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Abstract 

 The overwhelming representation of males in physically aggressive acts and 

violent crime suggests that masculinity contributes to the gender discrepancy. Fragile 

masculinity, a term denoting the cultural mandate and the individual’s perception that 

manhood is precarious, has been posited as particularly meaningful in understanding the 

etiology of aggression and relational avoidance in men. Empirical work suggests that 

there is a link among these constructs (Vandello, 2013), but the literature has not fully 

explored variables that may inform or impact these connections. Based on 

psychodynamic theories of narcissism, shame and aggression, this study aimed to 

empirically test their impact. Mediation and moderation analyses were conducted to 

better understand the role of fragile masculinity, narcissism, and shame in contributing to 

enactments of aggression and avoidance of relationships, and they proved to be 

significant. In a random sample (n = 302) of males in the United States, strong evidence 

demonstrated a mediating effect of narcissism, including grandiose and vulnerable 

narcissism as well as entitlement rage, between fragile masculinity, and trait aggression, 

state aggression, as well as relational avoidance. A bootstrapping procedure confirmed 

the significance of mediation effects. Further, half of the male participants (n = 153) 

listened to a shame inducing audio scenario, and the other half (n = 149) listened to a 

neutral scenario to determine if those who are currently experiencing state shame would 

endorse higher state aggression. State shame moderated the association between 

entitlement rage and state aggression. Results suggest that the combination of fragile 

masculinity with narcissism and state shame is critical to consider in prevention and 

treatment of aggression and relational avoidance. 
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Chapter I  

Introduction 

 

“Masculinity” is often hard won and easily lost (Vandello, 2012). Definitions of 

masculinity vary, but it is a male role endemic to many cultures which is difficult to 

achieve and retain.  Research over the last few decades has identified core traits that are 

characterized and perceived as meeting masculine standards (DiMuccio, 2020). 

Hegemonic masculinity valorizes certain masculine embodiments such as dominance in 

the form of physical strength or resilience, wage labor and the ability to provide, 

heterosexual desire and potency, fatherhood, emotional stoicism balanced with sufficient 

aggression (Shumka, 2017). Masculine standards may also include status-seeking 

achievement in work and sports, independence, confidence, competitiveness, risk taking, 

aggression, and the eschewal of femininity in behavior, speech, and emotional expression 

(DiMuccio, 2020). Although masculinity is often defined as an assemblage of traits, it is 

also a collection of activities in the relational sphere between men and women, as men 

are consistently at risk of being considered insufficiently masculine by others (Joseph, 

2012). “Fragile masculinity” or “fragile hegemonic masculinity” implies a sense of 

difficulty or inferiority in performing hegemonic masculinity (Shumka, 2017), and is a 

construct addressed most extensively in the political psychology and sociology literature 

(DiMuccio, 2020; Kimmel, 2017). Fragile masculinity is often defined as a sense of 

precarious manhood, and threat to meeting social standards for masculinity (Blazina, 

2004).  

Theory suggests that at its core, fragile masculinity may entail a basic element of 

shame, as not living up to the collective standards, and there is some empirical support 

that shame may be a lynchpin of the threatened-masculinity dynamic (Gebhard, 2018). 
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Some research suggests that increased masculine gender role stress is associated with a 

higher likelihood to endorse shame-proneness (Efthim, 2001). Further, shame is a strong 

predictor of family conflict and intimate partner physical aggression (Kim, 2009).  

Aggression has been linked to fragile masculinity (O’Connor 2017; Willer, 2013).  

Researchers have focused on the aggressive sequelae of fragile masculinity, partly by 

attempting to understand the alarming social and aggressive ramifications of the “incel” 

movement and related mass shootings (Scaptura, 2019). The incel movement, largely 

established in online communities, generally consists of young, heterosexual, white men 

with difficulty finding partners and developing a sexual life (Scaptura, 2019).  These men 

consider their celibacy involuntarily imposed upon them by cultural values of equality 

among the sexes and by women valuing so called superior men (O’Malley, 2020). 

Approximately seven mass shootings have been connected to this movement (Hines, 

2019).  

Some theorists have argued that “aggrieved entitlement” explains elements of 

fragile masculinity, the incel movement, political aggression, the rise of the far right, and 

the Trump constituency (DeKeseredy, 2019). Although there is anecdotal evidence and 

theoretical support for entitlement influencing the relationship between fragile 

masculinity and aggression, there is a dearth of empirical literature examining entitlement 

or the greater construct of narcissism in this regard. The incel movement, additionally, 

provides us with an opportunity to look at relational avoidance, by questioning whether 

“involuntary” celibacy is truly involuntary, that is to say external, or whether these 

individuals are externalizing avoidant coping mechanisms by blaming their celibacy on 

women and social progress and equality of the sexes. While there is some empirical 

evidence that fragile masculinity is related to avoidance, here too, there is little 

exploration of the impact of narcissism.   
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Narcissism is an essential construct and phenomenology to examine, as there is 

already existing support for shame-proneness in connection with fragile masculinity. The 

psychodynamic mask model of narcissism posits that grandiosity is a defense against an 

empty self, providing a façade to cover up a deeply held shameful sense of inferiority 

(Freud, 1914; Kohut, 1966;  Kernberg, 1986, as cited in Kuchynka et al., 2018). Fragile 

masculinity in the context of an already shame-prone individual, would call for increased 

narcissistic defenses, as well as aggression and avoidance. 

In the clinical psychology literature, the concept of “fragile masculinity” is 

represented variously by “Gender role discrepancy stress,” “Gender role conflict,” or 

“Precarious Manhood,” all of which concern the way in which the individual feels 

inauthentically beholden and inadequately equipped to meet societal requirements of his 

or her assigned gender. The present research seeks to expand our understanding of fragile 

masculinity and its association with entitlement, by analyzing their connection to clinical 

phenomena, including shame proneness, shame, narcissism, aggression, and relational 

avoidance. Gender socialization has led to a rigid split between roles of men and women, 

such that masculinity may require men to hone defenses that are narcissistic and 

aggressive. The consequence of these social mores is that some men feel alienated for 

feeling less masculine which in turn perpetuates and exacerbates anger and aggression. 

When men suffer from a sense of fragile masculinity, they tend to endorse political 

aggression (DiMuccio, 2020) as well as discrimination against women and gay 

individuals (O’Connor, 2017).  

Based on existing theory and literature that childhood maltreatment leads to 

shame proneness, the sample for the current study was comprised of men who endorse 

having experienced childhood maltreatment. The rationale for recruiting participants who 

meet some threshold for childhood maltreatment is to better understand the role of 
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shame-proneness. Narcissism is more likely to act as coping mechanism in those who are 

shame-prone (Uji, 2012). It was hypothesized that there will be significant positive direct 

and indirect relationships between fragile masculinity and aggression. It is further 

hypothesized that there will be a positive direct and indirect relationship between fragile 

masculinity and avoidance. It was hypothesized that the relationship between fragile 

masculinity and aggression as well as fragile masculinity and avoidance will be explained 

by narcissism. Further, the relationship between narcissism and aggression would be 

greater in individuals who are experiencing an increase in state shame. State shame was 

induced in participants who listened to an audio vignette, describing a scenario in which 

participants approached a prospective romantic interest, resulting in feeling humiliated 

after rejection due to having visible nasal mucous on the participant’s cheek. This 

shameful scenario was intended to induce a present state of shame which potentially 

called on the defenses of aggression or avoidance to shield the ego from narcissistic 

injury.   

The following section reviews the extant literature that is both the inspiration and 

the academic support for this study. An introduction to fragile masculinity and the 

pervasiveness of the pressure on males to perform masculinity across many cultures is a 

foundational phenomenon. Aggression as a correlate to fragile masculinity is then 

explored, followed by review of the phenomenon of shame and narcissism as further 

correlates. Finally, review of the literature on the construct of avoidance is presented as a 

potential coping mechanism for fragile masculinity. 
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   Chapter II 

Literature Review 

Fragile masculinity   

Masculinity or manhood is variously defined by the extant literature. Some define 

it as a stable set of characteristics underlined by themes of agency and action, many 

classical psychoanalytic theorists define it by disidentification with femininity, and other 

researchers provide no specific definition other than its precariousness (Vandello, 2012). 

Fragile Masculinity is a term that encompasses a self-conception of inadequacy or fear of 

inadequacy in being a man qua man. Situations that reflect physical inadequacy, 

emotional expressiveness, subordination to women, intellectual inferiority, failure in 

meeting masculine standards at work and sexual inadequacy have reportedly triggered 

stress in men as violation of traditional gender roles (Efthim, 2001, citing Eisler 1991). 

The masculine ideal of agency, action, and denigration of emotional expression is 

pervasive in our culture so that even individuals who may not believe in the traditional 

norms of masculinity may still feel compelled to navigate life through its lens (Gebhard, 

2018). This identity includes an inflexible masculinity characterized by exhibitionistic 

self-display, haughty reserve, recklessness, misogyny, a drive to display potency, and a 

regarding of the penis as an instrument of aggression rather than love (Diamond, 2006).  

Theory of Masculinity and Its Origins. According to some of the 

psychoanalytic literature, the infant boy desires to be both the mother and the father, in a 

nurturing merger which is at most dyadic, if not still monic (Diamond, 2006). 

Masculinity begins to develop from the boy’s earliest experiences of loss of the nurturing 

mother, when his understanding of the triadic nature of his early relationships emerges 
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(Freud, 1921, as cited by Diamond, 2006). His understanding of the special erotic 

relationship between his mother and his father leads him to an identification with his 

father in sharing the same genitals.  The conception of the mother as evocatively sexual 

toward the father and potentially the self represents a loss of the innocent nurturing 

mother for whom there are no competitors (Diamond, 2006). The boy’s traumatic loss of 

the earliest gratifying dyadic relationships with his mother as a result of his phallic needs, 

disposes the boy to locate himself in the world as omnipotently phallic to regain control 

of the object (the mother) now experienced as separate from his ego (Diamond, 2006). 

The pregenital “phallic” phase, beginning about two years old, during which the phallus is 

the primary erogenous zone, involves utilizing and believing in the phallus as an 

omnipotent object that can penetrate and merge with the other to prevent the loss of the 

ideal Madonna (Diamond, 2006). In the phallic phase, extending, thrusting, and 

penetrating are paramount along with associated personality traits such as aggression, 

strength and potency (Diamond, 2006).  

In normal development, phallic urges mature into genitality (an understanding of 

the phallus as merely genital and not omnipotent), during which the boy is impacted by 

the father’s beneficial use of paternal authority, emotional regulatory capacity and 

admirable practical skills (Diamond, 2006).  The male identity, thus, transforms from its 

sole aim of penetrative, potency and mastery, to one which integrates the object and the 

need for connection (Diamond, 2006). The boy’s sense of maleness may depend on his 

connection with his benevolent connection with his father, his budding ability to express 

and modulate aggressive and competitive urges, acquire a sense of industry, and attenuate 

the need for illusory phallic omnipotence (Diamond, 2006). The achievement of mature 
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sense of masculine identity, a task enacted throughout the lifespan, is dependent on the 

adequate negotiation of the shifting balance between the phallic ego ideal of omnipotence 

and merger, with the genital ego ideal of reduced grandiosity, and increased sense of 

otherness and empathy, which then allows for strivings to establish lasting intimate 

relationship (Diamond, 2006). When maturity to the genital phase is halted or when an 

individual regresses, the more inflexible aggressive phallic masculinity is retained or 

reemerges, in which the male feels driven to ferociously repudiate emotional 

connectedness and  “feminine” qualities (Diamond, 2006).  

While efforts to reduce gender-splitting is a contemporary cultural force, 

masculinity and femininity retain certain culturally defined characteristics: masculinity 

continues to be conceived of as being rational, protective, aggressive, and dominating, 

while femininity is taken to mean being emotional, nurturing, receptive, and submissive 

(Benjamin, 1988, as cited by Diamond, 2006). This cultural reality is perpetuated by 

early psychodynamics as well as by peer relations, and each individual is burdened to 

keep the alternate gender’s characteristics subliminal and less developed (Benjamin, 

1988, as cited by Diamond, 2006). In fragile masculinity, there may be both an under and 

over identified masculinity, encompassing on the one hand passivity and inhibited 

aggression, and, on the other, insistence on staving off emotional experiences and terror 

of being annihilated by externalizing and enacting aggression (Diamond, 2006).  

Bem’s gender schema theory argues that sex typed attitudes and behaviors are 

learned by absorbing society’s mandates of what is appropriate for one’s own sex 

(Copenhaver, 1996, citing Bem, 1981). Gender role strain refers to the dissonant feelings 

experienced by both men and women when faced with unhealthy and unattainable 
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culturally imposed gender ideals (Wimer, 2020). Three forms of gender role strain have 

been identified: “discrepancy strain” refers to the dissonance in response to internal 

feeling of not measuring up to an ideal, “dysfunction strain” refers to experiences of 

tangible difficulties in relation to gender socialization such as refusal to seek help, and 

“trauma strain” refers to when an individual is victimized for failing to live up to a 

cultural ideal for his gender (Wimer, 2020, citing Pleck, 1995). When we speak of gender 

role discrepancy stress, it is a combination of these three that is pertinent.  

Masculinity As a Performance. The same dichotomy may be working in those 

men who purchase sex, whereby men may feel regret and passivity and express merely a 

desire for intimacy bounded by space and time, while on the other hand behaving in a 

predatory and assaultive way (Shumka, 2017). Typical men who purchase sex describe 

their behavior in prescriptive gendered scripts that men have a biological imperative for 

sex and are entitled to women’s bodies (Shumka, 2017). Studies have shown that men 

purchase sex as a confirmation of their masculinity and heterosexuality (Pettinger, 2011; 

Huysamen, 2015). Men situate predatory behavior toward sex-workers within a 

normative masculinities frame (Shumka, 2017). While hegemonic masculinity impacts 

men deleteriously, disempowering them due to insecurities and feelings of inadequacy, it 

is also potentially dangerous to the women against whom it is often exercised (Shumka, 

2017). Men who feel insecure about their masculinity are more likely to engage in 

compensatory behaviors to reaffirm their masculine status, especially in societal contexts 

where gender inequities and violence are considered normative (Joseph, 2012). Shumka 

(2017) reports that interviews with men who purchase sex reveal a pervasive origin story 

– a narrative about their initial decision to purchase sex as motivated by a feeling of 

inferiority and a behavior serving as a response to women they perceived as selfish and 
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capricious who undermined their desire to be “good men.” Feelings of inferiority are 

responded to by engaging in typical masculine practices that represent the sexually potent 

man driven by urgent biological need (Joseph, 2012).   

Effects of Cultural Norms of Masculinity on Ideation and Behavior. Men 

exposed to masculinity threats report greater anxious and aggressive ideation, higher 

cortisol levels, cardiac vagal withdrawal (a physiological index of stress), higher pain 

tolerance, greater toughness, more forcefully punching a punching bag, consuming more 

alcohol, taking greater financial risks and increased aggression toward gay men 

(DiMuccio, 2020). Studies have shown that men take greater financial risks than women 

as a general matter, and that priming masculinity increases financial risk-taking, and 

further, experiencing gender threat increased financial risk-taking, a tough masculine 

practice (Meier-Pesti, 2006).  

Threatened masculine identity impacts politics and political ideology as well, with 

one study finding an increase desire for a masculine president, even excluding for 

preference for male presidents (Carian, 2018). Further, the political significance of 

masculine threat includes ideologies, such as increased justification for social inequality, 

less support for gender equality, more benevolent sexism, and more enjoyment of anti-

gay and sexist humor, increase in gun enthusiasm, and aggressive responses to perceived 

security threats (DiMuccio, 2020). Masculine overcompensation works symbolically to 

reassert the status of masculinity over femininity, rather than merely to emphasize 

maleness over femaleness (Carian 2018). Many studies indicate men and women differ in 

term of party identification, voting behavior, political ideology, political attitudes, where 

women are more likely to identify as liberal and support social-welfare policies and men, 

in contrast, are more likely than women to identify as conservative and support the use of 

military intervention (DiMuccio, 2020). This evidence provides guidance in determining 
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how males who endorse gender conflict may also endorse greater trait and state 

aggression. 

Gender role conflict has been shown to relate to racial identity, racial reference 

group, African American consciousness, and acculturation, suggesting interactions with 

racial, ethnic and cultural beliefs (O ’Neil, 2008). African American men who strongly 

identify with African American culture report less gender role conflict than those who 

idealize white culture, and thus may be compounded by feelings of racial inferiority 

(O’Neil, 2008). Studies have indicated that both foreign men who are less acculturated 

and those who identify mainly with the dominant culture experience greater gender role 

conflict (O’Neil 2008). These findings provide compelling support for the theory that 

engagement in stereotyped masculine behavior may serve a socially expressive function 

intended to quell negative affect and realign men with the status of “Manhood.” (Berke, 

2016). Fragile masculinity is thus an important construct to investigate as potentially 

providing an impetus for men to cover up feelings of inadequacy and shame in an explicit 

reactionary or externalizing manner.  

Evidence of Fragile Masculinity and Its Impact Across Cultures. Discrepancy 

strain is pervasive. Vandello (2012) has demonstrated that people view the very state of 

manhood as a precarious social status that is hard won and easily lost, a state that requires 

persistent public proof. Further, they argue, this perception transcends cultural boundaries 

(Vandello, 2012, citing Gilmore, 1991). In many cultures, the transition from boyhood to 

manhood is birthed via performing rites of passage: for example, Samburu boys of Kenya 

must endure unanesthetized circumcision without flinching, the Maasai of East Africa 

require a boy to kill a large wild animal such as a lion, and the Sambian of New Guinea 

require boys to undergo scarification to transition to manhood (Vandello, 2012, citing 

Spencer, 1965, Saitoti, 1986, and Gilmore, 1990).  
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Orthodox Jewish boys are expected to become advanced scholars of Jewish law, 

and scholastic achievement is the ultimate masculinity, with the threat of being 

considered an inadequate man if these scholarly ambitions are not performed (Benor, 

2004). A text-based culture, male masculinity in the orthodox (haredi) culture is often 

manifested by men’s tendency to integrate quotations from the scriptures in their 

linguistic style (Goldberg, 2009). The persistent use of quotations appears frequently as a 

display of masculinity by demonstrating erudition in the sources, a stark demonstration of 

masculinity especially when some who use this linguistic style are self-evidently not 

“great Torah scholars” (Goldberg, 2009). Men in the haredi community do not display 

traditional hypermasculinity, instead for the most part “speaking softly and quietly, 

perhaps even feminine, their bodies awkward and bent (Goldberg, 2009).” Even in a 

society that diverges from the traditional conception of masculinity, a society that abjures 

machismo and material strength, places the male role within expectations of performing 

masculinity (Goldberg, 2009). Any difficulty for men to realize the masculine ideal, in 

whatever form the particular subculture defines it, is stressful, frustrating and upsetting 

(Goldberg, 2009).  Data indicating fragile masculinity should therefore be readily 

available for collection. 

Western Masculinity as Relatively Unarticulated. Ironically, the amorphous 

western definitions of manhood may induce more anxiety concerning adequate 

masculinity, as the expectations to earn and prove manhood prevails despite the fact that 

the culture does not provide a predefined formal mechanism for doing so (Vandello, 

2012). Gender role discrepancy stress may arise from an excessive commitment to and 

over reliance on culturally sanctioned masculine patterns, leading overcommitted men to 

feeling a significant loss of self-esteem from losing in a competitive game, for example, 

whereas those less committed to masculinity may be able to take pride in playing 
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sufficiently well (Copenhaver, 1996). Men have reported experiencing gender role stress 

in situations that reflect physical inadequacy, subordination to women, intellectual 

inferiority and failure in meeting masculine standards at work and experiencing sexual 

inadequacy (Efthim, 2001). In this way men may feel gender role stress if they feel they 

have acted in an unmanly way (Copenhaver, 1996). In American society, “unmanly” has 

many definitions and there are no ways to definitively prove one’s manliness without a 

formal mechanism (Vandello, 2012).   

Masculinity in Science. A prevalent construction of masculinity was evident in 

the conception of science as a masculine endeavor, described and challenged by Abraham 

Maslow, in his book, The Psychology of Science (1966) (as cited by Nicholson, 2001), 

although Maslow himself struggled with his own sense of masculinity (Nicholson, 2001). 

Maslow stated that in the societal construction of his day, and we may potentially extend 

this to contemporary conceptions, the “scientist, like the boy enjoys striking fear into the 

hearts of…the…girls. He taboos his tenderness, his loving impulses, his compassion, his 

sympathy…He wants to join the company of men…tough, fearless, impervious to 

discomfort and pain, independent of emotional ties, quick to anger and frightening in 

their anger…earth shakers, doers, builders, masters of the real world…all this he tries to 

be” (Maslow, 1966, as cited by Nicholson, 2001). Maslow argued that this conception of 

masculinity was immature and pathological but his writings indicate that even for 

someone who was explicitly in favor of humanistic psychology, he seemed to hold on to 

the values of “masculine science,” as he continued to value a kind of masculine ideal as 

he reflected on his own career (Nicholson, 2001). He wrote that he felt he needed to stop 

identifying with the underdogs, the weak, the exploited, the female, and felt like he had to 

become a little more of a “bastard and let weak take care of themselves… must put breast 

back inside blouse” (Nicholson, 2001, citing Maslow 1979, p.33).  
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In his journal, Maslow described the completion of an academic work as being 

analogous to “killing a deer and dumping it down before the wife (or mother) in a lordly 

way so that she can adore and admire, be awed and a little humbled, and a little 

frightened” (Maslow, 1979 p. 68, as cited by Nicholson, 2001). Maslow played down his 

views on the sex-specific character of self-actualization in his published writing, as he did 

not discuss the differences when he first introduced the hierarchy of needs and mentioned 

it only briefly in other writings (Nicholson, 2001). Yet he had accumulated “huge 

mountains of writing on the subject” (Maslow, 1956, as cited by Nicholson 2001). 

Maslow’s self-censorship at the sex specific characteristics that may have infused his 

hierarchy of needs, put question to the cherished ideal of scholarship as a self-

actualization pursued by the “brave and virile.” His public caution was transformed into 

private anger. In one journal passage, Maslow complained bitterly about deviations from 

masculine and feminine “nature,” describing American women as “dominant, castrating, 

discontent, lousy wives who secretly keep on yearning for stronger men” (Maslow, 1979, 

p.77, as cited by Nicholson, 2001).  

Maslow’s struggle to come to terms with his masculinity should stand as a 

testament not to his personal weakness, but rather to the power of gender assumptions in 

psychology and in American life as a whole, as he was caught in the gravitational pull of 

a very powerful set of social principles that have structured the status and gender of 

professional life since the 19th century, whereby high status professions have been 

associated with the greatest degree of abstraction, detachment and purity (Brumberg, 

1982;  Furumoto, 1987). On the other hand, lower status professions, those held by 

women, have been associated with occupations involving compassion, understanding and 

connectedness (Nicholson, 2001). Theoretically, it is these constructions that may lead to 

males abjuring the helping professions, which require compassion and connectedness, 
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such as clinical psychology, and at minimum Maslow’s internal conflict concerning 

masculinity illustrates the power of these social constructions which are pervasive in the 

culture as a whole, as well as in psychology. 

The Cost of Masculine Gender Socialization and its Precariousness. Gender 

socialization and resulting strain interfere with the opportunity for boys and men to have 

important developmental milestones such as mirroring and merging experiences (Blazina, 

2004). The “fragile masculine self” encompasses defenses which may result from 

empathic failings of caregivers and manifests in two masculine styles (Blazina, 2004).  

One style involves a disavowing of or disowning of the importance of relational needs, 

responding to the disidentification from the mother by compartmentalizing or cutting off, 

which can appear as the adoption of stereotypical traditional masculine roles. The other 

style is an approach to relationships involving an overdependence, seeking others to 

modulate the emotional difficulties surrounding the disidentification process. 

Overdependence can take the form of a single relationship with another or an 

overdependence on substances and sexual liaisons (Blazina, 2004). 

The fragile masculine self in any form may lead to a weakened intrapsychic state 

which requires the self to project disowned feminine aspects onto women and effeminate 

men, and makes use of splitting as a defense in general (Blazina, 2001). This defense 

weakens the ego due to the intrapsychic drain of energy needed to keep the masculine 

and feminine object representations and experiences apart (Kernberg 1976). This fatigue 

can increase vulnerability to the need to bolster the self and a diminution in the ability to 

regulate emotions such as irritability and anger (Blazina 2001).  

Persistence of Masculinity Despite Social Progress. Some argue that the idea 

that manhood is precarious represents an overly stereotypical and caricatured view of 

manhood, one that many men do not endorse. Some qualitative studies of adolescent boys 
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suggest that even as they are acutely aware of cultural definitions of masculinity and the 

degree to which they measure up, they simultaneously question and deconstruct 

traditional (hegemonic) masculinity ideologies (Bamberg, 2004). While there may be 

changing explicit attitudes concerning manhood, these attitudes are implicit and difficult 

to evade (Vandello, 2012). The evidence that manhood is seen as similarly elusive and 

tenuous across a variety of cultures, speaks to a general consensus that transcends cultural 

boundaries, even in cultures that are explicitly attempting to change these gender divides.  

(Vandello, 2012). Further, even if some men do not explicitly endorse the notion that 

manhood must be earned and can be taken away, this notion can have a powerful effect 

on behaviors to the extent that boys and men conform to prescriptive norms (Vandello, 

2012).  

Vandello points to studies indicating that men erroneously believe that their peers 

endorse aggression more than they themselves do and they believe that there will be 

penalties for not behaving with sufficient levels of expected aggression (2008; 2009). 

Further, when men and women were presented with hypothetical scenarios in which a 

man faced a manhood-threatening provocation, men incorrectly estimated that women 

would prefer an aggressive to a non-aggressive response, while women themselves 

claimed to be more attracted to non-aggressive men (Vandello, 2009). It is, therefore, 

hypothesized that men who are preoccupied with maintenance of their masculinity, in the 

form of endorsing gender role stress, may also endorse aggressive feelings and attitudes. 

Men appear especially concerned about their manhood status in the eyes of other 

men (Bosson, 2006; Kimmel 1997). Mutual misperceptions about norms can lead to 

cultural perpetuation of those norms even when individuals’ private beliefs do not align 

with their public behaviors (Miller, 1994; Vandello, 2004). Data collected from hundreds 

of men indicate that although not all men may enthusiastically endorse the idea that their 
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manhood status is precarious, they nonetheless act as if it is (Vandello, 2012). Given that 

societal gender roles are shifting, traditional notions of manhood are giving way to new, 

more nuanced definitions of what it means to be a man. Men and women work side-by-

side in similar occupations, and, in the home, men are expected to do domestic labor and 

childrearing, which were previously relegated to women (Vandello, 2012). These 

changes may lead to a gradual rejection of the belief that manhood is precarious. On the 

other hand, change may also compound men’s anxieties about how to prove their 

manhood, resulting in reaffirmation of traditional male role norms as men struggle to find 

new ways to assert an uncertain manhood status (Vandello, 2012). As we saw earlier, the 

conflict concerning masculinity was fully entrenched into Maslow’s narrative even as he 

was paving the way for new ways of thinking about gender roles. These conflicts and 

changing norms provide even deeper understanding as to the necessity of further research 

into fragile masculinity.  

In conclusion, masculinity is defined and enforced variously by many cultures, 

but cross similarity appears to be its precariousness, and the need for men to prove they 

are adequately performing their roles. The western definition of masculinity may be more 

amorphous than that of other cultures, potentially leading to greater anxiety about the 

ability to live up to its standard. This may lead to a rigidity in adhering to traditional 

norms, which threatens the capacity to fully develop and articulate the masculine and 

feminine parts inherent in each individual. Fragile masculinity is a term used to define the 

state of feeling inadequately masculine, and insufficiently differentiated from the 

feminine. A sense of fragility in one’s own masculinity, or a feeling of strain related to 

the discrepancy between the ideal masculine and the individual’s reality, may lead the 

man to engage in activities that allay gender-role-based anxieties, such as aggressive 
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behavior, sexual aggressiveness, purchase of sex, intimate violence, devaluation of 

women, and adopting of conservative and aggressive policies and politics.  

While there is evidence of societal and cultural masculinity mandates, individuals 

differ in how much these are incorporated into a sense of self and further how much the 

individual focuses on falling short of the masculine ideal. It is this intersection between 

cultural mandates and the elements of an individual’s psychological makeup that this 

study is aiming to explore. This includes masculinity expectations and their intersection 

with idiosyncratic clinical constructs such as aggression, narcissism and shame. Increased 

aggression is a strong correlate in those who feel fragile masculinity.  

Aggression 

Theoretical Approaches to Aggression. Men are disproportionately 

overrepresented among both perpetrators and victims of violent crime, which scholars 

have argued is clearly linked to socialization into stereotypical norms of hegemonic 

masculinity (Hong, 2000). The psychoanalytic drive theory of aggression posits that it is 

an instinctual aspect of all humans from the date of birth. The aggressive instinct 

develops concomitant with love instinct. Freud posited Eros, the instinct to procreate and 

preserve life, and Thanatos, the instinct to destroy and bring the self to inorganic peace as 

fundamental realities of human existence (Freud, 1923/1960).  Both instincts may make 

use of aggression in a “fused, blended and alloyed” manner (Freud 1923/1960). 

Kernberg’s theory of personality revolves around the motivational force of libidinal and 

aggressive drives (Kernberg, 1992). Theoretically, excessive aggression may stem from a 

constitutionally determined intensity of aggressive drives or severe early frustration 

(Kernberg, 1967). However, aggression could be adaptive and appropriate in certain 

circumstances and pathological in others, with the respective goals of asserting autonomy 
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and destroying the source of pain (Kernberg, 1996). The integration or synthesis of 

opposite qualities has been argued to be the most important source of neutralization of 

aggression (Kernberg, 1967). Kernberg argues that it is the lack of interpenetration of 

libidinal and aggressive drive derivatives that may lead to chronic tendency to eruption of 

primitive affect states. When objects are conceived of as neither totally bad nor totally 

good, a combination of love and aggression toward integrated total object can be 

acknowledged (Kernberg, 1967). In the case of the masculine and feminine introjects it is 

potentially the incapacity of the individual to embrace both aspects of the self that makes 

aggression more available.  

Aggression from the perspective of self-psychology posits that it originates from a 

narcissistic injury and a need for revenge for righting a wrong (Kohut, 1972). The 

narcissistic injury in this view originates from a painful disappointment in the 

omnipotence of the self and disrupts the idealized view of the child’s parents (Kernberg, 

1992). This two-pronged assault on the development of the self leads to a weak ego 

which is vulnerable to shame and humiliation (Ornstein, 1998). Aggression is used in this 

instance to protect the fragile self from annihilation (Gabel, 1993). In the case of fragile 

masculinity, the self is fused with a belief in the masculine omnipotence which when 

threatened requires an assertion of aggression to preserve the self.  

Research on Aggression and Masculinity. The risks inherent in masculinity 

being considered desirable include issues related to physical health. Some research 

indicates that greater cardiovascular reactivity to stressors seen in men may be related as 

much to men’s cognitive appraisal of stressors as to biological differences (Copenhaver, 

1996).  One study showed a linear relationship between masculine gender role stress and 

systolic blood pressure reactivity in response to masculine threat and pain (Skidmore et 

al., 1988). Eating a stereotypical masculine steak may carry greater physical health risks, 
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but may itself be an avoidance of social risks to manhood status by choosing a salad 

instead (Vandello, 2012). Further, the masculine ideal of not giving into pain may lead to 

men not seeking treatment or self-medicating with large quantities of alcohol which is 

itself considered a masculine virtue (Copenhaver, 1996). In this way, masculine ideals 

beget masculine ideals in a cyclical pattern.  

Gender threat predicted increases in self-perceived gender role discrepancy and 

elicited increased aggression, and those men experiencing masculine threat reported 

greater pain tolerance (Berke, 2016). Intimate partner violence acceptance attitudes were 

found to be related to gender role stress (McDermott, 2013). For example, in the haredi 

community, which does not prize machismo, the difficulty in realizing the male ideal has 

been linked to increases in intimate violence (Goldberg, 2009). In that community 

masculine roles give the man the right, and even the duty, to control the wife, and threats 

to masculinity pressures the fragile masculine man to perform intimate violence as a 

method of regaining control (Goldberg, 2009). 

Further, there is evidence that males holding beliefs that social changes threaten 

the status of men more frequently endorse pro-dominance social attitudes (Willer, 2013). 

Male concerns about failing to meet masculine standards leads them to embrace policies 

and politicians that signal strength and toughness (DiMuccio, 2020). One study found 

greater support for the death penalty and other aggressive policies, while other studies 

have shown a connection between masculine anxieties and support for Donald Trump in 

the 2016 general election (DiMuccio, 2020). 

Fragile Masculinity and Aggression Towards Women.  Scaptura (2019) 

developed a measure of  “incel” traits, including beliefs in the dominance of men over 

women and found that those scoring high in these traits as well as higher stress in one’s 

inability to live up to masculinity norms were more likely to endorse violent fantasies 
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about rape and using powerful weapons against enemies. Masculine discrepancy stress 

significantly predicted men’s historical perpetration of intimate partner violence (IPV) 

independent of other masculinity related variables (Reidy, 2014). Another study indicated 

that adherence to an anti-femininity norm and experience of stress when in a subordinate 

position to women were indirectly related to sexual aggression perpetration (Smith, 

2015). Men who adhere strongly to hegemonic masculine norms may feel compelled to 

be sexually aggressive toward intimate partners in order to maintain their need for 

dominance in their intimate relations (Smith, 2015). Zurbriggen (2010) linked traditional 

or hegemonic masculinity to rape and war, arguing that society’s need to raise effective 

soldiers is the root cause of traditional masculine socialization, which includes instilling 

the desirability of status and achievement, toughness, aggression, restricted emotionality, 

power, dominance and control, and they further argue that this socialization ensures that 

rape will be prevalent in war. Others have shown that men who are not only socialized in 

traditional masculinity, but also those who experience fragile masculinity (i.e., feel 

emasculated by women), are most likely to support rape myths and commit sexual assault 

(Joseph, 2012). Others have found that “less masculine” men are more likely to be violent 

to some extent in an effort to act in a more stereotypical manly way (Busch, 2002). 

Transactional exchanges of sex for money, while creating narratives of mutual exchange, 

is another way for men to assert aggression and gain dominance via their masculinity, 

sexual skill and sexual desirability to women, thereby reinforcing their hypermasculinity 

(Shumka, 2017).  

Experimental studies have revealed that those who had their masculinity 

threatened engaged in more harassment of female targets than those not so threatened 

(Maass, 2003). Threats to men’s gender status in research requiring men to perform 

stereotypically feminine hair braiding tasks, with a control condition of requiring men to 
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braid ropes, precipitated their choice of hitting a punching bag vs solving a puzzle 

(Bosson 2009, as cited in Bosson 2011). Further, a follow-up study found that men used 

greater force in their punch after being asked to engage in the hair braiding task versus 

being asked to engage in the rope braiding task, indicating traditional feminine tasks and 

activities elicit the need for reassertion of masculinity (Bosson 2009). The quantitative 

research cited indicate a connection between gender role stress and aggression, which this 

study will attempt to replicate. 

In his manifesto, Elliot Rodger, the 22-year-old mass shooter in the 2014 Isla 

Vista killings, described his masculinity as liminal and weak as a result of his lack of 

heterosexual success (Myketiak, 2016). Rodger was unable to cope with seeing another 

man whom he believed to be racially inferior consorting with a woman he found 

desirable (Myketiak, 2016). He wrote extensively about his violent fantasies against 

women and other men, as a result of his diminution and incapacity to perform 

masculinity as he understood societal requirements. His fantasies ultimately culminated 

in the killing of six people, injuring fourteen others, and subsequently dying by suicide 

(Myketiak, 2016).  

Fragile Masculinity and Shame Compounds Aggression. Gebhard (2018) 

found responses to threatened masculinity were significantly related to physically 

aggressive tendencies, but that threatened-masculinity shame-related responses were even 

stronger predictors of aggression. Avoidance of exposure as not sufficiently masculine 

may relate to men’s understanding of the attendant social consequences, rather than the 

individual’s man’s perception of himself as flawed (Gebhard, 2018), but shame in the 

form of feeling the self as flawed may be enough to cause the self to abjure any 

suggestions of insufficient masculinity, by making use of aggression. Men were more 

likely to report physically aggressive behavior if they also reported a tendency to respond 



22 

 

 

to threatened masculinity by feeling ashamed or responding to shame with escape, hiding 

and externalizing blame (Gebhard, 2018). They hypothesized that men’s aggressive 

response to threatened masculinity is explained by their tendency to externalize blame 

(Gebhard, 2018).  

Those who are socialized into the gender role of men in a patriarchy must assume 

the male prerogative, duty and obligation to engage in aggressive behavior, whether in 

the football field or the field of combat (Gilligan, 2003). Male expectation of respect in 

patriarchal systems imply privilege and status (Walters 1995a), which when threatened 

can feel like a shameful demotion. Some argue that it is the aggressive and violent acts 

that are aimed at diminishing feelings of shame, that lead most violent crimes to be 

committed by men (Gilligan, 2003). It may be more threatening for a male to feel 

incompetent or soft than it is to express aggression, and shame may create a pathway to 

antisocial features, which may be a reactionary rejection to the shameful need for 

tenderness. This study will attempt to locate shame in the connection between fragile 

masculinity, aggression and avoidance. 

In summary, the association between male gender and violent crime has been 

persuasively linked to socialization into hegemonic masculinity. Aggression is routinely 

used to counteract feelings of weakness or inadequacy of masculinity. Feminine qualities 

such as increased communication and the capacity to feel affect more readily are 

repressed in favor of learned invulnerability, which leads to greater anger reactivity, an 

emotion that is accepted as sufficiently masculine. Aggression in fragile masculine men 

is expressed variously, including in adoption of politics and policy, in stereotypically 

based prejudice, in interpersonal relationships, as well as in intimate partner violence, 

including sexual aggression. The need to maintain an aggressive stance may lead some 

men to eat more red meat and increase their use of alcohol, thereby impacting their 
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general state of health. Those who feel threat to their masculinity exhibit greater 

aggression and we have evidence that many of the mass shooters in the last few decades 

were men who felt demeaned by women. Further there is evidence that shame related 

experiences in connection with threatened masculinity compounds aggression.   

Shame 

Theoretically, shame occurs when a person appraises the self as having violated 

group norms or having failed to live up the standards of the social group (Kaufman, 

1989). When a child is able to depend upon a care taker’s benign use of power, the child 

is able to develop a positive sense of self, because the parent is able to show some regard 

for the child’s individuality and dignity, thereby conveying to the child it is valued and 

respected (Herman, 1992). A child’s development of a sense of self and self-esteem is 

also able to develop a sense of autonomy and separateness within a relationship, learning 

to control and regulate her own bodily functions and form her own opinions (Herman, 

1992). Traumatic events, or childhood maltreatment, on the other hand, violate the 

autonomy at a basic level of bodily integrity (Herman, 1992). The child’s opinion or 

perspective counts for little in an environment of maltreatment. The traumatic event 

destroys the belief that one can be oneself in relation to others, exposing the child to 

shame and doubt (Herman, 1992).  

Erickson’s second stage consists of the conflict between autonomy versus shame 

and doubt. He described shame as requiring a capacity to be self-conscious and aware of 

one’s exposure (Erikson, 1963). A child becomes aware of being visible but is not 

prepared to be visible as a separate entity, which is expressed as an impulse to bury one’s 

face or sink into the ground. Erikson posited that shame is rage turned against the self, as 

it reveals a desire to force others not to look and not to notice him (Erikson, 1963). As 
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this is impossible, the child seeks to make himself invisible.  Childhood shaming, as seen 

in emotionally abusive households, exploits the child’s increasing awareness of the self 

as being small, relative to others (Erikson, 1963). Erikson argued that too much shaming 

leads the child to develop a secret determination to try to get away with things, unseen, if 

not outright defiant shamelessness (Erikson, 1963). There is a limit to a child’s or an 

adult’s endurance in the face of demands to consider himself, his body and his wishes as 

evil and dirty and in the belief in the reliability of authority figures who pass judgment 

(Erikson, 1963). Too much shaming may lead the child to consider the fact of the 

existence of their batterers and humiliators as an evil, potentially leading the child to seek 

to rid themselves of these relationships (Erikson, 1963).  

 Self-conscious emotions such as shame appears to occur later in development 

than primary emotions, requiring cognitive capacities that emerge between age 18 and 24 

months of infancy (Lewis, 1992, citing 1979). Lewis argued that two distinct cognitive 

capacities are necessary for self-conscious and evaluative emotions. The first being the 

capacity to objectify the self, and the second is the ability to develop and maintain 

standards of behavior. Both of these capacities enable the child to reflect upon itself and 

its behavior (Lewis, 1992). Shame may interfere with a child’s development of 

constructive social interactions, impeding development of interpersonal skills (Lewis, 

1992). 

Those who experience a proneness to shame perceive the whole self as defective 

(Bennett, 2010, citing Lewis, 2000), comprising defectiveness of their bodies, personal 

characteristics, behaviors, and self-objectification (Andrews, 2002). Shame’s intensity 

may be more than the individual can bear, resulting in attempts to modulate or escape the 

affective experience: hiding or shrinking from view, going blank, exhibiting 
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submissiveness or angry defensiveness and even violence have been described as 

examples of such attempts (Kim, 2009; Lewis, 1992). Research indicates that shame may 

lead to anger, based on a theorized “shame-rage spiral” in which a shame-prone person 

switches back and forth between shame and rage (Scheff, 1987). Shame-prone people 

exhibit more anger than those not shame-prone (Tangney, 1996).  Shame has been linked 

to hostility, anger-arousal, suspiciousness, resentment, irritability, and tendency to blame 

others (Tangney, 1992). Kim (2009) demonstrated that shame was the strongest predictor 

of family conflict and intimate partner physical aggression, even when including 

childhood sexual abuse in the model. The marked lack of active negotiation or 

interpersonal problem-solving skills inherent in strategies such as withdrawal or 

conversely overreacting may explain the persistence of conflict (Kim, 2009).  

Shame and Fragile Masculinity. The intersection between fragile masculinity, 

shame, and aggression is borne out by research on the impact of shame on any individual. 

When a person feels shame, the more intense and overwhelming the affect, the more that 

it threatens the cohesion and viability of the self. Negative psychological consequences 

for failure to attain internalized gender-related ideals may result in direct threat to one’s 

self-concept (Bem, 1987). Failure has been theorized to lead to shame (Morrison, 1989). 

Gender role stress dimensions, including stress regarding intellectual inferiority, 

expressing tender emotions, physical inadequacy and performance in work and sexual 

activity were found to be associated with shame-proneness (Efthim, 2001).  

 There is evidence that low self-concept may be an inherent aspect of fragile 

masculinity. Boys who reported higher gender role conflict scores tended to have lower 

self-esteem and more traditional attitudes about women than boys who reported lower 

gender conflict scores (Addelston, 1995). Other studies have found a relationship 



26 

 

 

between gender role conflict and anxiety as well as poor academic self-concept (Watts, 

2005).  In response to both general and specific feelings of shame, men reported similar 

“impulse to escape” and “externalizing blame” tendencies to women (Gebhard, 2018). 

However, when their masculinity is threatened, men reported higher desires to escape the 

shame-inducing scenario and/or externalize blame (Gebhard, 2018). That study also 

showed that men’s desire to “prevent exposure” as non-masculine was also greater, 

although distinct from their escape impulses (Gebhard, 2018). The experience of shame 

itself could result in a feeling of having violated masculine norms that relate to 

prohibitions regarding feeling exposed, vulnerable, and out of control (Krugman, 1995). 

It is, therefore, possible that men who are committed to traditional male schemas 

experience more conflict around shame and turn to defensive maneuvers such as 

externalization to manage the painful affect (Efthim, 2001). Research has indicated that 

masculine gender role conflict is related to externalizing psychological defenses, as 

externalization may provide a solution to the problem of shame by ridding the self of 

unbearable shame affect, and projecting it onto an external other (Mahalik, 1998). The 

connection between fragile masculinity and shame, and aggression and shame, was 

investigated in this study.  

 In summary, shame refers to a belief in the inadequacy of the self due to violating 

group norms or failing to live up to standards. Development of a positive sense of self in 

early childhood allows the child and future adult to maintain a sense of core value. 

Conversely, traumatic events expose the child to doubt about the self resulting in a 

feeling of being unvalued or incapacity to be valued. Failure to succeed at masculine 

expectations and standards opens an individual up to feelings of self-doubt especially 

among those who are shame-prone. Shame-proneness has been linked to hostility, anger-

arousal, rage, and tendency to blame others, and a dearth of interpersonal skills. The 
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connection between fragile masculinity and poor self-concept has been borne out by 

many studies and the experience of shame could itself be considered a violation of 

masculine norms. In the presence of shame inducing cognitions, in a culture that has rigid 

definitions of a valued masculine self, and when shame is itself a shameful emotion, the 

self may resort to narcissistic defenses.  

Narcissism 

 Narcissistic processes are a universal component of personality development as a 

certain degree of self-focus and self-regard is essential to the development of a coherent 

personality structure (Freud, 1914/1957). Individuals with unusually low indications of 

egocentricity may be at greater risk for psychological disorders than those with unusually 

high egocentricity indicators, as the former lack sufficient self-focus and self-investment 

(Exner, 1969). On the other hand, clinical theory and research suggest that pathological 

and vulnerable narcissists are especially prone to experiences of shame (Tangney, 1992). 

It stands to reason then that the association between threatened masculinity and shame 

may also be connected to narcissistic features in personalities with a sense of fragile 

masculinity. Haughty grandiosity, shyness and feelings of inferiority are all shame 

derivatives or variants (Broucek, 1982). Narcissism and anti-social aggression may allow 

for an illusion of self and an outlet for rage. 

Theories of Narcissism. Clinical theorists such as Kohut and Kernberg have 

conceptualized narcissism as developmentally expected and normal, and that, even as 

adults, humans require narcissistic supply to support and maintain self-cohesion and self-

esteem (Cain, 2008). Some describe narcissistic grandiosity and narcissistic vulnerability 

as two different expressions of narcissistic pathology (Cain, 2008). The DSM focuses on 

narcissistic grandiosity in the criteria for narcissistic pathology but lacks representation of 
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narcissistic vulnerability (Cain, 2008). This study focuses on both expressions of 

narcissism.  

Problems in early self-development occur when infants and children receive non-

empathic responses to normal narcissistic needs (Kohut, 1977). Grandiose narcissism 

according to Kohut’s theory involves repression of unacceptable selfobject needs, needs 

from internalized representations of others that are ego dystonic, thereby allowing for 

overt displays of grandiosity while chronically denying low self-esteem or shame (Cain, 

2008). Vulnerable narcissism employs disavowal of needs, alternating conscious 

experience of vulnerability and helplessness with omnipotence (Cain, 2008). They are 

externally, preoccupied with, dependent on, and feel entitled to obtaining validation and 

affirmation from others (Morf, 2006).  

Kernberg, on the other hand, conceptualizes pathological narcissism as embedded 

within the structure of personality impacted by drives and affects. Individuals with a 

borderline level of personality organization use splitting as a defense where self and 

others are identified as  “all bad” or “all good” or shifting from one another alternately 

(Kernberg, 1996). Omnipotence and devaluation are methods of inflating the good 

objects and diminishing the bad objects (Kernberg, 1986).  

According to Kernberg (1975), pathological narcissism is the outcome of 

primitive defensive operations which fuses ideal-self, ideal-object and actual self-image, 

serving as a defense against augmented oral aggression, resulting in a belief of not 

needing others. Due to intolerable frustrations, the infant is overloaded with aggression 

and must create a grandiose self to ward off hope, concluding that it is better to expect 

nothing and to spoil and devalue everything that is available. Instead of hope and the 

capacity to see the self and others as containing both good and bad parts, the narcissist 

creates a complete, perfect and self-sustaining grandiose self (Kernberg, 1975). This 
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position shields the self in a world experienced as treacherous and sinister (Mitchell, 

1986). Narcissistic grandiosity is thus a defense against an underlying “empty self,” a self 

that is unable to introject objects, retain representations of others in the self-concept, but 

instead uses grandiosity as a mask (Cushman, 1990). The unvalued self, the shamed self, 

must be shielded from uncomfortable affect, by seeing the self as paramount and others 

as utilitarian.  

Research on Narcissism. Tangney (1992) found that, in a study of 

undergraduates, there were significant positive association between shame proneness and 

the maladaptive narcissistic features measured by factors in the NPI (an often-used 

measure of narcissism) such as exploitativeness and entitlement. Others have found that 

covert narcissism, which expresses itself as self-involved vulnerability, is related to 

relational aggression but only indirectly through internalized shame and anger rumination 

(Ghim, 2015). Thomaes (2008) investigated how self-views influence shame induced 

aggression in adolescents, and those who scored high on narcissism measures were more 

aggressive than others, but only after they have been shamed.  

Tangney (1996) found that the shame-prone person has difficulty experiencing 

empathy for other people, so their anger is unlikely to be tempered by an empathic 

understanding of the other person’s perspectives. Once angered, the shame-prone person 

is motivated by a defensive, retaliative, reaction to shame, which can take the form of 

malevolent, and fractious intentions to engage in aggression (Tangney, 1996). Our 

culture’s negative view of shame as something to be eliminated, encourages counter-

shame strategies such as the “narcissistic solution” (Tangney, 1992). Studies of men who 

recidivate domestic violence against women appear to exhibit higher narcissism, 

including low empathic capacity, deficits in the ability to appreciate the experiences of 

others, self-centeredness and demanding presentations (Welch, 1997). That study 
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indicated that men who inflict violence against women, though often outwardly 

charming, exhibited particularly vindictive violence and rejection in the face of a wound 

to their sense of entitlement (Hamberger, 1990). In addition to entitlement that appears to 

coincide with the shame of feeling emasculated, aggressive individuals who have 

expressed fragile masculinity appeared to have no empathy for their victims, which is 

concordant with research (Tangney, 1996). Lack of empathy and entitlement are key 

criteria in the DSM-5 diagnosis of narcissistic personality disorder (Cain, 2008).  

Subjects who have endorsed narcissistic traits were also found to be highly 

reactive to negative achievement events, reporting lower levels of state self-esteem on 

days when they experienced those events with greater frequency than non-narcissistic 

individuals (Zeigler, 2010). Narcissists view social relationships as a means for exerting 

social influence and gaining the respect and admiration they desire, rather than as a way 

to find intimacy and acceptance (Morf, 2001). Routine and even minor failure, may be 

taken as evidence that their grandiose self-view is inaccurate (Zeigler, 2010). The agency 

model of narcissism (Campbell, 2002), predicts that achievement events may hold greater 

meaning for narcissists in cultivating an image of success (Zeigler, 2010).  

Masculinity and Narcissism. As noted earlier, agentic projection is an essential 

aspect of masculinity (Gebhard, 2018). Masculine gender role stress also appears to 

impact the sense of masculinity felt after a heterosexual encounter in which a woman 

orgasms, with men who experience fragile masculinity reporting greater feelings of 

masculinity after such an encounter (Chadwick, 2017). A woman’s orgasm is considered 

a masculine achievement, a credit to the self rather than an appreciation of the other’s 

pleasure. Conversely research shows strong positive association between a higher 

reported degree of traditional masculinity ideology, especially those who endorsed 

avoidance of femininity, and the perpetration of sexual assault (Levant, 2020).  The most 
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recurrent entitlement view expressed by rapists and sexual murderers in a sample 

interviewed by Pemberton (2009), was “only I matter”, “it’s my birthright” and  “I have 

the power”, which the authors connected to the interviewees’’beliefs concerning 

hypermasculinity, or male superiority. Masculinity and narcissism appear to have 

similarities in senses of entitlement to warrant studying how fragile masculinity may be 

related to narcissistic injury or a faulty sense of self.  

Narcissism is a variable that is not well explored, understood, or empirically 

researched in the literature on fragile masculinity. The literature cited above provides 

some qualitative connection between narcissism, specifically entitlement, masculinity and 

aggression. The current study aims to provide quantitative data demonstrating the 

connection. It hypothesizes that narcissism mediates the relationship between gender role 

discrepancy stress, i.e., fragile masculinity, and aggression as well as avoidance (see 

below). Shame proneness was measured as well to show a connection between fragile 

masculinity, narcissism and shame. The place of current state shame in this study is to 

explain the extremes to which some with a sense of fragile masculinity would go to 

shield their sense of self. It was hypothesized that those who are already shame prone 

would exhibit greater narcissism, and in particular, entitlement.   

Aggrieved Entitlement. “Aggrieved entitlement” has been posited by sociologist 

Michael Kimmel as the essential element of fragile masculinity (Kimmel, 2017). He 

argues that it is the feeling of having been demoted that has angered many men in 

contemporary culture in the United States (Kimmel, 2017). The decrease in availability of 

industrial, manufacturing work opportunities means that those males who depend on 

traditional masculine employment have much actual loss that they have encountered 

(Garcia, 2016). This demotion is a type of humiliation and humiliation is emasculation, 
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and for many men emasculation must be avenged (Hoffman 2020). Many men experience 

humiliation as castrating and emasculating, which needs to be disproven for fear of 

ceasing to be considered a man (Kalish, 2010).  Aggrieved entitlement intersects with the 

notion of a moral obligation to take back what has been taken, and there is much 

evidence that entitlement has been a central motivation for mass shootings by young men 

(Hoffman, 2020).  

This is demonstrated by examination of the manifestos of mass shooters. These 

individuals turned to violence as a retaliation for narcissistic wounds, feelings of shame, 

inadequacy, and vulnerability for which violence felt restorative and compensatory 

(Kalish, 2010, citing Gilligan, 1998). Further, these manifestos express intense shame at 

being perceived as failing to be sufficiently masculine (Kalish, 2010). Boys who have 

turned to such mass violence reported feeling marginalized and that they had no other 

recourse, unable to seek help due to the belief that authorities would be unresponsive to 

their plight (Kalish, 2010). They appeared to subscribe to a normative and conventional 

construction of masculinity that legitimates violence as a response to perceived 

humiliation (Kalish, 2010). While many shooters appear to suffer from pathology, the 

intersection between their behaviors including murder with that of gender implies a 

strong correlation between feelings of failing to meet masculine expectations with these 

pathologies (Myketiak, 2016). This perception of failure and performance of masculinity 

also appear to rely on a sense of entitlement, a sense of using violence to make others 

hurt as they reported feeling hurt.  

Aggrieved entitlement and resulting resentments inspire vengeance as a 

compensation for humiliation (Kalish, 2010). Vengeance in the incel community applies 

to actions against objects of sexual desires as well as toward men who are perceived to be 
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engaging in sexual activities to which the individual “incel” feels entitled but are “being 

denied” (Kimmel, 2017). Some argue that the rise in aggrieved entitlement in relation to 

masculinity parallels feelings of aggrieved entitlement on the part of the white middle 

class which has experienced a receding of the  “American dream,” finding themselves 

marginalized due to economic changes (Martinez, 2018). Economic changes include 

replacement of manual labor with mechanized systems which led working class men’s 

claim to power and authority in the home and elsewhere to become increasingly insecure 

(Carrigan 1985). Men who have been left with few marketable skills often lose the 

institutional benefits of patriarchy and therefore the performance of masculinity becomes 

essential. One response to the shifting economic realities is for men to perform “protest 

masculinities” which include a pattern of masculinity related to sexuality and violence, 

acting tough, inviting aggression, asserting heterosexuality through sexual bragging and 

conquest as well as belittling women (Shumka, 2017) 

Although most mass shooters of recent years have turned the gun against 

themselves or were eventually killed by police, in their posthumously discovered writings 

they appeared convinced that it would not be defeat if they were to perish, but rather an 

affirmation of their masculinity as they had wielded a weapon of mass destruction 

(Kalish, 2010). Kalish and Kimmel (2010) demonstrate in their review of the mass 

shooters, Klebold, Harris, Kazmierczak and Cho Seung-Hui, that they all seemed to have 

experienced aggrieved entitlement, “a gendered sense that they were entitled, indeed even 

expected to exact their revenge on all who had hurt them.” The entitlement that ‘ought to 

come ’with the high status of being male, is a masculine attempt to avoid shame at being 

inadequate, and the avoidance of shame is an essential aspect of narcissism. The writings 

of mass shooters tend to show that they need to believe their rampages were legitimate 

(Kalish, 2010).  
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Precarious Grandiosity. When confronted with ego-threatening information, 

narcissists were found to be hypervigilant to a sense of worthlessness, which they 

automatically repress and avoid to protect their sense of grandiosity (Horvath, 2009). 

This automatic repression supports the idea that narcissists may never genuinely 

experience worthlessness explicitly (Horvath, 2009). Other studies have shown that 

repressive strategies may be weak and narcissists may have to lean on other strategies 

such as hostility and aggression, especially as ego-threats increase (Horvath, 2009). 

Masculinity brings with it a privileged status to men in patriarchal societies, and, as such, 

the expectation of privilege, arrogance, power and self-esteem is wrapped up within it 

(Gilligan, 2003). For some males it is a source of pride and honor to be the one who 

dispenses violence to others (Gilligan, 2003), especially when a man feels stripped of 

otherwise entitled power brought upon by seismic changes in and the precariousness of 

socially constructed identities like gender and sexuality.  

In sports, narcissism symbolizes the celebration of male physicality (Welch, 

1997), but such narcissism is particularly fragile, easily threatened by femininity, and 

must be ritually reinforced (Welch, 1997, citing Kane, 1993 p.347). Rituals such as a 

football player’s dramatic dance in the end zone following a touchdown, represents both 

physical domination of his opponents, including running backs and receivers, 

traditionally considered less masculine positions as they do not engage in delivering 

physical blows to other players, as well as celebration of male physical superiority 

(Welch, 1997). The study found that running backs and receivers are overrepresented in 

incidents of violence against women, and hypothesized that the men who play these 

positions need an outlet for the reestablishment of male dominance, as they are objects of 

physical violence on the field, their main task to avoid and run away from attackers, 
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rather than stand up to threat as is required by masculine norms (Welch, 1997). Shame in 

relation to fragile masculinity necessitates violence in order to maintain one’s sense of 

masculine sexual identity and adequacy, and for fear that a non-aggressive or non-violent 

reaction would be seen as impotent and cowardly, or fear of being labeled as a “man who 

has ‘no balls’” (Gilligan, 2003). 

In summary, while narcissism is fundamental to humans in moderate forms, 

haughty grandiosity and vulnerable feelings of worthlessness both entail ultimate feelings 

of entitlement. Various theories describe narcissism as a defense and a mask against a 

faulty self. Shame proneness is an element of a sense of faulty self and research has 

indicated its association with narcissistic features such as exploitativeness and 

entitlement. Other research has shown that the shame-prone person is liable to express 

more reactive anger and aggression. Narcissists require a continual proof of their worth to 

avoid a sense of shame, and feelings of agency and achievement are essential to the 

maintenance of their sense of self. They feel entitled to high valuation from others. 

Agency and achievement are also essential aspects of masculinity. Entitlement and 

aggrieved entitlement are theoretically essential to fragile masculinity and the urge to 

reassert the patriarchal prerogative. There is much anecdotal evidence that aggrieved 

entitlement were partly motivating recent mass shooters who identify with incel groups. 

Routine sports ritual celebrates male physicality, masculinity and the rejection of 

femininity. The construct of entitlement is present in both narcissism and fragile 

masculinity and their relationship is important to understanding both. Thus, this study 

will analyze narcissism, including entitlement, as an explanation for predicted increases 

in aggression and avoidance in those men who endorse fragile masculinity. 
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Avoidance 

In addition to aggression, shame and narcissism, there is some evidence that 

traditional masculinity is related to men’s struggles with intimacy and interpersonal 

relationships (Land, 2011).  Avoidance of intimacy aims to avoid close emotional contact 

with others and to maintain independence from relationship partners (Land, 2011). 

O’Neil (2008) reviewed nine different studies finding a negative relationship between 

gender role conflict and intimacy, suggesting that men struggle with intimacy and self-

disclosure with others because of gender role socialization.  Researchers have 

demonstrated a connection between traditional masculinity and maladaptive interpersonal 

strategies such as difficulty seeking help (Addis, 2003). Further, there has been consistent 

findings suggesting that gender role conflict is related to negative interpersonal problems 

(O’Neil, 2008).  Other research has demonstrated that those who subscribe to traditional 

masculine norms report difficulty engaging in healthy relationships (Land, 2011, citing 

Baxter, 1997).  

Blazina argues that the disidentification from the mother inherent in the 

development of boys may play a part in creating gender role conflict and resulting fragile 

masculinity (2004). Negotiating this aspect of development and its attendant emotional 

wounds, within the context of hegemonic masculinity, may lead some to becoming overly 

concerned with maintaining an independent self, utilizing defenses to bolster masculine 

appearance, have unconscious anger at women, and devalue the need for connectedness 

(Blazina, citing Pollack 1995). The devaluation of connectedness may be a 

compartmentalization, a cutting off of the self in relation to others (Blazina, 2004). 

Intimacy, vulnerability, and other tender feelings can become threatening to the tightly 
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bound isolated emotional self and lead to avoidance (Blazina, 2004). 

Compartmentalization allows for the individual to avoid relationship or intimacy within 

relationships but does not negate the needs for such intimacy.   

Some have theorized that there is a positive association between insecure 

childhood attachment, overidentification with traditional masculine attitudes and 

relational avoidance (Schwartz, 2004). Attachment insecurity is associated with 

tendencies to experience stress from violations of rigidly internalized traditional male 

role norms (McDermott, 2013). These norms interfere with interpersonal relationships 

due to their shame-inducing rigidities.  

As discussed earlier, traditional masculine roles and fragile masculinity is 

positively associated with increase in shame. Avoidance has been shown to reflect non-

conscious experiences of shame (Elison 2006). Men who are less aware of deep feelings 

of shame tend to manage them with disavowal, distraction and avoidance strategies, and 

they show a heightened fear of relationships (Elison, 2006). Dorahy (2017) argues that 

many of these individuals may be unaware of the reasons they are fearful of intimate 

relationships and do not attribute it to the disavowed shame they feel.  

The use of distancing as a coping strategy for shame characterizes avoidance 

(Elison, 2006), which provides a link to narcissism as well. Horvath (2009) found that 

after an ego threat, narcissists are hypervigilant to situations that may instigate feelings of 

worthlessness, which is followed by subsequent avoidance of worthlessness. Narcissistic 

individuals use repression as a strategy to absorb worthlessness to protect their grandiose 

self (Horvath, 2009). Avoidant responses are likely to limit interpersonal contact (Sung, 

2015). Smolewska (2005) found an association between covert narcissism and avoidance, 
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explaining that avoiding relationships conceals attachment related distress and protects a 

fragile self-concept. Another study found that both grandiose and vulnerable narcissists 

use affect regulation strategies, including avoidance, as a method of managing 

humiliation (Besser, 2010). The method in the current study seeks to determine whether 

fragility in masculinity and by extension fragility of the self would predict increased 

avoidance. 

Those who align themselves with the incel movement and its ideologies claim to 

be “involuntarily celibate,” but there are reasons to explore whether these are men who 

experience relational avoidance, perhaps as a defense against the shame of inadequacy 

concerning their masculinity. Individuals with high attachment avoidance engage in 

deactivating strategies which actively repress awareness of attachment feelings 

(Mallinkcrodt, 2005, citing Fraley, 1998). Results in Mallinkcrodt (2005) suggested a 

significant and negative association between avoidance and social self-

efficacy.  Individuals who are claiming to be involuntary celibate may be externalizing 

their defensive avoidant strategy in the face of their own fear of relationships and 

inadequacy of self as sufficiently masculine. 

Conclusion. In summary, avoidance of intimacy may be related to traditional 

masculinity as well as fragile masculinity. Many studies indicate that gender role conflict 

has a negative relationship with intimacy, self-efficacy and interpersonal effectiveness. In 

theory, fragile masculinity has some relationship to interruption of normal development 

in the disidentification process that boys must undergo with their mothers. Femininity 

and all that relates to it may be threatening to one who must fully disidentify with any 

shameful aspects of the self that may be emotionally tender including romantic 
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relationships. Avoidance and distancing as a coping mechanism for shame is a 

narcissistic defense and thus potentially related to fragile masculinity.   

Given the literature explored above, the proposed study sought to explore the 

relationships between fragile masculinity, aggression, narcissism, shame and avoidance. 

Masculine gender role stress and avoidance may be mediated by narcissism. The 

literature supports the relationships between fragile masculinity and aggression, and the 

proposed study seeks to add to the existing literature examining narcissism, shame and 

avoidance. This model rests on literature showing that fragile masculinity is related to 

aggression, that narcissism is related to aggression as well as avoidance. Further, the 

model incorporates feelings of shame as exacerbating narcissistic defenses including 

aggression and avoidance.  
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Chapter III 

Statement of the Problem 

This study aimed to examine the associations between gender role discrepancy in 

men, otherwise conceived of as fragile masculinity, shame, narcissism, aggression, and 

avoidance. As reviewed above, there is much empirical literature linking aggressive 

responses to feelings of fragile masculinity. For example, Cohn (2006) found that gender 

role stress moderated aggressive behavior; Hong (2000) and Eisler (1988) demonstrated 

aggression serves as a repudiation of masculine weakness; and O’Connor (2017) 

indicated increase in prejudicial slurs in those with precarious manhood beliefs.  

 There is also empirical literature supporting the connection between fragile 

masculinity and avoidance. For example,  O’Neil (2008) reviewed studies which found 

higher gender role conflict was negatively correlated with intimacy; O’Neil (2008) also 

found consistent findings indicating that gender role conflict is related to interpersonal 

problems of various kinds; Addis (2003) found that those who subscribe more to 

traditional masculinity standards show maladaptive interpersonal strategies and 

reluctance to seek help; Baxter (1997) showed that those who subscribe to traditional 

masculinity norms express difficulty engaging in healthy relationships.  

Further, there is evidence that shame is associated with fragile masculinity (e.g., 

Bem (1987) found failure to attain gender-related ideals threatens one’s self-concept; 

Efthim (2001) demonstrated that gender role stress was associated with shame-proneness; 

Addelston (1995) found that those who report higher gender role conflict evidence lower 

self-esteem; Gebhard (2018) demonstrated that shame compounds gender role conflict 

and its sequelae).  
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Similarly, the link between shame, narcissism and aggression has been 

demonstrated, (e.g., Scheff,1987) found that shame-prone people switch back and forth 

between shame and rage; Tangney (1996) demonstrated that shame-prone people exhibit 

more anger than those not shame-prone; Tangney (1992) found shame to be associated 

with increased hostility, anger-arousal, irritability and tendency to blame others; and Kim 

(2009) demonstrated that shame was the strongest predictor of family conflict and IPV).   

Associations between shame, narcissism and avoidance has also been found (e.g., 

Elison (2006) demonstrated  relational distancing was a coping strategy for shame; 

Horvath (2009) found that narcissists avoid scenarios which might pose ego threat to 

avert feelings of worthlessness; Smolewska (2005) found an association between covert 

narcissism and avoidance as a strategy to protect a shamed or fragile self-concept; Besser 

(2010) demonstrated that both grandiose and vulnerable narcissists use avoidance to 

manage humiliation.) 

While some of the above associations have been well established, there is scant 

literature demonstrating narcissism and specifically entitlement as a mediating factor that 

leads those who experience fragile masculinity to feel and perpetuate aggression and 

avoid relationships. “Aggrieved entitlement” as a variable has been posited theoretically 

by sociologists to explain aggressive defensive strategies among those with fragile 

masculinity (Kimmel, 2017). The theoretical backing for the role of entitlement in fragile 

masculinity, as well as other features of narcissism, have not been, to date, studied in the 

psychological literature and would provide a more comprehensive picture of the 

phenomenon of fragile masculinity. The question of whether narcissism mediates 

aggression and relational avoidance for those with fragile masculinity is essential to 

understanding pathological behaviors associated with it.  
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The hypothesized models argue that fragile masculinity is a risk factor for 

aggression and relational avoidance, but that narcissism explains the relationship and that 

shame-proneness and shame provide an understanding of who and what category of 

shame experiences may be implicated in the relationship between narcissism and 

aggression (See Figure 1).  This study aimed to replicate established links between fragile 

masculinity and aggression and demonstrated the impact of narcissism. Further, a shame 

induction was administered to demonstrate empirically the role of state-shame in the 

association between narcissism and state aggression in the sample.  

To that end, this study involved a between subject design, such that after 

collecting data a comparison was made between those participants in whom shame was 

induced with those who were not manipulated to feel temporary state shame.  In order to 

better understand the impact of shame, the sample represents those who endorse some 

amount of childhood maltreatment, leaning both upon theory that childhood maltreatment 

impacts the basic sense of self (Herman, 1992), and studies indicating that all types of 

maltreatment including neglect, physical abuse, sexual abuse and emotional abuse result 

in children at an increased risk of exhibiting intolerable feelings of shame (Alessandri, 

1996; Bennett, 2010). 

Study Variables 

Variables in this study included: 

Childhood Maltreatment. Prescreening variable: The experiences of one or 

more of general, physical, sexual, emotional trauma in childhood measured with 

the Early Trauma Inventory-Self Report-Short Form (ETI-SR-SF), which assesses 

trauma incurred before the age of 18. The measure consists of 27 items requiring 

a binary response (yes or no). The number of positive responses was summed to  
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Figure 1 

Moderated-Mediation Models And Simple Mediation Models: All Models At A Glance  
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obtain a total score for each subcomponent representing type of trauma (ETI; 

Bremner et al., 2007). 

Fragile Masculinity. Independent variable: Men’s experience of feeling 

inadequately prepared to meet societal requirements for their masculine gender 

role, measured by the Masculine Gender Role Stress scale, for which scoring is 

obtained by calculating the total score of all items (MGRS; Eisler & Skidmore, 

1987). 

Shame-Proneness. Moderating variable: The level of a person’s proneness to 

experience shame, measured by The Test of Self-Conscious Awareness, for which 

participants’ scores for each type of response are summed to create their total 

shame, guilt, and externalization scores (TOSCA-4; Tangney et al., 2008). 

Narcissism. Mediating variable: The extent to which a person experiences 

himself to be valued more highly than others, the expectation to be treated better 

than others, entitlement, lack of empathy and exploitativeness. Narcissism was 

measured by the Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI; Pincus, 2009), using a 

total score, which includes grandiosity and vulnerability factors. Further, 

narcissism was measured by the grandiosity factor itself, the vulnerability factor 

itself and the entitlement rage subscale.  

Shame Induction. Moderating variable: This aimed to induce a feeling of shame 

in the participant. This induction was based on a piloted scenario (see procedure, 

below). Half of the sample was randomly assigned to listen to the shame 

induction and half of the sample listened to an affect neutral recording.   

State Shame: Moderating variable: The level of a person’s experience of shame 

in the current moment, measured by the shame subscale of the State Shame and 

Guilt Scale (SSGS; Marschall, Sanftner, & Tangney, 1994) which is a 15-item  
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measure that has three equal subscales. The shame subscale aimed to measure 

current feelings of shame. 

Trait Aggression. Dependent variable: The tendency to approach the world and 

relationships with a dominant stance, including the capacity and intention of 

physical coercion. Trait Aggression was measured with the Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire, measured utilizing the total score (AQ; Buss & Perry, 

1992), a trait measure of aggression. 

State Aggression. Dependent variable: A modified version of the Bus-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss & Perry, 1992) designed to reflect state 

feelings of aggression was administered to both groups after the shame induction 

and neutral induction was administered to the respective groups. The revised AQ 

is measured utilizing a total score (Farrar & Krcmar, 2006).     

Relational Avoidance. Dependent variable: The degree to which an individual 

avoids dependence and interpersonal intimacy because of fear of negative 

consequences, measured by the avoidance scale of the Experiences in Close 

Relationships Questionnaire, measured with a sum score for the avoidance scale 

(ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).   

Hypotheses 

In a non-clinical community sample of male participants who have experienced 

childhood maltreatment, the following was hypothesized. 

Replication Hypotheses.  

1) There will be a significant positive direct effect of fragile masculinity on trait 

aggression. 

2) There will be a significant positive direct effect of narcissism on trait 

aggression.  
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3) There will be a significant positive direct effect of narcissism on relational 

avoidance. 

4) There will be a significant positive direct effect of narcissism on state 

aggression. 

Original Hypotheses. 

5) There will be a significant positive indirect effect between fragile 

masculinity and trait aggression when narcissism is included in the model.  

6) There will be a significant positive direct effect of fragile masculinity on 

relational avoidance.  

7) There will be a significant positive direct effect of fragile masculinity on 

narcissism 

8) There will be a significant positive indirect effect between fragile 

Masculinity and relational avoidance when narcissism is included in the model.  

9) There will be a significant moderation of shame-proneness in the 

relationship between fragile masculinity and narcissism, such that greater shame-

proneness would increase the relationship between fragile masculinity and 

narcissism.  

10) There will be a significant positive direct effect of fragile masculinity on 

state aggression.  

11) There will be a significant positive indirect effect between fragile 

masculinity and State Aggression when narcissism is included in the model.  

12) There will be a significant moderating effect of the shame-induction on 

the relationship between narcissism and state aggression, such that those who 

were randomly selected to listen to an audio shame induction will endorse greater 

state aggression. 
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  Chapter IV 

Method 

Participants 

This sample of the current study included 302 participants from a nonclinical 

community sample. This study used Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a website 

frequently used for psychological research for recruiting participants yielding 

demographically diverse data (Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2012). Many classic 

psychology studies have been replicated using MTurk, indicating that it is considered a 

valid method for finding relevant participants (Goodman, 2012). The minimum number 

of participants required was determined by an a priori analysis (Soper, 2021). Power 

analysis revealed that in order for there to be an 80% chance of detecting an effect size of 

.5 at a significance of .05, 300 participants would be required to run Model 21 in Process 

twice and account for moderating effects (N = 302). Participants were randomly assigned 

into equal groups, one to listen to the shame induction and the other to listen to a neutral 

audio. 

Participants were recruited and asked to fill out a series of self-report surveys 

through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (AMT; www.MTurk.com), a secure online system, 

for a reward of $2.50. This compensation rate is similar to other studies utilizing MTurk 

(Buhrmester, 2011). Inclusion criteria required participant to be 18 years or older, male, 

reside in the US and speak and read English fluently, as well as score 1+ on the ETI 

indicating some form of maltreatment. There were no other exclusion criteria. 

Mechanisms were employed to ensure quality participants and avoid invalid data 

Participants were directed to the Qualtrics survey through CloudResearch (formerly 

TurkPrime; Litman, Robinson & Abberbock., 2017; cloudresearch.com), an organization 

http://www.mturk.com/
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which screens MTurk workers for quality participation. The time participants used to 

complete each measure was additionally recorded. IP addresses were collected to track 

potential repeat respondents. Attention checks were implemented such as requiring 

participants to choose particular words in alphabetical order in various places throughout 

the surveys. 

 Sample. A total of 871 participants consented to be screened for the study. Of that 

number, 482 (55.3%) of the participants did not meet the inclusion criteria which left 389 

(44.7%) qualifying participants. Of the 389 participants, 77 (19.8%) did not go on to 

complete the rest of the survey, were stopped due to missing or incorrect answers to 

validity checks, or withdrew from the study.  An additional 10 (2.5%) were disqualified 

for various reasons (7 completed the task too quickly, in less than 10 minutes, and 3 had 

suspicious data responding with the same answer across scales). The remaining 302 

participants comprised the final sample to be analyzed. Participants were randomly 

assigned to each of two conditions. Assignments were relatively equal: Shame condition 

included 153 participants, and the control condition included 149. In general, the sample 

was largely white (80.1%) with a wide range of educational backgrounds represented. 

The ages of participants ranged from 18-75 (M = 36.95, SD = 11.47). See Table 1 for 

more information on the demographics of the sample. 
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Table 1 

Demographic characteristics of the sample 

Factor   n (%) 

Sex    

 Male 294 (97.4) 

 Transgendered Male       8 (2.6) 

Race  

 White 242 (80.1) 
 Black/African American     25 (8.3) 
 Asian     22 (7.3) 
 American Indian/Alaskan       3 (1.0) 
 Other     10 (3.3) 

Political Affiliation   

 Democrat 116 (38.4) 
 Republican   54 (17.9) 
 Liberal   39 (12.9) 
 Conservative     30 (9.9) 
 Libertarian     19 (6.3) 
 Other   44 (14.6) 

Relationship Status   

 Single 144 (47.7) 
 Married 100 (33.1) 
 Domestic Partnership   32 (10.6) 
 Divorced     23 (7.6) 
 Widowed       3 (1.0) 

Education   

 <HS       3 (1.0) 
 HS   71 (23.5) 
 In college   31 (10.3) 
 Associates   34 (11.3) 
 Bachelors 110 (36.4) 
 Graduate student     26 (8.6) 
 Post graduate school     27 (8.9) 

Household Income  

 1-9,999     16 (5.3) 
 10,000-50,000 109 (36.3) 
 50,000-100,000 110 (36.7) 
 100,000-150,000   47 (15.7) 
 150000 or more     18 (6.0) 
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Table 1 (Cont.)  

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

 

Ethnicity  
 Hispanic   34 (11.3) 
 Non-Hispanic 261 (86.7) 
 Other       6 (2.0) 

Religion   

 Christian 135 (78.9) 
 Jewish       6 (3.5) 
 Muslim       4 (2.3) 
 Buddhist       7 (4.1) 
 Hindu       1 (.6) 
 Other   18 (10.5) 

Country of Residence  

 United States 302 (100.00) 

Employment Status  

 Full Time 192 (63.6) 
 Part Time   36 (11.9) 
 Unemployed    31 (10.3) 
 Student       8 (2.6) 
 Retired       9 (3.0) 
 Self Employed     13 (4.3) 

  Other     13 (4.3) 
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Measures 

The Demographic Questionnaire included items related to age, sex, country of 

birth, country of residence, English language fluency, ethnicity, religion, race, years of 

education completed, income, relationship status, and political affiliation. 

 The Early Trauma Inventory-Self Report short-form (ETI-SR-SF; Bremner et 

al., 2007) is a validated instrument for the assessment of trauma incurred before the age 

of 18 (Bremner et al., 2007). The ETI-SR-SF consists of 30 items and calls for a binary 

response (yes or no). The measure yields a total score and four subscale total scores. The 

instrument contains four subscales, including general trauma, physical, emotional and 

sexual. The general trauma section has 11 items, the sexual abuse section has 6 items, and 

the physical abuse and emotional abuse subscales have five items each. The inventory 

assesses whether or not individuals have experienced one or multiple traumas in their 

childhood. The ETI-SR-SF yields continuous data. Internal consistency for each of the 

subscales ranged from good to excellent: general trauma: α = .70; physical abuse: α = .75; 

emotional trauma: α = .86; and sexual abuse: α = .87 (Bremner, 2007). Convergent 

validity of the short form with the long form ETI showed high correlations in a sample of 

288 subjects ranging from healthy to clinical subjects: general trauma (.91), physical 

(.94), emotional (.97) and sexual abuse (.97) (Bremner, 2007). The ETI-SR-SF was 

derived from the original 62 item self-report measure, itself derived from the clinician 

administered ETI (Bremner, 2000). The current study utilized the total score of the short-

form as well as each of the four subscales of the ETI, and Cronbach’s α were: general 

trauma (n = 300: α = .57) emotional trauma (n = 302: α = .79); physical trauma (n = 302: 

α = .66); sexual abuse (n = 302: α = .87); and Total (n = 300: α = .75). The value for the 

total score represents acceptable internal consistency. For purposes of qualifying to 
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participate in the present study participants must have endorsed at least one form of 

maltreatment by answering yes to one of the questions. 

Fragile masculinity was measured with the Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale 

(MGRSS: Eisler & Skidmore, 1987), a 40-item scale assessing participants responses to 

imagined events that would indicate they failed to meet masculine gender role 

expectations. It assessed men’s tendency to appraise gender-relevant situations that 

involve feminine behaviors as stressful. Each item was rated on a 6-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from 0 (“not at all”) stressful to 5 ( “extremely”) stressful. The higher the 

score the more the participant experienced the item as stressful. Example items include 

“comforting a male friend who is upset,” “admitting to your friends that you do 

housework,” “having your children see you cry” and “with a woman who is more 

successful than you.” Factor analysis revealed that scale items cluster around the five 

factors: Physical Inadequacy, Emotional Inexpressiveness, Subordination to Women, 

Intellectual Inferiority and Performance Failure (Franchina, 2001). In a sample of 173 

undergraduate students, this measure has been demonstrated to be valid with a high 

internal consistency, (α = .90) and test-retest reliability .93 (Skidmore, 1988). Another 

study with a sample of 220 men indicated the measure to have coefficient alpha of .94 

(Wong, 2012). For the current study the total score was calculated and for this sample (n  

= 297), the Cronbach’s α for the MGRSS was .94, which reflect excellent consistency. 

The MGRS is a continuous measure and those considered high in MGRS are based on 

those reported by Eisler et al. (2000). In the present study, the cutoff score for the high 

MGRS group >101 (M = 123.6, SD = 16.3) and < .001, following previous study by 

Franchina et al. (2001).   

Shame-Proneness was measured by the Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA-4, 

Tangney et al., 2008). The measure consists of five subscales to measure shame-
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proneness, guilt-proneness and proneness to externalization of blame. The measure 

assessed one’s tendency to respond to situations with shame, guilt or externalization of 

blame, by presenting fifteen scenarios likely to evoke these emotions. The measure then 

asked participants to rate their likelihood of reacting to each scenario with shame, guilt or 

externalization on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1(not likely) to 5 (very likely). For 

example, one scenario presents the following: “When visiting a favorite relative, you 

accidentally break something you know is important to them,” to which participants are 

asked to rate their likelihood of reacting in various ways that reflect shame, guilt and 

externalization driven reaction. Another example is, “imagine that you make a mistake at 

work and find out a new employee is blamed for the error.” For shame, participants 

would rate “how likely is it that you would feel like a complete failure,” while for guilt 

they would rate “how likely is it that you would feel sorry and wonder if you should 

speak up” (Martinez, 2014). The responses are rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (not likely) 

to 5 (very likely). Each of the factors was scored by calculating the sum of the responses 

to relevant questions. The measure does not label the various responses as related to 

shame, guilt or externalization, instead implicitly elicits these particular responses. For 

this reason, it was anticipated that even those who are prone to conceal their feelings 

would still endorse some shame-proneness. In a study of 361 clinical and healthy control 

participants, the scale had strong internal consistency (α = .97) (Weingarden, 2016). In 

the present study, Cronbach’s Alpha was (n = 296: α = .81) which reflects good internal 

consistency. 

State shame was measured by the State Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS; 

Marschall, Sanftner, & Tangney, 1994). This scale contains 15-items, consisting of three 
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subscales, with five items measuring state shame, five items measuring state guilt and 

five items measuring state pride. Participants choose from a 5-point scale, indicating how 

they feel currently, ranging from feeling this way strongly to not feeling at all. In a 

sample of 100 undergraduate students the internal consistency was good for all three 

subscales, Shame (α = .88), Guilt (α = .89), and Pride (α = .93) (Stoeber, Kempe, & 

Keogh, 2008). In the present study, Cronbach’s Alpha for the state shame measure pre-

induction was (n = 299: α = .93) and for post induction (n = 297: α =  .94). 

Narcissism was measured with the Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI: 

Pincus et al., 2009). The PNI examines narcissistic personality characteristics found 

within the general population, and is comprised of two factors Grandiosity and 

Vulnerability. The measure has 52 items and seven subscales and two factors. This 

instrument captures seven basic dimensions of pathological narcissism: Contingent Self-

Esteem (12 items; e.g.,  “It’s hard for me to feel good about myself unless I know other 

people like me”), Exploitative Tendencies (5 items; e.g.,  “I can make anyone believe 

anything I want them to”), Self-Sacrificing Self-Enhancement (6 items; e.g.,  “I try to 

show what a good person I am through my sacrifices”), Hiding of the Self (7 items; e.g., 

“When others get a glimpse of my needs, I feel anxious and ashamed”), Grandiose 

Fantasy (7 items; e.g.,  “I often fantasize about being recognized for my 

accomplishments”), Devaluing (7 items; e.g., “When others don’t meet my expectations, 

I often feel ashamed about what I wanted”), and Entitlement Rage (8 items; e.g.,  “It 

irritates me when people don’t notice how good a person I am”) (Ziegler, 2003). The two 

factors include Vulnerability and Grandiosity. The Vulnerability factor is comprised of 

Contingent Self-Esteem, Hiding the Self, Entitlement Rage and Devaluing subscales. The 
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Grandiosity factor is comprised of Grandiose Fantasy, Exploitativeness, and Self-

Sacrificing Self-Enhancement subscales. The measure uses a 5-point scale ranging from 

Not at All Like Me (0) to Very Much Like Me (5). The measure is continuous and yields 

a total score, a total Grandiosity score and a total Vulnerability score, which was the 

score used in this study. The internal consistency has been reported to be strong for the 

seven subscales, ranging from (α = .78 to .93), and total scale (α = .95). The PNI was 

validated in a sample of 2,801 young adult college students and was found to have 

convergent validity ranging from (r = .02-.62) (Pincus, 2009). In the present study, 

Cronbach’s Alphas were as follows: Total Narcissism (n = 276: α = .96), Grandiose 

Narcissism (n = 292: α = .90), Vulnerable Narcissism (n = 283: α = .96), and Entitlement 

Rage (n = 297: α = .89), representing good to excellent internal consistency.   

Aggression was measured with the Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (AQ: 

Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000), which measures the tendency to engage in 

physically aggressive behaviors. Participants selected how well the items, such as “Given 

enough provocation, I may hit another man” describe them with a 5-point Likert scale, 

ranging from 1 (Extremely uncharacteristic of me) to 5 (extremely characteristic of me). 

The measure has been shown to have a high internal consistency (alpha = .80) in a 

sample of 641 adults (Gebhard et al., 2018). In addition to the original AQ, all 

participants was provided a modified version of the AQ which has been reworded to 

reflect state aggression, which had a reliability for the four subscales ranging from .80 to 

.92 in a sample of 60 adults (Farrar & Krcmr, 2006). In the present study, Cronbach’s 

Alpha was (n = 284: α = .90). 

State aggression was measured using a modified Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (AQ: Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000), which 
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measures the state of aggressive urges in a particular moment. Participants selected how 

well the items, such as  “Given enough provocation, I would hit this person” describe 

them with a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Extremely uncharacteristic of me) to 5 

(extremely characteristic of me). An analysis comparing the reliability of the reworded 

AQ, showed a pattern very similar to the original. Specifically, in a sample of 60 

participants, verbal aggression (α = .88, M = 3.48, SD = 1.49), physical aggression (α =  

.89, M = 2.70, SD = 1.54), anger (α = .80, M = 2.28, SD = 1.11), and hostility (α = .92, M 

= 1.39, SD = 1.32) all had very high internal consistency (Farrar, 2006). In the present 

study, Cronbach’s Alpha for the state aggression measure was (n = 288: α = .94). 

Avoidance was measured utilizing the Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). This is a measure of adult 

attachment in which participant rate the degree to which each item describes how they 

generally experience romantic relationships, with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(disagree) to 7 (Agree strongly). The avoidance subscale of the ECRQ was established to 

examine the avoidance of intimacy dimension measuring the degree to which individuals 

avoid dependence and interpersonal intimacy because of fear of negative consequences. 

The Cronbach’s alpha for ECRQ was shown to be .89, with an alpha for the avoidance 

subscale of .92, in a sample of 266 male undergraduate students (Land, 2011). In the 

present study, Cronbach’s Alpha for the avoidance subscale of the ECRQ was (n = 292: α 

= .86). 

Procedure 

After providing their informed consent, participants were prescreened via their 

responses to the items on the ETI-SR-SF. Only those participants who endorsed a history 
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of childhood maltreatment, endorsing at least one type of childhood maltreatment on one 

of the ETI-SR-SF subscales, indicating having experienced childhood trauma, qualified 

to continue with this study. Participants were compensated $.25 for completing this brief 

survey.  

Qualified participants, those who endorsed childhood maltreatment, were asked to 

complete the remaining survey for an additional $2 via the Mechanical Amazon Turk 

program. Participants completed a battery of measures, including the MGRSS, TOSCA-

4, PNI, SSGS, AQ, listened to audio induction (described below), completed SSGS again, 

modified AQ and the avoidance subscale of the ECRQ.  

For the induction, participants were divided into two groups. The shame group 

was randomly selected and asked to listen to a shame induction. Prior to data collection, 

the shame induction was piloted with a sample of MTurk participants over the age of 18. 

The shame induction used in this study based on a similar scenario used by Dorahy 

(2017) to induce state shame. The objective in Dorahy (2017) was to determine whether 

increases in dissociation were evident following exposure to acute shame feelings 

induced via narrative scripts of shame evoking situations. One shame evoking scenario 

involved participants imagining going into a bank to withdraw funds at which point the 

teller mocks the participant for having nasal mucous on their face (Dorahy, 2017). A 

similar scenario was adapted for this study and the intent was to induce a state of 

increased feelings of shame.  

This induction of shame was administered at this point to determine if the peaked 

feeling of shame impacts state aggression. The half of the participants randomly assigned 

to the shame condition were provided with the following procedure which was used to 
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induce an increase in state shame. They were asked to listen to an audio-recording 

consisting of a male voice narrating the following:  

Please pay attention for the next few minutes to the following scenario. Try to 

sit quietly in a relaxed position and bring to mind an image. Call to mind 

someone in whom you were interested romantically or sexually. This is 

someone you wanted to ask on a date. Think about where you met this person. 

Think about what they may look like. Think about what is sexually attractive 

about them….Now, imagine you attend a party and spot this person from a 

distance across the room. You immediately feel your heart rate increase, you 

begin to sweat, and you may feel excited in anticipation of potential 

interactions with this person. You have not seen this person in some time, and 

you muster up the courage to approach them. When you approach them, you 

start talking. This prospective romantic partner begins staring at your face, 

and begins to smirk. This person points to your face and mentions that you 

have nasal mucous on your cheek. This person turns away from you, 

seemingly disgusted and you notice other people at the party smiling at this 

interaction, as you fumble for a tissue to wipe the mucous off your face. 

  

The control group listened to the same male narrator providing the following 

vignette:  

“Please pay attention and listen to the following scenario. Try to sit quietly in 

a relaxed position and bring to mind an image. Call to mind a party. You walk 

into the party, hang up your coat and look around the room. You meander 

around, meeting and greeting people you know. You then see an acquaintance 

on the other side of the room wearing sneakers that you like and you approach 

this person and compliment them on their sneakers. The person responds 

“thank you” and you strike up a conversation about the party and how you 

both came to be there. A song comes on the stereo that you both remember 

nostalgically. After concluding the conversation, you notice the buffet nearby. 

After helping yourself at the buffet, you make your way over to a group of 

friends and join their conversation. 

  

Both the shame condition and the control group completed the same measures, 

including the modified AQ, after listening to the above vignette. The idea was that for the 

shame condition, listening to the shaming scenario, would increase participants’ self 

report levels of state aggression compared to those who listened to the neutral vignette. 

At the end of the study, participants read a debriefing form, providing participants 

information to seek mental health counseling in case the study caused participants’ 
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psychological distress. All participants who completed the survey diligently, (e.g., not 

straight-lining responses, providing real answers to demographic questions) were 

compensated a total of $2.25 for taking part in the survey.  

Pilot Testing 

This shame induction referenced above was piloted with 11 participants whose 

responses were analyzed based on determination of valid data, males over the age of 18 

utilizing MTurk as a recruitment tool linking participants to a Qualtrics survey, with an 

embedded audio recording. The pilot consisted of a pre-measure, the above induction in 

audio format by a male narrator, and a post-measure.  Both the pre and post measure used 

the State Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS; Marschall, Sanftner, & Tangney, 1994) which is 

a 15-item measure that has three subscales, two of which, shame and guilt, were given to 

participants. The shame subscale aims to measure current feelings of shame: (e.g., "I feel 

that I am a bad person"), and guilt (e.g., “I feel tension about something I have done”). 

Only the shame subscale consisting of items 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9 were used in pre and post test 

data analysis to determine the efficacy of the shame induction. The subscales yield a 

score on a 5-to-25 scale with a higher score indicating greater amounts of current feelings 

of shame. Ghatavi and colleagues (2002) found that the subscales had acceptable 

reliabilities, with alphas greater than .86 (Ghatavi, Nicolson, MacDonald, Osher, & 

Levitt, 2002). A paired-sample t-test was used to check the effectiveness of the shame 

induction in increasing state shame t(10) = -2.29, p = .44, indicating there was a 

significant difference between the mean state shame of the participants pre-induction 

compared to post-induction. Distribution for the variables were normally distributed 

(Skewness <2.0 and Kurtosis<2,0). The minimum statistic for the Pre-Shame Scale was 5 
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and maximum was 19, (M = 11.63, SD = 5.44). The minimum statistic for the Post 

Shame Scale was 10 and the maximum was 21, (M = 15.09, SD = 4.18). State shame 

statistically increased after the induction.  See Figure 2 for scatterplot of the pre and post 

shame measure for the pilot.  

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using the statistical package for social sciences, SPSS (SPSS 

for windows, Release 28, 2022. Chicago: SPSS Inc.). A moderated-mediation hypothesis 

model was conducted in PROCESS in SPSS (Model 21), to test whether the model is 

significant and then test each of the hypotheses (Hayes, 2013).  Since the shame-

proneness moderation was not significant, the data was analyzed using Model 7 to 

determine if the shame induction moderation was significant. Model 4 was additionally 

analyzed on process to determine the impact of narcissism as a mediator between fragile 

masculinity and aggression, and, in addition, the impact of narcissism as a mediator 

between fragile masculinity and avoidance. A mediation analysis was conducted to assess 

if narcissism mediated the relationship between Fragile Masculinity and aggression, and 

similarly between Fragile Masculinity and Avoidance. 

A series of regressions were conducted to assess mediation. First, a linear 

regression was used to assess Fragile Masculinity as a predictor of Aggression. Second a 

linear regression was used to assess Fragile Masculinity as a predictor of Avoidance.  

Third, a linear regression was used to assess Fragile Masculinity as a predictor of 

Narcissism as the mediator. Fourth, a multiple regression was used to test Fragile 

Masculinity and Narcissism as predictors of Aggression. Fifth, a multiple regression was 

used to test Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism as predictors of Avoidance. 
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Figure 2 

Scatterplot Of Pre And Post Shame Scale Data For Pilot, (n = 11)    
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Partial mediation occurs when Fragile Masculinity’s influence on Aggression is 

reduced when Narcissism is controlled for (the coefficient is different from zero but the 

absolute size is reduced). The same analysis was conducted for Avoidance as the DV.  

Statistical results were interpreted using a significance level of p < .05. A diagram of the 

moderated mediation analysis, the entire conceptual model, is shown in Figure 1.  

Moderation through regression analysis based on the approach by Baron and 

Kenny (1986) was used to examine if Shame-Proneness moderates the relationship 

between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism (see Figure 3 and 5). The moderated 

mediation models for trait aggression and avoidance as the outcome variables used Model 

7, and the simple mediation Model 4 was used to conduct a more parsimonious analysis 

without the moderation.   

Similarly, a regression analysis based on the approach by Baron and Kenny 

(1986) was used to determine whether Shame-proneness and State-Shame moderated the 

mediation of Fragile Masculinity’s effect on State Aggression mediated by Narcissism 

(Model 21). Model 14 which is a single moderated mediation model was used to conduct 

a more parsimonious analysis on the moderated effect of state-shame only. Probing 

significant effects was conducted to check if they are indeed conditional in the 

hypothesized directions. 
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Figure 3 

Moderated Mediation Shame-Proneness Conceptual Model 
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Figure 4 

Mediation Conceptual Model Trait Aggression 
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Figure 5 

Moderated Mediation Avoidance 
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Figure 6 

Mediation Conceptual Model Avoidance 
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Figure 7 

Double Moderated Mediation Conceptual Model State-Aggression 
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Figure 8 

Moderated Mediation Conceptual Model State-Aggression 
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   Chapter V 

Results 

This section will present the results including preliminary analyses and the main 

analyses. The preliminary analyses include analyses and treatment of missing data, 

descriptive statistics, correlations between and among variables, as well as covariate 

analyses. Main analyses are reported for Hypotheses 1 through 12 which predicted 

significant relationships between fragile masculinity, narcissism, shame-proneness, state 

shame, trait aggression, state aggression, and relational avoidance. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Missing Data. Of the 302 participants in the final sample, 283 (93.7%) had 

complete data and 19 (6.3%) had at least some missing data. Little's MCAR test found 

that the data were missing completely at random (χ2 = 145.21, df = 149, p = .57). There 

were only a few instances of greater than 10% of items missing, and where this was the 

case, the participant was excluded from the analysis. Of the included participants, none of 

the scales had more than 10% missing data.  Scales were then scored for participants with 

less than 10% of items missing. Table 2 reports the frequency of measures with missing 

data.   Since none of the scales had more than 10% of items missing, mean substitution 

was used to impute missing values. Thus, the size of the sample varied across measures. 

Reliability. All scales were examined for reliability and were found to be reliable, 

with alpha coefficients ranging from good to excellent. Table 3 reports reliability for each 

measure used.   

Descriptive statistics of measures. See Tables 4-6 for descriptive statistics. 

Means, standard deviations, skew and kurtosis values as well as box plots and histograms 

were examined by group and were revealed to be in acceptable ranges for each group and  
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Table 2 

Frequency of missing data by scale 

Scale 

Any 

Missing Data 

n (%) 

Total 

Items 

Items 

Required 

for Scoring 

Participants 

with Sufficient 

Data for Mean 

Imputation 

n 

Narcissism Total 26 (8.6) 52 46 302 

Vulnerable Narcissism    19 (6.3) 33 30 302 

Grandiose Narcissism 10 (3.3) 18 16 302 

Entitlement Rage 5 (1.7) 8 8 302 

ECR Avoidance 10 3.3) 18 16 302 

Masculinity 5 (1.7) 40 36 302 

SSGS Shame – Pre 3 (1.0) 5 5 299 

TOSCA 6 (2.0) 16 15 301 

Trait Aggression 18 (6.0) 29 26 301 

State Aggression     14 (4.6) 29 26 301 

 

Note. Childhood Maltreatment = Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); Narcissism 

Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability 

(Pincus et al., 2009);  Vulnerable narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism  = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); 

SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, Saftner & 

Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine Gender 

Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-

Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 

1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 3 

Alpha Coefficients 

Scale   Alpha  
Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale                                                 .94 

Test of Self Conscious Affect .81 

State Shame and Guilt Scale (shame subscale – Pre induction) .93 

State Shame and Guilt Scale (shame subscale – Post induction) .94 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory: Grandiosity Factor .90 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory: Vulnerability Factor .96 

Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Trait) .90 

Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (State) .94 

Experience in Close Relationships Questionnaire (Avoidance subscale)   .86 

 

Note. PNI Vulnerability Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Vulnerability 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Grandiosity Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, 

Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Entitlement Rage = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Total = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et 

al., 2009); SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, 

Saftner & Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt 

subscale (Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine 

Gender Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test 

of Self-Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = 

Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ 

State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & 

Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close 

Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



72 

 

 

Table 4 

Distribution of Primary Variables for Entire Sample 

Variable N Min Max Mean SD 

Skewness   Kurtosis 

Stat. 

Std 

Err Statistic 

Std 

Err. 

Early Trauma 

Inventory 

302 7 29 12.71 4.62 1.00 .14 .66 .28 

Pathological 

Narcissism 

Inventory (PNI) 

Total 

302 0 255 120.19 47.70 .11 .14 -.14 .28 

Vulnerable 

Narcissism 

302 0 165 73.63 34.19 .18 .14 -.41 .28 

Grandiose 

Narcissism 

302 0 90 46.56 16.53 -.04 .14 -.15 .28 

Entitlement Rage 302 0 40 15.21 9.15 .42 .14 -.35 .28 

State Shame (pre-

induction) 

299 5 25 9.16 5.22 1.26 .14 .76 .28 

State Shame (post-

induction) 

297 5 25 11.14 6.70 .71 .14 -.94 .28 

Fragile Masculinity 302 4 173 70.08 28.29 .75 .14 .98 .28 

Shame-Proneness 301 20 77 49.87 10.48 -.09 .14 -.12 .28 

Trait Aggression 301 29 145 75.54 19.27 .35 .14 .36 .28 

State Aggression 301 29 143 64.91 21.92 .78 .14 .58 .28 

Rel. Avoidance 302 18 111 60.41 18.01 -.18 .14 -.27 .28 

Note. Childhood Maltreatment = Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); Narcissism 

Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability 

(Pincus et al., 2009);  Vulnerable narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism  = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage 

= Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); 

SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, Saftner & 

Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine Gender 

Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-

Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 

1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 5 

Distribution of Primary Variable for Shame Condition (n = 153) 

Variable  Min Max Mean SE 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Stat. 
Std 

Err. 
Stat. 

Std 

Error 

Early Trauma 

Inventory 
 7 29 12.91 .37 .89 .20 .67 .41 

Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory 

(PNI) Total 

 0 255 21.73 4.22 .09 .20 -.07 .41 

Vulnerable Narcissism  0 165 74.28 3.00 .20 .20 -.24 .41 

Grandiose Narcissism  0 90 47.48 1.51 -.04 .20 -.30 .41 

Entitlement Rage  0 40 15.22 .81 .41 .20 -.27 .41 

State Shame (pre-

induction) 
 5 25 9.37 .46 1.22 .20 .50 .41 

State Shame (post-

induction) 
 5 25 14 .57 .05 .20 -1.38 .41 

Fragile Masculinity  4 166 72.41 2.22 .67 .20 1.36 .41 

Shame-Proneness  20 76 49.81 .94 -.18 .20 -.03 .41 

Trait Aggression  38 145 76.77 1.69 .48 .20 .52 .41 

State Aggression  29 143 67.50 1.92 .76 .20 .50 .41 

Relational Avoidance  18 111 60.60 1.54 -.21 .20 -.21 .41 

Note. Childhood Maltreatment = Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); Narcissism 

Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability 

(Pincus et al., 2009);  Vulnerable narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism  = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); 

SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, Saftner & 

Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine Gender 

Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-

Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 

1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 6 

Distribution of Primary Variables for Control Condition (n = 149) 

Variable  Min Max Mean SE 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Stat. 
Std 

Err. 
Stat. 

Std 

Error 

Early Trauma 

Inventory 
 7 28 12.42 .41 1.13 .20 .82 .41 

Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory 

(PNI) Total 

 19 238 17.50 3.78 .26 .21 -.07 .41 

Vulnerable Narcissism  11 153 72.15 2.74 .29 .21 -.49 .41 

Grandiose Narcissism  8.47 87 45.35 1.28 .04 .21 .07 .41 

Entitlement Rage  0 40 14.84 .71 .54 .21 -.02 .41 

State Shame (pre-

induction) 
 5 25 9.07 .43 1.30 .21 1.02 .41 

State Shame (post-

induction) 
 5 25 8.04 .43 1.98 .21 3.29 .41 

Fragile Masculinity  12 173 67.77 2.53 .83 .21 .80 .41 

Shame-Proneness  28 77 49.90 .84 .14 .21 -.33 .41 

Trait Aggression  29 130 74.08 1.55 .29 .21 .47 .41 

State Aggression  
31.6

7 

134.

95 
63.45 1.71 .81 .21 .89 .41 

Relational Avoidance  20 106 59.84 1.49 .28 .21 -.25 .41 

Note. Childhood Maltreatment = Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); Narcissism 

Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability 

(Pincus et al., 2009);  Vulnerable narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism  = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage 

= Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); 

SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, Saftner & 

Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine Gender 

Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-

Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 

1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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therefore, all variables were adequately normally distributed. Skewness and kurtosis fell 

within the acceptable range (< +2.00). Extreme outliers (13 participants within 1SD and 

2SD, and 9 participants between 2sd and 3sd) were found in the shame subscale only of 

the SSGS post measure and only in the control condition, but these did not change the 

variability. One explanation for these outliers is that these are individuals who listened to 

the neutral vignette and therefore may have been bored by the retest. Since this was in the 

post shame control condition, it did not impact the moderated-mediation analysis. 

Intervariable Correlations. Correlations among all study variables are displayed 

in Table 7. All reported correlations are Pearson’s r. All variables were significantly 

correlated with each other.  None had shared variability of more than 50% to the 

dependent variables trait aggression or state aggression, and therefore there was no 

multicollinearity. Correlations between the trait aggression and state aggression measures 

indicated that they were related measures but had only 46% shared variability. While 

Tosca shame-proneness was positively correlated with narcissism as measured by the 

PNI Total, vulnerability factor, Grandiosity Factor, and Entitlement Rage subscale, the 

shared variability between TOSCA and the narcissism scales were less than 25% which is 

contrary to predictions.  

Comparing Pre and Post shame induction. Independent sample t-tests were 

conducted to determine if there were differences in the variables analyzed based on 

condition.  There were no significant differences between the two groups and they are 

equivalent on all of the pretest measures prior to randomization.  (See Table 8).  

A two way between subject repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to test for 

the effect of the induction on the two conditions. A significant interaction of Time and  
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Table 7 

Correlation Matrix for Main Study Variables 

Measure 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Vulnerable Narcissism      1.00                         

2. Grandiose Narcissism  .74** 1.00                       

3. Entitlement Rage .87** .63** 1.00                     

4. Narcissism, Total .97** .88**  .84** 1.00                   

5. SSGS State Shame Pre .49** .23**  .31**  .43** 1.00                 

6. SSGS State Guilt Pre .55** .33**  .41**  .51**  .86** 1.00               

7. SSGS State Shame Post .32** .20**  .19**  .30**  .59**   .53** 1.00             

8. SSGS Guilt Post .36** .20**  .25**  .33**  .62**   .67**  .90** 1.00           

9. MGRSS Fragile 

Masculinity 

.47** .30**  .41** .44**   .38** .30**  .36**    .35** 1.00         

10. TOSCA Shame-

Proneness  

.55** .38**  .37** .53**  .43** .45**  .37**    .35**   .37** 1.00       

11. AQ Trait Aggression .61** .43**  .59** .59**  .39** .44**  .24**    .28**   .37**  .36** 1.00     

12. AQ State Aggression .40** .30**  .44** .39**  .28** .29**  .29**    .30**   .35**  .21**   .68** 1.00   

13. ECR Avoidance .63** .31**  .53** .56**  .53** .52**  .33**    .36**   .40**  .35**   .52**   .34** 1.00 

Note. Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); Narcissism Total = Grandiosity + Vulnerability;  Narcissistic Vulnerability factor; 

Narcissistic Grandiosity Factor; Entitlement Rage subscale (Pincus et al., 2009); SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt 

Scale, Shame subscale (Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile Masculinity = Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 

1987); TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-

Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, 

State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close 

Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). n = 302. ** = p < .01. 
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Table 8 

Differences In Dependent Variables Based On Condition 

         

 Shame (n = 153) Control (n = 149)    

  M SD M SD t df p 

Childhood 

Experiences  

13.05 4.50 12.35 4.74 1.32 300 .19 

State Shame Pre 9.36 5.38 8.96 5.05 .66 297 .51 

Fragile 

Masculinity 

72.31 26.85 67.79 29.62 1.39 300 .17 

Shame-Proneness 49.98 11.04 49.75 9.92 0.19 299 .85 

Trait Aggression 77.06 19.99 73.99 18.44 1.38 299 .17 

State Aggression 67.23 22.92 62.54 20.65 1.87 299 .06 

Relational 

Avoidance 

60.88 18.29 59.92 17.75 .47 300 .64 

Vulnerable 

Narcissism 

74.33 35.48 72.91 32.92 .36 300 .72 

Grandiose 

Narcissism 

47.44 17.91 45.65 14.99 .94 293 .35 

Entitlement Rage 15.36 9.72 15.05 8.55 .30 300 .77 

Total Narcissism 121.77 50.10 118.56 45.21 .58 300 .56 

Note. Childhood Maltreatment = Early Trauma Inventory (Bremner, 2007); PNI 

Vulnerability Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Vulnerability Factor 

(Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Grandiosity Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, 

Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Entitlement Rage = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); PNI Total = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus 

et al., 2009); SSGS State Shame = State Shame and Guilt Scale, Shame subscale 

(Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); SSGS State Guilt = State Shame and Guilt 

Scale, Guilt subscale (Marshal, Saftner & Tangney 1994); MGRSS Fragile 

Masculinity = Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987); 

TOSCA Shame Proneness = Test of Self-Conscious Affect, TOSCA-4 (Tangney et 

al., 2008); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & 

Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State Aggression = Aggression 

Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 

2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire 

(ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998). n = 302. ** = p < .01.    
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Condition was found (F (1, 292) = 109.35, p < .001) with the two conditions different at 

Time 2 (p < .001) but not at Time 1 (p = .57). The analysis compared the two variables, 

Shame-Pre and Shame-Post, for the control condition and the shame condition. For the 

control condition at time 1 the mean was 9.01(SE = .43), and at time 2 the mean was 8.00 

(SE = .50). For the shame condition at time 1, the mean was 9.37 (SE = .43), and at time 

2 the mean was 14.12 (SE = .49). For the control condition the difference was not 

significant, but for the shame condition the difference was significant and participants 

reported greater state-shame after the induction than before.  The foregoing indicates that 

the randomization of groups placing participants in the shame group or control group was 

successful (see Figure 9). 

Covariate Analysis. All mediator and outcome variables were tested for 

relationships with potential covariates: One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were 

conducted to determine if demographic variables were associated with the outcome 

variables. Analyses were conducted to determine if ethnicity (Hispanic, non-Hispanic, or 

Other), race, political affiliation, religion, employment status, and education (Spearman’s 

Rho) were associated with any of the outcome or mediating variables. None of the results 

were significant (see Tables 9 – 14). Therefore, based on these analyses, ethnicity, race, 

political affiliation, religion, employment status, and education were not included as 

covariates.  

Seven one-way ANOVAs were conducted for relationship status and there were 

significant differences across some of the variables (Table 15). Single individuals 

indicated greater vulnerable narcissism than those who were partnered or married. Single 

individuals also indicated greater avoidance than partnered. A dichotomous variable,  
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Figure 9 

Difference Between Control And Shame Conditions Pre And Post Shame Induction 
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Table 9 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Ethnicity 

 ANOVA 

Variables F df1, df2 p 

Narcissism Total 1.06 2, 298 .35 

Vulnerable Narcissism .96 2, 298 .38 

Grandiose Narcissism .88 2, 298 .42 

Entitlement Rage 1.45 2, 298 .24 

Trait Aggression 1.00 2, 297 .37 

State Aggression .21 2, 297 .81 

Relational Avoidance 2.04 2, 298 .13 

Note. n = 298-302. Narcissism, Total = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 

2009); Vulnerable Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 

2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ 

State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression 

(Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ 

Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire 

(ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 10 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Race 

ANOVA 

Variables F df1, df2 p 

Narcissism, Total .51 4, 297 .73 

Vulnerable Narcissism .45 4, 297 .77 

Grandiose Narcissism .50 4, 297 .74 

PNI Entitlement Rage .54 4, 297 .71 

Trait Aggression .69 4, 296 .60 

State Aggression .93 4, 296 .45 

Relational Avoidance .27 4, 297 .90 

Note. n = 299-300. Narcissism, Total = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + 

Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); Vulnerable Narcissism = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability Factor 

(Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et 

al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 

2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); 

AQ State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State 

Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & 

Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close 

Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & 

Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 11 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Political Affiliation 

 

ANOVA 

Variables F df1, df2 p 

Narcissism, Total 1.56 5, 296 .17 

Vulnerable Narcissism 1.25 5, 296 .28 

Grandiose Narcissism 1.77 5, 296 .12 

Entitlement Rage 1.29 5, 296 .27 

Trait Aggression 1.03 5, 295 .40 

State Aggression 1.50 5, 295 .19 

Relational Avoidance .46 5, 296 .81 

Note. n = 301. Narcissism, Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); Vulnerable 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability Factor (Pincus 

et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, 

Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 

2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & 

Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State Aggression = Aggression 

Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & 

Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 12 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Religion 

 
ANOVA 

Variables F df1, df2 p 

Narcissism, Total .21 5, 165 .96 

Vulnerable Narcissism .34 5, 165 .89 

Grandiose Narcissism .32 5, 165 .90 

Entitlement Rage .38 5, 165 .86 

Trait Aggression .11 5, 164 .99 

State Aggression .71 5, 164 .62 

Relational Avoidance .39 5, 165 .86 

Note. n = 298-300. Narcissism, Total = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); 

Vulnerable Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); 

Entitlement Rage = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage 

dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); 

AQ State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression 

(Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ 

Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; 

Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).     
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Table 13 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Employment Status 

 
ANOVA 

  F df1, df2 p 

Narcissism, Total 1.28 12, 289 .23 

Vulnerable Narcissism 1.38 12, 289 .18 

Grandiose Narcissism 1.10 12, 289 .36 

Entitlement Rage 1.39 12, 289 .17 

Trait Aggression 1.24 12, 288 .25 

State Aggression 1.04 12, 288 .41 

Relational Avoidance 1.69 12, 289 .07 

Note. n = 299-300. Narcissism, Total = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); 

Vulnerable Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); 

Entitlement Rage = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage 

dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry 

Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); 

AQ State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression 

(Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ 

Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; 

Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).    
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Table 14 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Education  

Spearman's Rho 

 

Variable ρ p 

Total Narcissism -.016 .79 

Vulnerable Narcissism -.019 .74 

Grandiose Narcissism -.005 .93 

PNI Entitlement Rage .021 .72 

Trait Aggression -.045 .44 

State Aggression  .008 .89 

Relational Avoidance -.064 .26 

Note. n = 300-301. Narcissism, Total = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + 

Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); Vulnerable 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, 

Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total 

Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement 

Rage = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement 

Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 2009); AQ Trait 

Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire 

(Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State 

Aggression (Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & 

Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close 

Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & 

Shaver, 1998).   
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Table 15 

Test of Differences in Dependent Variables Based on Relationship Status 

ANOVA   
Variables F df1, df2 p.   
PNI Total 2.36 4, 297 .05 

  
PNI Vulnerable 3.24 4, 297 .01 

  
PNI Grandiosity   .86 4, 297 .49 

  
PNI Entitlement Rage 1.48 4, 297 .21 

  
Trait Aggression 3.17 4, 296 .01 

  
State Aggression 1.67 4, 296 .16 

  
Relational Avoidance     11.23 4, 297 .00 

  

      
Note. n = 301. Narcissism, Total = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 

2009); Vulnerable Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism 

Inventory, Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 

2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ 

State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression 

(Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ 

Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire 

(ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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partnered (n = 132) or non-partnered (n = 170), including those in a marriage or domestic 

partnership vs. those identified as single, divorced or widowed, was created to serve as a 

covariate for the avoidance and vulnerable narcissism measures. Partnered individuals 

were significantly less avoidant (M = 53.37, SD = 18.94) than those who were not 

partnered (M = 65.87, SD = 15.19). Further they were significantly less vulnerable (M = 

67.49, SD = 33.58) than those were not partnered (M = 78.40, SD = 34.00). 

Age was significantly correlated (Pearson’s r) negatively with the variables 

including Total narcissism, grandiose narcissism, vulnerable narcissism, entitlement rage, 

trait aggression, state aggression and avoidance (see Table 16) and was thus covaried for 

these measures. Household income, an ordinal variable, was correlated (Spearman’s Rho) 

with Total and Vulnerable Narcissism as well as relational avoidance (see Table 17).  

Main Analyses  

The models hypothesized included three different outcome variables: Trait 

Aggression, Avoidance, and State Aggression. This section will analyze each of the 

models in subsections categorized by outcome variable. In addition, each of the models 

tested Narcissism as a mediator, employing the four different kinds of narcissism 

hypothesized, including Total Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, Grandiose Narcissism, 

and Entitlement Rage. In each of the subsections, an overall originally hypothesized 

model, including the proposed moderators, are presented, and then trimmed models are 

presented for purposes of performing more parsimonious analyses.  

Trait Aggression. Hypotheses 1, 7, 2, 5 and 9 proposed that narcissism would mediate 

the relationship between fragile masculinity and trait aggression, and shame-proneness 

would moderate this mediation. Hypothesis 1 proposed that fragile masculinity would  
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Table 16 

Pearson Correlations with Age 

 
Variables Age p  
Total 

Narcissism 

     -.280*** <.001 

 
Vulnerable 

Narcissism 

     -.278*** <.001 

 
Grandiose 

Narcissism 

     -.233*** <.001 

 
Entitlement 

Rage 

   -.164** <.01 

 
Trait 

Aggression 

   -.194** <.01 

 
State 

Aggression 

 -.085 .14 

 
Relational 

Avoidance 

    -.207*** <.001 

 
Note. n = 301-302, ** =  p < .01, *** = p <  .001. Narcissism, 

Total = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, 

Grandiosity + Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); Vulnerable 

Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability 

Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Grandiose Narcissism = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Grandiosity Factor 

(Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = Pathological 

Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension (Pincus et al., 

2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ 

State Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression 

(Farrar, 2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); 

ECRQ Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire (ECRQ; Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).  
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Table 17 

Household Income: Spearman’s Rho 
 

Variable ρ p  
Narcissism total   -.122* .03* 

 
Vulnerable Narcissism    -.158** .01* 

 
Grandiose Narcissism     -.027 .65 

 
PNI Entitlement Rage  -.100 .08 

 
Trait Aggression -.109 .06 

 
State Aggression  .013 .82  
Relational Avoidance    -.263** <.001 

 
Note. n = 301-302, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001. Narcissism, Total = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Total Score, Grandiosity + 

Vulnerability (Pincus et al., 2009); Vulnerable Narcissism = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Vulnerability Factor (Pincus et al., 

2009); Grandiose Narcissism = Pathological Narcissism Inventory, 

Total Grandiosity Factor (Pincus et al., 2009); Entitlement Rage = 

Pathological Narcissism Inventory, Entitlement Rage dimension 

(Pincus et al., 2009); AQ Trait Aggression = Buss-Perry Aggression 

Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); AQ State 

Aggression = Aggression Questionnaire, State Aggression (Farrar, 

2006; Buss & Perry 1992; Buss & Warren, 2000); ECRQ Avoidance 

= Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire (ECRQ; 

Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998).   
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positively and significantly predict increase in trait aggression. Hypothesis 7 proposed 

that there would be a significant positive direct effect between Fragile Masculinity and 

Narcissism. Hypothesis 2 proposed that there would be a significant positive direct effect 

of narcissism on trait aggression. Hypothesis 5 proposed that the relationship between 

Fragile Masculinity and Trait Aggression will be mediated by Narcissism. Hypothesis 9 

proposed that Shame-Proneness would moderate the mediation, specifically by 

moderating the path between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism. These 

hypotheses were tested in a moderated-mediation analysis using Hayes’ Process Macro 

4.1 for SPSS (Model 7, moderated-mediation) (Hayes, 2022) testing whether Narcissism 

would significantly explain the increase in Trait Aggression as a result of higher degree 

of Fragile Masculinity and whether Shame-Proneness would moderate this mediation. 

The model was analyzed with age, relationship status, and household income as 

covariates. The model with Total Narcissism as the mediating variable was significant 

F(6, 291) =  30.19, p < .001, R2 = .384. However, the moderating path, hypothesis 9, was 

not significant (b = -.01,  t(291) = -.992, p = .32, ULCI = .0057, LLCI = -.0172), and the 

index of moderated mediation was not significant (Index = -.0012, BootSE = .0014, 

ULCI = .0016, LLCI = -.0040). There was a significant main effect of shame-proneness 

on narcissism: total narcissism, b  = 2.17,   t(295) = 4.58, p < .001, ULCI = 1.3791, LLCI 

= .1667, grandiose narcissism, b  = .71,   t(295) = 3.79, p < .001, ULCI = 1.0772, LLCI = 

.3414; vulnerable narcissism, b  = 1.47,   t(295) = 4.44, p < .001, ULCI = 2.1227, LLCI = 

.8195; entitlement rage, b  = .25,   t(295) = 2.48, p < .05, ULCI = .4492, LLCI = .0519. 

Contrary to predictions, however, there was no significant moderation of Shame-

Proneness for any of the mediators including, Total Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism,  
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Grandiose Narcissism and the Entitlement Rage subscale of the PNI. It is interesting to 

note that for lower levels of Shame-Proneness, the Shame Induction caused Narcissism to 

have a larger effect on Trait Aggression for participants in the shame condition. Lower 

Shame-Proneness (b = .11,  CI [.0686, .1624]) vs higher Shame-Proneness (b = .09,  CI 

[.0360, .1496]).   

Hypotheses 1, 7, 2, and 5 proposed that narcissism would mediate the relationship 

between fragile masculinity and trait aggression.  Due to finding no significant 

moderation in the moderated-mediation analysis, a trimmed model was analyzed, 

removing the moderator, resulting in a simple mediation model. Hypotheses 1, 7, 2 and 5 

were tested again with the aim of conducting a more parsimonious analysis (see Figure 

10).  The hypotheses were tested in a mediation analysis using Hayes’ Process Macro 4.1 

for SPSS (Model 4, simple mediation) (Hayes, 2022) testing whether Total Narcissism, 

Vulnerable Narcissism, Grandiose Narcissism, or Entitlement Rage would explain the 

increase in Trait Aggression as a result of higher degree of Fragile Masculinity. 

Bootstrapping was employed, with 5000 bootstrap samples used. Age and relationship 

status were covariates.  

Results of analyzing Total Narcissism as a mediator indicated that hypothesis 5 

was supported as there was a positive indirect effect between degree of Fragile 

Masculinity and Trait aggression when Narcissism is included in the model – the model 

is significant. F(5, 293) = 33.84, p < .001, with an R2 = .37, indicating that the model 

accounted for 36.6 percent of the variance in Trait Aggression. All paths were significant 

(see Figure 10, Table 18), including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was  
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Figure 10 

Mediation Model Total Narcissism -> Trait Aggression 

 

               

 
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence 

of direct effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of 

the independent variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow 

refer to the total effect. a*b (indirect effect via mediator): b = .14 CI: [.0938, 

.1964], n = 301.  
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Table 18 

Path Coefficients: Mediation Models For Trait Aggression (N = 301) 

                                                      Mediator 

  

Total 

Narcissism 

Vulnerability 

Factor 

Grandiosity 

Factor 

Entitlement 

Rage 

Effect 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Fragile 

Masculinity 

(x) to 

Narcissism 

(M) .69*** .41*** .53*** .43*** .17*** .29*** .13*** .40*** 

Narcissism 

(M) to Trait 

Aggression 

(y) .21*** .51*** .31*** .55*** .39*** .33*** 

1.09**

* .51*** 

indirect 

effect (ab) 

.14 CI 

[.0938, 

.1964] 

.21 CI 

[.1424, 

.2804] 

.16 CI 

[.1106, 

.2170] 

.24 CI 

[.1676, 

.3129] 

.06 CI 

[.0314, 

.1020] 

.09 CI 

[.0476, 

.1447] 

.14 CI 

[.0919, 

.1911] 

.20 CI 

[.1392, 

.2708] 

direct c' .09** .14** .07* .11* .17*** .25*** .10** .40** 

total c .24*** .35*** .24*** .35*** .24*** .35*** .24*** .35*** 

 = p < .05. **= p < .01, *** = p < .001 

St. = Standardized, Unst. = Unstandardized, Est. 

= Estimate     

 

      

      

      
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



94 

 

  

.14 and statistically significant CI [.0938, .1964]. The Completely standardized indirect 

effect size is .21 which means that for every SD increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a 

.21 SD increase in Trait Aggression as an indirect effect of Total Narcissism CI [.1424, 

.2804]. The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Trait Aggression was tested in 

Hypothesis 1, and the total effect was significant (b = .24, t(294) = 6.47, p < .001, ULCI 

= .3089, LLCI = .1648), and the direct effect was significant (b  = .09,   t(293) = 2.64, p < 

.01, ULCI = .1634, LLCI = .0238). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant 

positive main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Narcissism (b = .69, t(294) = 8.07, p < 

.001, ULCI = .8612, LLCI = .5233). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 

SD increase in Fragile Masculinity, Narcissism scores increased by .41 SD. Hypothesis 2 

was supported and there was a significant association between Narcissism and Trait 

Aggression (b = .21,  t(293) = 9.49, p < .001, ULCI = .2499, LLCI = .1640).  

The same analysis was conducted three additional times (see Table 18), with the 

narcissism mediator measured with the vulnerable narcissism factor of the PNI, the 

grandiose narcissism factor or the entitlement rage subscale.  

For the analysis utilizing the vulnerable narcissism factor as the mediator 

(covarying age, relationship status and household income), hypothesis 5 was supported 

and there was a positive indirect effect between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and 

Trait aggression when Vulnerable Narcissism is included in the model – the model is 

significant. F(5, 293) = 36.89, p < .001, with an R2 = .386, indicating that model 

accounted for 38.6 percent of the variance in Trait Aggression. All paths were significant 

(see Figure 11, Table 18), including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was 

.16 and statistically significant CI [.1106, .2170]. The Completely standardized indirect  
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Figure 11 

Mediation Model Vulnerable Narcissism -> Trait Aggression 

 

 
                   

Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .16 CI [.1106, .2170], n = 301. 
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effect size is .24 which means that for every SD increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a 

.24 SD increase in Trait Aggression as an indirect effect of Vulnerable Narcissism, CI 

[.1676, .3129]. The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Trait Aggression was tested in 

Hypothesis 1, and the total effect was significant (b = .24,   t(294) = 6.47, p < .001, ULCI 

= .3089, LLCI = .1648), and the direct effect was significant (b = .07,   t(293) = 2.11, p < 

.05, ULCI = .1444, LLCI = .0051). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant 

positive main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Vulnerable Narcissism (b = .53,  t(294) = 

8.69, p < .001, ULCI = .6440, LLCI = .4161). Standardized coefficient indicated that for 

every 1 SD increase in Fragile Masculinity, Vulnerable Narcissism scores increased by 

.43 SD. Hypothesis 2 was supported and there was a significant association between 

Vulnerable Narcissism and Trait Aggression (b = .31, t(293) = 36.89, p < .001, ULCI = 

.3687, LLCI = .2488). 

For the model utilizing the Grandiosity factor of the PNI as the mediator, results 

indicated that Hypothesis 5 was supported and there was a positive indirect effect 

between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and Trait aggression when Grandiose 

Narcissism is included in the model – the model is significant. F(4, 296) = 26.85, p < 

.001, with an R2 = .266, indicating that the model accounted for 26.6 percent of the 

variance in Trait Aggression. All paths were significant (see Figure 12, Table 18), 

including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was .06 and statistically 

significant, CI [.0314, .1020]. The Completely standardized indirect effect size is .09 

which means that for every SD increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a .09 SD increase 

in Trait Aggression as an indirect effect of Grandiose Narcissism, CI [.0476, .1447]. The 

main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Trait Aggression was tested in Hypothesis 1, and  
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Figure 12 

Mediation Model Grandiose Narcissism -> Trait Aggression 

 

 

                 
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = 

absence of direct effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct 

effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable. Values below 

the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b (indirect effect via mediator): b = .06 

CI [.0314, .1020], n = 301.    
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the total effect was significant (b = .24,  t(297) = 6.52, p < .001, ULCI = .3080, LLCI = 

.1653), and the direct effect was significant (b = .17,   t(297) = 6.52, p < .001, ULCI = 

.2426, LLCI = .1020). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive 

main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Grandiose Narcissism (b = .17,   t(297) = 5.24, p < 

.001, ULCI = .2293, LLCI = .1041). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 

SD increase in Fragile Masculinity, Grandiose Narcissism scores increased by .29 SD. 

Hypothesis 2 was supported and there was a significant association between Grandiose 

Narcissism and Trait Aggression (b = .39,  t(296) = 6.18, p < .001, ULCI = .5084, LLCI 

= .2630). 

For the model analyzing the Entitlement Rage (ER) subscale of the PNI as a 

mediator, results indicated that Hypothesis 5 was supported and there was a positive 

indirect effect between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and Trait aggression when 

Entitlement Rage is included in the model – the model is significant. F(4, 296) = 46.79, p 

< .001, with an R2 = .387, indicating that the model accounted for 38.7 percent of the 

variance in Trait Aggression. All paths were significant (see Figure 13, and Table 18), 

including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was .14 and statistically 

significant, CI [.0919, .1911]. The Completely standardized indirect effect size is .20 

which means that for every SD increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a .20 SD increase 

in Trait Aggression as an indirect effect of Entitlement Rage, CI [.1418-.2731]. The main 

effect of Fragile Masculinity on Trait Aggression was tested in Hypothesis 1, and the 

total effect was significant (b = .24,   t(297) = 6.52, p < .001, ULCI = .3080, LLCI = 

.1653), and the direct effect was significant (b = .10,   t(296) = 2.88, p < .01, ULCI = 

.1649, LLCI = .0309). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive  
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Figure 13 

Mediation Model Entitlement Rage -> Trait Aggression 

 

 

 
                        

 

Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .14 CI: [.0919, .1911], n = 301. 
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main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Entitlement Rage (b = .13,  t(297) = 7.50, p < .001, 

ULCI = .1614, LLCI = .0942). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 SD 

increase in Fragile Masculinity, Entitlement Rage scores increased by .40 SD. Hypothesis 

2 was supported and there was a significant association between Entitlement Rage and 

Trait Aggression (b = 1.09,  t(296) = 10.22, p < .001, ULCI = 1.2945, LLCI = .8764). 

 The foregoing models with Trait Aggression as the outcome variable indicated 

that a greater degree of Fragile Masculinity predicts higher levels of Trait Aggression, 

and people who report a higher degree of Narcissism are more likely to have greater Trait 

Aggression. Narcissism partially explains why greater Fragile Masculinity predicts 

greater Trait Aggression. 

Relational Avoidance. Hypotheses 6, 7, 3, 8 and 9. Narcissism mediates the 

relationship between Fragile Masculinity and Relational Avoidance, and Shame-

Proneness would moderate this mediation. Hypothesis 6 proposed that fragile masculinity 

would positively and significantly predict increase in Relational Avoidance. Hypothesis 7 

proposed that there would a significant positive direct effect between Fragile Masculinity 

and Narcissism. Hypothesis 3 proposed that there will be a significant positive direct 

effect of Narcissism on Relational Avoidance. Hypothesis 8 proposed that the 

relationship between Fragile Masculinity and Relational Avoidance will be mediated by 

Narcissism. Hypothesis 9 proposed that Shame-Proneness would moderate the mediation, 

specifically by moderating the path between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism. The 

hypotheses were tested in a moderated-mediation analysis using Hayes’ Process Macro 

4.1 for SPSS (Model 7, moderated-mediation) (Hayes, 2022) testing whether Narcissism 

would explain the increase in Relational Avoidance as a result of higher degree of Fragile 
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Masculinity and whether Shame-Proneness would moderate this mediation. The model 

was analyzed with age, partnered and household income as covariates. The model 

including the moderation with narcissism as the outcome variable was significant F(6, 

292) = 30.25, p < .001, R2 = .383. However, the moderated-mediation was not significant 

(b = -.01,   t(292) = -1.02, p = .31, ULCI = .0055, LLCI = -.0173). The index of 

moderated mediation was not significant (Index = -.0010, BootSE = .0011, ULCI = 

.0012, LLCI = -.0031). There was a significant main effect of shame-proneness on 

narcissism: total narcissism, b = 2.16,   t(292) = 4.52, p < .001, ULCI = 3.0994, LLCI = 

1.2184, grandiose narcissism, b = .71,   t(292) = 3.79, p < .001, ULCI = 1.0772, LLCI = 

.3414; vulnerable narcissism, b = 1.45,   t(292) = 4.35, p < .001, ULCI = 2.1050, LLCI = 

.7942;  entitlement rage, b = .25,   t(292) = 2.46, p < .001, ULCI = .4511, LLCI = .0499. 

Contrary to predictions, however, there was no significant moderation of Shame-

Proneness for any of the mediators. It is interesting to note that for lower levels of 

Shame-Proneness, the Shame Induction caused Narcissism to have a larger effect on 

Avoidance for participants in the shame condition. Lower Shame-Proneness (b = .09, CI 

[.0541, .1328]) vs higher Shame-Proneness (b = .07, CI [.0256, .1189]).   

Hypotheses 6, 7, 3, and 8. Narcissism mediates the relationship between Fragile 

Masculinity and Relational Avoidance.  Due to finding no significant moderation in the 

moderated-mediation analysis, a simple mediation analysis was conducted on hypotheses 

6, 7, 3, and 8 with the aim of conducting a more parsimonious analysis. The hypotheses 

were tested in a mediation analysis using Hayes’ Process Macro 4.1 for SPSS (Model 4, 

simple mediation) (Hayes, 2022) testing whether Narcissism would explain the increase 

in Relational Avoidance as a result of higher degree of Fragile Masculinity. 
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Bootstrapping was employed, with 5000 bootstrap samples used. Covariates included 

age, relationship status and household income. 

Results analyzing Total Narcissism as a mediator indicated that hypothesis 8 was 

supported as there was a positive indirect effect between degree of Fragile Masculinity 

and Relational Avoidance when Narcissism is included in the model – the model is 

significant, F(5, 294) = 42.29, p < .001, with an R2 = .418, indicating that the model 

accounted for 41.8 percent of the variance in Relational Avoidance.  All paths were 

significant (see Figure 14 and Table 19), including hypothesized indirect or mediating 

effect, which was .12 and statistically significant, CI [.0731, .1609]. The Completely 

standardized indirect effect size is .18 which means that for every SD increase in Fragile 

Masculinity there is a .18 SD increase in Relational Avoidance as an indirect effect of 

Narcissism, CI [.1179, .2493]. The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Relational 

Avoidance was tested in Hypothesis 6, and the total effect was significant 

(b = .22,   t(295) = 6.99, p < .001, ULCI = .2861, LLCI = .1604), and the direct effect 

was significant (b = .11,   t(294) = 3.42, p < .001, ULCI = .1708, LLCI = .0459). 

Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive main effect of Fragile 

Masculinity on Narcissism (b = .70,  t(295) = 8.11, p < .001, ULCI = .8636, LLCI = 

.5264). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 SD increase in Fragile 

Masculinity, Narcissism scores increased by .41 SD. Hypothesis 3 was supported and 

there was a significant association between Total Narcissism and Relational Avoidance 

(b = .17,  t(294) = 8.47, p < .001, ULCI = .2037, LLCI = .1269).  

For the analysis utilizing the Vulnerable Narcissism factor as the mediator, results 

indicated that hypothesis 8 was supported and there was a positive indirect effect between  
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Figure 14 

Mediation Model Total Narcissism -> Relational Avoidance 

 

          
             

Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .12 CI [.0731, .1609], n = 300. 
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Table 19 

Path Coefficients: Mediation Models For Relational Avoidance (N = 300) 

   
                                    Mediator 

  

Total 

Narcissism  

Vulnerability 

Factor  

Grandiosity Factor Entitlement 

Rage 

Effect 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Fragile 

Masculinity 

(x) to 

Narcissism 

(M) .70*** .41*** .53*** .44*** .17*** 

 

.29*** .13*** .39*** 

 

Narcissism 

(M) to 

Relational 

Avoidance 

(y) .17*** .44*** .28*** .53*** .19*** 

 

.18*** .81*** .41*** 

indirect 

effect (ab) 

.12 CI 

[.0742

, 

.1606] 

.18 CI 

[.1190, 

.2496] 

.15 CI 

[.1030, 

.1968] 

.23 CI 

[.1642, 

.3049] 

.03 CI 

[.0098, 

.0604] 

 

.05 CI 

[.0158, 

.0938] 

.1 CI 

[.0664, 

.1456] 

.16 CI 

[.1069, 

.2235] 

direct c' .11*** .17*** .08* .12* .19*** 
 
.30*** .12*** .18*** 

total c .22*** .35*** .22*** .35*** .22*** 
 
.35*** .22*** .35*** 

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 

St.= Standardized, Unst.= Unstandardized, 

Est.=Estimate  
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degree of Fragile Masculinity and Relational Avoidance when Narcissism is included in 

the model – the model is significant, F(5, 294) = 53.67, p < .001, with an R2 = .477, 

indicating that the model accounted for 47.7 percent of the variance in Relational 

Avoidance. All paths were significant (see Figure 15, Table 19), including hypothesized  

indirect or mediating effect, which was .15 and statistically significant CI [.1014, .1971]. 

The Completely standardized indirect effect size is .23 which means that for every SD 

increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a .23 SD increase in Relational Avoidance as an 

indirect effect of Vulnerable Narcissism, CI [.1632, .3049]. The main effect of Fragile 

Masculinity on Relational Avoidance was tested in Hypothesis 6, and the total effect was 

significant (b = .22, t(295) = 6.99, p < .001, ULCI = .2861, LLCI = .1604), and the direct 

effect was significant (b = .08,   t(294) = 2.50, p < .05, ULCI = .1362, LLCI = .0161). 

Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive main effect of Fragile 

Masculinity on Vulnerable Narcissism (b = .53, t(295) = 8.74, p < .001, ULCI = .6457, 

LLCI = .4083). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 SD increase in Fragile 

Masculinity, Vulnerable Narcissism scores increased by .44 SD. Hypothesis 3 was 

supported and there was a significant association between Vulnerable Narcissism and 

Relational Avoidance (b = .28, t(294) = 10.63, p < .001, ULCI = .3307, LLCI = .2274).  

For the model utilizing the Grandiosity factor of the PNI as the mediator, hypothesis 8 

was supported and there was a positive indirect effect between degree of Fragile 

Masculinity and Relational Avoidance when Grandiose Narcissism is included in the 

model – the model is significant. F(5, 294) = 25.58, p < .001, with an R2 = .303, 

indicating that the model accounted for 30.3 percent of the variance in Relational 

Avoidance. All paths were significant (see Figure 16, Table 19), including hypothesized 
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Figure 15 

Mediation Model Vulnerable Narcissism -> Relational Avoidance 

 

 

                         
Note. b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .15 CI [.1014, .1971], n = 300. 
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Figure 16 

Mediation Model Grandiose Narcissism -> Relational Avoidance 

 

 

                        
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .03 CI [.0097, .0608], n = 300. 
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indirect or mediating effect, which was .03 and statistically significant, CI [.0097, .0608]. 

The Completely standardized indirect effect size is .05 which means that for every SD 

increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a .05 SD increase in Relational Avoidance as an 

indirect effect of Grandiose Narcissism, CI [.0154, .0953]. The main effect of Fragile  

Masculinity on Relational Avoidance was tested in Hypothesis 6, and the total effect was 

significant (b = .22,  t(295) = 6.99, p < .001, ULCI = .2861, LLCI = .1604), and the direct 

effect was significant (b = .19,  t(294) = 5.81, p < .001, ULCI = .2554, LLCI = .1261). 

Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive main effect of Fragile 

Masculinity on Grandiose Narcissism (b = .17, t(295) = 5.26, p < .001, ULCI = .2308, 

LLCI = .1051). Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 SD increase in Fragile 

Masculinity, Grandiose Narcissism scores increased by .29 SD. Hypothesis 3 was 

supported and there was a significant association between Grandiose Narcissism and 

Relational Avoidance (b = .19, t(294) = 3.38, p < .001, ULCI = .3061, LLCI = .0808). 

For the model analyzing the Entitlement Rage (ER) subscale of the PNI as a mediator, 

hypothesis 8 was supported and there was a positive indirect effect between degree of 

Fragile Masculinity and Relational Avoidance when Entitlement Rage is included in the 

model – the model is significant. F(5, 294) = 41.86, p < .001, with an R2 = .416, 

indicating that the model accounted for 41.6 percent of the variance in Relational 

Avoidance. All paths were significant (see Figure 17, Table 19), including hypothesized 

indirect or mediating effect, which was .10 and statistically significant, CI [.0665, .1465]. 

The Completely standardized indirect effect size is .16 which means that for every SD 

increase in Fragile Masculinity there is a .16 SD increase in Relational Avoidance as an 

indirect effect of Entitlement Rage, CI [.1072, .2262]. The main effect of Fragile  



109 

 

  

 

Figure 17 

Mediation Model Entitilement Rage -> Relational Avoidance 

                            

 
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .10 CI [.0665, .1465], n = 300. 
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Masculinity on Relational Avoidance was tested in Hypothesis 6, and the total effect was 

significant (b = .22, t(295) = 6.99, p < .001, ULCI = .2861, LLCI = .1604) and the 

Completely Standardized effect was .35. The direct effect was also significant 

(b = .12, t(294) = 3.82, p < .001, ULCI = .1810, LLCI = .0578). Hypothesis 7 was 

supported as there was a significant positive main effect of Fragile Masculinity on 

Entitlement Rage (b = .13, t(295) = 7.40, p < .001, ULCI = .1615, LLCI = .0937). 

Standardized coefficient indicated that for every 1 SD increase in Fragile Masculinity, 

Entitlement Rage scores increased by .39 SD. Hypothesis 3 was supported and there was 

a significant association between Entitlement Rage and Relational Avoidance 

(b = .81, t(294) = 8.39, p < .001, ULCI = 1.005, LLCI = .6628). 

These models with Relational Avoidance as the outcome variable indicated that a greater 

degree of Fragile Masculinity predicts higher levels of Relational Avoidance, and people 

who report a higher degree of Narcissism are more likely to have greater Relational 

Avoidance. Narcissism partially explains why greater Fragile Masculinity predicts greater 

Relational Avoidance. 

State Aggression. Hypotheses 10, 7, 4, 9 and 11, and 12. Narcissism mediates the 

relationship between fragile masculinity and State Aggression, and shame-proneness 

would moderate this mediation on the path between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism, 

and the Shame Induction would moderate this mediation on the path between Narcissism 

and State Aggression. Hypothesis 10 proposed that Fragile Masculinity would positively 

and significantly predict increase in State Aggression. Hypothesis 7 proposed that there 

would a significant positive direct effect between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism. 

Hypothesis 4 proposed that there will be a significant positive direct effect of narcissism 
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on State Aggression. Hypothesis 11 proposed that the relationship between Fragile 

Masculinity and State Aggression will be mediated by Narcissism. Hypothesis 9 

proposed that Shame-Proneness would moderate the mediation, specifically by 

moderating the path between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism. Hypothesis 12 

proposed that the Shame Induction would moderate the mediation, specifically by 

moderating the path between Narcissism and State Aggression.  

The hypotheses were tested in a moderated-mediation analysis using Hayes’ 

Process Macro 4.1 for SPSS (Model 21, moderated-mediation) (Hayes, 2022) testing 

whether Narcissism would explain the increase in State Aggression as a result of higher 

degree of Fragile Masculinity and whether Shame-Proneness and the Shame Induction 

would moderate this mediation. Bootstrapping was employed, with 5000 bootstrap 

samples used. This analysis was conducted with the mediators Total Narcissism 

(Relationship Status and Household Income were covariates), Vulnerable Narcissism 

factor (Relationship Status and Household Income were covariates), Grandiose 

Narcissism factor, or the Entitlement Rage subscale. The index of moderated-mediation 

was not significant with Total Narcissism as the mediator (index = -.0006, CI  [-.0026, 

.0009]), for Vulnerable Narcissism (index = -.0003, CI [-.0019, .0009]), for Grandiose 

Narcissism (index = -.0014, CI  [-.0039, .0007]), or for Entitlement Rage (index = -.0007, 

CI  [-.0038, .0024]).  Although, as indicated above, there was a significant main effect of 

shame-proneness on narcissism, Shame-Proneness did not moderate the path between 

Fragile Masculinity to Narcissism. It is interesting to note that for lower levels of Shame-

Proneness, the Shame Induction caused Narcissism to have a larger effect on State 
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Aggression for participants in the shame condition. Lower Shame-Proneness (b = .10, CI 

[.0515, .1666]) vs higher Shame-Proneness (b = .08, CI [.0252, .1417]).   

Similarly, while the shame induction (State Shame) did not moderate the 

mediation (index = -.0006, CI [-.0026, .0009]), it did moderate the path between total 

narcissism and state aggression (b = .10,   t(292) = 2.04, p < .05, ULCI = .1921, LLCI = 

.0033), and with the moderator the main effect of total narcissism on state aggression was 

significant (b = .18, t(292) = 5.53, p < .01, ULCI = .2488, LLCI = .1182) (see Figure 19). 

While both groups showed a significant relationship between total narcissism and state 

aggression, this relationship was significantly more pronounced for the shame group (b = 

.18, p < .001), than for the control group (b = .09 . p < .05) (see Figure 18). 

Hypotheses 10, 7, 4, 11, and 12. Narcissism mediates the relationship between 

fragile masculinity and State Aggression, and the Shame Induction would moderate this 

mediation on the path between Narcissism and State Aggression. Due to finding no 

significant moderation of Shame-Proneness in the moderated-mediation analysis, a more 

simplified moderated-mediation analysis was conducted (to test only the State Shame in 

moderating the mediation) on hypotheses 10, 7, 4, 11 and 12 with the aim of conducting a 

more parsimonious analysis (see Figure 19, and Table 20). The hypotheses were tested in 

a moderated-mediation analysis using Hayes’ Process Macro 4.1 for SPSS (Model 14, 

moderated-mediation) (Hayes, 2022), testing whether Narcissism would explain the 

increase in State Aggression as a result of higher degree of Fragile Masculinity and 

whether the Shame Induction would moderate this mediation.  This analysis was  
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Figure 18 

Differences Between Shame And Control Condition On the relationship between total 

narcissism on state aggression. 

 

 
 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19 

Moderated Mediation Model Entitlement Rage -> State Aggression 
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Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001. a*b (indirect effect via 

mediator): b =.15, CI [.0842, .2199], n = 301. 
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Table 20 

Path coefficients: Moderated-Mediation models for State Aggression 

(Model 14 with Shame-Induction moderating the path between Narcissism and State 

Aggression. (n = 301) 

  Mediator 

  

Total 

Narcissism 

(Moderated-

mediation not 

significant) 

Vulnerability 

Factor 

(Moderated-

mediation not 

significant) 

Grandiosity 

Factor 

(Moderated-

mediation not 

significant) 

Entitlement 

Rage 

(Moderated-

mediation  

significant) 

Effect 
Unst. Path 

Estimate 

Unst. Path 

Estimate 

Unst. Path 

Estimate 

Unst. Path 

Estimate 

Fragile 

Masculinity (x) to 

Narcissism (M) 

.73*** .54*** .18*** .13*** 

Narcissism (M) 

to State 

Aggression (y), 

Moderated by 

shame condition 

(W) 

.18*** .26*** .37*** 1.12*** 

Narcissism (M) 

to State 

Aggression (y), 

Control condition 

.09* .13* .14 .47* 

indirect effect 

(ab) 

.13                         

CI [.0703, 

.2005] 

.14                          

CI  [.0765, 

.2081] 

.07                         

CI [.0245, 

.1172] 

.15                         

CI [.0842, 

.2199] 

direct c’ .18*** .16*** .22*** .17*** 

Interaction .10* .13 .23 .65** 

Index of 

moderated 

mediation 

.0698,                    

CI [-.0150, 

.1648] 

.0688,                   

CI [-.0163, 

.1619] 

.0410,                   

CI [-.0191, 

.1167] 

.0857,                   

CI [.0033, 

.1822] 

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 

St.= Standardized, Unst.= Unstandardized. 
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conducted utilizing the following as mediators:  Total Narcissism (with household 

income covaried), Vulnerable Narcissism factor (with relationship status and household 

income covaried), Grandiosity Factor, and the Entitlement Rage subscale. The index of 

moderated-mediation was not significant for Total Narcissism (index = .0698, CI [-.0150, 

.1648]). The index of moderated-mediation was not significant for Vulnerable 

Narcissism, (index = .0688, CI [ -.0163, .1619]). The index of moderated mediation was 

not significant for Grandiose Narcissism (index = .0410, CI [ -.0191, .1186]). See below 

for Entitlement Rage as mediator.  In any event, the State-Shame did moderate the path 

between Narcissism and State Aggression for the shame group: Total Narcissism (b 

= .18,   t(293) = 5.50, p < .001, ULCI = .2513, LLCI = .1197) versus b = .08, p < .05 for 

the control condition, Vulnerable Narcissism, (b = .26,   t(292) = 5.41, p < .001, ULCI = 

.3508, LLCI = .1638) versus b =.13, p < .05 for the control condition,  Grandiose 

Narcissism (b = .37,   t(295) = 3.97, p < .001, ULCI = .5469, LLCI = .1844) versus not 

significant for the control condition.   

For the Entitlement Rage mediation, moderated by State-Shame, the model was 

significant. F(4, 296) = 24.85, p < .001, with an R2 = .251, indicating the model 

accounted for 25.1 percent of the variance in State Aggression. All paths were significant 

(See Figure 19, Table 21). The index of moderated-mediation was significant (Index = 

.0857, CI [.0033, .1822]). The indirect effect was significant for the shame group, b = .15, 

CI [.0842, 2199], while not significant for the control group (b = .06, CI [-.0055, .1320]). 

The relationship between Fragile Masculinity and State Aggression was significant (b 

= .17,  t(296) = 3.83, p < .001, ULCI = .2598, LLCI = .0804), the relationship between 

Fragile Masculinity and Entitlement Rage was significant (b = .13,   t(299) = 7.58, p < 
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.001, ULCI = .1656, LLCI = .0986). The interaction effect of State Shame was significant 

(b = .65, t(296) = 2.65, p < .01, ULCI = 1.13, LLCI = .1671). Specifically, for those in 

the Shame condition the effect of Entitlement Rage on State Aggression (b 

= 1.12,   t(296) = 6.73, p < .001, ULCI = 1.4421, LLCI = .7898) was significantly greater 

than for those in the control group (b = .47,  t(296) = 2.38, p < .05, ULCI = .8530, LLCI 

= .0809).  

Hypothesis 12 was supported and there was a positive indirect effect between 

degree of Fragile Masculinity and State Aggression when Entitlement Rage is included in 

the model, and that indirect effect is moderated by State Shame (the shame induction).  

Simple Mediation for State Aggression. Since the mediation was not moderated 

by the shame-induction for Total Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, or Grandiose 

Narcissism, and potentially for Entitlement Rage (due to high correlation with vulnerable 

narcissism) as mediators, a simple mediation analysis was conducted using Hayes’ 

Process Macro 4.1 for SPSS (Model 4, Simple mediation) (Hayes, 2022), with Total 

Narcissism, Grandiose Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, or Entitlement Rage as 

mediator in order to conduct a more parsimonious analysis. See analysis for each below.  

For the model analyzing Total Narcissism as a mediator (covarying relationship 

status and household income), hypothesis 5 was supported and there was a positive 

indirect effect between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and State aggression when Total 

Narcissism is included in the model – the model is significant. F(4, 294) = 19.92, p < 

.001, with an R2 = .213, indicating that the model accounted for 21.3 percent of the 

variance in State Aggression. All paths were significant (see Figure 20, Table 21), 

including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was .10 and statistically  
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Figure 20 

Mediation Model Total Narcissism -> State Aggression 

 

                    
 

Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .10 CI [.0518, .1526], n = 301.  
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Table 21 

Path coefficients: Mediation models for State Aggression (n = 301) 

  
  

  Mediator 

  

Total 

Narcissism 

Vulnerability 

Factor 

Grandiosity 

Factor 

Entitlement 

Rage 

Effect 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Unst. 

Path 

Est. 

St. 

Path 

Est. 

Fragile 

Masculinity 

(x) to 

Narcissism 

(M) .72*** .43*** .54*** .45*** .18*** .30*** .13*** .41*** 

Narcissism 

(M) to State 

Aggression 

(y) .14*** .30*** .20*** .31*** .28*** .21*** .86*** .36*** 

indirect 

effect (ab) 

.10 CI 

[.0518, 

.1526] 

.13 CI 

[.0693, 

.1912] 

.11 CI 

[.0587, 

.1666] 

.14  CI 

[.0784, 

.2091] 

.05 CI 

[.0195, 

.0846] 

.06 CI 

[.0255, 

.1066] 

.11 CI 

[.0630, 

.1677] 

.14 CI 

[.0833, 

.2095] 

direct c' .17*** .23*** .16*** .21*** .22*** .29*** .16*** .21*** 

total c .27*** .35*** .27*** .35*** .27*** .35*** .27*** .35*** 

*= * = p < .05. ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001           

St  St. = Standardized, Unst. = 

Unstandardized      
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significant, CI [.0518, .1526]. The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on State Aggression 

was tested in Hypothesis 10, and the total effect was significant (b = .27, t(295) = 6.49, p 

< .001, ULCI = .3564, LLCI = . 1905), and the direct effect was significant 

(b = .17,  t(294) = 3.91, p < .001, ULCI = .0869, LLCI = .2629). Hypothesis 7 was 

supported as there was a significant positive main effect of Fragile Masculinity on 

Narcissism (b = .72,   t(299) = 8.12, p < .001, ULCI = .8925, LLCI = .5443). Hypothesis 

4 was supported as there was a significant association between Total Narcissism and 

State Aggression (b = .14,   t(294) = 5.16, p < .001, ULCI = .1896, LLCI = .0849).  

For the model analyzing Vulnerable Narcissism as a mediator (covarying 

relationship status and household income), hypothesis 5 was supported and there was a 

positive indirect effect between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and State Aggression 

when Vulnerable Narcissism is included in the model – the model is significant, F(4, 

294) = 20.34, p < .001, with an R2 = .217 indicating that the model accounted for 21.7 

percent of the variance in State Aggression. All paths were significant (see Figure 21, 

Table 21), including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was .11 CI [.0587, 

.1666], with a standardized effect of .14 and statistically significant CI [.0784, .2091]. 

The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on State Aggression was tested in Hypothesis 10, 

and the total effect was significant (b = .26, t(295) = 6.49, p < .001, ULCI = .3564, LLCI 

= .1905), and the direct effect was significant (b = .16,   t(294) = 3.64, p < .001, ULCI = 

.2539, LLCI = .0758). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive 

main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Vulnerable Narcissism (b = .54, t(295) = 8.73, p < 

.001, ULCI = .6652, LLCI = .4204). Hypothesis 4 was supported as there was a  
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Figure 21 

Mediation Model Vulnerable Narcissism -> State Aggression 

 

                          
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. 

a*b (indirect effect via mediator): b = .11 CI [.0587, .1666], n = 301.  
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significant association between Vulnerable Narcissism and State Aggression 

(b = .20, t(294) = 5.30, p < .001, ULCI = .2744, LLCI = .1258). For the model analyzing 

Grandiose Narcissism as a mediator, hypothesis 5 was supported and there was a positive 

indirect effect between the degree of Fragile Masculinity and State Aggression when 

Grandiose Narcissism is included in the model. The model was significant, F(4, 294) = 

16.44, p < .001, with an R2 = .183, indicating that the model accounted for 18.3 percent 

of the variance in State Aggression. All paths were significant (see Figure 22, Table 21), 

including hypothesized indirect or mediating effect, which was .05 and statistically 

significant CI [. 0195, 0846]). Completely standardized indirect effect was .06, CI [.0255, 

.1066] The main effect of Fragile Masculinity on State Aggression was tested in 

Hypothesis 10, and the total effect was significant (b = .27, t(295) = 6.49, p < .001, ULCI 

= .3564, LLCI = .1905), and the direct effect was significant (b = .22,   t(294) = 5.19, p < 

.001, ULCI = .4260, LLCI = .1370). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a 

significant positive main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Grandiose Narcissism 

(b = .18, t(295) = 5.37, p < .001, ULCI = .2398, LLCI = .1113). Hypothesis 4 was 

supported as there was a significant association between Grandiose Narcissism and State 

Aggression (b = .28, t(294) = 3.83, p < .001, ULCI = .4260, LLCI = .1370).  

For the model analyzing Entitlement Rage as a mediator, hypothesis 5 was 

supported and there was a positive indirect effect between the degree of Fragile 

Masculinity and State aggression when Entitlement Rage is included in the model – the 

model is significant. F(4, 294) = 24.35, p < .001, with an R2 = .249 indicating that 

Entitlement Rage accounted for 24.9 percent of the variance in State Aggression. All  
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Figure 22 

Mediation Model Grandiose Narcissism -> State Aggression 

                             

 
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .05 CI [.0195, .0846], n = 301. 
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Figure 23 

Mediation Model Entitlement Rage -> State Aggression 

 

          
Notes: b = coefficient; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; -- = absence of direct 

effect. (Values above the dashed arrow refer to the direct effect of the independent 

variable on the dependent variable. Values below the arrow refer to the total effect. a*b 

(indirect effect via mediator): b = .11 CI [.0630, .1677], n = 301. 
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paths were significant (see Figure 23, Table 21), including hypothesized indirect or 

mediating effect, which was .11 and statistically significant CI [.0630, .1677]. The main 

effect of Fragile Masculinity on State Aggression was tested in Hypothesis 10, and the 

total effect was significant (b = .27, t(295) = 6.49, p < .001, ULCI = .3564, LLCI = 

.1905), and the direct effect was significant (b = .16,   t(294) = 3.77, p < .001, ULCI = 

.2471, LLCI = .0775). Hypothesis 7 was supported as there was a significant positive 

main effect of Fragile Masculinity on Entitlement Rage (b = .13, t(295) = 7.47, p < .001, 

ULCI = .1637, LLCI = .0955). Hypothesis 4 was supported as there was a significant 

association between Entitlement Rage and State Aggression (b = .86, t(294) = 6.46, p < 

.001, ULCI = 1.12, LLCI = .5968). 

The models with State Aggression as the outcome variable indicated that a greater 

degree of Fragile Masculinity predicts greater State Aggression, and people who report a 

higher degree of narcissism are more likely to report greater state aggression. Narcissism 

partially explains why greater Fragile Masculinity predicts greater state aggression. 

Summary 

This results section analyzed moderated-mediation models and simple mediation 

models for three different outcome variables: Trait Aggression, Relational Avoidance, 

and State Aggression. Each of these three outcome variables were further subdivided into 

four sub-models, depending on which of the following mediators were analyzed, 

representing the different facets of Narcissism: the PNI Total Narcissism, Vulnerable 

Narcissism, Grandiose Narcissism, and Entitlement Rage scores. 

The twelve hypotheses tested included the following models for three distinct 

outcome variables: one overall model for trait aggression as the outcome variable 
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including Shame-Proneness as a moderator, one overall model for Avoidance as the 

outcome variable including Shame-Proneness as a moderator, and one overall model for 

State Aggression as the outcome variable, including two moderators, Shame-Proneness 

and State-Shame. Additionally, there were three distinct models hypothesized as simple 

mediations for the three outcome variables.  

The overall mediation models hypothesized for the Trait Aggression and 

Avoidance outcome variables were significant, which indicated that greater Fragile 

Masculinity predicted greater Trait Aggression and greater Avoidance and all four facets 

of Narcissism mediated these relationships. However, Shame-Proneness did not moderate 

these mediations, contrary to predictions.  

The overall model hypothesized for the state aggression outcome variable 

predicted that greater Fragile Masculinity would result in greater State Aggression, 

mediated by Narcissism, which would be moderated by Shame-Proneness, on the path 

between Fragile Masculinity and Narcissism, and moderated by State-Shame on the path 

between Narcissism and State Aggression. The results indicated that the simple 

mediations were significant, as there was a significant effect of Fragile Masculinity on 

State Aggression and all four facets of Narcissism mediated this relationship. However, 

the mediation was not moderated by Shame-Proneness. Further the mediation was 

moderated by State-Shame only for Entitlement Rage as a mediator. For the models 

analyzing PNI Total Narcissism, Vulnerable Narcissism, or Grandiose Narcissism as 

mediators, there was no moderation by State-Shame. See Table 22 below for a summary 

of the variable relationships. 
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Table 22 

Summary of Relationships Among Model Variables  
        Outcome variables                        Mediating Variables 

  
Trait 

Agg. 

Relational 

Avd. 

State 

Agg. 

Total 

Narcissism 

Grandiose 

Narcissism 

Vulnerable 

Narcissism 

Entitlement 

Rage 

Independent Variables        

Fragile Masculinity       

Shame Proneness  -- -- -- - - - - 

Fragile Masculinity x Shame 
Proneness -- -- --    

Total Narcissism    -- -- -- -- 

Grandiose Narcissim    -- -- -- -- 

Vulnerable Narcissism    -- -- -- -- 

Entitlement Rage    -- -- -- -- 

State Shame (Moderator)  -- -- - -- -- -- -- 
Narcissism x State-Shame -- --     

Note. Unless otherwise noted as a moderation a checkmark in a column indicates a significant main effect. Shame-

proneness did not moderate any of the relationships. State shame moderated the relationship between narcissism 

and state aggression but only for the entitlement rage subscale of narcissism. 

Legend: 

= hypothesized and significant 

 = hypothesized and not significant 

- = not hypothesized but significant main effect 

- = not hypothesized and no significant main effect 

-- = not tested 
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Chapter VI 

 Discussion 

This chapter will review the purpose of the present study, its findings, limitations, 

and suggestions for further research. The purpose of the study and the rationale for the 

variables chosen, including fragile masculinity, narcissism, shame-proneness, trait 

aggression, state aggression and state-shame, are discussed. This discussion will include 

the theoretical basis for the study as well as the design and results. The review of the 

findings will analyze how the results fit with the hypothesized relationships among 

fragile masculinity, trait aggression, avoidance, and state aggression, how these 

relationships could be explained by narcissism, and the interaction of shame with these 

variables. The results will also discuss the impact of covariates such as relationship status 

and household income. Finally, the discussion will contain interpretations of these results 

and potential clinical implications. 

Purpose of Project 

Men are disproportionately overrepresented among both perpetrators and victims 

of violent crime (Hong, 2000), and there has been an alarming rise in mass shootings in 

the United States perpetrated by men (Scaptura, 2019). Literature on masculinity suggests 

the construct of fragile masculinity may contribute to this cycle of aggression (Kimmel, 

2017). There is further evidence that aggressive acts may be shame based (Gebhard, 

2018) and theoretically, narcissism, serving as a mask for shame, should also be 

connected (Mitchell, 1986). The aim of the current study was to better understand what 

accounts for gratuitous aggressive acts perpetrated by men and to demonstrate how 
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narcissism and shame explain and interact with the relationship between fragile 

masculinity and aggression as well as avoidance. 

Fragile masculinity has been posited as an important factor in the perpetration of 

aggression by men (Joseph, 2012). When the status of “manhood” is put to question, such 

as when men become emotionally activated, the individual who has adopted stereotypical 

requirements of manhood, such as quelling negative and vulnerable affect, may begin to 

feel inadequate (Bosson, 2009). The subsequent need to enact an invincible role belies 

the existential complexity of each individual encompassing both strengths and 

weaknesses.  The perceived need to reject experiences that are traditionally held to be 

feminine, in order to perform masculinity, can be stressful, frustrating, upsetting, and 

fatiguing (Diamond, 2006). This struggle increases men’s vulnerability to avoidance and 

isolation, or dysregulated emotional reactions such as irritability and anger: self-states 

that are more acceptable for men to experience and enact (Blazina, 2001).       

Although one aim of this study was to replicate previous research which has 

found associations between masculine gender role stress and aggression or avoidance 

(Bosson, 2011; Shumka, 2017; Scaptura, 2019 & Reidy ,2014), understanding what 

might explain this connection was an additional question that this study sought to answer. 

It was thus hypothesized that narcissism would have an indirect effect on the relationship 

between fragile masculinity and aggression or avoidance.  

Previous research has indicated that precursors to narcissism such as shame and 

low self-concept are related to gender role stress (Addleston, 1995). Fragile masculinity 

was found to be associated with shame-proneness, which is also associated with 

narcissism (Efthim, 2001) as well as aggression (Tangney, 1992, Gebhard, 2018). Men 



130 

 

  

who inflict violence against partners exhibit higher narcissism, especially when faced 

with a wound to their sense of entitlement (Welch, 1997, Hamberger, 1990). Other 

research demonstrated that those who scored high on narcissism exhibit more aggression 

but only after they have been shamed (Thomaes, 2008). Shame begets shame, reflecting 

heightened vulnerability, which is counter to masculine ideals, leading those with fragile 

masculinity to resort to narcissistic defenses.  

The role of narcissism in the connection between fragile masculinity and 

aggression has not been sufficiently explored in the literature, despite theoretical 

arguments that entitlement may be a core characteristic of those with fragile masculinity 

who foment or commit acts of aggression (e.g., Kimmel, 2017 and Kalish, 2010). 

Vulnerable narcissism, including entitlement rage, employs disavowal of needs, 

alternating conscious experience of vulnerability and helplessness with omnipotence 

(Cain, 2008). In any definition of narcissism, entitlement is a key concept as it leads an 

individual to feel he has a right without doubt to fulfill each of his desires.  To date, no 

quantitative studies have attempted to link narcissism and entitlement as an explanation 

for the association between fragile masculinity and aggression.  

Linking fragile masculinity and relational avoidance was another aim of this 

study. Many notoriously grievous acts of aggression and recent shootings have been 

perpetrated by men who identify themselves as part of the incel (“involuntary celibate”) 

movement, many of whom express gender role stress (Scaptura, 2019). They have 

claimed that changes in society and the socialization of girls and women to expect to 

mate with those who are highly masculine leads to their isolation and celibacy, which 

they use as a justification for their revolutionary ideology and violent actions (Kimmel, 
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2017). While “incels” argue that their celibacy is externally imposed upon them, this part 

of the study was inspired by the idea that attachment style may be associated with fragile 

masculinity, such that those with fragile masculinity would endorse relational avoidance 

which contributes to difficulty finding and retaining mates (Elison, 2006) regardless of 

externally imposed factors.  Both fragile masculinity and avoidance are associated with 

increased shame (Elison 2006), which is associated with narcissism (Tangney, 1992). 

Narcissism is, in turn, associated with avoidance as a method of managing humiliation 

(Besser, 2010). While these studies link gender role stress with struggles with intimacy 

and relational avoidance (O’Neil, 2008), this study aimed to understand the explanatory 

factor of narcissism in the connection between fragile masculinity and avoidance.  

This study also attempted to empirically demonstrate the interaction of shame-

proneness on the relationship between fragile masculinity and narcissism. There have 

been studies demonstrating the association between shame-proneness and narcissism 

(e.g., Tangney, 1992), but no studies analyzed shame-proneness as a moderator between 

fragile masculinity and narcissism.  

Finally, state-shame was analyzed as a condition that influenced the magnitude of 

the relationships between narcissism and state-aggression, based on the hypothesis that 

state-shame would influence levels of state-aggression.  There have been no experimental 

studies exploring the interaction of state shame on the relationship between narcissism 

and state aggression, in the context of fragile masculinity. For this reason, the current 

study utilized an experimental procedure, which induced shame in participants in order to 

examine whether increased state-shame would be a condition for increased state 

aggression in those who endorsed narcissism.  
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The factors that lead an individual who experiences gender role stress (fragile 

masculinity) to perpetrate annihilation of others and/or self is a crucial clinical question. 

Further, even when not taken to the extremes, expressions of traditional but fragile 

masculinity may lead some men to self-harm and self-isolate, among other factors 

impacting their general state of health (Eisler, 1988). Evidence that fragile masculinity is 

associated with support for socially regressive policies and war (DiMuccio, 2020) is 

another reason to explore the explanatory factors and interactions, such as narcissism and 

shame, in the connection between fragile masculinity and aggression or avoidance. It is 

imperative that we better understand the clinical manifestations of fragile masculinity in 

order to determine etiology, prevention, and treatments to prevent further societal harm.  

Summary and Explanation of Key Findings  

The results of this study indicated some important themes throughout each of the 

models analyzed. Fragile masculinity was shown to be significantly associated with trait 

aggression, relational avoidance, and state aggression. Further, narcissism mediated these 

relationships across all models. Shame proneness did not significantly interact with the 

relationship between fragile masculinity and narcissism or with the entirety of each of the 

models including aggression, avoidance, or state aggression as outcome variables. State-

shame, however, was a condition for the magnitude of the effect between narcissism and 

state-aggression but only for the entitlement rage dimension of narcissism. The following 

subsections present the findings for each of the hypothesized outcome variables.  

Trait Aggression. The hypothesis that fragile masculinity would be associated 

with trait aggression was supported. The results indicated that those who endorsed high 

fragile masculinity also endorsed higher levels of trait aggression. Further, the connection 
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between fragile masculinity and trait aggression was explained by narcissism. When 

narcissism is introduced into the analysis, the effect of fragile masculinity on trait 

aggression is reduced, indicating that this connection is indirectly explained by 

narcissism. While all four measures of narcissism (total, grandiose, vulnerable, and 

entitlement rage) were significant mediators, vulnerable narcissism appeared to have the 

strongest impact on the relationship between fragile masculinity and trait aggression as 

compared to the other measures of narcissism. As predicted, narcissism explained some 

of the variability in trait aggression indicating that the self-centeredness of narcissism 

indirectly influences the connection between fragile masculinity and trait aggression. 

This is an important finding to further our knowledge of the sequelae of fragile 

masculinity. Although keeping in mind the correlative nature of the study, the results of 

the mediation analyses imply that treatment of such individuals should focus on the form 

of their narcissism (vulnerable, entitled or grandiose) and by extension the function of 

that narcissism such as covering up feelings of inadequacy.  

Avoidance. Similarly, the hypothesized association of fragile masculinity, 

narcissism and avoidance were borne out by the results. Those who endorsed higher 

fragile masculinity endorsed both greater relational avoidance and higher narcissistic 

traits. Narcissism explained the association between fragile masculinity and relational 

avoidance. These results support the hypotheses and confirm the theoretical and empirical 

literature indicating that difficulty adhering to traditional masculinity mandates 

contributes to struggles in interpersonal relationships for men (see Land, 2011 and 

O’Neil, 2008). While this study does not delve more deeply into the motivations for 

avoidance, the fact that narcissism plays a significant role in the relationship between 
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fragile masculinity and avoidance implies, as Blazina (2004) argued, that emotional 

wounds in the context of hegemonic masculinity may lead to a defensive need to be 

overly self-reliant and devalue the need for connectedness. We must be careful not to 

assume causation, as this aspect of the study was not an experimental design. It is 

possible that the inverse is true: avoidance related to attachment insecurity may cause 

increased adherence to traditional male norms such as valuing independence, which may, 

therefore, lead to fragile masculinity when those norms are violated. What is clear, 

however, is that there is an association between fragile masculinity and avoidance and 

this association can be explained by narcissism.  

The results showing that narcissism explained the connection between fragile 

masculinity and avoidance supports findings in other studies that have indicated fragile 

masculinity is positively associated with increase in shame, a precursor to narcissism 

(Elison, 2006), and that covert narcissism is associated with avoidance (Smolewska, 

2005). In this study, vulnerable narcissism also had a greater effect size on relational 

avoidance than the other measures of narcissism.   

It is interesting to note that, while significant, the impact of grandiose narcissism 

in the relationship between fragile masculinity and avoidance was relatively small 

compared to the other measures of narcissism. This may relate to the notion that 

grandiose narcissism seeks narcissistic supply from others, exhibiting a need to approach 

others as opposed to avoid. Sometimes, this may rise to an erotic and seductive 

orientation that invites another’s adulation, thereby building up the narcissist’s sense of 

self-worth through, among other things, sexual exploits. This is contrasted with the 
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vulnerable or compensatory narcissist who is painfully aware of his inner emptiness and 

seeks to avoid interactions instead (Cain, 2008).  

While some in the incel community with fragile masculinity may externalize and 

blame their lack of a relationship with sexual mates on societal change yielding more 

power to women, or masculine norms which they fail to live up to, the evidence in this 

study indicates that there may be an internal mechanism of avoidance within individuals 

with fragile masculinity. Intimate relationships may be too threatening for them. They 

may find it is less threatening to externalize their difficulty obtaining or retaining intimate 

partners, such as blaming the existence of others who are more masculine, rather than 

looking inward at their own sense of fragility and difficulties with narcissistic threats 

inherent in relating to another. The results of this study provide a path between fragile 

masculinity, narcissism and avoidance. Clinically, these findings may support diagnosis 

and treatment of both narcissism and relational avoidance in those men who identify as 

incel or endorse similar ideological stances, focusing on developing a stronger sense of 

self, such that they can gain the capacity to look at inner characteristics for their social 

problems, and thereby gain agency over their decisions.  

Shame-Proneness. It was hypothesized that, while narcissism would explain the 

positive relationship between fragile masculinity and the outcome variables (trait 

aggression, avoidance, or state aggression), shame-proneness would increase the 

magnitude of these relationships. However, contrary to this prediction, shame-proneness 

was not a relevant construct in any of the models analyzing the connection between 

fragile masculinity and the outcome variables, mediated by narcissism.  When looking at 

just the connection between fragile masculinity and narcissism, the path on which shame-
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proneness was hypothesized to have the most moderating influence, shame-proneness did 

not have a conditional impact.  

These were unexpected findings given that in previous research shame-proneness 

was found to be associated with gender role distress (Efthim, 2001). Post-hoc analysis 

indicated that there was a significant relationship between shame-proneness and 

narcissism, but shame-proneness did not moderate the relationship. This means that when 

analyzing the impact of fragile masculinity on narcissism, an individual’s proneness to 

having feelings of shame is not a significant factor.  

This result was surprising as the relationship between shame-proneness and 

fragile masculinity (Efthim, 2001), as well as narcissism (Uji, 2012) is theoretically and 

empirically supported.  One explanation for this unexpected finding is that the TOSCA, 

which was used to measure shame-proneness, may not have been sensitive enough for 

this sample, which endorsed high levels of narcissism. Uji (2012), who also used the 

TOSCA to measure shame-proneness, had difficulty demonstrating that narcissistic 

individuals have increased implicit shame and, even more, certain levels of narcissism 

showed an inverse relationship with shame-proneness. They theorized that when 

narcissistic defenses are available, the narcissistic individual is unable to access shame 

feelings. Similarly, it may make sense that the individuals in this study could not access 

and report feelings of shame-proneness, as they may have been bypassed, even though 

they exist implicitly (Lewis, 1971).  

Another potential explanation for the unexpected findings that shame-proneness 

did not moderate the path between fragile masculinity and narcissism may relate to the 

fact that participants responded to the gender role stress measure prior to responding to 
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the TOSCA. Schoenleber (2012b) demonstrated that forecasting high shame scenarios, 

has the effect of predicting and preparing for shame before it happens, and may prompt 

the use of emotion regulation strategies such as narcissism to mitigate shame, reducing 

the participant’s likelihood of both experiencing and reporting shame (Peters, 2016). The 

gender role stress measure, which involves prompts such as “you’re not making enough 

money,” “finding you lack the skills to succeed,” or “losing a sports competition” may 

have forecasted feelings of shame prior to participants responding to the scenarios in the 

TOSCA.  

Narcissism. Fragile masculinity was significantly related to narcissism. Further, 

narcissism mediated the relationships between fragile masculinity and trait aggression, 

avoidance, and state aggression, indicating that those relationships are partially explained 

by narcissism. Specific types of narcissism, vulnerable narcissism and entitlement rage, 

appear to account for these relationships more, indicating that targeting these forms of 

narcissism in treatment may have a greater impact on aggression and avoidance. While 

this study replicated the findings of Twenge and Campbell (2003), which indicated that 

high levels of grandiose narcissism were linked to aggression, it also demonstrates the 

primacy of narcissistic vulnerability in the production of negative affect that ends in 

aggression and avoidance. The higher effect of vulnerable, as opposed to grandiose, 

narcissism in the results resonates with other studies that showed narcissistic grandiosity 

was less associated with affective distress (e.g., Dashineau et al., 2019, Sasso et al., 

2020).  

In the results for each of the models analyzed, there were a few repeated themes. 

Regardless of the outcome variable—trait aggression, relational avoidance, or state 
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aggression—the relationship between fragile masculinity and narcissism was tested in 

each of the models. As predicted, fragile masculinity was invariably associated with 

narcissism. This held true with each of the four measures of narcissism analyzed, 

including total narcissism obtained by scoring the entire PNI measure, the vulnerable 

narcissism factor, the grandiose narcissism factor and the entitlement rage subscale of 

that same measure. The relationship between fragile masculinity and vulnerable 

narcissism proved to have the highest standardized estimates, but total narcissism and 

entitlement rage were close in their effect sizes. However, as noted above, the 

relationship between fragile masculinity and grandiosity, while present, was weaker, 

potentially indicating that the defenses employed in grandiose narcissism are less 

available to those with fragile masculinity, or that grandiose narcissism is not as 

impactful on aggression or avoidance as is vulnerable narcissism. Perhaps these results 

mean that, to the extent narcissism is a mask for vulnerable feelings such as shame, 

grandiosity is a more effective mask. People who display grandiose features appear to 

obtain narcissistic supply by pumping themselves up, and therefore may be able to deflect 

shaming experiences utilizing devaluation of others. On the other hand, people who 

display vulnerable narcissistic features including entitlement rage may be more reactive 

to shame, as they are able to feel it. Feeling shame may lead these individuals to 

reactively defend against it, often with characteristically avoidant and aggressive attitudes 

as well as state aggression. This may support focusing treatments on bolstering the 

capacity to regulate feelings of shame and its sequelae in those who express vulnerable 

narcissism as experience of shame may be more readily available to them. While 

grandiose narcissism may be a more effective defense in terms of bypassing the defensive 
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need to be explicitly aggressive or relationally avoidant, treatment may benefit from 

increasing the capacity to experience shameful affect. 

State Aggression and State-Shame. The final model analyzed fragile 

masculinity, narcissism, state-shame and state aggression. This study hypothesized a 

significant connection between fragile masculinity and state aggression and the results 

supported the hypothesis. Those who endorsed fragile masculinity also endorsed greater 

state aggression and this association was also explained by narcissism for each of the four 

definitions of narcissism (total, grandiose, vulnerable and entitlement rage). The impact 

of fragile masculinity on state aggression was reduced when narcissism was taken into 

account, indicating that narcissism partially explains the link.  

A further hypothesis was that if participants were induced to feel shame they 

would endorse greater state aggression. State shame was induced for half of the 

participants (shame condition), but the remaining participants (control condition) were 

not induced to feel shame. In order to induce state shame, participants were asked to 

listen to an audio scenario which suggested that they imagine attending a party where 

they experience social rejection and humiliation in response to attempting to talk to 

someone whom they found interesting. The control condition listened to a neutral prompt. 

The pilot for the audio scenario for the shame condition indicated that those who listened 

to this scenario endorsed greater feelings of shame after listening. Subsequently, the 

participants in the main study reported significantly higher feelings of shame after 

compared to before listening to the audio scenario. Both the pilot and the main study 

indicated that the audio scenario was effective in inducing increased state shame. 
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For those participants who were induced to feel shame, the relationship between 

their narcissism and state aggression increased in magnitude, but only for those who 

endorsed the high entitlement rage form of narcissism.  This means that those individuals 

with fragile masculinity and narcissism in the form of entitlement rage, who are 

experiencing current shame, are more likely to also experience increase in state 

aggression.  

The impact of entitlement rage on state aggression, especially when state-shame is 

present, supports previous findings that entitlement represents a particularly maladaptive 

aspect of narcissism (Emmons, 1987). Although previous theoretical and empirical 

studies have found entitlement to be present in individuals with grandiose as well as 

vulnerable narcissism, the rationale for these feelings of entitlement differ, with 

grandiose narcissists believing they deserve to be treated well because they are better 

than others, and vulnerable narcissists believing they deserve special consideration 

because of their fragility (Miller, 2011). In addition, in previous research, aggression has 

been found to be an element in both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism, but the former 

is antagonistic for instrumental gain, while the latter, is hostile due to negative 

interpersonal schemas and dynamics (Miller, 2011). Hence, entitlement appears to result 

in aggression when the individual with high narcissism becomes enraged due to 

perceived mistreatment, and is therefore more at risk when encountering current shame.  

This idea is supported by the result in this study which found that state shame moderated 

the effect between entitlement rage and state aggression. 

Notably, there was no significant main effect of state shame on state aggression 

(not originally hypothesized), which highlights the central element that baseline 
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narcissistic entitlement plays in aggressive enactments. While acts of aggression may or 

may not relate to feelings of shame, the findings in this study mean that particularly for 

those who have narcissistic entitlement leanings, shaming experiences can lead to 

diminished ability to regulate aggressive impulses. It is possible that the shaming 

experience may not be enough to cause increase in state aggression, but rather it is the 

combination of entitled rage and current experiences of shame that is particularly 

dangerous.  The findings imply that in treatment it is important to work on tolerating 

feelings of shame particularly for patients who experience narcissism in the form of 

entitlement rage.  

One of the quandaries that arose in this study’s results was that the relationship 

between narcissism and increase in state aggression in those who were experiencing an 

increase in state shame appeared to hold true only for those who endorsed narcissism in 

the form of entitlement rage. Conversely, those individuals with fragile masculinity who 

endorsed vulnerable narcissism, grandiose narcissism, and total narcissism did not appear 

to have increased state aggression in response to the shame-induction. This begs the 

question as to why vulnerable narcissism, which was highly correlated with entitlement 

rage, did not interact with state-shame. When vulnerable narcissism was covaried, even 

those who endorsed entitlement rage seemed uninfluenced by the shame-induction in 

terms of their level of state aggression. Entitlement rage is a subscale of the vulnerable 

narcissism factor of the PNI and thus it is not surprising that they are highly correlated, 

but there was something specific about entitlement that interacted with state-shame. 

Based on the theoretical writing of Kimmel (2017) and Kalish (2010), entitlement 

was a core feature of narcissism that informed the hypotheses for this study. Expectedly, 
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the data supported the hypothesis that the impact of entitlement rage on state aggression 

would be moderated by state-shame. Analyzing the items in the entitlement rage subscale 

may provide some explanation as to why this particular subscale, as opposed to the other 

measures of narcissism, was moderated by state-shame. The entitlement rage subscale 

consists of the following eight items: 37: “It irritates me when people don’t notice how 

good a person I am”; 11: “I get mad when people don’t notice all that I do for them”; 12: 

“I get annoyed by people who are not interested in what I say or do”; 18: “I typically get 

very angry when I’m unable to get what I want from others”; 38: “I will never be 

satisfied until I get all that I deserve”; 20: “When I do things for other people, I expect 

them to do things for me”; 29: “I get angry when criticized”; 52: “I can get pretty angry 

when others disagree with me” (Wright, 2010).  

One possible reason that only those who endorsed these items were influenced by 

the shame-induction is that the shame-induction triggered the particular thoughts and 

feelings inquired about in the entitlement rage subscale. The shame-induction involved 

asking participants to imagine a scenario of approaching a person they are attracted to 

and having that same person turn away from them in disgust due to the participant having 

nasal mucous on their cheek. This scenario touches upon many of the items in the 

entitlement rage subscale, including 37, 11, 12, 18, 20. Entitlement rage is highly 

correlated with the other subscales that make up the narcissistic vulnerability factor, 

including “devaluing,” “hiding the self,” and “contingent self-esteem.” While it makes 

sense that those who endorse entitlement rage would also endorse devaluing others, 

hiding themselves, and finding their self-esteem to be contingent upon regard from 
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others, the entitlement rage subscale arguably measures the unique construct of feeling 

wronged and aggrieved when the individual does not attain his strivings.   

Baumeister (1996) found that unrealistically favorable self-evaluation may lead 

individuals to justify anti-social behavior. It is conceivable that those who believe they 

are entitled to react negatively to the lack of recognition of their strivings, may be more 

vulnerable to experiencing state aggression as a result of feeling state shame. This 

explanation is supported by Wright (2010) who found that narcissistic vulnerability is 

characterized by self and affective dysregulation marked by shame, rage or deflation 

associated with the frustration of intense need for recognition. Frustration of intense need 

for recognition describes more than just vulnerable narcissism but rather, specifically, 

entitlement as defined by the PNI.  

Another potential explanation for the significance of state shame in moderating 

the relationship between entitlement rage on state aggression as opposed to the other 

measures of narcissism analyzed as mediators is the possibility that the experimental 

induction was not shaming enough, and a higher dose of shame could have resulted in an 

increase in state-aggression for the three other measures of narcissism. Further, it is 

possible that a larger sample size would have yielded significant results for state-shame 

as a condition for the impact of other forms of narcissism on state-aggression. It is also 

possible that in response to being shamed and desiring to act out, most participants 

defend against the desire to be aggressive by repressing, while those who endorse enough 

entitlement rage don’t have sufficient resources to defend against the aggressive impulse.  
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Implications of Findings 

The findings implicate narcissism, in those who experience fragile masculinity, as 

a risk factor for increased aggression and self-isolating avoidance. Current experiences of 

shame, in those who feel wronged, deprived, or otherwise entitled, increases the risk of 

state-aggression. The findings in this study support the theoretical foundation that the 

cultural expectations surrounding masculinity are dangerous for those who feel 

inadequate in performing up to those standards. Individuals who experience a high sense 

of fragility in meeting these standards appear to evidence narcissism, avoidance, and 

aggression, potentially to defend against these ego threatening experiences, although a 

defensive motivation would have to be analyzed in future studies. The role of narcissism 

as an explanation for the relationship between fragile masculinity and aggression was 

clear across the models analyzed. A rigid form of masculinity, which still prevails in most 

cultures despite the growing push for non-binary gender conceptualizations, poses great 

danger to individuals who feel inadequate in performing masculinity, and, therefore, to 

society as a whole when faced with the aggression that is associated with such feelings of 

inadequacy.  

For narcissistic patients, shame should be both a warning sign and a focus of 

treatment in acute situations. It is imperative that at risk males be assessed for attitudes of 

entitlement and reactivity to shame. The results also highlight the impact that humiliation 

can have on vulnerable individuals. A further implication of this study is that treatment 

should focus on the sensitivity to shame, which can be addressed with multiple 

modalities.  An important emphasis is for therapies to focus on assisting the patient to 

build up a more stable sense of self. Often empathy with the patient, fully understanding 
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the subjective motivations for the patient as well as the maladaptive interpersonal 

patterns, is sufficient. Creating a therapeutic relationship based on empathy with healthier 

dynamics, despite the often-challenging countertransference reactions toward narcissistic 

patients, promotes psychological strengthening (Kohut, 1978). Further, treatment should 

focus on increasing the patient’s capacity to regulate reactivity, which would argue for 

incorporating elements of dialectical behavioral therapy into more dynamic oriented 

approaches. Once a strong relationship has been established, some narcissistic patient 

may need to be confronted with the impact of their behaviors on others.  Tools from 

transference focused psychotherapy can help patients experience in vivo their relational 

dynamics, including sensitivity to shame and entitled reactivity, which can be utilized to 

assist patients with recognizing distortions in their conceptualization of self, identifying 

the splitting inherent in the feelings of entitlement over others (Diamon, 2020).  

This research clearly points to the dysfunction of fragile masculinity, which the extant 

literature supports as originating from a belief in the social requirements to adhere to a 

rigid traditional masculinity.  Despite the potentially destructive aspects of fragile 

masculinity, there is widespread confidence in biological explanations for masculinity 

and its attendant violence (Gutmann, 2021). Such confidence is often misplaced because 

even if there are biological underpinnings, biology is not outside the complexity of 

human experience, which include historical, cultural, linguistic, political and economic 

contexts (Gutmann, 2021). Further, some argue that it is not masculinity per se that is 

detrimental, but rather the rigid, restrictive, sexist enactments of traditional male norms 

that are damaging (Isacco, 2012). Hammer (2010) found that men who endorse 

traditional Western masculine norms, such as risk taking, dominance, primacy of work 
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and pursuit of status, exhibited greater positive psychological features such as personal 

courage, autonomy, endurance and resilience. Conversely, they also found that rigid 

adherence to other traditional masculine norms, such as winning, emotional control, and 

self-reliance were associated with lower levels of positive psychological features 

(Hammer, 2010). It may indeed be that there are some elements of masculinity, whether 

derived biologically or culturally, that may serve socially adaptive purposes. Therefore, 

perhaps the goal should not be to eliminate or demonize masculinity per se, but to 

provide a framework for inclusivity and integration of more flexible kinds of 

masculinities. Some attributes of masculinity may be adaptive in some settings and 

maladaptive in others.  

It is beyond the scope of this study to determine whether positive views of 

masculinity hold merit. However, it is an important consideration, as changing the culture 

of masculinity to be less rigid requires a certain amount of consent from men who are 

attached to these social mores, and therefore, demonizing masculinity as a whole may be 

counterproductive. This study highlights the potential downsides of masculinity, 

particularly in how the cultural context contributes to a sense of falling short and fragility 

in boys and men. Treating more pathological characteristics such as narcissism, 

entitlement and shame to help boys and men manage attendant aggressive impulses is 

essential. However, it may be effective to combine these efforts with helping patients to 

identify the adaptive strengths of their masculinity, such that fragility has a smaller 

chance of retaining a foothold. 

 

 

 

 



147 

 

  

Limitations 

There were several limitations associated with the current study. The first was that 

the study relied exclusively on self-report measures which are subject to self-report 

biases. For example, some participants may have reported fewer negative shameful 

reactions in the imagined scenarios within the TOSCA, measuring shame-proneness, in 

an attempt to provide socially desirable responses. Relying on the TOSCA to describe 

negative events and measure participants’ shame-based responses, in a population which 

we expect to be ashamed of and avoidant of shame, is a limitation which laboratory 

simulations or daily diaries may have been able to overcome. The narcissism measure, 

which requests of people to endorse socially undesirable traits, may also be impacted by 

under or over-reporting. Though this was a confidential anonymous online procedure, 

participants may have denied narcissistic qualities that apply to them to avert social 

censure or the internal super-ego retaliation that it might elicit. Another limitation 

involves the fact that this study measured narcissism as the mediator, while other factors, 

such as attachment security or frustration tolerance, may account for the relationships 

between fragile masculinity, avoidance, and aggression.  

Another limitation concerns the generalizability of the present study’s results due 

to the sample being largely white and generally well-educated. In addition, Mturk, the 

platform used to recruit participants, may have attracted participants who are willing to 

spend time filling out these measures for modest pay. While respondents were 

compensated for their time according to the average and usual compensation rate, and 

respondents were further screened by CloudResearch, a website that verifies participants 

who take the time to read and respond carefully to surveys, the population is ultimately 
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self-selected and may be assumed to consist of students, underemployed individuals, or 

those who originate from the lower economic strata of society. Chander and Shapiro 

(2016) also found that Mturk samples are more socially anxious, emotionally 

dysregulated and exhibit more symptoms consistent with the autism spectrum, (see also 

Gebhard, 2018). Further, the research was available only to Mturk participants who hail 

from the United States, which means the results may be particularly influenced by the 

individualistic nature of our culture. Generalizing to populations outside of the United 

States, especially to cultures that are collectivist in nature, would be improper.  

Directions for Future Research, Policy, and Clinical Practice 

A future study with an international sample, would be useful to demonstrate 

replicability of the findings that narcissism would explain the relationship between fragile 

masculinity and aggression or avoidance in a more diverse racial and socio-economic 

population. In addition, future studies would benefit from a laboratory setting which 

could measure not only state and trait aggressive cognition and emotion, but also measure 

the likelihood of an individual with fragile masculinity actually enacting aggression in 

response to a shaming experience. Further, future studies can look into the kinds of 

aggression enacted, those toward others versus toward the self, as fragile masculinity may 

be a factor in male self-harm as well as aggression towards others. Shame-proneness was 

not found to moderate the relationship between fragile masculinity and narcissism in this 

study. Since this was unexpected theoretically, a future study might seek methods of 

measuring and administering measures of shame-proneness to verify these findings. 

The findings in this study present a damning picture of fragile masculinity which 

theory and previous research has connected to a rigid culture of masculinity which leads 



149 

 

  

men and boys to feel inadequate in its performance.  The dangers become obvious when 

we merely glance at statistics of violence: 249 of the 266 mass shootings in the United 

States between 2009 and 2020 were perpetrated by males (Everytown, 2020).  The goal 

of understanding masculinity and fragile masculinity’s impact on aggression and 

avoidance would have greater effect on social policy if it could be demonstrated that the 

connection is significant across subsections of populations.  

Future research may investigate the connection between the constructs studied 

here, including internal subjective experiences of aggressiveness, and actual violent 

behavior. Future research may also develop methods that would compare groups that 

adhere to raising children in a culture of traditional masculinity compared to groups who 

are attempting to change these tropes. This may include a comparison between urban and 

rural populations.  

Further, a future study analyzing the impact of gender-role stress due to masculine 

standards would also benefit from including females in the study for purposes of 

comparison. Fragile femininity would itself be an important construct to investigate as 

potentially leading to female centric maladaptive behaviors such as, for example, eating 

disorders. While the goal of the study was to understand the impact of fragile 

masculinity, hence the restriction of participants to those who identify as male, some of 

the variables would apply to females as well. The impact of narcissism on state 

aggression after induction of state shame would be interesting to understand across 

genders and would provide comparison between the impact of masculine gender role 

stress and feminine gender role stress.  
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 Future research can also hone in on particular subpopulations of men, for 

example those who are currently in forensic institutions, to determine the various ways in 

which they displayed warning signs, and how much fragile masculinity contributed to 

their criminal behavior. Understanding the impact of fragile masculinity on avoidance 

and aggression in males who might be at risk for violence, and the explanatory nature of 

various forms of narcissistic pathology, can potentially reduce these acts of aggression.  

Entitlement is a red flag, especially for patients who have the means to enact 

aggression, such as access to a weapon. To the extent that an inflated sense of entitlement 

results in increased state aggression, particularly in response to state shame, this should 

inform clinical practice surrounding treatment of narcissistic traits. Research can attempt 

to demonstrate a reduction in aggression as a result of therapeutic interventions that assist 

an individual in building a more stable sense of self and managing and regulating 

emotions in particular as they surround feelings of shame.  

Research on treatment strategies specific to addressing an inflated sense of 

entitlement would inform interventions with this vulnerable population. A more nuanced 

understanding of entitlement and its impact on aggression may be garnered by utilizing 

an entitlement specific measure that could discriminate between normative, pathological, 

and criminogenic sequelae of entitlement. Research would benefit from including a 

longitudinal design as suggested by Sasso (2020) and Wright (2018). Such a design can 

focus on oscillations of narcissistic traits, specifically entitlement within the same 

individual to determine whether entitlement is the element of narcissism responsible for 

increased aggression.  
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Social policy will hopefully be influenced by this study and that of others 

showing the deleterious impact of the culture of masculinity. Although finding methods 

of restricting lethal weapons from disgruntled individuals may be a useful endeavor, 

understanding and intervening with individuals who are motivated by a sense of having 

lost in the masculinity race, could be even more effective in helping to notice the risk 

factors, and to provide treatment. Funding for treatment of individuals who are suffering 

from these cultural mores could be significantly effective in preventing much pain on the 

part of both perpetrators, victims, and society as a whole.  

Finally, future psychotherapy research on the treatment of narcissism in those 

who also experience fragile masculinity would help determine best practices. Since state 

shame is a predisposing factor for state aggression in those who also experience a sense 

of entitlement, efforts to diminish potentially shaming experiences, as well as helping 

patients increase their tolerance for feelings of shame, would be desirable goals. 

Confrontation may be contraindicated for those who exhibit multiple layers of fragility 

throughout their social sphere. On the other hand, confronting the entitlement inherent in 

their justifications of aggression, especially in the face of being shamed or rejected, may 

be essential in helping patients access aggression in more contained and less destructive 

forms.  

Conclusion 

The current study was conceptualized in order to better understand the nature of 

fragile masculinity and its relationship to narcissism, shame, avoidance and aggression. 

While other studies have established a connection between these constructs, none have 

explored the impact of narcissism as an explanatory factor of the effect of fragile 
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masculinity on aggression and avoidance. This study contributed to the literature by 

further elucidating the layered nature of narcissism and specifically the impact of 

entitlement rage which is a subset of narcissistic vulnerability. Sociologists have 

theorized the contribution of aggrieved entitlement in mass shooters who express fragile 

masculinity. This study provided empirical support for those theories by demonstrating 

the connection between fragile masculinity, aggression and narcissism, specifically in the 

form of entitlement rage.  

Further, the presumption behind the study was that aggression is likely 

perpetrated by those who are experiencing shame. The study contributed to the literature 

on shame, demonstrating that at least for those with fragile masculinity and a sense of 

entitlement, state shame, specifically the kind of shame that comes with social rejection 

and humiliation, has the capacity to increase state aggression. 

The fact that shame-proneness did not seem to be a predisposing factor in the 

connection between fragile masculinity and narcissism was surprising but also 

contributes to the question of how best to measure shame-proneness in narcissistic 

individuals who may be defended against admitting feelings of shame. The lack of 

shame-proneness in the models may have to do with the design of the study related to the 

sequence of measures administered, but may also be related to questions about whether 

the TOSCA is able to measure the construct well in narcissistic individuals. Alternatively, 

since the main effect of shame-proneness on narcissism was significant, it is possible it is 

correlated with both fragile masculinity and narcissism, but does not have a magnifying 

influence on the relationship between them. Further research, particularly laboratory 

experiments, have the potential to provide nuanced understanding concerning the nature 
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of the link between fragile masculinity and entitlement and the kind of shame experiences 

that may predispose someone not only to have aggressive cognition but also to enact 

aggression. Continued research in this area can influence policy and treatment strategies 

which could potentially reduce the frequency of male aggression related to feelings of 

inadequacy in performing masculinity.   
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