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ABSTRACT 
 
 

JEFFREY HAROLD HALLMAN 
MASCULINITY PERCEPTION AND MOTIVATIONAL INFLUENCES ON MALE 
STUDENT HIGHER EDUCATION ACADEMIC SUCCESS 
Under the direction of CAROL ISAAC, Ph.D. 
 
 

Male higher education students are expected to account for only 40% of the total 

college and university enrollment and only 40% of the total students who graduate with at 

least a baccalaureate degree by 2026. The disparity gap trend that began in 1981 has been 

widening since that year. The level of educational attainment has future consequences to 

the financial stability and employability that influences skilled, labor-based economies 

and marriage and childbearing structures. The problem addressed by this study was the 

declining rate of male undergraduate student educational success. 

This research sought to determine if there is a relationship between male students’ 

perceptions of their masculinity, academic motivation, and success at a specific higher 

education institution. Social role theory, personal construct theory, and self-determination 

theory served as the conceptual framework to understand if male students’ perceptions of 

their masculinity influence their higher education decisions and success. A mixed-

methods, simultaneous explanatory methodology was utilized to attempt to discover 

possible links to male students’ academic success.  



 
 

xvi 

During the Spring 2020 semester, 76 male full-time undergraduate students at a 

southeastern U.S. university with a relatively lower male student graduation rate 

responded to an anonymous questionnaire. Findings identified two primary factors that 

previous researchers suspected may be influencing the educational experience of male 

students. First, male students who see themselves as traditionally masculine or experience 

pressure to conform to traditional masculinity ideology are less likely to experience 

academic success. Second, amotivation is a key influencer of academic success among 

male undergraduate students. Discoveries such as those found in this study inform and 

influence higher education leaders, who should consider the contributing factors for 

declining success of all students and provide interventions and programs. Higher 

education personnel should assist male students with convolving the conflicting 

influences surrounding their masculinity and promote the lifelong benefits associated 

with academic success. Future studies should expand the institutions sampled in the study 

to determine if geography influences masculinity perceptions and attempt to focus on 

which aspects of traditional masculinity ideology are most predominate and contributory.  



 
 

1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Since the early 1980s, the graduation rate of male students has been declining, 

and currently, the enrollment of males in higher education institutions is diminishing 

(Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 

2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz 

& Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). Male students obtained 75.7% of all college degrees in 

1950 due to the GI Bill, compared with 41.9% in 2017, and expectations are 39.9% by 

2026 (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System [IPEDS], 2017). Buchmann and 

DiPrete (2006) suggested that society is only beginning to contemplate the possible 

consequences of this decline in higher education participation relating to the societal 

structure. Buchmann and DiPrete (2006) stated,  

 The rising female advantage in college completion is an important topic of study 

in its own right as a rare example of a reversal of a once persistent pattern of 

stratification, and also because of its potential impacts on labor markets, marriage 

markets, family formation, and other arenas. (p. 516)   

Other studies have provided supporting evidence that reductions in the level of education 

of males negatively affects socioeconomic position, marriage structures, crime, and 

skilled, labor-based economies (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 2013; 

Harlow, 2003; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). 
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In 2001, DiPrete and Buchmann began research into the area of men’s failing 

academic success. In nearly two decades of research, the researchers found that the 

paradigm shift in these declining rates creates challenges for males in American society 

(Buchmann, 2009; Buchmann & Dalton, 2002; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Buchmann 

et al., 2008; Buchmann & Park, 2009; DiPrete & Jennings, 2012; Diprete & McDaniel, 

2011). Diprete and Buchmann (2013) warned of the “incomplete understanding of gender 

stratification in education” and failure to recognize the reasons for females’ success in 

education (p. xvi). Diprete and Buchmann (2013) summarized, 

In light of the importance of college completion rates for national wealth, quality 

of life, and international competitiveness, the Obama administration [has] 

expressed concern about the stagnant rates of college degree receipt in the United 

States and [has] set regaining international leadership in higher education as a 

national goal. It is important to understand, however, that America’s stagnation in 

college completion is largely due to the stagnation of men’s college completion 

rates. (p. 2) 

Society’s standard for masculinity norms has evolved and continues to develop 

(Haywood & Mac an Ghaill, 2012). However, sex roles have been traditionally defined as 

either a male or female construct with strict guidelines for those roles (Bem, 1974; Holt 

& Ellis, 1998). These construct guidelines may influence academic writing and speaking 

skills and traditionally tend to align with simplified patriarchal masculine traits to include 

decisiveness, competitiveness, and individualism (Burke, 2013). Social science research 

tends to suggest that cultural influences may be more significant in the determination of 
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the male-female sex roles than biological influences are (Barry et al., 1957; Broverman et 

al., 1972; Carli, 2001; Ceci et al., 2009; Spence, 1993). The debate between cultural or 

biological influences does not eliminate cultural norms as a possible influence on the 

societal roles of males and females. Researchers are beginning to investigate the 

complexity of sex-based, higher education success disparity and discuss alternative 

methods to understand and address the paradigm shift (Burke, 2013; Kahn et al., 2011). 

However, a gap in the literature exists for studies designed to examine specifically the 

relationships between the masculinity perceptions and motivation for academic success of 

male students. 

Research indicates that changes in societal and personal views of masculinity and 

femininity have consequences ranging from career decision-making to college 

completion. In one study of 586 college students at three universities, Weisgram et al. 

(2011) found “masculinity was a predictor of perceiving one’s future occupation as high 

in salary and influence over others perhaps due to the traits that the masculine gender role 

encompasses” (p. 255). A recent study of 110 male graduate students at a “female-

concentrated university” (Isacco & Morse, 2015, p. 321) revealed that traditional male 

graduate student masculinity perceptions correlated with intentions to remain in school 

and graduate when compared to nontraditional masculinity views.   

Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed by this study was the declining rate of male undergraduate 

student graduation (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 

2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; 



4 
 

 

Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al. 2018). The aggregate of degrees 

granted in higher education as a ratio of male students to female students has fallen from 

almost 50% in 1982 to nearly 42% in 2017, and further decline is expected to continue to 

decrease to less than 40% by 2026 (IPEDS, 2017) as shown in Table 1. 

Disaggregated undergraduate students are experiencing similar ratios (IPEDS, 

2017). DiPrete and Buchmann (2013) interpreted that the sluggish growth in higher 

education attainment in the United States is due to declines in male achievement although 

female students are continuing to excel academically. The result has created a gender gap 

in college completion. 

 
Table 1 

Change in Postsecondary Degrees Granted 2017 to 2026 
 

U.S. College Degrees by Gender 
 Class of 1982 

Percentages 
 Class of 2017 

Percentages 
 Class of 1982 (estimated) 

Percentages 
  Females 

per 100 
Males 

   Females 
per 100 
Males 

 
Degree Male Female Male Female  Male Female 

Associate’s 45.3% 54.7% 121 39.6% 60.4% 153 35.8% 64.2% 179 
Bachelor’s 49.7% 50.3% 101 42.8% 57.2% 133 42.0% 58.0% 138 
Master’s 50.0% 50.0% 100 41.3% 58.7% 142 39.6% 60.4% 153 
Doctoral 70.1% 29.9% 43 47.5% 52.5% 111 45.8% 54.2% 119 

All Degrees 49.8% 50.2% 101 41.9% 58.1% 139 39.9% 60.1% 151 
Note. Data derived from “Digest of Education Statistics 2016,” by T. D. Snyder, C. de Brey, and S. A. 
Dillow, 2018. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 

Current research links the failure of men to obtain higher education degrees with 

unforeseen and profound negative impacts on society. These include the inability to 

influence skilled, labor-based economies (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & 



5 
 

 

DiPrete, 2006; Long, 2010), and marriage and childbearing structures (Goldstein & 

Harknett, 2006; Kalmijn, 2003). Additional research is necessary to determine the 

reasons for the decline of participation in higher education by male students. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research was to determine if there is a relationship between 

male students’ perceptions of their masculinity, academic motivation, and success at a 

specific higher education institution through the lens of social role theory, personal 

construct theory and self-determination theory using mixed-methods methodology. A 

literature search on the growing gender gap in higher education success confirmed a 

decline in college completion among males in the United States (Adebayo, 2008; 

Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 

2014; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). A gap in 

the literature exists regarding a relationship between the masculinity perceptions and 

academic success of male students, and researchers in this field advocate the need for 

future work in this area of higher education (Adebayo, 2008; Burke, 2011; Isacco & 

Morse, 2015).  

Background 

Numerous articles depict the “leaky pipeline” for women, especially in science 

that spans several decades (Good et al., 2008; Hanson et al., 1996; Justice, 2009; Miller et 

al., 2008). Males are experiencing similar problems with academic success in higher 

education. This study examined the possible “blocked pipeline” of male students 

completing higher education programs. Multiple studies of postsecondary admissions 
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from 1988-2012 indicate female college enrollment equals or surpasses male student 

enrollment in the industrialized world (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; 

Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Jacobs, 1996; 

Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). Specifically in the United States, the number 

of men enrolled and graduating with bachelor, master, and doctoral degrees has been 

declining since the early 1980s relative to women (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 

2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Jacobs, 1996; 

Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018).   

Higher education enrollment for male students in the United States started falling 

behind female enrollment as far back as 1979, and it has continued to produce a gap in 

enrollment totals, as shown in Figure 1 (IPEDS, 2017). Male student graduation totals for 

associate and baccalaureate degrees fell behind female student degrees of the same type 

in 1981, not long after equalization of the enrollment gap (Snyder et al., 2018). Similarly, 

male student graduation totals for masters and doctoral degrees trailed female student 

degrees in 1986 and 2004, respectively (Snyder et al., 2018). 
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Figure 1 

Enrollment at U.S. Postsecondary Institutions 

 
Note. The two data curves depict the changes in male and female enrollment in United States’ 
postsecondary education institution between 1947 and 2022. Data derived from “Digest of Education 
Statistics 2013,” by T. D. Snyder and S. A. Dillow, 2015. National Center for Education Statistics, Institute 
of Education Sciences.  
  
 

Figure 2 depicts the U.S. aggregate postsecondary degrees granted by gender as a 

percentage of gender enrollment. The national trends in enrollment and graduation 

highlight the struggle of higher education to enroll and retain male students. Male 

students lag female students in degrees granted since 1995 (IPEDS, 2017). A survey of 

1995-1996 and 2005-2006 graduate data from the University of Central Missouri (UCM) 

supported the national trends and revealed a growing sex-based disparity between men 

and women who attend UCM (Adebayo, 2008). 
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Figure 2 

Ratio of Degrees Granted to Enrollment at United States Postsecondary Institutions 

 
Note. The two data curves depict the changes in male and female graduation in United States’ 
postsecondary education institution between 1947 and 2022. Data derived from “Digest of Education 
Statistics 2013,” by T. D. Snyder and S. A. Dillow, 2015. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 
Consequences of the Gender Gap 

Several societal consequences have been related to the declining number of males 

obtaining higher education degrees. Research suggests negative consequences ranging 

from the financial stability and employability that influence skilled, labor-based 

economies (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006) to modifications 

to marriage and childbearing structures (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; Schwartz & Mare, 

2005). Chapter 2 offers a further exploration of these areas. 

A higher level of education provides financial stability regarding employability. 

Andronie and Andronie (2014) stated, “As the level of education is higher, the 

employment rate is higher” (p. 397). Our knowledge-based society imposes many 
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challenges to the undereducated. Pace of change and inability to participate are two 

challenges for the undereducated in knowledge-based economy, whereas in a labor-based 

economy, the undereducated do not necessarily face these two challenges. 

Data from the U.S. Department of Labor (2016) provide additional corroboration 

of the correlation of education and unemployment. The earning potential of members of 

society is related to their level of education. Even though this pertains to both genders, 

this is relevant to this study because of implications for the earning potential of a male 

graduate. As the numbers of students graduating from postsecondary educational 

institutions decrease, so will the students’ earning potential (U.S. Department of Labor, 

2016).  

The lack of employment opportunities and need for financial stability have 

another consequence. Debaun and Roc (2013) suggested, “Individuals with lower levels 

of education are more likely to commit crimes and be jailed than their more educated 

peers” (p. 3). Reasons given for this include that those with higher degrees can earn 

higher wages through legitimate work, or the stigma of a criminal conviction may be 

greater for those with higher levels of education (Debaun & Roc, 2013). Men account for 

92.7% (1,393,975) of the total U.S. state and federal jurisdiction inmate population as 

shown in Figure 3 (Carson, 2017; U.S. Bureau of Justice, 2016; U.S. Census, 2018). 

Approximately $200 billion is spent to fight, prosecute, and punish criminal behavior in 

the United States (Debaun & Roc, 2013). The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) reported 

that only 12.7% of the correctional population has attained a postsecondary degree 

(Harlow, 2003). The DOJ statistics also indicate that less educated inmates are recycled 
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back into the criminal justice system at a higher rate than those with more education 

(Harlow, 2003). While the decreasing number of males in higher education may not be 

predictive of increased illegal activity, and inmates only account for approximately 0.5% 

of the male population (U.S. Bureau of Justice, 2016), there certainly is a predominance 

of undereducated males in the criminal justice system.  

 
Figure 3 

Male Prisoners Under the Jurisdiction of State or Federal Correction Authorities 
 

 
Note. The data curve depicts the total number of males being supervised by the U.S. adult correctional 
system between 1978 and 2016. Data derived from “Prisoners under the Jurisdiction of State or Federal 
Correction Authorities, December 31, 1978-2016,” by E. A. Carson, 2017, Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. 
Department of Justice and U.S. Federal Statistical System. 
 
 

The decrease in the ratio of men to women in higher education and the 

professional workforce is challenging social norms. A longitudinal 20-year study of men 

and women born between 1940 and 1964 suggested that two major influencers in society 

include education and fertility, which is the desire of couples to procreate in a committed 

relationship (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008). Schwartz and Mare (2005) conducted a study of 
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census and survey data from 1940 to 2003 and found that couples tend to marry those 

with equal education, causing growing social distance between those with lower levels of 

education and increased income inequality within families. Furthermore, as women’s 

wages have increased, they may be less inclined to remain with husbands with declining 

economic prospects (Schwartz & Mare, 2005), which “is giving rise to a concern that 

marriage patterns may contribute to growing economic and educational inequality” (p. 

621). A lack of employability or financial success violates the social norm that men are 

the “breadwinners”, since even women prefer male spouses to be more financially 

successful than they are (Brinton, 2016; Riggs, 1997; Tinsley et al., 2015). 

Women tend to end relationships with men who lose their economic prospects 

because of changes in their situation or with their increased prospects (Kravdal & 

Rindfuss, 2008). While males may participate in traditional male-dominated occupations 

that do not require college completion, this study lends evidence to the widening 

educational gap between men and women that can cause changes in societal processes 

(Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006). A knowledge-based economy imposes many challenges 

other than financial to the undereducated (Andronie & Andronie, 2014).  

Masculinity Influences 

Masculinity studies before the 1980s focused on masculinity as a natural 

continuum that maintained a stable definition or characteristics to which males either 

conformed or did not conform (Resser, 2015). 1980s studies of masculinity began to 

theorized multiple or plural masculinities (Connell, 1987). More recently, Haywood and 

Mac an Ghaill (2012) found that masculinity research is beginning to discover “complex 
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relationship[s] between hegemonic masculinities and other masculinities. . . 

[reconfiguring] . . . power relations where dominance is more fragmented and 

unpredictable (p. 579). These complex relationships and power dynamics have created 

new and different pathways from boyhood to manhood as a male student matriculates 

from high school to higher education (Harris & Edwards, 2010). These pathways might 

alter how a potential male higher education student interprets his future, his role in 

society, and the education required to realize that future (Harris & Edwards, 2010). 

Contemporary Research Focus 

For some scholars, higher education success and sex-based disparity studies 

conducted within the last 20 years have shifted the focus from women’s lack of 

educational success to men’s inability to succeed (Kahn et al., 2011). The shift in 

research focus contrasts with previous studies on women’s equal access (Carli, 2001; 

Ceci et al., 2009; Spence, 1993). Women have made educational progress in many fields 

of study, including traditionally male-dominated disciplines, but in contrast, gender 

studies or traditional women’s studies have not attracted men (Adebayo, 2008). 

Historically, men tended to avoid career choices that did not adhere to rigid, sexist, or 

restricted gender roles (Dodson & Borders, 2006). This gendered decision making of 

career choices illustrates a need for men to reevaluate their career choices, which may 

attract more male students into higher education (Dodson & Borders, 2006). In one 

interventional research study investigating men’s educational underperformance, 

Swanson and colleagues (2017) found that first-year seminar programs including career 

enlightenment had a positive effect on males’ eventual higher education success. As 
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Dodson and Borders (2006) indicated, career enlightenment seminar programs for first-

year male students have the potential to affect gendered career decision making. Seminar 

programs may be a viable method of helping men succeed in higher education.  

The Kahn et al. (2011) and Burke (2013) studies illustrate the complexity of 

higher education success and sex-based disparity and highlight the differing approaches 

that have been applied to gain more information on the issue. Kahn et al. (2011) 

examined the connection of academic motivation and masculinity views among male 

students at a small liberal arts college in the northeastern United States and found that 

male students who align with traditional masculinity values have difficulty with 

introspection and considering alternatives of thought, unlike male students who are open 

to new experiences and emotional discovery. Burke (2013) examined how male students 

form gender biases and goals as they examined their access to higher education. Burke 

(2013) summarized the impact of these biases stating,  

Gender is always embodied, and although masculinities can be taken up by 

different kinds of bodies and selves, only certain bodies can be positioned as 

legitimate and authoritative in relation to hegemonic patriarchal discourses of 

masculinity [which] play out differently across different pedagogical contexts. (p. 

123) 

The disparity between postsecondary degree holders across gender lines may have 

profound impacts on society that are only beginning to be appreciated and suggests that 

both the causes and consequences of this trend deserve greater scrutiny (Buchmann & 
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DiPrete, 2006). Enlightenment on the disparity of men and women’s success in higher 

education requires more research on this changing trend for male college students. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The goals of this research study were to determine if a relationship exists between 

male student masculinity perceptions, academic motivation, and higher education 

success. The researcher also explored rich, thick descriptions of male students’ views of 

their masculinity within the construct of societal masculinity norms and success. Mixed-

methods research questions should include quantitative, qualitative, and data-mixing 

topics requiring complex sampling (Creswell & Clark, 2007; Kemper et al., 2003). The 

quantitative research questions and hypotheses were: 

1. Is there a relationship between male students’ masculinity perceptions and 

academic success at a university with low male student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between academic motivation and academic success at 

an institution with low male student achievement? 

The associated hypotheses are: 

H1: There is a relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

H0: There is no relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscale and academic success in a college or university. 

H2: There is a relationship between male students’ academic motivation subscales 

and academic success in a college or university. 
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H0: There is no relationship between male students’ academic motivation 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

The qualitative research questions were: 

1. What aspects of male students’ views of their masculinity characteristics 

contribute to their perceived role in society? 

2. How do male students describe characteristics that contribute and motivate 

them for higher education success? 

3. How do male students perceive their role in society and the relationship with 

higher education success? 

Conceptual Framework 

To view male students’ perceptions of their masculinity and academic motivation, 

the researcher utilized a triad of lenses to help focus on the related academic issues facing 

the students. Social role theory (SRT) helped the researcher view how predefined social 

roles guide the development of male students (Eagly, 1987). Personal construct theory 

(PCT) aided in understanding how different people perceive the same world differently 

(Kelly, 1955). Self-determination theory (SDT) aided in understanding how course 

correcting and determination propel people toward reaching goals (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Social role theory addresses the prescriptive and descriptive components of 

gendered social roles. Social role theory indicates that individuals’ beliefs about gender 

roles lead to the attribution of prescriptive traits into “communal” versus “agentic” 

(Eagly, 1987, p. 16) characteristics (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Research maintains that 

male-gendered traits include being “tough, assertive, controlling, ambitious, forceful, and 
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competitive” (Eagly, 1987, p. 72), while communal characteristics, assigned primarily to 

women, include being “helpful, sympathetic, sensitive” (Eagly, 1987, p. 162), and 

nurturing (Bem, 1974; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Inborn psychological variances in women 

and men and developed gender roles can both influence behavior (Eagly & Karau, 2002). 

The evolving social masculinity construct may be influencing or modifying the 

traditional communal male characteristics, including the learning process (Eagly & 

Karau, 2002; Kelly, 1955). Personal constructs may form a framework which aligns or 

disaligns with prescriptive traits related to gender roles and places male students in 

conflict with societal expectations of the importance of higher education.  

The lens of personal construct theory (PCT) helps to explain the behavior and 

decision making of individuals based on their personally constructed theories about the 

world and their role in it (Kelly, 1955). PCT suggests that people act not on impulse or 

randomization, but on templates they have created during and because of their 

experiences (Kelly, 1955). The templates are dynamic and constantly changing due to 

new experiences and information (Kelly, 1955). Bannister and Fransella (1986) claimed, 

“Each of us sees our situation through the ‘goggles’ of our personal construct system” (p. 

10). 

Kelly (1955) developed PCT as a psychological tool for understanding how and 

why people act and react as they do. PCT can be used to inform higher education 

leaderships’ issues associated with sex-based success deficiencies among male students. 

Kelly (1955) postulated, “A person’s processes are psychologically channelized by the 
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ways in which [they] anticipate events” (p. 46). Kelly (1955) further described a person’s 

view of the world:  

Transparent patterns or templates [as] ways of construing the world and 

enable[ing] people to chart a course of behavior, explicitly formulated or 

implicitly acted out, verbally expressed or utterly articulated, consistent with other 

courses of behavior or inconsistent with them. (p. 9)  

That course of behavior or sequence of decisions is modeled throughout a student’s life, 

using successive approximations of events and experiences (Kelly, 1955). Changes in 

male students’ views of masculinity and the ways society values masculinity may 

influence male students’ constructed templates for navigating the world. Furthermore, 

these templates may have an influence on male student higher education success.  

The final lens, self-determination theory (SDT), helps reveal the personal choices 

that students must make within the bounds of their constructed reality influenced by 

societally enforced roles in the context of this study (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci et al., 

1991). SDT, a supporting concept for academic motivation, assists in understanding how 

motivation is manifested into action (Duda & Nicholls, 1992). The course-correcting 

ability and determination of male students are critical for higher education success and 

possibly influenced by their masculinity self-awareness (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Significance of the Study 

The aggregate male higher education student is falling behind in enrollment and 

eventual graduation in postsecondary education (Snyder et al., 2018). Researchers believe 

failure to succeed in higher education will have unforeseen impacts on society in terms of 



18 
 

 

consequences to the financial stability and employability (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; 

Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006), and social norms regarding  marriage and childbearing 

structures (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). These impacts on 

society are important areas for research-based discoveries that can inform the causes and 

consequences of this trend (Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006). These discoveries are 

necessary, for they will inform and influence higher education leaders as they plan for 

methods and programs to mitigate the rate of educational success divergence. 

Contemporary research in the area of student success suggests that further research is 

necessary (Adebayo, 2008; Burke, 2011; Isacco & Morse, 2015). This research study 

adds to the literature to better understand the reasons for male students’ growing lack of 

participation and success in this emerging topic so higher education leadership can begin 

to address the issue.  

Procedures 

This study utilized a simultaneous explanatory mixed-methods approach. A 

mixed-method research foundation provided a means to substantiate inferences made 

from the results better than those that derived from a single method study (Luyt, 2012). 

This study gave primary focus to a quantitative (QUAN) arm, which informed and guided 

the subsequent qualitative (qual) arm of the study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 

The QUAN arm of the study involved volunteer participants from a southeastern 

U.S. higher education institution that were experiencing a declining level of completion 

of a course of study by male undergraduates. The researcher considered U.S. institutions 

in which at least 200 male students graduated in 2016. The researcher developed a 
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Graduation Performance Index (GPI), which is the ratio of graduates completing their 

studies in at least six years to the number of incoming first-time students in the same 

academic year, from the NCES data for the academic years 2012 to 2016. The researcher 

considered only fulltime time students in four-year undergraduate programs. Analyses 

were performed to determine the study institution with consideration of the region of the 

United States, specific state institution performance, and finally, institution performance 

within the target state.  

The researcher solicited a male student sample from a population consisting of the 

institution’s male undergraduate student population. The researcher distributed an 

anonymous questionnaire to the student sample consisting of demographic questions, a 

Dean’s List attainment question, the Male Role Norms Inventory—Short Form (MRNI-

SF) instrument (Levant et al., 2013) and the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) 

(Vallerand et al., 1992) to the potential participants. The results of these scales comprised 

the data quantitatively analyzed for relationships with their reported achievement. This 

data reflected the students’ perceptions of their self-conceptualized masculinity 

paradigms constructed from social interactions and personal experiences, which had 

become a portion of their personal construct and their motivations to achieve 

academically (Kelly, 1955; Levant et al., 2013; Vallerand et al., 1992). 

The results from the masculinity survey instrument and the academic motivation 

instruments of the QUAN arm were analyzed to determine if there were any relationships 

academic success. The researcher analyzed the open-ended questions’ responses from the 

perspectives of traditional masculinity ideology perception, academic motivation from 
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the societal role perspective and the narrower perspective of higher education success 

related to motivation. After coding the open-ended questions response data, the 

researcher utilized inductive thematic analysis for identifying, analyzing, and presenting 

categorical patterns within the data related to the MRNI-SF Instrument and the AMS 

Instrument (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

Limitations 

The study data included participant demographic and self-reported academic data, 

the masculinity measurement instrument results, motivation scale results, and the open-

ended question responses. Although the researcher promoted truthful disclosure of 

participants through assurance of protection of their identities and preservation of their 

anonymity, all study participants volunteered their personal data through self-report. 

Therefore, the researcher assumed the data’s authenticity. The conceptual framework 

chosen for the study presupposes that personal experiences and choices guide behavioral 

characteristics and may mask other variables outside of the control of male students that 

contribute to higher education success. 

Delimitations 

The study participants were students from a southeastern U.S. university with a 

GPI that was lower than the national average. Certain geographic or regional masculinity 

characteristics that are specific to the Southeast potentially existed and possibly limited 

the generalizability of the study results to other regions of the United States. Furthermore, 

since the researcher chose to study only one institution, the results will only have analytic 

generalizability to contextually similar institutions. The specific university under study 
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may have had students who were not characteristically similar to other universities in the 

Southeast. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are significant to understanding the purpose and results of 

this research study: 

Academic success refers to grade point average (GPA) attainment, dean’s list 

attainment, or similar success metrics.  

Educational gap is the difference between the enrollment and graduation rates of 

male and female higher education students.  

Fertility, in the context of this study, refers to the inclination for individuals to 

bear children and the relationship of that desire to the educational level of the individuals. 

According to Kravdal and Rindfuss (2008), “Education’s effect on fertility can operate 

through four mechanisms . . . balancing roles, affording children, using knowledge 

gained in school, and finding a partner” (p. 5), with the potential for a “feedback effect on 

education through the balancing roles mechanism” (p. 5).  

Marriage structures refer to the configuration of the family regarding primary 

income producer and caregiver. 

Masculinity perceptions are the way male students see themselves and their place 

in society from the viewpoint of traditional male norms. 

Personal construct system is the self-developed framework that a person uses to 

view the world and make decisions. 
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Sex-based disparity is the divergence of educational success between male and 

female higher education students.  

Social role theory suggests that individuals learn to attribute specific gendered 

traits (“communal” versus “agentic”) that are based upon beliefs about gender roles.  

Socioeconomic position is the sum of social class and income potential of an 

individual or family that predisposes them to certain restrictions and outcomes. 

Summary 

Literature suggests that male higher education students are expected to account 

for only 40% of the total college and university enrollment and only 40% of the total 

students that graduate with at least a baccalaureate degree by 2026 (Snyder et al., 2018). 

This disparity gap has been widening since 1981 (Snyder et al., 2018). The level of 

educational attainment has consequences to the financial stability and employability that 

influence skilled, labor-based economies (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & 

DiPrete, 2006) and  marriage and childbearing structures (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; 

Schwartz & Mare, 2005). 

This research study was an investigation of whether a relationship exists between 

male students’ perceptions of their masculinity, their academic motivation, and their 

success at higher education institutions. Social role theory (Eagly & Wood, 2012), 

personal construct theory (Kelly, 1955) and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 

1985; Deci et al., 1991) served as the conceptual framework to understand if male 

students’ perception of their masculinity influence their higher education decisions and 

success.  
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This chapter was an introduction to the background, purpose, research questions, 

framework, procedures, and significance of this study. Chapter 2 presents a review of 

pertinent literature. Chapter 3 describes the methodology. Chapters 4 and 5 present the 

results and a discussion of the findings, as well as conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Male students in higher education have been experiencing falling enrollment and 

graduation rates below the aggregate male and female student population (Adebayo, 

2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; 

Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 

2014; Snyder et al., 2018). The inability of male students to attain educational success 

has negative influences on society (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 2013; 

Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). Researchers agree that 

failing male student education success has repercussions on society, including negative 

socioeconomic effects (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006) and 

marriage structure changes (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). A 

correlation with crime involvement exists at education levels prior to postsecondary 

(Amin et al., 2016; Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; 

Lochner & Moretti, 2004).  

The decade-by-decade maturation of Western society’s normative view of 

masculinity may draw temporal parallels to the decline in male student success from the 

1960s to the 2000s. These changing behaviors are components of what underpins the 

cultural masculinity expectancy of men (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Giaccardi et 

al., 2017; Levant et al., 2013). This expectancy can be viewed from three aspects of
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masculinity dimensions: (a) masculinity ideology, (b) conformity to masculinity norms, 

and (c) gender role conflict (O’Neil, 2015). This chapter provides an examination of 

these three dimensions as it explores the effects of higher education on male student 

success. Social role theory, personal construct theory, and self-determination theory 

establish the framework on which masculinity perception and academic achievement are 

explored (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Eagly, 1987; Kelly, 1955). This chapter also offers insight 

to the effects of male higher education success from the vantage point of (a) the 

consequences of failed educational attainment, (b) how societal masculinity research as 

evolved over the last decades since the 1960s, (c) what aspects of masculinity may be 

influencing success and (d) establishing an academic performance construct and 

framework.   

Chapter 2 concludes with an exploration of the link of academic achievement 

regarding goal setting and superiority over others (Duda & Nicholls, 1992), since 

previous research has established a link between these variables to academic achievement 

motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Duda & Nicholls, 1992; O’Neil, 2015). Superiority over 

others and the behaviors related to the concept are aspects of traditional masculinity 

norms (Levant et al., 2013; Parent & Moradi, 2009). 

Reasons for Changes in Gendered Education Attainment 

Male students in higher education in the United States are experiencing a decline 

in enrollment and an accompanying lag in graduation rates as compared to the aggregate 

student population—a decline that has been progressing since the early 1980s (Adebayo, 

2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; 
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Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 

2014; Snyder et al., 2018). Tavakolian and Howell (2012) concluded, “Women no longer 

trail men in educational attainment; rather they presently lead men in this regard” (p. 50). 

Diprete and Buchmann (2006) noted and highlighted this trend in male student success 

decline in the early 2000s as a watch item for higher education institutions.  

Ewert (2012) examined data from a 1988 National Education Longitudinal Study 

(NELS), which surveyed a population of 24,000 eighth-grade students in an effort to 

determine reasons for the decline. Ewert (2012) analyzed data from 8,570 NELS 

participants who had enrolled in postsecondary education since 1994. The results 

indicated the declining rate of male student participation was due to other factors 

including “attendance patterns, social integration, and academic performance” (Ewert, 

2012, pp. 841-842). Ewert (2012) concluded, “Primarily educational experiences during 

college rather than concurrent life course events related to family formation and work 

account for the gender gap in degree completion” (p. 842).  

Other researchers have examined the reasons for increased female student college 

success rather than why male student success is declining. Wells et al. (2011) studied the 

reasons why more women desire a four-year college degree as compared to their male 

counterparts. Wells and colleagues (2011) examined 2002/2004 data from an educational 

longitudinal study tracking 14,713 high school students as they transitioned from 

secondary education to postsecondary education, a work environment, or both. Wells et 

al. (2011) reported, “Women are more likely than men to expect to earn a college degree” 

(p. 19). Additional findings related to social capital level indicated the gender gap is not 
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related to race, and “women have substantially higher levels of social capital than men” 

(Wells et al., 2011, p. 20). The lower social capital that male students bring into their 

higher education experience is a significant portion of those students’ decreased 

expectations of their outcomes from attendance (Wells et al., 2011). 

England and Li (2006) examined National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 

data from 1973 to 2003 pertaining to the number of men and women gaining bachelor’s 

degrees in the full spectrum of fields of study from the academic years 1970-1971 to 

2001-2002. They found that gender desegregation of degree fields has stalled due to the 

cultural devaluation of traditionally female-dominated fields and to the embracing of 

traditional male-dominated fields by female students in the 1980s and 1990s (England & 

Li, 2006). During this same period, male students did not move into traditional female-

dominated fields, such as education, in the same proportions and abstained from fields 

that women desegregated into, such as business (Adebayo, 2008; England & Li, 2006). 

This trend illustrates the changing gender proportions within degreed fields and 

subsequent reduction in degrees granted to male students. 

In another study, Goldin et al. (2006) examined the relationship of changes in 

socially acceptable careers and the gender gap in higher education. After analyzing three 

longitudinal data sets of secondary school students from 1957, 1972, and 1992, the 

researchers concluded that two major factors were at play in the gender gap reversal. 

Goldin et al. (2006) explained,  

Once barriers to female careers were lowered and their access to higher education 

was expanded, two key factors may have played a role in the female college 
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advantage: relatively greater economic benefits of college for females and 

relatively higher effort costs of college-going and preparation for males. (p. 153) 

Effort or nonpecuniary costs are those related to the effort exerted during secondary 

education years to prepare for the academic rigors of college attendance. The understood 

economic advancement that female college graduates could achieve relative to traditional 

roles for women is significant (Goldin et al., 2006). Female secondary students have 

academically performed at a higher level compared to male students during the last 100 

years (Goldin et al., 2006). Additionally, the Goldin and colleagues (2006) concluded that 

part of the male educational problem is due to social development and behavioral 

problems.  

Astorne-Figari and Speer (2018) conducted a quantitative study on 8,984 

individuals born between 1980 and 1984 and monitored from 1997 to the present. The 

study participants, members of the 1997 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth Cohort, 

participated in periodic interviews and asked to state their college major and grade point 

average (GPA). The study generated 2,997 observations of students who attended a four-

year college or university and reported their GPA. Astorne-Figari and Speer (2018) found 

that males in higher education pursuits were 22% more likely to respond to academic 

adversity by dropping out, while females persist by changing their majors.  

Several factors contribute to gendered changes in higher educational attainment. 

These include educational experience as opposed to outside of education life experiences, 

male students’ lower social capital, stalling gender desegregation of degree fields, higher 

required effort costs for male students, and the dropping out of school as academic 
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adversity response for male students (Astorne-Figari & Speer, 2018; England & Li, 2006; 

Ewert, 2012; Goldin et al., 2006; Wells et al., 2011). 

Economic Outlook 

A Pew Research Center analysis revealed that in 2015 women represented 47% of 

the workforce. Further, women occupied 55% of employment requiring high social skills 

and 52% of employment requiring high analytical skills (Pew Research Center, 2016). A 

70% occupation rate of men in occupations requiring higher physical skill offsets the 

underrepresentation of employment by men in these types of positions (Pew Research 

Center, 2016). This includes a traditionally male source of occupation, the military, 

which has experienced continued decline in numbers since the 1980s (see Figure 4).  

 
Figure 4 

U.S. Enlisted Military Strength 
 

 

Note. The data in the graph illustrates the decline in enlistment opportunities in the U.S. military from 
1980-2016.  Data derived from “DoD Personnel, Workforce Reports & Publications,” by Defense 
Manpower Data Center, Department of Defense, 2017.  
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However, the lack of males in military careers fails to explain the decline in male 

students in higher education (U.S. Secretary of Defense, 2018). Table 2 depicts the U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics prediction that occupations not requiring higher education 

degrees will experience the lowest levels of total employment growth. Occupations 

requiring the lowest level of education will experience the lowest growth rates regarding 

employment (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016). 

 
Table 2 

Expected Change in U.S. Employment Demand, 2016 

2016 National Employment Matrix and Code Percent 
Total, All Occupations   7.4 

Healthcare Support Occupations 23.2 
Personal Care and Service Occupations 18.2 
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 15.2 
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 13.5 
Community and Social Service Occupations 13.5 
Construction and Extraction Occupations 11.1 
Legal Occupations   9.8 
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations   9.5 
Business and Financial Operations Occupations   9.3 
Education, Training, and Library Occupations   9.3 
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations   9.3 
Management Occupations   9.2 
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations   8.7 
Architecture and Engineering Occupations   7.4 
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations   6.7 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations   6.3 
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations   6.3 
Protective Service Occupations   4.5 
Sales and Related Occupations   3.2 
Office and Administrative Support Occupations   0.6 
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations   0.0 
Production Occupations -4.1 

Note. Data derived from “Employment Projections,” by Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Labor, 2016.  
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Consequences 

Research reveals that college-aged males are either not attempting higher 

education to the degree that college-aged females are or they are not persisting (Adebayo, 

2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; 

Ewert, 2012; Garibaldi, 2014; Goldin et al., 2006; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 

1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018; Wells et al., 2011). 

Multiple studies illustrate reasons why male students may not be entering higher 

education, a phenomenon that may have consequences that affect the entire U.S. 

population, not only the male population (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 

2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). These 

consequences include socioeconomic position and marriage structures (Debaun & Roc, 

2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). 

Socioeconomic Position 

A study conducted by researchers at Georgetown University Center on Education 

and the Workforce revealed several key statistics related to the value of a higher 

education degree. Carnevale and colleagues (2011) found that in 2009,  

• a bachelor’s degree will gross $2.3 million which is 74% more than a high 

school diploma; 

• a master’s degree will gross $2.7 million which is 105% more than a high 

school diploma; and  

• a Doctoral degree will gross $3.3 million which is 149% more than a high 

school diploma. (p. 3) 
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In addition to earning potential, the benefits to higher education completion have social 

and economic benefits, including increased health benefits, marriage stability, and social 

network potential (Hout, 2012; Oreopoulos & Petronijevic, 2013).  

To determine the effects of educational attainment on social mobility, the 

Brookings Institution examined data from the U.S. Department of Education, U.S. 

Department of Labor, and the University of Michigan’s Panel Study of Income Dynamics 

(PSID) and corroborated a portion of the findings of the Georgetown University Center 

data. Higher education students who do not complete their courses of study have average 

income levels and unemployment outcomes more equivalent to high school graduates 

than college graduates (Venator & Reeves, 2016). Students from families at the lower 

end of income distribution in the United States realize a higher relative socioeconomic 

benefit from college completion (Venator & Reeves, 2016). Because benefits of that 

upward mobility pass generationally, parents who have obtained an educational 

advantage from college completion tend to convey that advantage on to their children 

(Venator & Reeves, 2016). 

Long (2010) studied three cohorts of 13,000 students during the 1970s, 1980s, 

and 1990s and found similar links to earning potential as in the Georgetown University 

Center and Brooking Institution studies. Long (2010) utilized data from the Department 

of Education’s National Longitudinal Study 1972, the High School and Beyond study, 

and the National Longitudinal Study of 1988. Long (2010) concluded that higher 

educational attainment leads to delay in commitment to marriage, increases in voter 

registration numbers, and a reduction in divorces and higher earnings. Other social 
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benefits from higher education degree attainment include opportunity for creativity, 

increased opportunity for social interaction, greater sense of achievement and job 

satisfaction, and greater independence (Oreopoulos & Petronijevic, 2013). 

McMahon (2009) stated that the additional benefits a college graduate obtains as 

compared to a high school graduate result in a “college earnings differential” (p. 95). The 

other benefits are realized from the rate of return from college tuition and expenses and 

nonmonetary returns (McMahon, 2009). The nonmonetary returns include increased 

leisure time, longevity, and retirement potential (McMahon, 2009). 

Crime and Education 

Tangentially related to socioeconomic position is participation in criminal 

activity. The approximate number of males incarcerated in the United States in 2016 was 

1.58 million (U.S. Census, 2018). This sector of the U.S. population, temporarily lost to 

the economy, poses certain levels of risk to society. Amin and colleagues (2016) 

analyzed data from the National Job Corps Study of 7,953 student-aged participants from 

1994-1996 and reported, with a 95% confidence interval for the causal effects ,“The 

attainment of a degree is estimated to reduce arrest rates by at most 11.8 percentage 

points (about 32.6%)” (p. 259). The degree of reduction is related to the level of 

education, with the largest reduction in arrest rates at the lower levels of education 

attainment, such as high school graduation or equivalent.  

Other research has revealed a correlation between secondary educational 

attainment and incarceration. Bennett (2018) reviewed the 1980-2012 Danish Register 

Data of 11,128 male and female twins and discovered that male students who complete 
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less secondary education were 9.5% more likely to commit a crime and 2.5% more likely 

to commit a violent crime as adults than were those who had completed secondary 

education. Findings did not indicate gender effects.  

To study incarceration rates and level of education of the male population, 

Lochner and Moretti (2004) examined 1960, 1970, and 1980 U.S. Census data, FBI 

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR), and the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY). 

The researchers considered four levels of education: (a) high school dropout, (b) high 

school graduate, (c) some college, and (d) college graduates with other contributing 

factors controlled in the study. The second largest reduction in incarceration rate was 

from some college to college degree. Results suggest that education—including higher 

education—significantly reduced “the probability of incarceration and arrest” (Lochner & 

Moretti, 2004, p. 155). While there is more research that indicates that lack of secondary 

education results in increased arrests and incarceration, there is some indication that this 

may also be true for postsecondary education. Further research is necessary to better 

understand contributing factors. 

Marriage Structures 

Research has shown that the educational level of spouses affects marriage 

formation and structure. Schwartz and Han (2014) stated, “Previous research consistently 

shows that couples in which wives have the educational advantage are more likely to 

divorce” (p. 606). Goldstein and Harknett (2006) utilized data from the Fragile Families 

and Child Wellbeing study to assess the assortative mating patterns of married and 

unmarried parents. The study data were the results of following 3,700 children of 
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unmarried parents and 1,200 children of married parents. Goldstein and Harknett (2006) 

concluded, “Couples in which mother’s education exceeded father’s education were the 

least stable, suggesting relationship strain when typical gender roles are reversed” (p. 

138). Similarly, Kalmijn (2003) studied the effects of education and earning on married 

couples and found that a wife’s increased education level as compared to the husband 

“increases the chances of divorce” (pp. 60-61), while at the same time a wife’s increased 

earnings also compared to the husband “decreases the chances of divorce” (pp. 60-61). 

The Kalmijn (2003) study included 1,312 Dutch married women. These studies are not 

viewed as public policy change beacons, but as indicators of possible consequences of 

changes in higher education gender demographics. 

In 56 of the world’s countries, there is some indication of changes in the 

continued prevalence of hypergamy, or when a male partner’s education level exceeded 

his female partner’s education level (Esteve et al., 2012). According to a study of 

marriages between 1950 and 2004, that trend is continuing to persist in contemporary 

society (Schwartz & Han, 2014). Schwartz and Han (2014) utilized several data sources, 

including U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the National Survey of 

Family Growth, which included a sample of 112,946 marriages. Several key findings 

related to the education level of spouses emerged, including (a) “the relative stability of 

marriages between education equals has increased” (Schwartz & Han, 2014, p. 623) and 

(b) “the importance of whether the husband or wives had the educational advantage for 

divorce declined” (p. 623). Twenty-first century research revealed differences in the 
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significance of educational differential of married couples. Disparities in education levels 

between marriage partners may have consequences to marriage structures.   

Traditionally, hypergamy was common, but that trend is diminishing with 

declines in male educational success and increase in the occurrences of hypogamy (Grow 

& Van Bavel, 2015). A reversal of roles is emerging, with female educational level often 

exceeding male education level in cases where one partner’s educational level exceeds 

the other (Grow & Van Bavel, 2015). Grow and Van Bavel (2015) suggested marriage is 

highly dependent on opportunity dynamics rather than random chance meeting, or 

educational assortative mating, when occurring in a university setting or other 

educational venues. The Grow and Van Bavel (2015) model links changes in gender 

educational attainment and educational assortative mating without any secondary changes 

in male and female mating preferences. The researchers’ location and opportunity links to 

educational assortative mating in their model isolate educational setting opportunity as a 

predictor of mating opportunity (Grow & Van Bavel, 2015). 

Others postulate that the increased levels of hypogamy will have positive effects 

on societies. A literature review of contemporary marriage and union research conducted 

by Goldscheider et al. (2015) led them to conclude that hypogamy may lead to males’ 

increased attentiveness in the home and with their children and the related increase in 

couples’ fertility output and marriage stability. Goldscheider and colleagues’ (2015) 

acknowledgment of the inaccuracies in predictive ability of post-baby-boom social 

science and demography tempered this positive outlook.  
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The recognition of the shifts from hypergamy to hypogamy links the 

disagreement of the effect of changing union patterns and likelihood of success. This shift 

is fundamentally the result of changes in the educational successes of male and female 

higher education students (Grow & Van Bavel, 2015). One survey of 51 countries in 

2000 found women were married to men with less education in 26 of 51 countries, 

including France, Jordan, Mongolia, Slovenia, and South Africa (Esteve et al., 2012). The 

number of countries where marriage situations involve men with less education than 

women is rising (Esteve et al., 2012). Late 20th-century research indicated an association 

between hypogamy and marriage instability that later research is finding may be 

diminishing (Goldstein & Harknett, 2006; Kalmijn, 2003; Schwartz & Han, 2014). 

Assortative mating processes are dependent on opportunity dynamics, especially between 

higher education participants (Grow & Van Bavel, 2015). Researchers, past and present, 

have considered the education level of marriage partners on the effects related to 

marriage structures. 

Societal Masculinity Research Evolution 

Society’s reflection of masculinity has evolved and continues to develop. This 

evolution is the starting point for understanding how contemporary male higher education 

students perceive their masculinity and their role within society. Traditionally, 

individuals have referred to gender roles as an either/or construct with no mixing 

products or role merging (Bem, 1974). Bem (1974), who developed the Bem Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI), postulated, “Both in psychology and in society at large, masculinity 
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and femininity have long been conceptualized as bipolar ends of a single continuum; 

accordingly, a person has had to be either masculine or feminine, but not both” (p. 155).  

Researchers continue to evaluate the BSRI. Holt and Ellis (1998) analyzed 68 

male and 70 female college students’ responses on the BSRI and concluded, “The BSRI 

may still be a valid instrument for assessing gender roles; however, evidence was 

revealed that traditional masculine and feminine gender role perceptions may be 

weakening” (p. 929). Thirty years after Bem’s 1974 work, while relating the results of a 

study of 182 working adults and college students, Oswald (2004) indicated, “The [BSRI] 

categories can still be used to categorize men and women of varying ages” (p. 1331). 

While gender norms may be weakening, evidence indicates these constructs persist and 

influence societal behavior. 

Historically, the dichotomy associated with being masculine or feminine has roots 

in survival and cultural and biological influences (Barry et al., 1957; Erikson, 1964). 

Societies experiencing an industrial revolution, as in North America and African 

countries in the late 1800s and early 1900s, relied on strength to propel the economy 

(Barry et al., 1957). Asian and South American societies placed high importance on large 

family units (Barry et al., 1957). Cultural and societal influences on masculinity and, 

conversely, femininity were highly predictive of the general gender role outcomes, such 

as breadwinner, worker, and homemaker (Hacker, 1957). These customs and cultural 

influences are perpetuated generationally. 

Erikson (1964) referenced the historical significance of male “accomplishments in 

the conquest of geographic space and of scientific fields and in the dissemination of ideas 
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speak loudly for themselves and confirm traditional values of masculinity” (p. 593). 

Connell (2014) referred to the “unitary model of sexual character” (p. 168) to explain this 

generalized description of what it means to be masculine and feminine, referencing the 

concept of unitary in terms of a single homogenous description of what it means to be 

female or male. However, Connell (2014) disagreed with the generalized description and 

clarified that psychological differences in males and females does not exist to any great 

extent, and some physical differences exist, but they are few in comparison. While some 

evidence of the ambiguity exists, there is also evidence for the persistence of social 

norms regarding gender differences. 

Researchers considered the cultural roles males generally assumed in society 

positioned between the occupational requirement of masculine strength versus the 

increased number of women entering the workforce (Barry et al., 1957; Hacker, 1957). 

The 1970s ushered in a wave of skepticism concerning the legitimacy of the dichotomous 

understanding of the roles men and women assume (Der-Karabetian & Smith, 1977; 

Polk, 1974; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Turner & Turner, 1974). Researchers in the 1980s 

acknowledged that feminine and masculine roles were contingent on social class as well 

as generational differences and were not static but could be fluid and dynamic (Baldwin, 

1984). Researchers in the 1990s focused on the conflict males were experiencing with the 

traditional masculinity perspectives of the previous decades (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; 

Good et al., 1996; Hayes & Mahalik, 2000; McCreary et al., 1999). The U.S. media 

regularly portrayed these masculinity shifts in advertising and programming in the 2000s 

(Hoover & Coats, 2011). Given the changes in society’s perception of gender roles, 
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researchers also searched for methods to address the inadequacies of infantile 

understanding of hegemonic masculinity (Beasley, 2008; Connell & Messerschmidt, 

2005; Schippers, 2007). An examination of the changes in masculinity perception over 

the last several decades sets the foundation for this study.  

1950s Societal Masculinity Perspective 

The decade lens of the 1950s is an important viewpoint for discovering the 

changes in masculinity perception over time as it relates to societal influences and public 

emergence of nontraditional male behaviors. In the 1950s, many thought cultural 

influences to be more significant as a predictor of male-female propensity than biological 

influences (Barry et al., 1957; Hacker, 1957). Barry et al. (1957) considered cultural 

influencing factors and the implications for influencing expansive masculinity and 

femininity perception gaps and indicated that (a) economies place importance on strength 

and motor skills related to strength, and (b) customs require large family unit interaction. 

It was a common belief that culture dictated how individuals should present themselves 

as opposed to the individuals presenting themselves as they perceive themselves. 

In a study of 61 middle school girls and boys from a middle-class background, 

Gray (1957) found that acceptance of adolescent boys’ behavior is largely linked with 

peer approval of male-appropriate behavior in contrast to girls. This study also associated 

sex-appropriate behaviors with high leadership for boys with no significant association 

for high leadership or low leadership for girls (Gray, 1957). Even with this tidal 

generational influence, differences existed based on social groupings, causing 

inconsistencies and contradictions of expected actions (Hacker, 1957). Gray (1957) 
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highlighted the majority view of the 1950s, which associated the need and drive for 

leadership with masculinity. 

The generational masculinity conformity created occupational issues for males 

during the decade of the 1950s, including the 

• compulsion to succeed for their benefit and their spouses, 

• lack of alternate forms of employment, 

• equivalence of masculinity with occupational success, 

• need to integrate feminine attributes of interaction to advance political skills, 

and 

• the threat of women in industry (Hacker, 1957, p. 232). 

Hacker (1957) postulated in the late 1950s that homosexuality was driven by a reluctance 

of some males to conform to a masculinity ideology and was a “flight from masculinity” 

(p. 251). 

Margaret Mead’s work lent supporting evidence for cultural influence during her 

extensive studies of indigenous tribes. Mead (1963) stated, “We are forced to conclude 

that human nature is almost unbelievably malleable, responding accurately and 

contrastingly to contrasting cultural conditions” (p. 280). Regarding masculinity or 

femininity, Mead (1963) claimed that being male or female is defined generationally, and 

children are trained to conform to the previous generations’ definitions. Research prior to 

the 1960s supported that society viewed masculinity and femininity characteristics as 

socially and culturally assigned, with shared traits between the polar limits (Jenkin & 

Vroegh, 1969; Polk, 1974; Vroegh, 1968).  



42 

 

1960s through 1970s Societal Masculinity Perspective  

The women’s liberation movement in the United States generated research into 

the stereotypical roles attributed to males and females (Der-Karabetian & Smith, 1977; 

Rosenwasser, 1972). The women’s movement advanced in the later 1960s was due in 

part to Betty Friedan’s bestseller, The Feminine Mystique, networks of women’s rights 

commissions, and anger over the enforcement of the Equal Pay Act and Title VII of the 

Civil Rights Act. The movement, manifested through societal forces and rhetorical 

actions, gained strength in the United States during the late 1960s and early 1970s 

(Rosenwasser, 1972). The National Organization for Women and Women’s Equity 

Action League became a force during the 1960s and 1970s, and feminism became a 

household word (Freeman, 1973; Rosenwasser, 1972). Rosenwasser (1972) wrote that the 

movement that would begin to alter “traditional female and male roles” (p. 53) and 

gained momentum through (a) the generation of organizations, (b) taking action and 

withstanding the reaction, (c) substantive change, (d) feedback and realignment and (e) 

success and silence. The U.S. House Committee on Education and Labor Hearings on the 

Equal Rights Amendment in 1970 heard testimony from women’s movement leaders on 

the state of equal rights (Rosenwasser, 1972). The 1970s, which occupied the first half of 

the United Nations Decade for Women (1975-1985), was an important time in the 

examination of femininity and masculinity (Ghodsee, 2010; Zinsser, 1990).  

In the 1970s, individuals in the United States began to question the sex-role 

behaviors afforded to males and females from the traditional dichotomous perspective 

(Der-Karabetian & Smith, 1977; Polk, 1974; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Turner & Turner, 
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1974). Rosenkrantz and colleagues (1968) proffered three generalizations concerning the 

roles of male and female students of higher education in their study of gender 

stereotypes. First, stereotypical sex-roles from previous generations were prevalent 

despite the changes in both acceptable behaviors and legalized behaviors reinforcing the 

higher status of male-typed professions (Rosenkrantz et al., 1968). Secondly, masculinity 

behaviors are more socially desirable than feminine behaviors, which may influence 

higher education choices and related career selection (Rosenkrantz et al., 1968). A 

tertiary finding of Rosenkrantz et al. (1968) was that women held their relative worth at a 

level negative to men’s worth, which is an “enormously powerful” (p. 293) factor 

perpetuated from previous decades. 

The women’s negative self-worth finding was contrary to attempts in the late 

1960s and early 1970s as the women’s movement attempted to embrace feminine 

characteristics (Nielsen & Doyle, 1975). Rosenkrantz et al. (1968) foreshadowed changes 

seen in contemporary U.S. society by stating ,“Trends in today’s society towards small 

families, white collars, increased education of women, and increased participation of 

women in economic activities all tend to accelerate the rate of change in acceptable sex-

role behaviors” (p. 294). Those changes would have far-reaching consequences in how 

men and women would lead their lives (Broverman et al., 1972). College-aged females 

were beginning to reconsider their place in society and determine the traditional 

masculine norms they needed to thrive economically (Nielsen & Doyle, 1975).  

Men were witnessing the conflict dynamic that women were experiencing. If 

women conformed to the characteristics traditionally associated with masculinity as 
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described by Bem (1974), many perceived that they did not possess adequate feminine 

characteristics (Boverman et al., 1972). If women adopted predominantly feminine 

characteristics, then they risked society viewing them as inadequate for traditional 

masculine roles (Boverman et al., 1972). Isaac et al. (2012) maintained there is still 

evidence of women’s “discomfort when crossing into masculine sex-typed jobs” (p. 82) 

in the 21st century. 

Nielsen and Doyle (1975) studied 137 female University of Washington students 

and found female students “stressed positive feminine traits in describing their ideal 

woman as well as women in general although the feminists, unlike the non-feminists, 

would like to see more dominance in women” (p. 94). During the development of the 

BSRI, Bem (1981) discovered that the inclinations of sex-role conformity were not “a 

general tendency to respond in a socially desirable direction, but rather a specific 

tendency to describe oneself in accordance with sex-typed standards of desirable 

behavior for men and women” (p. 155). Researchers examined this phenomenon with 

great interest during the 1970s (Bem, 1974; Der-Karabetian & Smith, 1977; Nielsen & 

Doyle, 1975; Polk, 1974; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Turner & Turner, 1974).  

Media research, specifically television, of masculinity concepts resulted in 

interesting findings about role acceptability in the 1970s (Barbatsis et al., 1983; 

Eisenstock, 1984). Peevers (1979) studied sex-roles in family time television 

programming with a focus on portrayals of masculinity. Completion of the BSRI to 

classify television programs during 1975 and 1976 thematically by graduate students in 

their twenties revealed that the male characters’ portrayal of masculinity was highly 
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valued with evidence of overdramatization and hypermasculinity (Peevers, 1979). 

Although the women’s movement was active, the 1970s were awash with perpetuation of 

the idealized masculinity at the expense of devaluing femininity and women’s 

contributions (Peevers, 1979). This perpetuation is consistent with social role theory 

(Eagly, 1987). Group members representing particular roles and characteristics through 

various media perpetuated those same characteristics and continued to create social role 

stereotypes (Koenig & Eagly, 2014). 

Similarly, Barbatsis et al. (1983) analyzed primetime drama, soap opera dramas, 

and cartoons aired in the 1970s selected randomly from the 10 highest Nielsen Indexed 

programs and found the portrayal of a dominant characteristic in the programming was 

the preferred characteristic. The portrayal reinforced the socially desirability of 

masculinity over femininity and portrayed the struggle for dominance as a normal 

interaction process (Barbatsis et al., 1983). Dominant and submissive traits attributed to 

traditional masculine and feminine roles, respectively, were not repeated in 1970s 

television programming (Barbatsis et al., 1983). Barbatsis and colleagues (1983) found 

that “both male and female characters attempt[ed] to define themselves according to a 

stereotypic male pattern, the predominant gender role model provided by characters in 

television drama was one of masculine-type dominance” (p. 154).  

1980s Societal Masculinity Perspective 

The 1980s marked the period in higher education when male and female students 

were at parity in terms of enrollment (Snyder et al., 2018).  49.8% of all U.S. higher 

education graduates were male for the graduating class of 1982 (Snyder et al., 2018). The 



46 

 

only degree level males outnumbered females in that year was at the doctoral level, 

which was eclipsed a few years later (Snyder et al., 2018). Even with the parity in higher 

education enrollment numbers, males were entering their post higher education 

experience with the advantage of male-dominated careers and occupations, including 

those in science- and technology-related areas (Schulenberg et al., 1991). The 1970s and 

1980s decades were met with research interest in how gender roles were established and 

maintained (David & Brannon, 1976; Komarovsky, 1976; O’Neil, 1981a; Pleck & 

Brannon, 1978; Skovholt et al., 1978). 

Research in the 1980s indicated that male students exhibiting high levels of 

perceived masculinity displayed different responses to success as compared to failure 

because the risk of failure was not an option (Basow & Medcalf, 1988). Basow and 

Medcalf (1988) studied 85 male students and 52 female students at a small Northeastern 

U.S. college. Predominantly sophomores, participants were enrolled in seven 

introductory economics classes. Administration of the Erkut 7-point scale and the BSRI 

to the student participants pre- and post-exam revealed men and women masculine 

participants of “different sex types reacted to perceived failure with different attributions, 

although they reacted similarly to perceived success” (Basow & Medcalf, 1988, p. 564; 

Erkut, 1983). This finding might indicate that they may feel they have more to lose with 

failure than do participants with less masculine perceptions (Basow & Medcalf, 1988).  

Wong et al. (1985) found a similar result concerning female achievement and 

masculinity in their study of 66 Canadian women working in their careers. The 

researchers administered the BSRI, a background information questionnaire, and a career 
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attribution measure. Wong et al. (1985) reported, “Education level and masculinity were 

the only significant predictors of career achievement in women” (p. 757). The important 

factor found in both studies was that masculinity in the 1980s correlated with educational 

success and career achievement for both men and women. 

Researchers acknowledged that feminine and masculine roles were fluid and 

dynamic in U.S. society and depended as much on social class as generational differences 

(Baldwin, 1984). Even with the fluidity of gender roles in the 1980s, there continued to 

be an association of competition, goal achievement, career drive, and a focus on success, 

wealth, and power with masculinity (O’Neil, 1981b). Researchers were beginning to 

understand gender differences as degrees of amplitude or level as opposed to absolute 

differences (Babladelis et al., 1983). Babladelis et al. (1983) conducted a study of junior 

high school to advanced college students from California, Indiana, and Michigan. The 

students self-reported their educational aspirations, educational expectations, importance 

of marriage, and the number of children desired; they also completed the Personal 

Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) and the Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire. 

Babladelis et al. (1983) found (a) sex-role stereotypes embody complex issues, causing 

men and women to judge themselves falling short of the ideal; (b) competitiveness was a 

gender differentiator; and (c) males valued self-satisfaction higher than other attributes. 

The association of masculinity with competitiveness, goal achievement, and career drive 

may be indicative of higher education success motivators.  

The 1980s television programming continued the focus on portrayal of 

masculinity in the traditional power and dominance schema (Dambrot et al., 1988; 
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Peevers, 1979). This view mirrored the 1970s’ view of the socially desirability of 

masculinity over femininity (Barbatsis et al., 1983). Dambrot and colleagues (1988) 

analyzed viewer perceptions of television characters using PAQ completed assessments 

of 677 young adult viewers. Important results to note for the decade included the 

continued viewer perception of all male characters as stereotypically masculine; that 

same masculine role preempted expressive traits whether the role was male or female 

(Dambrot et al., 1988). There was little change in the portrayal of masculinity from the 

1970s to the 1980s in broadcast media.  

Eisenstock (1984) analyzed the responses of 114 boys and 124 girls from the Los 

Angeles County School District concerning the sex-role differences of the participants 

and their identification with counter stereotypical role models seen on television. The 

Eisenstock (1984) study resulted in a tangential and “unexpected finding that female 

children with traditional feminine preferences turned out to be the most likely of all 

female children to identify with a counter stereotypical female character who is far from 

being a traditional picture of femininity” (p. 427). Study results indicated that masculine 

children “were less likely than feminine children to identify with nontraditional sex-role 

portrayals” (Eisenstock, 1984, p. 426). These findings corroborate later social role theory 

research establishing traditional, socially established roles for men and women (Barbatsis 

et al., 1983; Eagly, 1987; Eisenstock, 1984). 

The discussion of hegemonic masculinity and gender equality began to emerge in 

the late 1980s. In a study of the valuation of societal class structures on television in the 

1980s, Butsch (1992) asserted working-class males were being demasculinized in media 



49 

 

depictions and their gender position inverted in television to maintain the status quo for 

the middle class. Butsch (1992) stated, “Describing [men] as women or boys . . . not only 

devalues them as men but also uses gender to establish their subordinate class status” (p. 

387). This changing depiction of men or the recognition of it in research first emerged in 

the 1980s. However, Hanke (1990) stated that changing the view of masculinity in 

television would not be enough to spur significant social change to equate the roles 

society establishes as acceptable for men and women. 

Normalization of masculinity through education still existed in the 1980s, and 

several forces served to perpetuate the masculinity dominance in education (O’Connell, 

1989; Skeggs, 1991). The organization within higher education assumed the bipolar 

nature of sexuality and created an atmosphere of masculinity-dominated success (Skeggs, 

1991), and society had built education on an impregnable foundation of masculinity and 

femininity social order. This may have created an educational environment that 

preordained masculinity as a prerequisite. Furthermore, Connell (1989) stated that within 

the spectrum of exhibited masculinity, there was additional conflict limiting some males 

within a structure of masculinity dominance.  

1990s Societal Masculinity Perspective  

In the 1990s, research emerged regarding the effects of the conflicts that males 

were beginning to experience within higher education (Addis & Mahalik, 2003; Good et 

al., 1996; Hayes & Mahalik, 2000; McCreary et al., 1999). Good et al. (1996) studied 130 

male college students seeking counseling assistance at universities located in the Midwest 

and West Coast. To understand role conflict and psychological distress, Good et al. 
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(1996) administered the Gender Role Conflict Scale and the Symptom Checklist-90-

Revised scale to each participant and found generally that psychological distress 

symptoms positively correlated with masculinity norms and changes in the culture 

surrounding masculinity. Good et al. (1996) stated male conflict “was found to be 

associated with more severe symptoms of distress not previously studied (i.e., paranoia, 

psychoticism, and obsessive-compulsivity)” (p. 47) and concluded that male role conflict 

was a predictor of male psychological distress. 

Similarly, Hayes and Mahalik (2000) studied 99 male students seeking services 

from a Mid-Atlantic university counseling department. Structural equation modeling 

provided evidence that higher education male students seeking on-campus counseling 

were experiencing psychological distress associated with masculinity and femininity role 

conflict. Simultaneous multiple regression of student responses on the Gender Role 

Conflict Scale revealed that the participants’ need to strive for power, attain success, and 

remain competitive positively related to hostility (Hayes & Mahalik, 2000).  

McCreary and colleagues (1999) investigated participants (106 men and 181 

women) in the Life after Brock (LAB) project. The LAB followed 1988 graduating 

seniors from Brock University, in Ontario, Canada for a period of six years. McCreary et 

al. (1999) contacted the original participants for follow-up and administered instruments 

to assess their alcohol consumption habits, experiences from consuming alcohol, agentic 

role attributes, traditional male role attributes, and masculine gender role stress to inform 

their link to internalized stereotypical masculine personality traits, traditional attitudes 

about men, and gender role stress (McCreary et al., 1999). Findings indicated possessing 
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the traditional view of a male’s role was predictive of alcohol use among the participants 

and related to higher education success levels (McCreary et al., 1999). A study of 526 

students at a four-year, postsecondary institution concerning health factors predicting 

academic success supports previous research showing that the average number of 

alcoholic drinks consumed by a student is inversely proportional to GPA (Larson et al., 

2016). 

To examine male role conflict, problem-solving ability, and psychological 

distress, Good and colleagues (2004) administered the Gender Role Conflict Scale 

(GRCS) to 260 male freshman and sophomore students from a large public university and 

found that problem-solving appraisal was a more significant determinant of male 

psychological distress than was male role conflict. Good et al. (2004) postulated that 

male psychological distress relates to a male’s inability to determine solutions unrelated 

to his masculinity perception conflict. These findings conflicted with other contemporary 

studies of male role conflict (Good et al., 2004). 

The research did not concur on the effects of gender role stress or conflict in the 

1990s, but it was then beginning to be under consideration. The decade was intertwined 

with a vigorous debate about the need for a continued examination of gender roles 

coupled with the genesis of research on the effects of the shift in societal gender norms. 

2000s Societal Masculinity Perspective 

Kluch (2015) posited, “Masculinity has become a fluid, vague and sometimes 

endangered concept” (p. 361). This conflict has followed a decade of masculinity crisis, 

which was the 1990s (Baker, 2016; Hoover & Coats, 2011; Kluch, 2015). Researchers in 
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the 2000s also began to elaborate on the term hegemonic masculinity, theorized by 

Connell (1987) and conceptualized to consider locality and culture (Messerschmidt, 

2017).  

Young men have been in a conflicted environment as they have advanced from 

secondary into higher education. Edwards and Jones (2009) claimed male college 

students were “caught between their desires to be a different kind of man and a need to 

prove their manhood according to society’s expectations as a result of these insecurities” 

(p. 223). Harris (2008) similarly concluded the “espoused conceptualizations of 

masculinity and the ways in which they reportedly performed masculinity” (p. 469) 

created conflict for male college students.  

Media has significantly influenced men’s perception of masculinity during this 

transition (Hoover & Coats, 2011). Television representations of males and masculinity 

influence societal gender roles (Feasey, 2009). Media influence is an informative space to 

begin an examination of masculinity in contemporary 21st century American and Western 

European society. Feasey (2009) found the advertisement of male grooming products in 

Great Britain “mock cultural conventions of dominant masculinity” (p. 367) in the 

examination of television advertising. Feasley (2009) added, “In this way these men may 

very well mock cultural conventions of dominant masculinity, but not at the expense of 

their ‘sexual potency’” (p. 367). Masculinity in the media in the 2000s has been 

conflicted, troubled, and anxious (Baker, 2016).  

In an interpretive, ethnographic study, Hoover and Coats (2011) questioned 19 

men about their understanding of masculinity, media, and religion. Hoover and Coats 
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(2011) purposely focused on participants who would gauge their neoconservative 

viewpoint. The researchers found that their participants considered media culturally 

definitive concerning religion and gender identities and concluded the media has the “last 

word” (Hoover & Coats, 2011, p. 892). 

Myers (2012) conducted a study of programing between 2006 and 2011 that 

exemplifies the concept of masculinity in crisis as the researcher attempted to examine 

the use of non-hegemonically masculine characters in children’s programming and its 

effectiveness at disrupting the traditional gendered societal order. Myer conducted four 

focus groups to examine television programs: (a) Disney’s Suite Life on Deck, (b) 

Hannah Montana, (c) Wizards of Waverly Place, and (d) iCarly. After conducting 

qualitative textual analysis, Myers (2012) concluded that 88% of the male characters “on 

these shows embodied non-hegemonic masculinities [and] most were heterosexual 

failures” (p. 132). Characters exhibited non-hegemonic characteristics, such as 

noncompetitive, gentle, emotional, and non-domineering (Myers, 2012). Young male 

characters contained in this programming aspired to hegemonic characteristics, but they 

were held back because of their lack of traditional masculinity traits when compared to 

masculine cameo roles portrayed alongside them (Myers, 2012). Myers (2012) concluded 

this conflicting representation of masculinity has “real-life consequences for everyday 

young people” (p. 141) by constricting their gender role imaginations to only the 

successes of traditional masculinities. 

Kluch (2015) completed a parallel study of the construction of masculinity in Old 

Spice commercials. Kluch (2015) viewed 13 Old Spice commercials on Oldspice.com 
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and YouTube to examine behaviors and physical appearance of the characters. Textual 

analysis revealed hypermasculinity was the dominant portrayal, as might be expected for 

the Old Spice product (Kluch, 2015). 

Although the Old Spice portrayal is not surprising, it contradicts other less 

hegemonically based images of masculinity. In a similar grooming product advertisement 

study, Feasey (2009) analyzed Lynx male haircare product advertisements for 

masculinity representations and concluded the advertising mocked traditional societal 

representations of masculinity, yet at the same time, promoted sexual potency and 

continued dominance over women. Television and advertising media continue to struggle 

with how to represent masculinity in a traditionally hegemonic society with strong 

nonhegemonic influences (Baker, 2016; Hoover & Coats, 2011; Kluch, 2015). Baker 

(2016) summarized media’s relationship to “masculinity in crisis” (p. 245) as an 

opportunity “to understand the conditions of alienation and disenfranchisement—what is 

common to male subjects across cultures and locations—and to form a practical cultural 

politics from it” (p. 245).   

Aspects of Masculinity 

Psychologists and social researchers have defined three distinct aspects of socially 

fabricated masculinity: (a) masculinity ideology, (b) conformity to masculinity norms, 

and (c) gender role conflict (Levant et al., 2015). Although they may seem similar, 

masculinity ideology and conformity to masculinity norms are uniquely separable aspects 

of masculinity (Graef et al., 2010). 
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Culture defines the expected characteristics of masculinity ideology associated 

with males and generally espouses men to conform to hegemonic masculinity norms 

(Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Giaccardi et al., 2017; Levant et al., 2013). Certain 

masculinity ideological characteristics are prevalent in Western culture, such as (a) 

avoidance of femininity, (b) mechanical skills enabled self-reliance, (c) toughness, (d) 

dominance, © sexual importance, and (d) emotional restrictiveness (Levant et al., 2013; 

Parent & Moradi, 2009). Masculinity ideology is localized culturally and by social status 

and constantly challenged (Vandello et al., 2008). Vandello et al. (2008) stated, “The 

precarious nature of manhood may be especially salient to college students, for whom the 

impending transition into adulthood looms large” (p. 1336). Hegemonic masculinity is a 

psychosocial construct and a standard that Western men measure themselves against, so 

the influencing potential is very high (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005).  

There has been a need to revitalize a more realistic model of masculinity that was 

not monolithic and able to apply globally (Beasley, 2008). Acknowledgment of the 

aspects of hegemonic masculinity that need revitalization include (a) a more complex 

model of gender hierarchy, (b) recognition of geographical influences on masculinity, (c) 

inclusion of the specific contexts related to privilege and power, and (d) realization of the 

dynamics involved that create unsuspected internal contradictions (Beasley, 2008; 

Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Schippers, 2007). An initial reactionary period in 

previous decades saw some men establishing a frontline constructed of hypermasculine 

traits yet absorbed by women (Gill, 2014). Three redirections of hegemonic masculinity 

research have occurred, leading to the examination of geographic differences, how 
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hegemonically affected gender groups might be perpetuating hegemonic masculinity, and 

how hegemonic masculinity may be reconstituted from the additional research 

(Messerschmidt, 2012). 

Schippers’s (2007) foundational research established a framework to address the 

inadequacies of the conceptualization of hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic 

femininity, originally constructed by Connell (1987). The Schippers’s (2007) model 

outlines three underlying relationship questions that need consideration when establishing 

masculinity as well as femininity: 

• What are the characteristics that are manly in a particular setting?, 

• What characteristics are considered womanly in a setting?, and 

• Which of those two types of characteristics place masculinity as equal or 

superior to femininity?  

Schippers (2007) extended the model beyond the characteristics a person may possess to 

the consequences realized when those characteristics are acted on in society. Schippers 

(2007) stated,  

We would have to see which features of femininity and masculinity are put into 

practice, deployed as a rationale for practice, and institutionalized to establish and 

naturalize hierarchical and complementary social relationships between women 

and men and those who do not fit either category. (p. 100) 

This wider aperture view or examination of masculinity and femininity led 

Messerschmidt (2017) to redefine hegemonic masculinity as geographically constructed 

to create an unequal association between men and women. This framework establishes a 
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context for the examination of masculinity influences on male college students in terms 

of the general, higher education setting and the geographic context of specific, higher 

education experiences. Hegemonic masculinity’s establishment of hierarchical gender 

relationships via a cultural conduit opens the door for reformation of understanding 

(Messerschmidt, 2012). Research into masculinity moved beyond focusing on the roles of 

the sexes to addressing the masculinity behavior models, multiple genders, and influences 

of culture (Connell, 2003). 

Conformity to Masculinity Norms 

Constant social proof creates the chasm between how society requires men to 

prove their masculinity in a manner different from the proof requirement posed on 

women (Gilmore, 1990; Mahalik, 1999; Pleck, 1981; Vandello et al., 2008). In their 

review of research on traditional masculinity belief in association to sex, race, ethnicity, 

and social standing, Levant and Richmond (2008) concluded that Western women do not 

endorse traditional masculinity norms to the degree of their male counterparts. Levant 

and Richmond (2008) also concluded that race and ethnicity do not influence 

endorsement of traditional masculinity norms as did sex. There are other important 

discriminants concerning males’ endorsement of traditional masculinity norms. These 

include: 

• generational differences (fathers exhibited higher endorsement than sons, 

• sexual orientation (heterosexual men exhibited higher endorsement than 

homosexual men, and 
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• relational violence (men being treated for violence exhibited less endorsement 

(Levant & Richmond, 2008, p. 141). 

Western influence endorsement is contrasted in cross-national study results, 

indicating the endorsement of traditional masculinity in China, Russia, and Pakistan is 

not differentiated by sex, which in turn indicates that geography or nationality set the 

context in which masculinity concepts are established (Levant et al., 2013). Rochelle and 

Yim (2015) stated, “From a traditional Chinese perspective, the traditional Chinese 

concept of ‘men for the exterior and women for the interior’ sets the scene for traditional 

Chinese gender roles, clearly segregating the world of women and men in Chinese 

society” (p. 30). The results of a case study of Pakistani men conducted by Aslam (2014) 

revealed, “Respect and honor appear as central themes in the articulation of masculinity 

and manhood” (p. 147) shared by both men and women. In the 2000s, Russia became 

more Western than the West because the West decentralizes masculinity and Russia re-

intensified its male-dominated masculinity (Riabov & Riabova, 2014). Geographic 

setting influences masculinity with evidence that each may be undergoing contextual 

changes as nations in the West. 

Gender Role Conflict 

Gender role research began as an investigation into the ways gender roles were 

established and maintained (Komarovsky, 1976; David & Brannon, 1976; O’Neil, 1981a; 

Pleck & Brannon, 1978; Skovholt et al., 1978). Masculinity perception, or the internal 

view of how personal masculinity is expressed, is a key component of gender role 

conflict as experienced by contemporary males (O’Neil 1981b; Wong, et al., 2017). 
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Garnets and Pleck (1979) posited that men with culturally ideal sex traits have “low 

discrepancy” and “low strain” (p. 280), while men with androgynous traits experience 

“high discrepancy” and “high strain” (p. 280). Culturally ideal is the key to understanding 

this concept, and it is temporally variable. Garnets and Pleck’s contemporaries during the 

1970s who espoused androgyny theory claimed the opposite (Garnets & Pleck, 1979), for 

they found the strain within the men with same sex traits that did not included opposite 

sex traits to be the highest as opposed to men with cross-sex traits. O’Neil (1981b) stated, 

“Feminism, women’s changing roles, and gender role reevaluation and conflict have 

affected men in different ways depending on their age, race, geographic location, gender 

role socialization and past relationships with women” (p. 205). Regardless of androgynist 

or traditionalist theorist views, men were having difficulty adjusting to feminism’s call 

for modifications in sex roles and the accompanying required changes in behaviors 

(O’Neil, 1981b). 

Gender role conflict is the conflict or restrictive psychological state experienced 

by men who attempt to conform to the established norms of masculinity that result in 

artificial limitations on the human experience (O’Neil, 2015). These limitations manifest 

themselves in competitiveness issues, restricted emotionality, restrictive affectionality, 

and interpersonal conflicts (O’Neil, 2015). The internal conflict to conform to 

masculinity norms is strongly associated with mental health issues in men (Wong et al., 

2017). Some evidence indicates that gender role conflict or masculinity conformance has 

been linked to school shootings and its effects (Consalvo, 2003). Consalvo (2003) argued 

that other causes related to gender role conflict should receive weight by those examining 
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tragic events. Even in environments that are highly charged relationships in terms of 

accepted masculinity behaviors, men with strict adherence to restrictive emotionality and 

affectionality are less likely to seek counseling, even when their situations are dire (Graef 

et al., 2010). 

Thirty years of previous research—over 300 gender role conflict strain studies 

including 79 international studies and 45 studies of African American, Asian American 

and Hispanic/Latino American men—have attempted to determine the strain placed on 

males due to masculinity conformance pressures (O’Neil, 2013). The results of the past 

three decades have determined a correlation between masculinity conformance and 

depression, anxiety, self-esteem, substance abuse, negative personality styles, and shame 

with masculinity conformance (O’Neil, 2013). 

Kaya and colleagues (2018) conducted a study of 278 college-age males to 

determine if there were positive psychological outcomes of masculinity in contrast to 

most research into the negative psychological outcomes of masculinity. Freshman 

university participants completed initial surveys (Conformity to Masculine Norms, 

Gender Role Conflict Survey-Short Form, and the Scale of Psychological Well-Being) to 

establish a baseline, then surveyed again as sophomores six months later. Results 

mirrored previous, gender-role conflict research that determined an association between 

masculine norms and damaging mental health outcomes in males; specifically, the study 

linked strain with restriction of emotional expression (Kaya et al., 2018).  

Levant and Wimer (2014) studied 589 college and “community dwelling” (p. 112) 

men using the Masculinity Roles Norm Index, Conformity to Masculinity Norms Index, 
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and the Gender Role Conflict Survey. The study replicated a previous Levant effort to 

assess the relationships between masculinity and health in men. Levant and Wimer 

(2014) discovered that traditional masculinity was a risk to males to a greater degree than 

as a protective buffer against preventable health issues. Gender role conflict (GRC) has 

been established as a concerning phenomenon for men, but the degree to which men 

experience GRC is a subject of debate. Male higher education students must deal with 

this issue, but the extent of its effect on the individual requires additional research. 

Academic Performance Construct and Framework 

Internal and external motivation factors affect student academic achievement or 

performance (Taheri-Kharameh et al., 2018). Developing knowledge about those factors 

can provide higher education leaders a research-based approach for determination of why 

some students succeed while others fail (Taheri-Kharameh et al., 2018). Academic 

achievement can be generally divided into two discrete concepts: (a) goal setting and 

seeking and (b) striving to be superior to others (Duda & Nicholls, 1992). The intent of 

goal setting is to satisfy motivations when those motivations are salient features of a 

person’s life, and reaching those goals requires self-determination and course-correcting 

actions to stay focused on goal attainment (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Self-efficacy has been 

significantly linked to academic motivation (Taheri-Kharameh et al., 2018). Traditional 

Western culture espouses dominance as an important feature of masculinity, which 

inherently involves superiority to others (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Levant et al., 2013; 

Parent & Moradi, 2009). These two bridging concepts provide for the possible link 

between masculinity perceptions and academic achievement. 
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Kahn et al. (2011) examined the relationship of academic motivation and 

masculinity views among 188 male students at a small liberal arts college in the 

Northeastern United States. Kahn et al. (2011) administered the Conformity to Masculine 

Norms Inventory (CMNI) and the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) to each of the 

participants and utilized canonical correlation analysis to determine the existence of a 

previously unknown correlation between masculinity perceptions and academic 

motivation.  He researchers found that as the CMNI predictor variable values (a) primacy 

of work decreases, and (b) playboy and (c) violence increase, the motivational variables 

of the AMS decrease and conversely, as (d) emotional control, (e) disdain for 

homosexuality, (f) self-reliance and (g) winning decrease, the To Know and To Stimulate 

motivational variables increase (Kahn et al., 2011). Kahn et al. (2011) also discovered 

two functions of significance in the relationship between conforming to masculine norms 

and academic motivation:  

• Males who align themselves with traditional views of masculinity develop 

aspects of their personality that avoids being viewed as vulnerable or weak, 

and 

• Males who exhibit traits that reject traditional views of masculinity and 

incorporate additional characteristics that embrace emotionality are more 

easily stimulated by knowledge in a college setting.  

In a meta-analysis of 109 studies concerning motivation, Robbins et al. (2004) 

found that academic self-efficacy and achievement motivation were as promising as 

psychosocial and study skill factors for predictors of successful college outcomes. While 
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that study did not include the variable of gender roles, the constructs of self-efficacy and 

motivation are important for retention and areas that need further examination. 

 The connection between academic motivation, goal setting, and masculinity 

characteristics form the bedrock of this research. This research was an examination of 

academic motivation through the lenses of social role theory (Eagly, 1987), personal 

construct theory (Kelly, 1955), and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci 

et al., 1991), as depicted in Figure 5. Each theory may aid researchers through a 

framework of understanding the issue of male student declining success. 

 
Figure 5 

Lenses Through Which to Study Academic Motivation 

 
Note. The self-determination theory (SDT)/social role theory (SRT)/personal construct theory (PCT) lenses 
for academic motivation research. 
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Goal Setting 

 Deci and Ryan (1985) illustrated motivation as a continuum from mechanistic to 

organismic theories. Mechanistic theories postulate that human motivation is a passive 

action directed by external forces (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Deci and Ryan (1985) 

hypothesized that organismic theories involve initiation of behaviors with “intrinsic goals 

and psychological drives” (p. 4). Intrinsically motivated people are motivated because of 

self-satisfaction and not necessarily due to the resultant external byproducts associated 

with the goal satisfaction (Deci et al., 1991). Extrinsic motivation involves the seeking an 

external reward (Deci et al., 1991; Matosic et al., 2014).  

Self-determination theory espouses the process or action behind being motivated 

is a personal choice (Deci et al., 1991). The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) 

correlates with other motivation scales, supports self-determination theory (Vallerand et 

al., 1992, 1993), and correlates with the self-determination theory continuum. AMS 

validates the intrinsic and extrinsic general motivation classifications (Vallerand et al., 

1993). 

Masculinity and Achievement 

A link has been established between masculinity, particularly hegemonic 

masculinity, and dominance or power over other people (Haywood & Mac an Ghaill, 

2012; Levant et al., 2013; Parent & Moradi, 2009). However, many men struggle with the 

perception of being powerless, and this hegemonic masculinity paradox results in 

irritation, confusion, and disbelief (Mankowski & Maton, 2010). These perceptions 

aggregate and create conflict or struggle related to self-identity and purpose (O’Neil, 
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1981b, 2015; Wong et al., 2017). Social role theory informs this struggle by accentuating 

the differences and similarities of male and female behavior as influenced by sex-based 

role beliefs, which causes differences in the perception of what is a male’s and what is a 

female’s social role in society (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2012). Personal construct 

theory examines how those perceptions form (Kelly, 1955). The personal experiences, 

memories, and actions cause individuals to construct what it means to be them and how 

they perceive the world around them (Kelly, 1955). 

Several research studies have provided evidence of a possible link between 

masculinity and academic performance. Ward (2014) performed a two-year ethnographic 

study of nearly 38 working-class, young males in a postindustrial community. Ward 

(2014) found the academically successful young males experienced complex struggles 

with acceptance of positive academic performance and the expected working-class 

masculinities.  

 Similar outcomes have been researched in other postindustrial settings (Ingram, 

2011). Rogers et al.’s (2017) research of 280 sixth-grade male and female students led 

them to conclude that conformity to traditional masculinity precepts “can compromise 

psychological and academic well-being” (p. 709). Santos et al.’s (2013) study of 226 

adolescent males linked reserved behavior patterns and physical roughness with 

decreased math performance. These research efforts show that certain male student 

behaviors specifically link to masculinity norms and correlate to academic performance. 

Relationships exist between academic motivation, academic performance, and 

masculinity, and researchers have used masculinity measurement instruments to 
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determine adherence to traditional masculinity norms (Levant et al., 2015; Pleck, 1995; 

Thompson & Bennett, 2015). Empirical data supports two generations of masculinity 

instruments, including: (a) traditional North American hegemonic philosophies and (b) 

localized masculinities recognizing the varying standards that exist in different 

community groups (Levant et al., 2015; Pleck, 1995; Thompson & Bennett, 2015). This 

study explored the relationships using a validated masculinity measurement instrument. 

Literature Review Summary 

This chapter developed a research-based association between masculinity and 

academic performance via the framework of social role theory, personal construct theory 

and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci et al., 1991; Eagly, 1987; Eagly 

& Karau, 2002; Kelly, 1955). Duda and Nicholls (1992) provided the initial bridge 

between the concepts of goal setting and seeking and striving to be superior to others—

both important concepts of masculinity and academic performance. 

Contemporary studies highlight the potential consequences of declining male 

student academic success at the higher education level (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; 

Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). 

Researchers have called for additional research due to possible affects, including 

socioeconomic position and marriage structrures (Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; 

Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). The literature review related these 

consequences, which have the potential to affect the entire U.S. population (Andronie & 

Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; 

Schwartz & Mare, 2005).  
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The review included an examination of masculinity social development for the 

decades beginning with the 1950s through to the present. The purpose was to understand 

the cultural fabric of society in terms about how men should model their masculinity after 

the postWorld War era. This journey began with the idea that masculinity and femininity 

constructs were socially and culturally assigned between the polar limits consisting of 

limited shared characteristics (Jenkin & Vroegh, 1969; Polk, 1974; Vroegh, 1968). The 

decade-by-decade understanding concluded in the 2000s with the understanding that 

masculinity needs revitalization to move forward from the past monolithic model 

(Beasley, 2008; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Schippers, 2007). A more complex 

model of gender hierarchy with recognition of geographical influences on masculinity 

and inclusion of the specific contexts related to privilege and power emerged (Beasley, 

2008; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Schippers, 2007). 

Psychologist and social researchers have defined three distinct and socially 

derived divisions of masculinity: (a) masculinity ideology, (b) conformity to masculinity 

norms, and (c) gender role conflict (Levant et al., 2015). Researchers have identified 

certain masculinity ideological characteristics present in western culture that serve as 

markers for masculinity characteristics: (a) avoidance of femininity, (b) mechanical skills 

enabled self-reliance, (c) toughness, (d) dominance, (e) sexual importance, and (d) 

emotional restrictiveness (Levant et al., 2013; Parent & Moradi, 2009). Gender role 

conflict is the restrictive psychological state resulting from men’s attempt to adapt to 

masculinity ideological characteristics that place artificial bounds on their experience as 

humans (O’Neil, 2015).  
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The limitation on the human experience was the focus of this research effort. Part 

of the human experience for some men is the pursuit of academic success in higher 

education. Academic achievement involves goal setting and advancing self-superiority 

(Duda & Nicholls, 1992). This research focused on how male students view themselves 

through a masculinity lens and their success in an academic environment.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

In the last 15 years, numerous studies have addressed the gender-based 

differences in higher education success (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; 

Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 

2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). Male students are underperforming in 

higher education settings (Snyder et al., 2018). More women than men are enrolling as 

freshmen in higher education, graduating from institutions, and expanding their career 

interests (Adebayo, 2008).  

Researchers have theorized many reasons for the disparity in higher education 

academic success attained by male students. Some attribute differences in mastery-

oriented versus performance-oriented taxonomy for female and male students, 

respectively (D’Lima et al., 2014). A mastery-oriented approach correlates more 

positively to academic success. Reynolds and Burge (2008) reasoned that female high 

school students’ expectations about their educational attainment potential rose at a faster 

rate than did their male counterparts. Wells et al. (2011) concluded, “[The] social capital 

gap is therefore a substantial part of men’s lower expectations for college and may be 

further exacerbated by the gender differences in the impact that social capital has on 

expectations” (p. 20). A growing body of knowledge is amassing to inform higher 

education about male students’ declining success. Male student underachievement has 
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negatively influenced the overall success of higher education students in the United 

States (DiPrete & Buchmann, 2013). President Obama recognized the general drop in 

higher education degrees and the resulting loss of international higher education 

leadership (DiPrete & Buchmann, 2013). Difficulties with enrollment and graduation 

define a reduction in higher education progress (DiPrete & Buchmann, 2013).  

In a study of how male students form gender subjectivities and aspirations related 

to their access to higher education, Burke (2011) stated, “Masculinity might cause (some) 

boys and men difficulties in developing student dispositions” (p. 173). This may be one 

clue for the reasons that current research highlights male students’ declining success in 

higher education (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; 

Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 

2014; Snyder et al., 2018). This study adds to that body of knowledge as higher education 

attempts to understand the causes and implications. 

The goal of this research was to examine the influence male students’ masculinity 

perception motivation may have on their higher education success. This study provides 

additional data needed to understand the causes for male students’ declining higher 

education success to reverse the degree granting decline and loss of international higher 

education stature. This chapter presents the methodology to accomplish this purpose. It 

begins with a description of the research design and explanation of the epistemology and 

conceptual framework, which provides the rationale for the methodology. Next is a 

reiteration of the guiding quantitative research questions and associated hypotheses, as 

well as the qualitative research questions, followed by participant and site selection 
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criteria. Detailed descriptions of the data collection procedures and instrumentation are 

next, succeeded by a discussion of precautions to ensure validation and offset the impact 

of extraneous variables. The chapter closes with an explanation of data analysis 

techniques and chapter summary. 

Research Design 

Epistemology modifies research methodology, which justifies, guides, and 

evaluates the methods implemented and results in the data available to analyze (Carter & 

Little, 2007). Crotty (1998) explicitly suggested that the researcher should consider the 

“four questions [that] are basic elements of any research process” (p. 2). The questions 

that form the foundation for the research inform the selection of: (a) epistemology, (b) 

theoretical perspective, (c) methodology, and (d) methods (Crotty, 1998). 

The researcher must determine the epistemology that informs the research and 

underpins the theoretical perspective, which guides the methodology and informs the 

methods selected (Crotty, 1998). This concept cannot be resolved in isolation but must 

form a circular feedback loop that results in a spiraling effect and convergence on a 

research framework (Creswell & Clark, 2007; Crotty, 1998; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 

1998). A research study begins with that context or understanding of the knowledge to be 

gained and how that knowledge applies to the reality it addresses (Creswell & Clark, 

2007; Crotty, 1998; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Researchers typically employ a varied 

combination of four epistemological markers in their studies: theory application, research 

paradigm, reflexivity engagement, and power discussion (Gringeri et al., 2013).  
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Pragmatism Paradigm 

Broido and Manning (2002) asserted that the selected epistemology shapes the 

data collected and, thus, the results obtained. This research has its foundation in 

pragmatism. Pragmatists view their surrounding with an eye for exploration and 

discovery, resulting in meaning derived from those discovered experiences (Crotty, 

1998). Canessa and colleagues (2011) observed, “Adaptive learning to the outcomes of 

previous choices can also be elicited by the observation of other people’s outcomes” (p. 

231). Canessa and colleagues (2011) research suggests that students’ experiences and 

their observations of others’ experiences influence their decisions. Masculinity influences 

and experiences may be guiding factors in a student’s development and motivation. The 

truth of who the student is may be different from the appearance of who the student 

appears to be. This study was an exploration of the students’ masculinity truth created 

from multiple sources to determine if that truth influences higher education success. 

Pragmatism has its roots in the constructionism paradigm. Mertens (2014) stated 

that early social science philosophers “rejected the scientific notion that social science 

inquiry was able to access the ‘truth’ about the real world solely by virtue of a single 

scientific method” (p. 35). Mead (1930) explained that the “efficacy [of knowledge] can 

be determined not by its agreement with a pre-existent reality but by its solution of the 

difficulty within which the act finds itself” (p. 224). Mertens (2014) contended that the 

early pragmatism philosophies of Mead, Royce, and Dewey paralleled constructionists’ 

beliefs.  
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Pragmatism additionally supports the use of a mixed-methods research model, 

giving the added benefit of data triangulation (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). The research 

questions for a pragmatic-based, mixed-methods study are central, and they serve a role 

more important than the epistemology or methods (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). A 

pragmatic approach allows the researcher to study topics of personal significance and use 

unconventional methods to potentially make unsuspected discoveries (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 1998). This study approached the issue of declining U.S. higher education 

enrollment and graduation rates through a changing masculinity norms lens. 

Conceptual Framework 

Pragmatism orients the research toward a bearing aligned with useful points of 

connection (Mertens, 2014). Kelly (1955) postulated, “A person constructed by someone 

such as ourselves is a unique combination of dichotomous categorical interpretations” (p. 

300). Those categorical interpretations may provide the useful points of connection 

needed to understand male students’ lack of success (Kelly, 1955; Mertens, 2014). 

George Kelly was not only a pioneer in psychology, but more importantly for this 

research, he was also considered a pioneer in constructivism (Stojnov et al., 2008). 

Kelly’s contemporaries described pragmatism as having its roots in the old 20th-century 

constructivism paradigm (Mead, 1930; Mertens, 2014). While researching lecturer 

motivations, Nicholls (2005) noted, “Kelly’s notion of constructs is useful as it assumes 

that each relies on his/her constructs to plan, regulate and explain his/her actions . . . 

[and] provides a useful source of cues as a means of interpreting an individual’s 

behavior” (p. 614). Kelly postulated that a person’s universe is observed “through 
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transparent patterns or templates which he creates and then attempts to fit over the 

realities of which the world is composed” (pp. 8-9). Masculinity templates, not unlike 

other psychological templates, guide a person to make decisions and chart a course 

through a universe too expansive to navigate without their use (Kelly, 1955). 

Understanding that universe navigation templates may provide clues or insights is useful 

for creating a better fit for higher education success. 

The pathway that leads to the research is the [conceptual framework (Bannister & 

Mair, 1968). The detail and the depth of interpretation come from the study built upon 

that structure. Bannister and Mair (1968) stated that theories “should liberate in the sense 

that they formulate new issues for us to consider, new pathways for us to explore—issues 

and pathways which would not be available to us had not the theory pointed out their 

existence” (p. 3). Personal construct theory (PCT) develops and liberates the exploration 

of male student higher education success. PCT’s template explanation for universe 

understanding provides a framework with which to begin to understand a masculinity 

model with all its interdependencies and potential sources of unintended consequences—

unintended consequences possibly exemplified by lower male student high education 

success. 

Critics of PCT charge that Kelly dealt with the cognitive processes and omitted 

emotional processes (Chiari, 2010). However, Chiari (2010) concluded, “A proper 

understanding of its epistemological assumptions and its notions about personal 

constructs allows one to appreciate Kelly’s decision to deal with emotional experiences in 

terms of constructs related to transition” (p. 259). Threat, fear, anxiety, guilt, aggression, 
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and hostility can be associated with these transitions or emotional impacts (Kelly, 1955). 

These emotions are omnipresent in most students’ lives, including male students. Any 

theory adapted for studying a male student participant group must incorporate both 

cognitive and emotional aspects of their personalities.  

Researchers utilize PCT to view the issue from a myopic point of view, and social 

role theory forces the researcher to open the viewing aperture to understand an issue from 

a wider angle. Social role theory addresses the method of developing gender roles 

through the socially derived and determined social roles (Eagly, 1987). Eagly (1987) 

suggested people develop their specific traits from general societal influences comprised 

of “communal” and “agentic” (p. 16) features. Eagly and Karau (2002) asserted that 

psychological differences and constructed gender roles influence gender behavior in 

people. Natural or psychological differences exist in males and females that form part of 

the gender behavior equation (Bem, 1974; Eagly & Karau, 2002). These include: (a) 

toughness, (b) assertiveness, (c) ambitiousness, (d) competitiveness, (e) helpfulness, (f) 

sensitivity, and (g) compassion (Bem, 1974; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  

Academic motivation has two primary components: (a) goal setting and seeking 

and (b) striving for dominance over others (Duda & Nicholls, 1992). Self-determination 

theory, which addresses the human processes required for controlling personal activities 

to meet goals, formed the framework of this study to understand academic goal setting 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985). Personal construct theory and social role theory together 

encompass the quest to understand need or requirement for specific gender traits 

developed internally and influenced by prescribed roles. The researcher examined the 
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qualitative data of this study through these interpretive lenses as a conceptual framework 

as consistent with mixed methods (Hesse-Biber, 2016). 

Methodology 

The research used a mixed-method, simultaneous, explanatory approach (QUAN 

+ qual) for this research to enrich the results of the study as compared to containing only 

quantitative data. This study on masculinity perception influences on male students 

integrated multiple linear regression quantitative method results with open-ended, 

qualitative questioning, as depicted in Figure 6. Personal construct theory, social role 

theory, and self-determination theory guided the methodology from a pragmatist 

viewpoint. 

Mixed-methods research provides a substantial research foundation to examine 

complex problems and interactions that benefit from quantitative and qualitative blending 

(Creswell & Clark, 2007).  The research questions remain central to the study, and the 

pursuit of a mixed-method approach cannot detract from that goal (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 1998). Another advantage of the mixed-method approach is that it offers a venue 

to support inferences drawn from the collected data that is difficult to obtain from 

utilizing a sole method of study (Luyt, 2012).  
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Figure 6 

Research Design 
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Although undefined before the 1950s, researchers conceptualized the need for 

mixed methods methodology. Campbell and Fiske (1959) postulated,   

In contrast with the single operationalism now dominant in psychology, we are 

advocating a multiple operationalism, a convergent operationalism . . . , a 

methodological triangulation . . . , an operational delineation . . . , a convergent 

validation. (p. 101) 

Mixed-methods research is becoming widely utilized in the fields of healthcare and social 

and behavioral sciences (Hesse-Biber, 2016; Simpson, 2011).  

Four rationales for conducting mixed-methods research are (a) participant 

enrichment, (b) instrument fidelity, (c) treatment integrity, and (d) significance 

enhancement (Collins et al., 2006). Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) stated, “This emphasis 

on divergent results often provides greater insight into complex aspects of a phenomenon, 

which can then lead to a more in-depth investigation of previously unexplored aspects of 

that phenomenon” (p. 10). Missing the opportunity to explore unexplored aspects of a 

phenomenon would tell a story with an incomplete ending. The individual texture and 

context of a qualitative study can be united with the practical results of quantitative 

research. Morse (2003) claimed using a mixed-method approach allowed for a more 

complete and more detailed picture of human behavior. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses Reiterated 

Accepted practice for mixed-methods research questions formation includes 

adding quantitative, qualitative, and data-mixing topics requiring complex sampling 
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(Creswell & Clark, 2007; Kemper et al., 2003). The following research questions and 

hypothesis guided this study: 

1. Is there a relationship between male students’ masculinity perceptions and 

academic success at a university with low male student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between academic motivation and academic success at 

an institution with low male student achievement?  

The associated hypotheses are: 

H1: There is a relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

H0: There is no relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscale and academic success in a college or university. 

H2: There is a relationship between male students’ academic motivation subscales 

and academic success in a college or university. 

H0: There is no relationship between male students’ academic motivation 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

The qualitative research questions are: 

1. What aspects of male students’ views of their masculinity characteristics 

contribute to their perceived role in society? 

2. How do male students describe characteristics that contribute and motivate 

them for higher education success? 

3. How do male students perceive their role in society and the relationship with 

higher education success? 
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Participants and Site Selection 

After securing approval from the institutional review boards (IRBs) of Mercer 

University (see Appendix A) and the study university site, the researcher contacted 

potential participants via a site university faculty liaison. The potential participants were 

solicited by the university liaison and requested to provide anonymous data via a 

demographic questionnaire, the Male Role Norms Inventory—Short Form (MRNI-SF) 

instrument (Levant et al., 2013), Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) (Vallerand et al., 

1992). The participants signed a web-based informed consent form to participate in the 

study (see Appendix B). The researcher did not collect any names or other identifying 

participant information. The researcher treated the participant anonymous responses as 

confidential study data and thus protected from inadvertent disclosure. 

The sampling strategy was criterion sampling for both the quantitative and 

qualitative study stages. Selection of the institution was based on described criteria and 

participants were male undergraduates of that institution accessed through a faculty 

liaison (Patton, 2014). Probability sampling was not used in this research, as there was 

not a way to randomize participants using either mechanical or electronic methods 

(Singleton et al., 1988). 

The researcher investigated the masculinity and motivational perceptions of male 

higher education students at a southeastern U.S. university. Higher education institutions 

in the United States were considered for this study if at least 200 male students graduated 

the college or university in the 2016 academic year (Snyder et al., 2018). The researcher 

examined the educational statistics for those initially qualifying institutions in detail to 
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determine the institution that best represented the issue of male student declining 

academic success using a criterion sampling (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System, [IPEDS], 2017; Patton, 2014). A Graduation Performance Index (GPI) was 

calculated as a measure of academic success based on incoming students and graduating 

students. The GPI is the ratio of graduates completing their studies in at least six years to 

the number of incoming first-time students in the same academic year (GPI = year (201x) 

graduating seniors/year (201x) 1st-year students). The researcher considered only students 

enrolled as fulltime students. This delimitation of the study understandably excluded 

males that decided not to attend a university or those male students that might have 

already exited the university. 

Figure 7 illustrates the GPI for U.S. male and female students between 2012 and 

2016. The general trends of male and female student GPI are similar. Male student GPI is 

offset at a level approximately 20% lower than female student GPI. This offset trend 

agrees with other analyses of higher education male student performance (Adebayo, 

2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Charles & Bradley, 2002; 

Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 

2014).  
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Figure 7 

U.S. Higher Education Graduation Performance, 2012-2016 

 
Note. The two data curves depict the changes in male and female Graduation Performance Index in U.S. 
postsecondary education institutions between 2012 and 2016. Data derived from “Use the Data,” by 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2017. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 

Male students from U.S. higher education institutions were further examined to 

determine a candidate institution for the study. The ideal study institution would exhibit 

pronounced lower levels of male student success or decline. The researcher divided the 

United Sates geographically into seven regions for this analysis, as shown in Table 3. The 

purpose of geographic analysis was to prevent choosing an anomalous institution in an 

otherwise well-performing region of the United States.  
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Table 3 

United States Regional Analysis Basis 

Northeast Mid-Atlantic Midwest Northwest Southeast Southwest West 
Connecticut District of 

Columbia 
Iowa Idaho Alabama Arizona California 

Massachusetts Delaware Illinois Montana Arkansas Colorado Nevada 
Maine Maryland Indiana Oregon Florida Texas Hawaii 
New 
Hampshire 

New Jersey Kansas Washington Georgia New 
Mexico 

 

Vermont New York Kentucky Wyoming Louisiana Oklahoma  
 Pennsylvania Michigan  Alaska Mississippi Utah  
 Rhode Island Minnesota  North 

Carolina 
  

 Virginia Missouri  South 
Carolina 

  

 West 
Virginia 

North 
Dakota 

 Tennessee   

  Nebraska     
  Ohio     
  South 

Dakota 
    

  Wisconsin     
 
 

The researcher examined the GPI of the seven U.S. regions using the aggregate of 

all institutions that graduated at least 200 male students in 2016 within each region as 

shown in Figure 8, which also illustrates the resulting data for the regions. The Southwest 

and Southeast regions exemplify the lowest regional GPI, maintaining a less than or equal 

to 0.25 ratio for the academic years 2012 to 2016. This study focused on the Southeast 

region given the relative ease of access for the researcher and the similarity of 

performance. 
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Figure 8 

U.S. Higher Education Male Graduation Performance 

 
Note. The data curves depict the changes in Graduation Performance Index for the seven United States 
region’s postsecondary education institutions between 2012 and 2016.  Data derived from “Use the Data,” 
by Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2017. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 

Figure 9 displays the male graduation performance for the Southeast region’s 

qualifying institutions. The data curves depict the changes in GPI for the Southeast 

postsecondary education institutions between 2012 and 2016. Georgia stands out due to 

its continued steady decline since 2013, falling from second-best performing to fourth-

best performing school. All the other states in the region had experienced an increase in 

GPI since 2012. The researcher chose Georgia as the site for this study. 
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Figure 9 

Southeast Higher Education Male Graduation Performance 

 
Note. The data curves depict the changes in Graduation Performance Index for the Southeast region’s 
postsecondary education institutions between 2012 and 2016.  Data derived from “Use the Data,” by 
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2017. National Center for Education Statistics. 
  

 
Figure 10 depicts the institutions in Georgia that the researcher considered for this 

study. Two institutions in Georgia, Site H and I, had exhibited lower GPI when compared 

to all other regional institutions in 2015 and 2016. The researcher chose students from 

Site J for this research study. Site J was targeted for this study due to its low GPI and the 

access to a potential study population. 2012-2014 data was not available for Site J from 

IPEDS.  
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Figure 10 

Georgia Higher Education Male Graduation Performance 

 
Note. The data curves depict the changes in Graduation Performance Index for Georgia’s postsecondary 
education institutions between 2012 and 2016.  Data derived from “Use the Data,” by Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System, 2017. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 

Site J Fall 2017 undergraduate enrollment consisted of 47.5% female students and 

52.5% male success (IPEDS, 2017). This institutional gender distribution is dissimilar to 

the 2017 national distribution of 59.1% female and 40.9% male (IPEDS, 2017). The GPI 

for female and male student at Site J is illustrated in Figure 11. Male students at Site J 

had been experiencing static GPI for 2015 and 2016. 
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Figure 11 

Site J Graduation Performance 

 
Note. The data curves depict the changes in Graduation Performance Index for female and male students at 
Site J between 2012 and 2016.  Data derived from “Use the Data,” by Integrated Postsecondary Education 
Data System, 2017. National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
 

The recommended number of participants in a quantitative regression analysis 

study is related to the number of independent variables used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2017). 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2017) suggested three formulas for determining the proper 

number of participants: 

1. Number of participants > 50 + (8 * (number of independent variables)), 

2. Number of participants > 104 + (number of independent variables), 

3. Number of participants > 20 * (number of independent variables). 
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Implementation of the Tabachnick and Fidell (2017) formulas resulted in the 

recommended number of participants to be > 66 to 106. This study targeted 200 students 

for the quantitative regression analysis. The study commenced during the Spring 2020 

semester at Site J. 

The researcher requested distribution of a data questionnaire by the study site 

institution faculty liaison to the target male student population. The data questionnaire 

included basic demographic characterization information, a peer-reviewed masculinity 

perception instrument, an academic motivation instrument, and open-ended questions. 

The questionnaire results provided a broad categorization of the students based on 

academic performance and binary gender parameters in addition to study specific data.  

Data Collection  

Data collection in this mixed-methods research study was conducted 

simultaneously. The researcher utilized quantitative survey instruments to generate data. 

The researcher also collected qualitative data in the form of open-ended questions. The 

following sections describe the quantitative data collection and instruments and the 

qualitative data collection. 

Quantitative Data Collection 

The initial sampling was purposive sampling to gain access to all generally 

qualifying students who were male fulltime undergraduate students. The researcher 

solicited a male student subsample from the institution’s male undergraduate student 

population using a purposeful random sampling technique. The researcher solicited 

students through distribution by the site institution faculty liaison a questionnaire that 



89 

 

requested demographic information, Dean’s List semester numbers, academic probation 

status, and athletic participation. Those students were also requested to complete the 

Male Role Norms Inventory—Short Form (MRNI-SF) masculinity instrument (Levant et 

al., 2013) and the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) (Vallerand et al., 1992) to collect 

data about the masculinity perceptions of the participants and their self-identified 

academic motivation. The researcher administered this inventory assessment to all 

participants in the study to gauge their expectations and constraints of masculinity with 

the backdrop of traditional Western influenced masculinity concepts (Levant et al., 2013; 

Levant et al., 2016; Levant & Richmond, 2008; Pleck, 1995). These scales comprised the 

independent variable data the researcher quantitatively analyzed for relationships with 

student-reported achievement.  

Male Role Norms Instrument—Short Form (MRNI-SF) 

This study focused on those characteristics of masculinity that society determines 

are consistent with societal norms or are not consistent. Acceptable masculinity 

characteristics have been changing is recent decades. The researcher considered several 

masculinity instruments for this research. The consideration factors included peer-

reviewed journal publication, questionnaire length, Cronbach’s alpha, and focus. 

Each person’s concept of their masculinity or femininity depends on their 

characteristics or qualities either consciously or unconsciously maintained (Hoffman, 

2001). Early masculinity measurement instruments, generally developed to study the 

male aspects of social behavior, ignored females or any gender condition other than 

bipolar (Marsh et al., 1989; Thompson et al., 1992). Marsh and colleagues (1989) 
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concluded that best-fitting early models featured androgynous factors in addition to a 

bipolar gender aspect. Thompson et al. (1992) focused on instruments developed between 

the early 1970s and the early 1990s that targeted attitude ideologies and the ways males 

experience their gender. The most reliable instruments include global masculinity, global 

femininity, and global masculinity femininity factors, which only began to surface 25 

years ago (Marsh et al., 1989). 

Two generations of masculinity instruments supported by empirical data exist, 

including traditional North American hegemonic philosophies and localized masculinities 

recognizing the varying standards that exists in different community groups (Levant et 

al., 2015; Pleck, 1995; Thompson & Bennett, 2015). An important distinction between 

gender orientation and the social norms influenced masculinity is necessary (Pleck, 1995; 

Thompson & Bennett, 2015). Desired social constructs of masculinity can be used to 

make a distinction between what is male and what is female, or social norms can be fluid 

with no definitive standard of masculinity (Thompson & Bennett, 2015). Accepted 

instruments to measure masculinity focus on the desired social constructs view of 

masculinity (Thompson & Bennett, 2015). 

The MRNI was developed to provide an instrument to measure the expectations 

and constraints associated with conforming to the traditional Western cultural masculinity 

concepts (Levant & Richmond, 2008; Levant et al., 2013; Levant et al., 2016; Pleck, 

1995). Pleck and Connell’s hegemonic masculinity research, or what came to be referred 

to as hegemony, spurred growth of several scales meant to measure masculinity ideology 

(Levant & Richmond, 2008). Researchers questioned the validity and completeness of the 
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Brannon Masculinity Scale (BMS) to describe the full scale of qualities utilized to 

describe Western masculinity (Gerdes et al., 2017; Levant et al., 1992). Levant et al. 

(1992) noted that sexual attitudes about the gay lifestyle and related issues with free sex 

were missing from the instrument. The MRNI was constructed to consider the method 

males interpret the traditional cultural beliefs and incorporate them into their belief 

system (Levant et al., 2010). 

The original MRNI comprised a 57-item scale based on eight factors, as shown in 

Figure 12 (Gerdes et al., 2017; Levant et al., 2010). Results of the MRNI were intended 

to be recorded as the mean for each of the subscales and a mean of the subscales as a 

group, which is labeled the Traditional Masculinity Ideology Scale (Gerdes et al., 2017). 

 
Figure 12 

Male Role Norms Instrument (MRNI) Scale Factors 

                                      
 
 
Critics raised concerns about the MRNI’s ability to account for the difference 

between a male understanding the societal prescription for masculinity and the reality of 

nonconformance to those understood behaviors (Levant et al., 2010). Several MRNI-

based studies revealed some its subscales had questionable reliability; therefore, they 

Avoidance of Femininity 
Fear and Hated of Homosexuals 

Self-Reliance 
Aggression 

Achievement Status 
Nonrelational Attitudes Toward Sexuality 

Restrictive Emotionality 
Nontraditional Attitudes Toward Masculinity 
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were subsequently dropped from data collection (Levant et al., 2007). Many of the terms 

and associations used in the MRNI became outdated and no longer relevant (Levant et al., 

2007). 

However, subsequent, numerous iterations of the MRNI improved its 

measurement invariance and psychometric properties, including the MRNI Revised 

(MRNI-R) (Gerdes et al., 2017). Measurement invariance is the ability of a measurement 

instrument to minimize the variability of results from one group to another (Gerdes et al., 

2017). The MRNI-R, developed to overcome limitations of the original MRNI, expanded 

the masculinity ideology dimensions (Levant et al., 2010). Figure 13 lists the associated 

MRNI-R factors (Levant et al., 2007).  

 
Figure 13 

Male Role Norms Instrument Revised (MRNI-R) Scale Factors 

                                      
 
 

Levant determined that a shorter version of the MRNI was necessary to provide a 

masculinity instrument with good psychometric properties that respondents could 

complete quickly (Levant et al., 2013). Levant et al.’s (2010) study of other masculinity 

measurement instruments and MRNI-R resulted in evidence of concurrent validity if 

Avoidance of Femininity 
Fear and Hated of Homosexuals 

Self-Reliance 
Aggression 
Dominance 

Nonrelational Attitudes Toward Sexuality 
Restrictive Emotionality 
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compared to the Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory, Gender Role Conflict Scale, 

and Normative Male Alexithymia Scale. Levant et al. (2013) found evidence of 

discriminant validity from the nonsignificant correlation with the Masculinity Scale of 

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Rosenberg et al., 2017; Spence & Helmreich, 

1979). The Masculinity Scale of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire targeted the 

measurement of personality qualities specific to an individual, as opposed to the 

masculinity expectations society superimposes on the development of individual 

masculinity (Levant et al., 2013).    

Analysis performed on the MRNI-R to determine the highest loading factor items 

corresponding to each of the seven subscales yielded the strongest loaded items (Levant 

et al., 2010). This analysis was utilized to select the three highest loaded items for each of 

the seven subscales (Levant et al., 2013). The MRNI-Short Form (MRNI-SF) generated 

from the referenced analysis to target the intended masculinity construct and avoid 

redundancies that existed in the MRNI and MRNI-R (Levant et al., 2013). Table 4 lists 

the subscales and items examined in the MRNI-SF (Levant et al., 2013). 
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Table 4 

MRNI-SF Subscales and Items 

Subscales Items 

Avoidance of 
Femininity 

A man should never admit when others hurt his feelings. 
Men should be detached in emotionally charged situations. 
Men should not be too quick to tell others that they care about them. 

Fear and Hatred of 
Homosexuals 

Homosexuals should never marry. 
All homosexual bars should be closed down. 
Homosexuals should never kiss in public. 

Self-Reliance 
Men should have home improvement skills. 
Men should be able to fix most things around the house. 
A man should know how to repair his car if it should break down. 

Aggression 
It is important for a man to take risks, even if he might get hurt. 
When the going gets tough, men should get tough. 
I think a young man should try to be physically tough, even if he’s 
not big. 

Dominance 
The President of the U.S. should always be a man. 
Men should be the leader in any group. 
A man should always be the boss. 

Nonrelational 
Attitudes toward 
Sexuality 

Men should always like to have sex. 
A man should not turn down sex. 
A man should always be ready for sex. 

Restrictive 
Emotionality 

A man should never admit when others hurt his feelings. 
Men should be detached in emotionally charged situations. 
Men should not be too quick to tell others that they care about them. 

 
 
The MRNI-SF uses a 7-point Likert scale spanning the response spectrum from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (Levant et al., 2013). The research conducted by 

Levant et al. (2016) indicated MRNI-SF subscale Cronbach alphas from .82 to .89 and 

instrument total score with .94. 

Recent studies utilizing MRNI-SF cited its applicability to various aspects of male 

psychology. Lease et al. (2018) studied the health promotion models incorporating 

physical activity, stress management, and health responsibility. Lease et al. (2018) 
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attempted to determine the differences of the effects of the models on African American 

and Caucasian males but found no differences between the two classifications.  

Prior masculinity instruments, which were restricted to understanding how males 

view or relate to conventional masculinity beliefs, were missing sexual attitudes about the 

gay lifestyle and related issues with free sex (Levant et al.). McDermott et al. (2017) 

analyzed six independent research studies from 2013 to 2015 in which the MRNI-SF was 

utilized with 6,744 participants and concluded the instrument provided configural 

invariance for measuring masculinity perceptions based on traditional masculinity 

ideology across different cultures. Configural invariance is realized if the parameters do 

not change across unlike groups (Hong et al., 2003). 

Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) 

The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) is based on the English translation of the 

French Echelle de Motivation en Education (EME) scale (Vallerand et al., 1992). The 

scale is a measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation 

(Vallerand et al., 1992). Table 5 details the types of motivation and the intended 

categorization within those three types.  

 
Table 5 

Academic Motivation Subscales and Items 

Intrinsic Motivation Extrinsic Motivation Amotivation 

To Know External - 
To Accomplish Things Introjected - 
To Experience Stimulation Identified - 

Note. AMS provides no additional categorization for Amotivation. 
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Each of these subscales is further subdivided into a 28-item survey based on a 7-point 

Likert scale. The goal-setting aspect of academic motivation is prominent for a student 

when his extrinsic motivation is enabled (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Vallerand et al. (1992) computed the Pearson correlation among the subscales 

shown in Table 5. The researchers solicited the AMS responses from 217 junior college 

male and female students in Canada. Vallerand et al. (1992) found high positive 

correlation among the intrinsic motivation subscales, and correlations were high negative 

between subscales that spanned the motivation continuum. The Vallerand et al. (1992) 

study demonstrated acceptable levels of concurrent and construct validity. 

Qualitative Data Collection 

The qualitative segment of the study provided additional context and detail to the 

results of the quantitative sement MRNI-SF data analyzed by a multiple regression 

technique. The researcher used the responses to open-ended questions to extract views on 

masculinity and academic motivation at a deeper level than revealed during the 

quantitative portion (Kvale & Brinkman, 2015). Quantitative methods usually focus on 

group-descriptive statistics and provide inferences about group phenomena. The voices of 

individual participants cannot be heard in a quantitative study alone, and qualitative 

questions’ responses with participants can overcome this deficiency (Ivankova et al., 

2007). The methodology and selected methods described for this research effort resulted 

in a multilevel model variant of a triangulation design (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 

The intent of the open-ended questions was to provide interpretive triangulation 

of respondent’s answers related to traditional masculinity ideology, their perceived role in 
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society, and their motivations for academic success. In other words, the questions were 

developed to extract deeper meaning from the quantitative results. The open-ended 

qualitative questions that the researcher asked of each participant were: 

Q1: What masculinity characteristics do you believe contribute to your role in 

society? 

Q2: How do you believe academic success relates to your role in society? 

Q3: What motivates you to succeed with your education? 

Data Analysis 

A mixed-methods study has quantitative and qualitative methods that require 

different data analysis techniques (Creswell & Clark, 2007). The end goal of this analysis 

is to answer the mixed-methods integration questions (Creswell & Clark, 2007). The 

following sections describe the data analysis techniques for the data collection, followed 

by a second analysis for triangulation. 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

Quantitative data analysis utilized the participant results from the MRNI-SF and 

AMS. The researcher statistically analyzed resulting data by multiple regression analysis 

using Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS). The data available for analysis were 

in the form of categorical and continuous data, and the first order relationships among the 

independent variables were presumed to be known. The researcher performed a multiple 

linear regression analysis using a hierarchical approach. Independent variables included 

for analysis were ethnicity, socioeconomic status, academic class, expected graduation 

year, Dean’s List semester numbers, academic probation status, and athletic participation. 
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The dependent variable was originally intended to be students’ self-reported GPA but due 

to data limitations the dependent variable was adjusted to include Dean’s List attainment 

in the first order. 

It is important to control for extraneous variables to reduce the potential for 

unaccounted for effects on the dependent variable and potentially the independent 

variables. The students’ regions of residence could be considered extraneous for this 

analysis because they are not limited by the university’s applicant selection process. They 

may be predictors of success but may be due to many reasons. Other extraneous variables 

to consider for this study were parental influences and ethnic background. The researcher 

incorporated ethnicity into the analysis as a method of control.  

The researcher controlled parental influence by statistical control to randomize the 

selection of participants (Street, 1995). The effects of parental influence have an equal 

effect on all members of the group. This statistical control assumes equalization across 

the variables related to their effect on the dependent variable. 

The quantitative data analysis began by preparing the data for analysis. The 

researcher placed the raw data into an EXCEL computer file for initial cleaning (Creswell 

& Clark, 2007). The researcher then checked the MRNI-SF raw data for entry or 

translation errors, recoded as required for confidentiality and assigned special variables 

necessary for entry into SPSS (Creswell & Clark, 2007). Scatterplots of the study 

variables provided additional guidance to inform the analysis methodology selected. Any 

missing data from student responses were estimated using the SPSS multiple imputation 

procedure.  
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Qualitative Data Analysis 

The researcher analyzed participants’ responses to three open-ended questions. 

Neuman (2002) explained that the qualitative data analysis consists of a systematic 

method for drawing out ideas, themes, and concepts. The researcher performed the 

inductive coding process in two stages: initial coding and creating conceptual categories 

(Creswell, 2007; Neuman, 2002; Saldaña, 2015). The initial coding pass reduced the raw 

response data into manageable initial codes (Creswell, 2007; Neuman, 2002). The 

purpose of the initial coding is not specific; rather it is a coding phase for the researcher 

to immerse himself into the data and become familiar with its nuances (Saldaña, 2015). 

The second pass coding, or categorical coding, deductively clustered the initial codes into 

higher-level, related categories aligned with the scales (Neuman, 2002). The researcher 

utilized the NVivo software tool for data organization and retrieval to facilitate these 

coding steps. 

Mixed Methods Data Analysis 

The mixed methods data analysis integrated the resulting themes from the 

qualitative data analysis and the statistical results of the quantitative data analysis. This 

integration resulted in a rich description of the masculinity perceptions of quantitative 

results. The study overlaid the thematic descriptions from qualitative findings on the 

categorized results of quantitative phase, adding masculinity dimension to the research 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 
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Validation 

The researcher addressed two questions when considering validity and reliability 

of data collected for this study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Tashakkori and Teddlie 

(1998) suggested a researcher ask themselves, “Am I truly measuring/recording what I 

intend to measure/record rather than something else . . . [and] . . .  assuming that I am 

measuring/recording what is intended, is my measurement/recording without error?” (p. 

89). 

The research answered these two questions for the quantitative portion by 

addressing content validity. Content validity is required to constrain the definition space 

of the masculinity construct to include all ideas that influence male students (Neuman, 

2002). The researcher utilized a masculinity instrument with established validity. Levant 

and colleagues (2016) conducted a study of 484 community residing and college males 

and determined the MRNI-SF subscale Cronbach alphas to be from .82 to .89 and the 

total instrument score with .94. In this study, the researcher used Cronbach’s alpha to 

understand the unidimensionality of the influences of masculinity perception on higher 

education success of males (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Cronbach (1951) found “no 

validity and factor analysis can be interpreted without some appropriate estimate of the 

magnitude of the error of measurement” (p. 297). 

The researcher established validity in the qualitative portion of the study to add 

authenticity to the quantitative findings by providing detailed and truthful context from 

the viewpoint of the participants (Neuman, 2002). The researcher employed techniques to 

ensure the trustworthiness of the qualitative phase data (Glesne, 2015). The methods 
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utilized by the researcher for this study included triangulation, peer review and 

clarification of researcher bias (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

The use of a mixed-methods approach to the study inherently provides for 

triangulation by utilizing multiple research methods to substantiate the results 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). The researcher utilized other academics to peer review his 

findings. Regarding researcher bias, the researcher was a white male interested in this 

study because understanding higher education trends in student success decline, without 

regard to the classification or categorization of the student group, deserves scrutiny.  

Reporting Results 

The researcher reported the results of this simultaneous explanatory mixed-

methods study, taking care to provide reading aids and interpretation tables due to the 

complexity of a mixed-methods study (Ivankova et al., 2007). Quantitative results are 

displayed with graphical representations of the MRNI-SF masculinity instrument data 

and the SPSS multiple regression outputs, including frequency distributions, correlations, 

and other relevant statistical data (Neuman, 2002). The researcher avoided excessive 

detail and data to reduce confusion and increase clarity (Newman, 2002). Integrated 

results are discussed separately (Ivankova et al., 2007). To provide context to the 

quantitative results, qualitative findings include summarized thematic content and 

quotations of participant responses. Mixed method results are presented with integration 

tables defined by the theoretical framework and textual representations of the 

participants’ interviews to maintain the confidentiality of the participants. 



102 

 

Summary 

This chapter described the methodology and conceptual framework that served as 

the foundation for this mixed-methods research. This research of masculinity perception 

influences on male student higher education success incorporated a multi-phase approach 

for the quantitative, qualitative, and integrative components. The quantitative segment 

employed the MRNI-SF masculinity instrument and AMS to assess the masculinity 

perceptions and academic motivations of male students. Qualitative open-ended questions 

in the survey served as triangulation. The integrative segment utilized the major themes 

and descriptions of masculinity perceptions from the qualitative phase to provide added 

context to the statistical results of the quantitative phase.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This chapter details the results of a study to determine if a relationship exists 

between higher education male students’ perceptions of traditional masculinity, 

motivation for academic pursuits motivation and the students’ academic success. The 

view provided by this study is through the lens of social role theory (Eagly, 1987), 

personal construct theory (Kelly, 1955), and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 

1985). A mixed-methods, exploratory methodology was utilized to attempt to discover 

possible links to male students’ academic success. The results are presented for the 

quantitative, qualitative, and analysis synthesis phases of this study. 

Review of Quantitative Research Questions 

The research questions for this study of male undergraduate college students 

addressed possible links between student self-perceptions of their masculinity, academic 

motivation and academic success. They were as follows: 

1. Is there a relationship between male students’ masculinity perceptions and 

academic success at a university with low male student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between academic motivation and academic success at 

an institution with low male student achievement? 

Study Hypotheses 

The hypotheses considered by this study were the following: 
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H1: There is a relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

H0: There is no relationship between male students’ masculinity perception 

subscale and academic success in a college or university. 

H2: There is a relationship between male students’ academic motivation subscales 

and academic success in a college or university. 

H0: There is no relationship between male students’ academic motivation 

subscales and academic success in a college or university. 

Respondents 

During the Spring 2020 semester, 76 male, undergraduate, full-time students at a 

Southeastern U.S. university that had recently experienced a low graduation rate for male 

undergraduate students responded anonymously to a questionnaire. The researcher 

considered an initial survey of all U.S. universities with the number of 2016-2019 male 

student graduates greater than 200 per year. An initial analysis of all qualifying 

institutions resulted in the selection of the study site university. The questionnaire 

included general demographic questions, the Male Role Norms Inventory—Short Form 

(MRNI-SF) masculinity instrument (Levant et al., 2013) and the Academic Motivation 

Scale (AMS) (Vallerand et al., 1992) to collect masculinity perception, academic 

motivation, and academic success data from the students. The researcher analyzed the 

data of 76 respondents and removed the data of 11 respondents due to no or minimal 

response. 
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Analysis Results 

This section presents the data analysis of quantitative and qualitive results. 

Addressed first are the quantitative survey results of the MRNI-SF and AMS surveys. 

Lastly are the qualitative analyses of the open-ended questions answered by respondents. 

Quantitative Results 

Initially, 76 respondents volunteered to provide input to the study through 

participation in the online questionnaire. Each respondent received a sequential 

Respondent ID to provide the anonymity required for the data collection. Some 

respondents began providing data through the questionnaire but provided limited 

demographic data and no MRNI-SF or AMS data. The lack of MRNI-SF and AMS 

responses resulted in the removal of the data of 11 respondents. Table 6 lists the variables 

collected and used in the study. 

 
Table 6 

Study Variables 

Study Variable Variable Type Variable Description 
Dean’s List Dependent Reported Dean’s List semesters 
Ethnicity Independent Reported ethnicity 
Socioeconomic Independent Reported socioeconomic position 
Standing Independent Reported academic class 
Probation Independent Reported academic probation status 
Graduation Independent Reported expected graduation year 
Athletics Independent Reported NCAA athletics participation 
MRNISFQ01-21 Independent MRNI-SF questions 1-21 
AMS28CEGEPQ01-21 Independent AMS questions 1-28 
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Demographic Information 

The 65 respondents used in this study consisted of students from all academic 

classes of the site university. Additional demographic information collected included 

ethnicity, socioeconomic position, academic probation experience, expected graduation 

year, and collegiate athletics participation. Tables 7-12 display the demographic data 

statistics. 

 
Table 7 

Respondent Ethnicity Distribution 

Ethnicity Percent 

Hispanic or Latino 9.2 
Not Hispanic or Latino 89.2 
Not Disclosed 1.5 

 
 
Table 8 

Respondent Socioeconomic Position Distribution 

Socioeconomic Position Percent 

High 13.8 
Middle 76.9 
Lower 9.2 

 
 
Table 9 

Respondent Athletic Participation Distribution 

Athletic Participation Percent 

Yes 13.8 
No 84.6 



107 

 

Table 10 

Respondent Academic Class Distribution 

Academic Class Percent 

Freshman 13.8 
Sophomore 30.8 
Junior 20.0 
Senior 35.4 

 
 
Table 11 

Respondent Academic Probation Distribution 

Academic Probation Percent 

On 3.1 
Off 96.9 

 

Table 12 

Respondent Expected Graduation Year Distribution 

Expected Graduation Year Percent 

2020 23.1 
2021 30.8 
2022 33.8 
2023 10.8 
2024    1.5 

 
 
Data Preparation 

The data collected from the student questionnaire contained relatively complete 

ordinal and discrete data. The dependent variable was derived from respondents’ discrete 

and free response data. The responses to the open-ended questions required an initial 
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analysis to add contextual richness to the quantitative analysis. Six of the 65 respondents 

did not provide input for the AMS portion of the questionnaire. Those missing data 

required estimation techniques before multiple regression using a SPSS multiple 

imputation procedure. 

Dependent Variable 

The proposed dependent variable for this study was a measure of the students’ 

academic success. The original data collection concept for the study was to receive 

student GPAs from the study institution. However, because the study institution did not 

grant access to student GPA, the researcher devised an alternative plan to collect self-

reported GPA information from the student via the study questionnaire. The GPA 

question did not appear in the questionnaire; instead, the study questionnaire asked the 

respondents to report Dean’s List attainment and academic class. An imputation method 

was necessary to derive the academic success dependent variable from the data collected. 

MRNI-SF Subscales Independent Variables 

The researcher used the independent variables MRNISFQ01-21 to calculate the 

MRNI-SF subscale independent variables MRNISFSS1-7 and MRNISFSSIF. These 

calculations were established by the MRNI-SF, as depicted in Table 13.  
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Table 13 

Masculinity Role Norms Instrument-Short Form (MRNI-SF) Subscales 

Independent 
Variable Variable Description Equation 

MRNISFSS1 Avoidance of Femininity M(MRNISFQ04:08:10) 
MRNISFSS2 Negativity toward Sexual Minorities M(MRNISFQ01:5:13) 
MRNISFSS3 Self-Reliance through Mechanical Skills M(MRNISFQ06:07:14) 
MRNISFSS4 Toughness M(MRNISFQ17:19:20) 
MRNISFSS5 Dominance M(MRNISFQ02:03:12) 
MRNISFSS6 Importance of Sex M(MRNISFQ09:11:18) 
MRNISFSS7 Restrictive Emotionality M(MRNISFQ15:16:21) 
MRNISFIF General Traditional Masculinity Ideology M(MRNISFQ01:08:10) 

Note. The MRNI-SF instrument consists of 21 individual questions which were part of the study 
questionnaire. M(MRNISFQx:y:z) is equal to the mean of MRNI-SF Question x and MRNI-SF Question y 
and MRNI-SF Question z). 
 
 
AMS Subscales Independent Variables  

The independent variables AMS28CEGEP01-28 were used to calculate the AMS 

subscale independent variables. These calculations were established by the AMS as 

depicted in Table 14.  
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Table 14 

Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) Subscales 

Independent 
Variable Variable Description Equation 

IMTOKNOW Intrinsic Motivation—to know M(AMS28CEGEPQ02:09:16:23) 

IMTOWARD 
Intrinsic Motivation—toward 

accomplishment M(AMS28CEGEPQ06:13:20:27) 

IMTOEXP 
Intrinsic Motivation—to experience 

stimulation M(AMS28CEGEPQ04:11:18:25) 

EMIDENT Extrinsic Motivation—identified M(AMS28CEGEPQ03:10:17:24) 
EMITRO Extrinsic Motivation—introjected M(AMS28CEGEPQ07:14:21:28) 
EMEXT Extrinsic motivation—external regulation M(AMS28CEGEPQ01:08:15:22) 
AMOTIVA Amotivation M(AMS28CEGEPQ05:12:19:26) 

Note. The AMS instrument consists of 28 individual questions which were part of the study questionnaire. 
M(AMS28CEGEPQx:y:z) is equal to the mean of AMS Question x and AMS Question y and AMS 
Question z). 
 
 
Subscale Reliability 

The researcher compared the subscale reliability for the MRNI-SF and AMS 

instrument data with the internal consistency reliability found by the instrument 

developers. This comparison provided information concerning the probability that only 

one construct was being measured by the data and was connected to the factor relatedness 

within the subscale (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Tables 15-16 illustrate the Cronbach’s 

alpha calculated for this study data, the instrument researcher’s analysis, and the data of 

one additional researcher who had implemented the instrument. Cronbach’s alphas are 

typically regarded as adequate between 0.70 and 0.90 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Each 

of the study data MRNI-SF and AMS subscale Cronbach’s alphas was consistent with the 

compared research results. 
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Table 15 

MRNI-SF Subscale Internal Consistency 

MRNI-SF Subscales Mean Std. Deviation α 

ESTMRNISFSC1 7.86 4.75 0.83 
(Levant et al., 2013) 4.24 1.52 0.90 
(Levant et al., 2016) 2.94 1.74 0.89 

ESTMRNISFSC2 5.82 3.85 0.91 
(Levant et al., 2013) 3.18 1.57 0.88 
(Levant et al., 2016) 1.96 1.43 0.85 

ESTMRNISFSC3 13.78 4.95 0.85 
(Levant et al., 2013) 4.52 1.36 0.86 
(Levant et al., 2016) 4.50 1.62 0.89 

ESTMRNISFSC4 12.12 5.10 0.75 
(Levant et al., 2013) 4.68 1.23 0.79 
(Levant et al., 2016) 4.03 1.69 0.82 

ESTMRNISFSC5 5.60 3.96 0.92 
(Levant et al., 2013) 3.05 1.39 0.87 
(Levant et al., 2016) 2.01 1.37 0.88 

ESTMRNISFSC6 6.42 3.73 0.81 
(Levant et al., 2013) 3.76 1.51 0.83 
(Levant et al., 2016) 2.92 1.62 0.86 

ESTMRNISFSC7 6.55 3.69 0.74 
(Levant et al., 2013) 2.92 1.22 0.83 
(Levant et al., 2016) 2.62 1.47 0.82 

ESTMRNISFIF 58.15 22.44 0.93 
(Levant et al., 2013) 3.74 1.05 0.92 
(Levant et al., 2016) 3.00 1.21 0.94 

 

 

- 
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Table 16 

AMS Subscale Internal Consistency 

MRNI-SF Subscales Mean Std. Deviation α 

ESTIMTOKNOW 19.57 6.33 0.89 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 6.74 3.96 0.84 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.88 

ESTIMTOWARD 16.45 6.67 0.84 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 15.93 5.03 0.85 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.75 

ESTIMTOEXP 12.97 5.84 0.81 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 12.21 5.33 0.86 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.79 

ESTEMIDENT 20.51 6.21 0.86 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 21.60 3.57 0.62 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.73 

ESTEMITRO 16.86 7.00 0.85 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 16.00 5.82 0.84 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.64 

ESTEMEXT 20.15 6.23 0.83 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 21.78 4.79 0.83 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.79 

ESTAMOTIVA 8.33 5.04 0.84 
(Vallerand et al., 1992) 6.74 3.96 0.85 
(Lopes et al., 2018)   0.81 

 
 
Missing Data Estimation 

After the initial data cleaning procedure, 65 respondents were available in the data 

set for analysis. Not all respondents provided input to every question or rating. The 

researcher used SPSS Frequencies Analysis to understand the magnitude of missing data. 

Table 17 summaries the missing data from the respondents’ summited responses. 
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Table 17 

Questionnaire Missing Data 

Variable Percentage Missing 

Dean’s List 0.0 
Ethnicity 1.5 
Socioeconomic 0.0 
Standing 0.0 
Probation 0.0 
Graduation 0.0 
Athletics 0.0 
MRNISFQ01-21 0.1 
AMS28CEGEP01-28 9.4 
Evaluative 10.8 
Potency 10.8 
Total missing values 5.0 

 
 

The respondents’ data that were missing from the data set required consideration 

of the causes of the omissions prior to determining a remediation process (Rubin, 1976). 

A manual observation of the data set revealed that the missing data was considered 

Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) (Rubin, 1976). Utilizing the multiple 

imputation method within SPSS, the researcher estimated the MCAR data, choosing 20 

estimations to assure accuracy. SPSS was used to perform a multiple imputation 

procedure. Tables 18-23 display the before and after estimation descriptive statistics for 

MRNISFSS01-07, MRNISFIF, AMS28CEGEP01-28, EVALUATIVE and POTENCY. 
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Table 18 

MRNI-SF Subscale Descriptive Statistics Before Estimation 

MRNI-SF Subscale Descriptives 

Independent Variable N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

MRNISFSS1 65 1.00 7.00 2.62 1.58 0.74 -0.21 
MRNISFSS2 65 1.00 6.00 1.94 1.28 1.14 0.17 
MRNISFSS3 65 1.00 7.00 4.60 1.65 -0.57 -0.38 
MRNISFSS4 65 1.00 7.00 4.04 1.70 -0.44 -0.87 
MRNISFSS5 65 1.00 7.00 1.87 1.32 1.84 3.31 
MRNISFSS6 65 1.00 5.33 2.14 1.24 0.78 -0.64 
MRNISFSS7 65 0.67 5.00 2.17 1.24 0.67 -0.79 
MRNISFSCGTMIF 65 1.00 5.43 2.77 1.07 0.27 -0.59 

 
 
Table 19 

MRNI-SF Subscale Descriptive Statistics After Estimation 

MRNI-SF Subscale Descriptives 

Independent Variable N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

ESTMRNISFSC1 65 1.00 7.00 2.62 1.58 0.74 -0.21 
ESTMRNISFSC2 65 1.00 6.00 1.94 1.28 1.14 0.17 
ESTMRNISFSC3 65 1.00 7.00 4.60 1.65 -0.57 -0.38 
ESTMRNISFSC4 65 1.00 7.00 4.04 1.70 -0.44 -0.87 
ESTMRNISFSC5 65 1.00 7.00 1.87 1.32 1.84 3.31 
ESTMRNISFSC6 65 1.00 5.33 2.14 1.24 0.78 -0.64 
ESTMRNISFSC7 65 1.00 5.00 2.18 1.23 0.67 -0.78 
ESTMRNISFSCGTMIF 65 1.00 5.43 2.77 1.07 0.27 -0.59 
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Table 20 

AMS Subscale Descriptive Statistics Before Estimation 

AMS Subscale Descriptives 

Independent Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

IMTOKNOW 65 1.00 7.00 4.90 1.65 -0.72 -0.47 
IMTOWARD 65 1.00 7.00 4.11 1.74 -0.26 -0.91 
IMTOEXP 65 1.00 7.00 3.24 1.54 -0.27 -0.74 
EMIDENT 65 1.00 7.00 5.14 1.62 -0.75 -0.41 
EMITRO 65 1.00 7.00 4.21 1.82 -0.38 -1.09 
EMEXT 65 1.00 7.00 5.05 1.62 -0.76 -0.26 
AMOTIVA 65 0.67 5.50 2.07 1.31 1.20 0.25 

 
 
Table 21 

AMS Subscale Descriptive Statistics After Estimation 

AMS Subscale Descriptives 

Independent Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

ESTIMTOKNOW 59 1.00 7.00 4.89 1.58 -0.72 -0.31 
ESTIMTOWARD 59 1.00 7.00 4.11 1.67 -0.28 -0.77 
ESTIMTOEXP 59 1.00 7.00 3.24 1.46 -0.21 -0.64 
ESTEMIDENT 59 1.00 7.00 5.13 1.55 -0.74 -0.25 
ESTEMITRO 59 1.00 7.00 4.22 1.75 -0.39 -0.95 
ESTEMEXT 59 1.00 7.00 5.04 1.59 -0.76 -0.11 
ESTAMOTIVA 59 1.00 5.50 2.08 1.26 1.21 0.42 
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Table 22 

Evaluative Semantic Differential Scale Before Estimation 

Evaluative Descriptives 

Dependent Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

POTENCY1 58 -2.00 1.57 0.05 0.83 -0.30 -0.48 
POTENCY2 58 -1.86 1.86 0.40 0.75 -0.34 0.17 
POTENCY3 58 -2.00 2.00 -0.12 1.08 0.16 -0.91 
EVAL1 58 -1.50 1.80 0.23 0.85 -0.28 -0.67 
EVAL2 58 -1.80 1.90 0.17 1.01 -0.11 -0.80 
EVAL3 58 -2.00 1.80 0.30 1.15 -0.57 -0.73 

 
 
Table 23 

Evaluative Semantic Differential Scale After Estimation 

Evaluative Descriptives 

Dependent Variable N Min. Max. Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

ESTPOTENCY1 65 -2.00 1.57 0.06 0.84 -0.31 -0.48 
ESTPOTENCY2 65 -1.86 1.86 0.40 0.77 -0.31 0.06 
ESTPOTENCY3 65 -2.00 2.00 -0.12 1.07 0.15 -0.89 
ESTEVAL1 65 -1.50 1.80 0.22 0.86 -0.25 -0.70 
ESTEVAL2 65 -1.80 1.90 0.16 1.00 -0.10 -0.80 
ESTEVAL3 65 -2.00 1.80 0.29 1.14 -0.53 -0.73 

 
 
Dependent Variable Computation  

The researcher used a first order dependent variable DEANSLIST and 

independent variable STANDING to derive the second order dependent variable 

DEANSLISTRATIO. DEANSLISTRATIO integrated the number of possible semesters a 

respondent was able to attain Dean’s List status and the actual number of semesters that 
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the respondent achieved that designation. The researcher utilized the following equation 

to derive the second order dependent variable DEANSLISTRATIO: 

DEANSLISTRATIO=DEANSLIST/STANDING 

The researcher used several variables in this study to derive the analysis 

dependent variable. DEANSLISTRATIO represented academic success as the second 

order dependent variable. A semantic differential analysis revealed the POTENCY and 

EVAL dependent variables related to how the students viewed their academic success. 

The open-ended questions provided an opportunity for derivation of an additional 

dependent variable component. Answers to one of the open-ended questions was 

subjected to sematic differential analysis to provide an additional dependent variable for 

the quantitative analysis. Responses to open-ended questions, which are infinitely 

variable by design, can become complex. Three independent evaluators rated the 

responses to the open-ended question. Subjected to this procedure was the open-ended 

question, “How do you believe academic success relates to your role in society?”  

These complex responses can provide rich additions to data if analyzed from a 

contextually quantitative perspective (Osgood et al., 1957), such as “a semantic space, a 

region of some unknown dimensionality and Euclidean in character” (p. 26). The 

semantic differential scale offers researchers another reliable tool for the quantitative 

analysis of abstract psychometric data (Ding & Ng, 2008; Garland, 1990; Park & Shin, 

2015; Scott, 1967). According to Osgood et al. (1957), a semantic scale can be developed 

to “define a pair of polar (opposite-in-meaning) adjectives, assumed to represent a 
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straight line function that passes through the origin of this space, and a sample of such 

scales then represents a multidimensional space” (p. 25).  

Numerous factors may contribute to the semantic space dimensions (Osgood et 

al., 1957). An Evaluative Factor was found to contribute from 50% to 75% of the total 

semantic space dimensions variance (Osgood et al., 1957). A Potency Factor accounts for 

half as much of the variance as the Evaluative Factor (Osgood et al., 1957). All other 

factors begin to vary related to the subject of the assessment. The third factor is Activity 

Factor. This factor is concerned with quickness, excitement, warmth, agitation, and other 

related nouns (Osgood et al., 1957). There is limited application of activity associated 

with masculinity and academic motivation perceptions. Osgood et al. (1957) pointed out, 

“The existence of a large number of dimensions in the total semantic space is not 

disastrous as far as measurement is concerned; this is because these added dimensions 

account for relatively little of the total variance” (p. 75). Tables 24 and 25 contain the 

semantic dimension factors used in this analysis.  

 
Table 24 

Semantic Differential Potency Factor Scale 

Potency 
+ Adjective +2 +1 0 -1 -2 - Adjective 

hard      easy 
powerful      simple 
strong      weak 
assertive      submissive 
complex      simple 
deep      shallow 
strict      lenient 
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Table 25 

Semantic Differential Evaluative Factor Scale 

Evaluative 

+ Adjective +2 +1 0 -1 -2 - Adjective 

meaningful      mindless 

altruistic      egocentric 

interesting      boring 

sharing      selfish 

enlightening      unilluminating 

creative      uninspired 

productive      futile 

essential      unnecessary 

important      inconsequential 

prosperous      unhappy 
 
 

Both derived variables resulted in a self-assessment by each respondent of their 

own ideas concerning academic success. To standardize the scores, the researcher 

calculated the z-scores of the three dependent variables components 

(DEANSLISTRATIO, POTENCY, and EVAL) before combining.  

Chignell et al. (2015) stated, “Using combined z-score measures to represent 

overall performance based on a set of separate dependent measures can provide new 

insights into data and overcome problems in interpreting data due to various trade-offs” 

(p. 43). The dependent variables that are mathematically combined must be dependent 

variables of the same paradigm (Shaughnessy et al., 2000). The combination of 

dependent variables has a reliability advantage over considering the variables separately 

if they are correlated (Shaughnessy et al., 2000). Table 26 is the Cronbach’s alpha for the 
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combined dependent variables. Cronbach’s alpha for 10 or more variables should be > 

0.70; for less than 10 variables, it should be > 0.50 in order to be considered reliable. 

These are the variables to be described in the following tables: 

ZDEPENDENT = M(ZESTPOTENCY1: ZESTPOTENCY1: ZESTPOTENCY1: 

ZESTEVAL1: ZESTEVAL1: ZESTEVAL1:ZDEANSLISTRATIO) 

 
Table 26 

Dependent Variable Reliability 

Dependent Variable α 

ZDEPENDENT 0.79 
 
 
Table 27 displays the item-total statistics for the combined dependent variable. There was 

no significant degradation in ZDEPENDENT Cronbach’s alpha found by eliminating any 

one of the seven combined dependent variables. 

 
Table 27 

Dependent Variable Contributors Item-Total Statistics 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

Dependent  
Variable  

Contributor 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach’s Alpha 
if Item  
Deleted 

ZESTPOTENCY1 0.628 0.470 0.74 
ZESTPOTENCY2 0.330 0.197 0.79 
ZESTPOTENCY3 0.535 0.431 0.76 
ZESTEVAL1 0.551 0.437 0.75 
ZESTEVAL2 0.727 0.543 0.72 
ZESTEVAL3 0.529 0.440 0.76 
ZDEANSLISTRATIO 0.312 0.121 0.80 
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Multiple Regression Analysis 

The researcher used SPSS 26 to execute a multiple regression analysis on the 

dependent variable ZDEPENDENT and the associated independent variables. Table 28 

displays the results. 

 
Table 28 

Multiple Regression Variables 

Study Variable Variable Type Variable Description 

ZDEPENDENT Dependent Combined academic success 
SOCIOECONOMIC Independent Reported socioeconomic position 
STANDING Independent Reported academic class 
PROBATION Independent Reported academic probation status 
GRADUATION Independent Reported expected graduation year 
ATHLETICS Independent Reported NCAA athletics participation 
ESTMRNISFSS01 Independent Avoidance of femininity 
ESTMRNISFSS02 Independent Negativity toward sexual minorities 
ESTMRNISFSS03 Independent Self-Reliance through mechanical skills 
ESTMRNISFSS04 Independent Toughness 
ESTMRNISFSS05 Independent Dominance 
ESTMRNISFSS06 Independent Importance of sex 
ESTMRNISFSS07 Independent Restrictive emotionality 
ESTMRNISFSSIF Independent General traditional masculinity ideology 
ESTIMTOKNOW Independent Intrinsic motivation—to know 
ESTIMTOWARD Independent Intrinsic motivation—toward accomplishment 
ESTIMTOEXP Independent Intrinsic motivation—to experience stimulation  
ESTEMIDENT Independent Extrinsic motivation—identified 
ESTEMITRO Independent Extrinsic motivation—introjected 
ESTEMEXT Independent Extrinsic motivation—external regulation 
ESTAMOTIVA Independent Amotivation  

 
 

The purpose of the analysis was primarily to determine if there existed a 

correlation between academic success and traditional masculinity perceptions with 
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academic motivation. Other independent variables included in the analysis were nuisance 

variables that were not associated with the primary objective. This influenced the 

researcher’s decisions to perform a stepwise regression procedure. Model 1 contained the 

suspected nuisance independent variables (SOCIOECONOMIC, STANDING, 

PROBATION, GRADUATION and ATHLETICS). The GRADUATION independent 

variable was the expected year of graduation for the respondent. Model 2 contained the 

traditional masculinity perception independent variables (ESTMRNISFSS01, 

ESTMRNISFSS02, ESTMRNISFSS03, ESTMRNISFSS04, ESTMRNISFSS05, 

ESTMRNISFSS06, ESTMRNISFSS07 and ESTMRNISFSSIF). Model 3 contained the 

academic motivation independent variables (ESTIMTOKNOW, ESTIMTOWARD, 

ESTIMTOEXP, ESTEMIDENT, ESTEMITRO, ESTEMEXT and ESTAMOTIVA). 

The Pearson Correlation to the dependent variable indicated that GRADUATION 

(expected graduation year), ESTMRNISF, and ESTAMOTIVA had reasonable 

correlation to the dependent variable as shown in Table 25. Each of the seven 

ESTMRNISF subscales exhibited a negative correlation to the dependent variable. 

ESTAMOTIVA also exhibited a negative correlation to the dependent variable. 
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Table 29 

Pearson Correlation 

Study Variable Pearson Correlation Coefficient 

ZDEPENDENT 1.00 
GRADUATION -0.30 
ESTMRNISFSS01 -0.31 
ESTMRNISFSS02 -0.29 
ESTMRNISFSS03 -0.10 
ESTMRNISFSS04 -0.10 
ESTMRNISFSS05 -0.34 
ESTMRNISFSS06 -0.32 
ESTMRNISFSS07 -0.27 
ESTMRNISFSSIF -0.32 
ESTAMOTIVA -0.31 

 
 

The adjusted R2 for Model 1 indicated that GRADUATION accounted for 8.9% 

of the variance of ZDEPENDENT as shown in Table 30. Model 2 indicated 

GRADUATION and ESTMRNISFSS5 accounted for 18.7% of the variance of 

ZDEPENDENT. Model 3 indicated GRADUATION, ESTMRNISFSS5 and 

ESTAMOTIVA accounted for 25.7% of the variance of ZDEPENDENT. The overall 

regression Model 1 was significant, F(1, 63), p < 0.05, R2 = 0.09. The overall regression 

Model 2 was significant, F(2, 62), p < 0.05, R2 = 0.19. The overall regression Model 3 

was significant, F(3, 61), p < 0.05, R2 = 0.26. 
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Table 30 

Multiple Regression Model Summary 

Model R 
 

R2 

 

Adjusted 
R2 

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate 

 
R2 

Change 
F 

Change 
df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 .298a 0.089 0.074 0.6369168 0.089 6.127 1 62 0.016 
2 .432b 0.187 0.160 0.6065226 0.098 7.472 1 61 0.008 
3 .507c 0.257 0.221 0.5842475 0.071 5.818 1 60 0.019 

Note. a Predictors: (Constant), Graduation. b Predictors: (Constant), Graduation, ESTMRNISFSS5. c 
Predictors: (Constant), Graduation, ESTMRNISFSC5, ESTAMOTIVA         d Dependent Variable: 
ZDEPENDENT 
 
 
Table 31 

ANOVA Summary 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression   2.486 1 2.486 6.127 0.016b 

 Residual  25.557 63 0.496   
Total  28.042 64    

2 Regression   5.234 2 2.617 7.115 0.002c 

 Residual  22.808 62 0.368   
Total  28.042 64    

3 Regression   7.220 3 2.407 7.051 0.000d 

 Residual  20.822 61 0.341   
Total  28.042 64    

Note. a Dependent Variable: ZDEPENDENT. b Predictors: (Constant), GRADUATION. c Predictors: 
(Constant), GRADUATION, ESTMRNISFSC5.  d Predictors: (Constant), GRADUATION, 
ESTMRNISFSC5, ESTAMOTIVA 
 
 

Table 32 provides the coefficients summary for the multiple regression analysis. 

The stepwise introduction of the coefficients afforded insight into how multiple variables 

might be describing the same effect on the dependent variable. Model 1 indicated the 

variable GRADUATION (p < 0.05) significantly contributed to the predication of 
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ZDEPENDENT when that variable was considered in isolation from the variables 

included in Model 2 and Model 3. Model 2 indicated the variables GRADUATION (p < 

0.05) and ESTMRNISFSS5 (p < 0.05) significantly contributed to the predication of 

ZDEPENDENT when those variables were considered together in isolation from the 

variables included in Model 3. Model 3 indicated the variables ESTMRNISFSS5 (p < 

0.05) and ESTAMOTIVA (p < 0.05) significantly contributed to the prediction of 

ZDEPENDENT when those variables were considered together. Model 3 additionally 

indicated the variable GRADUATION (p > 0.05) did not significantly contribute to the 

predication of ZDEPENDNET when ESTMRNISFSS5 and ESTAMOTIVA were 

included. Model 3 provided evidence that ESTMRNISFSS5 and ESTAMOTIVA 

provided a unique amount of variance in ZDEPENDENT. 

The variance inflation factor (VIF) shown in Table 32 is an indication of 

multicollinearity among the independent variables. Multicollinearity describes a 

condition in which there is a high degree of correlation between predicted independent 

variables. All three models have low VIFs (<10) as evidence of low multicollinearity.  
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Table 32 

Coefficients Summary 

Model 

 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 394.859 159.518  2.475 0.016   
GRADUATION  -0.195 0.079 -0.298 -2.475 0.016 1.000 1.000 

2 (Constant) 361.621 152.392  2.373 0.021   
GRADUATION  -0.179 0.075 -0.272 -2.371 0.021 0.994 1.007 
ESTMRNISFSS5  -0.157 0.058 -0.314 -2.734 0.008 0.994 1.007 

3 (Constant) 282.966 150.373  1.882 0.065   
GRADUATION  -0.140 0.074 -0.213 -1.877 0.065 0.946 1.057 
ESTMRNISFSS5  -0.162 0.055 -0.323 -2.919 0.005 0.992 1.008 
ESTAMOTIVA  -0.143 0.059 -0.273 -2.412 0.019 0.952 1.050 

 
 
Qualitative Results  

The researcher performed the qualitative analysis on the open-ended responses to 

three questions given by the 65 study respondents. Each of the study respondents 

received the opportunity to answer three open-ended questions anonymously. The three 

questions related to the students’ perception of their masculinity and academic success, as 

illustrated in Figure 14. The researcher designed the questions to elicit information to 

answer the research questions. The open-ended questions were as follows: 

Q1: What masculinity characteristics do you believe contribute to your role in 

society? 

Q2: How do you believe academic success relates to your role in society? 

Q3: What motivates you to succeed with your education? 
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The first question was answered by 59 (90.77%) of the study respondents; the second 

question was answered by 65 (100.00%) of the respondents, and the third question was 

answered by 65 (100.00%) of the respondents. 

 
Figure 14 

Research Questions’ Influence 
   

                                          

                                         
  

 
 
 
Q1 Open-Ended Question Analysis 

The first open-ended question (Q1) addressed the masculinity perceptions of the 

students: What masculinity characteristics do you believe contribute to your role in 

society? This question gave the respondents an opportunity to voice any characteristics of 

masculinity that they believed related to their role in society. Six of the study respondents 

chose not to provide an answer to this question. The researcher used initial coding to 

divide the first question’s qualitative data into distinct components without the prejudice 

of predetermined themes (Saldaña, 2009). This pass was intended to provide create a path 

Academic 
Success 
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for further analysis of the data (Saldaña, 2009). The initial coding created 24 initial codes 

that the researcher analyzed inductively.  

The second pass through the data leveraged the initial coding findings and 

organized the initial codes into deductive conceptual categories (Saldaña, 2009). The 

MRNI-SF provided the categories used for this pass to provide data to understand the 

respondents’ perceptions of their masculinity and how those characteristics affected their 

role in society. The researcher added the Non-MRNI-SF category to the table to provide a 

category for all codes that were not attributable to one of the eight MRNI-SF Categories; 

these codes represented words that illustrated the nontraditional or neutral words used by 

participants and aligned with the those with the Bem (1974) Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) 

where words were divided between feminine, masculine and neutral characteristics. Table 

33 lists the initial codes within the categories of the MRNI-SF and indicates the 

percentage of codes attributable to each category. Table 34 lists representative 

respondents’ responses related to the MRNI-SF categories and the NON-MRNI-SF 

category. 
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Table 33 

Q1 MRNI-SF and NON-MRNI-SF Coding Linkage  

Related Category Link Related Initial Codes 

MRNI-SF Traditional General Ideology 54% 

Physical strength 
Leadership 
Determination 
Head of household 
Dependable 
Self-Assured 
Decisiveness 
Personal responsibility 
Ambition 

MRNI-SF Restrictive Emotionality 9% Stoic 

MRNI-SF Dominance 9% 
Protective 
Assistance 

MRNI-SF Self-Reliance Through Mechanical Skills 2% Mechanical 

MRNI-SF Toughness 2% Tough 

MRNI-SF Avoidance of Femininity 1% Appearance 

MRNI-SF Importance of Sex 0% No code 

MRNI-SF Negativity Toward Sexual Minorities 0% No code 

Non-MRNI-SF (Neutral) 19% 

Sarcastic 
Intelligence 

Confused 
Blended 
Progressive 
Defiance 

Non-MRNI-SF (Feminine) 4% 
Compassionate 
Blurred roles 
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Table 34 

Q1 MRNI-SF and Non-MRNI-SF Responses  

Category Representative Responses 

MRNI-SF 
(Combined) 

“strength and courage” 
“I am able to be a strong leader…” 
“strong willingness and determination” 
“highly goal oriented…” 
“ability to provide” 
“I like to protect people before myself” 
“hard working” 
“getting hard jobs done quickly and effectively” 
“confidence” 
“it’s something that was drilled into my personality while growing up” 
“Being able to make decisions not based on emotion…” 
“I have been taught all my life that men are stoic…” 
“I like to protect people before myself” 
“to be aggressive in completing what needs to be done” 

Non-MRNI-SF 
(Neutral) 

“society's expectations and constructs are forced upon the population” 
“masculinity is overrated” 
“I'm not even sure any more what those characteristics might be” 
“maybe the world needs brutish knuckle-draggers occasionally…” 
“help people in [whichever] way I can” 

Non-MRNI-SF 
(Feminine) 

“I don’t mind at all if my wife is the breadwinner” 
“caring” 

 
 

Many of the respondents’ answers to Q1 were relatable to traditional masculinity 

ideology as described by the MRNI-SF instrument. One respondent stated, “I am able to 

lead my wife in a way that honors each other and is respectable to society.” This 

respondent related to traditional masculinity ideology relative to the traditional head of 

household relationship.  

Another respondent exhibited the characteristics of the traditional masculinity 

ideology by stating,  
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I am in very good shape compared to the average person so most of my masculine 

contributions come from others asking me to lift heavy things or large items of 

that nature [and] typically this happens at the restaurant that I work at with female 

coworkers. 

This respondent’s self-reported perception of masculinity indicated that masculinity was 

primary manifested through his physical strength and assisting others less physically 

capable.  

One male student described the masculinity role in society with the following 

words: “valor”, “accountability”, “friendship”, “conviction”, “prudence”, and “integrity.” 

These attributes are traditional characteristics associated with warriors and leaders. 

 Another student stated similar views stating he was “highly goal oriented, single-

track minded, competitive.” The views stated by the student that aligned with traditional 

masculinity focused on their need to lead, to be strong and to protect.  

Another respondent stated a precept of traditional masculinity ideology but 

proclaimed the trait as beneficial to all genders. He stated,  

[I] believe the masculinity characteristics such as being able to do general 

maintenance and repairs for my home, car, and personal belongings in general 

help contribute to my role in society; however, [I] believe these to be essential 

skills that everyone should have, whether you are male or female.  

Numerous responses to Q1 were not attributable to traditional masculinity 

ideology, as illustrated by shared accountability for personal responsibility. One 

respondent stated he would “help people in [whatever] way I can.” This response could 
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not be strictly and exclusively attributed to the MRNI-SF instrument’s categorization of 

traditional masculine ideology, since helping people can be considered nurturing in 

additional to protecting. The comment blended traditional thinking with shared 

responsibility. Another respondent stated that he “believe[d] society’s expectations and 

constructs are forced upon the population and therefore [I do] not agree with them, nor 

give them extra value in my life.” This example was not attributable to traditional 

masculinity ideology.  

Q2 Open-Ended Question Analysis 

The second open-ended question (Q2) addressed the role academic success has on 

a student’s role in society: How do you believe academic success relates to your role in 

society? This question gave the respondents an opportunity to voice any thoughts about 

their academic success that they believed related to their role in society. All respondents 

chose to provide an answer to this question. Initial coding allowed for decomposition of 

Q2 qualitative data into separable components without a predetermination of the 

student’s thoughts (Saldaña, 2009). This pass provided a path for continued analysis of 

the data (Saldaña, 2009). The initial coding inductively created 15 initial codes.  

The second pass through the Q2 data continued the analysis of the initial coding 

findings and organized the initial codes into deductive conceptual categories (Saldaña, 

2009). The AMS instrument provided the categories used for this pass to generate data to 

understand the respondents’ thoughts on academic motivation and how those thoughts 

affected their roles in society. The AMS instrument provided a complete motivation 

spectrum from learning for the benefit of learning through amotivation. Table 35 lists the 
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initial codes within the categories of the AMS instrument and indicates the percentage of 

codes attributable to each category. Table 36 lists representative respondents’ responses 

related to the AMS instrument categories. 

 
Table 35 

Q2 AMS Coding Linkage 

Related Category Link Related Initial Codes 

Intrinsic—To Know 
Pleasure from Learning 

27% 
Self-Development 
Traditional Pursuits 
Worldliness 
Basic 

Amotivation 
No Cause and Effect 21% 

Forced 
Not Required 
Entry Requirement 

Extrinsic—Identified 
Connection 20% 

Pragmatism 
Service 
Society 

Intrinsic—To Accomplish 
Achieving 20% Career 

Opportunity 

Extrinsic—Introjected 
Cause and Effect 5% Influence 

Intrinsic—To Experience Stimulation 
Emotions 5% Social 

Extrinsic—External Regulation 
Required 2% Coerced 
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Table 36 

Q2 AMS Responses  

Category Representative Responses 

Intrinsic 
Motivation  

“It allows me to be more mindful of the world around me” 
“It expands my world” 
“Academic success relates more to the aspect of critical thinking” 
 “It can help me learn the scientific mindset and help me learn the 

critical thinking” 
“If I am successful academically, I will more than likely have a 

good career” 
“Allows for more opportunities that would not be available and is a 

necessity for future career choices” 
“along with a social life” 

Extrinsic 
Motivation 

“The more academic success the more research or better products 
can be invented, used, or destroyed” 

“will be able to contribute to society” 
“with no knowledge others won't listen” 
“As a man, I believe academic success is important because society 

generally expects men to be intelligent, competent, and driven” 

Amotivation 

“I don't think they relate at all” 
“A degree is meaningless really if you graduate still not having any 

idea how to provide value…” 
“My job role can be acquired without a degree” 
“Very little. I am not keen on academics” 

 
 

The respondents surveyed exhibited motivations from the three general AMS 

instrument categories including (a) Intrinsic Motivation, (b) Extrinsic Motivation, and (c) 

Amotivation. One respondent exhibited the characteristics related to the Intrinsic—To 

Know motivation by stating, “Academic success relates more to the aspect of critical 

thinking.” This respondent’s statement demonstrated that his academic success was 

necessary to prepare him for critical thinking as he progresses in life. Another respondent 

related his Intrinsic—To Know motivation when he stated that education “allows me to 

see the bigger pictures and establish an intuitive and intelligent value hierarchy.” Both 
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statements represented the students whose motivation is rooted in learning to learning and 

for the opportunity that might afford them.  

One respondent extrinsic motivation who stated, “The more academic success, the 

more research or better products can be invented, used, or destroyed.” This was an 

example of extrinsic motivation that has been introjected into the thoughts of the student. 

Another student voiced his opinion when he stated, “I think the more [I] learn, the more 

[I] can help other people and mentor them in the future.” This is an example of 

internalized extrinsic motivation by a student. 

A respondent expressed the idea that academic success was unrelated to his role 

in society. That respondent stated, “[I] don't see myself as a better person just because 

I’m in college and working towards a degree.” The student perceived little connection 

between his academic achievements and potential contributions to society.  

Amotivation was also detected in a respondent’s answers to Q2 when he stated, “I 

don’t think [academics and society] relate at all.” This student carried that perception to 

the extreme by seeing no relationship between academic success and his role in society. 

Q3 Open-Ended Question Analysis 

The third open-ended research question (Q3) directly addressed the role of 

motivation in academic success: What motivates you to succeed with your education? 

This question gave the respondents an opportunity to voice any thoughts about their 

reasons and motivations for pursuing a degree and academic success. All respondents 

chose to provide an answer to this question. Initial coding allowed for inductive division 

of Q3 respondents’ open-ended responses into distinguishable components without a 
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preconceived notion of their thoughts on motivation (Saldaña, 2009). This pass provided 

a path for continued analysis of the data into categories related to the AMS instrument 

(Saldaña, 2009). The initial coding created 13 initial codes that the researcher analyzed 

inductively.  

The second pass through the Q3 qualitative data continued the analysis of the 

initial coding findings and organized the initial codes into deductive categories (Saldaña, 

2009). The AMS instrument provided the categories used for this pass to generate data to 

understand the respondent’s thoughts on academic motivation and how that motivation 

has or has not propelled them to academic success. The AMS instrument provides a 

complete motivation spectrum from learning to learn through no motivation and was 

appropriate for this analysis. Table 37 lists the initial codes within the categories of the 

AMS instrument and indicates the percentage of codes attributable to each category. 

Table 38 lists representative respondent’s responses related to the AMS instrument 

categories. 
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Table 37 

Q3 AMS Coding Linkage 

Related Category Link Related Initial Codes 

Intrinsic—To Experience Stimulation 
Emotions 

28% 
Good Feeling 
Better Life 

Intrinsic—To Accomplish 
Achieving 20% Prove Something 

Prove to Myself 

Intrinsic—To Know 
Pleasure from Learning 

20% Classical Education 
Self-Development 

Extrinsic—External Regulation 
Required 20% 

Money 
Return on Investment 
Fear 

Extrinsic—Identified 
Connection    7% Altruistic 

Helping Others 

Amotivation 
No Cause and Effect 

   4% No Motivation 

Extrinsic—Introjected 
Cause and Effect    1% Future Value 
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Table 38 

Q3 AMS Responses 

Category Representative Responses 

Intrinsic 
Motivation  

“pursue something that makes me happy in life” 
“I am motivated by my desire for a fantastic life with good pay 

and a job that I enjoy” 
“Many people doubted me” 
“I want to show myself that I can do it and that I can earn both of 

my degrees while still being able to balance everything 
else…” 

“Pride in the fact that I only wanted to go to college to get an 
education in the classical sense, viz. to expand my thinking, to 
read cool, obscure authors, to learn just because it's fun and 
not for an assignment” 

Extrinsic 
Motivation 

“The need for a well-paying job and the competitive edge a degree 
will give me are my main motivators for succeeding with my 
education” 

“Promise of a higher paying salary in the future” 
“Low risk. High reward” 
“I want to make a lasting impact on the community around me” 
“To better serve society through my research in the future” 

Amotivation “Nothing motivates me to succeed in education” 
 
 

The surveyed respondents stated their thoughts concerning why they were or were 

not motivated to achieve academic success. The broad spectrum of AMS instrument 

concepts related to motivation were evident in this study’s respondents. A respondent 

exhibited the characteristics related to the Intrinsic—To Know motivation by stating, “[I 

feel] pride in the fact that I only wanted to go to college to get an education in the 

classical sense, viz. to expand my thinking, to read cool, obscure authors, to learn just 

because it’s fun and not for an assignment.” This respondent’s statement provided 

evidence of pursuing classical education cognitive benefits as a method of foundational 

preparedness. Another respondent related his Intrinsic—To Experience Stimulation 
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motivation when he stated education allowed him to “pursue something that makes me 

happy in life.” Another respondent exhibited the characteristics related to Intrinsic—To 

Experience Stimulation motivation by stating, “There's definitely a pleasure-center 

trigger when I rack up a stack of As at the end of a term.” This respondent’s statement 

demonstrated that academic motivation can be based on immediate gratification aspects. 

Although for disparate reasons, each of these students had inherent academic success 

motivations. One focused on emotions and the other on the concept of acquiring 

knowledge. 

One respondent exhibited extrinsic motivation who stated, “The need for a well-

paying job and the competitive edge a degree will give me are my main motivators for 

succeeding with my education.” This student’s extrinsic motivation was the result of 

external pressure and connection of education and job and not from his internal desires or 

any aspect of gaining knowledge as an end goal.  

Another student voiced his opinion: “I want to make a lasting impact on the 

community around me.” This is an example of extrinsic motivation internalized by the 

student and motivating him for the value he can bring to society.  

Another student stated, “Nothing motivates me to succeed in education”. Success 

in education is different from the reasons for participating in education. Parents or other 

external influences could motivate participation. This student was indicating that he may 

be participating but nothing motivated his success, which is a different from what 

motivated him to be in higher education. His academic success seemed detached from 

any external or internal influence.  
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Summary of Results 

The quantitative analysis of the study data revealed a negative correlation of 

academic success with traditional masculinity ideology and amotivation as defined by the 

MRNI-SF instrument and AMS instrument and shown in Table 39. Those students who 

exhibited traits consistent with traditional masculinity ideology tended to underperform in 

this higher education setting as compared with other students. Those students who 

exhibited ideas related to amotivation tended to underperform in this higher education 

setting.  

 
Table 39 

Quantitative Conceptual Results 

Concept Correlation 

Traditional Masculinity Ideology Negative 

Amotivation Negative 
 
 

Qualitative analysis of the three open-ended questions revealed linkage with 

categories derived from the MRNI-SF and AMS. Table 40 highlights the predominate 

masculinity and academic motivation responses provided by the students. Q1 sought to 

understand the respondents’ views on traditional masculinity ideology and their role in 

society. Q2 attempted to understand the respondents’ association of their role in society 

and that role’s manifestation as academic success motivation. Q3 directly probed 

academic success and the students’ motivation.  
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The responses to Q1 exhibited predominately traditional masculinity ideological 

thoughts and perceptions as defined by the MRNI-SF instrument. Responses related to 

traditional masculinity ideology generally related to physical strength, leadership, self-

assuredness, and decisiveness. Aspects of traditional masculinity ideology that were 

missing included the need for sex, negativity toward sexual minorities, avoidance of 

femininity, and toughness. 

The researcher utilized the AMS instrument to bound the spectrum of academic 

motivation from internal and external sources and the lack of motivation. The 

respondent’s responses to Q2 predominately revealed the two types of motivation and 

lack of motivation as measured by the AMS Instrument when considering their role in 

society.  

When the researcher narrowed the subject of motivation in Q3 to only relating to 

academic success, the responses also narrowed to predominately internal motivation.  

 
Table 40 

Qualitative Conceptual Results 

Concept Predominate Responses 

Masculinity and Societal Role Traditional and Nontraditional 

Motivation and Societal Role Intrinsic/Extrinsic Motivation and Amotivation 

Motivation and Academic Success Intrinsic Motivation 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Research has provided evidence that male higher education students have 

experienced falling enrollment and graduation rates that are below the aggregate male 

and female student population (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006; Charles & 

Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; 

Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). Researchers 

have discovered that male student failure at academic endeavors has negative 

implications (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; 

Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). An attempt to understand male 

students’ lack of academic success will highlight negative socioeconomic effects 

(Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006) and changes in the framework 

of marriage structure (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; Schwartz & Mare, 2005).  

Many research articles depict the “leaky pipeline” that has continued for several 

decades for women as they contemplate higher education pursuits, especially in science-

related fields (Good et al., 2008; Hanson et al., 1996; Justice, 2009; Miller et al., 2008).  

Males experience similar problems with the broad-spectrum academic success in higher 

education. This study examined the possibility of a “blocked pipeline” for male students 

completing higher education programs, and what might be some contributing factors for 

this obstruction related to their perceptions of their masculinity and motivation to succeed 

academically
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The researcher utilized a conceptual framework comprised of personal construct 

theory (PCT) (Kelly, 1955), social role theory (SRT) (Eagley, 1987), and self-

determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 1985) to develop and support this study. 

PCT’s template explanation for understanding how an individual integrates into society 

provided a framework for beginning to understand a masculinity model with all its 

interdependencies and potential sources of unintended consequences. Social role theory 

facilitated the examination of the development of gender roles through socially driven 

and determined social roles (Eagly, 1987). Natural differences that exist in males can 

explain some gender behavior (Bem, 1974; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  

Consideration of personal construct theory and social role theory create a path to 

understand specific gender traits developed internally and influenced by prescribed roles. 

Self-determination theory addresses what is required of a person to control personal 

behaviors to meet goals such as a student must do in the higher education environment 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985). The link between academic motivation, goal setting, and 

masculinity characteristics was the foundation of this research., which examined 

academic motivation through the lenses of social role theory, personal construct theory 

(Kelly, 1955), and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci et al., 1991), as 

depicted in Figure 5, repeated for the reader’s convenience. 
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Figure 5 

Lenses Through Which to Study Academic Motivation 

 
Note. The self-determination theory (SDT)/social role theory (SRT)/personal construct theory (PCT) lenses 
for academic motivation research. 
 
 

The study addressed two quantitative research questions and three qualitative 

research questions developed and bounded by the lenses used to guide this research. The 

quantitative research questions for the research were: 

1. Is there a relationship between male students’ masculinity perceptions and 

academic success at a university with low male student achievement? 

2. Is there a relationship between academic motivation and academic success at 

an institution with low male student achievement? 
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The qualitative research questions for the research were: 

1.  What aspects of male students’ views of their masculinity characteristics 

contribute to their perceived role in society? 

2. How do male students describe characteristics that contribute and motivate 

them for higher education success? 

3. How do male students perceive their role in society and the relationship with 

higher education success? 

This chapter provides a summary of the study and its findings, as well as a 

discussion of the findings. Also offered are implications for higher education leadership. 

The chapter ends with thoughts on future research related to the topic his research study 

and the results obtained. 

Summary of the Study 

Recent research identified the possible social costs of declining male student 

academic success at the higher education level and highlighted the need for additional 

research (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & 

Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). Recent research has also raised concern that the 

potential consequences of declining male student academic success may have the 

potential to affect the entire U.S. population (Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Debaun & 

Roc, 2013; Harlow, 2003; Kleinfeld & Reyes, 2007; Schwartz & Mare, 2005).  

The researcher studied masculinity social development from the 1950s to the 

present in order to provide context for this study. The purpose was to understand the 

cultural fabric of society in terms of how men should model their masculinity after the 
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post-World War II era. This journey began with the idea of cultural and social assignation 

of masculinity and femininity between the polar limits, consisting of limited shared 

characteristics (Jenkin & Vroegh, 1969; Polk, 1974; Vroegh, 1968). The early 2000s 

concluded a decade-based analysis of masculinity that revealed the need to revitalize 

masculinity in order to move forward from the past monolithic masculinity model 

(Beasley, 2008; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Schippers, 2007). The journey in the 

development of masculinity ideology is not over, and the effects of that journey within 

U.S. social norms continue to change. The transformation envelops males as they attempt 

to understand their role in society. 

The purpose of this research was to determine if there is a relationship between 

male students’ perceptions of their masculinity, academic motivation, and success at a 

specific higher education institution through the lens of social role theory, personal 

construct theory, and self-determination theory. Implementing a mixed-methods 

methodology, the researcher used the lens of pragmatism within the approach (Crotty, 

1998). Data analysis utilized a simultaneous explanatory approach (QUAN→qual), with 

the quantitative results guiding the qualitative discovery.  

During the Spring 2020 semester, 76 male, undergraduate, full-time students at a 

southeastern U.S. university responded anonymously to a questionnaire. The university 

had experienced a relatively lower graduation rate for male undergraduate students as 

compared to other U.S. To discover a list of potential study universities, the researcher 

conducted an initial criterion sampling (Patton, 2014) of all U.S. universities with the 
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number of 2016-2019 male student graduates greater than 250 per year. The analysis of 

all qualifying institutions resulted in the selection of the study site university.  

To gather masculinity perception, academic motivation, and academic success 

data from the respondents, the researcher provided access to a questionnaire that included 

general demographic questions, the Male Role Norms Inventory—Short Form (MRNI-

SF) masculinity instrument (Levant et al., 2013), the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) 

instrument (Vallerand et al., 1992), and three open-ended questions related to both 

instruments. The specific information gathered from the students included their reported 

Dean’s List semesters, ethnicity, socioeconomic position, academic class, academic 

probation status, expected graduation year, NCAA athletics participation, MRNI-SF 

questions 1-21, and AMS questions 1-28. After initial data cleaning, the analysis included 

65 of the initial 76 respondents. Eleven of the respondents were removed from the study 

due to no response on most of the data items within the survey. 

The purpose of the quantitative analysis was primarily to determine if there exists 

a correlation between academic motivation and academic success and traditional 

masculinity perceptions and academic motivation. The quantitative research questions 

addressed both potential relationships. The researcher used SPSS Statistics Version 26 for 

the quantitative data analysis. Not all respondents provided input to every question or 

rating; therefore, the researcher used SPSS Frequencies Analysis to understand the 

magnitude of missing data. The researcher then performed a multiple imputation 

procedure to estimate the missing data and understand the magnitude of missing data. 

Two dependent variables were derived from the data set. A first order dependent variable 
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and independent variable were used to derive the second order dependent variable used 

for the analysis. The dependent variable derivation integrated the number of possible 

semesters a respondent was able to attain Dean’s List status and the actual number of 

semesters the respondent achieved that designation.  

Additional dependent variables were derived from one of the survey’s open-ended 

questions utilizing semantic differential analysis. This resulted in two additional 

dependent variables related to a self-assessment by each respondent of his own ideas 

concerning academic success and concentrated on the potency and evaluative merits of 

the student’s responses. The three derived dependent variables of the same paradigm 

were combined using SPSS and their z-scores (Shaughnessy et al., 2000). The researcher 

analyzed the resulting dependent variable and study independent variables. 

The quantitative multiple regression results influenced the qualitative portion of 

this study. Data from the 65 study respondents’ responses to three questionnaire open-

ended questions related to the students’ perception of their masculinity, their role in 

society, motivation in higher education, and academic success. The first open-ended 

question addressed the masculinity perceptions of the students. The second and third 

questions addressed academic success. The second open-ended question examined the 

role academic success has on a student’s role in society; the third open-ended question 

focused the role of motivation in academic success.  

The researcher performed initial coding for all three questions to divide the data 

into distinct parts without the bias of predetermined themes (Saldaña, 2009). The second 

pass of the analysis benefited from the initial coding findings and organized the initial 
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codes into conceptual categories (Saldaña, 2009). The conceptual categories for the 

second pass of Q1 derived from the MRNI-SF Sub-Categories and the Bem Sex Role 

Inventory. The conceptual categories for Q2 and Q3 derived from the Academic 

Motivation Scale. 

Summary of the Findings 

Data was generated from the input of 76 respondents. The initial set of 

quantitative data required cleaning, which reduced the study respondents to sixty-five. 

This section presents the data analysis of the responses of those 65 respondents.  

Quantitative Analysis 

Two research questions were associated with the quantitative analysis performed 

in this study. The researcher first asked: (QUAN RQ1) Is there a relationship between 

male students’ masculinity perceptions and academic success at a university with low 

male student achievement? The multiple regression analysis found that the MRNI-SF 

Traditional General Ideology independent variable had a significant negative correlation 

to the study respondents’ academic success. This study’s finding corroborates an 

academic motivation and masculinity study performed at a small liberal arts college 

(Kahn et al., 2011), in which the researchers employed the AMS Instrument and the 

Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI). Two different masculinity 

instruments were used in this study and the Kahn et. al (2011) study with similar results. 

Kahn et. al (2011) concluded that male students who exhibit traits that reject traditional 

views of masculinity and incorporate additional characteristics that embrace emotionality 

are more easily stimulated by knowledge in a college setting.  
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The researcher also asked: (QUAN RQ2) Is there a relationship between 

academic motivation and academic success at an institution with low male student 

achievement? The multiple regression analysis found that AMS instrument Amotivation 

independent variable had a significant negative correlation to the study respondents’ 

academic success. A student’s amotivation is the lack of intrinsic or extrinsic motivation, 

which is replaced by the lack of being able to link their actions with any academic 

success outcome (Vallerand et.al, 1992). The lack of motivation was found to negatively 

affect academic success. Previous work by Robbins et. al (2004) found that self-efficacy 

and motivation are paramount for retaining students in higher education.  

The combination of MRNI-SF Traditional General Ideology and the AMS 

Amotivation independent variables were found to represent 25.7% of the variation in the 

academic success dependent variable. A multicollinearity analysis using the variance 

inflection factor (VIF) revealed low multicollinearity between the MRNI-SF Traditional 

General Ideology and the AMS Amotivation independent variables. 

Qualitative Analysis 

This study included three research questions associated with the qualitative 

analysis. The researcher first asked: (QUAL RQ1) What aspects of male students’ views 

of their masculinity characteristics contribute to their perceived role in society? The 

qualitative findings demonstrated how respondents contextualized masculinity 

characteristics conforming to traditional aspects of masculinity as defined by the MRNI-

SF instrument and their role in society. The analysis revealed that 77% of the initial codes 

were aligned to traditional masculinity as defined by the MRNI-SF Instrument. 
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Additional data analysis categorized the responses across the entire spectrum of 

male roles included in the MRNI-SF Instrument and the Bem Sex Role Inventory. This 

additional aspect provided a complete masculinity spectrum from traditional to neutral to 

feminine for the qualitative analysis. Of the responses, 19% were classified as neutral, 

and the remaining 4% were classified as feminine. The heavily weighted traditional 

masculinity category can be further subdivided to provide addition insight. Most of the 

responses to (QUAL RQ1) that could be linked to traditional masculinity were 

categorized as traditional general ideology, restrictive emotionality, and dominance. Two 

categories were undetected in any of the students’ responses. These were the importance 

of sex and negativity toward sexual minorities categories. The student participants of this 

study did not exhibit any characteristics associated with these two traditional masculinity 

ideology traits in their responses. Those masculinity traits still exist in society although 

they may not be predominantly present in males seeking higher education degrees. 

The researcher also asked: (QUAL RQ2) How do male students perceive their 

role in society and the relationship with higher education success? The qualitative 

analysis of the respondents’ answers to the questionnaire’s open-ended questions 

revealed the existence of a strong overall link between the student’s perceived role in 

society and his motivation for academic success. The data revealed that 52% of the initial 

codes were attributable to one of three forms of intrinsic motivation as defined by the 

AMS instrument. Intrinsic motivation is the motivation manifested from within the 

student without regard to outside forces. Intrinsically motivated students are motivated 

because of self-satisfaction and not necessarily due to external forces associated with the 
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goal satisfaction (Deci et al., 1991). Study results indicated extrinsic motivation 

accounted for approximately 27% of the initial codes. This extrinsic motivation means 

causes the student to be motivated from an external source other than of their own 

volition. Extrinsic motivation involves the seeking of an external byproduct and not self-

satisfaction (Deci et al., 1991; Matosic et al., 2014).  

The remaining analysis codes were related to amotivation or the lack of 

connection between academic success and personal actions. The students described both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation characteristics that predominately motivated them for 

academic success as required to maintain establish their role in society. A minority of 

students appeared to lack motivation for success regardless of their perceived role in 

society.  

The researcher also asked: (QUAL RQ3) How do male students describe 

characteristics that contribute and motivate them for higher education success? The intent 

of this research question was to understand why the students were motivated to succeed 

at higher education. The qualitative analysis of the respondents’ answers to the 

questionnaire’s open-ended questions revealed the existence of a strong link that 

describes student characteristics in several behaviors related to motivation. The findings 

indicated that the students needed to experience stimulation; they needed to learn to 

accomplish a goal; they wanted to learn how to learn; and they wanted the positive 

feedback associated with success, such as money and the absence of fear of failure. The 

lack of motivation was nearly absent from the coding of the students’ responses to this 

inquiry related to motivational characteristics. 
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Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis 

Table 41 provides a summary of all correlations between traditional masculinity 

ideology and academic motivation with academic success found by this study’s analysis. 

The predominate correlations were between traditional masculinity ideology and 

academic success and between amotivation and academic success. 

 
Table 41 

Study Correlated Contributors to Academic Success 

Research Question Link Correlation 

Quantitative   
RQ1 MRNI-SF Traditional General Ideology Strong Negative 

RQ2 AMS Amotivation Moderate Negative 

Research Question Link Evidence 

Qualitative   

RQ1 MRNI-SF Traditional General Ideology Positive 

RQ2 AMS Intrinsic Motivation Positive  

RQ3 AMS Intrinsic Motivation Positive 
 
  

The quantitative research question (QUAN RQ1) was designed to discover the 

existence of a relationship between male students’ masculinity perceptions and academic 

success at a university with low male student achievement. The quantitative analysis 

results indicated a negative correlation. The qualitative research questions attempted to 

discover more about that link. (qual RQ1) asked about the aspects of male students’ 

views of their masculinity characteristics contribute to their perceived role in society. The 

qualitative results indicated evidence of a link between traditional masculinity and 
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perceived role in society. Academic success is linked negatively to traditional masculinity 

(QUAN RQ1), but traditional masculinity is linked to the student’s perceived role in 

society (qual RQ1). Qualitative research question (qual RQ2) sought to answer how male 

students perceive their role in society and the relationship with higher education success. 

There was evidence of a moderate link between student’s role in society and academic 

success. Those three linkages may be fostering a condition where the students might 

experience academic struggle related to their masculinity and role in society. Some of the 

students in this study exhibited a desire for a motivator related to society that requires 

academic success but they also expressed the need to conform to traditional masculine 

norms. 

The quantitative research question (QUAN RQ2) was developed to investigate if 

a relationship exists between academic motivation and academic success. The 

quantitative analysis indicated those students with less motivation were less likely to 

success academically. Qual RQ3 sought to discover how male students describe 

characteristics that contribute and motivate them for higher education success. The 

qualitative results indicated a requirement for established intrinsic motivation as the 

predominate motivation factor for academic success. There is evidence of a need for 

students to be motivated to succeed academically, and that motivation should be 

internally manifested. 

Discussion of Findings 

Male higher education students have endured a decline in their enrollment and 

graduation from higher education institutions (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 
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2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van 

Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). 

Previous studies have shown that male student academic success decline is attributable to 

educational experience factors as opposed to outside of education life experiences, male 

students’ lower social capital, stalling gender desegregation of degree fields, higher 

required effort costs for male students, and the dropping out of school as academic 

adversity responses for male students (Astorne-Figari & Speer, 2018; England & Li, 

2006; Ewert, 2012; Goldin et al., 2006; Wells et al., 2011). This study attempted to 

provide additional research to facilitate the development and assessment of interventions 

that universities use to enhance the academic experience for all students who are 

academically at risk. 

This study found two factors that previous researchers have suspected may be 

influencing the educational experience of male students. Male students who see 

themselves as traditionally masculine or experience pressure to conform to traditional 

masculinity ideology are less likely to achieve academic success. This study’s findings 

related to traditional masculinity and academic success is similar that found in other 

previous studies (Kahn et al., 2011). The qualitative analysis demonstrated considerable 

evidence of a link between traditional masculinity ideology exhibited by the students and 

the students’ perceived role in society. The link exhibited indicated male students’ 

successful role in society was predicated on many traditional masculine traits. 

Mankowski and Maton (2010) found that men struggle with the perception of being 

powerless, and the hegemonic masculinity paradox results in irritation, confusion, and 
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disbelief. Male students experience these conflicts as they stand with one foot in the 

influences of previous generations and the other foot in a new and more blended, gender-

role infused society. The different perceptions aggregate and create conflict or struggle 

related to self-identity and purpose (O’Neil, 1981b, 2015; Wong et al., 2017). Another 

study found that male college students are conflicted by a need to exhibit modified 

masculinity and the need to prove manhood (Edward & Jones, 2009). The quantitative 

analysis revealed evidence that the same traditional masculinity ideology that male 

students have continued to retain aspects of is negatively influencing their academic 

success. 

There was not enough specific evidence in the analysis to point to any certain 

characteristic of traditional masculinity as a contributing factor. Two traditional 

masculinity characteristics defined by the MRNI-SF were absent from any of the 

students’ responses. Those include reference to the importance of sex in the lives of the 

students and any negative attitudes toward sexual ideologies other than traditional. This 

may point out the institutional focus placed on targeting the negative aspects of male 

students concerning acceptance of all gender variations and the maltreatment of female 

students in the university setting. This study has provided evidence that institutional 

interventions that address the non-sexually related aspects of traditional masculinity 

ideology may need attention in order to begin to relieve the conflict between the male 

student’s perceived role in society and the need for concerted academic efforts.    

The quantitative analysis revealed that amotivation exhibited by the students or 

the lack of being able to link an academic action with a successful result may adversely 
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affected their ability to succeed academically. This finding is not particularly unexpected. 

The qualitative discovery additionally revealed that those students who were motivated 

were intrinsically motivated to succeed academically. There was also a link between the 

students’ role in society and their search for academic success.  

These results demonstrate some of the difficulties for males in higher education. 

They understand that there is a need to succeed academically to achieve and meet 

expectations for their role in society, but traditional masculinity ideology heavily 

influences that role in society and may be at odds with the counterinfluences on the 

university campus. A student with traditional masculinity ideology may internally 

manifest the motivation to succeed academically but may succumb to the internal gender 

role that may exist. However, the degree of conflict and strategies toward the solution of 

declining male success is a complex phenomenon with unclear mitigation strategies. The 

national data suggest that it is not enough to slow the decline in their enrollment and 

graduation from higher education institutions (Adebayo, 2008; Buchmann & DiPrete, 

2006; Charles & Bradley, 2002; Charles & Luoh, 2003; Garibaldi, 2014; Grow & Van 

Bavel, 2015; Jacobs, 1996; Morris, 2012; Schwartz & Han, 2014; Snyder et al., 2018). 

Implications 

The aggregate male higher education student is falling behind in enrollment and 

eventual graduation in postsecondary education (Snyder et al., 2018). In-depth 

understanding of the reasons and contributing factors are lacking. Researchers have 

previously determined this is a problem because failure to succeed in higher education 

has unforeseen impacts on society related to financial stability and employability 



158 

 

(Andronie & Andronie, 2014; Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006), and social norms regarding 

marriage and childbearing structures (Kravdal & Rindfuss, 2008; Schwartz & Mare, 

2005).  These impacts on society are important areas for discoveries through research of 

the causes and consequences of this trend (Buchmann & DiPrete, 2006).  

Kelly’s (1955) work found that a person’s thoughts and decisions are the result of 

unique combinations of dichotomous categorical interpretations. Those categorical 

interpretations may provide the useful points of connection needed to understand male 

students’ lack of success (Kelly, 1955; Mertens, 2014). Understanding those 

combinations through research such as this assists interpretation of the threat, fear, 

anxiety, guilt, aggression, and hostility that students encounter on the way to academic 

success. These emotions are always present in students’ lives, including male students 

such as the participants in this research study. Some students do hold strong beliefs 

related to traditional masculinity ideology that are sometimes in conflict with society’s 

expectations of the same. PCT created by the student’s experiences is not only influenced 

by society but also other traditions in his life. These templates and societal norms may 

result in anxiety, guilt, aggression, and hostility that is unresolved. 

Discoveries such as those found by this study inform and influence higher 

education leaders, who should consider the contributing factors for declining success of 

all students. Those students may require interventions and programs to slow the rate of 

educational success divergence experienced in U.S. higher education institutions. Higher 

education should assist male students with convolving the conflicting influences 
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surrounding their masculinity and promote how academic success can benefit their lives 

while satisfying the requirements of their role in society.  

Limitations 

This study was limited to one higher education institution in the southeastern 

United States. The researcher did not have access to the entire male undergraduate 

student population of that institution. The respondents were not categorized by age, race, 

or ethnicity. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The researcher examined the broad potential influencing factors for academic 

success related to masculinity and motivation. The results highlighted a possible link 

between the lack of academic success and the traditional masculinity views that exist in 

male students. Future research should: 

• expand the institutions sampled in the study to determine if geography 

influences masculinity perceptions; 

• understand what influences parent’s educational attainment may have on 

similar students; 

• attempt to focus on which aspects of traditional masculinity ideology are most 

predominate and contributory; 

• investigate a larger population of students from several institutions. 

• determine what higher education interventions might be successful on male 

students that may be struggling with gender role conflict and its influences on 

their academic success; and 
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• investigate if there are statistically significant differences across racial 

categories.  

This additional research data will allow higher education leaders to develop plans to 

assist those students affected by the conflicts associated with evolving masculinity norms. 

Final Thoughts 

This chapter detailed conclusions drawn from examining higher education male 

students’ academic success and the contributing influences. This study demonstrated a 

link between academic success and traditional masculinity ideology and academic 

motivation. Many of the male students in this study exhibited inclinations aligned with 

gender role conflict and confusion about the masculinity and their roles in society 

(O’Neil, 2015). The students experienced anomie due to changes in acceptable behaviors 

related to masculinity. These changes are not necessarily at pace with changes in 

expected societal roles.  

The Great Displacement is not softening the blow for these students and others 

like them (Yang, 2018). Ninety-five million working-age Americans are not in the labor 

force for a variety of reasons (Yang, 2018). Soon there will be few jobs that traditionally 

were male dominated, such as factory work and truck driving (Yang, 2018). The military 

ranks are thinning for the same reasons. At the same time, highly skilled occupations are 

experiencing the highest growth in the labor market (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2016). Women’s participation and graduation from higher education are on the rise 

(IPEDS, 2017). 
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Former U.S. President Obama stated the need to understand the problem of 

declining male student academic success clearly (Diprete & Buchmann, 2010). This 

study’s findings highlight the issues surrounding higher education male students’ 

declining participate and success. Hopefully, future studies will constrain the problem 

even more precisely in order to develop solutions so all students can achieve the success 

they deserve. 
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MRNI-SF 
Please complete the questionnaire by circling the number which indicates your level of 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. Give only one answer for each 
statement. 
  
Strongly Disagree Slightly No        Slightly Agree     Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree Opinion      Agree      Agree 
      1       2       3       4                  5                 6                7 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
1. Homosexuals should never marry. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

      2. The President of the US should always be a man. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
3. Men should be the leader in any group. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

      4.   Men should watch football games instead of soap operas.  
    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
5. All homosexual bars should be closed down. 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

6.  Men should have home improvement skills. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  
7.  Men should be able to fix most things around the house. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
8. A man should prefer watching action movies to reading romantic novels. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  

9. Men should always like to have sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

  
   10. Boys should prefer to play with trucks rather than dolls. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

11. A man should not turn down sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Strongly Disagree Slightly No        Slightly Agree     Strongly 
Disagree   Disagree Opinion      Agree      Agree 
      1       2       3       4                  5                 6                7 

 
12. A man should always be the boss.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  
13. Homosexuals should never kiss in public. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

14. A man should know how to repair his car if it should break down. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
      15. A man should never admit when others hurt his feelings. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
16. Men should be detached in emotionally charged situations. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
17. It is important for a man to take risks, even if he might get hurt. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

      18. A man should always be ready for sex. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

19. When the going gets tough, men should get tough. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

      20. I think a young man should try to be physically tough, even if he’s not big. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
      21. Men should not be too quick to tell others that they care about them. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
MRNI-SF: Scoring  
 

A. Specific Traditional Masculinity Ideology Factors (Subscales). To obtain 
subscale scores compute the means of the items for that scale. These are 
designated below by the number as they appear on the instrument. 

Avoidance of Femininity = (4+8+10)/3 
Negativity toward Sexual Minorities = (1+5+13)/3 
Self-Reliance through Mechanical Skills = (6+7+14)/3 
Toughness = (17+19+20)/3 
Dominance = (2+3+12)/3 
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Importance of Sex = (9+11+18)/3 
Restrictive Emotionality= (15+16+21)/3 
 
B. General Traditional Masculinity Ideology Factor (Total Scale). To obtain Total 

Scale score, take the mean of all of the items.                                          
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ACADEMIC MOTIVATION SCALE (AMS) 
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ACADEMIC MOTIVATION SCALE (AMS-C 28) 

COLLEGE (CEGEP) VERSION 

Robert J. Vallerand, Luc G. Pelletier, Marc R. Blais, Nathalie M. Brière, Caroline B. 
Senécal, Évelyne F. Vallières, 1992-1993 
  

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 52- 53 
 

Scale Description: 
This scale assesses the same 7 constructs as the Motivation scale toward College 

(CEGEP) studies. It contains 28 items assessed on a 7-point scale. 

 
References 

 
Vallerand, R. J., Blais, M. R., Brière, N. M., & Pelletier, L. G. (1989). Construction et 

validation de l'Échelle de Motivation en Éducation (EME). Revue Canadienne des 
Sciences du Comportement, 21, 323-349.  
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WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE (CEGEP) ? 
 
Using the scale below, indicate to what extent each of the following items presently corresponds to one of 
the reasons why you go to college (CEGEP). 
 
 Does not     
 correspond Corresponds Corresponds Corresponds Corresponds 
        at all                                    a little                               moderately                                  a lot                     exactly 
            1                                          2                       3        4              5                  6                             7 
 
 
 
WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE (CEGEP) ? 
  
 
1.  Because with only a high-school degree I would not 
 find a high-paying job later on.                                              1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
2.  Because I experience pleasure and satisfaction 
 while learning new things.                                                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
3.  Because I think that a college (CEGEP) education will help me  
 better prepare for the career I have chosen.                           1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
4.  For the intense feelings I experience when I am 
 communicating my own ideas to others.                                1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
5.  Honestly, I don't know; I really feel that I am wasting  
 my time in school.                                                                  1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
6.  For the pleasure I experience while surpassing 
 myself in my studies.                                                             1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
7.  To prove to myself that I am capable of completing my  
 college (CEGEP) degree.                                                       1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
8.  In order to obtain a more prestigious job later on.                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
9.  For the pleasure I experience when I discover 
 new things never seen before.                                                1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
10.  Because eventually it will enable me to enter the 
 job market in a field that I like.                                              1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
11.  For the pleasure that I experience when I read 
 interesting authors.                                                                 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
12.  I once had good reasons for going to college (CEGEP); 
 however, now I wonder whether I should continue.              1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
13.  For the pleasure that I experience while I am surpassing 
 myself in one of my personal accomplishments.                   1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
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 Does not     
 correspond Corresponds Corresponds Corresponds Corresponds 
        at all                                    a little                               moderately                                  a lot                        exactly 
            1                                          2                       3        4              5                  6                             7 
 
WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE (CEGEP) ? 
  
 
 14.  Because of the fact that when I succeed in college (CEGEP) 
 I feel important.                                                                      1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 15.  Because I want to have "the good life" later on.                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
16.  For the pleasure that I experience in broadening my  
 knowledge about subjects which appeal to me.                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 17.  Because this will help me make a better choice 
 regarding my career orientation.                                            1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 18.  For the pleasure that I experience when I feel completely 
 absorbed by what certain authors have written.                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 19.  I can't see why I go to college (CEGEP) and frankly,  
 I couldn't care less.                                                                 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
  
 20.  For the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of  
 accomplishing difficult academic activities.                          1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 21.  To show myself that I am an intelligent person.                     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 22.  In order to have a better salary later on.                                 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 23.  Because my studies allow me to continue to learn about 
 many things that interest me.                                                 1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 24.  Because I believe that a few additional years of 
 education will improve my competence as a worker.            1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 25.  For the "high" feeling that I experience while reading 
 about various interesting subjects.                                         1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 26.  I don't know; I can't understand what I am 
 doing in school.                                                                      1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 27.  Because college (CEGEP) allows me to experience a 
 personal satisfaction in my quest for excellence 
 in my studies.                                                                         1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
 
 28.  Because I want to show myself that I can succeed  
 in my studies.                                                                         1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
  
©  Robert J. Vallerand, Luc G. Pelletier, Marc R. Blais, Nathalie M. Brière, Caroline B. Senécal, 
 Caroline B. Senécal, Évelyne F. Vallières, 1992 
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KEY FOR AMS-28 
 
 

# 2, 9, 16, 23 Intrinsic motivation - to know 
 
# 6, 13, 20, 27 Intrinsic motivation - toward accomplishment 
 
# 4, 11, 18, 25 Intrinsic motivation - to experience stimulation 
 
# 3, 10, 17, 24 Extrinsic motivation - identified 
 
# 7, 14, 21, 28 Extrinsic motivation - introjected 
 
# 1, 8, 15, 22 Extrinsic motivation - external regulation 
 
# 5, 12, 19, 26 Amotivation 
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For Table 1 

Source: Digest of Education Statistics 2016, by T. D., Snyder, C. de Brey, & S. A. 

Dillow, 2018. National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences. 

The following is a statement from National Center for Education Statistics,  

https://nces.ed.gov/about/: 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is the primary federal entity 

for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S. and other 

nations. NCES is located within the U.S. Department of Education and the 

Institute of Education Sciences. NCES fulfills a Congressional mandate to collect, 

collate, analyze, and report complete statistics on the condition of American 

education; conduct and publish reports; and review and report on education 

activities internationally.  

The Institute of Education Sciences, IES Policy Regarding Public Access to Research, 

https://ies.ed.gov/funding/pdf/EDPlanPolicyDevelopmentGuidanceforPublicAccess.pdf: 

Beginning in FY 2012, IES established a Public Access Policy to Research 

Findings, and incorporated those requirements into awards made in FY 2012 and after. 

The policy is available here: http://ies.ed.gov/funding/researchaccess.asp   

For Figures 1, 2 

Source: Digest of Education Statistics 2013, by T. D. Snyder & S. A. Dillow, 2015. 

National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences.  

The following is a statement from National Center for Education Statistics,  

https://nces.ed.gov/about/: 
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The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is the primary federal entity 

for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S. and other 

nations. NCES is located within the U.S. Department of Education and the 

Institute of Education Sciences. NCES fulfills a Congressional mandate to collect, 

collate, analyze, and report complete statistics on the condition of American 

education; conduct and publish reports; and review and report on education 

activities internationally.  

The Institute of Education Sciences, IES Policy Regarding Public Access to Research, 

https://ies.ed.gov/funding/pdf/EDPlanPolicyDevelopmentGuidanceforPublicAccess.pdf: 

Beginning in FY 2012, IES established a Public Access Policy to Research 

Findings, and incorporated those requirements into awards made in FY 2012 and after. 

The policy is available here: http://ies.ed.gov/funding/researchaccess.asp   

For Figures 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 

Source: Use the Data, by Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2017. 

National Center for Education Statistics. 

The following is a statement from National Center for Education Statistics,  

https://nces.ed.gov/about/: 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is the primary federal entity 

for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S. and other 

nations. NCES is located within the U.S. Department of Education and the 

Institute of Education Sciences. NCES fulfills a Congressional mandate to collect, 

collate, analyze, and report complete statistics on the condition of American 
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education; conduct and publish reports; and review and report on education 

activities internationally. 

For Table 2 

Source: Employment Projections, by Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), 2016.  

Copyright: https://www.bls.gov/bls/linksite.htm: 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) is a Federal government agency and 

everything that we publish, both in hard copy and electronically, is in the public 

domain, except for previously copyrighted photographs and illustrations.  You are 

free to use our public domain material without specific permission, although we 

do ask that you cite the Bureau of Labor Statistics as the source. 

For Figure 3 

Source: E. A. Carson, 2017, Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice and 

U.S. Federal Statistical System, Prisoners under the Jurisdiction of State or Federal 

Correction Authorities, December 31, 1978-2016. 

Copyright Status and Citation, https://www.justice.gov/legalpolicies: 

Unless otherwise indicated, information on Department of Justice websites is in the 

public domain and may be copied and distributed without permission. Citation of the 

Department of Justice as source of the information is appreciated, as appropriate. 

For Figure 4 

Source: DoD Personnel, Workforce Reports & Publications, by Defense Manpower Data 

Center, Department of Defense, United States of America, 2017. 

Copyright Information, https://www.dmdc.osd.mil/appj/dwp/priSec.jsp: 
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Privacy & Security Notice 

1. This Website is provided as a public service for the Defense Manpower Data Center 

and the Department of Defense. 

2. Information presented on this site is considered public information and may be 

distributed or copied. 
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