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Abstract 

Currently, men are under-represented in many careers and fields of study, including foreign-

language study. In seven studies, I examined social psychological correlates and causes of the 

gender gap in enrolment and interest in language-related fields. After reviewing research on gender 

similarities and differences in language education in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 reports a correlational 

study revealing that men in foreign language classes differed from men not in such classes in both 

motivational factors and their beliefs about gender. Enrolment was associated with both 

expectancies for success at language learning and valuing of learning, with masculine role beliefs 

influencing enrolment through values. To further examine how men’s expectancies of success in 

foreign language might be influenced by gender stereotypes, in Chapter 3 I describe four 

experiments (total N=542) uncovering little evidence for stereotype threat effects on men in 

language tasks. In Chapter 4 I show that men’s disinterest in foreign languages may be caused by 

a combination of traditional beliefs about masculinity and masculinity threat. Men reported less 

interest in foreign language study and less positive attitudes towards foreign language learning 

following a masculinity threat compared to men whose masculinity was affirmed or who did not 

hold traditional masculinity beliefs. In terms of expectancy-value theory, men’s 

underrepresentation in foreign language appears more a function of values than of expectancies. 

Threats to men’s competence in language did not affect their expectancies, but traditional 

masculine gender roles pushed men to avoid “feminine”-typed domains such as foreign language 

learning. These results suggest that concern about affirming a masculine identity may limit men’s 

educational choices. 
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The Gender Gap in Foreign Language Study: What Deters Men from Voluntary Enrolment? 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Although gender gaps in most male-dominated fields of study and many male-dominated 

career fields have narrowed dramatically over the last few decades, men’s representation in 

female-dominated fields has remained largely unchanged. Decades of research into women’s 

underrepresentation in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) disciplines 

has shown changes in gender ratios from fewer than 20% of degrees conferred on women in 

1970 to over 40% in 2010, but today the proportion of men in university foreign language majors 

is smaller than the proportion of women in the physical sciences, math, or biology (e.g. National 

Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2014). The only male-dominated disciplines that still 

show large gender imbalances at the undergraduate level are computer sciences and engineering. 

Most subjects with large gender imbalances are now female-dominated subjects like nursing, 

psychology, and foreign languages (Canadian Council on Learning, 2009; NCES, 2014; 

Statistics Canada, 2014).  

The ability to speak a foreign language is an important skill that has potential economic, 

social, and cognitive benefits. Multilingualism facilitates intercultural communication, making it 

an asset in an era of increasing immigration and globalization. Men who choose not to learn 

foreign languages may also miss opportunities to engage with other cultures and people. Some 

researchers also argue that becoming bilingual may afford cognitive benefits such as increased 

ability to control attention, larger working memory capacity, and delayed onset of Alzheimer’s 

disease (Adesope, Lavin, Thompson, & Ungerleider, 2010; Craik, Bialystok, & Freedman, 

2010). If men do not study foreign languages, they may miss out on cognitive benefits and also 

be left lacking a set of skills that are of vital importance in modern job markets. 
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In this dissertation, I will begin by discussing why it is important to study men and how 

research into men’s educational choices and achievement might be informed by previous work 

related to women in STEM fields. I will then provide an overview of gender differences in 

language-related ability and achievement as well as gender differences in language attitudes and 

motivation before considering what social psychological explanations might underlie these 

differences. I focus on the possible role of stereotypes in explaining these differences. In 

particular I focus on stereotypes related to gender and ability, as well as stereotypical beliefs 

about the appropriate behaviors and pursuits of men. In Chapter 2, I will report the results of a 

study examining how expectancies and values, as well as beliefs about gender, differentiate men 

who have chosen to study a foreign language from men not studying foreign language. I will 

then report a series of studies of stereotype threats on men in language in Chapter 3, followed by 

a study of how threats to masculinity may lead certain men to disavow interest in foreign 

languages. I will close with a discussion of the implications of my research findings. 

Why Study Men? 

Given men’s privileged position in society and the persistence of pay gaps and other 

discrimination favoring men (especially white men), readers may ask why we should care about 

men’s underrepresentation in female-dominated fields. I argue that it is important to study how 

gender stereotypes and biases affect both men and women because these may affect the 

opportunities and well-being of both men and women. For example, stereotypes that men are 

ambitious and driven but women are nurturing may limit women’s opportunities in fields where 

ambition and drive are seen as important, but they may also deter men from entering more 

“nurturing” professions such as nursing. Stereotypes that men are good at math and women are 
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good at languages affect girls’ math self-concepts, but they also affect boys’ language self-

concepts (Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; Retelsdorf, Schwartz, & Asbrock, 2014).  

Fostering male interest in language learning may also eventually have larger societal 

implications. For instance, sociologists Levanon, England, and Allison (2009) found that 

between 1950 and 2000 in the United States, a profession’s median wages were negatively 

correlated with the number of women entering the profession. This study provided evidence that 

work becomes more devalued as it becomes more female-dominated, rather than the alternative 

hypothesis that men eschew female-dominated professions because they are low paying. Thus, if 

more men can be convinced to enter female-dominated professions related to language and 

communication, it is possible that this influx of men might reverse this effect and increase the 

prestige and pay of these traditionally female-dominated professions. Over time, more equal 

gender distributions in these professions may influence the expectancies and task values future 

generations of men associate with language learning. Given that culture and psyche are mutually 

constituted (Schweder, 1990), we can hope that interventions to increase male participation in 

language learning and language fields may influence the cultural milieu over time and reduce the 

strength and prevalence of gendered stereotypes about what subjects, majors, and careers are 

appropriate for both men and women. 

Possible Parallels to Women in STEM 

I begin with the assumption that many of the same issues and stereotypes that deter 

women from entering STEM disciplines may, in a complementary fashion, be limiting the 

occupational interests and opportunities of men. System justification theorists have suggested 

that gender stereotypes (and many other types of stereotypes) are complementary, such that each 

gender is seen to have both strengths and weaknesses that create balance in society (Jost & Kay, 
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2005). I suggest that “math is for boys (and not girls), but language is for girls (and not boys)” is 

one such complementary stereotype. Because of the parallel nature of these stereotypes, the 

causes of gender disparities in language and STEM might also parallel each other. To examine 

how this may be the case, I will review gender differences in language ability and motivation as 

well as some possible factors that underlie these differences, such as stereotypes and sense of 

belonging to language domains. Beyond simply replicating existing findings with women in 

STEM and applying them to a new domain, I will also examine some features which might be 

unique to males and female-dominated fields, such as views of masculinity. I will then propose a 

line of research to begin filling these gaps. 

In this dissertation, I investigate how men’s beliefs about gender and language might 

affect their interest in languages and ultimately their voluntary enrolment and participation in 

language classes in three empirical chapters. I will first conduct an exploratory questionnaire 

comparing male language learners to non-learners in order to identify what factors might be 

important. I next draw from the literature on women in STEM to examine whether stereotypes 

might threaten men’s competence in language domains in the same way that gender stereotypes 

hold back women in math. Moving beyond the premise that men in foreign language experience 

parallel problems to those experienced by women in STEM, I then examine a way in which 

masculinity itself may deter men from foreign language study. 

Overview of Gender Differences in Language 

According to the American Psychological Association (APA, 2010), “sex” refers to the 

biological categorization of a person or other organism as male or female, while “gender” is used 

to refer to men and women as social categories. More specifically, the APA recommends that the 

term “sex” be used when referring to biological differences, while “gender” should be used for 
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discussion of social, cultural, and psychological characteristics or experiences. Sex and gender 

often overlap, but some people may identify with a gender that does not match their biological 

sex or with a gender other than “man” or “woman.” For my dissertation research, I will be 

adopting a social psychological perspective, and as such I will focus on psychological gender 

differences rather than biological or sex differences in foreign language.  

Language ability. 

One important area where gender differences have been observed and male students 

appear to lag behind their female counterparts is in language ability. Although a 1988 meta-

analysis by Janet Shibley Hyde indicated that gender differences in language ability were too 

small to be meaningful and were shrinking over time, recent studies have shown that girls 

consistently outperform boys in reading and writing in most countries where this issue has been 

studied. This discrepancy applies to cases where “ability” refers to performance on standardized 

tests, laboratory tasks, and/or school achievement. A meta-analysis by Voyer and Voyer (2014) 

showed that girls outperform boys in their school achievement (grades), with the largest 

difference being in language arts and foreign languages. In the US, Canada, and at least 72 out of 

75 OECD nations, girls significantly outperform boys on various standardized measures of 

reading and writing proficiency (CCL, 2009; National Center for Education Statistics, 2011; 

Stoet & Geary, 2013). On average, this disparity is three times larger than differences in math 

and science ability (CCL, 2009; Stoet & Geary, 2013). Unlike the math and science gaps, this 

gap appears to grow larger as children age, and according to at least one study, the gap has also 

widened since 2000 (Lynn & Mikk, 2009; Stoet & Geary, 2013). A longitudinal study of Belgian 

7th through 12th graders revealed that girls’ language abilities improve continuously over time, 

while boys’ abilities actually decline in 7th grade before later improving again (Van de Gear, 
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Pustjens, Van Damme, & Munter, 2009). Paralleling this pattern in objective assessments, boys 

report less confidence than girls in their language arts and writing abilities (Meece, Glienke, & 

Burg, 2006). Therefore, boys may have low expectations of success in language domains. 

These studies focused primarily on native language ability, but the results might be 

relevant to foreign language ability as well. Some researchers have argued that native language 

(L1) and foreign language (L2) ability are determined by the same underlying aptitude 

(Cummins, 1980), where language aptitude refers to an underlying ability or capacity to learn 

language. Though research in this area is still ongoing, proficiency in first and second languages 

have been linked empirically (Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995), meaning that  differences in native 

language ability may be relevant to foreign language contexts. Some studies of foreign language 

contexts specifically have found that women and girls outperform men and boys in foreign 

language learning, just as in native language reading and writing (e.g. Glowka, 2014; Oxford, 

Park-Oh, Ito, & Sumrall, 1993). For example, British girls outperform boys in French, German, 

and Spanish at the secondary level (GSCE, 1999). 

Even if native language and foreign language aptitudes are distinct, as suggested by some 

researchers (e.g. Dale, Harlaar, & Plomin, 2012), if cultural beliefs suggest that L1 and L2 

proficiencies are related, these beliefs might have a similar effect on interest in both reading and 

writing the native language and foreign language study. In other words, if students believe that 

native and foreign language ability are linked, they are likely to believe that female advantages in 

language ability will extend to foreign languages. Such a belief could become a self-fulfilling 

prophecy for male learners. In sum, gender differences in language ability and gender disparities 

in language-related study are likely to be psychologically related, whether they reflect 

objectively related capacities or not. Actual or perceived differences in males’ and females’ 
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language ability are likely to influence male students’ beliefs about their own abilities, which in 

turn will influence their motivation and performance via language self-concepts and affective 

memories. 

Interest, attitudes, and motivation. 

Given these differences in ability, it is perhaps unsurprising that male students seem to 

have less positive attitudes about language than female students. Among a large sample of young 

Hungarian teens, girls reported consistently more positive foreign language attitudes than boys 

(Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005). In Japan, high school boys had less positive attitudes towards both 

knowing English and studying it in school, as well as less interest in culture and communication 

compared to girls (Kobayashi, 2002). Among university and secondary school students in China, 

female students reported more positive attitudes towards learning additional languages and 

greater interest in travel and culture than male students (You & Dörnyei, 2014).  Flemish high 

school boys had less positive attitudes towards French, but not English, compared to female 

peers (Dewaele, 2005). Boys also appear to be less impressed by multilingualism than girls; in 

one study, only about a third of Australian boys agreed that multilingual people are “very 

intelligent,” compared with over half of girls (Bernat & Lloyd, 2007). These gender differences 

may be moderated by experience with language learning; Canadian boys not in French 

immersion had less positive attitudes towards French compared to girls generally and to boys in 

French immersion programs (Baker & MacIntyre, 2000). 

Studies focusing on students’ tendencies to envision themselves in an ideal future as 

competent L2 or L3 users (Ideal L2/L3 self) have revealed similar results. You & Dornyei (2014) 

found that female students intended to put greater effort into their English studies compared to 

male students, and that they also endorsed stronger ideal-L2 selves and ought-L2 selves. This 
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finding is consistent with numerous other studies finding gender differences in ideal-L2 or ideal-

L3 self favoring women and girls (Henry, 2009; Henry & Cliffordson, 2013; Kim, 2009; Kim & 

Kim, 2011). 

Many studies suggest that boys and men tend to have poorer motivation than girls and 

women both in school generally and in language domains especially (e.g. see Meece, Glienke, & 

Burg, 2006 for a review of gender and motivation). Male students’ demotivation is important 

because motivation is an important predictor of effort and later performance (Deci & Ryan, 

2000a; Masgoret & Gardner, 2003). Gender differences in foreign language motivation are seen 

in terms of multiple ways of conceptualizing “motivation,” including the intensity of effort put 

towards language learning and reasons for foreign language learning (using frameworks 

including Gardner’s instrumental and integrative orientations and self-determination theory’s 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; Coleman, Galaczi, & Astruc, 2007; Kissau, 2006; Kissau et 

al., 2010; Sung & Padilla, 1998). Studies conducted in numerous different countries have found 

that male students are less motivated than female students to learn and use foreign languages as a 

means to approach a target culture, or for personally important or intrinsic reasons (Abu-rabia, 

1997; Bacon & Finnemann, 1992; Oxford, Park-Oh, It, & Sumrall, 1993; Yashima et al., 2009; 

Yashima, Nishida, & Mizumoto, 2016). Among a large sample of foreign language learners from 

around the world, female students reported greater interest and enjoyment in their FL classes 

compared to male students (Dewaele, MacIntyre, Boudreau, & Dewaele, 2016). 

Some studies have found no gender differences in foreign language motivation. Among 

students who are already taking language classes at the university level, some studies have found 

no differences in intrinsic or self-determined motivation (e.g. Chaffee, Noels, & McEown, 2014), 

although these samples do to tend to be predominantly female, which is consistent with the fact 
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that men are underrepresented in foreign language study, but also limits statistical power to 

detect gender differences. This pattern was found in university foreign language classes in 

Canada, where students in most faculties are not required to study a foreign language, and even 

students who are subject to a foreign language requirement are free to choose which language to 

study. Hence these students are not forced to take a particular language.  Baker and MacIntyre 

(2000) found gender differences in motivational orientation only among Canadian students not in 

French immersion programs, but not among French immersion students. Though the motivation 

of university students who choose to study languages may not always differ by gender, women 

and girls have been consistently shown to use adaptive language learning strategies more than 

men and boys, and to use a greater variety of these strategies (e.g. Oxford et al., 1993; Ansarin & 

Zeynali, 2012). 

Possible Social Psychological Explanations 

Little research has directly addressed the reasons that might underlie male students’ 

disinterest in language, especially foreign language. Although some research has focused on why 

women are attracted to language study, these studies have had little obvious relevance to the 

question of why men are not. For example, Piller and Takahashi (2006) discussed Japanese 

women’s attraction to Western men and fantasies about life abroad as major reasons for their 

English study, but the authors did not mention whether or how such motives might apply to men, 

or what different motives men might have for pursuing or avoiding English conversation classes.  

Other researchers have suggested that gender differences in motivation might stem from more 

interdependent self-construals among women (Henry & Cliffordson, 2013), or from the tendency 

of female students to use more visual imagery (You, Dörnyei, & Csizér, 2016). In this 

dissertation, I suggest some compelling possible avenues for research into men’s apparent 
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disinterest in foreign language study. I will primarily focus on examining intersections between 

gender stereotypes and beliefs about foreign languages.  

Gender Stereotypes and Language 

Stereotypes are cultural beliefs that associate membership in certain groups with certain 

traits or qualities. Stereotypes can be considered cultural for several reasons. Like other forms of 

cultural knowledge, stereotypes are collectively held and widely known by group members 

(Devine, 1989). According to Devine’s (1989) model of stereotyping and prejudice, regardless of 

a person’s personal level of belief in stereotypes (or explicit stereotype), most members of a 

culture tend to be aware of stereotypes about different groups because these stereotypes come 

from common socialization experiences. Research has shown that stereotypes are embedded in 

and transmitted through cultural products such as mass media (e.g. Stice, Schupak-Neuberg, 

Shaw, & Stein, 1994), as well as through interpersonal contact, such as with teachers (e.g. 

Retelsdorf, Schwartz, & Asbrock, 2015). Stereotypes can also be embedded in and transmitted 

through organizational cultures, constraining the behavior of members within the organization 

(Aaltio-Marjosola, 1994). Stereotypical associations tend to be well-learned and easily activated, 

again regardless of whether the individual person believes the stereotype to be true or not 

(Devine, 1989). Below I outline several ways in which stereotypes about gender and about 

foreign language learning might influence men. In particular, I argue that research should 

investigate stereotype threat, stereotypes about the congruence of one’s gender with foreign 

language study, antifemininity, and masculinity threat. 

Internalized gender stereotypes. 

Both children and adults tend to favor occupations stereotypically associated with their 

own gender (Weisgram, Bigler, & Liben, 2010), suggesting that individuals internalize 
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occupational gender stereotypes and act on them throughout life. This tendency means that 

stereotypes may affect men’s feelings about language not just immediately via stereotype threat, 

but also over time in more subtle ways as the stereotypes become internalised. The stereotypes 

held by both teachers and students may arise partially as a function of descriptive norms that 

self-reinforce over time—boys do not see men going into language study or language-related 

careers, so they also avoid these careers, and future generations of boys continue to observe the 

same gender disparities in occupations. When it comes time to choose classes or university 

majors, “female”-typed subjects may not even be seriously considered by most male students 

(Eccles, 1994). Men may also avoid language domains if they feel that these are inconsistent 

with their gender role (Eccles et al., 1993). Correspondingly, if women internalise the same 

stereotype that language is feminine, they may be disproportionately attracted to foreign 

language study in much the same way that men are deterred (Schmenk, 2004). 

Researchers studying issues related to women in STEM across 66 countries have found a 

negative correlation between a nation’s explicit stereotypes about gender and science and the 

number of women enrolled in science majors and employed in science-related careers there 

(Miller, Eagly, & Linn, 2015). The same study revealed that greater numbers of female science 

majors, but not female scientists in the workforce, was associated with weaker implicit 

stereotypes (Miller et al., 2015). Though not providing evidence of causality, these results hint 

that if we can increase the number of men studying languages, this increase may reduce the 

stereotype that languages are for women only. 

Stereotype threat. 

Many studies of women in STEM have examined stereotype threat as an important 

mechanism through which gender stereotypes influence students’ behavior. Stereotype threat 
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occurs when a negative stereotype about a student’s group is made salient. Activating a 

stereotype suggesting that the student is not expected to do well on a certain task because of their 

group membership causes the student who is the target of the stereotype to feel extra pressure to 

perform well on stereotype-relevant tasks. This pressure increases the student’s cognitive load 

and anxiety and thereby ironically undermines performance on the task, causing the student to 

perform poorly (Aronson, Lustina, Good, Keough, Steele, & Brown, 1999; Steele & Aronson, 

1995). In this way stereotype threat can lead to the original stereotype being confirmed. The 

effect of stereotype threat has been demonstrated among women on math tests in many studies; 

women tend to perform more poorly on a math test after a reminder of the “women are bad at 

math” stereotype compared to both men and women not reminded of the stereotype (O’Brien & 

Crandall, 2003; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999). It has been established that men can experience 

stereotype threat in domains traditionally considered feminine (such as social sensitivity, Koenig 

& Eagly, 2005; and relationship maintenance McGlone & Pfeister, 2014). If this is the case for 

men in foreign language domains as well, stereotype threat over time might lead men to 

disidentify with foreign language learning, leading to a lower sense of belonging in language and 

a weaker language self-concept (Aronson et al., 1999). 

The Antifemininity Mandate and Precarious Manhood 

Beyond the possibility that men internalize cultural stereotypes that men either do not or 

can not do language, there are factors distinct to men’s experience of gender that could further 

influence men’s foreign language enrolment. The anti-femininity mandate represents another 

way in which stereotypes might affect men and boys’ language learning motivation. Bosson and 

Michniewicz (2013) described the anti-femininity mandate as the most central feature of the 

male gender role. The anti-femininity mandate is a prescriptive norm stating that it is important 
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for boys and men not to appear feminine. This norm means that if language is for girls, boys and 

men might avoid it not just because of feeling that they do not belong, but in order to avoid 

appearing feminine (Bosson & Michniewicz, 2013). The researchers found that men tend to rate 

stereotypically feminine traits as not applying to men to a much greater extent than women do 

the reverse. In other words, men believe that men are unfeminine, but women do not necessarily 

view womanhood as incompatible with masculine traits. 

We can see the operation of this norm in treatment of gender-nonconforming behavior. 

Parents tend to encourage boys’ gender-typical behaviors more than those of girls (Lytton & 

Romney, 1991). Although women also tend to be sanctioned for counter-stereotypical behavior, 

masculine women have still been evaluated more positively than feminine men (Levy, Taylor, & 

Gelman, 1995). In various domains, including occupational preferences, women tend to express 

both masculine and feminine interests, whereas men avoid endorsing feminine interests 

(Weisgram, Bigler, & Liben, 2010). In the last decade, researchers have tied this tendency to 

cultural concepts of “precarious manhood,” or the idea that manliness (but not womanliness) is 

something one can lose through unmanly behavior, such that when the tenuousness of manhood 

is made salient, men more strongly reject feminine traits as incompatible with a masculine 

identity (Bosson & Michniewicz, 2013; Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008). 

It has been found that a combination of fear of failure (which may result partially from 

stereotypes about girls being better students at the primary and secondary levels than boys) and 

fear of appearing feminine leads some boys to reject academic work in general, since working 

hard in school is seen as feminine, and boys are afraid of being bullied if they appear feminine 

(Jackson, 2003). Boys who are concerned about appearing feminine may refuse to put effort into 

schoolwork, or at least use deceptive strategies to make it appear to their peers as though they are 
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not working hard in school (Jackson, 2003). This phenomenon is especially evident in secondary 

schools, but it also occurs at universities (Jackson & Dempster, 2009). In other words, boys and 

young men see working hard in school as something girls do, so if these boys also feel the need 

to distance themselves from femininity, they will want to project the image that they do not work 

hard in school, either by not studying or by lying about not studying. These efforts may be 

especially important to male students when it comes to a domain like language learning that is 

stereotyped as feminine. 

Consistent with the idea that male students avoid “the feminine” in terms of language 

study, differences in attitudes and motivation towards foreign language appear to vary according 

to the perceived masculinity or femininity of the language in question. British boys in grades 7-9 

were more motivated to learn German than French because they saw French as being too 

feminine (Williams, Burden, & Lanvers, 2002). Similar results were found among Irish students, 

who associated German with masculine pastimes like war and soccer (Glowka, 2014). Data from 

the U.S. appears consistent with this possibility; German is one of the few foreign language 

majors that is not heavily female dominated (NCES, 2014). If foreign languages overall are 

perceived as feminine, then, boys and men may avoid them in much the same way that they 

avoid appearing to work hard in school. 

Masculinity Threat 

Social identity threats to men’s masculinity have been shown to lead men to protect their 

(precarious) manhood through hyper-masculine behavior (e.g. Cohn, Seibert, & Zeichner, 2009; 

Maass, Cadinu, Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003). Masculinity threat experiments have typically 

used false feedback to call participants’ masculinity into question by informing men that they 

have scored in the feminine range on tests of personality or strength. These masculinity threats 
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made men more likely to aggress (Cohn et al., 2009), sexually harass a female experimenter 

(Maas et al., 2003), and express negative attitudes towards effeminate gay men (Glick, Gangl, 

Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinburg, 2007). At least in cultures where antifemininity is part of the 

male gender role, masculinity threat also leads men to engage in actions intended to distance 

themselves from femininity; men whose masculinity is threatened also express decreased 

preferences for feminine products and decreased liking for other men who express 

stereotypically feminine preferences (Cheryan, Cameron, Katagiri, & Monin, 2015; Schmitt & 

Branscome, 2001). When threats to precarious masculinity combine with the antifemininity 

mandate, this complex may lead male students to avoid language learning due to its feminine 

image. The anti-femininity mandate may mean that language learning represents a threat to male 

students’ masculinity. 

Male students across the world are academically disadvantaged by lower reading and 

writing skills and lower language-related motivation than girls (e.g. Dewaele et al., 2016; Meece 

et al., 2006; Stoet & Geary, 2013; Voyer & Voyer, 2014). They are also not entering language-

related major fields such as literature, English, or foreign language to the same extent as female 

students. These differences may be largely attributable to some of the same factors that affect 

women in STEM, such as stereotype threat and stereotype internalization, with some of the same 

gender biases and stereotypes that affect women also affecting men. Unique factors like 

antifemininity and masculinity threat may also affect male students’ interest in language. 

Research is needed to examine how issues like stereotype threat, sense of belonging, and the 

anti-femininity mandate affect male language learners.  

The Research Thus Far 

Prior correlational study. 
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A necessary step in this research is to identify what aspects of gender ideology and what 

aspects of language learning are correlated, and which of these differentiate learners from non-

learners, especially among men. A study comparing male and female language learners to non-

language learners revealed some interactions between language learner status and gender (Noels, 

Chaffee & Elcheson, 2018). Compared to men not studying foreign languages, men in language 

classes rated themselves as having less masculine personality traits, and also reported lower 

levels of hostile, benevolent, and ambivalent sexism, less traditional views about the role of 

women in society, and less endorsement of the idea that men should strive for high status and 

avoid feminine pursuits. On the other hand, there were few gender differences in beliefs about 

the nature of verbal intelligence. Though motivational orientations and the ideal self were only 

measured among language learners, very few gender differences emerged along these 

dimensions. Furthermore, greater sexism and endorsement of traditional gender roles were 

related to a more fixed mindset about language learning and greater amotivation. Taken together, 

these results suggest that men’s internalization of cultural beliefs about gender may play a central 

role in whether they choose to study languages, but these findings should be replicated and 

extended to inform future avenues of exploration. 

Present Studies 

Exploratory questionnaire study. 

The purpose of this study is to replicate and extend the findings from the original 

questionnaire study by Noels et al. (in preparation) by including additional measures of gender 

ideology, a language aptitude measure, and measuring motivational factors among all 

participants. This study aims to determine how specific language learning and gender variables 

are interrelated and how these differ between male students who choose to study foreign 
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languages and those who do not. This study will also explore how expectancies of success in 

language learning and task values for language learning relate to men’s enrolment, as well as 

how gender beliefs might relate to expectancies and values. 

Stereotype threat studies. 

In my first set of experimental studies, I will examine a factor that might influence men’s 

expectancies of success in FL. A clear starting point for experimental research into men and 

language learning is apparent in the phenomenon of stereotype threat, which has been well 

studied among women in STEM and among racial minority groups, but which is less well-

established among majority-group men. To this end, I first seek to explore whether men are 

subject to stereotype threat on tasks related to language, especially foreign language learning. If 

we manipulate some aspect of students’ gendered beliefs, can we change their attitudes towards 

language learning or their language performance? I hypothesize that there is a causal link such 

that gender stereotypes and gender beliefs cause changes in language learning interest and 

performance. One way in which this process seems likely to occur is via stereotype threat. If this 

is in fact the case, these studies will help to explain how gendered stereotypes influence men’s 

language achievement and expectancies of success. 

Masculinity threat study. 

My final study will examine a way in which gender stereotypes might cause men to 

devalue language learning. Under stereotype threat, men may worry about confirming a negative 

stereotype, and this anxiety may undermine their performance and sense of belonging. However, 

because of the antifemininity mandate, men might also worry about appearing feminine if they 

show interest in a feminine domain such as foreign language. These two types of threat should 

operate independently to affect language learning. In the final study of my dissertation, I 
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hypothesize that men whose masculinity is threatened will disavow interest in language learning. 

Masculinity threat may or may not also lead men to perform worse on language aptitude tasks in 

order to further distance themselves from feminine abilities.  
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Chapter 2: Exploratory Correlational Study 

Programs in the humanities, including foreign languages (FLs), are being down-sized or 

cut at many universities (e.g. Flaherty 2018a), but the soft skills acquired through education in 

the humanities are actually highly valued by employers, including STEM-sector companies such 

as Google (Strauss, 2017). Foreign languages in particular have increasingly been made optional 

in university degree programs, and have seen declines in enrolment (Flaherty, 2018b) despite the 

many benefits of language skills and worldwide opportunities for employment as language 

teachers (Swanson & Mason, 2018). Men may be particularly disadvantaged by this disconnect 

between the utility of foreign language learning on the job market and its lack of emphasis in 

university study. Across the Anglosphere, boys disproportionately discontinue foreign language 

learning once FL study becomes optional (Jo Carr & Pauwels, 2006). This tendency leaves 

advanced foreign-language study and foreign-language university majors female dominated. The 

reasons why men are disproportionately affected by an institutional de-emphasis on FL study, 

however, are poorly understood.  

The few studies to date that have focused on men or boys and language education have 

not focused on enrolment in formal FL study. Instead, studies have focused on scholastic 

achievement rather than course enrolment, and these usually address either achievement in the 

native language (e.g. Ehrtmann & Wolter, 2018; Stoet & Geary, 2013), or achievement in FL and 

native language classes collapsed together (Voyer & Voyer, 2014a); only a few have focused on 

FL achievement specifically (Glowka, 2014; Oxford et al., 1993). A few studies have 

documented male students’ comparatively poor motivation in native language (Meece et al., 

2006) and FL domains (Kissau et al., 2010; Kobayashi, 2002), although some studies have 

shown no motivational differences between male and female FL learners at the university level 

(Chaffee, Noels, & McEown, 2014). In these studies, “motivation” has been framed both in 
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terms of the types of reasons students have for learning, as well as in terms of the strength of 

students’ desire for learning. To the best of my knowledge, however, no studies have focused on 

predicting men’s enrolment in FL courses. 

To fill this gap, I propose that Expectancy-Value Theory (EVT) provides a useful 

framework to begin thinking about how men choose their elective courses, university majors, 

and careers (Eccles, 1994, 2011). This theory has been applied extensively to questions of gender 

and educational and occupational outcomes in past research of women in STEM (e.g. Guo, 

Marsh, Parker, Morin, & Dicke, 2017; Watt et al., 2012). According to this model, people’s 

choices are influenced most directly by the individual’s expectancies for the task, that is, their 

expectations of being able to do a task well or successfully, and the individual’s personal 

assessment of the task’s worth to him/herself (i.e., the subjective value of the task). Expectancy-

value theorists argue that expectancies are very closely related to self-perceived ability or self-

efficacy (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002).  

Task values include perceptions of intrinsic value in the task, perceptions of the 

usefulness of the task, and the importance of what will be attained from the task, as well as the 

costs associated with pursuing the task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002). In terms of language learning, 

this definition means that task values might include intrinsic interest in foreign languages and the 

target language specifically, beliefs about the importance of bilingualism, as well as perceptions 

of the value of FL to one’s personal future plans. This formulation (without the aspect of costs) is 

similar to constructs central to some other motivational theories, most notably self-determination 

theory’s (SDT) notion of intrinsic interest and identified regulation. Wigfield and Eccles (2002) 

point out that although EVT and SDT come from different philosophical roots and represent 

distinct theoretical traditions, there is substantial conceptual overlap between task value and 
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subtypes of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation as described by Deci and Ryan (e.g. Deci & Ryan, 

2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Similar to SDT, EVT’s values and expectancies are predicted by 

goals, self-concepts, affective factors, aptitudes, cultural factors, the opinions of parents and 

teachers, relevant experiences, etc. Understanding similarities between these two theoretical 

models is helpful because SDT has been used extensively in foreign language learning research, 

but it does not itself address questions of how educational decisions are made, as EVT does. 

Thus the EVT model can help us to shape exploratory research into men’s relative absence from 

humanities subjects such as FL. 

According to EVT, expectancies based on self-efficacy and competence beliefs should be 

the best predictor of achievement outcomes, while task value should best predict outcomes like 

enrollment (Plante, De la Sablonnière, Aronson, & Théorêt, 2013). Though gender gaps in both 

language achievement and enrolment have been observed (Carr & Pauwels, 2006; Stoet & 

Geary, 2013; Voyer & Voyer, 2014), in the present research, I focus on the latter set of 

outcomes. Enrolment (rather than achievement) should be a first and important line of 

investigation because men cannot be expected to achieve high levels of foreign language 

proficiency or good grades in foreign language classes without first enrolling in those classes. As 

such, men’s task values for language learning are expected to be important for predicting which 

students are in language classes and which are not. The degree to which men value language for 

internalised, self-determined reasons as opposed to external, pressured ones is thus expected to 

be a strong proximal, or direct and immediate, predictor of FL class enrolment. 

The Relation between Language Stereotypes and Language Study 

EVT specifies that cultural gender stereotypes are one factor that can guide individuals’ 

educational and career choices, often by shaping how much they value achievement in a target 



 

MEN AND LANGUAGE LEARNING                                                     22 
 

domain as well as how likely they think they are to be able to succeed in that domain. This 

shaping may happen in several different ways. For instance, past research has tied gender beliefs 

and gendered stereotypes that boys are not as good at language as girls to language self-concept 

(Retelsdorf et al., 2015), and beliefs about the masculinity or femininity of certain FLs to interest 

in those FLs (Glowka, 2014). Plante and colleagues (2013) used a path model based on EVT and 

found that boys’ beliefs about their competence in language arts, their task values for language 

arts study, and their school performance were all predicted by their gendered stereotypes about 

math and language ability, and boys’ intentions to work in language-related fields were indirectly 

predicted by gender stereotypes—boys’ gender stereotypes predicted their valuing of language 

arts as useful, and valuing language arts predicted intention to work in language-related fields. 

There are several additional gender-related constructs and beliefs that might be relevant 

beyond stereotypes about men’s and boys’ abilities or about the gendered qualities of languages 

themselves. The first of these is gender identification, which describes the degree to which an 

individual considers their gender a central part of their identity. Glick, Wilkerson, and Cuffe 

(2015) found that men’s gender identification was related to positive attitudes towards people 

fulfilling traditional gender roles, but it was unrelated to negative attitudes towards non-

traditional gender roles like “stay-at-home dad.” Noels, Chaffee, and Elcheson (in preparation) 

found that gender identification was not related to FL enrolment. If we consider “FL learner” a 

non-traditional role for men (as suggested by findings presented later; Chapter 3; Chaffee, Lou, 

& Noels, 2018), the Noels et al. finding is consistent with the findings of Glick and colleagues.  

Hence, gender identification would not seem to be a consistent predictor of attitudes and 

enrolment in (foreign) language study. 



 

MEN AND LANGUAGE LEARNING                                                     23 
 

Gender ideologies and sexist beliefs, which have more to do with beliefs about the 

content of masculinity and femininity and the roles of men and women in society, rather than 

relating to the importance of one’s personal gender identity or stereotypes about characteristics 

of men and women, should also be considered in research about men in FL. Gender ideologies 

are prescriptive beliefs about what men’s and women’s social roles should entail—how a proper 

man or a proper woman ought to behave. These types of gender beliefs have been linked to 

students’ educational and occupational choices such that individuals with more traditional gender 

ideologies tend to choose or express interest in traditionally gender-typed educational subjects 

and vocations (Sinclair & Carlsson, 2013; Tokar & Jome, 1998; van der Vleuten, Jaspers, Maas, 

& van der Lippe, 2016). Sexist beliefs are closely associated with traditional gender ideologies 

(Glick et al., 2015), and consist of stereotypical views of women that may include hostile 

attitudes, superficially positive paternalistic attitudes, and denials of women’s continued 

disadvantage in society, all of which serve to perpetuate a status quo where women are 

disadvantaged (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995). These types of beliefs 

may also be relevant to the issue of men in language study; for instance, Ehrtmann and Wolter 

(2018) found that boys who agreed with gender egalitarian, anti-sexist statements (e.g. “Girls 

should be able to learn the same professions as boys”) experienced more growth in L1 reading 

competence across fifth through seventh grades than boys with less egalitarian gender role 

beliefs.  

A study comparing male and female language learners to non-language learners revealed 

some interactions of language learner status and gender (Noels, Chaffee & Elcheson, in 

preparation). Few gender differences emerged between male and female FL learners or between 

female learners and non-learners, but compared to men enrolled in FL courses and women, men 
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not studying a FL rated themselves as having more masculine personality traits, and also 

reported higher levels of hostile, benevolent, and ambivalent sexism, more traditional views 

about the role of women in society, and more strongly endorsed the idea that men should strive 

for high status and avoid feminine pursuits. In other words, men who were not enrolled in a 

language course tended to be less progressive in their gender beliefs.  On the other hand, that 

study revealed no gender differences in beliefs about the nature of verbal intelligence. Because it 

measured the strength of the ideal L2 self and reasons for language learning, or task values, only 

among students who were learning a language, this study could not address how motivational 

factors relate to gender beliefs across all students, or whether gender beliefs might influence 

enrolment decisions through motivational factors. Taken together, these results suggested that 

men’s internalization of cultural beliefs about gender may play a central role in whether they 

choose to study languages. 

In terms of expectancy-value theory, research should explore whether these gender 

beliefs influence men’s foreign language enrolment decisions through expectancies, values, or 

both. Gendered stereotypes that men lack competence in language domains could hurt men’s 

expectancies of success in those domains, thereby leading them not to enroll. On the other hand, 

values are expected to be the stronger predictor of such decisions (Eccles, 2005), and stereotypes 

that FL is not masculine, or not something men should pursue, could influence FL task values. It 

is possible that the value men place on FL, but not men’s expectancies of FL success, are the 

important factor predicting their disengagement. Another possibility is that since expectancies 

are expected to be the strongest predictor of achievement outcomes, it could be that competence 

stereotypes hurt men’s performance, while gender role norms hurt their likelihood to enrol.  

Objectives of the Present Study 
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The purpose of this study is, first, to replicate and extend the findings from Noels et al.’s 

(2018) survey, which indicated that men who were enrolled in language courses differed from 

men who were not across several gender- and language-related variables. More specifically, this 

study examines how specific language learning and gender variables differ between male 

university students who choose to study languages and those who do not, and how these factors 

interrelate. This study extends the prior study by adding measures of expected ability to succeed 

in foreign language courses, and language aptitude tests as a more objective measure of this 

ability. These measures enable us to investigate whether men who choose not to study FLs might 

be deterred by low aptitude in that domain. 

The present study also extends Noels et al. (in preparation) by measuring reasons for 

language learning (self-determined and controlled motivation) not only among language learners, 

but also among non-learners. If we consider FL class enrolment as chosen, it may seem obvious 

that men not studying FL must be less motivated to study FL (by which I mean that they should 

see few worthwhile reasons for FL learning and value FL learning less) than men who have 

chosen to take FL classes. However, by measuring reasons for language learning among both 

learners and non-learners, I can examine how men’s task values for FL are associated with other 

variables such as gender beliefs. 

Finally, I also seek to extend our understanding of men’s participation or non-

participation in FL learning by applying an EVT-based model to explore how expectancies, task 

values, and gender beliefs might predict FL enrolment, and how aptitude and gender beliefs 

might predict expectancies and values. I plan to conceptually replicate the findings of Plante et 

al. (2013) regarding boys and L1 study, and extend them to men’s participation in FL study. 
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Research Question 1: How do men enrolled in FL study differ from men not enrolled in 

FL study in their language-related beliefs and language aptitude? How do they differ in the 

endorsement of gender beliefs? 

Research Question 2: How do gender and language variables interrelate? 

Research Question 3: Do gender and language variables together predict men’s 

language class enrolment in accordance with the predictions of EVT? 

The model. In addition to examining bivariate correlations among gender and language 

variables and course enrollment (RQ2), I will test a path model in order to simultaneously 

account for multiple predictors. Figure 1 is adapted from the model tested by Plante et al. (2013). 

The full EVT model specifies many complex interrelations among constructs including 

interrelations between expectancies and values in addition to paths from expectancies and values 

to enrolment and from cultural stereotypes and aptitudes to expectancies and values (Eccles, 

2011). Following Plante et al.’s (2013) model, gender beliefs are expected to influence 

expectancies and values, with a significant indirect effect from gender beliefs to FL enrolment 

via task values, and expectancies and values should be positively correlated. My model differs 

from Plante’s model in that I have no measure of language achievement. Instead, I consider 

language aptitude as a predictor for expectancies and values, paralleling gender beliefs but with 

an indirect effect via expectancies. 
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Model. Hypothesized statistically significant paths are represented by 
solid lines; paths expected to be nonsignificant paths are represented by dotted lines. Expected 
indirect effects are represented by bolded lines. 

Measurement strategy. Following Plante et al. (2013), expectancies of success in 

language learning will be measured in terms of participants’ beliefs that they have the ability to 

succeed at FL learning. Participants’ task values will be operationalized in terms of the extent to 

which they have personally meaningful and important reasons to value language learning. We 

know from self-determination theory that not all reasons for valuing a task are equally 

motivating; reasons for language learning that are perceived as external pressures rather than as 

internalized and personally important may actually undermine motivation. For this reason, I will 

be using SDT’s relative autonomy index (RAI) as a measure of task value in order to capture 

intrinsic interest, personally important utility values, and reasons that may undermine personal 

valuing of FL in a single index. These expectancies and values will in turn be predicted by 

participants’ gender beliefs and language aptitude. It is expected that aptitude will most strongly 

predict expectancy and gender beliefs will be more predictive of task value. 
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In assessing autonomous motivation for FL learning, one important constraint is in the 

circumstances of FL learning—specifically, whether FL courses are voluntarily chosen or 

required by the program or the school. At the time of data collection, some faculties at the 

university where this study was conducted had degree requirements making FL study mandatory. 

Most faculties, however, did not have such requirements. I expect that students with a strong 

desire to avoid FL study would not enrol in faculties with FL requirements. On the other hand, 

students who prioritize FL learning can be expected to find a way to study FL regardless of 

faculty affiliation, meaning that despite the existence of these requirements, I expect that FL 

class enrolment in a given semester is largely based on personal choice. The possibility that some 

students might be studying FL because of a program requirement highlights another advantage to 

using the RAI as a measure of task value rather than using only self-determined motivational 

regulations; because the RAI accounts for the motivations stemming from feelings of external 

control that may be engendered by FL requirements, it accounts for one major way in which 

students may be influenced by faculty FL requirements. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Men enrolled at a western Canadian university, including 95 men enrolled in foreign or 

second language classes and 257 men not engaged in language study (total N= 352), completed a 

computerized self-report questionnaire and language aptitude tests. Most participants were 

recruited through introductory psychology classes in exchange for partial course credit, but 23 

men were recruited through advertising in foreign language classrooms. These participants were 

offered a $5 Starbucks gift card if they participated in the language aptitude tasks. Participants 

ranged in age from 17 years to 59 years old, with a mean age of 19.74 (SD = 3.19). 
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Of those who answered a question about ethnicity (45 participants provided no 

information), 39.41% reported European ethnicity, 28.99% East Asian, 14.33% South Asian, and 

the rest reported other ethnicities. A majority (n=202) reported that English was their only native 

language, 37 reported being raised bilingual in English and another language, and 86 reported 

native languages other than English. Chi-squared analyses showed that FL learners and non-

learners did not differ significantly in their distribution of native language or ethnicity. 

Most participants were enrolled in either the Faculty of Arts (n=123), which had a FL 

requirement, or the Faculty of Science (n=137), which does not require FL. The proportions of 

students in each faculty differed across groups, with a larger percentage of FL learners enrolled 

in the Faculty of Arts (63.22% of learners vs. 28.10% of non-learners) and a higher proportion of 

non-learners in the Faculty of Science (49.59% non-learners vs. 19.54% learners). This finding is 

unsurprising given that FL is considered an arts subject.  

Materials 

The order of the language aptitude tasks and questionnaire was counterbalanced, and the 

order of scales within the questionnaire were randomized. 

Language measures. 

 Language aptitude tasks. The language aptitude test consisted of four different subtests 

created by Meara (2005). The tests required participants to learn a novel language that is native-

language-neutral. The first subtest measures the ability to learn novel grammar (LLAMA B), the 

second measures grammatical reasoning (LLAMA F), the third involves sound-symbol 

correspondence (LLAMA E), and the fourth measures auditory word recognition (LLAMA D). 

Language Learning Orientations Scale. Participants rated reasons for learning a foreign 

language on a 7-point rating scale (1 =  does not correspond; 7 =  corresponds exactly) using the 
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language learning orientations scale (LLOS), adapted from Noels, Pelletier, Clement, and 

Vallerand (2000). Participants enrolled in language classes were asked to rate how well each 

reason corresponded to their own reasons for being in a language class, while those not in 

language classes were asked to rate reasons why they would consider learning a language. 

External regulation was measured using two items (e.g. “in order to have a better salary later 

on”), introjected using three (e.g., “because I have the impression that it is expected of me.”, 

identified using four (e.g., “because I think it is good for my personal development.”), and 

intrinsic using five items (e.g., “for the pleasure I (would) experience as I get to know another 

language better.”). Cronbach alpha indices for the subscales ranged from α= .78 to α= .93. The 

Relative Autonomy Index (RAI) was calculated by adding the weighted means of each 

orientation (intrinsic*2 + identified*1 + introjected*-1 + external*-2; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). 

Language Mindsets Inventory (LMI). Participants completed the LMI, developed by Lou 

and Noels (2016), as a measure of their beliefs about the nature of language intelligence. The 

scale includes subscales for an incremental mindset of language intelligence (9 items; e.g. 

“People can always substantially change their language intelligence;” α= .91) and a subscale for 

a fixed mindset (9 items; “To be honest, people can’t really change their language intelligence;” 

α= .82). The overall scale combines the fixed subscale with the reverse-scored incremental 

mindset into a single index (α=.91). 

Can-do list. Participants rated their self-perceived competence in a previously/currently 

studied FL on 26 items from Clark’s (1981) can-do list (e.g. “count to 10,” “understand movies 

without subtitles;” α=.98). Each item was measured using a 4-point scale ranging from 1 

(always) to 4 (rarely or never).  
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Ideal L2 Self. Participants responded to 10 items measuring their Ideal L2 Self (Dörnyei, 

2010; e.g. "I can imagine myself speaking another language as if I was a native speaker"; α=.95). 

Participants responded along a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). 

 Willingness to communicate. Willingness to communicate consisted of 20 items 

(including 8 unanalyzed filler items) from McCroskey (1992). Participants were asked to 

indicate the percentage of the time they would be willing to communicate in a foreign or second 

language. Examples of the items include “Talk with a physician” and “talk with a stranger while 

standing in line.” Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .84 with friends to .96 with acquaintances, with 

an overall reliability of .95. 

 Integrative orientation. The integrative orientation was assessed using 4 items from the 

Attitude Motivation Test Battery (AMTB; Gardner, 2010; α= .94; “Studying [language] will be 

important for me because it will allow me to meet and converse with more and varied people”). 

The items were measured using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree).  

Language use anxiety. Anxiety in using another language was measured using 26 items 

adapted from Gardner’s (2010) AMTB. Participants rated statements about their comfort 

speaking either the language they were currently studying, or the language they had studied 

longest, on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree; α= .92; e.g. “I feel uneasy 

whenever I speak [the target language]”). 

Language and gender identification. The importance of language learning to 

participants’ sense of identity was measured using 4 items adapted from Luhtanen and Crocker’s 

identity subscale (1992; e. g. “Learning [language] is an important reflection of who I am;” 
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α=.89). The items were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 

same items also measured participants’ identification with their gender (“Being a man/woman is 

an important reflection of who I am;” α=.69). 

Gender measures. 

 Male Role Norms Scale. Thompson and Pleck’s (1986; MRNS) scale was used to 

measure participants’ masculinity ideology. The scale included three subscales: Eleven items 

measured status norms (α= .85; “Success in his work has to be man’s central goal in this life”), 

eight measured toughness norms (α= .77; “A man should never back down in the face of 

trouble”), and seven items measured anti-femininity norms (α= .83; “It is a bit embarrassing for a 

man to have a job that is usually filled by a woman”). The overall Cronbach’s alpha across all 

items was .91. Participants rated the 26 items using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 Femininity Ideology. The femininity ideology scale consisted of 45 items developed by 

Levant, Richmond, Cook, House, and Aupont (2007). Participants rated how much they agreed 

or disagreed with the statement on traditional female roles in society. The items were measured 

using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Eleven 

items measured stereotypic image and activities (α=.86; “It is more appropriate for a female to be 

a teacher than a principal”), ten measured dependence/deference α= .87; “Women should have 

men make decisions for them”), nine measured purity (α= .76; an example is “A woman should 

not swear”), seven measured caretaking (α= .86; “A woman’s natural role should be the 

caregiver of the family”), and eight measured emotionality (α= .84; “It is expected that a woman 

will be viewed as overly emotional”; overall α=.95 for all items). 
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 Old Fashioned Sexism and Modern Sexism. Old fashioned sexism and modern sexism 

consisted of 13 items that are based on Swim, Aikin, Hall, and Hunter’s (1995) study. 

Participants rated how much they agreed or disagreed with the statements on sexist attitudes. The 

items were measured using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). Old fashioned sexism and modern sexism are made up of two subscales 

including five old fashioned sexism (“Women generally are not as smart as men;” α=.77) and 

eight modern sexism (“It is easy to understand the anger of women’s groups;” α=.83) items. 

 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. Ambivalent sexism inventory consisted of 22 items from 

Glick and Fiske (1996). Participants rated how much they agreed or disagreed with statements on 

men and women’s attitudes in different scenarios. The items were measured using a 6-point scale 

ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly). The ambivalent sexism inventory is 

made up eleven hostile sexism items (α=.88; “Women seek to gain power by getting control over 

men”) and eleven benevolent sexism items (α=.85; “Women should be cherished and protected 

by men”). Overall α= .89. 

 Precarious Masculinity. Precarious masculinity beliefs were measured using 13 items 

adapted from Vandello and colleagues (J. A. Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 

2008). Examples include, “It is a rocky road from boy to man” and “A man must continually 

prove his honor.” Participants rated their agreements to the statements using a 7-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true). The Cronbach’s alpha across all the items 

was .92. 

Gender essentialism. Coleman and Hong’s (2008) gender lay theories scale was used to 

measure beliefs that gender is fixed, essential, and biological (e. g. “When men and women 

differ in some way, it is likely that the difference is due to biological factors,” 5 items; α=.75) or 
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socially constructed (e. g. “If social situations change, the characteristics we attribute to gender 

categories will change as well,” 5 items; α=.74; overall α=..81). These items were rated on a 6-

point scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). 

Results 

Analysis Plan 

I will begin with exploratory analyses to replicate Noels at al.’s (in preparation) findings 

regarding how male FL learners and non-FL learners differ from one another (RQ1) and how 

students’ beliefs about gender and beliefs about language interrelate (RQ2). First, one-way 

analysis of variance will be used to assess mean differences between FL learners and non-

learners on language-related variables and gender-related variables in order to RQ1. Bivariate 

correlations between the other language variables and gender variable will be computed to 

answer RQ2. These correlations will also be used to indicate what aspect of gender beliefs 

should be incorporated into the hypothesized EVT model. To examine how the gender variables 

and language and motivational variables relate to one another, correlations among the gender 

variables and among the language variables will also be computed. 

I then will examine how gender beliefs and language aptitude predict expectancies and 

values for FL, and how expectancies and values in turn predict FL enrolment to answer RQ3. In 

this analysis, the hypothesized path model will be tested using MPlus Version 8 (Muthen & 

Muthen, 2017; see Figure 1). Nonsignificant paths will be trimmed to create a more 

parsimonious final model. 

Because of the complexity of the initial model relative to the sample size, the model for 

RQ3 will be tested using path analysis of observed variables instead of a structural equation 

model estimating latent variables and error variances. Kline (2011) recommends a sample size of 

at least 10 times the number of parameters being estimated in the model, and the initial SEM 
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model would violate this recommendation for our sample. Hence, path modeling is the more 

appropriate analytic strategy. 

Research Question 1: Differences between FL learners and non-learners  

Table 1. Results of one-way analyses of variance comparing men enrolled in foreign language 
classes to men not enrolled in foreign language study on language-related variables. 

 

Learner Non-Learner     

  

Mean SD Mean SD F df p 𝜂2 
FL Career Interest 2.30 1.11 1.54 0.75 44.58 (1, 297) .000 0.13 

FL Class Interest 1.92 1.16 1.54 0.76 10.70 (1, 298) .001 0.04 

Perceived FL Ability 2.92 1.42 2.01 1.19 29.14 (1, 297) .000 0.09 

FL Identification 3.79 0.95 3.11 0.07 20.85 (1, 284) .000  0.07 

STEM Career Interest 1.68 0.77 2.30 0.90 28.18 (1, 297) .000 0.09 

STEM Class Interest 1.79 0.91 2.68 1.06 41.38 (1, 302) .000 0.12 

Perceived STEM Ability 2.92 1.60 3.93 1.77 18.67 (1, 296) .000 0.06 

Willingness to Communicate 30.60 29.02 21.90 29.32 4.78 (1, 294) .030 0.02 

RAI 4.93 5.37 1.81 5.39 18.59 (1, 299) .000 0.06 

Ideal Self 5.31 1.30 3.98 1.70 38.97 (1, 301) .000 0.12 

Integrative Orientation 5.27 1.41 4.28 1.96 16.31 (1, 301) .000 0.05 

Language Mindset 2.59 0.84 2.81 0.71 6.16 (1, 340) .014 0.02 

Fixed Mindset 2.87 0.83 3.01 0.76 2.39 (1, 339) .123 0.01 

Growth Mindset 4.69 0.98 4.39 0.83 8.11 (1, 340) .005 0.02 

Can-Do 2.12 0.69 2.17 0.91 0.19 (1, 341) .664 0.00 

Language Aptitude 54.63 14.70 52.79 17.24 0.58 (1, 279) .448 0.00 

Language Use Anxiety 3.00 0.59 3.18 0.88 2.72 (1, 304) .100 0.01 

 

The results of one-way analyses of variance revealed significant differences between 

language learners and non-learners on many motivational and gender-related variables (see Table 

1). Men in language courses reported more self-determined motivation towards language 

learning, a stronger ideal L2 self, a stronger integrative orientation, greater willingness to 
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communicate in another language, and a more incremental language mindset than men not in FL 

courses. Though both groups rated themselves below the midpoint on interest in both language 

and STEM-related majors and jobs, men not in language classes were less interested in writing 

and in English and foreign language related majors and careers but more interested in STEM 

majors and STEM-related jobs compared to men enrolled in language courses. Non-FL-learners 

also thought they had less ability to succeed in foreign language learning, but greater ability to 

succeed in STEM subjects compared to FL learners. The two groups did not differ on language 

aptitude, self-perceived competence on the can-do list, language use anxiety, nor their 

endorsement of a fixed mindset.1  Most of the significant effects were medium to large in effect 

size. 

Table 2. Results of one-way analysis of variance comparing men enrolled in foreign language 
classes to men not enrolled in foreign language study on gender-related variables. 

 
Learner Non-Learner 

    

 Mean SD Mean SD F df p 𝜂2 

Gender Identification 5.27 1.90 5.51 1.80 1.06 (1, 325) .305 0.00 

Femininity Ideology 2.02 0.59 2.14 0.54 2.84 (1, 330) .093 0.01 

Masculinity Ideology 3.35 1.02 3.64 0.94 6.22 (1, 336) .013 0.02 

Gender Essentialism 3.41 0.96 3.55 0.84 1.81 (1, 339) .180 0.01 

Precarious Masculinity Beliefs 3.92 1.43 4.19 1.30 2.56 (1, 321) .110 0.01 

Hostile Sexism 2.25 0.94 2.52 0.85 5.96 (1, 304) .015 0.02 

Benevolent Sexism 2.23 0.93 2.46 0.86 4.26 (1, 321) .040 0.01 

Modern Sexism 3.25 1.17 3.57 1.01 5.85 (1, 323) .016 0.02 

Old-Fashioned Sexism 2.28 1.17 2.20 0.95 0.33 (1, 323) .564 0.00 

The results of comparisons across groups also showed that, although neither group agreed 

strongly with traditional ideologies or sexist statements (i.e., the means for both groups were 

                                                           
 

1 Controlling for whether the student is enrolled in a faculty with a FL requirement does not meaningfully change 
the significance level of any of these differences 
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below the midpoint of the scale), men enrolled in FL courses expressed significantly less 

benevolent, hostile, and modern sexism than non-learners, as well as more traditional 

masculinity ideologies (Table 2).2 Beliefs in precarious masculinity, gender essentialism, 

centrality of gender to identity, femininity ideology, and old-fashioned sexism did not differ 

across the two groups of men. 

Research Question 2: Are Motivational Differences Related to Gender Beliefs?  

Correlations among language and motivational variables. I examined the interrelations 

among the conceptually related sets of variables (See Table 4 for intercorrelations among the 

language variables and the STEM variables, and Table 5 for intercorrelations among the gender 

related variables).  The language variables tended to intercorrelate in the expected directions. In 

general, interest in STEM subjects and careers related negatively to the RAI, suggesting that 

students more interested in STEM also tend not to personally value FL learning. 

The interrelations among the gender variables also tended to be significant in the expected 

directions (Table 5). However, language aptitude was unrelated to either of the subjective 

measures of language ability—the can-do list, measuring students’ self-perceived acquired 

proficiency in a FL, or self-rated ability to learn FLs in the future. Instead, its only significant 

relation was a positive correlation with the RAI.  

Correlations among gender variables. Intercorrelations among the gender variables 

tended to be moderately strong and positive. The exception to this trend was gender 

identification, which was positively correlated with most other gender variables, but its 

correlations were substantially weaker than the intercorrelations among ideology, essentialism, 

                                                           
 

2 No.changes in statistical significance result when controlling for whether the student is required to take FL for 
their degree. 
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and sexism. These relatively weak relations suggest that the strength and centrality of men’s 

gender identity is not necessarily closely related to the content of that identity in terms of 

prescriptive beliefs about gender roles or sexist beliefs. 

Correlations between language and gender variables. To evaluate the links between the 

studied variables, I examined correlations between gender beliefs and language variables. 

Willingness to communicate, ideal L2 self, and the integrative orientation were unrelated to the 

gender variables. The RAI was negatively correlated with all but gender essentialism (see Table 

3), with the strongest relation being with masculinity ideology. Masculinity ideology also 

correlated positively with interest in STEM careers and majors and self-perceived STEM ability, 

and negatively with FL ability and career interest, but not interest in FL majors. Hostile and 

benevolent sexism showed the same pattern, as did modern sexism with the further addition of a 

negative correlation with interest in FL majors. 

Gender essentialism was not strongly related to language mindset: having a fixed language 

mindset was related to greater gender essentialism, but the association was small. An incremental 

language mindset was unrelated to beliefs about gender differences as biological or socially 

constructed (Table 3).3 

Table 3. Correlations between gender-related and language-related variables. 

  
Gender 
Ident. FIS MRNS 

Gender 
Ess. 

Precar. 
Masc. 

Hostile 
Sexism 

Benev. 
Sexism 

Modern 
Sexism 

Old-
Fash. 

Sexism 

FL Career 
Interest 

 .00 -.12* -.15* -.17** -.03 -.12* -.14* -.16** .00 

FL Class 
Interest 

 .09  .03  .00 -.11 .07 -.03 .04 -.12* .03 

FL Identification -.01 .01 -.03 -.09 .07 .03 -.02 -.08 .05 

                                                           
 

3 A few relationships flip statistical significance when controlling for enrolment in a faculty that requires FL. The 
magnitude of these changes is small and the overall pattern of results remains the same. These partial correlations 
are reported in Appendix A. 
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FL Ability -.04 -.09 -.13* -.15** -.06 -.13* -.11 -.21** -.04 

Can-Do -.17**  .02 -.04 .00 .01 .03 -.01 .06 .00 

STEM Career 
Interest 

-.04  .20**  .26** .12* .11 .18** .17** .25** .18** 

STEM Class 
Interest 

-.04  .19**  .25** .19** .15** .21** .23** .23** .17** 

STEM Ability  .00  .22**  .25** .22** .11 .19** .17** .25** .15** 

Language 
Aptitude 

 .08 -.01 -.14* .08 .00 -.13* -.11 -.02 -.14* 

Language Use 
Anxiety 

.15* -.09 -.01 -.03 -.02 -.02 -.06 -.08 -.05 

Willingness to 
Communicate 

-.15*  .04 -.02 .01 .07 .05 .08 .09 .11 

RAI -.13* -.15** -.28** -.08 -.13* -.26** -.16** -.14* -.20** 

Ideal Self -.03  .01 -.05 -.01 .02 -.01 .00 -.09 .06 

Integrative 
Orientation 

-.08 -.05 -.06 -.08 .05 -.05 .00 -.06 -.04 

Fixed Mindset  .02  .23**  .22** .14** .16** .24** .21** .15** .27** 

Growth Mindset -.01 -.14* -.04 .00 .01 -.10 -.02 -.06 -.22** 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 4. Correlations among language-related and motivational variables. 

  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. FL Career 
Interest 

.54** .39** -.02 -.12* -.19** .19** .06 -.19** .23** .20** .39** .37** .04 .13* 

2. FL Class 
Interest 

-- .45** .04 .06 -.06 .22** .08 -.25** .22** .19** .35** .34** .02 .06 

3. FL Ability  -- -.03 -.05 .04 .34** .11 -.36** .23** .22** .50** .40** -.20** .18** 

4. STEM Career 
Interest 

  -- .69** .60** .14* .01 -.03 .05 -.18** -.04 .03 .11 .01 

5. STEM Class 
Interest 

   -- .70** .11 .07 .01 .03 -.15* -.05 .00 .10 .01 

6. STEM Ability     -- .12* .08 -.09 .02 -.10 .02 .02 .03 .03 

7. Can-Do      -- .01 -.78** .55** .04 .44** .44** -.10 .09 

8. Language 
Aptitude 

      -- -.04 -.02 .30** .11 .12 .03 -.10 

9. Language 
Use Anxiety 

       -- -.59** -.13* -.53** -.48** .12* -.11 

10. Willingness 
to Communicate 

        -- .16* .45** .38** -.02 .13 

11. RAI          -- .33** .30** -.18** .16** 

12. Ideal Self           -- .70** -.16* .24** 

13. Integrative 
Orientation 

           -- -.07 .16** 

14. Fixed 
Mindset 

            -- -.64** 
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15. Growth 
Mindset 

             -- 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 5. Correlations among gender variables. 

 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Gender Identification .24** .24** .18** .14*  .18** .18** .07   .14* 

Femininity Ideology -- .64** .35** .33** .55** .49** .41** .59** 

Masculinity Ideology 
 

-- .41** .51** .60* .54** .41** .50** 

Gender Essentialism 
  

-- .27** .46** .36** .46** .26** 

Precarious Masculinity 
Beliefs 

   
-- .47** .43** .18** .16** 

Hostile Sexism 
    

-- .46** .53** .42** 

Benevolent Sexism 
     

-- .26** .24** 

Modern Sexism 
      

-- .39** 

Old-Fashioned Sexism 
       

-- 

 

Language aptitude was negatively related to both masculinity ideology and the more 

antagonistic forms of sexism (hostile and old-fashioned). Self-perceived foreign language ability 

showed a similar pattern, with an additional negative correlation with gender essentialism. On 

the other hand, proficiency in a previously studied language, as measured by the can-do list, was 

unrelated to gender beliefs except for gender identification. 

Research Question 4: Testing Expectancy-Value Theory 

Path Modeling. The hypothesized path model (Figure 1) was tested using MPlus version 

8, with 5,000 bootstraps specified for testing the indirect effects. Because language class 

enrolment is a dichotomous variable, the model was computed using probit regression with 

weighted least squares mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimator. Probit and logistic 

regression methods are commonly used to test models in which one dichotomous outcome is 

more common than the other (e.g. Boyraz, Horne, Owens, & Armstrong, 2013; Hammen, Hazel, 

Brennan, & Najman, 2012). The RAI was used to represent task values, and masculinity 
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ideology (as measured by the MRNS) was used to represent gender beliefs, both because of 

theoretical links between gender ideology and educational choice (Tokar & Jome, 1998; van der 

Vleuten et al., 2016), and because of the association between masculinity ideology and 

autonomous motivation demonstrated in the correlational analyses. As previously discussed, self-

perceived ability to succeed in FL study was used to represent expectancies. The initial model fit 

well (see Table 6). Nonsignificant paths were trimmed, resulting in a final model which also 

demonstrated good fit, which was retained. 

Bootstrapping revealed a significant indirect effect from MRNS to language class 

enrolment via the RAI (5000 bootstraps; β=-0.07, p=.017, 95% CI [-.13, -.03]), but no significant 

indirect effect via perceived ability.  Consistent with the correlational analyses, language aptitude 

predicted task values but not self-perceived ability. 

Table 6. Model fit indices for the initial and final path models. 

 𝜒2 df p RMSEA CFI 𝑅2 Enrol. 

Initial Model 0.70 2 .70 .00 1.00 0.20 

Final Model 4.93 4 .29 .03 .99 0.20 
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Figure 2. Final Model with Standardized Path Coefficients 

Discussion 

The present study confirms that men studying FL differ from men not studying FL in 

several important ways. It is perhaps unsurprising that people studying FLs are more interested 

in foreign-language related majors and careers, feel more confident in their present and future 

FL-learning ability, are more willing to speak a FL with others, have a stronger ideal L2 self, and 

have more culture-related interest and self-determined motivation towards FL compared to 

people not studying languages. Somewhat less intuitive is the finding that FL-learners do not 

differ from non-learners in the belief that language intelligence is a fixed entity, although FL 

learners were more likely to believe that hard work can improve language intelligence. This 

study also replicates a single prior study (Noels et al., 2018) showing that male FL-learners and 

non-learners differ significantly their beliefs and attitudes about the social roles and attributes of 

men. Though male university students tended to have progressive gender beliefs overall (i.e. low 

sexism and only moderately traditional gender ideologies), this trend was more pronounced 

Masculinity 
Beliefs 

FL Ability 
Beliefs 

RAI 
(Task Value) 

Language 
Aptitude Score 

Language 
Enrolment 

-0.23 
0.26 

0.32 0.28 

0.17 
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among male FL learners than male non-learners. These differences in men’s gender beliefs may 

be important for explaining why rates of FL study differ between men and women. 

The decision to enroll in a foreign language course does appear, consistent with EVT, to be 

most proximally associated with value for foreign language learning and the expectancy of being 

able to succeed at FL learning. The fact that men’s enrolment in a FL course was predicted by 

both expectancies and values supports the central thesis of EVT. However, contrary to the 

prediction that values should be a stronger predictor of enrolment decisions than expectancies, 

both expectancies and values predicted enrolment with approximately equal strength in the path 

model. It is difficult to interpret why these paths were similar in my sample given that 

researchers often measure future intentions (Plante et al. 2013), but in the present study the 

primary criterion variable was an enrolment decision that had already been made. It may be that 

taking an FL course also boosts students’ expectancies of success in other similar courses, or that 

more immediate decisions are more strongly influenced by expectancies, or that university 

students are particularly motivated by expected grades when it comes to FL study. Though 

values did not have a much stronger relation with FL enrolment than did expectancies, only 

values showed direct relations with masculinity norms and language aptitude. I note particularly 

that gender beliefs predicted enrolment only through values and not influence expectancies.  

Values and decisions to learn a foreign language also appear to be shaped by men’s beliefs 

about gender. In other words, men’s decision to take a language (or, more commonly, not to take 

one) may stem partly from men’s beliefs about the roles of men and women in society (sexism), 

as well as their prescriptive beliefs about what men ought to be like (masculinity ideology). 

These factors may be shaping men’s decision-making directly, and also indirectly by influencing 
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the value they place in FL learning. The path model results suggest that masculinity ideology 

may be indirectly influencing enrolment decisions through value for FL.  

This study provides some preliminary evidence that competence-related stereotypes may 

not be the most important predictor of men’s FL enrolment. Though men’s beliefs about their 

own competence to learn FL were associated with FL class enrolment, neither essentialist beliefs 

about the nature of gender differences, essentialist beliefs about the nature of language 

intelligence (fixed language mindsets) nor language aptitude differed between language learners 

and non-learners. Furthermore, language aptitude was unrelated to self-perceptions of ability 

either in a previously learned FL or in a hypothetical future FL. Instead, language learners and 

non-learners differed in their beliefs about men’s social roles and their beliefs about the roles and 

relations of men and women in society. 

Though prescriptive gender beliefs may shape men’s language enrolment choices, it 

appears that other aspects of their beliefs about gender may be less important. It seems that 

decisions to learn foreign languages are not, or are less, shaped by what men believe women 

should be like, by how much they believe that masculinity is a precarious or fragile status, or by 

how important masculinity is to their sense of identity. 

Limitations 

Though gender beliefs should theoretically predict FL enrollment (based on EVT), and 

were treated as a predictor in the path model, the cross-sectional design of this present study does 

not allow us to draw causal conclusions from these results. Though the directions of paths in our 

model are theoretically based, since our data were collected at a single timepoint without random 

assignment or experimental manipulation of any variables, we cannot rule out the possibility that 

studying a foreign language makes men more progressive in their gender beliefs. This shift could 
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happen through high levels of interaction with women in a female-dominated classroom setting, 

through demonstrating proficiency in a stereotypically feminine class, or through some other 

social or psychological mechanism. Thus it is necessary to follow up with further investigation, 

and expand the methods to include longitudinal and experimental studies.   

Conclusion 

The present study provided further evidence that stereotypical beliefs about gender roles 

may be an important factor in men’s relative absence from foreign language learning. Gender 

beliefs differentiated men in language classes from men not studying language, whereas 

language aptitude did not. In other words, men who choose not to study foreign languages do not 

appear to have less ability to succeed in language study, but they do have less progressive 

attitudes about the proper roles and behavior of men in society. Consistent with the expectancy-

value model (Eccles, 1994), task values explain how gender beliefs affect men’s FL enrollment. 

Men’s beliefs in their own ability to succeed in foreign language study are influenced not by 

their actual aptitude, but by their beliefs about masculinity. These beliefs also link with how 

valuable men believe learning a foreign language will be for them, and these expectancies and 

values relate to whether men enroll in language study or not. Expectancies were not related to 

gender beliefs in the model but were related to FL enrolment. Thus, it is men’s beliefs about both 

the competence of their gender and particularly about the appropriate roles of their gender 

require further investigation. 
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Chapter 3: Stereotype Threat 

Previous research has established that men and boys differ from women and girls in their 

language motivation, participation, and test scores. This finding potentially parallels some of the 

issues related to women’s under-participation and underperformance in STEM (science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics) disciplines compared to men. Many studies have 

pointed to the role of gender stereotypes of ability and of images of scientists in STEM-related 

gender gaps (e.g. Cejka & Eagly, 1994; Cheryan, Ziegler, Montoya, & Jiang, 2017; Clark, 

Fuesting, & Diekman, 2016). I propose that these same stereotypes are double-sided: according 

to stereotypes, math and science are for boys, but on the other side of the same coin, verbal skills 

and foreign languages are for girls. There is evidence to support the existence of the male side of 

this stereotype already: both elementary school students and their teachers believe that girls are 

better at language in general than boys, and boys internalize these stereotypes throughout their 

school years (Hartley & Sutton, 2013; Retelsdorf et al., 2015). Similarly, Steffens and Jelenec 

(2011) found that both male and female students held explicit gendered stereotypes for both math 

(male) and language (female). 

If men are subject to the same gendered stereotypes about their aptitude and appropriate 

areas of study as women, I further propose that many of the same issues and stereotypes that 

deter women from entering STEM disciplines may also limit the occupational interests and 

opportunities of men and boys by deterring them from enrolling and engaging in language 

classes. Stereotypes about language ability and languages as a female domain are likely to affect 

students in a number of ways. One of the most well-studied mechanisms for the influence of 

stereotypes on women in STEM, and therefore a sensible starting point for investigation of the 

impact of stereotypes on men in language, is stereotype threat. 
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Stereotype threat refers to the phenomenon that individuals who are the target of a negative 

stereotype feel pressured not to confirm that stereotype, and this pressure leads to poor 

performance by distracting from the task (Aronson, Lustina, Good, Keough, Steele, & Brown, 

1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995). Because stereotype threat increases the cognitive load of a task 

by forcing the person to attend to both the task and the pressure of the stereotype, stereotype 

threat affects performance only on very difficult tasks and tests (Nguyen & Ryan, 2008). In a 

classic example of stereotype threat, female university students performed more poorly on a 

challenging math test when reminded of the stereotype that males are better than females at math 

compared to when the stereotype was not salient (Spencer et al., 1999). Further studies have 

suggested that the effects of stereotype threat can extend beyond test performance; stereotype 

threat can also affect students’ sense of belonging to the stereotyped domain, making them feel 

out of place in certain classes or majors (e.g. Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012). 

Stereotype threat theory specifies that negative stereotypes are only threatening to 

individuals with high domain-identification—in other words, only individuals who care about the 

threatened domain should experience stereotype threat (Steele et al., 2002). If succeeding in 

language classes is not relevant to a man’s identity, he should not be susceptible to a stereotype 

threat. One meta-analysis suggested that stereotype threat effect sizes were much larger among 

individuals who identified strongly with the threatened domain (d=.68 vs d=.29; Walton & 

Cohen, 2003). Another meta-analysis did not find a difference between moderate domain 

identification and high domain identification (Nguyen & Ryan, 2008), but that analysis did not 

include studies of individuals with low domain-identification. Overall, it seems that at least 

moderate identification with the threatened domain is necessary for stereotype threat effects to 

emerge. 
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There has also been debate and conflicting meta-analytic results regarding the benefits of 

subtle versus explicit stereotype threat messages. Some researchers have argued that more 

explicit threats, where the expectation of a group-based performance difference is stated (in 

contrast to subtle threats describing the test as diagnostic of intelligence or involving priming of 

the stigmatized identity) might trigger stereotype reactance, and improved performance rather 

than performance decrements (Kray, Thompson, & Galinsky, 2001), but no meta-analyses have 

found evidence of such an effect. Nguyen and Ryan (2008) found that subtle stereotype threats 

yielded the largest effect sizes among women, but explicit threats had a greater effect on racial 

minority individuals. This finding again conflicts with Walton and Cohen’s (2003) earlier meta-

analysis, which found that explicit threats produced greater effect sizes than subtle ones. Flore 

and Wicherts’s (2015)  relatively small meta-analysis of math/science stereotype threat on 

schoolgirls yielded yet another pattern: the authors found no moderation by type of threat. 

Men have been shown to experience stereotype threat in domains that are traditionally 

considered feminine (such as social sensitivity, Koenig & Eagly, 2005, and relationship 

maintenance, McGlone & Pfiester, 2015). There is also evidence suggesting that men may 

experience stereotype threat in language domains in much the same way that women experience 

it in math domains. Keller (2007) found that stereotype threatened men performed poorly on 

verbal tasks under conditions of combined stereotype threat and prevention focus, but not when 

unthreatened or manipulated to have a promotion focus. An experiment by Pansu, Régner, Max, 

Colé, Nezlek, and Huguet (2016) showed that boys who identified strongly with reading 

performed more poorly at a reading task after stereotype threat when controlling for reading 

ability. Van Loo, Boucher, Rydell, and Rydell (2013) found that men who were primed with 

competition performed more poorly on a verbal test than unprimed men, while women were 
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unaffected, suggesting a stereotype threat effect for men on the verbal task. Similarly, Hirnstein, 

Andrews, and Hausmann, (2014) found that stereotype threat instructions decreased men’s 

performance on a verbal fluency task.  

A few studies have found opposite effects, however: Hirnstein, Freund, and Hausmann 

(2012) found that men’s performance on the same verbal fluency task as Hirnstein et al. (2014) 

was improved under a stereotype threat manipulation compared to a control condition. 

Hausmann (2014) also found that men performed better on a verbal task when gender stereotypes 

about such tasks were activated than when they were not. Results of how stereotypes affect 

men’s performance on language-related tasks, then, have not been consistent, with some 

evidence pointing to stereotype threat and other evidence showing stereotype reactance. 

Furthermore, some results supporting a stereotype threat effect have been found only under 

specific conditions, and all have used L1 tasks such as sentence construction, reading, or GRE-

verbal type tests.  

Also missing is an examination of potential social-psychological effects of stereotype 

threat for men in language domains, such as decreased sense of belonging. If stereotype threat 

does indeed affect men in language, it may lead individuals to disidentify with the threatened 

domain in the long-term—in this case, it could lead male students to have a lower language self-

concept (Aronson et al., 1999). It might also lead men to devalue the threatened domain, 

adopting a more negative attitude about the value of language learning. This possibility has many 

potential implications for men’s educational choices, which partially determine men’s career 

opportunities in communicative fields. These stereotypes may also have implications for male 

immigrants’ intercultural contact in terms of factors such as their feelings of language anxiety 

and confidence, or their worry about facing rejection as a result of their language skills. 
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If men experience stereotype threat in language and foreign-language-related domains, 

interventions to wipe out this effect have been identified with women in STEM; similar 

interventions may be applicable for eliminating stereotype threat effects in men. One factor that 

has been effective in eliminating stereotype threat is mindset, or the individual’s beliefs about the 

nature of intelligence in the threatened domain. In other words, individuals with a fixed mindset, 

meaning that they believe each person has a certain capacity for learning something and that this 

capacity cannot be altered or improved, but instead is genetically determined, experience 

stereotype threat. On the other hand, individuals who believe that hard work and effort can allow 

one to improve one’s intelligence and capacities—individuals with a growth mindset—are not 

susceptible to stereotype threat (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 

2003). Interventions to promote this type of mindset have been effective in eliminating 

stereotype threat effects (Aronson et al., 2002; Good et al., 2003), which suggests that if men 

experience stereotype threat on verbal or foreign language tasks, these effects are reversible.  

Preliminary Study: Existence of “Language-is-feminine” Stereotypes 

To determine whether stereotypes that language learning is feminine and that women 

have stronger verbal abilities than men exist among Canadian university students, I surveyed 

introductory psychology students. 

Participants and Procedure 

As part of a large pre-testing (mass testing) survey of introductory psychology students, 

1673 participants answered questions about their perceptions of the genderedness of various 

major subjects and ability domains. These measures were included in a large computerized 

survey offered to all students in introductory-level psychology courses in exchange for course 

credit. Of these participants, 557 self-identified as male, 1055 identified as female, and 61 did 

not specify. Participants ranged in age from 17 years old to 40 years old (M=19.35 years, SD = 
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2.20). Only 57 of the 538 males and 149 of the 1027 females who responded to both questions 

reported being enrolled in language study at the time of testing, but 142 (of 539) males and 372 

(of 1017) females reported that they intended to study a language other than English in a future 

semester. The sample included 310 students who were born outside Canada and who did not 

have English as a native language, 51 Canadian-born students who did not have English as a 

native language, 1068 Canadian-born native English speakers, and 202 native English speakers 

born outside Canada. 

Materials 

Gender stereotypes. Participants were asked to answer the question “What do you think 

is most U of A students’ impression of the following majors in terms of how masculine or 

feminine they seem?” by rating five language-related majors (East Asian Studies, English, 

German, Spanish, and French), two STEM majors (engineering and math) and psychology on a 

5-point scale from 1 (“more for males”) to 5 (“more for females”) with 3 as a neutral midpoint. 

Participants were also asked to rate which sex was better in verbal, mathematical, and foreign 

language ability on a 5-point scale where 1 was “males are much better,” 3 was “males and 

females are equally good,” and 5 was “females are much better.” 

Results 

One-sample t-tests were computed on the eight subject stereotype and three ability 

stereotype variables. All ability domains and subjects except German differed significantly from 

the scale midpoint in the expected directions (see figure 3, table 7). Results confirmed that 

Canadian university students stereotype mathematical domains as masculine and languages as 

feminine. These results were consistent across various sub-samples: both male and female 

participants, and both Anglo-Canadian students and students who were non-native English 

speakers born outside Canada (i.e. migrant students) had significantly gendered stereotypes, and 
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these stereotypes were in the same direction as those of the overall sample. The only exception to 

the pattern was that migrant students considered German to be a feminine major, while Anglo-

Canadians rated it as gender-neutral. 

These results confirm that Canadian university students hold gendered stereotypes about 

the masculinity or femininity of academic subjects. They also believe that men have greater math 

ability than women, while women have stronger verbal skills and greater ability to learn foreign 

languages than men. These beliefs appear to be widespread and consistent across male and 

female students, as well as among immigrant and international students. Though the effect sizes 

for the genderedness of engineering and math are larger than the those for the female-dominated 

subjects, the effect sizes even for these subjects tend to be very large. 

The size of these effects was also fairly consistent with the gender gaps in these majors 

according to data from the United States, Canada’s closest neighbor (NCES, 2013). The gender 

stereotype of engineering had the largest effect size (Table 7), and this lines up with the fact that 

it is the major with the second largest gender disparity in the U.S. after health professions. The 

gender gaps in foreign language study (24.07% male for French, 25.26% for Spanish), East 

Asian Studies (which often includes Japanese and Chinese language concentrations; 42.06%) and 

English (31.37% male) are much smaller than the gap in Engineering, and for these majors I 

found that there is a stereotype that they are feminine, but the difference from the midpoint was 

smaller than for Engineering. German, for which there was no overall gendered stereotype, is 

fairly gender-equal in terms of the number of German majors (46.47% male; NCES, 2015). 
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Figure 3. Stereotypes of the Genderedness of Subjects and Abilities. Values above 3 are 
stereotyped as feminine, and values below 3 are stereotyped as masculine. 

 

Table 7. One-sample t-test testing the difference from the neutral midpoint of stereotypes of the 
genderedness of subjects and abilities. 
 

t Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference Cohen's d 

Math -38.139 .000 -.789 -1.89 

French 26.606 .000 .474 1.32 

Engineering -63.414 .000 -1.283 -3.14 

Spanish 20.372 .000 .341 1.01 

German 1.386 .166 .023 0.07 

English 27.634 .000 .516 1.37 

East Asian Studies 16.256 .000 .267 0.81 

Psychology 24.407 .000 .462 1.21 

Mathematical Ability -18.417 .000 -.320 -0.91 

Verbal Ability 20.615 .000 .357 1.02 

Foreign Language 
Ability 

13.611 .000 .199 0.68 
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Study 1: Stereotype Threat and Language 

The first study aimed to examine whether stereotype threat influences men’s performance 

on language tests and social psychological outcomes related to language learning both compared 

to women and compared to men in a threat negated condition. For this first study, I chose to use 

both explicit stereotype threats and explicit stereotype threat negation conditions. 

I chose to use explicit threat and explicit threat negation rather than a control condition in 

this first study because testing this stereotype is relatively new and using these types of 

manipulations accounts for the possibility that this stereotype might be either chronically salient, 

or less salient than other stereotypes that could be activated by a subtle manipulation. Stereotype 

nullification rather than control conditions have been used to account for the possibility that 

individuals might be under a chronic stereotype threat—in other words, if stereotype threat is the 

default experience of men taking language tests, it might still operate in a control condition, 

making its effect undetectable when comparing threat and control conditions. Using explicit 

manipulations in both conditions was also intended to ensure that stereotypes other than the 

stereotype of interest would not become salient. In this study, I am interested in stereotypes 

about men and language, but I want to ensure that the testing situation does not activate alternate 

stereotypes, such as stereotypes of general intelligence that might favor men. Though the 

stereotypes associating languages with women were large in effect size in my preliminary study, 

because this stereotype is less often discussed than issues related to women in STEM, 

stereotypes about men and language may be less culturally salient than stereotypes about general 

intelligence or women and math. 

Method 

Participants 
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A total of 209 university students recruited from a pool of students in introductory 

psychology courses completed the study. Only participants who indicated in a pre-testing 

questionnaire and who indicated moderate to strong identification (above the scale midpoint) 

with both their gender and with language learning were eligible to participate (because meta-

analyses indicate that stereotype threat effect sizes are larger among students with moderate or 

high domain identification, Walton & Cohen, 2003). Fourteen participants who answered an 

attention check question incorrectly were excluded from analyses (one man and six women in the 

threat condition and five men and two women in negated threat condition). Two female and three 

male participants in the threat condition were also excluded because they correctly guessed the 

study hypothesis on the suspicion check. The final sample of 189 university students (95 female 

and 94 male) ranged from 17 to 37 years old (M = 19.34, SD = 2.85). All participants were native 

speakers of English, with 38 participants (13 women and 8 men in the threat condition and 10 

women and 7 men in the non-threat condition) reporting that they were bilingual in English and 

another language. Canadian citizens comprised 94% of the sample. Most participants (58.4%) 

were in their first year of university, with the rest of the sample in their second year (23.2%), 

third year (9.7%), fourth year (6.5%) and fifth year (2.2%). Participants were randomly assigned 

to either a stereotype threatened (47 women and 45 men) or threat negated (48 women and 49 

men) condition. 

Procedure 

Participants were tested in sessions of up to 12 participants. Each session was conducted 

by a female experimenter in a computer laboratory.  

Participants were randomly assigned to threat and threat-negated conditions and given a 

different set of study instructions depending on the experimental condition. Participants who 
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were in the threat condition were told that gender differences in language aptitude exist and were 

relevant to the tests they would be taking, and participants in the threat-negated condition were 

told gender differences in language ability did not exist for the tests they would complete. This 

manipulation was delivered both verbally by the experimenter and in writing on the 

questionnaire. Participants in the threat condition were asked to indicate their gender at the 

beginning of the questionnaire, while those in the threat negated condition were asked at the end. 

Following the manipulation, participants completed two language tests and a 

questionnaire. The order of questionnaire scales and items was randomized in the online 

questionnaire. Participants were fully debriefed at the end of the session. 

Materials 

Stereotype threat manipulation. The threat and threat-negated scripts were adapted 

from Aronson et al. (1999) and re-worded to refer to men and language, as well as to suit the 

Canadian context. One sentence was added to the end of each script specifying either that gender 

differences were expected (threat condition) or not expected (threat-negated condition) on the 

experimental tasks. 

Threat script. 

As you probably know, language skills are crucial to performance in many 

important subjects in university. Yet surprisingly little is known about the mental 

processes underlying language aptitude. This research is aimed at better 

understanding what makes some people better at languages than others. 

As you also may know, at some top schools, female students outnumber the male 

students in language majors and majors with language as a prerequisite, and there 

seems to be a growing gap in academic performance between these groups. A 
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good deal of research indicates that females consistently score higher than males 

on standardized tests of language ability. But thus far, there is not a good 

explanation for this. The research you are participating in is aimed at better 

understanding these differences. Your performance on the exam will be compared 

to other students from across Canada. One specific question is whether females 

are superior at all aspects of language aptitude or only certain types. 

This test measures your language aptitude, or how well you are able to learn 

languages. The test you are about to take is one that has shown gender 

differences in the past. 

Threat-negated script. 

As you probably know, language skills are crucial to performance in many 

important subjects in university. Yet surprisingly little is known about the mental 

processes underlying language aptitude. This research is aimed at better 

understanding what makes some people better at learning languages than others. 

Your performance on the exam will be compared to other students from across 

Canada. 

This test measures your language aptitude, or how well you are able to learn 

languages. The test you are about to take is one that has not shown any gender 

differences in the past. 

Language tests. Participants answered 11 multiple-choice questions from a practice SAT 

test provided by The College Board (2014). Questions were chosen based on difficulty level (3, 4 

or 5, with higher values denoting higher difficulty) assigned by The College Board and pilot 
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tested by the authors. Questions included in the present study were correctly answered by 52% or 

fewer of the pilot testers. Students were given 10 minutes to complete the questions.  

Participants also completed a computerized language aptitude test involving learning 

novel vocabulary (LLAMA B; Meara 2004). Participants were given 90 seconds to learn nouns 

in a made-up language, then tested on their ability to recall the words. Scores on this task reflect 

a percentage score from 0 to 100%. 

Manipulation check. After the language tasks, participants were asked whether, 

according to the study description, the language tasks they completed tend to show gender 

differences favoring females, gender differences favoring males, or no gender differences. 

Participants who did not answer the manipulation check correctly were omitted from the 

analyses. 

Task motivation and effort. The Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) from Ryan (1982) 

was used to assess participants’ motivation towards the two language measures. The inventory 

consisted of 23 questions rated on a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from (1) “not at all true” to 

(7) “very true.” 7 items were used to assess intrinsic motivation (α = .89; “I enjoyed doing the 

language aptitude tasks very much”), 6 to assess competence (α = .89; “I think I am pretty good 

at these language aptitude tasks”), 5 to assess effort (α = .85; “I put a lot of effort into this”), and 

5 to assess feelings of pressure during the task (α =.88; “I felt very tense while doing the 

language aptitude tasks”). 

Sense of belonging. The sense of belonging scale consisted of 4 questions adapted from 

Good, Rattan and Dweck (2012). Each question was assessed using an 8-point Likert scale of 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (8; “I feel that I belong to the language community.” α 

= .93). 
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Language learning attitudes. The language learning attitude scale consisted of 10 

questions adapted from Gardner, Tremblay, and Masgoret (1997). Each question was assessed 

using a 7-point Likert scale of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7; “I would really like to 

learn many foreign languages;” α =.75). 

Belief in gender differences. Participants rated 11 questions on a 7-point scale ranging 

from “males are much better” (1) to “females are much better” (7). Participants rated language 

learning ability in a native language (5 questions, α = .71) and in foreign languages (5 questions, 

α = .73) in terms of the four basic skills (reading, writing, speaking, and listing comprehension) 

as well as in general. Participants also rated math ability on the same scale. 

Language Mindsets Inventory (LMI). This scale from Lou and Noels (2017) was used 

to assess incremental and entity mindsets of language learning. Each item was assessed using a 

6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). Entity beliefs (9 

items; “People have a certain amount of language intelligence, and people can’t really do much 

to change it;” α = .84) and incremental beliefs (9 items; “No matter who the person is, people can 

significantly change their intelligence level;” α = .90) were collapsed into a single index for 

which a high score indicated a strongly fixed mindset and a weak growth mindset, while a low 

score reflected a strong growth mindset and weak entity beliefs (overall α = .92). 

Suspicion check. Participants were asked to report what factors they felt influenced their 

performance on the language aptitude tasks and to guess the study hypothesis using two open-

ended questions. Participants also answered a multiple choice question to select at what point in 

the study they thought that their hypothesis was likely.  Participants who correctly guessed the 

hypothesis or reported suspicion about the experimental manipulation were excluded from 
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analysis if they also reported that they had these thoughts before or during the language aptitude 

tasks. 

Results: Study 1 

Sensitivity analysis computed in G*Power 3.0.10 revealed that the study had 80% power 

to detect an effect size of f=0.24. The sample for this study included only students who identified 

moderately to highly with language learning, and my power analysis indicates that the present 

study had ample power to detect the effect size reported in Walton and Cohen’s (2003) meta-

analysis (f=0.34) for students who identified with the stereotype-threatened domain, as well as 

sufficient power to detect the effect sizes reported by Nguyen and Ryan (2008) for moderately 

identified (f=0.26 ;but not highly identified, f=0.14) women in math. My study also used tests 

which were chosen and pilot tested for difficulty, which should yield larger effect sizes than 

other types of tasks. 

Results of 2x2 (gender x condition) analysis of variance revealed significant main effects 

of stereotype threat on belief in gender differences in both foreign language (F(1, 180)=35.17, 

p<.001) and native language (F(1, 180)=21.72, p<.001) skills such that participants in the threat 

condition believed in a stronger female advantage in both skills. Main effects of gender and 

gender by condition interactions were nonsignificant in both cases. There were no significant 

main effects of gender (language aptitude: F(1, 183)=0.18, p=.672, 𝜂𝑝
2<0.01; SAT verbal F(1, 

183)=3.20, p=.075, 𝜂𝑝
2<0.01) or condition differences (language aptitude: F(1, 183)=0.02, 

p=.879, 𝜂𝑝
2<0.01; SAT verbal F(1, 183)=0.27, p=.603, 𝜂𝑝

2<0.01) on language aptitude (Figure 4) 

or SAT verbal score (Figure 5) and no gender by condition interactions (language aptitude: F(1, 

183)=1.20, p=.275, 𝜂𝑝
2<0.01; SAT verbal F(1, 183)=0.14, p=.705, 𝜂𝑝

2<0.01). There were no main 
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effects of experimental condition or gender by condition interactions for belongingness, language 

attitudes, or any IMI dimension (see Table 8).  

 

Figure 4. 2x2 ANOVA results for Language Aptitude by Gender and Condition with 95% 
Confidence Interval bars 
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Figure 5. 2x2 ANOVA results for Verbal Test by Gender and Condition with 95% Confidence 
Interval bars 

Table 8. Results of 2x2 analyses of variance comparing by gender and experimental condition. 
 

 Means (SD) Threat Means (SD) Negated 
Threat 

    

   Men Women Men Women F df p 𝜂2 

Belonging   4.40(1.80) 4.88(1.56) 4.95(1.59) 5.27(1.75)  
 

  

 
Gender     2.56 (1, 183) .112 0.01 

 Condition     3.53 (1, 183) .062 0.02 

 G x C     0.30 (1, 183) .747 <0.01 

Language Attitudes  5.48(.82) 5.61(.87) 5.68(.76) 5.81(.72)  
 

  

 Gender     1.29 (1, 184) .258 0.01 

 Condition     2.91 (1, 184) .090 0.02 

 G x C     0.00 (1, 184) .984 <0.01 

Intrinsic Motivation  4.04(1.18) 3.97(1.03) 4.11(1.17) 3.96(1.13)  
 

  

 Gender     0.45 (1, 184) .501 <0.01 

 Condition     0.05 (1, 184) .847 <0.01 

 G x C     0.07 (1, 184) .814 <0.01 

Competence  3.59(1.13) 3.20(1.20) 3.76(1.22) 3.31(1.06)     
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 Gender     6.05 (1, 184) .015 0.03 

 Condition     0.63 (1, 184) .428 <0.01 

 G x C     0.04 (1, 184) .837 <0.01 

Effort  4.34(1.27) 4.35(1.25) 4.23(1.35) 4.27(1.04)  
 

  

 Gender     0.02 (1, 184) .887 <0.01 

 Condition     0.25 (1, 184) .618 <0.01 

 G x C     0.01 (1, 184) .913 <0.01 

Pressure  3.47(1.49) 3.59(1.48) 3.17(1.57) 3.38(1.50)     

 Gender     2.32 (1, 184) .130 0.01 

 Condition     0.83 (1, 184) .365 <0.01 

 G x C     0.19 (1, 184) .661 <0.01 

 

After the hypothesized differences were not found, exploratory analyses were performed 

to look for indirect effects of stereotype threat. Moderated mediation analyses were conducted to 

determine whether the extent to which participants had internalized a belief in the gender-

language stereotype, rather than the threat itself, might drive differences in aptitude and attitudes. 

These analyses were computed using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013), and 5,000 

bias-corrected bootstrapped resamples were used. Stereotype threat predicted belief in gender 

differences in foreign language ability (B=.22, p<.001), and belief in gender differences 

predicted vocabulary task score (B=9.82, p<.001). However, the association between belief in 

gender differences and language aptitude was moderated by gender such that the indirect effect 

of stereotype threat on vocabulary (LLAMA B) score was only significant among women 

(conditional indirect effect for women: B= 2.36, CI [1.10, 3.90]). Thus, women in the threat 

condition experienced an indirect stereotype lift on the vocabulary learning task (to the extent 

that they believed the manipulation), but stereotype threat did not affect men’s performance. 
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On the SAT verbal questions, stereotype threat predicted a stronger belief in gender 

differences in foreign language ability compared to the threat negated condition (B=.22, p<.001), 

and a stronger belief in gender differences predicted the percentage of SAT practice questions 

answered correctly (B=2.18, p=.031). The association between beliefs in gender differences and 

the English task score was moderated by gender such that the indirect effect of stereotype threat 

on vocabulary score was only significant among men (conditional indirect effect for men: 0.02, 

CI [.01, .05]). Unexpectedly, this meant that stereotype threat indirectly improved men’s scores 

on the SAT practice questions. 

Counter to the stereotype, there were no differences in language aptitude between men 

and women. Also counter to expectations, stereotype threat did not negatively affect men’s 

performance on either test of language competence. Exploratory analyses revealed that in one 

case (language aptitude as measured by LLAMA B), men were unaffected while women 

experienced stereotype lift and performed better after a reminder of the positive stereotype about 

their group. In the other case, with the test using SAT practice questions, men showed stereotype 

reactance: instead of doing poorly after stereotype threat, threatened men performed better than 

men for whom the threat was negated to the extent that they believed in the stereotype following 

the manipulation. These exploratory results are consistent with the findings of Hirnstein et al. 

(2012) and Hausmann (2014), but inconsistent with stereotype threat theory and many other 

stereotype threat studies. 

Studies 2-3. In the next two studies, I sought to improve the success of my manipulation 

by making several changes to the procedure. Primarily, in Study 2 I examined stereotype threat 

in a specific target language (English among ESL-speaking students) rather than in language 
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more generally. In Study 3 I added a manipulation of mindsets, a known moderator of stereotype 

threat effects. 

Study 2: Migrant Students’ Stereotype Threat on English 

Stereotype threat on men’s language ability may have significant implications for the 

acculturation of male international students and immigrants. For immigrants to Canada whose 

native language is not English or French, language is an important cultural tool and a 

foundational skill to daily life and functioning in Canadian society. Rather than simply 

influencing sense of belonging to language classes, stereotype threatened men might see their 

sense of belonging to the whole host culture negatively affected by stereotypes about men’s 

language ability. 

Not only are international students pursuing degrees in a foreign language an important 

population of interest for stereotype threat research, but studying these students also provides the 

opportunity to examine stereotype threat on language learning among a group of men who a) are 

all using the same target language of English and b) should identify strongly with the domain of 

using English because of its central importance in their daily lives. 

Participants 

 Male students in introductory psychology classes who were born outside Canada and did 

not have English as a native language participated in the study. Nine students in the stereotype 

activated condition and 13 students in the non-threat (control) condition that were excluded 

because they answered the attention check question incorrectly. Seven students, all in the 

stereotype activated condition, were excluded because they correctly identified the hypothesis of 

the study on the suspicion check questions. The final sample consisted of 105 male international 

and immigrant students, 42 of whom reported being international students, 22 who were 

permanent residents of Canada, 18 who reported having Canadian citizenship, and 23 who did 
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not report their status. Native languages reported by participants included Chinese languages 

(n=45), south Asian languages (n=14), European languages (n=8), and several other languages 

represented by fewer than 5 speakers. Participants were randomly assigned to either threat 

(n=53) or non-threat (n=52) conditions. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 63 years (M = 

21.21, SD = 5.04). 

Materials 

Language tests. The same language tests as in Study 1 were used, with the LLAMA B 

language aptitude task learning time reduced to 60 seconds. 

English anxiety and confidence. These scales were adapted from Gardner’s (2010) 

AMTB. (anxiety α = .89, “I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in English;” 

confidence α = .94, “I feel confident when I speak in English”). 

Cross-cultural adjustment. Feelings of adjustment to Canada in various domains were 

measured using a scale adapted from Black and Stephens (1989). On a scale from 1 (not at all 

adjusted) to 7 (very well adjusted), participants rated how well they felt they had acculturated to 

14 aspects of life in Canada such as “the academic requirements,” “interpersonal relationships,” 

and “customs and practices” (α = .93). 

Sense of belonging. See study 1 (α = .88). 

Intrinsic Motivation. As in study 1, effort (α = .82), competence (α = .81), interest (α 

= .89), and pressure (α = .82) in the language aptitude tasks were measured using the intrinsic 

motivation inventory. 

Rejection sensitivity. Participants’ expectations of being rejected because of their status 

as non-native English speakers (e.g. “I would expect that the receptionist might talk to me 

impatiently because I am not a native English speaker;” α = .86), and their feelings of anxiety 
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about this possibility (e.g. “How concerned/anxious would you be that the receptionist might talk 

to you impatiently because you are not a native English speaker;” α = .93) were measured using 

a scale from Chao, Takeuchi, and Farh (2016). Participants rated each item along a 6-point scale 

where 1 was labeled as “very unlikely/very unconcerned” and 6 as “very likely/very concerned.”  

For each item, expectation and anxiety scales were multiplied before the mean score was 

computed. The overall scale reliability was α = .86. 

Self-esteem.  Self-esteem was measured using the short version (10 items; “On the 

whole, I am satisfied with myself”) of Rosenberg self-esteem scale. The scale reliability was α 

= .88. 

Intergroup contact measures. A scale adapted from Plant and Devine (2003) was used 

to measure intergroup anxiety (I would feel uncomfortable when interacting with an English-

speaking White Canadian;” α = .88), intergroup avoidance (“If I had a choice, I would rather not 

interact with an English-speaking White Canadian;” α = .86), and intergroup hostility (“I would 

find interacting with an English-speaking White Canadian annoying”; α = .94). 

Results Stereotype Threat 2 

Sensitivity analysis computed in G*Power 3.0.10 revealed that the study had 80% power 

to detect an effect size of at least f=.28.  

There were no significant effects of stereotype threat. Threat did not affect performance 

on the language aptitude tasks or English questions, sense of belonging in language, rejection 

sensitivity, feelings of adjustment, English anxiety, or intergroup contact emotions or intentions 

(Table 9). 
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Table 9. Results of one-way analyses of variance by condition. 
 

Threat Non-Threat     

  

Mean SD Mean SD F df p 𝜂2 
Language Aptitude 36.33 18.67 38.73 15.93 0.48 (1, 99) .491 0.01 

Verbal Test Questions 29.42 15.24 28.15 17.64 0.15 (1, 102) .697 <0.01 

Belonging 5.08 1.55 4.97 1.54 0.02 (1, 105) .730 <0.01 

Rejection Sensitivity 8.12 5.45 8.36 5.32 0.05 (1, 102) .819 <0.01 

Adjustment 5.21 1.02 5.30 1.06 0.19 (1, 89) .662 <0.01 

English Anxiety 3.56 0.99 3.43 1.04 0.36 (1, 77) .550 0.01 

Intergroup Anxiety 2.83 1.19 2.59 1.03 0.82 (1, 71) .368 0.01 

Intergroup Avoidance 2.66 1.22 2.47 1.09 0.46 (1, 71) .500 0.01 

Intergroup Hostility 2.23 1.16 2.01 1.07 0.70 (1, 70) .407 0.01 

 

Study 3: Mindsets and Stereotype Threat 

Method 

In Study 3, I examined whether a mindsets intervention would interact with stereotype 

threat on men’s language ability. Previous research has shown that mindset can interact with 

stereotype threat such that stereotype threat is experienced by individuals with fixed mindsets, 

but not by those with growth mindsets (Good et al., 2003). By manipulating mindset, I expected 

to find a stereotype threat effect among men primed with a fixed mindset. In other words, I 

expected that threatened men would perform worse on the language tasks and express less 

belonging to language domains if they also had a fixed mindset of language intelligence. I 

expected that men primed with an incremental mindset would be unaffected by stereotype threat, 

and that these men would perform at least as well as men exposed to fixed mindset but not 

stereotype threat. 

The language competence dependent variables were also modified for Study 3. The 

LLAMA language aptitude task was made more difficult by reducing the time for the learning 
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phase, and an anagram-solving task involving 20 challenging anagrams replaced the 11 SAT 

questions used in study 1. Because stereotype threat effects are only expected to appear on 

difficult tasks, I hoped to find significant stereotype threat effects in this study by increasing the 

difficulty of the competence DVs, as well as increasing their subjective difficulty for the 

participants by increasing how much time pressure the participants were likely to experience. 

Participants 

A total of 167 male students in introductory psychology courses at the University of 

Alberta participated in the present study in exchange for partial course credit. Only men who 

learned English by the age of 3 were eligible to participate.  Participants were randomly assigned 

to the four experimental conditions. Participants who failed attention checks or reported 

suspicion of the study hypotheses were excluded from analysis: 6 men reported suspicions, 19 

failed the attention check for the threat manipulation, and 4 participants failed the attention check 

for the mindset article. The final sample consisted of 138 male students aged 18 to 30 years (M = 

19.63, SD = 1.93). 

Procedure 

Procedures for the session and the stereotype threat manipulation were the same as for 

Study 1, except that a control condition in which no reference was made to any gender 

differences in language learning (similar to Study 1, but with the final sentence omitted) was 

used instead of a threat negated condition. 

Also added for Study 3 was a second independent variable manipulation. After the study 

instructions, participants were told to read an article, ostensibly for a reading comprehension test, 

but actually intended to manipulate participants’ belief in either an incremental or entity theory 

of language intelligence. Participants were randomly assigned to read one of the two possible 
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articles developed by Lou and Noels (2016). The incremental article stated that language ability 

is largely determined by environmental factors and can be improved through effort, while the 

entity article stated that language ability is unchangeable and determined by genetics. The threat-

activated group consisted of 60 individuals, 28 in the entity condition and 32 in incremental 

condition. The non-threat (control) group consisted of 87 individuals, 45 in the entity condition 

and 42 in the incremental condition. 

Following the two manipulations, participants completed two language tests (anagrams 

and a vocabulary learning activity) and a questionnaire.  

Materials 

Incremental and entity theory of language intelligence manipulation. Participants 

read one of two articles from Lou and Noels (2016) as a mindset manipulation: one article 

supported an incremental theory of language intelligence, while the other supported an entity 

theory of language intelligence.  

Novel vocabulary-learning task.  The same LLAMA B Test (Meara, 2014) as study 1 

was used, but the time for the learning phase was reduced to 60 seconds to increase the difficulty 

of the task.  

Anagrams completion task. Participants were told the definition of an anagram and 

given 5 minutes to complete as many anagrams as possible from a list of 20. 

Task motivation and effort. The Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) from Ryan (1982) 

was again used, and Cronbach alphas ranged from α = .88 to α = .91. 

Foreign languages. Participants were asked to indicate whether they were currently 

studying any second or foreign languages, whether they planned on studying any second or 

foreign languages in the future, and whether they spoke any other languages in addition to their 
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native language(s). Participants were also asked to list the foreign language(s) they had studied 

in the past. 

Sense of belonging. The full 30-item sense of belonging scale (adapted from Good, 

Rattan, and Dweck, 2012) was used to measure participants’ feelings in language settings. 

Participates rated the items on a scale from (1) “strongly disagree” to (8) “strongly agree.” The 

scale included 5 sub-scales: 4 questions were used to assess participants’ sense of membership in 

the language setting, as in Study 1, (“I feel that I belong to the language community.” α = .88), 

10 to assess their sense of acceptance (“I feel like an outsider.” α = .76), 8 to assess their affect in 

the language setting (“I feel at ease.” α = .91), 4 to assess a desire to fade away (“I wish I could 

fade into the background and not be noticed.” α = .79) and 4 to assess trust (“I trust the test 

materials to be unbiased.” α = .67). Since including the item (“I have trust that I do not have to 

constantly prove myself”) in the trust sub-scale lowered the Cronbach’s alpha value to .57, it was 

excluded from analysis. 

Language learning attitudes. See study 1. α = .85. 

Manipulation, attention, and suspicion checks. The same questions as Study 1 were 

used to assess participants’ attention to the threat manipulation and their suspicion of the study 

hypotheses. To bolster the cover story about the mindset articles, the attention and 

comprehension check for this manipulation was embedded in a “reading comprehension and 

retention task” consisting of 5 filler questions and two attention check questions: “According to 

the article, what are the roles of genetic and environmental factors in respect to language 

intelligence?” and “Which results did Knowles find in the study done with twins in terms of their 

language intelligence?” These two questions were used to determine whether participants read 
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and understood the article. Participants who chose an answer that did not correspond to the 

article they were assigned were removed from analyses. 

Language mindsets. The Language Mindsets Inventory (LMI) scale, created by Lou and 

Noels (2017), used in study 1 was used as a check for the lay theory manipulation in Study 3 

(entity α = .86; incremental α = .88; overall α = .92). 

Results: Study 3 

Sensitivity analysis computed in G*Power 3.0.10 revealed that the study had 80% power 

to detect an effect size of f=.29. There was a main effect of article on mindsets such that 

participants who read the entity article reported language mindsets that were more fixed and less 

incremental than participants who read the incremental article (F(1, 136)=36.14, p<.001). 

Results of 2x2 analyses of variance (article by threat condition) revealed no significant 

main effects of condition or article and no condition by article interactions on any of the 

dependent variables; stereotype threat, mindset manipulation, and their interaction did not affect 

language aptitude, anagram solving performance, attitudes towards foreign languages, or any 

subscale of sense of belonging (Table 10). 

Table 10. Results of 2x2 analyses of variance by stereotype threat and mindset conditions for 
stereotype threat study 3. 

 
 Means (SD) Threat Means (SD) Non-Threat     

   Growth Fixed Growth Fixed F df p 𝜂2 

Language 
Aptitude  

 42.64(15.24) 44.81(14.53) 45.78(19.18) 44.58(15.23)  
 

  

 
Article     0.03 (1, 130) .866 <0.01 

 Condition     0.35 (1, 130) .557 <0.01 

 A x C     0.26 (1, 130) .611 <0.01 

Anagrams  64.20(22.27) 69.95(21.22) 72.80(22.45) 54.11(23.33)     

 Article     0.14 (1, 134) .709 <0.01 

 Condition     0.12 (1, 134) .726 <0.01 
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 A x C     3.36 (1, 134) .069 0.03 

Language 
Attitudes 

 5.19(1.14) 5.41(0.95) 5.62(0.95) 5.19(0.99)  
 

  

 Article     0.33 (1, 138) .567 <0.01 

 Condition     0.35 (1, 138) .558 <0.01 

 A x C     3.44 (1, 138) .066 0.03 

Membership  3.91(1.60) 4.01(1.31) 4.33(1.66) 4.28(1.57)     

 Article     0.01 (1, 138) .930 <0.01 

 Condition     1.66 (1, 138) .200 0.01 

 A x C     0.07 (1, 138) .798 <0.01 

Acceptance  5.04(1.14) 4.80(1.04) 5.14(1.14) 4.99(1.08)  
 

  

 Article     1.03 (1, 138) .312 0.01 

 Condition     0.62 (1, 138) .432 0.01 

 A x C     0.06 (1, 138) .816 <0.01 

Affect  4.74(1.27) 4.67(1.81) 4.90(1.37) 4.77(1.28)     

 Article     0.21 (1, 138) .648 <0.01 

 Condition     0.35 (1, 138) .554 <0.01 

 A x C     0.02 (1, 138) .898 <0.01 

Invisibility  3.91(1.60) 3.71(1.16) 3.29(1.41) 3.98(1.59)     

 Article     0.93 (1, 138) .337 0.01 

 Condition     0.45 (1, 138) .505 <0.01 

 A x C     3.11 (1, 138) .080 0.02 

Trust  5.27(1.18) 5.05(1.09) 5.06(1.34) 5.08(1.16)     

 Article     0.21 (1, 138) .650 <0.01 

 Condition     0.19 (1, 138) .664 <0.01 

 A x C     0.34 (1, 138) .564 <0.01 

 

Stereotype Threat Study 4 

In my final study, I measured four different aspects of language aptitude rather than only 

the ability to learn vocabulary. I also added a measure of participants’ interest in various 

language-related and non-language-related major subjects. Since almost all students at Canadian 
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universities have experience with language learning before university, I also measured 

participants’ willingness to communicate in whichever language they had studied longest in the 

past. 

After the stereotype threat manipulation was shown to be effective in Study 1, the 

measure of how much participants believed in gender differences in language competence was 

dropped for studies 3 and 2. However, these studies revealed no direct effects of stereotype threat 

on test performance or attitudinal or affective measures. Since exploratory analyses of the study 

1 data indicated that some effects might occur via students’ internalization of or belief in the 

stereotype introduced by the threat manipulation rather than directly, this measure was re-

included in the present study as a potential mediator. 

Methods: Study 4 

Participants 

 A sample of 139 male native English speakers enrolled in introductory psychology 

courses at the University of Alberta participated in the study in exchange for partial course 

credit. Students who answered the attention check question incorrectly (9 students in the 

stereotype activated condition and 13 in the control condition) were excluded from analyses. 

Seven students, all in the stereotype activated condition, were excluded because they correctly 

identified the hypothesis of the study on the suspicion check questions. As a result, 110 

participants remained in the sample, with 53 randomly assigned to the stereotype activated 

condition and 57 to the non-threat (control) condition. Participant ages ranged from 17 to 37 (M 

= 19.16, SD = 2.74), and 16.4% of the participants were studying a second or foreign language at 

the time of the study. Just over half (51.8%) of participants spoke another language in addition to 

their native language. 

Materials 
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The same as Study 3, with exceptions as follows: 

Language aptitude tasks. Participants completed four language aptitude tasks after the 

experimental manipulation. LLAMA B (also used in Studies 1-3) assessed ability to learn novel 

vocabulary, LLAMA F assessed grammatical inferencing, LLAMA E assessed the relationship 

between sounds and a writing system, and LLAMA D assessed the ability to recognize sound 

patterns in spoken language. 

Willingness to communicate. McCroskey and Richmond’s (1985) scale was used to 

assess participants’ willingness to communicate in a language other than English. The scale asks 

participants to indicate what percentage of the time they would communicate in a foreign or 

second language in 20 given situations (e.g. “Talk with a friend while standing in line;” α=.97). 

Belief in gender differences.  The same 11 questions as in study 1 were used to assess 

participants’ beliefs in gender differences in language ability. Participants rated the four 

language skills and general language ability along a 5-point scale ranging from “males are much 

better” (1) to “females are much better” (5) in both native and foreign language. In this study, 

however, native language proficiency showed poor reliability (α=.56) although foreign language 

skill remained reliable (α=.74). The overall scale was also reliable (α=.73).  

Subject and career interest. Participants were asked to indicate how interested they 

were in studying thirteen different subjects. These included three foreign languages (French, 

Spanish, and German), three other language related subjects (East Asian Studies, English, and 

Linguistics), five STEM majors, Nursing, and Psychology. Next, participants were asked how 

interested they were in sixteen different careers related to either language (e.g. Translation, 

Airline services) or STEM (e.g. Scientist, Engineer) or known to be highly gendered. All 

questions were on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all interested) to 5 (very interested). 
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Plans for foreign language study. Participants were asked if they were studying any 

second or foreign language at the time of the study and also if they had done so in the past. 

Additionally, participants were asked if they plan to study a second or foreign language in the 

future.  

Results and Discussion: Study 4 

Sensitivity analysis computed in G*Power 3.0.10 revealed that this study had 80% power 

to detect an effect size of f=.27. 

Results of one-way analysis of variance showed that stereotype threat increased 

participants’ belief in a gender difference favoring women in both foreign language ability (F(1, 

94)=4.81, p=.031, 𝜂2=.05) and overall language ability in the native language (F(1, 94)=4.05, 

p=.047, 𝜂2=.05). Exposure to stereotype threat also decreased participants’ interest in learning 

Spanish (F(1, 86)=4.82, p=.031, 𝜂2=.05), but no other main effects of condition emerged (Table 

11).  

Table 11. Results of one-way analyses of variance by condition for stereotype threat study 4. 
 

Threat Non-Threat     

  

Mean SD Mean SD F df p 𝜂2 
Language Aptitude         

LLAMA B 55.29 23.94 50.45 23.32 1.10 (1, 104) .297 0.01 

LLAMA F 54.46 25.49 55.09 26.10 0.02 (1, 107) .899 <0.01 

LLAMA E 73.51 28.15 75.44 26.66 0.13 (1, 107) .715 <0.01 

LLAMA D 30.61 15.95 30.18 14.64 0.02 (1, 107) .883 <0.01 

Belonging 5.18 1.44 4.86 1.62 1.13 (1, 105) .290 0.01 

Language Attitude 5.55 0.70 5.69 0.74 0.99 (1, 106) .323 0.01 

Language Competence 4.33 0.81 4.38 0.92 0.08 (1, 109) .782 <0.01 

Interest in Language Majors         

French 2.97 1.16 3.38 1.21 2.56 (1, 88) .114 0.03 

Spanish 2.87 1.32 3.46 1.20 4.82 (1, 87) .031 0.05 
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German 2.84 1.35 3.00 1.31 0.30 (1, 86) .583 <0.01 

English 2.88 1.45 3.06 1.39 0.38 (1, 88) .540 <0.01 

Foreign Language Career 
Interest 

1.56 0.91 1.64 0.99 0.16 (1, 83) .693 <0.01 

Willingness to Communicate 
in a Foreign Language 

31.47 24.58 36.15 24.52 0.94 (1, 102) .335 0.01 

 

Mediation models with 5,000 bias-corrected bootstrapped samples were tested using 

Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS. Stereotype threats indirectly influenced participants’ 

sense of belonging to language classes (B= -0.24, 95% CI [-.56, -.04]; Figure 6) and feelings of 

language competence (B=-0.12, 95% CI [-.30, -.02]; Figure 7) via overall beliefs in a gender 

difference in language aptitude. 

 

Figure 6. Indirect effect of Stereotype on Sense of Belonging via Belief in Gender Differences in 
Language 

 

Stereotype 
Threat 

Belief in Gender 
Differences 

Sense of 
Belonging 

B= 0.18* 
B= -1.36* 

B=.65* (.41) 
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Figure 7. Indirect effect of Stereotype on Sense of Competence via Belief in Gender Differences 
in Language 

 

I found that stereotype threat may suppress men’s interest in Spanish, but not French or 

German. This is puzzling given that French was more strongly stereotyped as feminine than 

Spanish in the preliminary study. However, although French is not widely spoken in the region 

of Canada where the study was conducted, the fact that it is one of Canada’s official language 

might be important. In Canada, even students not interested in language learning or travel might 

still have practical reasons for wanting to learn French. For example, bilingualism in both of 

Canada’s official languages is a requirement for some government jobs. Results also indicated 

that stereotype threat might have some indirect effects on social psychological factors like sense 

of language competence and belongingness to language learning domains to the extent that it 

leads students to believe gendered stereotypes of language. 

General Discussion 

Across four studies, I found no evidence that stereotype threat directly harms men’s 

performance on language tests, nor did I find evidence that it suppresses men’s belonging in 

language domains. My preliminary study established that stereotypes of language as feminine 

exist among Canadian university students and have large effect sizes. I found that students at a 

Stereotype 
Threat 

Belief in 
Gender 

Differences 

Competence in 
Language 
Domains 

  

B=.18* B= -0.69* 

B= .11 (-.02) 
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Canadian university believe that language majors are “for girls” and that women and girls have 

stronger verbal and foreign language ability than men. Despite this, I found little evidence of 

stereotype threat on male students. 

Study 4 revealed some evidence that stereotype threat might suppress men’s interest in 

studying Spanish, but it is unclear why a competence threat would affect interest in one of the 

three languages included in the study, but not test performance, sense of belonging, or attitudes 

about language learning. These variables are more typically measured in studies of stereotype 

threat compared to interests. Given that the measure on which a main effect of stereotype threat 

was seen was only included in one of the four studies, and that it showed the only significant 

main effect of stereotype threat across all four studies, this finding needs to be replicated. Future 

studies should also include a greater number of languages. 

 Study 4 also indicated that stereotype threat might have some indirect effects on social 

psychological factors like sense of language competence and belongingness to language learning 

domains to the extent that it leads students to believe and internalize gendered stereotypes of 

language. This shows that believing in stereotypes about gender differences in language ability 

might have some implications for men’s expectancies in FL domains. Although stereotype threat 

in itself seems to have few effects on men in language domains, it seems that the stereotypes 

themselves may still be important. 

Sensitivity analysis showed that all four stereotype threat experiments had sufficient 

statistical power to detect medium-sized effects. Therefore, if stereotype threat affects men’s 

language performance or feelings about language learning, these effects are likely small to very 

small in effect size. This evidence casts doubt on whether stereotype threat is a major factor 

explaining men’s underperformance on standardized tests of language, or men’s 



 

MEN AND LANGUAGE LEARNING                                                     80 
 

underrepresentation in elective foreign language classes and majors. Given that stereotypes about 

men and language are strong and real-life differences in language course enrolment are large, 

even if a small stereotype threat effect exists, it is not sufficient to account for these differences. 

It seems likely that other factors may have greater explanatory power. 

This program of studies failed to support the hypothesis that stereotype threat causes 

men’s underperformance in language and avoidance of foreign language classes. Further 

research is needed to probe for other possible explanations of men’s underrepresentation in FL 

study. One possibility is that the value men place on FL, but not men’s expectancies of FL 

success, are the important factor predicting their disengagement. This explanation would be 

consistent with the expectation of EVT that enrollment decisions and plans should be primarily a 

function of values (Eccles, 2005). Stereotypes that FL is a feminine domain remain relevant not 

because reminders of competence stereotypes have any direct effect on men, but because men 

might devalue FL as a result of believing that feminine pursuits are not appropriate for men. 

Consistent with the result seen in the correlational study (Chaffee & Noels, 2018; Chapter 2) that 

gendered beliefs might influence FL enrolment not through expectancies of success but through 

value for FL, it appears that it is men’s beliefs not about the competence of their gender, but 

about the appropriate roles of their gender, that require further investigation. 
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Chapter 4: Masculinity Threat 

Many researchers, educators, and policymakers are concerned about the low proportion 

of women in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) disciplines, while the 

related issue of few men being interested in female-dominated disciplines like nursing, 

education, and foreign languages has been largely ignored (see Croft, Schmader, & Block, 2015). 

In the U.S., only 30.60% of foreign language majors are male (National Center for Education 

Statistics [NCES], 2014). This represents a considerably larger disparity than that found in 

traditionally male disciplines such as physical science, math and statistics, and biology. Although 

computer science and engineering remain heavily male-dominated, most other university majors 

with large gender disparities in the U.S. and Canada are now female-dominated ones like nursing 

and psychology (Canadian Council on Learning, 2009; NCES, 2014; Statistics Canada, 2014). 

Though it is true that, historically, almost all academic disciplines have been male-dominated 

and the opportunities of women are still limited by sexism today, it is important to study how 

gender stereotypes and biases affect not only women, but also men. 

Boys and men appear to be at a disadvantage in second and foreign language learning, 

and gender stereotypes and ideologies may play a role. Female students tend to be more 

motivated and have more positive attitudes about foreign language learning than male students 

(e.g. Kobayashi, 2002; You, Dörnyei & Csizér, 2016), and girls tend to outperform boys in 

foreign language study (e.g. Glowka, 2014). Women are stereotyped as being both more 

talkative and as having stronger language skills than men, and gaps in language-related skills and 

interests are seen in school (Williams, Satterwhite, & Best, 1999; Hartley & Sutton, 2013). Prior 

research has found that both teachers and students believe that girls are better at language than 

boys, that teachers pass these stereotypes on to their students, and that boys believe the 

stereotype more and more with age (Hartley & Sutton, 2013; Retelsdorf, Schwartz, & Asbrock, 
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2015). Furthermore, how much students internalize these stereotypes predicts how much boys 

value language arts study, how competent they feel in language arts, and their school 

performance (Plante, De la Sablonnière, Aronson, & Théorêt, 2013). Elmore and Oyserman’s 

(2012) findings also suggest that the gender-identity congruence of academic success may be 

important for boys’ motivation. Stereotypes that men are good at math and women are good at 

languages affect girls’ math self-concepts, but they also affect boys’ language self-concepts 

(Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; Retelsdorf, Schwartz, & Asbrock, 2015). This may have 

implications for boys’ performance at school, in the job market, and in intercultural interactions. 

Both children and adults tend to favor occupations stereotypically associated with their own 

gender (Weisgram, Bigler, & Liben, 2010), suggesting that individuals internalize occupational 

gender stereotypes and act on them throughout life. When it comes time to choose classes or 

university majors, “female”-typed subjects may not even be seriously considered by most male 

students (Eccles, 1994). 

One reason gender disparities in female-dominated fields are more intransigent than those 

in male-dominated fields may have to do with antifemininity, or the idea that the avoidance of 

the feminine is a central aspect of the male gender role (Bosson & Michniewicz, 2013). 

Supporting the idea that male students are avoiding the feminine in the domain of language 

study, differences in attitudes and motivation towards foreign language appear to vary according 

to the perceived masculinity or femininity of the language in question. British boys in grades 7-9 

were more motivated to learn German than French because they saw French as being too 

feminine (Williams, Burden, & Lanvers, 2002). Similar results were found among Irish students, 

who associated German with masculine pastimes like war and soccer (Glowka, 2014). Data from 

the U.S. further corroborates this; German is one of the few foreign language majors that is not 
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heavily female dominated (NCES, 2014). Studies that assessed how gender ideologies 

differentiate men who study foreign languages from those who do not showed that men who 

believe that masculinity involves toughness, striving for high status, and avoidance of the 

feminine are less likely to be enrolled in language classes than men who do not endorse such 

ideologies (Chaffee & Noels, in preparation; Chapter 2; Noels, Chaffee, & Elcheson, in 

preparation). 

When threats to masculinity combine with antifemininity and the perception of certain 

educational domains as feminine, this combination may lead male students to avoid language 

learning. Gender threat, and masculinity threat in particular, differs importantly from stereotype 

threat and operates through different psychological mechanisms. Though both threats can be 

considered related to social identity, they operate in different ways; stereotype threats are threats 

to the value and competence of a social identity, while masculinity threats threaten the validity of 

the individual’s membership in a social identity. Stereotype threat causes negatively stereotyped 

individuals to feel pressured to disconfirm negative stereotypes about their group, and this 

pressure undermines the individual’s performance on stereotype-relevant tasks (Steele, Aronson, 

& Spencer, 2007). In contrast, masculinity threat motivates men to disprove the threat by re-

asserting their gender identities through stereotypically masculine behavior. Masculinity-

threatened men protect their manhood through hyper-masculine behavior (e.g. Cohn, Seibert, & 

Zeichner, 2009; Maas, Cadinu, Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003), while stereotype-threatened 

individuals underperform and may dissociate from the threatened identity (e.g. stereotype 

threatened women may dissociate themselves from femininity; Steele et al., 2007). Previous 

studies of stereotype threat have provided little evidence that it is a major factor for men’s 

language learning (Noels et al., in preparation; Chapter 3). Consistent with the idea that 
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masculinity threats may be more important in this domain, one study of adolescents suggested 

that gender threats, but not competence threats, may increase endorsement of gender-

stereotypical occupational interests (Sinclair & Carlsson, 2013). 

Masculinity threat experiments have typically used false feedback to call participants’ 

masculinity into question by informing men that they have scored in the feminine range on tests 

of personality or strength. These masculinity threats made men more likely to aggress (Cohn et 

al., 2009), sexually harass a female experimenter (Maas et al., 2003), and express negative 

attitudes towards effeminate gay men (Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinburg, 2007). 

Masculinity threat also leads men to engage in actions intended to distance themselves from 

femininity; masculinity-threatened men express decreased preferences for feminine-typed 

products and decreased liking for other men who express stereotypically feminine preferences 

(Cheryan, Cameron, Katagiri, & Monin, 2015; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2001). 

The Present Studies 

The goals of this study is to test whether threats to male university students’ masculinity 

beliefs lead them to disavow interest in language learning, language majors, and language-related 

careers, and to endorse more negative attitudes towards language learning. The content of 

participants’ beliefs about gender is likely to be important for predicting how masculinity threat 

will affect men. Prior research has shown that gender ideologies, or beliefs about what a man or 

a woman should be like, predict gendered educational and vocational interests (e.g. Tokar & 

Jome, 1998; van der Vleuten, Jaspers, Maas, & van der Lippe, 2016). We therefore believe that 

masculinity threats will influence language learning interests, intentions, and attitudes only 

among men who endorse traditional ideas about gender roles. 

Primary hypotheses. 
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Hypothesis 1 (interests and intentions): Masculinity threat will lead men to express less 

intention to study languages in the future and less interest in language-related subjects and 

careers, but not STEM-related ones. This pattern will be seen only among men with more 

traditional beliefs about the male gender role. 

Hypothesis 2 (attitudes and belonging): Masculinity threat will lead to negative attitudes 

towards language learning and less sense of membership in the language community among men 

who hold traditional gender beliefs. 

Exploratory research questions. 

In addition to our primary hypotheses, we also investigated two research questions 

related to whether masculinity threat would influence men’s actual or perceived ability to do well 

at language learning tasks. 

Research question 1 (language aptitude): Will masculinity threat have any effect on 

language aptitude test performance? Threats to masculinity can be considered a threat to identity 

rather than to competence, so we do not expect to find a difference in men’s performance on 

language aptitude tests by condition. 

Research question 2 (confidence in language ability): Will masculinity threat influence 

men’s self-ratings of language ability? While language aptitude is believed to be a stable internal 

characteristic, self-ratings of ability are subjective self-beliefs that may be more situationally 

variable. As such, we expect that masculinity-threatened men with traditional masculinity beliefs 

may downplay their ability in feminine domains by reporting lower feelings of ability to excel in 

language study. 

To examine the effects that these stereotypes of language as a feminine domain might have 

on men’s interests, intentions, attitudes, and sense of belonging towards foreign language 
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learning (hypotheses 1 & 2), we conducted an experiment using masculinity threat. To 

investigate our research questions, we also included language aptitude tests and self-ratings of 

ability. 

Method 

Participants 

Male students from a western Canadian university participated in this study in exchange 

for partial credit towards their introductory psychology course. Six participants who indicated 

they did not understand the manipulation materials were excluded from analyses, as well as one 

for experimenter error and one for disruptive behavior during the research session. The final 

sample consisted of 182 men (M = 19.01, SD = 2.70), of whom 50.55% were White, 33.52% 

were Asian, and the rest reported other ethnicities. All participants were native English speakers 

(79.12% monolingual and 20.33% bilingual in English and another language). Most participants 

were in their first (62.64%) or second (22.53%) year of university. Although only 5.49% of 

participants were enrolled in a language course and only 28.57% were enrolled in faculties with 

language requirements, the majority (152) reported some prior language learning experience. 

Eighty-eight participants were randomly assigned to the masculinity threatened condition and 94 

to the masculinity affirmed condition. No demographic characteristics (age, ethnicity, 

bilingualism, faculty language requirement, year of university, or language learning experience) 

differed by condition. We decided to collect between 80 and 100 participants per group; power 

analysis showed that this sample size would provide over 90% power to detect the effect sizes 

found by Cheryan et al. (2015, Study 2) for masculinity threat effects on interest in feminine 

products. 

Procedure 
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Using procedures adapted from Schmitt and Branscombe (2001), participants were told 

that they would be completing two separate studies, the first of which was a trial program for 

providing students with results from the psychology department’s beginning-of-semester mass 

testing questionnaire. All study participants were required to have previously taken part in the 

mass testing survey administered to students in introductory psychology courses for partial 

course credit. This pre-testing survey took place at least a week, and up to three months, prior to 

students’ participation in the experiment. Participants were given envelopes including false 

masculinity feedback, as well as false feedback on the four filler dimensions, and a letter 

explaining the “trial program” and how their results should be interpreted (see Appendix B). 

Once participants had completed the “first study” and viewed the manipulated feedback, 

they were directed to a second consent form and the experimenter informed participants that they 

would be completing a second study about interest in foreign languages. After receiving this 

information, participants began the “second study,” which consisted of scales and language 

aptitude tasks. Finally, in compliance with ethical protocols, participants were fully debriefed 

and shown that all feedback was fake and not based on their actual scores. 

Materials 

Pre-testing materials. Participants rated their endorsement of traditional masculine 

gender roles (three items from different subscales of Thompson & Pleck’s [1986] Male Role 

Norms Scale [MRNS]; e.g. “It is essential for a man to always have the respect and admiration of 

everyone who knows him;” α = .534) on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly 

agree) in the aforementioned mass testing questionnaire. 

                                                           
 

4 The full MRNS scale could not be used in pre-testing due to time constraints, limiting reliability due to the small 
number of items and the nature of the items as tapping different types of traditional masculinity beliefs. Cronbach 
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Masculinity threat and manipulation. The masculinity threat manipulation was adapted 

from Schmitt and Branscombe (2001) and Cheryan et al. (2015). Participants in the masculinity 

threatened condition received a masculinity score that was close to the female average and well 

below the male average. Participants in the masculinity affirmed condition received a 

masculinity score that was on the high end of the male average range (Appendix B). Both 

versions of the false feedback included scores for four filler traits (openness to experience, 

agreeableness, self-esteem, and cognitive flexibility), and these scores were the same for both 

experimental conditions. 

Participants completed an eight-item feedback scale also adapted from Schmitt and 

Branscombe (2001) to bolster the cover story (e.g., “I am pleased with my scores from mass 

testing;” 1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree; α = .86). Participants also responded to 

questions about whether their scores on masculinity and the four filler dimensions were higher, 

lower, or the same as they expected on a 9-point scale (1 = much lower than expected; 5 = 

exactly as expected; 9 = much higher than expected). 

Plans for language study. Participants rated seven items on a 7-point scale (1 = 

definitely will not study; 7 = definitely plan to study) about whether they intended to study six 

popular foreign languages (French, Spanish, German, Italian, Chinese, and Japanese; α =.71) in 

the future. 

Attitudes towards foreign languages. Participants responded to a ten-item scale adapted 

from Gardner, Tremblay, and Masgoret (1997; e.g., “I wish I could speak another language 

                                                           
 

Alpha is known to be biased towards providing lower values when the number of items is small, as in this case. 
Briggs and Cheek (1986) suggest that an inter-item correlation between .2 and .4 suggests optimal internal 
consistency (see also (Piedmont & Hyland, 1993; Streiner, 2003)). The mean inter-item correlation for our three 
items was r = .28. Furthermore, the items load onto a single factor in EFA with loadings ranging from .52 - .81. 
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perfectly”) on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). A high score reflects a 

positive attitude towards language learning (α = .95). 

Sense of membership. Participants responded to four questions on an 8-point scale (1 = 

strongly disagree; 8 = strongly agree) adapted from the membership subscale of Good et al.’s 

(2012) sense of belonging scale (e.g. “I feel that I am a part of the language community;” α 

= .95). 

Interest and self-efficacy in majors and careers. Participants reported their interest in 

13 majors including three popular foreign language majors (French, Spanish, and German), five 

STEM majors (e.g. “Chemistry”), and five filler majors (e.g., “Psychology”) on a 5-point scale 

(1 = not at all interested; 5 = very interested). They also rated their self-perceived level of ability 

for the same list of majors on a 9-point scale (1 = very low ability; 9 = very high ability). 

Participants reported their interest in 16 careers, including five foreign language-related careers 

(translation or interpreting, airline services, language education, teaching English abroad, 

tourism) and four STEM-related careers (e.g., “Engineer”) on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all 

interested; 5 = very interested). 

Language aptitude. Participants completed Meara’s (2005) four LLAMA tasks as a 

measure of language aptitude. The tasks measure vocabulary learning (LLAMA B), phonetic 

memory (LLAMA D), sound-symbol correspondence (LLAMA E), and grammatical inferencing 

(LLAMA F; α = .555). 

Results 

                                                           
 

5 We report results for mean LLAMA score because the results do not differ substantially across the four separate 

tests; all interaction effects and main effects of masculinity threat on LLAMA subtests are nonsignificant when 

analyzed separately. As noted later, the main effect of MRNS was only significant for the LLAMA E subtest. The 

mean inter-item correlation for the four LLAMA tests was r=.22. 
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Manipulation Check and Preliminary Analysis 

One-sample t-tests comparing the mean for each condition to the mid-point of the scale 

were computed to test the effect of the manipulation. Participants in the masculinity threat 

condition rated their masculinity score (from the false feedback) as lower than they expected (M 

= 2.86; SD = 1.56, t(87) = −12.83, p < .001, CI = [−2.47, −1.81], d = −1.37), while participants in 

the masculinity affirmed condition reported that their masculinity score was higher than expected 

(M = 6.06 ; SD = 1.37, t(93) = 7.51, p < .001, CI = [0.78, 1.34], d = 0.77). An independent 

samples t-test confirmed that the conditions differed, t(180) = 14.70, p < .001, CI = [2.77, 3.63], 

d = 2.18. Another independent-samples t-test showed that participants in the threat condition (M 

= 4.84, SD = .96) reported being less satisfied with their pre-testing feedback than those in the 

affirmed condition (M = 5.25, SD = .80), t(180) = 3.19, p = .002, CI =  [0.16, 0.68], d = 0.47. 

Independent samples t-test revealed that the moderator, masculinity ideology (MRNS), did not 

differ between the threat condition (M = 4.00, SD = 1.28) and the affirmed condition (M = 4.07, 

SD = 1.32), t(180) = 0.34, p = .736, CI = [−0.32, 0.45], d = 0.05. These results indicate that the 

manipulation was successful and that the moderator did not differ by condition. Means, standard 

deviations, and variable inter-correlations are presented in Appendix C. 

Major Analyses 

We ran regression analyses to test the hypotheses and determine whether the effect of 

masculinity threat on the dependent variables was moderated by endorsement of traditional 

masculinity ideology (MRNS). Condition (masculinity threatened vs. affirmed), MRNS, and 

their interaction were regressed on the dependent variables. Results of the regression analyses are 

presented in Table 12. In cases where the interaction was statistically significant, the simple 

slopes for high and low levels of the moderator (+1SD and –1SD MRNS) are presented in Table 
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13. There were significant interaction effects of masculinity threat and male role beliefs on 

intention to study a foreign language in the future (Figure 4), interest in foreign language majors, 

and attitudes towards language learning, but not interest in foreign language-related or STEM-

related majors or careers (see Table 12). There were main effects of MRNS on interest in STEM-

related majors and jobs, with more traditional men having more interest in these disciplines.6 

Table 12. Linear regression of condition, MRNS, and condition x MRNS on dependent variables. 

 𝑹𝟐 b SE t p 95% CI 

Intention to Study FL .04      
Condition  0.40 0.25 1.59 .110 –0.10,  0.90 
MRNS  –0.06 0.06 –0.96 .340 –0.17,  0.06 
Condition x MRNS  –0.13 0.06 –2.13 .035 –0.24, –0.01 

Interest in FL Majors .08      
Condition  0.60 0.21   2.91 .004 0.19, 10.00 
MRNS  0.01 0.05   0.28 .777 –0.08,   0.11 
Condition x MRNS  –0.17 0.05 –3.57 <.001 –0.27, –0.08 

Interest in STEM Majors .04      
Condition  0.18 0.24 0.72 .470 –0.30, 0.65 
MRNS  0.12 0.06 2.09 .038 0.01, 0.23 
Condition x MRNS  –0.06 0.06 –1.09 .280 –0.17, 0.05 

Interest in Language-
related Jobs 

.01      

Condition  –0.07 0.17 –0.42 .678 –0.43, 0.28 
MRNS  –0.04 0.04 –0.98 .328 –0.12, 0.04 
Condition x MRNS  –0.01 0.04 –0.22 .824 –0.07, 0.09 

Interest in STEM-related 
Jobs 

.07      

Condition  –0.09 0.20 –0.43 .664 –0.49, 0.31 
MRNS  0.17 0.05 3.54 <.001 0.08, 0.26 
Condition x MRNS  0.02 0.05 0.49 .627 –0.07, 0.12 

Attitudes Towards 
Language Learning 

.03      

Condition  0.42 0.22 1.87 .063 –0.02,  0.86 
MRNS  –0.02 0.05 –0.33 .739 –0.12,  0.09 
Condition x MRNS  –0.11 0.05 –2.17 .031 –0.22, –0.01 

Sense of Membership .02      
Condition  0.11 0.44 0.25 .798 –0.76, 0.99 
MRNS  0.08 0.10 0.80 .425 –0.12, 0.29 
Condition x MRNS  –0.07 0.10 –0.68 .495 –0.28, 0.14 

Self-perceived Foreign 
Language Ability 

.04      

Condition  1.01 0.41 2.46 .015 0.20, 10.84 

                                                           
 

6 Bilingual participants were included in all analyses. Excluding bilingual participants did not change the significance 
level or nature of any interaction effects. Excluding bilingual participants made the main effects of MRNS on STEM 
interest and STEM ability nonsignificant, but did not change any other effects. 
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MRNS  0.03 0.10 0.36 .719 –0.16,  0.23 
Condition x MRNS  –0.26 0.10 –2.65 .009 –0.45, –0.07 

Self-perceived STEM 
Ability 

.03      

Condition  0.08 0.41 0.21 .837 –0.72,  0.89 
MRNS  0.21 0.10 2.22 .028 0.02,  0.41 
Condition x MRNS  –0.04 0.10 –0.40 .691 –0.23,  0.15 

Language Aptitude 
(LLAMA) 

.05      

Condition  –2.72 4.18 –0.65 .515 –10.96,   5.52 
MRNS  –3.01 0.98 –3.06 .003 –4.94, –1.07 
Condition x MRNS  0.47 0.98 0.47 .636 –1.47,   2.41 

 

 

Table 13. Simple slopes analyses for effect of experimental condition at ±1SD of the moderator, 
endorsement of traditional masculine gender roles (MRNS). 

 MRNS  b SE t p 95% CI 

Intention to Study 
Foreign Language 

+1SD  –0.28 0.11 –2.52 .013 –0.49, –0.06 
–1SD  0.05 0.11 .50 .618 –0.16,   0.27 

Interest in Foreign 
Language Majors 

+1SD  –0.33 0.09 –3.66 <.001 –0.50, –0.15 
–1SD  0.12 0.09 1.39 .166 –0.05,   0.30 

Attitudes Towards 
Language Learning 

+1SD  –0.19 0.10 –2.00 .047 –0.38, –0.00 
–1SD  0.10 0.10 1.08 .283 –0.09,   0.29 

Self-perceived Foreign 
Language Ability 

+1SD  –0.36 0.18 –2.02 .045 –0.72, –0.01 
–1SD  0.31 0.18 1.73 .089 –0.04, 0.66 

 

As expected, threatened men expressed more negative attitudes about language learning 

than masculinity-affirmed men only if they held traditional masculinity ideologies. As well, there 

was a significant interaction showing that threatened men high in traditional masculinity 

ideology were less confident about their ability to excel at foreign language learning than non-

threatened men. Beliefs about ability in STEM domains were unaffected by the manipulation, 

though there was a main effect of MRNS such that higher endorsement of traditional masculine 

role norms was associated with greater confidence in STEM ability. 
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Figure 8. Simple slopes analysis showing the effect of the masculinity threat manipulation on 
intention to study foreign languages in the future, as moderated by male role norm beliefs 
(MRNS). “Low masculinity ideology” and “high masculinity ideology” refer to values 1 standard 
deviation below and above the mean of MRNS. 

In terms of participants’ language aptitude, as measured by the LLAMA tasks, there were 

no main effects of condition or interactions. However, there was a main effect of masculinity 

ideology on LLAMA scores: men with strong male role beliefs had lower language aptitude. 

When the four aptitude tasks were analyzed separately, there were no main effects for condition 

or interactions, and main effects of MRNS were observed only on the grammatical inferencing 

task. 

In summary, as shown in Table 12 and Figure 8, among participants who strongly 

endorsed traditional masculine gender roles (+1 SD MRNS), those in the threat condition 

reported more negative attitudes towards learning foreign languages and towards foreign 

language majors, less intention to study foreign languages in the future, and less self-perceived 

competence at foreign language learning compared to those in the affirmed condition. For 
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participants who did not endorse traditional masculinity beliefs (–1 SD), there were no 

significant differences between the threat and affirmed conditions. 

Discussion 

This study is the first to investigate gender beliefs and gender threats as interactive 

mechanisms for gender segregation in an educational discipline. Although women have been 

increasingly entering male-dominated fields for several decades, the same is not true of men and 

female-dominated fields (Croft et al., 2015). We focused on the under-studied side of this 

phenomenon: men in female-dominated subject areas like foreign language. Our study also 

extends prior findings about gender threat and avoidance of the feminine to the domain of 

education. Extending the gender threat literature to educational interests and intentions is 

important because educational choices may have impactful long-term consequences; 

communication skills, including foreign language skills, are generally considered to be feminine 

“soft skills”, but men who lack foreign language skills may be disadvantaged in increasingly 

globalized job markets. The present study suggests that gender threats and men’s masculinity 

beliefs have important effects on men’s educational choices, which may have major downstream 

implications for men’s lives, intercultural opportunities, and occupational options. 

In support of our first hypothesis, we found that masculinity threat led men with 

traditional masculinity ideologies to report less intention to study languages in the future and less 

interest in language majors. Counter to our hypothesis, this effect was not seen for language-

related careers. The lack of effect on career interest may have been due to the fact that for our 

sample, comprised mainly of first year university students, career choices are still a distal 

concern compared to the choice of courses and majors. Masculinity-threatened men with 

traditional ideologies also reported more negative attitudes towards language learning but not 

less sense of membership, partially supporting hypothesis two. 
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Threatened men with traditional ideologies also reported less confidence in their ability to 

excel at foreign language study, consistent with our expectations, but the threat manipulation did 

not actually undermine language aptitude. These findings highlight that male students’ 

motivational deficits in foreign language study are partially rooted in their socially acquired 

masculine identities. Since previous studies have shown that male students’ underachievement in 

language classes is probably due to a lack of motivation but not a lack of aptitude (Heyder, 

Kessels, & Steinmayr, 2017), our results provide additional support for the importance of social 

psychological mechanisms for men’s achievement in this domain. 

Although language aptitude was not influenced by masculinity threat, its relation with 

endorsement of traditional masculinity ideologies, a social psychological construct, was 

unexpected. Generally, aptitude has been assumed to have an independent effect on language 

learning (e.g. Gardner, 1985). Even if aptitude is less important than motivation for explaining 

achievement (Heyder et al., 2017), understanding this link may be important for a deeper 

understanding of men’s educational choices. It may be that men who believe in traditional 

gender roles are less likely to develop their language aptitude, or that men with poorer language 

aptitude interpret their lack of aptitude as evidence that gender essentialist views and traditional 

gender roles are correct. Or, it may simply be that the cause of the link is that less intelligent 

individuals tend to both rely more on stereotypes and traditional social roles (Kemmelmeier, 

2008) and have poorer language aptitude. Issues of gender identity, ideology, and stereotyping 

are complex, and as such further investigation is needed. Future studies should further 

investigate potential mechanisms not measured in the present study. 

The fact that masculinity threat effects emerge only among men with traditional 

masculinity beliefs highlights the importance of cultural beliefs about gender roles in educational 
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decision-making. The content of men’s beliefs about appropriate male activities is important 

when men express interests and form intentions in gender-typed domains. Although we did not 

find an effect on career interest, masculinity beliefs are likely also relevant to occupational 

decision-making given that interest predicts career choice over time (e.g. Lauermann, Tsai, & 

Eccles, 2017). One potential implication of our study is that in order to encourage more men to 

enter female-dominated areas of study, it may be important to challenge stereotypes about these 

disciplines.  

The present study also differentiates the issue of men’s underrepresentation in language 

study from that of women in STEM by examining masculinity threat rather than stereotype 

threat. Antifemininity is a unique aspect of the male gender role; women have not been found to 

feel an analogous anti-masculinity pressure (e.g. Bosson & Michniewicz, 2013). Similarly, 

researchers have found that female undergraduates do not feel that womanhood is precarious, 

and that only men show a response to gender threats (Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & 

Weaver 2008; for a counter-example with adolescent girls, see Sinclair & Carlsson, 2013). This 

study thus highlights an influence on men’s educational segregation that is unlikely to affect 

women in STEM domains. As well, although our manipulation led men with traditional 

ideologies to devalue language learning, it did not threaten their sense of membership to the 

language community. Since unstigmatized identities are not susceptible to belongingness threats 

(Walton & Cohen, 2007), it may be that men’s privileged role in society at large (i.e., their 

unstigmatized identity as men) protects men from feeling out of place in language education. 

Conclusion 

Men and women tend to choose different educational fields and cluster in different 

occupations. The male side of this issue is under-studied, but there is growing interest in men’s 
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absence from female-dominated occupations (Croft et al., 2015) as well as in boys’ 

underperformance both in language learning (Heyder et al., 2017) and school more generally 

(e.g. Fortin, Oreopolis, & Phipps, 2015). Outlets like USA Today, The Atlantic, and The 

Washington Post have noted that men’s reluctance to enter female-dominated fields may hurt 

them in an economy where these careers are growing faster than male-dominated ones (Swartz, 

2017; Rosin, 2010; Guo, 2014), and psychologists have begun to link the pressure to conform to 

traditional masculine norms to various negative consequences for men (Moss-Racusin & Good, 

2015). Our results show that men who have traditional beliefs about what it means to be a man 

are likely to avoid foreign language study if their status as a “real man” is threatened. Holding 

traditional gender role beliefs may cause men to handicap themselves by limiting the scope of 

educational choices they consider, suggesting that adopting more flexible societal gender roles 

may benefit not only women, but also men. 
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Chapter 5: General Discussion 

Male students across the world show lower reading and writing skills and lower 

language-related motivation than female students. Men are also not entering language-related 

major fields, such as literature, English, or foreign language to the same extent as women. In this 

program of research, I examined two socio-psychological explanations for these differences. 

This research represents an important step towards understanding the gender gap in language 

study. By identifying important processes that could deter men from language study, we may 

eventually be able to apply new or existing interventions to narrow the language gap. 

In this research I have sought explanations for why few men study foreign languages 

beyond the point to which it is mandatory. Based in part on research of women in STEM, I 

believed that stereotypes would be an important factor in explaining this phenomenon. Across 

seven studies, I have investigated possible explanations from the perspectives of expectancy-

value theory, stereotype threat, and masculine gender role beliefs. Using both cross-sectional and 

experimental designs I have established correlates and a plausible causal explanation for why 

fewer men than women choose to study foreign languages. 

A correlational study probing differences between language learners and non-learners 

revealed that these groups of men differed in their motivation towards language learning and 

their gender beliefs. The two groups of men differed meaningfully in their beliefs about gender, 

in particular their prescriptive masculinity beliefs and sexist beliefs. They also differed in their 

self-perceived ability to succeed at foreign language learning, but not in their actual language 

aptitude. A path model based on expectancy-value theory suggested that beliefs in traditional 

masculine gender roles might deter men from learning foreign languages by causing men to 

devalue foreign language study. These findings implied that gender beliefs might play a role in 

men’s educational decisions, in particular by influencing their task values for FL. 
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In another preliminary study, I confirmed that, consistent with research performed 

elsewhere, Canadian university students stereotype language learning as feminine and believe 

that women have an advantage in verbal and foreign language skills compared to men. These 

beliefs were robust and consistent across male and female students, as well as across both Anglo-

Canadian students and students for whom English was not a native language. 

In my next set of studies, involving over 500 students, I examined the possibility that 

gendered stereotypes about language might influence men’s performance on language tests, 

which would be expected to relate to their expectancies of success in language domains. I found 

little evidence that stereotype threats, which focus on competence, affect men in verbal domains. 

Across four studies, I repeatedly found that stereotype threat failed to influence men’s 

performance on verbal tests or foreign language aptitude tests, their sense of belonging to 

language domains, or their language attitudes. Throughout these studies, I found only one main 

effect of stereotype threat-- on interest in majoring in Spanish. As this single effect was the only 

significant main effect across four studies and many dependent variables, I consider this finding 

tentative; without replication, I refrain from concluding that stereotype threat lessens men’s 

interest in Spanish. For stereotype threat to influence interest without influencing performance is 

inconsistent with stereotype threat theory. If this effect is replicable, it may be due to some 

mechanism other than stereotype threat itself; perhaps the stereotype threat manipulation 

activated not only ideas about men’s capability, but also stereotypes of the femininity of 

language learning or ideas about what men should and should not study. Overall, these results 

suggest that stereotype threat is not a likely explanation for men’s underrepresentation in foreign 

language classes or men’s underperformance at language in school and standardized testing. 
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Finally, to examine how values might be involved in men’s interest and enrollment in FL 

study, I employed a masculinity threat paradigm to probe a causal link between gender beliefs 

and foreign language interest and intentions. I found that threats to masculinity cause men whose 

beliefs about masculinity are traditional to devalue and distance themselves from foreign 

language learning. This finding supports the idea that beliefs about appropriate masculine 

behavior are one plausible cause underlying the gender gap in foreign language class enrolment. 

These findings also highlight men’s underrepresentation in female-dominated disciplines as 

attributable to factors distinct from those that affect women in STEM domains, since several 

studies have shown that adult women are not threatened by feedback suggesting that they are 

masculine (e.g. Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, & Weaver, 2008; Willer, Rogalin, Conlon, 

& Wojnowicz, 2013). Instead, threats to competence have been more consistently shown to 

predict STEM enrolment and performance for women. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Though masculinity threat affected men’s foreign language interest and intentions, I also 

found in chapter 2 that male foreign language learners did not differ from non-learners in how 

much they believed masculinity to be precarious. I was somewhat surprised by this finding 

because it seems to imply that although masculinity threats affect foreign language interest, men 

who do choose foreign language study do not necessarily reject the idea that it is possible to lose 

their masculinity. One possible explanation is that it is not personal belief in precarious 

masculinity that matters, but knowledge of the cultural stereotype. In other words, men may be 

primarily worried that others will think they are feminine if they study foreign language, 

regardless of personal level of belief that “manhood is hard won and easily lost.” 
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It also remains unclear whether these findings are valid cross-culturally. In these studies, 

I have primarily studied Anglo-Canadian students learning languages other than English. The 

global status of English as an international lingua franca and the global power and status of 

Anglophone countries such as the U.K., the U.S.A., and Canada means that the experiences of 

Anglophone students studying other languages may be very different from the experiences of 

students in other countries studying English. Global status differentials between different 

languages and the countries where those languages are spoken may prove to be an important 

predictor of which languages men are more willing to learn. However, multiple studies suggest 

that even among students required to learn English in countries like China and Japan, boys and 

men see learning English as less valuable and less motivating than girls and women do 

(Kobayashi, 2002; Yashima et al., 2016; You & Dornyei, 2014). Furthermore, the stereotypes of 

the genderedness of foreign language subjects and abilities reported in Chapter 3 were consistent 

among students born outside Canada who did not have English as a native language. Taken 

together, this suggests that issues surrounding men, language learning, and gendered stereotypes 

may be globally widespread and in need of further study internationally. 

Some aspects of men’s gender beliefs would also benefit from further cross-cultural 

investigation. The precarious nature of manhood has been established across several nations and 

ethnicities (Vandello & Cohen, 2008), but there appears to have been little examination of 

antifemininity as an aspect of the male gender role across cultures. A recent study suggests that 

although antifemininity is a highly salient aspect of masculinity for American men, Danish men 

contrast manhood not with womanhood but with boyhood (Dimuccio, Yost, & Helweg-Larsen, 

2017). It also appears that experiments using masculinity threat paradigms have yet to be 

conducted across a wide variety of cultural contexts; though masculinity threat effects have been 
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demonstrated in Poland, Italy, and Australia (Hunt, Fasoli, Carnaghi, & Cadinu, 2015; Hunt & 

Gonsalkorale, 2014; Kosakowska-Berezecka, Besta, Adamska, Jaśkiewicz, & Vandello, 2016), 

my searches revealed no studies of masculinity threat outside Europe, North America, and 

Australia. Though gender differences in foreign language motivation and enrolment appear to 

exist across many cultures, it is possible that the reasons underlying these differences may differ 

if the stereotypical content of masculinity differs culturally. 

One question I would like to explore in future research is whether the existence or 

strength of antifemininity norms vary cross-culturally. My hypothesis is that countries with less 

gender equality in economic and political arenas may have lower levels of antifemininity 

because in these countries, men’s superiority is more strongly affirmed by societal relations and 

structures. In more egalitarian countries, on the other hand, men may feel that their privileged 

status is under threat, and may therefore seek to affirm their distinctiveness from women. 

Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimension of masculinity, with its emphasis on assertiveness, might 

also be related to antifemininity norms, with relatively “masculine” countries like the United 

States having stronger antifemininity norms than “feminine” countries like Denmark. If this is 

the case, it provides an explanation for findings that gender differences in personality are larger 

in more egalitarian countries, with the effect being driven by men (Schmitt, Realo, Allik, & 

Voracek, 2008). 

Although I found little evidence for stereotype threat (and hence competence concerns) 

affecting men in language domains across four studies, it is possible that this null result was due 

to limitations of my studies such as their moderate statistical power or the overt nature of the 

threat manipulations. It may also be that stereotype threat effects for men in verbal domains 

exist, but are very small in effect size, even taking into account the moderators I addressed with 
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my study designs. Alternatively, it may be that if, rather than studying male university students 

(or ESL-speaking students) in general, studying men in a specific foreign language class and 

giving men a test in that language—for example, studying men in high school Spanish classes 

and giving them a Spanish test as the dependent variable-- would yield significant stereotype 

threat effects. However, I did not have access to a sample of male learners of a single foreign 

language that was of sufficient size and homogeneity to run such a study with even moderate 

levels of statistical power. 

My findings do not provide an answer for questions of why men underperform on 

language tests. I observed no differences in men’s language aptitude after stereotype or 

masculinity threats. Men’s language aptitude also did not differ from women’s in Chapter 3, 

stereotype threat study 1, nor did language aptitude differ between men in foreign language 

classes and men not studying foreign language in Chapter 2. Based on this, I have no evidence to 

suggest a direct cause for gender differences in language test performance or grades. It is 

possible that such differences may emerge over time as a result of differences in motivation and 

interest, but that remains to be confirmed by future research.  

Implications of the findings 

The findings presented in this dissertation suggest an explanation for men’s lack of 

motivation in language domains. Stereotypes that language is a feminine domain do appear to 

have implications for men’s behavior, and in particular their value for, interest in, attitudes 

towards, and intention to study foreign languages. In investigating how gender stereotypes relate 

to foreign language learning, I found that though stereotypes of men’s lesser ability in verbal and 

foreign language domains were robust, these stereotypes did not appear to affect men’s sense of 

belonging to language domains. Instead, gender stereotypes were related to language attitudes 
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and foreign language motivation. Men concerned about asserting their masculinity distance 

themselves from foreign language learning. 

The effect sizes I observed in chapters 2 (regarding difference between foreign language 

learners and non-learners) and 4 (regarding masculinity threat and masculinity ideology) ranged 

from small to medium. These effect sizes are fairly typical of effect sizes in social psychology as 

a whole; an analysis by Richard, Bond Jr., and Stokes-Zoota (2003) found that effects in social 

psychology averaged to a Pearson’s r-value of .21 with a standard deviation of .15, providing a 

95% confidence-interval ranging from very small to medium-sized effects. Effect sizes for 

gender differences in children’s socialization have also been found to range from small to 

medium (Lytton & Romney, 1991), as have gender differences in children’s reading achievement 

(Lynn & Mikk, 2009). Although these effect sizes may mean the present findings are a piece of a 

larger puzzle, my results bring us closer to understanding men’s underrepresentation in foreign 

languages and highlight a way in which gender stereotypes place limits on men. Some 

psychologists have argued that even statistically small effects may have large societal impacts in 

cases where the effect in question is one that affects large numbers of people or affects persons 

repeatedly over time (Greenwald, Banaji, & Nosek, 2015). Given that men represent about half 

of humanity and that it seems plausible for gender stereotypes to influence the life course 

multiple times, I consider these modest results worthy of further investigation due to the 

possibility that they may be indicative of a larger cumulative societal consequence. 

These findings illustrate that future research cannot assume that the same social 

psychological processes operating for women in STEM provide an adequate model for studying 

men in female-dominated domains. Though the stereotype that “math is for boys, but language is 

for girls” is likely an example of a complementary gender stereotype (Jost & Kay, 2005), 
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processes distinct to the masculine gender role appear to contribute to men’s 

underrepresentation, at least in the domain of foreign language study. In avoiding female-

dominated fields, men may be affirming a masculine identity for themselves. On the other hand, 

women who avoid male-dominated fields have not been shown to be affirming their femininity 

in doing so. Instead, research with women in STEM has focused on perceptions of ability, hostile 

classroom and work climates, and anticipation of discrimination. Though later research may find 

that some of these factors also affect men, at this juncture it appears that concern about 

stereotypes of men’s language ability does not have a sizeable effect on men’s educational 

choices. Gender identity affirmation motivates men’s choices, but it is unlikely to be a driving 

force behind women’s choices. Though there may prove to be overlap, researchers should 

consider processes that deter women from STEM independently of those that deter men from 

fields such as the humanities and the caring professions. 

This research program represents one step towards addressing inequalities in gender 

representation in society from the “man’s side.” Recent research shows that when gender 

equality is framed as an issue that affects both men and women, men are more willing to take 

action to remedy gender inequality (Subasic, 2018). By examining how gender roles and gender 

stereotypes limit men’s educational choices, we open new avenues for framing gender equality 

as a men’s issue, thereby increasing opportunities for collective action. 

Better understanding the social psychological reasons why men are underrepresented in 

female-dominated fields also brings us closer to learning how to increase gender diversity in 

these fields, which may have implications for later recruitment into these fields and even for 

closing the gender pay gap. Research by sociologists indicates that as more women enter an 

educational domain or an occupation, it becomes devalued (England & Li, 2006; Karlin, 



 

MEN AND LANGUAGE LEARNING                                                     106 
 

England, & Richardson, 2002; Levanon, England, & Allison, 2009; Mandel, 2013; Murphy & 

Oesch, 2016). As more women enter a university major, fewer men enter that major (England & 

Li, 2006). Similarly, evidence suggests that pay gaps are not caused by men selecting high-

paying jobs and women preferring relative lower-paying jobs. Instead, feminization of an 

occupation leads to devaluation and lower pay for that occupation over time (Levanon et al., 

2009; Mandel, 2013; Murphy & Oesch, 2016). If research into men’s underrepresentation in 

these fields allows us to reverse those trends and improve the gender balance not just of STEM 

fields, but also of female-dominated fields such as caring and communicative professions, the 

pay and prestige of these educational fields and occupations might increase.  

Final Conclusion 

Taken together, this research suggests that it is not stereotypes of men’s competence that 

hold men back from FL study. Instead, stereotypes about appropriate behavior for men appear to 

be a more important deterrent. In other words, it appears to be ideas about what men should do 

rather than ideas of what they can do that matter. This research begins to address the gender gap 

in female-dominated fields, which is both intransigent and under-studied (Croft et al., 2015). 

These and future studies can help researchers to address gender inequality and the effects of 

gendered stereotypes from both sides of the issue, as well as bringing attention to the fact that 

gender stereotypes and gender inequality are not just women’s issues, but concerns that can also 

affect and limit men. 
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Appendix A: Partial Correlation Tables Controlling for Faculty Language Requirement 

Table A1. Partial correlations between gender variables and motivational variables controlling for faculty language 

requirement in correlational study. 

*. Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

  

  Gender 
Ident. 

FIS MRNS Gender 
Ess. 

Precar. 
Masc. 

Hostile 
Sexism 

Benev. 
Sexism 

Modern 
Sexism 

Old-
Fash. 

Sexism 

FL Career Interest -0.06 -0.12 -0.11 -0.17* 0.02 -0.13 -0.16* -0.13 0.02 

FL Class Interest -0.02 -0.02 0.03 -0.13 0.10 -0.01 0.00 -0.06 0.00 

LangID -0.01 0.02 -0.03 -0.09 0.07 -0.03 -0.06 -0.07 0.05 

FL Ability -0.23** -0.10 -0.09 -0.19* 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -0.19* -0.02 

Can-Do  -0.26** 0.03 -0.06 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.02 

STEM Career Interest -0.05 0.21** 0.32** 0.14 0.14 0.15* 0.19** 0.21** 0.21** 

STEM Class Interest -0.03 0.18* 0.31** 0.16* 0.18* 0.20** 0.25** 0.25** 0.22** 

STEM Ability -0.03 0.21** 0.26** 0.25** 0.15* 0.14 0.18* 0.21** 0.15* 

Language Aptitude 0.03 -0.07 -0.17* 0.06 -0.03 -0.15* -0.19** 0.01 -0.19* 

Language Use 
Anxiety 

0.23* -0.09 -0.01 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.13 -0.03 -0.04 

Willingness to 
Communicate 

-0.19* -0.01 -0.03 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.11 

RAI -0.13 -0.16* -0.28** -0.05 -0.11 -0.29** -0.21** -0.09 -0.18* 

Ideal Self -0.13 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.01 -0.06 0.12 

Integrative 
Orientation 

-0.12 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 0.11 -0.06 -0.01 -0.06 0.01 

Fixed Mindset 0.05 0.25** 0.26** 0.19* 0.16* 0.31** 0.14 0.16* 0.25** 

Growth Mindset 0.02 -0.09 -0.07 0.00 0.04 -0.09 0.00 -0.04 -0.16* 
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Table A2. Partial correlations among motivational variables controlling for faculty language requirement in correlational study.  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. FL Career 
Interest 

0.47** 0.39** 0.32** 0.11 0.12 0.03 -0.06 0.02 -0.16* 0.23** 0.21** 0.33** 0.35** 0.10 0.05 

2. FL Class 
Interest 

--- 0.41** 0.27** 0.25** 0.13 0.20** 0.04 0.05 -0.29** 0.22** 0.19* 0.33** 0.39** 0.02 0.06 

3. FL Ability 
 

--- 0.40** 0.41** 0.13 0.02 0.09 0.14 -0.39** 0.33** 0.26** 0.48** 0.39** -0.12 0.06 

4. LangID 
  

--- 0.36** -0.01 -0.05 0.03 0.16* -0.46** 0.36** 0.32** 0.63** 0.54** -0.16* 0.17* 

5. Can-Do 
   

--- 0.15* 0.15* 0.18* 0.04 -0.77** 0.61** 0.13 0.44** 0.47** -0.05 0.01 

6. STEM Career 
Interest 

    
--- 0.71** 0.60** -0.08 -0.07 0.12 -0.21** 0.06 0.10 0.11 0.11 

7. STEM Class 
Interest 

     
--- 0.68** -0.03 -0.06 0.11 -0.22** 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.11 

8. STEM Ability 
      

--- 0.05 -0.18* 0.14* -0.09 0.11 0.14 0.01 0.16* 

9. Language 
Aptitude 

       
--- -0.05 -0.04 0.30** 0.11 0.16* -0.02 -0.04 

10. Language Use 
Anxiety 

        
--- -0.68** -0.19** -0.55** -0.52** 0.04 -0.03 

11. Willingness to 
Communicate 

         
--- 0.20** 0.45** 0.45** -0.07 0.16** 

12. RAI 
          

--- 0.41** 0.38** -0.21** 0.15* 

13. Ideal Self 
           

--- 0.71** -0.13 0.21** 

14. Integrative 
Orientation 

            
--- -0.02 0.06 

15. Fixed Mindset 
             

--- -0.65** 

*. Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table A3. Partial correlations among gender variables controlling for faculty language requirement in correlational study. 

 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Gender Identification 0.23** 0.22** 0.19** 0.13* 0.17** 0.18** 0.08 0.13* 

2. Femininity Ideology --- 0.64** 0.37** 0.34** 0.55** 0.48** 0.42** 0.59** 

3. Masculinity Ideology 
 

--- 0.40** 0.54** 0.60** 0.56** 0.41** 0.51** 

4. Gender Essentialism 
  

--- 0.28** 0.46** 0.37** 0.44** 0.28** 

5. Precarious Masculinity 
Beliefs 

   
--- 0.47** 0.44** 0.21** 0.18** 

6. Hostile Sexism 
    

--- 0.48** 0.54** 0.44** 

7. Benevolent Sexism 
     

--- 0.28** 0.24** 

8. Modern Sexism 
      

--- 0.40** 

9. Old-Fashioned Sexism        --- 

*. Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix B: Materials and Procedures for Masculinity Threat Study 

Full text of the letter explaining the cover story for the false feedback and instructions for interpretation 

of scores, including the example figure (Figure S1) appear below: 

Trial Program: Mass Testing Feedback Scores 

Enclosed please find some selected results from the mass testing questionnaire you completed at the 

beginning of the term. This feedback is being provided to you as part of a trial program being tested by 

the Department of Psychology. Students in past semesters have expressed interest in receiving some 

feedback, so this trial program is aimed at evaluating how best to provide feedback and how students 

feel about their feedback. For privacy reasons, no identifying information has been included on your 

feedback sheet. 

Interpreting Your Scores 

The enclosed sheet tells you your scores on five personality dimensions measured in the mass testing 

questionnaire. Also shown are the average ranges for University of Alberta students over the past 3 

semesters. 75% of students score within the average range. For personality dimensions that have shown 

large gender differences, average ranges will be separated by gender. Your score is reported both 

numerically and visually in comparison to other students.  

The x-axis of each graph represents the score, and the height of the distribution on the y-axis represents 

how common a particular score is, with a greater height indicating that that score was achieved by a 

large number of students. In the case of characteristics with gender differences, the distributions of male 

and female scores will be shown separately, with the female distribution indicated by a dotted line. The 

average ranges on the figure are indicated beneath the x-axis by a } symbol. 

 

Students received average feedback scores on all filler dimensions in both the masculinity threatened 

and affirmed conditions; only masculinity feedback differed (see Figures B2 & B3). 
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Figure B1: Example feedback given to participant as part of the instructions for how to interpret their false 

feedback scores. 

 

 

Figure B2: Threat Condition Feedback 

 

 

Figure B3: Affirmation Condition Feedback 
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Appendix C: Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Masculinity Threat Study 

Table C1: Means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of variables used in major analyses 

 

*. Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

   Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.  Condition -- --           

2.  MRNS 4.04 1.30 –.03 --                 

3.  
Intention to 
Study Foreign 
Language 

2.71 1.05 –.10 –.06 --               

4.  
Interest in 
Foreign 
Language Majors 

2.06 .87 –.12   .04  .55** --             

5.  
Interest in STEM 
Majors 

3.37 1.00 –.08   .16*  .14 .25** --           

6.  
Interest in 
Language-
related Jobs 

1.78 .77 –.01 –.13  .37** .45** –.06 --         

7.  
Interest in STEM-
related Jobs 

2.53 .86  .00   .26**   .12  .13 .69**  .08 --       

8.  

Attitudes 
Towards 
Language 
Learning 

5.03 .92 –.05 –.01    .49**  .50**  .11 .39** –.04 --     

9.  
Self-perceived 
Foreign 
Language Ability 

3.38 1.72 –.02   .04    .38** .49**  .04 .24**  .03 .37** --   

10.  STEM Ability 5.94 1.70 –.05   .17*  .07  .06 .77** –.19*  .57**  .03 .22** -- 

11.  
Language 
Aptitude 

51.38 17.40 –.04 –.23**  .09  .01  .09 .15*  .08  .10  .02  .07 


