are presented in SM (see Supplemental Tables S9a–b and 
Supplemental Figure S2). In short, results showed that HIM 
moderated the effects of feminine (masculine) targets on the 
outcome variables in expected directions, replicating the 
results of Studies 1 and 2.

Test of the homosexual stigmatization account.  Unlike in Stud-
ies 1 and 2, we found a significant indirect effect of feminine 
(vs. masculine) gender expression via perceived homosexu-
ality on desire to be friends for men with high HIM, b = .49, 
SE = .17, CIs = [0.13, 0.80], but not for men with low HIM, 
b = −.07, SE = .11, CIs = [−0.27, 0.19]. Given that per-
ceived homosexuality explained high honor-oriented men’s 
lower desire to befriend a feminine target, we controlled this 
variable in our test of the coalitional value and reputation by 
association accounts.

Test of the coalitional value account.  Figure 7 and Table 16 
display the direct and indirect effects, respectively. The indi-
rect effect of feminine (vs. masculine) target via perceived 
masculine coalitional value on desire to be friends was sig-
nificant for men with high HIM, but not for men with low 
HIM. The indirect effect remained significant for men with 

Table 12.  Tests of Conditional Indirect Effects of the Mediated Moderation Model Presented in Figure 5.

Simple mediation via perceived 
coalitional value

Simple mediation via loss 
of prestige in the eyes 

of male friends

Serial mediation via perceived coalitional 
value ⇒ loss of prestige in the eyes of 

male friends

  Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI

Without control variables
  Study 2 (U.K. men)
    Low HIM .05 .09 [−0.12, 0.24] −.22 .13 [−0.48, 0.03] .13 .09 [−0.03, 0.30]
    High HIM −.01 .16 [−0.36, 0.27] .01 .19 [−0.41, 0.31] .46 .17 [0.18, 0.84]
  Study 2 (TR men)
    Low HIM .004 .03 [−0.06, 0.07] .06 .08 [−0.11, 0.20] .004 .02 [−0.04, 0.04]
    High HIM .13 .11 [−0.04, 0.40] .17 .11 [−0.04, 0.40] .15 .07 [0.03, 0.32]
With control variables
  Study 2 (U.K. men)
    Low HIM .16 .10 [−0.04, 0.37] −.19 .10 [−0.37, 0.001] .08 .05 [−0.02, 0.19]
    High HIM .02 .15 [−0.30, 0.31] −.16 .14 [−0.49, 0.06] .29 .13 [0.10, 0.60]
  Study 2 (TR men)
    Low HIM .03 .01 [−0.04, 0.09] .03 .04 [−0.07, 0.10] .00 .01 [−0.02, 0.03]
    High HIM .08 .09 [−0.05, 0.31] .04 .11 [−0.18, 0.26] .13 .02 [0.07, 0.28]

Note. The control variables were perceived similarity, social dominance orientation (SDO), and their interaction with gender expression. HIM = 
Masculine honor ideals.
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Table 13.  Study 3 (U.K. Sample): Bivariate Correlations by Target’s Gender Expression.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Feminine gender expression
1. Perceived femininity–masculinitya – −.47** .45** .42** −.36** .25* −.13 −.17 −.23*
2. Perceived homosexualityb – −.26* −.13 .32** −.08 .26* .32** .36**
3. Perceived coalitional valuec – .45** −.37** .39** −.24* −.48** −.39**
4. Desire to be friendsd – −.41** .48** −.10 −.19 −.01
5. Perceived reputation lossd – −.13 .01 .26* .32**
6. Perceived similaritye – −.27* −.27* −.22
7. Social dominance orientationf – .40** .33**
8. Masculine honor idealsg – .64
9. Masculine honor valuesh –
Masculine gender expression
1. Perceived femininity–masculinitya – −.34** .49** .08 −.05 .19 −.15 −.01 .16
2. Perceived homosexualityb – −.21 −.30** .11 −.34** .10 −.04 .00
3. Perceived coalitional valuec – .18 −.16 .14 −.29* .06 −.03
4. Desire to be friendsd – −.36** .61** −.27* .19 −.01
5. Perceived reputation lossd – −.15 .17 .01 .03
6. Perceived similaritye – −.20 .14 .04
7. Social dominance orientationf – .34** .26*
8. Masculine honor idealsg – .52**
9. Masculine honor valuesh –
Reliability (Cronbach’s α) – – .92 .96 .92 – .83 .94 .91

a9-point scale (1 = extremely feminine, 9 = extremely masculine). b 7-point bipolar scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely). c 7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at 
all, 7 = extremely). d 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). e 7-point scale. f 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). g 9-point scale (1 
= strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree). h 7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at all bad, 7 = very bad).
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 14.  Study 3: Means and Standard Deviations for Masculine and Feminine Male Targets on Dependent Variables.

Masculine target Feminine target

  M (SD) M (SD)

Perceived masculinity–femininitya 7.59 (0.96) 3.23 (1.29)
Perceived homosexualityb 3.01 (1.18) 5.04 (1.29)
Perceived coalitional valuec 4.84 (0.66) 3.01 (0.92)
Desire to be friendsd 4.04 (1.25) 3.48 (1.26)
Perceived reputation lossd 4.67 (1.06) 4.72 (1.19)
Perceived similaritye 3.46 (1.44) 2.11 (1.06)
Social dominance orientationf 2.32 (1.47) 2.33 (1.13)
Masculine honor idealsg 4.83 (1.56) 4.67 (1.61)
Masculine honor valuesh 3.50 (1.38) 3.30 (1.43)

a9-point scale (1 = extremely feminine, 9 = extremely masculine). b 7-point bipolar scale (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely). c 7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at 
all, 7 = extremely). d 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). e 7-point scale. f 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). g 9-point scale (1 
= strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree). h 7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at all bad, 7 = very bad).

high HIM after controlling for perceived homosexuality, 
similarity, and SDO.

Next, we examined whether men’s friendship reluctance is 
also driven by perceived lack of coalitional value in nonmas-
culine tasks. As expected, neither men with high HIM or low 
HIM perceived feminine (vs. masculine) targets as having 
lower ability in business or in chess (bs < −.16; ps > .24). In 

fact, feminine (vs. masculine) target was perceived as more 
able in poetry by both high and low HIM men (bs > −.53, ps 
< .001). Furthermore, the indirect effects of feminine (vs. 
masculine) target on desire to be friends via each of these 
items were nonsignificant for men with high or low HIM (abil-
ity in business: b = −.06, SE = .06, CIs = [−0.19, 0.06] for 
high HIM, b = −.01, SE = .02, CIs = [−0.06, 0.04] for low 
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HIM; ability in chess: b = .01, SE = .03, CIs = [−0.06, 0.06] 
for high HIM, b = .00, SE = .02, CIs = [−0.04, 0.05] for low 
HIM; ability in poetry: b = −.11, SE = .15, CIs = [−0.45, 
0.15] for high HIM, b = −.14, SE = .08, CIs = [−0.30, 0.01] 
for low HIM). Overall, these results suggest that expression of 
anti-effeminacy bias is driven by perceiving feminine men as 
lacking traits valuable to traditionally masculine coalitions, 
not by perceiving them as lacking traits valuable to other types 
of coalitions.

Test of the reputation by association account.  Figure 8 and 
Table 17 present the direct and indirect effects, respectively. 
As expected, for men with high HIM, the serial indirect effect 
of feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends via 
perceived masculine coalitional value and perceived reputa-
tion loss was significant. The simple indirect effects via per-
ceived masculine coalitional value and via perceived reputation 
loss were also significant. For men with low HIM, the serial 
and the simple indirect effects were all nonsignificant. These 
patterns of results remained the same when perceived homo-
sexuality, similarity, and SDO were controlled in the model 
(except simple indirect effect via coalitional value became 
nonsignificant for men with high HIM). Thus, these results 
replicated Study 2, and presented additional evidence for the 
reputation management for coalitional reasons as a mecha-
nism through which men express anti-effeminacy bias.

General Discussion

This research examined a novel mechanism through which 
men express anti-effeminacy bias, focusing on friendship 
reluctance as a particular expression. Drawing on the CVT 
(Winegard et al., 2016) and research on reputation manage-
ment, we hypothesized that a large part of men’s reluctance 
to befriend feminine (vs. masculine) men is driven by con-
cern with losing reputation by association with targets lack-
ing masculine coalitional value (e.g., toughness, strength, 

dominance). Moreover, based on the masculine honor as an 
individual difference perspective (Saucier & McManus, 
2014), we proposed this mechanism to be amplified among 
men who strongly endorse masculine honor ideals, as these 
are men who are dispositionally sensitive to protecting their 
own reputation.

Across three studies, using samples from the United 
Kingdom and Turkey, results provided support for our 
hypotheses. Study 1 showed that perceiving feminine (vs. 
masculine) targets as lacking coalitional value in masculine 
tasks (e.g., strength, toughness, dominance) explained men’s 
reluctance to befriend them. Studies 2 and 3 extended the 
coalitional value account by demonstrating that concern with 
reputation loss by association with feminine targets is another 
important mechanism through which men express anti-
effeminacy bias. Importantly, all three studies showed that 
these relationships applied more strongly to men who 
endorsed high (vs. low) levels of masculine honor. 
Furthermore, Study 1 showed that findings were unique to 
men’s evaluation of male targets, but did not generalize to 
female perceivers or female targets, and Study 3 confirmed 
that feminine male targets were perceived as lacking coali-
tional value only with regard to tasks that require typically 
masculine traits and skills, but not those that would require 
other traits and skills. Finally, we ruled out alternative expla-
nations for our findings by showing that perceived homo-
sexuality did not predict men’s reluctance to befriend 
feminine targets (all studies), and that our proposed mecha-
nism continued to hold after controlling for participants’ 
similarity to the targets and social dominance orientation 
(Studies 2 and 3).

Theoretical Contributions

The present research offers a significant contribution to our 
understanding of anti-effeminacy bias. The central finding of 

Table 15.  Study 3: Model Summary for the Association Between Target’s Gender Expression (GE), Masculine Honor Ideals (HIM), the 
GE × HIM Interaction, and Outcome Variables, and Conditional Effects of GE on the Outcome Variables at Low Levels (M − 1 SD) and 
High Levels (M + 1 SD) of HIM.

Predictors

Perceived coalitional value Desire to be friends Perceived homosexuality Perceived reputation loss

Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI

GE .93*** .06 [0.81, 1.05] .28** .10 [0.08, 0.48] −1.02*** .10 [−1.22, −0.83] −.03 .09 [−0.21, 0.15]
HIM −.12** .04 [−0.20, −0.05] .002 .06 [−0.12, 0.13] .11† .06 [−0.01, 0.23] .10 .06 [−0.02, 0.21]
GE × HIM .15*** .05 [0.08, 0.23] .15* .06 [0.02, 0.28] −.14* .06 [−0.27, −0.02] −.09 .06 [−0.20, 0.02]
  R2 = .64, F(3, 147) = 86.18, 

p < .001
R2 = .08, F(3, 147) = 4.37, 

p = .006
R2 = .44, F(3, 146) = 37.95, 

p < .001
R2 = .04, F(3, 147) = 1.86, 

p = .139
Low HIM .69*** .09 [0.52, 0.86] .04 .14 [−0.24, 0.32] −.80*** .14 [−1.07, −0.52] .11 .13 [−0.14, 0.36]
High HIM 1.17*** .09 [1.00, 1.33] .52*** .14 [0.23, 0.80] −1.25*** .14 [−1.52, −0.97] −.17 .13 [−0.43, 0.08]

Note. Gender expression (feminine = −1, masculine = 1). Unstandardized coefficients are presented. 
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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the present research is that certain expressions of anti-effemi-
nacy bias such as friendship reluctance may be a manifesta-
tion of men’s reputation management concerns. Importantly, 

we found this to be the case only for high honor-oriented men. 
In contrast, in some cases, low honor-oriented men reported 
that being seen affiliated with a feminine (vs. masculine) man 
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Figure 6.  Study 3 (U.K. men): Simple slopes of interaction effects on the outcome variables for men with low levels (M − 1 SD) and 
high levels (M + 1 SD) of masculine honor ideals (HIM).

L: b = .19, CI[-.15, .53]L: b = .69*** CI[.52, .86]

H: b = 1.17*** CI[1.00, 1.33] H: b = .85*** CI[.49, 1.21]

L: b = -.04, CI[-.24, .32] (b = -.13, CI[-.47, .21]) 

H: b = .52*** CI[.23, .80] (b = -.45, CI[-.93, .04])

Target’s gender 
expression 

Desire to be friends 
with the target

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

Figure 7.  Study 3 (U.K. men): Mediation model of the effect of feminine (vs. masculine) male target on desire to be friends via 
perceived coalitional value for men with high (M + 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow H) and for men with low (M − 1 
SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow L).
Note. Conditional direct effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends when controlling for the mediator are in parentheses. Values are 
unstandardized regression coefficients. Target’s gender expression is coded as feminine = −1, masculine = 1. 
***p < .001.

Table 16.  Study 3 (U.K. Men): Tests of Conditional Indirect Effects of the Mediated Moderation Model Presented in Figure 7.

Coefficient SE 95% CI

Without control variables
  Low HIM .13 .11 [–0.12, 0.32]
  High HIM .99 .22 [0.57, 1.42]
With control variables
  Low HIM .05 .09 [−0.19, 0.17]
  High HIM .49 .17 [0.17, 0.83]

Note. The control variables were perceived homosexuality, perceived similarity, social dominance orientation (SDO), and their interaction with gender 
expression. HIM = Masculine honor ideals.
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would even increase their reputation, and reported higher 
desire to befriend him. Unlike the predominant explanations 
of anti-effeminacy bias which were not designed to differenti-
ate between individuals (precarious manhood hypothesis, 
see Bosson et  al., 2012; status incongruity hypothesis, see 
Moss-Racusin et al., 2010), our findings highlight the impor-
tance of considering individual differences in dispositions 
and motives, and caution against treating men as a homoge-
neous group when examining anti-effeminacy bias.

Our research also contributes to the literature on mascu-
line honor from an individual difference perspective. We 
showed that, despite the classification of Turkey and the 
United Kingdom as “honor” and “dignity” cultures, respec-
tively, in both cultures, only high (not low) honor-oriented 
men’s reputation concern by association with feminine 

targets manifested as a tendency to avoid befriending them. 
These results are consistent with Shackelford’s (2005) sug-
gestion that men in all cultures have the psychological mech-
anisms that promote attending to personal reputations, yet 
these mechanisms can be differentially activated depending 
on individuals’ own dispositions as well as the threats and 
opportunities afforded by particular social situations. Note 
that, however, our aim was not to test whether activation of 
reputation concerns and its manifestation as anti-effeminacy 
bias would generalize to men in all cultures. Such a test 
would require evidence from a diverse set of cultures.

In addition, our research showed that men who value mas-
culine honor are not limited to protecting their reputation 
through aggressive and confrontational behaviors as most 
studies to date have shown (e.g., Barnes et al., 2012; Saucier 

L: b = -.27 CI[-.55, .01]L: b = .69*** CI[.52, .86]

L: b = -.04, CI[-.24, .32]  (b = -.07 CI[-.40, .26])

H: b = .52*** CI[.23, .80] (b = -.25, CI[-.73, .22])

H: b = 1.17*** CI[1.00, 1.33]

Desire to be friends 
with the target

H: b = -.36** CI[-.56, .15] 

H: b =.62** CI[.25, .99]

L: b = .17, CI[-.15, .50]

Perceived coalitional 
value of the target

H: b = .57* CI[.13, 1.02]

L: b = .19 CI[-.12, .51]

Target’s gender 
expression 

Reputation loss in the eyes 
of male friends

H: b = -.66*** CI[-.99, -.33]

L: b = -.07 CI[-.38, .24]

Figure 8.  Study 3 (U.K. men): Serial mediation model of the effect of feminine (vs. masculine) male target on desire to be friends via 
perceived coalitional value and self-perceived reputation in the eyes of male friends for men with high (M + 1 SD) masculine honor 
ideals (coefficients follow H) and for men with low (M − 1 SD) masculine honor ideals (coefficients follow L).
Note. Conditional direct effects of feminine (vs. masculine) target on desire to be friends when controlling for the mediators are in parentheses. Values 
are unstandardized regression coefficients. Target’s gender expression is coded as feminine = −1, masculine = 1. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 17.  Tests of Conditional Indirect Effects of the Mediated Moderation Model Presented in Figure 8.

Simple mediation via perceived 
coalitional value

Simple mediation via reputation loss 
in the eyes of male friends

Serial mediation via perceived 
coalitional value ⇒ reputation loss 

in the eyes of male friends

  Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI Coefficient SE 95% CI

Without control variables
  Low HIM .12 .11 [−0.12, 0.31] −.05 .05 [−0.15, 0.03] .01 .03 [−0.05, 0.08]
  High HIM .72 .24 [0.23, 0.27] −.20 .12 [−0.46, −0.02] .28 .11 [0.09, 0.53]
With control variables
  Low HIM .04 .09 [−0.18, 0.16] −.09 .07 [−0.25, 0.01] .009 .03 [−0.04, 0.07]
  High HIM .30 .19 [−0.09, 0.65] −.22 .13 [−0.53, −0.03] .19 .11 [0.04, 0.45]

Note. The control variables were perceived similarity, perceived homosexuality, social dominance orientation (SDO), and their interaction with gender 
expression. HIM = Masculine honor ideals.
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et al., 2016; Vandello et al., 2008). Here, we have shown that 
men can also protect their reputation through subtle behav-
iors such as avoiding friendships with feminine men. Thus, 
our research directs attention to a different strategy through 
which men can protect their reputation in the everyday life, 
and adds to a limited number of studies investigating nonag-
gressive ways of maintaining reputation by individuals who 
value masculine honor ideals.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

Limitations of this study included reliance of only self-
report measures and the use of scenarios describing hypo-
thetical target persons. Behavioral laboratory measures 
(e.g., sitting distance, eye contact) would help test whether 
participants’ behaviors coincide with their self-reported 
evaluations. Nevertheless, using scenarios enabled us to 
systematically vary the variable of primary interest—target’s 
gender expression—and provided important insights from 
two cultural groups into psychological mechanisms under-
lying anti-effeminacy bias.

Another limitation is that we used a single conceptualiza-
tion of anti-effeminacy bias—unwillingness to be friends—
which is often considered a voluntary association between 
people. Future studies may examine whether reputation con-
cerns manifest in biased preferences when interacting with 
coworkers or kin, as well as other more direct expressions of 
anti-effeminacy bias such as punishment, exclusion, or 
derogation.

When assessing participants’ reputation concerns in Study 
2, the outgroup members (male strangers) were not described 
as aggressive rivals who can cause harm to the participants. 
If these other male strangers were presented as outgroup 
aggressors, participants’ concern with losing reputation for 
formidability could become more salient and predict men’s 
reluctance to befriend feminine men. Thus, future research 
may find that depending on social situations, self-protection 
motives could also drive certain expressions of anti-effemi-
nacy bias in addition to motives for coalition formation.

Our findings also have implications for understanding the 
functional basis of antigay bias. Previous research has sug-
gested that homophobic attitudes and expressions are strate-
gic attempts to prevent the risk of contamination from 
pathogens (see Filip-Crawford, & Neuberg, 2016). However, 
our research suggests that, at least to the extent that homo-
sexual targets have visible cues of effeminacy, certain behav-
ioral indicators of antigay bias (such as avoiding affiliation 
with gay men) may be strategic attempts to prevent reputation 
risk. Future research would benefit from studying different 
manifestations of antigay bias (avoidance vs. aggression) by 
manipulating the target’s sexual activity (gay vs. straight sex) 
and gender conformity (masculine vs. feminine appearance) 
to provide a more nuanced understanding of the psychologi-
cal mechanisms underlying different types of antigay bias.

Our proposed mechanism of anti-effeminacy bias applied 
only to highly masculine honor-oriented men and was spe-
cific to coalitional value in traditionally masculine tasks 
which require traits such as strength, courage, toughness, and 
dominance. However, we would like to stress that masculine 
traits and skills are not the only ways men can bring coali-
tional value. There are as many valuable traits, skills, and 
abilities as there are many different types of teams and coali-
tions in society. What traits an academic or a business team 
would value in a man would be different than what a male 
rugby team would value in a teammate. As shown here in 
Study 3 and by Winegard et al. (2016), the coalitional value 
account did not hold when men evaluated the coalitional 
value of feminine targets in tasks whose success does not 
require masculine skills (business, chess, poetry). 
Accordingly, we assume that anti-effeminacy bias may 
become nonexistent in coalitional contexts in which success 
would require traits such as empathy, creativity, intellectual, 
and verbal abilities. Other than raising awareness about anti-
effeminacy bias, creating and encouraging the existence of 
occupations and activities, which require a diverse set of 
socially important skills for achieving success other than tra-
ditional masculinity, may help reducing bias against femi-
nine men. Future studies are needed to follow up on these 
suggestions and implications of the current research.
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Notes

1.	 The friendship desire measure includes items that reflect friend-
ship as a private matter (e.g., “how much would you like to be 
friends with the target”), and items that reflect it as a social net-
work construct (e.g., how much would you like to socialize with 
the target?). Results from both the U.K. and TR samples with the 
private and social network clusters revealed the same patterns of 
results.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1856-2744
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2.	 Despite the high Honor Ideology for Manhood (HIM) scores 
in the Turkish sample (an honor culture) to begin with, when 
breaking down participants into high versus low HIM, we found 
the predicted pattern of results regarding anti-effeminacy bias. 
This may be due to pluralistic ignorance, where one’s own pri-
vate attitudes are believed to differ from the collective, even if 
one’s behavior does not (Vandello et al., 2008).
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