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Abstract

Social psychologists have long been interested in studying the effects of threat on
physiology, affect, cognition, and behavior. However, researchers have traditionally
examined threat at the level of individuals, relationships, or groups, rather than
studying commonalities that exist across these levels. In this chapter, we propose that
social evaluative threat – the real, imagined, or potential experience of being nega-
tively evaluated – can occur at the level of the individual self, as a relational partner, or
as a group member. Individual, relational, and collective selves are not always distinct
entities, but are flexible and can overlap with one another. Across these levels,
individuals differ in the degree to which they perceive and respond to social eva-
luative threat, depending on their psychological distance from the threat and
expectations and motivation to detect threat. When people perceive a threat to any
of these levels, they respond by engaging in behaviors reflecting approach or
avoidance motivation. Overall, our model encourages researchers to assess key
moderators of threat, examine threats at different levels of the self, and consider how
experiences of threat at one level may impact other levels. By highlighting the flex-
ibility of the self, researchers can test interventions that change threat cues in the
environment, attenuate perceptions of threat, or help people cope with threat.

Cues in the environment convey valuable information that is relevant to
survival, goal pursuit, and well-being. Cues can signal threats to one’s
health and safety (e.g., cues of illness, bodily harm), self-esteem (e.g.,
failure), sense of belonging (e.g., rejection, social exclusion), or relative
group status (e.g., prejudice, discrimination) and can spur actions to cope
with the threat. Hence, detection of cues that signal threat is likely to
be fundamental, universal, and evolutionarily adaptive. While similarities
exist between humans and other species in their responses to certain cues,
humans differ from other species – and from one another – in their per-
ceptions of threat based on their expectations and motivation to notice
threat, the perceived availability of coping resources, and the specific self-
aspects that are vulnerable to threat.
In this chapter, we present an integrative framework for understanding

how humans detect and respond to cues of social evaluative threat – the real,
imagined, or potential experience of being negatively evaluated as an
individual, relationship partner, or group member.
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We begin with the observation that perceiving threat is rooted in
evolutionary concerns and reflects a fundamental, pervasive feature of
human experience. Regardless of whether the threat damages one’s indi-
vidual, relational, or collective self, common physiological, affective, and
cognitive indicators of threat are likely to emerge. Moreover, our research
program suggests that key differences in people’s expectations and moti-
vations to detect threat, and psychological distance from the threat, may
amplify or attenuate perceptions of and responses to threat.
To this end, we first summarize background research on threat,

common indicators of threat, and how people respond to and cope with
threat by engaging in behaviors reflecting approach or avoidance motiva-
tion. Next, we discuss research – including findings from our labs –
examining the influence of key moderators that involve the self (e.g.,
self-esteem, contingencies of self-worth, attachment styles, rejection sen-
sitivity, social group membership) through the broader lens of expectations
and motivations to detect threat in the environment. By reviewing this
work, we highlight the flexibility of the self and provide an overarching
framework to account for past findings in the literature. We then compare
and contrast our model with other models of threat, discuss three types of
interventions at critical points in the model, and conclude with future
research directions.

1. Threat perception in social psychology

Although there is a long history of studying cue perception in psy-
chology, researchers have traditionally investigated this topic at specific
levels of analysis. For example, social psychologists often acquire expertize
in a subfield, such as social cognition, self and identity, close relationships,
or intergroup processes. While adding depth of knowledge to particular
areas is beneficial to advancing the field, it is equally advantageous to
identify commonalities across research ideas and findings at a broader,
conceptual level. Indeed, Lewin (1951, p. 169) promulgated the notion
that “there is nothing as practical as a good theory,” yet social psychologists
have historically focused on amassing a large body of empirical evidence in
support of mid-level theories, with relatively less training or emphasis on
generating broad theories of human behavior (Gray, 2017; Kruglanski,
2001; Proulx & Morey, 2021). Without overarching theoretical frame-
works, researchers run the risk of devising new names for old concepts,
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fragmenting the field, and having less visibility or influence in the general
cultural dialogue (Kruglanski, 2001). By proposing general theories, we not
only deepen understanding of human behavior, but can contribute to
public discussions of contemporary social issues, with implications for
interventions targeting individuals, dyads, and groups.
A core tenet in social psychology is that people’s subjective perceptions

shape their behavior. While the era of behaviorism promoted the notion of
stimulus-dependent, mechanistic responses to cues in the environment, the
cognitive revolution ushered in the idea that people’s construals of situations
guide behavior. Notably, Lewin’s (1936) field theory proposed that a per-
son’s life space – aspects of the person and the environment – predicts social
behavior. With the formula “B = f (P, E)” Lewin posited that a person’s
behavior (B) is a function (f) of the person (P) (i.e., their history, personality,
motivation) and the environment (E) (i.e., one’s physical and social sur-
roundings), with an emphasis on the social features of environments.
Perceptions matter for understanding social behavior and are driven by

both objective features and mental processes that shape idiosyncratic
construals of the environment. As William James (1890) noted, “…part of
what we perceive comes through our senses from the object before us, another part
(and it may be the larger part) always comes out of our mind” (p. 747). Indeed,
“New Look” researchers in the 1950s suggested that perceptions are
constructed not only by sensory, bottom-up processes, but also by top-
down processes in which mental factors shape attention and perception
(Bruner & Minturn, 1955). For example, an early study found that children
from poorer backgrounds overestimated the size of larger coins, pre-
sumably because they valued money more compared to children from
affluent backgrounds (Bruner & Goodman, 1947). These and other find-
ings suggest that perception is phenomenological and results from both
sensory inputs and activated cognitions (Balcetis & Cole, 2013).

1.1 A model of social evaluative threat
Much of human motivation and behavior can be viewed through the lens of
whether individuals perceive cues in the environment to be threatening or
not. One type of threat that is especially prevalent and salient in people’s
everyday lives is social evaluative threat, which occurs when a person’s self could
be judged negatively by others (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004). We expand
upon this definition by defining social evaluative threat as the real, imagined, or
potential experience of being negatively evaluated as an individual, relationship partner,
or group member. A key component of this definition is the experience of being
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negatively evaluated, which underscores the importance of individuals’ per-
ceptions, thoughts, and feelings, rather than the objective occurrence of
negative evaluation.
We emphasize this type of threat in our review for three reasons. First,

social evaluation is a common human experience that is consequential and
pervasive. Social evaluations occur rapidly and automatically (Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1992; Winter & Uleman, 1984) and guide important outcomes,
such as receiving desired resources, or being included or excluded from rela-
tionships and groups (Schlenker, 1980). Second, as social creatures, humans are
strongly motivated to obtain favorable evaluations from others (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995; Leary & Baumeister, 2000), which increases the likelihood of
experiencing threat when faced with the real or imagined possibility of negative
social evaluation. Third, as will be evident throughout our review, many types
of threats examined in the literature can be subsumed under social evaluative
threat, permitting an integration of disparate areas of research.
People define and evaluate themselves as individuals, relationship partners,

and members of social groups (see Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Sedikides,
Gaertner, Luke, O’Mara, & Gebauer, 2013; for reviews), and a given threat
cue may be relevant to one or more of these self-definitions. As shown in
Fig. 1, cues that elicit social evaluative threat may call into question one’s
worth as an individual, a relationship partner, and/or a member of a particular
group. At times, these levels of self may overlap with other levels and/or
compensate for other levels. For example, someone who views themselves as a
“mom” may think about their individual self (e.g., being a kind, caring,
responsible person), their relational self (e.g., being a good mother to one’s
children), or collective self (e.g., identifying with a mom group).
Importantly, these views of self may be cognitively connected. For

example, clustering of self-relevant information in free recall suggests that
group memberships (e.g., belonging to the category mom) and related attri-
butes that are considered aspects of individual self-definition (e.g., kindness) are
associated in memory (Reid & Deaux, 1996). Accordingly, individuals may
experience a threat to one level of self, such as receiving feedback that they are
an unkind or irresponsible person. At times, the threat could also impact other
levels of the self, such as raising doubts about one’s perceived relational value as
a mother, or threatening one’s connection to an ingroup, such as being
shunned or excluded by other moms. Social evaluative threats can also involve
subtle cues, such as noticing disapproving looks from others while trying to
control one’s child throwing a tantrum at the store, or explicit cues conveying
threat, such as being told that one is doing a poor job disciplining their child.
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When individuals perceive cues of social evaluative threat in the
environment, they are likely to show a common set of physiological
markers, cognitive appraisals, and emotional reactions that motivate
responses or coping strategies that seek to remove the threatening stimulus
(i.e., behaviors that forestall a negative social evaluation), attenuate the
subjective importance of the threat, or undo the negative effects of threat.
Importantly, perceptions of threat may be amplified depending on situa-
tional factors (e.g., perceived proximity between oneself and the threat)
and differences in expectations and motivations to detect threats to the
individual, relational, or collective self (see Key Moderators in Fig. 1).
Furthermore, given the potential overlap between different levels of the
self, interventions that elicit psychological safety at one level might alleviate
or counteract threats at another level.

2. Cues of social evaluative threat in the environment

Humans evolved to detect cues of threat in the immediate envir-
onment (Neuberg, Kenrick, & Schaller, 2011). Responses to certain cues
are thought to be evolutionarily determined and rely on prepared learning

Fig. 1 Conceptual model of how cues of social evaluative threat across individual,
relational, and collective levels of the self shape perceptions of threat, indicators of
threat, and coping responses. Expectations and motivations to detect threat and
psychological distance from threat are thought to influence perceptions of threat and
subsequent coping.
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in which the presence of a threatening stimulus automatically and uncon-
sciously activates fear and avoidance reactions in the brain (Öhman &
Mineka, 2001). Organisms that noticed and responded to threatening cues in
their environment were more likely to survive and reproduce than those
who did not quickly detect such threats. Along these lines, Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, and Vohs (2001) noted that, “Survival requires urgent
attention to possible bad outcomes, but it is less urgent with regard to good ones.
Hence, it would be adaptive to be psychologically designed to respond to bad more
strongly than good.”
Although most species are able to notice cues of threat for survival and

reproduction, humans are unique in that they attend to real or imagined
social evaluative cues. That is, humans evolved to be attentive to cues that
have the potential to threaten their social safety (Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
Jaremka, Nadzan, & Sunami, in, press; Pickett & Gardner, 2005). For
example, to develop and maintain relationships, individuals look to cues in
their social environment to monitor others’ reactions to them and are
sensitive to indicators of interpersonal rejection and exclusion (Kirkpatrick
& Ellis, 2004; Leary & Baumeister, 2000; Williams & Zadro, 2001). In fact,
both infants and adults are quicker to notice angry versus happy faces,
suggesting that humans are attentive to cues of threat in the social envir-
onment (Lundqvist & Ohman, 2005; Öhman, Lundqvist, & Esteves, 2001).
While previous research focused on social evaluative threat in general, we

distinguish between social evaluative threat at the individual, relational, and
collective levels of the self. This approach is aligned with other researchers who
have conceptualized the self in terms of these three self-representations (Brewer
& Gardner, 1996; Kashima et al., 1995; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Sedikides
et al., 2013). For example, Sedikides et al. (2013) tripartite model elaborates
upon these different levels of self, and Brewer and Gardner (1996, p. 83) noted
in their seminal paper on this topic that “…individuals seek to define themselves in
terms of their immersion in relationships with others and with larger collectives and derive
much of their self-evaluation from such social identities.” Building upon these ideas,
our model suggests that while people can experience threats to specific aspects
of the self, these selves can overlap at times and be activated simultaneously.
At the individual level, people can receive feedback about their personal

traits that cast doubt on their competence or abilities in the eyes of real or
imagined others. For example, research on self-esteem and contingencies of
self-worth often examines threats to the individual self, such as receiving
negative feedback about one’s academic competence, creativity, or finan-
cial status (e.g., Brockner, Derr, & Laing, 1987; Brown & Dutton, 1995;
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Kernis, Brockner, & Frankel, 1989; Park & Crocker, 2005; Park, Crocker, &
Kiefer, 2007; Park, Ward, & Naragon-Gainey, 2017; Vohs & Heatherton,
2001). At the relational level, people can experience threats to their social
relationships or perceived relational value, such as being rejected or
experiencing relationship conflict in which they feel negatively evaluated by
their romantic partner (e.g., Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, & Kashy, 2005;
Holmes & Murray, 1996; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Lemay &
Clark, 2008; Lemay, Clark, & Feeney, 2007; Lemay, Overall, & Clark,
2012; MacDonald & Leary, 2005; Overall, Girme, Lemay, & Hammond,
2014). At the collective level, people can experience social evaluative threats
that relate to group membership, such as devaluation by ingroup members –
leading individuals to experience a loss of group status (Marr & Thau, 2014)
or the possibility of being rejected from a group (Jetten, Branscombe, &
Spears, 2002). People may also experience devaluation by outgroup mem-
bers based on belonging to a social group, such as being the target of negative
stereotypes, prejudice, or discrimination (e.g., Canning, LaCosse, Kroeper, &
Murphy, 2020; Cheryan, Plaut, Davies, & Steele, 2009; Crocker, Major, &
Steele, 1998; Good, Rattan, & Dweck, 2012; Muenks et al., 2020; Murray,
Derrick, Leder, & Holmes, 2008; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999).
Although variability exists in how differing levels of self-representation

are defined, each level of self plays an important role in well-being. For
example, having a strong individual self (e.g., high self-esteem), relational
self (e.g., high relational self-esteem rooted in satisfying dyadic relation-
ships), and collective self (e.g., high collective self-esteem from being part
of a valued group) are uniquely related to increased physical and psycho-
logical well-being (Chen et al., 2006; Hardie, Kashima, & Pridmore, 2005;
Haslam, Jetten, Postmes, & Haslam, 2009; Taylor, Lerner, Sherman, Sage,
& McDowell, 2003). Whereas past work often focused on one level of self
and how threats to the self affected particular outcomes, we suggest that the
self is a flexible construct, such that social evaluative threat may impact
more than one level of the self, which then influences people’s responses
and ways of coping with threat.

3. Common indicators of perceived threat

According to our model, when individuals perceive cues in the envir-
onment as threatening, they exhibit a common set of physiological, affective,
and cognitive reactions that serve as indicators of social evaluative threat.
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3.1 Physiological indicators
Individuals are likely to exhibit distinct physiological patterns when they
perceive social evaluative threat cues in the environment. The fight-or-
flight response – also known as hyperarousal or the acute stress response –
refers to a heightened physiological state in which an organism reacts to a
perceived threat with increased activation of the sympathetic nervous
system and release of hormones (e.g., cortisol, estrogen, testosterone) and
neurotransmitters (e.g., dopamine, serotonin), which prepare the organism
to attack or flee (Cannon, 1915). Heightened vigilance for threat cues is
considered to be “a functional adaptive response” (Riccio, Cole, & Balcetis,
2013, p. 409) as this evolved perceptual strategy allowed humans to prepare
for the possibility of threat and secure safety and resources.
A large body of research has shown that social evaluative threat is

associated with heightened physiological reactivity (see Dickerson, 2008;
for a review). For example, a meta-analysis of over 200 studies found that
participants showed heightened cortisol levels when they completed tasks
involving social evaluative threat (e.g., having an audience present while
completing an evaluative task, such as giving a speech) versus when they
did not (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004). Even when tasks are difficult,
stressful, and demanding, if there is no component of social evaluative
threat, people show lower cortisol production than when the task involves
the possibility of such threat (Gruenewald, Kemeny, Aziz, & Fahey, 2004).
The threat responses described above are akin to hypervigilance in which
one feels like there is much to lose or that loss is likely (Seery, Weisbuch, &
Blascovich, 2009).
According to the biopsychosocial model of challenge and threat

(Blascovich & Mendes, 2000; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996; Seery, 2013),
individuals show distinct patterns of physiological reactivity when striving
to achieve important goals in motivated performance situations that involve
tangible or intangible rewards, such as money or pride. When people
experience a stressor, they appraise the demands of the situation and task
relative to their personal resources. When people perceive their personal
resources as being equal to or greater than the demands of the task, they
experience challenge in which they feel capable and confident to overcome
the threat or stressor.
In contrast, when individuals perceive that situational demands exceed

personal resources, they experience threat. Threat appraisals are accom-
panied by activation of the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis,
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while challenge is reflected in activation of the sympathetic adrenal-
medullary axis (Seery, 2011, 2013). In addition to higher HPA activity, a
threat response is characterized by increased total peripheral resistance,
which restricts blood flow in the arteries leading to lower cardiac output
(Seery, 2013). Threat responses are also associated with decrements in
performance (Seery & Quinton, 2016) and poorer cardiovascular health
when experienced repeatedly (Blascovich, 2008; Major, Mendes, &
Dovidio, 2013). Overall, these findings suggest that when individuals
perceive threats in the environment, especially when they involve a social
evaluative component in which they lack sufficient personal resources to
meet the demands of a situation, they show common physiological markers
of stress reactivity.
Indicators of threat at the physiological level can be observed in dyads,

as well. For example, a study of mother-infant pairs found that mothers
who first experienced a social evaluative threat – by giving a speech to
evaluators who conveyed negative nonverbal feedback (vs. positive non-
verbal feedback or completing this task alone) – had infants who showed
greater physiological covariation with their mothers. That is, infants who
interacted with mothers who initially experienced social evaluative threat
were more likely to “catch” their mothers’ physiological stress reactivity,
even though infants were never directly exposed to the threat (Waters,
West, & Mendes, 2014). In another study, married couples who engaged in
a conflict conversation showed greater physiological linkage, which pre-
dicted lower marital satisfaction among both partners (Levenson &
Gottman, 1985).
Such findings suggest that situations of social evaluative threat – and

indicators of threat at a physiological level – can become “contagious” and
spread to other people in dyadic relationships (West, & Mendes, in press).
Other studies show that when individuals engage in a relationship conflict
discussion with their romantic partner, not only do they show physiolo-
gical, affective, and cognitive reactions at the individual level, but the
conflict can impact their partners’ reactions as well, given that actors and
partners are interdependent and mutually influence each other psycholo-
gically, behaviorally (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), and
physiologically (Shrout, 2021; Thorson, West, & Mendes, 2018).
Furthermore, individuals may show physiological reactions in response

to perceiving social evaluative threat in intergroup interactions and settings
(Amodio, Harmon-Jones, & Devine, 2003; Shelton & Richeson, 2006;
Stephan & Stephan, 1985), which can manifest in particular patterns of
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autonomic, endocrine, and neural activity, and immune functioning
(Amodio, 2009; LeDoux, 2000). For example, Lepore et al. (2006)
examined cardiovascular responses of Black and White women while they
talked about a hypothetical threatening experience based on their race
(being accused of shoplifting), a nonracial stressor (airport delays), or a
control condition (giving a campus tour). Compared to White women,
Black women showed higher diastolic blood pressure reactivity and lower
heart rate recovery when discussing the racial stressor versus the nonracial
stressor. In another study, African Americans who reported greater per-
ceived ethnic discrimination – in which they felt treated poorly based on
their racial group membership – showed lower heart rate variability, a
marker of cardiac health (Hill et al., 2017). Overall, these and other
findings suggest that common physiological indicators can be observed in
response to social evaluative threats at multiple levels of the self.

3.2 Cognitive appraisals and emotions
In addition to physiological markers, people’s cognitive appraisals and
emotions often serve as indicators of social evaluative threat. According to
Lazarus’s (1966, 1991) cognitive-mediational theory of emotion, indivi-
duals differ in their reactions to stimuli based on appraisals of cues in the
environment. Appraisals are interpretations and evaluations of events,
which involve primary appraisals of the meaning or significance of an event
and secondary appraisals reflecting one’s ability to cope with the event. In
social evaluative threat contexts, individuals initially appraise the degree to
which cues in the environment could potentially harm or threaten their
well-being due to being negatively evaluated by others.
Basic emotions, such as fear, reflect appraisals of the environment as

threatening or harmful to one’s safety or well-being. As Ekman (1999,
p. 46) pointed out, “…the primary function of emotion is to mobilize the
organism to deal quickly with important interpersonal encounters, prepared to do so
by what types of activity have been adaptive in the past,” with the past referring
to humans’ ancestral past, and what has been adaptive in one’s personal
history. Other researchers suggest that emotions are adaptive to survival
because they involve appraisals relevant to one’s goals, needs, and values
(Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003) and elicit action tendencies to achieve desired
end states (Frijda, 1986). For instance, widening of the eyes – an indicator
of fear – may be adaptive by enabling the organism to better scan the visual
field and alert others to threats in the environment (Öhman & Mineka, 2001;
Shariff & Tracy, 2011).
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Because humans possess both self-awareness and self-representations, they
may also experience heightened self-conscious emotions when they perceive
that an aspect of themselves is, or has the potential to be, negatively judged by
others. Whereas basic emotions, such as fear, are presumed to facilitate basic
survival and reproductive goals, self-conscious emotions increase the like-
lihood of achieving social goals, such as protecting and enhancing status or
preventing rejection from groups (Keltner & Buswell, 1997; Tracy & Robins,
2004). For example, the body positions associated with embarrassment and
shame reflect a desire to reduce or hide the body from the possibility of attack
or threat, which is thought to signal lowered social status and increased desire
to appease (Shariff & Tracy, 2011; Tracy & Matsumoto, 2008).
When people perceive threats to the self, they often feel negative self-

conscious emotions, such as embarrassment, humiliation, guilt, and shame
(Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007). They also experience lowered self-
esteem, belonging, and increased evaluative concerns when they perceive
threats to their personal attributes, perceived relational value, or group
value (Canning et al., 2020; Cheryan et al., 2009; Good et al., 2012; Leary
& Baumeister, 2000; Leary et al., 1995; Muenks et al., 2020; Murphy,
Steele, & Gross, 2007). Indeed, many indicators of social evaluative threat
can be observed in response to the same threat resulting in hurt feelings,
anxiety, or fear (MacDonald & Leary, 2005; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, &
Stucke, 2001).
People also report feelings of anxiety, stress, discomfort, or fear when

they imagine (or actually interact with) members of social groups other than
their own (Amodio, 2009; Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter, Lickel, & Kowai-
Bell, 2001; Crocker et al., 1998; Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson,
2002; Plant, 2004; Shelton & Richeson, 2005, 2006; Stephan & Stephan,
1985; Vorauer, Hunter, Main, & Roy, 2000). For example, people feel
heightened intergroup anxiety when they appraise an outgroup as potentially
causing harm, exploiting their ingroup, or when the outgroup is perceived as
threatening the ingroup’s values (Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Stephan, Ybarra,
& Morrison, 2009). Research on group-level emotions further suggests that
perceived threats to one’s group image increases group-based shame, whereas
group-based guilt is elicited when group members feel responsible for the
wrongdoing of ingroup members and seek to make amends (Lickel, Steele,
& Schmader, 2011). As another example, individuals who anticipate social
evaluative threat in intergroup interactions not only feel more anxious
(Stephan, 2014), but are also fearful of being rejected by outgroup members
based on their racial group membership (Shelton & Richeson, 2005).
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In sum, when people perceive social evaluative threat, they are likely to
show particular patterns of physiological, cognitive, and affective indicators
of threat. These markers not only appear at the individual level, but can be
manifested at a relational level – in which both actors and partners show
common markers of threat, and at the group level – in which people show
aggregated markers of physiological reactivity, cognitive appraisals, and
emotional reactions based on collective social identities. The more levels of
self the threat permeates, the more people may be impacted by the threat and
show amplification of these reactions. Indicators of perceived threat, in turn,
are likely to shape people’s motivations and coping responses to threat.

4. Motivation and coping in response to threat

The desire to approach or avoid a stimulus is thought to reflect a fun-
damental adaptive decision that all living organisms have to face (Tooby &
Cosmides, 1990). Gray (1978, 1990) posited an appetitive motivational system
(i.e., Behavioral Activation System or BAS), which promotes actions in
response to cues of reward, and an aversive motivational system (i.e., Behavioral
Inhibition System or BIS), which inhibits actions in response to cues of pun-
ishment or novelty. Similar to the fight-or-flight response, perceiving threats in
the environment may elicit approach or avoidance motivation (Park, 2010).
Perceptions of the environment as threatening versus safe afford

opportunities to avoid potential threats or seek rewards (Allport, 1989;
Riccio et al., 2013). Indeed, studies suggest that people literally “see” the
world in ways that help them achieve their goals (Balcetis & Cole, 2013;
Cole & Balcetis, 2021). In contrast, the possibility of threat or harm often
motivates individuals to avoid or escape the harm. Along these lines,
research shows that adults – as well as infants and other species – respond to
physically threatening objects with defensive behaviors (King, Dykeman,
Redgrave, & Dean, 1992). Although social evaluative threat sometimes
elicits defensiveness, there are additional ways of coping. In particular,
people may adopt either approach or avoidance motivational orientations
and problem- or emotion-focused coping strategies to deal with social
evaluative threat.
People’s appraisals of the situation, including whether or not they think

they can effectively cope with the threat, is likely to predict which system is
activated in a particular context. If individuals think they can effectively
mitigate the threat, such as by removing the threatening stimulus or
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reappraising the threat in a way that attenuates the subjective importance of
the threat, they are likely to show approach motivation and behavior. In
cases of social evaluative threat, this approach motivation may often take
the form of approaching positive social evaluation (e.g., seeking social
inclusion or positive regard). For instance, following a social rejection
experience, individuals show heightened attention and monitoring of their
environment for social cues and opportunities for inclusion to restore
belongingness (Gardner, Pickett, & Knowles, 2005). Furthermore, when
threats to social safety are heightened, people sometimes seek to form new
interpersonal connections (Maner, DeWall, Baumeister, & Schaller, 2007),
socially compensate (Williams & Sommer, 1997), conform more (Williams,
Cheung, & Choi, 2000), and show heightened sensitivity to information
about their social identities and group memberships (Knowles & Gardner,
2008). At the relational level, these approach tendencies may manifest as
drawing closer to one’s partner and affirming the relationship following
social evaluative threat (Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006).
On the other hand, if individuals doubt their ability to deflect the threat

or to minimize its impact, they may become motivated to avoid further
social devaluation and show avoidance behavior. Fear of rejection predicts
a variety of avoidance social goals, such as trying to avoid conflict, dis-
agreements, and harm to relationships (Elliot et al., 2006). In the relational
domain, those who doubt their perceived relational value and regard from
others respond to social evaluative threats in romantic relationships by
turning away from their partner and distancing themselves from the rela-
tionship (Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998).
Adoption of approach versus avoidance goals may also depend on social

group membership. Humans categorize the social world in terms of
ingroups and outgroups, presumably because doing so maximizes coop-
eration within one’s own group, which is adaptive for survival and well-
being, compared to providing aid to outgroup members who may not
necessarily reciprocate (Brewer, 1997, 1999). Consistent with this idea,
studies find that individuals show more approach-like motor tendencies
(i.e., arm movements) toward ingroup members and avoidance-like motor
tendencies toward outgroup members (Paladino & Castelli, 2008). Inter-
racial anxiety among both Black and White individuals, which may be
prompted by threat cues, also predicts greater desire to avoid interacting
with outgroup members (Plant, 2004).
In addition to approach and avoidance responses to threat, coping can

be classified in terms of emotion-focused coping or problem-solving
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coping strategies (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989; Folkman &
Lazarus, 1988). This framework can be applied to understanding how
people respond to social evaluative threat. When people perceive a threat
to their individual, relational, or collective self, they may attempt to reduce
or manage the emotional distress caused by the threat, or they may try to
directly address or alter the source of stress. For example, people con-
tending with the stigma of obesity may attribute negative social evaluative
events, such as failing to obtain a promotion at work, to others’ prejudice
against people living with obesity. This emotion-focused coping strategy
may protect their self-perceived competence by providing an external
attribution for the setback (Crocker & Major, 1989; Puhl & Brownell,
2003). Alternatively, a person may cope with the stigma of obesity with
problem-focused strategies, such as attempting to compensate for the
stigma by behaving in more likable or helpful ways, confronting prejudiced
individuals, or engaging in social activism to change the stigmatized status
of obesity (Puhl & Brownell, 2003).
In sum, when people perceive social evaluative threat they may respond

with either approach or avoidance motivation and with emotion or pro-
blem-focused coping strategies. How individuals respond to threat, how-
ever, is likely to depend on how close versus distant the threat is perceived
to be and people’s underlying expectations and motivation to detect threat.

5. Moderators of social evaluative threat

When people notice ambient cues, they are likely to process sensory
input through existing mental schemas to make sense of information in an
efficient way (Bargh, 1999). Specifically, perceptions of threat may be
heightened based on situational features and differences in expectations and
motivations to detect threat in the environment. Individuals then determine
which coping strategy is most effective in dealing with the threat, which may
vary depending on situational factors that magnify perceptions of threat and
constrain potential responses to threat, as well as individual differences in
expectations and motivations to respond to threat based on perceived per-
sonal, relational, or group-based resources and prior experiences.

5.1 Situational moderators of threat
Situational factors may impact the perceived likelihood or harmfulness of
negative social evaluation. In particular, situational factors may influence
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the psychological distance of the threat cue, which can include spatial,
temporal, or social proximity. According to construal level theory, humans
form mental construals of objects and events that vary in their psychological
distance (e.g., time, space, social distance, probability, hypotheticality)
(Fujita, Henderson, Eng, Trope, & Liberman, 2006; Trope & Liberman,
2003; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). When people construe objects
and events as psychologically near, they view them in terms of concrete,
specific features; when people construe objects and events as psychologi-
cally distant, they view them in terms of higher-level, schematic features.
People generally react more strongly to events that are spatially and

temporally closer (Trope & Liberman, 2010). For example, a stranger in a
dark alleyway may cue immediate danger and be a more salient cue when
evaluating an environment, whereas the poor air quality of a classroom may
be perceived as less of an immediate threat because danger might go
unnoticed until a long period of repeated exposure. Research supports this
idea. For instance, Latané, Liu, Nowak, Bonevento, and Zheng (1995)
found that social influence – operationalized as frequency of memorable
social interactions with others – was stronger as physical distance decreased,
and diminished in influence as physical distance increased, supporting the
idea that cues in the environment are more psychologically impactful when
they are near versus far. Thus, subjective perceptions of social evaluative
threat are likely to be magnified when the threat cue is spatially near
(vs. far), real (vs. hypothetical), probable (vs. improbable), and in the here-
and-now (vs. distant future).
Consistent with this prediction, research on the self-evaluation main-

tenance model suggests that individuals feel more threatened when they are
outperformed by someone who is psychologically near versus distant, and
that psychological distance of the threat cue may moderate people’s coping
strategies (Campbell & Tesser, 1985; Tesser, 1988). For example, Tesser
and Smith (1980) conducted a study in which participants worked on a task
that was framed as either self-relevant or not with a friend or stranger.
When the task was framed as highly relevant to one’s self-definition,
participants gave harder clues on the task to friends than to strangers,
suggesting that they felt more threatened when there was a possibility that a
close other (i.e., a friend) might outperform them relative to a stranger, and
therefore engaged in problem-focused coping to reduce the potential for
experiencing threat. Along similar lines, a series of experiments from our
lab found that when men were outperformed by a woman on a math test in
a psychologically near context (e.g., a spatially near, real-life, face-to-face
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interaction), men showed greater indication of threat, as reflected by lower
self-appraisals of masculinity. Men, in turn, responded to the perceived
threat by distancing themselves more from the woman – by showing less
attraction toward her – compared to when they were psychologically
distant from the woman in a hypothetical scenario, or in a spatially distant
interaction (Park, Young, & Eastwick, 2015).
Such findings suggest that cues of social evaluative threat that are

construed as proximal – in space, time, probability, or social distance –
should have a greater impact on perception, motivation, and coping
responses to threat than cues that are construed as distant. It is also note-
worthy that the relationship between experienced threat and proximity
may be bi-directional, with threat impacting perceptions of proximity. For
instance, objects that are perceived as threatening also appear more salient
in the environment and are misperceived as being visually closer than
objects that are affectively neutral or negative (Cole, Balcetis, & Dunning,
2013). Thus, while our model suggests that psychological distance should
amplify perceptions of social evaluative threat cues, especially if the cue
threatens multiple levels of the self, it could also be the case that the real or
anticipated presence of a threatening cue in the environment could bias
judgments of the perceived proximity of the cue, as well.

5.2 Moderators of threats to individual, relational, and
collective selves

In addition to psychological distance, perceptions and responses to threat
cues are likely to be shaped by people’s goals, expectancies, and preferences
(Balcetis & Cole, 2013; Broadbent, 1977; Dunning & Balcetis, 2013;
Riccio et al., 2013). Sociocultural learning and life experiences contribute
to people’s expectations and schemas about the self, other people, and the
world (Riccio et al., 2013), and to individual differences in expectations
and motivation to detect threats in the environment. Indeed, a large body
of research shows that aspects of the self – at the individual, relational, and
collective level – heighten people’s vulnerability to expecting and per-
ceiving social evaluative threats.
As shown in Fig. 1, key moderators can either amplify or attenuate

the link between exposure to threatening cues in the environment and
perceptions of threat, as well as the link between perceived threat and
coping responses. When people encounter threats to the individual
or relational self, such as receiving negative feedback about their
competence or interpersonal qualities, differences in self-esteem,
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contingencies of self-worth, attachment styles, and rejection sensitivity
may exacerbate the tendency to notice and respond to cues of social
evaluative threat.

5.2.1 Self-esteem
Individuals who have a bias toward processing negative information per-
ceive the world in ways that reinforce negative beliefs about themselves and
others (Balcetis & Cole, 2013). Notably, people with low self-esteem feel
uncertain of who they are, doubt their abilities and inclusion with others,
and are acutely aware of signs of potential rejection from others, a form of
social evaluative threat (see Baumeister, 1993; for a review; Baumgardner,
1990; Blaine & Crocker, 1993; Campbell & Lavallee, 1993; Leary &
Baumeister, 2000). Indeed, people with low self-esteem possess if-then
contingencies of interpersonal acceptance (i.e., beliefs that interpersonal
acceptance is contingent on meeting particular standards) and automatically
associate failure with rejection (Baldwin & Sinclair, 1996). They show
emotional instability and malleability in their self-concept in response to
daily events (Campbell, Chew, & Scratchley, 1991), accept negative
feedback as an accurate reflection of their abilities (Kernis et al., 1989), feel
ashamed and humiliated following failure, and overgeneralize the impli-
cations of negative feedback by feeling bad about themselves on a global
level (Brown & Dutton, 1995; Dutton & Brown, 1997).
Given that people with low self-esteem are highly attuned to the

possibility of social rejection, which would further diminish their sense of
worth and value, they tend to override their goals for connection to pursue
self-protection goals instead (Murray et al., 2006). In contrast, people with
high self-esteem have positive social expectations and thus override their
self-protection goals to pursue connection goals with their partner when
they experience threat. Along these lines, a study found that high self-
esteem participants’ willingness to join a novel social group did not differ
based on certainty of acceptance from the group, suggesting that they were
less concerned about social risk. However, low self-esteem participants
were willing to join a group only when acceptance from the group was
certain, suggesting they have a lower threshold for interpersonal risk and
are motivated to detect and avoid the possibility of further painful rejection
experiences (Anthony, Wood, & Holmes, 2007).
Other studies examining perceptions of acceptance from a new,

opposite-sex interaction partner found that people with low self-esteem
demonstrated a motivated perceptual bias, such that they under-detected
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acceptance cues from their interaction partner (Cameron, Stinson, Gaetz, &
Balchen, 2010). Specifically, when interacting with an attractive potential
partner in which rejection was possible, low self-esteem participants self-
protected and overlooked signs of acceptance (e.g., smiling, agreement,
verbal interest, eye contact) from their partner, whereas high self-esteem
individuals overestimated acceptance cues from their partner. Low self-
esteem individuals even underestimate positive regard from their romantic
partners, whereas people with high self-esteem accurately understand how
much their partners appreciate and admire them (Murray, Holmes, &
Griffin, 2000).
The consequences of self-esteem may reflect the effects of egocentrism;

people have difficulty taking others’ perspectives and instead, believe that
others see them in a manner that is similar to how they see themselves
(Sedikides, Alicke, & Skowronski, 2021). As a result, low self-esteem
individuals believe they are evaluated more negatively compared to high
self-esteem individuals (Murray et al., 2000). Thus, relative to people with
high self-esteem, those with low self-esteem may more readily notice social
evaluative threats in the environment. Once threat is detected, the differing
motivations held by those with low and high self-esteem individuals may
result in divergent responses. For example, when people with low self-
esteem experience social evaluative threat, they withdraw from others to
avoid the possibility of further threat and pursue indirect ways of restoring
their self-esteem to cope with the threat (Brown, Collins, & Schmidt,
1988; Park, 2010). For example, in a series of studies by Park and Maner
(2009), people with low self-esteem who highly based their self-worth on
their physical appearance showed greater desire to avoid social contact with
others following an appearance-based threat, and preferred a less socially
risky way of responding to threat, by wanting to boost their physical
attractiveness to others. In contrast, high self-esteem people reported
greater desire to restore their social connections directly following a threat
to their contingency of self-worth, suggesting that they adopt more
approach-oriented strategies following threat.
In sum, converging evidence demonstrates that individuals perceive and

respond to cues in the environment based on how they feel about them-
selves on a global level. Specifically, people with high versus low self-
esteem differ in their expectations and motivation to detect social
evaluative threat cues, which affect the extent to which they perceive
threat in a given environment. Furthermore, differences in people’s
underlying concerns about further loss of self-esteem may shape how
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people cope with the threat. Whereas people with high self-esteem already
feel positively regarded and included by others – and are therefore less
affected by social evaluative threat – people with low self-esteem feel
socially devalued and seek to avoid further threat by becoming more
cautious and withdrawing from potentially threatening situations.

5.2.2 Contingencies of self-worth
In addition to self-esteem, contingencies of self-worth (CSWs) may bias
perceptions of social evaluative threat cues in the environment. CSWs
reflect the degree to which individuals base their self-worth in domains that
they believe they must succeed in to feel like a person of worth and value
(Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). Individuals differ in their CSWs, from wanting
others’ approval, to being academically competent, financially successful, or
following one’s moral and ethical standards (Crocker & Park, 2012;
Crocker, Luhtanen, & Sommers, 2004; Knee, Canevello, Bush, & Cook,
2008; Park et al., 2007; Park, Sanchez, & Brynildsen, 2011, 2017). CSWs
are thought to develop in childhood through events that signal safety or
threat. Acute or repeated experiences – of being rewarded or punished for
enacting behaviors or achieving desired outcomes – reinforce the idea that
one must act in certain ways to feel safe and secure (Crocker & Park, 2004).
In adulthood, individuals with CSWs are motivated to prove that they
possess desired qualities in domains of contingency, which is associated
with negative outcomes for themselves and their relationships (Park,
Crocker, & Vohs, 2006; Ward, Park, Naragon-Gainey, Whillans, & Jung,
2020; Ward et al., 2021).
When individuals have contingent self-worth, they are attentive to cues

in the environment that are relevant to their CSWs and strive to maintain
and enhance their feelings of self-worth. Consistent with this idea, studies
from our lab show that people who base their self-worth on financial
success are more vigilant to their financial standing; they make more
financially-based social comparisons with others, experience more financial
hassles, and use more negative emotion-laden words when describing
current financial stressors than those with lower financially contingent self-
worth (Park et al., 2017). These individuals also report experiencing more
work-family conflict, which is related to greater job and parental disen-
gagement and burnout (Park, Lin, Chang, O’Brien, & Ward, 2022; Park,
Ward, Naragon-Gainey, Fujita, & Koefler, 2022). People with financially
contingent self-worth are also more likely to experience motivational
conflict between the desire to spend versus not spend their money, which
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predicts greater compulsive buying and emotional distress and impairment
from engaging in this maladaptive behavior (Park, Lin, et al., 2022; Park,
Ward, et al., 2022). Further, when people receive negative evaluative
feedback indicating that their discretionary income is lower (vs. higher)
than others, they feel worse off, which is related to stronger belief in the
expected benefits of financial success, which predicts basing one’s self-
worth more in this domain, and experiencing less happiness and satisfaction
with life (Park et al., 2020).
A key feature of CSW theory is that people with contingent self-worth

react more strongly to cues of social evaluative threat compared to those
who do not highly base their self-worth in a domain of contingency. For
example, those who strongly base their self-worth on others’ approval and
receive negative feedback about their likeability show lower state self-
esteem and more negative affect than those who do not base their self-
esteem in this domain or do not receive negative interpersonal feedback
(Park & Crocker, 2007). In another study, college seniors who highly based
their self-worth on academic competence showed greater fluctuations in
their state self-esteem and mood upon receiving news of rejection versus
acceptance from graduate schools (Crocker, Sommers, & Luhtanen, 2002).
Similarly, college students who based their self-worth on academics
showed larger drops in their state self-esteem and mood in response to
receiving bad grades; greater instability in self-esteem, in turn, predicted
more depressive symptoms among those who were initially depressed
(Crocker, Karpinski, Quinn, & Chase, 2003).
When individuals experience threats to domains of contingency, they

are likely to become self-absorbed and focus more on themselves than on
others. Along these lines, individuals with high self-esteem who highly
based their self-worth on academics became more preoccupied with
themselves and were rated as less empathic and caring toward another
person’s personal problem after receiving negative feedback about their
intellectual abilities (Park & Crocker, 2005). As another example, among
individuals who experienced a threat to the relational self (i.e., a romantic
breakup), those who highly based their self-worth on being in a rela-
tionship reported greater emotional distress and obsessive pursuit of their
ex-partner than those with lower relationship CSW (Park et al., 2011).
The heightened detection of social evaluative threat associated with

contingent self-worth may also impact communication patterns with
relationship partners as a form of coping. For example, Lemay and Clark
(2008) found that people with self-worth that was contingent on their
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intelligence or appearance tended to express a high degree of insecurity
regarding their standing in the domain of contingency. For instance, they
engaged in excessive reassurance seeking and exhibited strong emotional
reactions to criticism from their partners. As a result, their partners detected
these self-worth contingencies and responded by delivering inauthentic
feedback in the domain of contingency, such as being reluctant to provide
negative feedback in an effort to avoid upsetting the contingent person.
These efforts appeared to be a source of anxiety and dissatisfaction for
partners of individuals with contingent self-worth, and those with con-
tingent self-worth were aware that their partners were not completely
honest with them. Thus, individuals with contingent self-worth may
respond to social evaluative threats in ways that eventually alter the func-
tioning of relationships, by inhibiting open communication and fostering in
partners an anxiety about doing or saying the “wrong” thing.
Overall, people with CSWs are highly vigilant to cues in their envir-

onment that signal whether they are succeeding or failing in valued
domains. People with CSWs are likely to detect and be strongly affected by
cues of social evaluative threat in the environment that pertain to their
domains of contingency. In turn, they may intensify their psychological
reactions to threat that lead to maladaptive coping responses, compared to
those with less contingent self-worth.

5.2.3 Attachment styles
Attachment styles are another key moderator that may influence the degree
to which people perceive and respond to social evaluative threat cues in the
environment. According to attachment theory, individuals develop beliefs
about themselves – as worthy or unworthy of love and support – and
beliefs about others – as responsive or unresponsive – based on early
interactions with caregivers (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978;
Bowlby, 1973; Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). These beliefs are thought
to be relatively stable over time and guide cognition, emotion, and
behavior in close relationships and contexts in which people experience
interpersonal threats (Bowlby, 1973; Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
Early work distinguished three attachment styles including secure

attachment, avoidant attachment, and anxious-ambivalent attachment
(Ainsworth et al., 1978; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Secure attachment is
characterized by comfort with intimacy and lack of excessive concern
about abandonment. Avoidant attachment is characterized by discomfort
with intimacy and dependence on others and difficulty trusting others.
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Anxious/ambivalent attachment is characterized by concerns about rejec-
tion and abandonment and strong desires for closeness. Most recent
research on adult attachment takes a dimensional approach, which recog-
nizes two continuous dimensions of attachment insecurity – i.e., avoidance
and anxiety (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). Attachment security is
suggested by low scores on both dimensions. Attachment insecurity is
likely to guide and either amplify or attenuate detection and responses to
social evaluative threat. For example, individuals with an avoidant
attachment style are likely to perceive threats in their environment.
Avoidant adults make more negative and distressing interpretations of their
partner’s inconsiderate behaviors, viewing them as signs of their partner’s
rejection (Collins, Ford, Guichard, & Allard, 2006; Collins, 1996), and
report less trust in their romantic partners (Mikulincer, 1998; Simpson,
1990). Outside of established relationships, they show a negative appraisal
bias, rating neutral faces as less friendly and more rejecting (Meyer,
Pilkonis, & Beevers, 2004).
Given their discomfort with intimacy, avoidant individuals also tend to

show deactivation of their attachment system – such as being less likely to
turn to significant others – when confronted with threats, and instead cope
with threats by distancing themselves cognitively and behaviorally from
sources of distress (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002). For instance, avoidant
adults are likely to suppress attachment-related words, suggesting that they
are sensitive to cues that could bring about eventual harm or threat as a
result of growing closer to another person. Avoidant adults are also less
likely to derive their self-esteem from interpersonal sources; they base their
self-esteem less on having others’ approval, family support, or God’s love
(Park, Crocker, & Mickelson, 2004). This may be one reason why they are
less motivated to maintain high quality close relationships in response to
social evaluative threat; as described earlier, people may strive to perform
well in domains of contingent self-worth.
Given their chronic concerns with rejection and abandonment, people

with high levels of attachment anxiety are also likely to perceive their
environments as threatening. Like avoidant adults, anxiously attached
adults report less trust in their romantic partners (Simpson, 1990) and view
their partners as less supportive, even when accounting for the partner’s
behavior (Collins & Feeney, 2004). Anxiously attached individuals have
difficulty believing they are loved, so they excessively seek reassurance of
their romantic partner’s love (Shaver, Schachner, & Mikulincer, 2005).
When distressed, they show hyperactivation of the attachment system,
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which involves focusing and ruminating on their distress and adopting
emotion-focused coping strategies that exacerbate rather than diminish
distress (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002).
Attachment anxiety often increases the experience of stress when

encountering threats and even alters physiological stress responses
(Maunder & Hunter, 2001; Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). For
example, attachment anxiety is related to overproduction of cortisol, which
is linked to cellular immune dysregulation (Jaremka et al., 2013). Such
findings dovetail with the idea that adverse childhood experiences can alter
the HPA axis and physiological systems in ways that affect how these
systems operate later in adulthood (Repetti, Taylor, & Seeman, 2002).
Thus, past negative experiences might lead some individuals to possess
attachment styles that make them more vulnerable than others to detecting
and reacting to social evaluative threats later in life.

5.2.4 Rejection sensitivity
Another key moderator that may amplify perceptions of and responses to
social evaluative threat is rejection sensitivity (RS), which refers to the
tendency to anxiously expect, readily perceive, and overreact to real or
potential rejection from others (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Negative
social experiences, such as peer rejection, abandonment, neglect, abuse,
and exposure to family violence are thought to contribute to anxious
expectations of rejection from others (Downey, Khouri, & Feldman, 1997;
Feldman & Downey, 1994; London, Downey, Bonica, & Paltin, 2007).
Similar to those with low self-esteem and insecure attachment styles,
people with high RS possess a defensive motivational system that is
hypersensitive to cues of real, potential, or imagined rejection. For
example, when people viewed paintings representing themes of rejection
(vs. acceptance vs. neutral themes), those with higher RS showed greater
potentiation of the eyeblink startle response, suggesting that rejection cues
automatically activated a defensive response reflecting a desire to protect
the self from further threat (Downey, Mougios, Ayduk, London, & Shoda,
2004). In terms of coping responses, when people with high RS perceive
rejection, they may display hostility directly, such as expressing negative
thoughts and feelings toward others, or passively, by withdrawing love and
support from their partners (Ayduk, Downey, Testa, Yen, & Shoda, 1999;
Downey & Feldman, 1996).
In addition to general RS, individuals differ in how much they expect

rejection from others based on specific qualities, such as their physical
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attractiveness. For example, people with Appearance-based Rejection
Sensitivity (Appearance-RS) anxiously expect to be rejected based on their
looks and feel more alone, isolated, and rejected when thinking about
aspects of their appearance they are dissatisfied with (Park, 2007). Studies
from our lab also found that people with high Appearance-RS felt more
negative affect and interpreted ambiguous appearance commentary more
negatively after learning that their partner did not want to interact with
them in a second part of the experiment. Importantly, this was only the
case when participants’ appearance was made visible to their partner during
the first part of the experiment (Park & Harwin, 2010). Such findings
suggest that people with high Appearance-RS are more likely to notice
cues of social evaluative threat tied to their appearance and show amplified
responses upon detecting such cues.
In terms of coping, people with high Appearance-RS report greater

desire to avoid close others when they receive negative interpersonal
feedback about their appearance (Park & Pinkus, 2009), and show greater
social withdrawal on days when they feel unattractive (Park & Pinkus,
2009). They also express greater acceptance of cosmetic surgery to improve
their appearance (Park, Calogero, Young, & Diraddo, 2010), especially
when reminded of past experiences of being teased or rejected by others
based on their looks (Park, Calogero, Harwin, & DiRaddo, 2009).
Together, these findings suggest that cues of social evaluative threat are
magnified for individuals who anxiously expect rejection from others based
on their appearance.

5.2.5 Racial/ethnic group membership
In addition to the key moderators mentioned above, social group mem-
berships can influence people’s attentiveness to detecting cues of social
evaluative threat in the environment and their responses to threat.
Research suggests that individuals often view themselves in terms of the
social identity that is most stigmatized in a given situation (Branscombe,
Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002) and
experience social identity threat when a group they belong to is at risk of
being devalued in a particular context (Crocker et al., 1999; Steele et al.,
2002). Specifically, individuals with minoritized social identities may be
especially vigilant to noticing environmental cues that suggest a lack of
belonging or ability. When people from marginalized groups encounter
cues in the environment suggesting that their identity is devalued, they may
show indicators of threat, such as increased belonging uncertainty,
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impostor feelings, and evaluative concerns, resulting in poor performance
and disengagement. Past research highlights a few key group memberships
that are likely to amplify perceptions of social evaluative threat and
responses to threat: race/ethnicity, first-generation student status, socio-
economic status, and gender.
Underrepresented students of color are often concerned about

belonging and performance in academic settings (Shapiro & Neuberg,
2007; Steele et al., 2002). For example, compared to White college stu-
dents, Black students experience greater threats to their social belonging
when faced with the prospect that they might have few friends in academia.
Black students – who have to contend with negative stereotypes about
their intellectual abilities – are vigilant for cues of threat and experience
heightened self-doubt in social evaluative academic settings (Walton &
Cohen, 2007). For example, in one study, researchers examined interracial
interactions and manipulated whether participants received safety cues
(i.e., their different-race partner engaged in stereotypically Black and ste-
reotypically White activities equally) or safety cues accompanied by a threat
cue (i.e., their partner engaged in only race-stereotypical activities with
friends of that race). Black participants were more sensitive to the threat
cue; they reported more rejection concerns and less interest in forming
interracial friendships; White participants were not differentially affected by
safety versus threat cues (Wout, Murphy, & Barnett, 2014).
Cues in the environment may be direct, subtle, or ambiguous, but are

nevertheless magnified for those who are susceptible to stereotype threat.
Stereotype threat occurs when individuals worry they may unintentionally
confirm a negative stereotype about their group (Steele et al., 2002). Such
thought intrusions can lead individuals to actively monitor their sur-
roundings for cues suggesting their inferiority, while also attempting to
monitor their own performance (Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008). This
monitoring process is maladaptive because individuals may experience
anxiety and apprehension, which can disrupt task-relevant goals to avoid
confirming the stereotype.
Consistent with this idea, Black participants performed poorly on a test

when they were reminded of their race or told that the test was diagnostic
of their abilities (Steele & Aronson, 1995), and showed increased blood
pressure and worse test performance compared to European Americans or
Black participants not under stereotype threat (Blascovich, Spencer,
Quinn, & Steele, 2001). Other underrepresented groups also show
diminished self-perceptions and motivation when exposed to stereotypical
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depictions of their group. For example, American Indian students who saw
American Indian mascots experienced lowered state self-esteem, commu-
nity worth, and fewer achievement-related possible selves (Fryberg et al.,
2008). Such images are thought to be harmful because they remind
American Indians of the stereotypes associated with their group and the
limited ways that society views them and their capabilities.
The rejection sensitivity construct described earlier can also be applied

to group memberships reflecting sensitivity to negative evaluations based
on belonging to particular groups. For example, Black college students
who are highly sensitive to rejection based on their racial group mem-
bership feel more discomfort during the transition to college, report less
trust in the university, and perform worse academically over time than
those who are less sensitive to race-based rejection or have positive race-
related experiences (Mendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie, Davis, &
Pietrzak, 2002). Similarly, race-based stigma consciousness reflects expec-
tations of being the target of stereotypes and discrimination based on one’s
race (Pinel, 1999). In one set of studies, Black participants who scored high
in stigma consciousness assumed that their White friends and romantic
partners held more negative attitudes toward Black people, and this belief
was associated with lower relationship satisfaction and commitment,
negative perceptions of the partner’s regard, and reduced prosocial beha-
vior (Lemay & Teneva, 2020).
Such findings suggest that individual differences in expectations of race-

based social evaluative threats promote detection of such threats, which
detracts from people’s experiences in new social groups and interracial inter-
actions. Research on attributional ambiguity further suggests that negatively
stereotyped individuals may be unsure of the motives underlying how people
treat them (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991). When people experience
attributional ambiguity, they wonder if another person’s actions or behaviors
toward them are motivated by bias or prejudice towards their group.
Other studies suggest that the salience of stigmatized group membership

can activate common identities between racial group members (Craig &
Richeson, 2012, 2014). For example, studies on stigma-by-prejudice-transfer
show that members of stigmatized groups perceive group-based threats even
when prejudice is aimed at other stigmatized group members (Sanchez,
Chaney, Manuel, Wilton, & Remedios, 2017; Sanchez, Chaney, Manuel, &
Remedios, 2018). Such findings suggest that expectations of prejudice among
group members can amplify perceptions of threat in the environment and in
turn, heighten expectations of being stigmatized and treated unfairly by others.
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5.2.6 First-generation student status
Another group that may be susceptible to perceiving social evaluative
threat is first-generation college students (i.e., neither parent graduated
from a four-year college or university). First-generation students may be
the target of negative stereotypes based on their status, such as assumptions
that they are unprepared for college academics, have lower educational
aspirations, and are less committed to participating in the learning process
than continuing-generation students (Orbe, 2008). Accordingly, first-
generation students may be highly attuned to noticing cues that signal that
their identity is not welcomed or accepted. Along these lines, cultural
mismatch theory suggests that first-generation college students often come
from working-class backgrounds that value interdependence, whereas
universities value the norm of independence (Stephens, Fryberg, Markus,
Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012). This mismatch between institutionalized
cultural norms and models of self can create discomfort and undermine
perceptions of fit and belonging. Accordingly, when first-generation stu-
dents are in academic settings that value independent norms, they may be
more susceptible to experiencing social evaluative threat, compared to
continuing-generation students who are less likely to doubt their belonging
and ability in academic contexts.
Consistent with this idea, first-generation (vs. continuing-generation)

students show higher cortisol levels and more negative emotions when they
are exposed to independent cultural norms (Stephens, Townsend, Markus,
& Phillips, 2012), and report greater feelings of impostorism, which is
associated with less course engagement and more drop out intentions when
exposed to cues of competition in academic STEM environments
(Canning et al., 2020). First-generation students are especially likely to
perceive cultural mismatch in norms as a threat, as such cues could convey
the possibility of negative evaluation from others based on their group
membership. In turn, these students may engage in more avoidant coping
responses, such as disengaging or dropping out of academic domains.

5.2.7 Socioeconomic status
Although often overlapping with first-generation identity, socioeconomic
status (SES) is a distinct characteristic that can also amplify perceptions of threat
cues in the environment and lead to common indicators of threat. For
example, participants from low-SES backgrounds in France performed worse
on a test when it was framed as a measure of intellectual ability, compared to
when the test was not framed as a measure of ability (Croizet & Claire, 1998).
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Studies in the U.S. also find that low-SES college students underperform and
report less confidence relative to high-SES students, especially when their
low-SES identity is activated before taking a test framed as diagnostic of their
intelligence (Spencer & Castano, 2007). Asking participants to report on
their social class makes this identity especially salient for those from low-SES
backgrounds, leading to negative appraisals of their capabilities. Low-SES
students are also highly attentive to cues reflecting a university’s warmth
versus chilliness towards socioeconomic diversity, as indicated by increased
reports of academic self-efficacy in the presence of warm versus threatening
cues toward socioeconomic diversity in the academic environment
(Browman & Destin, 2016).
Research on children and adolescents further reveals how low-SES may

magnify perceptions of threat in the environment. In addition to experi-
encing stressors such as food insecurity and residential instability, poor
children are more susceptible to perceiving social evaluative threat in terms
of a lack of social support and responsiveness from their parents (Evans,
2004), and are at increased risk of exposure to interparental conflict and
parental depression resulting from economic strain (Conger et al., 1992;
Conger, Lorenz, Elder, Simons, & Ge, 1993). Indeed, poverty and cor-
responding social stressors heighten children’s physiological reactivity in
the form of higher resting heart rate, blood pressure, and cortisol over time
(Evans, 2003), increased physiological reactions to even mildly threatening
events (Repetti et al., 2002), and hindering individuals from coping
effectively with threats in the environment (DuBois, Felner, Meares, &
Krier, 1994). In sum, low-SES status may be viewed as a vulnerability
factor that heightens perceptions of social evaluative threat cues in the
environment and interferes with one’s ability to cope effectively with the
threat.

5.2.8 Gender group membership
Finally, gender group membership may heighten detection of social eva-
luative threat cues in the environment. For example, U.S. cultural ste-
reotypes about women’s ability and belonging in science, technology,
engineering, and math (STEM) are often conveyed through physical,
social, and symbolic cues that may be perceived as threatening to women
due to their marginalized group status. Consistent with this idea, physical
objects or aspects of STEM classrooms that reflect traditionally masculine
stereotypes associated with computer science (e.g., Star Trek poster,
videogames) undermine women and girls’ interest, belongingness, and
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sense of fit within this field (Cheryan et al., 2009; Cheryan, Master, &
Meltzoff, 2015; Cheryan, Meltzoff, & Kim, 2011). In contrast, when
classrooms contain non-stereotypical objects (e.g., nature poster, phone
books), gender gaps in STEM-related self-perceptions are reduced. Other
studies have found that women who were exposed to male faces prior to
completing a math task showed more error vigilance, whereas this effect
did not occur for men (Wu, Park, & Dasgupta, 2020). The male face prime
was thought to evoke the notion that STEM fields are male-dominated,
thus augmenting evaluative concerns among women.
Overall, these findings suggest that women, as members of an under-

represented and negatively stereotyped group in STEM, are more attentive
to cues that could threaten their social identity in these contexts. Indeed,
many studies demonstrate that women, relative to men, perceive cues of
social identity threat and stereotype threat in STEM settings and in turn,
show lowered belonging, self-efficacy, and diminished interest, motivation,
and performance in STEM (see Murphy & Taylor, 2012; Steele et al.,
2002; Walton & Brady, 2017 for reviews). Women perform worse in
quantitative domains when cues in the environment signal threat, such as
the test being framed as revealing gender differences (Spencer et al., 1999),
being outnumbered by men in a math setting (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000),
or being reminded of one’s gender (Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999). In
other studies, women report lower leadership aspirations when they are
exposed to gender stereotypic (vs. gender-neutral) commercials (Davies,
Spencer, & Steele, 2005) and show decreased working memory capacity
and greater cardiovascular stress following experiences of sexism (Logel
et al., 2009; Salomon, Burgess, & Bosson, 2015).
Women who anxiously expect to be rejected based on their gender

group membership also report lower academic self-confidence (London,
Downey, Romero-Canyas, Rattan, & Tyson, 2012) and show greater
fluctuations throughout the semester in their gender-STEM self-concept,
which impairs their academic performance and engagement (Ahlqvist,
London, & Rosenthal, 2013). Similarly, stigma consciousness (Pinel, 1999)
reflects expectations of being negatively stereotyped by others and is
associated with perceptions of discrimination (Pinel, 1999), being dis-
respected at work (Pinel & Paulin, 2005), and attributing negative eva-
luations to discrimination (Pinel, 2004). Stigma consciousness can thus
predispose individuals to stereotype threat. Along these lines, women with
high stigma consciousness performed worse on a math test when they were
told that gender differences existed on the test (Brown & Pinel, 2003).
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Cues from peers can negatively impact women in STEM settings, as well.
In a study by Murphy et al. (2007), math, science, and engineering majors
watched a conference video with either a balanced or unbalanced ratio of
men to women. Women who watched the gender unbalanced (vs. gender-
balanced) video showed greater indicators of cognitive and physiological
vigilance and reported less belonging and intentions to participate in the
conference. Men, on the other hand, were not affected by this environ-
mental cue. In another study, first-year female engineering students – who
were placed in study groups with women as the numerical minority –
showed greater anxiety, less verbal participation, and less confidence and
career aspirations than when they were placed in groups with majority
women (Dasgupta, Scircle, & Hunsinger, 2015). Another study found that
female engineering students who interacted with a sexist instructor per-
formed worse on an engineering test, but not a verbal test (Purdie-Vaughns,
Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). Overall, these studies suggest
that for members of negatively stereotyped groups, cues of social evaluative
threat are likely to be amplified and lead to avoidant coping, such as exhi-
biting less effort, showing worse performance, or participating less in a given
context.
Experiences of social evaluative threat can even persist among women

who are already committed to pursuing STEM. For example, women (but
not men) faculty in STEM showed greater disengagement from STEM
when discussing research with male colleagues, suggesting that they
experienced social identity threat and concerns about being judged nega-
tively by others (Holleran, Whitehead, Schmader, & Mehl, 2011). Simi-
larly, women expressed greater concerns about being evaluated negatively
on the basis of their gender on days when they had work conversations
with male colleagues in STEM environments that subtly conveyed a lack of
acceptance and respect (Hall, Schmader, & Croft, 2015). Such encounters,
in turn, increased women’s feelings of psychological burnout (Hall,
Schmader, Aday, & Croft, 2019).
Other research suggests that men may be uniquely vulnerable to

experiencing social evaluative threats arising from possessing a more
anxious and uncertain gender status. According to precarious manhood
theory (Vandello & Bosson, 2013), manhood is an elusive status that must
be earned, is easily lost, and is conferred by others. In contrast, womanhood
is thought to be assigned at birth, experienced with more certainty, and
independent of others’ evaluations. Responses to manipulations of gender
non-conformity are consistent with this perspective. For example,
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Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, and Weaver (2008) gave participants
a test of knowledge regarding stereotypically masculine (e.g., sports, auto
mechanics, home repair) and feminine (e.g., cooking, childcare, fashion)
topics. Perceptions of gender deviance were manipulated by telling some
participants that their knowledge was atypical for their gender and more
common for another gender (i.e., telling men that their knowledge was
similar to that of an average woman, and telling women that their
knowledge was similar to that of an average man). Men, but not women,
responded to these manipulated perceptions of gender deviance with
increased anxiety and greater discomfort with showing others their scores
(Vandello et al., 2008), suggesting social evaluative threat. Men’s concerns
about others’ evaluations of their masculinity and sexuality may even
prevent them from supporting others who may be targets of social eva-
luative threats. For instance, men who perceived their masculinity to be
fragile were less likely to confront sexual prejudice toward a gay man, and
their reluctance to help predicted their greater confidence in being seen as
heterosexual (Kroeper, Sanchez, & Himmelstein, 2014).

6. Summary

Overall, this section on moderators of threat suggests that individual
differences in people’s expectations and motivations to detect threat may
shape how they perceive and respond to social evaluative threat cues in the
environment. In particular, people with low self-esteem, contingencies of
self-worth, insecure attachment styles, and high rejection sensitivity are
especially attuned to cues of social threat, and their reactions and coping
behaviors often reflect a desire to avoid further threat and manage or
reduce emotional distress by withdrawing or disengaging from the threa-
tened domain. In contrast, people with high self-esteem, low contingency
of self-worth, secure attachment styles, and low rejection sensitivity may be
less vigilant for signs of social evaluative threat in the environment, and
respond to such threats with approach motivated behaviors and more
problem-focused coping strategies. In addition, psychological distance is a
situational moderator that may amplify or attenuate perception of and
responses to social evaluative threat.
Furthermore, research on social identities suggests that group mem-

berships can serve as a source of social evaluative threat in some contexts.
Specifically, people from historically underrepresented or marginalized
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groups in the U.S., such as people of color, first-generation college stu-
dents, those with low socioeconomic status, women in STEM settings, and
men who deviate from gender norms are especially likely to perceive and
be affected by cues of social evaluative threat, including exposure to objects
that convey negative stereotypes, messages of exclusion versus inclusion
based on group membership, or the ratio of ingroup to outgroup members
in certain environments. When cues in the environment activate threats
relevant to one’s group membership, this leads to common indicators of
threat, such as lowered belonging and engagement, and to lowered
motivation, such as decreased aspirations and performance in these settings
(Casad, Petzel, & Ingalls, 2019; Cheryan et al., 2009; Davies et al., 2005;
Inzlicht, Aronson, & Mendoza-Denton, 2009; Murphy & Taylor, 2012;
Spencer et al., 1999). Individual differences in group-based rejection sen-
sitivity, stigma consciousness, and insecurity about one’s status as a group
member also reveal chronic expectations of social evaluative threats due to
group membership.

7. Connections to existing models of threat
7.1 Current model versus other social evaluative models

of threat
The current model builds upon and advances existing models of threat in
several ways. First, whereas previous work on social evaluative threat
focused mainly on the effects of threat on people’s emotional and phy-
siological reactions, the current model provides a broad, integrative fra-
mework for understanding how the real or imagined experience of being
negatively evaluated can occur at the level of the individual, as a relational
partner, or as a group member. Although Dickerson (2008) mentioned that
social evaluative threats can occur at these different levels, the research she
reviewed focused mainly on psychobiological responses to threat and how
social evaluative threat differed from other stressors. For example,
Dickerson and Kemeny’s (2004) meta-analytic review of acute lab stressor
studies found that threats to the social self elicited a stronger cortisol stress
response and slower recovery of cortisol to baseline relative to non-social
evaluative threats.
Other studies find that people exhibit heightened proinflammatory

cytokine activity in response to social evaluative threat, such as taking a
math test or giving a speech in front of an evaluative audience versus no
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audience (Dickerson, Gable, Irwin, Aziz, & Kemeny, 2009). In short,
much of the research in this area thus far has focused on establishing the
unique impact of the social evaluative aspect of threat, to be distinguished
from merely engaging in a difficult task (Gruenewald et al., 2004) or being
in the presence of an inattentive person during a performance task
(Dickerson, Mycek, & Zaldivar, 2008).
Extending beyond these ideas, our model discusses coping responses to

social evaluative threat and suggests that perceptions of and responses to
threat may be amplified by both situational moderators of psychological
distance and expectations and motivation to detect threat as reflected in
self-esteem, contingencies of self-worth, attachment styles, rejection sen-
sitivity, and social group memberships. Furthermore, although Dickerson
(2008) reviewed a few ways to reduce emotional and physiological reac-
tions to social evaluative threat, we provide a more in-depth review at the
end of this chapter discussing how interventions can be leveraged at dif-
ferent points of the model to produce the most impact.

7.2 Current model versus General Process Model of Threat
and Defense

The current model also extends beyond Jonas et al. (2014) General Process
Model of Threat and Defense (GPM). The GPM is rooted in cognitive
dissonance theory and posits that “any experience that is discrepant with pre-
vailing cognitions or motivations arouses anxious vigilance and motivates efforts to
reduce this arousal by means of reactive thoughts and behaviors” (Jonas et al.,
2014, p. 221). The GPM integrates ideas and findings from Terror Man-
agement Theory (Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997) to Com-
pensatory Control Theory (Kay, Whitson, Gaucher, & Galinsky, 2009),
the Meaning Maintenance Model (Proulx & Inzlicht, 2012), Unconscious
Vigilance Model (Holbrook, Sousa, & Hahn-Holbrook, 2011), and
Reactive Approach Model (McGregor, Nash, Mann, & Phills, 2010) to
highlight commonalities in terms of how people experience discrepancies
and respond to threat.
According to the GPM, threats to mortality, certainty, controllability,

and meaning activate discrepancies that elicit anxiety, arousal, and atten-
tional vigilance at a neural level. Detection of discrepancies initially triggers
the Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS), which leads to avoidance moti-
vation as a proximal response. However, individuals can also engage in
approach-oriented responses over time in which they dampen the BIS and
seek to resolve the discrepancy or reduce its impact. Distal responses can be
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viewed in terms of concrete (vs. abstract) and personal (vs. social) defenses.
For example, individuals can respond to threats by focusing on concrete,
personal rewards, such as eating, drinking, or making purchases that appeal to
one’s idiosyncratic preferences (Ferraro, Shiv, & Bettman, 2005), or they can
respond to threats by seeking concrete, social rewards, such as increasing
desire to affiliate with others (Maner et al., 2007; Park & Maner, 2009).
Alternatively, individuals can respond to threats with abstract, personal
defenses, such as showing increased zeal and commitment to goals and values
(McGregor et al., 2010) or with abstract, social defenses, such as increasing
identification with one’s group or group-related norms (Jonas et al., 2008).
Although there are some similarities between the GPM and the current

model, our model differs in a few key ways. First, whereas the GPM
focuses on threats in general, our model focuses specifically on social
evaluative threats and how the real, imagined, or potential experience of
being negatively evaluated by others – as a person, relational partner, or
group member – affects responses to such threat. Second, whereas the
GPM distinguishes between proximal versus distal defenses to threat, we
suggest that proximity might function as a situational moderator in
amplifying (or attenuating) perceptions of and coping responses to threat.
The GPM’s distinction between personal and social defenses dovetails with
our conceptualization of responses to threat at differing levels of self,
although our model also distinguishes between the relational and collective
levels, and suggests that threats to one level may overlap or spill over into
affecting other levels of the self simultaneously. In short, whereas the GPM
proposes a view of threat organized in terms of a desire to reduce dis-
crepancies and engagement in proximal versus distal defenses that vary in
personal or social sources, our model focuses on social evaluative threat in
particular and how individuals differ in their perceptions of and responses
to threat based on situational factors and variability in underlying expec-
tations and motivation to detect threat.

7.3 Current model versus taxonomy of threats
Expanding upon the GPM, Reiss, Leen‐Thomele, Klackl, and Jonas (2021)
proposed a taxonomy of threats that describes different origins of threat,
whether the threat is existential or situational in nature, what psychological
needs are thwarted when threats are encountered, and proximal and distal
defensive responses to threat. Going beyond these ideas, our model inte-
grates disparate literatures across individual, relational, and collective
aspects of the self as they pertain to social evaluative threat in particular.
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Furthermore, whereas Reiss’s taxonomy of threat focuses mainly on clas-
sifying different types of threats, our model also suggests key points of
intervention that involve changing or replacing the threatening cue in the
environment with cues of safety, altering perceptions of threat, and helping
people better cope with the threat.

7.4 Current model versus risk regulation model
At the relational level, theoretical models exist regarding people’s assess-
ment of threat versus safety in dyadic contexts. For example, Murray et al.
(2006) risk regulation model suggests that individuals strive to maximize
interpersonal closeness while also minimizing the chances of being rejected
by their partner. Perceptions of a partner’s positive regard enable indivi-
duals to risk seeking connection and interdependence with their partner.
That is, when individuals feel valued by their partner, they may be less
likely to perceive the threat of rejection when interacting with partners,
and feel more secure in seeking intimacy with their partner despite the risk
of rejection. Whereas this previous model focused on dyadic contexts, our
model encompasses perceptions of social evaluative threat at the individual,
relational, and collective levels of the self, and discusses ways to promote
social safety as an intervention at each level.

7.5 Current model versus multi-threat framework
At the collective level, Shapiro and Neuberg’s (2007) multi-threat frame-
work distinguishes between the target of threat and the source of threat in
terms of self versus other. Similar to how our model examines the self
across varying levels, these authors differentiate between how the self is
evaluated versus how one’s group is evaluated, with implications for
intervention. However, whereas the multi-threat framework focuses solely
on social identity threats, our model takes a broader view and examines
social evaluative threats more generally by incorporating the dyadic, rela-
tional context as an additional source of threat.
Other researchers have also proposed models of threat based on group

memberships, such as how targets of negative stereotypes or under-
represented groups respond to situational threats (Casad et al., 2019;
Murphy & Taylor, 2012; Murphy et al., 2007; Steele et al., 2002;
Trawalter, Richeson, & Shelton, 2009; Walton & Brady, 2017; Walton,
Murphy, & Ryan, 2015). Again, however, these models focus primarily on
specific group memberships, such as race or gender, whereas the current
model presents social identities as just one example of a set of broader
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expectations and motivations to detect threat that amplifies the experience
of social evaluative threat. From this perspective, interventions do not need
to focus solely on mitigating or reducing threat based on specific social
identities, but can occur at a broader level, by drawing upon findings from
other literatures. For instance, self-affirmation is often viewed as an
intrapersonal process, but has been shown to be effective in buffering
members of negatively stereotyped groups from social evaluative threats
(Walton, 2014). These and other findings suggest that interventions that
have been studied in one setting (e.g., self-esteem threat contexts) may be a
useful strategy to combat threat across multiple contexts involving different
levels of the self.

7.6 Current model versus coalitional safety model
At a collective level, Boyer and colleagues (2015) proposed a model in
which humans are presumed to possess an internal regulatory variable called
the coalitional safety index, which reflects mental representations of how
safe one feels in their coalitions and alliances within social environments.
When individuals detect low coalitional support, they activate precau-
tionary plans, such as avoiding certain people and places or being motivated
to help their ingroup to demonstrate commitment to their group. When
encountering outgroup members, such as rival coalitions, individuals
experience coalitional stress that manifests as group-level differences in
physical health and subjective well-being (Boyer, Firat, & van Leeuwen,
2015). Whereas Boyer’s model emphasizes perceptions of safety versus
threat in intergroup contexts, our model views social evaluative threat as
potentially involving multiple levels of the self, with the collective self
being just one of these levels.

7.7 Strengths of the current model
Extending beyond previous models of threat, one of the unifying strengths
of our model is to bring together disparate literatures that traditionally
examine single moderators for a single aspect of the self. By integrating
across individual, relational, and collective levels of the self, we suggest that
there are a common set of moderators that may amplify threat detection
and guide responses to threat. Some of these variables might be specific to a
certain level of the self, but some might transcend levels of the self, such as
psychological distance.
Furthermore, different levels of the self could have a compensatory

relationship with regard to experiences of social evaluative threat and ways
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of coping that have not been examined previously. Notably, our model
goes beyond existing models of threat by identifying instances where
moderators might interact with different levels of the self. For example, if a
threat cue is amplified for individuals with a stigmatized identity (group
level threat), their coping responses might differ depending on whether
they have high versus low self-esteem (an individual level variable). Other
models might miss this type of interaction across the levels of self in
explaining behavior as a result of threat. As another example, a person who
experiences a threat to their collective self might benefit from calling to mind
an aspect of themselves that is at the same level of threat (e.g., reminding
themselves of another group membership), but might also be protected from
threat – in similar or different ways – if they think about an aspect of the self
at another level, such as thinking about a secure attachment (relational self) or
their creativity (individual self).

8. Implications for intervention

The current model provides an integrative account of how indivi-
dual, relational, and collective levels of the self shape perceptions of social
evaluative threat in the environment. Given that the individual self is
flexible and can overlap with relational and collective identities, inter-
ventions typically studied at one level may be useful to change how people
perceive and respond to threat at other levels. Notably, our model provides
insights into understanding when, why, and how interventions may be
effective by: (a) changing cues in the environment to be less threatening;
(b) changing people’s perceptions of social evaluative threat cues; and
(c) helping people cope with the effects of threat. In addition, because there
is thought to be overlap between individual, relational, and collective levels
of the self, interventions at one level may serve to reduce the perception of
or impact of social evaluative threats at other levels of the self.

8.1 Intervention #1: Change cues in the environment
Based on our model, one way that social evaluative threat can be reduced is
to remove or replace threatening cues from the environment. Given that
the absence of a threat cue does not necessarily indicate the presence of a
safety cue, interventions need to add cues to the environment to convey
psychological safety as well. This process may be especially relevant at
relational and collective levels of the self.
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8.1.1 Relational level
Cues within close relationship contexts can signal psychological safety. For
example, Campbell, Lackenbauer, and Muise (2006) found that in short-
term romantic relationships, people with more negative self-perceptions
felt more positive affect after they received feedback (ostensibly from their
relationship partner) that was enhancing – in which their partner rated
them more favorably than they did themselves. In long-term relationships,
individuals with negative self-perceptions reported feeling closer and more
intimacy when they received verifying feedback – when their relationship
partner rated them similarly to how participants rated themselves. Such
findings suggest that receiving enhancing appraisals from partners can signal
acceptance and safety in the initial stages of relationship formation, while
receiving verifying appraisal cues from partners can lead to greater comfort
and security in long-term relationships, by suggesting that partners know
them in an honest and accurate way. However, other research suggests that
even within established marriages, people are happier in their relationships
when their partners see them in enhancing ways (Murray et al., 1996).
Studies also suggest that certain types of feedback from partners can

provide a safety cue that helps people with low self-esteem or attachment
anxiety feel more secure in their relationships. For example, Lemay and
Dudley (2011) found that individuals with romantic partners who had low
self-esteem or anxious attachment styles tended to exaggerate positive
thoughts and feelings toward these partners, conceal negative thoughts and
feelings, and go out of their way to demonstrate that they cared for their
needs. These efforts appeared effective in helping these partners with low
self-esteem and attachment anxiety feel more valued in their relationship,
despite their proclivities to feel insecure. Subsequent research demonstrated
a causal chain – i.e., perceiving partner insecurity in response to social
evaluative threats activated goals to reduce that insecurity, which increased
expression of positive regard for partners, which in turn, made partners feel
more satisfied and secure in the relationship, especially for partners with
chronic social evaluative concerns (Lemay & Ryan, 2018). In short,
interventions in which partners are encouraged to express positive regard to
each other may be useful in reducing social evaluative threat and rela-
tionship problems that arise from this threat, especially when the recipient
tends to expect social evaluative threat.
Interventions to counteract social evaluative threat can also occur

through online forms of communication. For example, the more people
use Facebook, the more likely they are to report jealousy in their romantic
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relationships (Muise, Christofides, & Desmarais, 2009); this may be because
Facebook presents ambiguous information about partners (e.g., unknown
past romantic or sexual partners) that may be perceived as threatening to
one’s relationship. Indeed, studies suggest that the more people engage in
passive (vs. active) usage of Facebook, the more they experience envy and
lower affective well-being (Verduyn et al., 2015). Thus, one way to pre-
vent exposure to social evaluative threat in relationships may be to remove
sources of potentially threatening cues (e.g., delete Facebook or use social
media less often) or add cues on social media that serve to bolster one’s
relationship. For example, displaying one’s partner status publicly or including
one’s partner in a profile picture on Facebook are associated with greater
relationship satisfaction for both men and women (Papp, Danielewicz, &
Cayemberg, 2012).

8.1.2 Collective level
At the collective level, gatekeepers and authority figures can remove cues
of threat in the environment to minimize the social evaluative component
of tasks. For example, compared to framing a task as highly evaluative and
diagnostic of one’s intellectual capabilities, presenting a task as non-diag-
nostic reduces performance gaps between men and women on math tests
(Spencer et al., 1999) and between Black and White students on standar-
dized tests (Steele & Aronson, 1995).
In addition to removing cues of threat, adding cues may be useful for

signaling a psychologically safe environment to members of certain groups.
Along these lines, students reported more positive impressions of the
instructor, increased sense of belonging, and had fewer absences
throughout the semester when college instructors emphasized inclusive
values and acceptance of diversity in a large social psychology course
(Howanksy, Maimon, & Sanchez, 2021). Introducing diversity-focused
recruitment materials (Brady, Kaiser, Major, & Kirby, 2015; Purdie-
Vaughns et al., 2008), adding diversity in numeric representation (Murphy
et al., 2007; Schmader & Sedikides, 2018), and inclusive messaging in
curricula (Brannon, Markus, & Taylor, 2015) also boost belonging and
performance among underrepresented group members. At times, however,
the same cues that signal safety to some group members may signal threat to
others. For example, White participants (but not racial minorities) were faster
to associate multiculturalism with exclusion versus inclusion, but this effect
was attenuated when diversity was framed as inclusive of all groups, including
European Americans (Plaut, Garnett, Buffardi, & Sanchez-Burks, 2011).
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The way in which instructors interact with students also serves as a
powerful cue that shapes students’ self-perceptions, motivation, and
behavior. As one example, Canning, Muenks, Green, and Murphy (2019)
found that while college students reported more negative experiences in
STEM courses taught by professors with a fixed mindset (i.e., the belief that
intelligence is innate and unchanging), students taught by professors who
conveyed a growth mindset (i.e., the belief that intelligence is malleable)
showed better academic-related outcomes, especially underrepresented
racial minority students. Similarly, Muenks et al. (2020) found that students
who watched a videoclip of a male STEM professor expressing a fixed
mindset reported less belonging and engagement in the course, whereas
those who saw a professor conveying a growth mindset showed greater
belonging and academic engagement.
Other studies demonstrate that feedback is an important situational cue

that can shape students’ self-perceptions, motivation, and behavioral
intentions. Along these lines, Park, Kondrak, Ward, and Streamer (2018)
found in a series of studies that women who received positive feedback on
a math test (i.e., their score plus the written comment “Good job!”) from a
perceived gatekeeper (i.e., a male vs. female authority figure in math) reported
higher self-efficacy, belonging, more favorable attitudes toward, identification
with, and interest in STEM, and showed greater implicit identification with
STEM than those who received objective feedback (i.e., their score only) on
the math test (Park et al., 2018).
These findings are not limited to the lab; a large intervention study

conducted among students taking introductory college calculus courses
found that students who received positive written feedback on their exam
from instructors (vs. objective feedback in which they only received their
exam score) showed better STEM-related outcomes (Park et al., in prep).
Specifically, students who received positive (vs. objective) feedback on
their math exam reported greater sense of belonging in math, which
predicted more favorable attitudes/identity/interest in STEM. Students
also reported higher self-efficacy in their math class, which predicted
earning higher final grades in their calculus course. These findings emerged
for all students, but especially for those from racially minoritized groups in
STEM (i.e., non-White, non-Asian students).
In another set of studies, college students reported higher self-efficacy

and belonging in a STEM lab and reported greater desire to join the lab and
recruit other students to join the lab when they imagined asking a question
and receiving a positive response from their instructor (i.e., being told
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“That’s a great question, I’m glad you brought that up!”) (Park, O’Brien,
Italiano, Panlilio, & Ward, under review). Women, in particular, bene-
fitted more from imagining receiving a positive (vs. negative or neutral)
instructor response. These findings emerged even when the positive
response was directed toward another student in the class, and regardless of
whether the response was given in a public or private setting. Together,
these findings suggest that positive instructor feedback can serve as a
relatively minimal psychological safety cue that bolsters students’ con-
fidence and inclusion in academic settings, especially for members of
underrepresented groups.
Exposing people to examples of successful ingroup members is another

way to signal psychological safety in an environment. For example, female
college students who were exposed to ingroup role models (i.e., female
professors teaching STEM courses; female peer mentors) expressed greater
confidence, belonging, and motivation to pursue STEM majors and
careers, compared to those who did not have a female role model or peer
mentor (Dennehy & Dasgupta, 2017; Stout, Dasgupta, Hunsinger, &
McManus, 2011). In another study, female college students assigned to
participate in small group engineering discussions felt less anxious and
participated more in the group task when they were in a female-majority
(vs. female-minority) group (Dasgupta et al., 2015). In sum, exposing
women and girls to role models in STEM – fields in which they are
underrepresented – increase belonging and interest in these domains
(Cheryan, Drury, & Vichayapai, 2012; Cheryan, Siy, Vichayapai, Drury, &
Kim, 2011; Johnson, Pietri, Fullilove, & Mowrer, 2019).
Even subtle, nonverbal cues of social evaluative threat can have a

negative impact on members of underrepresented groups. For example,
Word, Zanna, and Cooper (1974) found that compared to White
applicants, Black applicants who were interviewed for a hypothetical job
received less positive nonverbal signals from the White interviewer (e.g.,
less eye contact, less forward lean, more physical distance, shorter inter-
views). Black participants, in turn, reciprocated these behaviors in a self-
fulfilling prophecy. If negative expressions lead to poor outcomes, then
supportive expressions such as smiling, nodding, and leaning forward may
act as important safety cues that reduce social evaluative threat and
improve interactions with others.
Studies in organizational group settings also suggest that adding cues of

psychological safety can effectively signal acceptance and belonging, especially
for members of marginalized groups. For example, Chaney and Sanchez (2018)
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found that women and racial minorities who saw a hypothetical bath-
room sign that said “all-gender restroom” with a non-binary image rated
the organization as being more procedurally fair and fostering a more
positive work climate than those who saw a sign that said “restroom”
with a binary gender image. Other studies find that even subtle inclusion
of gender pronouns can signal identity-safety and improve organizational
attitudes among members of minoritized groups, such as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ+) employees (Johnson, Pietri,
Buck, & Daas, 2021).
Given that even subtle social cues suggesting that one could be eval-

uated negatively by others diminishes people’s engagement and perfor-
mance on tasks (Hall et al., 2015, 2019; Inzlicht & Schmader, 2011; Steele
et al., 2002; Walton & Spencer, 2009), interventions could seek to foster
positive interactions among individuals that convey cues of acceptance,
especially in environments that may trigger concerns about belonging and
inclusion with others (Chaney, Sanchez, & Remedios, 2016; Davies et al.,
2005; Hall et al., 2015; Hall, Schmader, Aday, Inness, & Croft, 2018;
Walton et al., 2015). Consistent with this idea, female engineers reported
less concerns about being evaluated negatively by others based on their
gender when they perceived the organization to have more gender-
inclusive policies, and this was due to expecting and having more positive
interactions with their male colleagues (Hall et al., 2018). On a broader
note, social cues that signal a desire to work together with others have been
shown to increase people’s intrinsic interest, enjoyment, and persistence on
challenging tasks (Carr & Walton, 2014).
Related to these ideas, allyship is another cue that may reduce per-

ceptions of social evaluative threat in the environment. For example,
women of color expected less gender and race-based discrimination when
they read a blog post ostensibly written by a White male engineering
professor who expressed gender-allyship (i.e., who wrote about sexism
faced by female politicians) (Chaney, Sanchez, & Remedios, 2020).
Similarly, Black women who saw a White female employee presented as an
ally (vs. a White female employee with no additional information) reported
greater perceived allyship, which predicted greater anticipated trust and
belonging within the organization (Johnson & Pietri, 2020). Together,
these findings reveal that adding positive social cues to an environment can
reduce experiences of social evaluative threat. Moreover, outgroup
members can play a crucial role in cueing safety and belonging for min-
oritized individuals in a given environment.
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Finally, it is noteworthy that even physical features of environments can
carry symbolic social meanings and should be considered when removing
or replacing cues of threat or adding cues of safety to an environment. For
example, one study found that students of color felt greater sense of
belonging, support from the university, and showed higher academic
engagement when they read about a future physical space on campus that
was welcoming to ethnic minority students in particular, versus being a
generic space for any students to use (Kirby, Tabak, Ilac, & Cheryan,
2020). As another example, including images of female scientists in wall art
can also increase perceptions of psychological safety by challenging ste-
reotypes about who belongs in STEM fields (Master, Cheryan, & Meltzoff,
2016). Overall, both physical and social environmental cues can convey
important information about safety versus threat and thus provide a critical
point of intervention to reduce perceptions of social evaluative threat.

8.2 Intervention #2: Change perceptions of threat in the
environment

Cues in the environment are not always amenable to being removed,
replaced, or altered, due to historic, legal, or sociocultural barriers. For
instance, the Board of Trustees at the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill only recently lifted a 16-year ban on renaming campus
buildings and monuments, many of which honored historic figures that
promoted segregation and White supremacy (Anderson, 2020). When
changing cues in the environment is difficult or unlikely, another key point
of intervention is to reframe people’s perceptions of the cue to be less
threatening, which may be informed by individual, relational, and col-
lective aspects of the self.

8.2.1 Individual level
At the individual level, self-affirmation is a useful strategy to buffer people
from social evaluative threat. Self-affirmation allows individuals to expand
their working self-concept via reminders of other self-attributes (Critcher &
Dunning, 2014; Steele, 1988), social identities (Rydell, McConnell, &
Beilock, 2009), and values (Miyake et al., 2010) that are important to the self.
Affirming the self reduces defensiveness, increases people’s receptiveness to
threatening information (Sherman & Cohen, 2006; Sherman, Nelson, &
Steele, 2000), and activates positive, other-directed feelings, such as love and
connection, which prompts individuals to transcend the self and self-esteem
concerns (Crocker, Niiya, & Mischkowski, 2008).
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Self-affirmation may also be a useful strategy in reducing people’s
reactivity to anticipated threats. For example, participants who were pre-
paring to take an exam were randomly assigned to a self-affirmation con-
dition or to a control condition. While those in the control condition
showed heightened epinephrine levels – an indicator of stress – from
baseline to the academic exam, those who self-affirmed did not differ in
their cumulative epinephrine levels across time. Findings were strongest
among those who were highly concerned about negative college evalua-
tion, suggesting that self-affirmation may be especially beneficial for those
who are psychologically vulnerable (Sherman, Bunyan, Creswell, &
Jaremka, 2009). Self-affirmation also reduces sensitivity to perceived threats
in romantic relationships. Individuals with low self-esteem typically doubt
their partner’s positive regard following negative feedback, which moti-
vates them to distance from their partners (Murray et al., 1998). However,
this tendency is attenuated when low self-esteem individuals are given the
opportunity to self-affirm (Jaremka, Bunyan, Collins, & Sherman, 2011).
Another way that individuals can change their perceptions of threat is to

adopt different construals of the situation. According to Construal Level
Theory (Trope & Liberman, 2010), people can construe an action in a
general, abstract way (i.e., high-level construal) or a concrete, specific way
(i.e., low-level construal). Several lines of research support the idea that
adopting a psychologically distant, high-level construal can both buffer and
change people’s perceptions of social evaluative threat. For example,
research on self-distancing suggests that individuals can either narrowly
recount the concrete details of an experience from a self-immersed per-
spective, or from a self-distanced perspective by taking a broadened view of
oneself and reconstruing experiences to make meaning and reduce emo-
tional distress (Kross & Ayduk, 2011; Kross, Ayduk, & Mischel, 2005).
Consistent with this idea, participants who recalled a depression experience
and then adopted a psychologically distanced (vs. immersed) perspective on
this experience showed greater re-construal of the event and in turn,
reported less depressed mood (Kross & Ayduk, 2008). Thus, how people
construe an event – as distant versus close – can alter the way they perceive
social evaluative threats in the environment.
Analyzing one’s own feelings from a self-distanced perspective not only

shapes people’s psychological reactions, but can impact them on a phy-
siological level, as well. Indeed, people who spontaneously engage in
self-distancing – or are instructed to reflect on their feelings from a self-
distanced perspective – show less cardiovascular reactivity and quicker
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recovery to baseline reactivity when analyzing their feelings, compared to those
who use a self-immersed perspective (Ayduk & Kross, 2008, 2010). Imagining
the distant future can also help to alleviate feelings of social pain after social
exclusion versus imagining the near future (Yanagisawa et al., 2011).
People’s construals of situations can also affect their future outcomes. As

Yeager et al. (2016, p. 375) noted, “By changing initial construals…psycho-
logical interventions can set in motion recursive processes that alter students’
achievement into the future.” Along these lines, Walton and Cohen (2011)
implemented a social-belonging intervention to reduce perceptions of
threat on a university campus by framing social adversity as common and
fleeting. Over the next three years, this brief intervention increased Black
students’ grade point average and reduced the minority achievement gap by
half. Importantly, this performance boost was mediated by subjective
construals, such that Black students in the intervention condition were
more likely to perceive social adversity as transient and viewed belonging as
something to be developed over time through effort, rather than being out
of one’s control.
Other researchers have emphasized the importance of intervening at the

level of people’s appraisals of the environment to increase the likelihood of
future positive outcomes (Cohen & Sherman, 2014; Walton, 2014; Yeager &
Walton, 2011). In one study, participants were told that arousal actually
improves performance, or were not told this information before taking a
standardized math test. Those who reappraised their arousal as beneficial to
their performance did better on the test both in the lab and one to three
months later in taking the actual GRE (Jamieson, Mendes, Blackstock, &
Schmader, 2010).
Mindset interventions also involve individuals reconstruing events or

situations to promote growth and development. Students who were
exposed to information endorsing a growth mindset of intelligence – the
belief that intelligence is malleable and can be improved and strengthened
with practice and effort – showed better academic outcomes than those
who adopted a fixed mindset – the belief that intelligence is static and
unchanging (Dweck & Yeager, 2019; Yeager et al., 2019). Growth
mindsets motivate students to pursue learning and to persist in spite of
setbacks and failures (Walton & Wilson, 2018); they show greater moti-
vation to learn when they construe their educational experiences as having
the potential to develop their abilities (Dweck, 1999, 2006), they feel safe
and connected to others (Cohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master, 2006; Stephens,
Hamedani, & Destin, 2014; Walton & Cohen, 2007), and perceive
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meaning and value from their efforts (Hulleman & Harackiewicz, 2009;
Yeager et al., 2014). Results of two recent meta-analyses found that the
average effect of growth mindset interventions is fairly small, but for at-risk
students, the average effect on academic achievement is moderate (Macnamara
& Burgoyne, 2022; Burnette et al., 2022; see commentary by Tipton et al.,
2022 for a discussion of heterogeneity and meta-analytic approaches).

8.2.2 Relational level
Interventions that focus on changing people’s construals of threat can be
found at the relational level, as well. For example, an affectionate touch
intervention buffered the effects of attachment anxiety on romantic jea-
lousy (Kim, Feeney, & Jakubiak, 2018). This intervention is likely to have
altered how anxiously attached individuals construed their partner’s
thoughts, feelings, and motivation, compensating for negative assumptions
that anxiously attached people usually make. Even receiving touch outside
of close relationships, such as receiving a handshake from a negotiation
partner, leads to greater expectations of cooperative intent, which increases
people’s tendency to act cooperatively with their partner to maximize joint
outcomes in deal-making tasks (Schroeder, Risen, Gino, & Norton, 2019).
As another example, research on sexual motivation finds that when

individuals focus on negative self-focused cues during sex with their partner,
such as feelings of distraction or boredom, they report lower relationship and
sexual satisfaction. On the other hand, individuals who are communally
motivated focus more on positive partner cues during sex, such as feelings of
closeness and feeling desired by their partner, which increases sexual and
relationship satisfaction (Impett, Muise, & Harasymchuk, 2019). In addition,
due to an assumed similarity (or “projection”) processes, those with high
communal motivation believe that others are communally motivated toward
them (Lemay et al., 2007), which likely serves as a source of psychological
safety. Such findings suggest that reconstruing actions, expectations, and
motives in relational contexts can diminish perceptions of threat and increase
perceptions of psychological safety.
Reconstruing conflict in relationships may also prevent declines in

relationship quality. For example, Finkel, Slotter, Luchies, Walton, and
Gross (2013) conducted a longitudinal study in which married couples
were assigned to write about a conflict with their partner from the psy-
chologically distanced perspective of a neutral third party who wanted the
best for all involved; individuals, in turn, felt less distressed and happier in
their marriage over time, compared to a control condition who did not
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receive this appraisal intervention. As another example, having a “destiny”
mindset in relationships – the fixed belief that romantic partners are either
meant for each other or not – predicts more negative reactions to rela-
tionship conflict and more avoidance coping in response to relationship
stressors. In contrast, having a growth mindset – the belief that successful
relationships require hard work, effort, and that problems can be overcome –
predicts less negative reactions to conflict and better relationship-maintaining
coping strategies (Knee, 1998; Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary, 2003). Thus, one
way to change perceptions of social evaluative threat in interpersonal con-
texts is to change people’s lay theories of relationships so that individuals
view conflicts as opportunities to learn and grow together as a couple, rather
than an indicator that their relationship is doomed.
In terms of self-esteem, Murray et al. (2005) found that people with low

self-esteem felt more secure in their partners’ positive regard and com-
mitment when they thought about their own strengths or the faults of their
partner. By construing themselves and their partners in these ways, low
self-esteem individuals were able to put their partners within psychological
reach and felt less inferior and threatened by doing so. Encouraging indi-
viduals to construe their romantic partner’s compliments abstractly
(i.e., reflecting on the meaning and significance of those compliments) also
led low self-esteem individuals to feel more positively about the compli-
ments, themselves, and their relationships, which persisted two weeks later
(Marigold, Holmes, & Ross, 2007).
Enacting prosocial behaviors may further serve as a social evaluative

threat intervention. People typically endorse lay theories that prosocial
behaviors will elicit positive evaluations from others (Lemay & Muir,
2016). Thus, those who enact prosocial behaviors tend to believe that they
are viewed as prosocial, and this positive meta-perception serves as a source
of confidence in their partner’s satisfaction, commitment, and positive
regard (Lemay & Muir, 2016; Lemay, 2014). People who believe they are
viewed as helpful and caring, for example, tend to believe they are valued
as relationship partners. Thus, interventions that promote prosocial beha-
vior may help to counter social evaluative threat not only for intended
recipients of the behavior, but also for those who enact the behavior, as it
can serve as a source of positive meta-perceptions.

8.2.3 Collective level
By reconstruing potentially stressful interracial interactions as opportunities
to learn and grow, individuals can reduce social evaluative threat concerns
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and reap the benefits of shifting their mindset. Applied to the group level,
individuals can reconstrue how they think about their ingroup versus
outgroup to improve intergroup perceptions and relations. For example,
both Black and White individuals often fear they will be rejected by the
outgroup during interracial interactions due to their group membership
(Shelton & Richeson, 2005; Vorauer et al., 2000; Vorauer, Main, &
O’Connell, 1998). White individuals may also be concerned that outgroup
members will evaluate them negatively, such as being prejudiced or close-
minded (Goff, Steele, & Davies, 2008; Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001), and
Black individuals may be concerned about whether they will be negatively
evaluated by White people during interracial interactions, such as being
negatively stereotyped or discriminated against based on their group
membership (Branscombe et al., 1999; Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002).
One way to alleviate concerns of rejection from the outgroup is to have

individuals think that a close friend of theirs feels positively toward and enjoys
interacting with members of the outgroup (Shelton & Richeson, 2005).
Other strategies include personalizing outgroup members so they are viewed
as individuals and recategorizing groups to reduce the boundaries between
ingroup and outgroup to create a superordinate, inclusive identity (Dovidio &
Gaertner, 1999; Hewstone, 1996; Pettigrew, 1998). This recategorization
process can foster communal interracial relationships, including care for
interracial friends and romantic partners’ welfare, as well as confidence in their
reciprocated care (Lemay & Ryan, 2021). Hence, recategorization may
provide a safety cue for both members of interracial relationships.
Along these lines, perspective-taking with outgroup members is

another way to shift people’s construals to merge the self with the out-
group, thereby increasing feelings of empathy and prosocial behavior
(Todd & Galinsky, 2014). Consistent with this idea, participants who
adopted the perspective of a Black target showed more positive automatic
racial evaluations and more approach-oriented nonverbal behaviors during
an interracial interaction than those who did not engage in perspective-
taking (Todd, Bodenhausen, Richeson, & Galinsky, 2011). Goff et al.
(2008) further found that White participants who were assigned to adopt a
learning goal (vs. no goal) during an interracial interaction felt that the
interaction was less evaluative and were buffered from the negative effects
of stereotype threat. Similarly, Green, Wout, and Murphy (2021) found
that Black individuals who adopted learning (vs. performance) goals
expected a more positive interaction with a White partner who had a
racially homogenous (vs. diverse) network of friends.
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8.3 Intervention #3: Increase perceived social support to cope
with threat

Finally, interventions can help people cope with the negative impacts of
threats by drawing upon social support – i.e., the perceived availability of
tangible or psychological resources from others that enhances one’s ability
to cope with negative, stressful events. Social support is one of the most
robust predictors of psychological and physical health outcomes, including
higher self-esteem (Harter, 2003), improved cardiovascular, endocrine, and
immune functioning (Cohen, 2004; Uchino, 2006, 2009; Uchino,
Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 1996), and lower mortality (House, Landis, &
Umberson, 1988).

8.3.1 Individual level
At an individual level, people may benefit from subjective perceptions of
having supportive relationships, regardless of whether one actually receives
specific acts of support from others (Uchino, 2009). Notably, social support
can vary in terms of visibility. Visible support is direct and observable by
recipients, whereas invisible support is indirect and not readily apparent or
interpreted as help by recipients. Research to date suggests that invisible
support, compared to visible or no support, is effective in reducing distress
from an anticipated stressor (Bolger & Amarel, 2007; Bolger, Zuckerman, &
Kessler, 2000; Zee & Bolger, 2019), in decreasing cardiovascular reactivity
(Kirsch & Lehman, 2015), and improving psychological outcomes, such as
feelings of vigor (Shrout, Herman, & Bolger, 2006).
Whereas visible support often undermines self-efficacy, especially in

individualistic cultures, invisible support may be beneficial because it
enhances people’s belief that they have the internal resources to cope with
the demands of the situation (Bolger & Amarel, 2007). Of relevance to the
current model, the benefits of invisible support usually emerge in situations
that involve evaluation, such as giving a speech (Bolger & Amarel, 2007),
studying for a high-stakes exam (Bolger et al., 2000), or identifying areas of
self-improvement (Howland & Simpson, 2010). It is noteworthy that most
of these previous studies focused on samples from individualistic cultures,
such as the U.S., which emphasize independence and validation of positive
internal attributes. In collectivistic cultures that value interdependence,
such as East Asian cultures, perceived emotional support is beneficial to
subjective well-being because it reinforces the connections that people
have with close others (Uchida, Kitayama, Mequita, Reyes, & Morling,
2008). However, it is also the case that Asians and Asian Americans may be
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more hesitant to directly ask for support from close others compared to
European Americans, because disclosing one’s distress may be viewed as
incurring relationship costs (Kim, Sherman, & Taylor, 2008; Taylor,
Sherman, Kim, et al., 2004).
Individuals are likely to vary in how much they benefit from different

types of support based on their expectations and motivations and at which
stage they seek support. For example, research on regulatory-mode theory –
how people approach situations to achieve goals – suggests that invisible
support may be more effective than visible support when participants have an
assessment orientation (i.e., when they are inclined to compare different goals
and analyze their options to attain certain standards). On the other hand,
when recipients have locomotion motivation (i.e., are motivated to take
action), visible support is more effective than invisible support (Zee, Cavallo,
Flores, Bolger, & Higgins, 2018).
Such findings suggest that individual differences in underlying motiva-

tions can influence when visible or invisible support may be most beneficial
for responding to social evaluative threats and facilitating goal-directed
behavior. The timing of support may also matter in determining whether
visible or invisible support is beneficial. For example, when people anticipate
a social evaluative threat in the environment, they may benefit from invisible
support, because receiving such support does not threaten their personal
competence or self-efficacy. However, once the threat has occurred, people
may benefit more from receiving visible support that helps them cope and
recover from the negative event (Zee & Bolger, 2019).

8.3.2 Relational level
At the relational level, support is often enacted by relationship partners or
another person who provides help or assistance in response to a specific
stressor or need (Zee & Bolger, 2019). In particular, relationship partners
can signal responsiveness – by directly expressing care, concern, and vali-
dation toward their partner – to help reduce social evaluative concerns
(Maisel & Gable, 2009). For example, being the recipient of high-quality
listening has been shown to reduce people’s feelings of loneliness after
disclosing past experiences of social rejection, by increasing feelings of
relatedness and autonomy (Itzchakov, Weinstein, Saluk, & Amar, 2022).
Along similar lines, when recipients perceive support in their relationship,
they report more positive mood, self-esteem, and feelings of closeness with
their partner (Collins & Feeney, 2004; Sullivan, Pasch, Johnson, &
Bradbury, 2010). Individuals who receive more nurturing, supportive help
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(vs. critical, invalidating responses) from their partner report greater relation-
ship quality and success at self-improvement efforts (Overall, Fletcher, &
Simpson, 2010). Even individuals with an avoidant attachment style report
higher autonomy and commitment to their personal goals after receiving
invisible support from their romantic partner during a dyadic discussion
(Girme, Overall, & Hammond, 2019).
Notably, whereas visible emotional support (i.e., support through

encouragement, reassurance) led recipients to perceive greater support
from their partners when discussing a personal goal that caused high
emotional distress, invisible support led to greater long-term personal goal
achievement (Girme, Overall, & Simpson, 2013). Such findings suggest
that visible support may be most beneficial when recipients want to feel
validated and cared for when feeling distressed in the short-term, while
invisible support may be effective when anticipating a threat or supporting
people’s goals over time. Other findings, however, suggest that perceptions
of support received from partners are associated with improvements over
six months in both personal well-being (i.e., affect, coping, self-efficacy)
and relationship quality (i.e., commitment, communal motivation, rela-
tionship satisfaction, positive regard for partners) (Lemay & Neal, 2014).
Other studies find that perceptions of partners’ support for personal and

relationship goals (suggesting visible support) are associated with more
positive and less negative affect in dating relationship over several weeks, as
well as greater accomplishment of goals over time (Brunstein,
Dangelmayer, & Schultheiss, 1996). Moreover, research on behavioral
affirmation in relationships suggests that people grow closer to their ideal
images of themselves when they perceive that their partners behave toward
them in ways that are consistent with those idealized images (Drigotas,
Rusbult, Wieselquist, & Whitton, 1999). Thus, even visible support for
goals may have benefits over time. In short, receiving support, whether
visible or invisible, may be beneficial to recipients when it is responsive to
their needs and thus, truly supportive (Maisel & Gable, 2009).

8.3.3 Collective level
At the collective level, social support can be conveyed by expressing
compassion, empathy, or prosocial behavior toward ingroup or outgroup
members. For example, individuals are inclined to provide support to
ingroup members – those with whom they share a common social iden-
tity– because doing so contributes to the interests of the collective self
(Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). Indeed, defining
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oneself in terms of the same social category as others facilitates the provision
and receipt of support via shared expectations of support, empathy, trust,
and communication (Haslam, Reicher, & Levine, 2012). Studies on
intergroup contact further suggest that when members of different groups
interact with one another, they report less intergroup anxiety (Page-Gould,
Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp, 2008; Paolini, Hewstone, Cairns, & Voci,
2004), more positive attitudes toward outgroups, and lower prejudice
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
Positive intergroup interactions can thus be viewed as a type of support

in which individuals from different groups feel valued and understood, thus
reducing their perceptions of social evaluative threat in the environment.
These interactions also provide opportunities for people to support the
welfare of outgroup members, which can also reduce threat. Along these
lines, past research suggests that communal motivation within interracial
relationships is associated with greater perceived similarity and recategor-
ization (i.e., viewing the self and partner as belonging to the same group)
over time (Lemay & Ryan, 2021).
Group members are especially likely to benefit from visible or invisible

support if they are members of disadvantaged groups. For example, indi-
viduals with marginalized or negatively stereotyped social identities may
experience day-to-day discrimination or “microaggressions” in which they
feel devalued or low belonging in an environment based on their group
membership (Sue et al., 2007). To cope with these social evaluative threats,
individuals can draw upon visible support, such as joining a support group,
using services offered by the community, or seeking advice from close
others, institutional authorities, or professionals (Sue et al., 2019). Sup-
portive groups that affirm one’s identity may help people maintain a
positive social identity even in the face of social evaluative threats (Ethier &
Deaux, 1994).
Individuals from marginalized groups can also benefit from receiving

visible support to overcome barriers or obstacles to their success. For
example, academic bridge and enrichment programs, mentoring, and
opportunities for positive interactions with faculty and students can provide
visible forms of support that contribute to higher science self-efficacy,
science identity, and commitment to a STEM career (Harper, 2010;
Museus & Liverman, 2010). Given that college is a time of transition and
uncertainty when students often doubt their abilities and group member-
ships (Tinto, 1993), creating academic and social support systems may be
especially important for underrepresented students who are navigating
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academic environments in which they experience heightened vulnerability
to social evaluative threats, such as in competitive STEM settings (Hurtado,
Newman, Tran, & Chang, 2010).
Visible support may serve two distinct functions in response to social

evaluative threat for members of certain groups. First, such support may
serve as a source of perceived safety in the environment, thereby reducing
the experience of social identity threat. Second, visible support may serve
to maintain psychological well-being in the face of social evaluative threat
by facilitating coping with the threat. For example, visible support may
help motivate individuals to continue pursuing important goals, despite an
impulse to cope with the threat by abandoning such goals. On the other
hand, invisible support, which may not explicitly provide a subjective sense
of safety, may primarily function to provide people with resources needed
to cope with threats to their social identity, for example.
Another way that marginalized or minoritized group members can

draw upon social support to cope with social evaluative threats is to derive
meaning and strength from their group differences. For example, Stephens
et al. (2014) conducted a brief intervention study in which first-generation
college students listened to senior college students share stories of how they
succeeded in their transition to college. For those assigned to the differ-
ence-education condition, the stories emphasized how students’ different
social class backgrounds could be viewed as strengths that helped them
navigate college and overcome difficulties and obstacles. In the control
condition, students also learned about obstacles and strategies for suc-
ceeding in college, but there was no mention of social class backgrounds.
Results showed that students in the difference-education condition reported

greater social fit, academic identification, pursued more campus resources, and
showed better academic outcomes than those in the control condition.
Moreover, highlighting the uniqueness of one’s social class background served as
a source of internalized support that benefited first-generation students two years
later: students who were exposed to the difference-education intervention and
later put in a social evaluative threat situation (i.e., giving a speech that would be
recorded and viewed by others) were more likely to mention their social class
background in the speech and showed higher anabolic-balance reactivity – an
indicator of physiological thriving – compared to first-generation students in the
control condition (Stephens, Townsend, Hamedani, Destin, & Manzo, 2015).
In sum, drawing upon social support – whether it be visible or invisible or mere
reminders of one’s connection to others or an ingroup – may help people cope
with social evaluative threats when they occur.
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9. Future research directions
9.1 Social evaluative threat versus other types of threat

The current model generates several paths for future research. First,
building upon prior work examining physiological reactions (Dickerson &
Kemeny, 2004), researchers could investigate whether cues of social eva-
luative threat differ from other types of threat in predicting particular
patterns of physiological reactivity, cognitive appraisals, and emotional
reactions indicating perceptions of threat. Do these reactions differ reliably
from experiencing other types of threat, such as threats to certainty,
meaning, or mortality? And do reactions to types of threat differ as a
function of whether the threat occurs at the level of the individual, rela-
tional, or collective self? It remains to be seen whether threats that do not
directly implicate the self (e.g., threats to meaning, certainty) lead to the
same reactions as threats involving the self.
On a related note, researchers could examine connections between cues

of physical threat and social evaluative threat. According to MacDonald
and Leary (2005), the social and physical pain systems evolved such that
social exclusion and rejection lead to similar cognitive, affective, and
behavioral responses as physical pain. Thus, perhaps even cues of physical
pain or threat might activate social evaluative threat and vice-versa, with
implications for intervention. For instance, DeWall et al. (2010) found that
acetaminophen, a medication often used to reduce physical pain, reduced
people’s neural and behavioral responses related to the pain of social
rejection. Such findings are consistent with the idea that overlap exists in
the neurobiological systems underlying both physical pain and social pain
(Eisenberger, Lieberman, & Williams, 2003). Thus, interventions that
improve physical pain tolerance may potentially be useful for mitigating
responses to social evaluative threat.

9.2 Testing moderators of threat perception
Another direction for future research is to empirically test whether situa-
tional factors amplify perceptions of and reactions to threat at the indivi-
dual, relational, and collective level. For example, although prior research
has demonstrated that people generally react more strongly to events that
are construed as spatially and temporally closer, the role of these construals
in moderating responses to individual, relational, and collective social
evaluative threats has not been systematically examined.
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Researchers could also investigate whether perceptions of threat differ
as a function of a broader set of individual differences in expectations and
motivations to detect threat. For example, whereas past studies often
focused on either self-esteem, attachment styles, rejection sensitivity, or
controlled for these variables in analyses, future studies could assess multiple
constructs within a single study to see whether they lead to the same or
different responses to threat. If these constructs lead to similar outcomes,
such findings would suggest that expectations and motivations to detect
threat, broadly speaking, shape responses to threat and pose a vulnerability
for individuals who possess a certain prototype, rather than being limited to
a specific individual difference variable.
Alternatively, new measures could be developed to assess the expec-

tations and motivations that, we expect, underlie the moderating effects of
these various constructs. These measures could then be used to test the
possibility that these constructs moderate the effects of social evaluative
threats through a similar pathway. Relatedly, future research could also test
whether contingencies of self-worth have moderating effects on responses
to threat because of these expectations and motivations to detect threat, or
whether they reflect yet a third moderating dimension, perhaps reflecting
psychological investment in the social evaluation.

9.3 Culture and social evaluative threat
Future research could also examine moderators beyond the ones discussed
in the current model, such as the role of cultural factors and life changes in
responding to social evaluative threats. For example, people in individua-
listic cultures, such as the U.S. and Western Europe, prioritize being
independent, unique, and separate from others; they behave in reference to
their internal thoughts, feelings, and actions, and are motivated by self-
enhancement (Kim & Markus, 1999; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). For these
individuals, social evaluative cues that involve threats to self-efficacy or
competence may be especially threatening to their self-esteem.
People in collectivistic cultures, such as East Asia, prioritize inter-

dependence, fitting in, accommodating to others’ needs, and maintaining
harmonious relationships with others. For these individuals, social eva-
luative cues that involve real or imagined threats to relational or group
harmony and inclusion may be especially potent. Indeed, research suggests
that Asian American (AA) college students report higher level of social
anxiety symptoms than European American (EA) students (Okazaki, 1997).
Compared to EA students, AAs report more socialization experiences
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involving shame in which their parents used love withdrawal and guilt to
increase compliance; accordingly, AAs show heightened concerns about
losing face in social interactions and are motivated to detect and prevent
negative attention from others (Lau, Fung, Wang, & Kang, 2009).
In other contexts, however, people in collectivistic cultures may be less

reactive to social evaluative threats. Compared to collectivistic cultures,
individualistic cultures such as the U.S. tend to be more relationally mobile –
people have ample opportunity and freedom to form new relationships and
sever existing ties. In such cultures, people may be more concerned about
acquiring and retaining desirable relationship partners, whereas inhabitants of
cultures with low relational mobility focus more on maintaining inter-
personal harmony (Kito, Yuki, & Thomson, 2017). Due to an elevated risk
of interpersonal rejection (partners could easily leave them), individuals living
in relationally mobile cultures may be more concerned with social evaluative
threat, while those living in less mobile cultures may be concerned with
social evaluative threat because of their implications for relationship quality.

9.4 Developmental perspectives
From a lifespan perspective, socioemotional selectivity theory suggests that
as people grow older, they recognize that time is running out and adjust
their goals and priorities to prioritize positive over negative social infor-
mation, recover more quickly from threats, and engage in effective coping
strategies (Carstensen, Isaacowitz, & Charles, 1999). At an attentional level,
older adults show a bias toward noticing and remembering positive
(vs. negative) social information in the environment (Mather & Carstensen,
2005). Older adults selectively reduce their social networks to focus more
of their time and energy with emotionally close partners and derive satis-
faction and meaning in life from their close relationships (Carstensen et al.,
1999). Linking these ideas to the present model, older adults may be less
likely to notice or be affected by negative social evaluative threat cues,
especially if such cues do not involve emotionally close others.
Research also suggests that older adults show a faster return to

positive emotional states following negative mood states (Carstensen,
Pasupathi, Mayr, & Nesselroade, 2000). For example, older, married
couples show less physiological reactivity when discussing a relationship
conflict than middle-aged couples (Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman,
1994) and show less anger, disgust, and more affection toward their
partner (Carstensen, Gottman, & Levenson, 1995) even after accounting
for the severity of the relationship conflict. In fact, across many
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contexts, older adults exhibit greater distancing and positive reappraisal
strategies to cope with stressors than younger people (Folkman, Lazarus,
Pimley, & Novacek, 1987).
On the other hand, early to middle adolescence is characterized by

heightened awareness of one’s subjective status relative to others and
increased sensitivity to social evaluative cues (Somerville, 2013; Steinberg
& Morris, 2001). Compared to children, adolescents show elevated levels
of cortisol in laboratory-based social stressor tasks (Stroud et al., 2009), and
after experiencing negative social feedback in a virtual ball-toss paradigm,
adolescents report greater drops in mood and increased anxiety compared
to adults (Sebastian, Viding, Williams, & Blakemore, 2010). Other research
suggests that major life transitions, such as beginning college, may increase
vulnerability to social evaluative threats due to increasing uncertainty about
one’s belonging and self-efficacy within that environment (Walton &
Cohen, 2011). Thus, in addition to the moderators proposed in our model,
developmental life stages or the experience of life transitions may be areas
ripe for future study, to examine how people’s attentiveness to social
evaluative threat cues and their internal and behavioral coping responses to
threat might differ.

9.5 Confined versus diffuse social-evaluative threats
Finally, future research could examine whether responses to social eva-
luative threats depend on whether those threats are confined to a specific
level of self-definition or relevant to multiple levels. The more selves that
are threatened, the more intense people’s reactions to threat may be. For
example, receiving failure feedback may threaten one’s individual self;
however, if one were to receive failure feedback that not only implicated
their personal self but also, their relationship or group to which they
belonged, this may exacerbate responses to threat. Consistent with this
idea, research on double jeopardy suggests that individuals with dual-
identities are especially vulnerable to experiencing threat based on their
multiple group memberships. For example, women of color expect to be
discriminated against based on their race and gender from a single cue of
racial prejudice or sexism (Chaney et al., 2020). In one study, Black
women, who possess two subordinate social identities (i.e., not being
White, not being male) were evaluated more negatively when they per-
formed poorly, such as making mistakes in an organizational setting,
because being Black and being a woman are inconsistent with perceptions
of leader typicality (Rosette & Livingston, 2012). Other studies find that
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minority women experience more sexual harassment and ethnic harassment
than majority men, minority men, and majority women (Berdahl &
Moore, 2006).
While past work often focused on multiple group memberships, our

model encourages researchers to consider the influence of the self across
multiple levels of the self. For example, researchers could simultaneously
assess aspects of the individual, relational, and collective self – such as self-
esteem, contingencies of self-worth, attachment styles, and group identi-
fication or membership – to test for moderation of the effects of social
evaluative threat on the outcomes of interest. Researchers could also design
their manipulation or materials to examine commonalities and differences
across these varying levels of self. For instance, if students were to receive
negative feedback on a test, their responses to this social evaluative threat
might depend upon whether the environment activates their individual self
(e.g., receiving negative feedback via a computer program indicating low
ability on the task), relational self (e.g., receiving negative feedback from
the experimenter conveying that they did poorly on the task), or collective
self (e.g., receiving negative feedback from the experimenter in the context
of having one’s group membership made salient).
Furthermore, in some cases, due to individual differences in the cog-

nitive organization of self-relevant information, cues that seem confined to
a single level of self-definition may evoke threats to multiple levels. The
associations between self-representations in memory, including associations
that traverse personal, collective, and relational levels (Reid & Deaux,
1996), may serve as conduits that allow a single event to threaten (or
support) multiple levels of self-definition. Individual differences in these
associations may serve as the basis for corresponding differences in threat
responses. For instance, receiving criticism about one’s appearance may
exhibit a relatively muted threat response when appearance is relatively
isolated in one’s cognitive self-system (i.e., is not strongly relevant to, or
associated with, other self-views). However, for those who believe that
their value to their relationship partners and group members is based on
their physical attractiveness, the same criticism may reverberate through the
self-system, possibly causing a much stronger threat response because the
feedback also incites relational and collective concerns.
By the same token, these associations may provide opportunities for

interventions to improve psychological safety across multiples levels of self-
definition. For instance, positive feedback regarding appearance may
improve one’s security in relationships and groups. Alternatively, these
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associations may serve as targets for intervention to reduce people’s vul-
nerability to threats. As an example, an intervention might help people
develop less contingent perceptions of interpersonal acceptance, thereby
reducing the extent to which individual-level threats can spread to rela-
tional and collective levels.

10. Conclusion

The goal of this chapter was to provide an integrative account of the
self, social evaluative threat, indicators of threat, and coping responses to
threat (see Table 1 and Fig. 1). By reviewing the literature in these areas,
including our own research programs, our model offers a conceptual fra-
mework to elucidate how threat operates in social evaluative contexts at
different levels of analysis, while also accounting for commonalities in
experiences and responses to threat. By distilling threat into its essential

Table 1 Principles and assumptions underlying conceptual model of social evaluative
threat.
Principles Underlying assumptions

(1) Cues that elicit social evaluative
threat may call into question one’s
worth as an individual, a relationship
partner, and/or a member of a
particular group.

A given threat cue may be relevant
to one or more overlapping aspects
of the self.

(2) A common set of physiological,
affective, and cognitive reactions
serve as indicators of social evaluative
threat.

Indicators of threat are observed and
can co-occur at the individual,
dyadic, and group levels.

(3) People cope with perceived social
evaluative threat by responding with
either approach or avoidance
motivation.

Approach and avoidance tendencies
may manifest as individual
appraisals, relational behavior, and
in response to group membership.

(4) Perceptions of threat and responses
to threat may be heightened or
constrained by situational features
and differences in expectations and
motivations.

Individual differences in
expectations and motivations to
respond to threat are based on
perceived personal, relational, or
group-based resources and prior
experiences.
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elements, our model both broadens and deepens understanding of how the
self operates at multiple levels, with implications for studying the impact of
interventions to reduce threat across these levels. Finally, our model opens
the door to new research questions regarding distinctions between different
types of threat, studying key moderators of threat across individual, rela-
tional, and group contexts, and considering cultural and developmental
influences in how people perceive and respond to social evaluative threats
over the lifespan and throughout the world.

References
Ahlqvist, S., London, B., & Rosenthal, L. (2013). Unstable identity compatibility.

Psychological Science, 24(9), 1644–1652. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613476048
Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of attachment: A

psychological study of the strange situation. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 〈https://doi.org/10.
4324/9781315802428〉.

Allport, A. (1989). Visual attention. In M. I. Posner (Ed.). Foundations of cognitive science (pp.
631–682). The MIT Press.

Ambady, N., & Rosenthal, R. (1992). Thin slices of expressive behavior as predictors of
interpersonal consequences: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 256–274.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.111.2.256

Amodio, D. M. (2009). Intergroup anxiety effects on the control of racial stereotypes: A
psychoneuroendocrine analysis. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(1), 60–67.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009

Amodio, D. M., Harmon-Jones, E., & Devine, P. G. (2003). Individual differences in the
activation and control of affective race bias as assessed by startle eyeblink responses and
self-report. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(4), 738–753. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.84.4.738

Anderson, G. (2020). Campuses reckon with racist past. Inside Higher Ed. 〈https://www.
insidehighered.com/news/2020/07/06/campuses-remove-monuments-and-building-
names-legacies-racism〉.

Anthony, D. B., Wood, J. V., & Holmes, J. G. (2007). Testing sociometer theory: Self-
esteem and the importance of acceptance for social decision-making. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3), 425–432. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.
03.002

Ayduk, O., Downey, G., Testa, A., Yen, Y., & Shoda, Y. (1999). Does rejection elicit
hostility in rejection sensitive women? Social Cognition, 17(2), 245–271.

Ayduk, O., & Kross, E. (2008). Enhancing the pace of recovery: Self-distanced analysis of
negative experiences reduces blood pressure reactivity. Psychological Science, 19, 229–231.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02073.x

Ayduk, O., & Kross, E. (2010). From a distance: Implications of spontaneous self-distancing
for adaptive self-reflection. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98, 809–829.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019205

Balcetis, E., & Cole, S. (2013). On misers, managers, and monsters: The social cognition
of visual perception. In D. E. Carlston (Ed.). The Oxford handbook of social cognition
(pp. 329–351). Oxford University Press.

Baldwin, M. W., & Sinclair, L. (1996). Self-esteem and “if…then” contingencies of
interpersonal acceptance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(6), 1130–1141.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1130

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 61

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613476048
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315802428
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315802428
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.111.2.256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.738
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/07/06/campuses-remove-monuments-and-building-names-legacies-racism
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/07/06/campuses-remove-monuments-and-building-names-legacies-racism
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/07/06/campuses-remove-monuments-and-building-names-legacies-racism
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.03.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02073.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref12
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1130


Bargh, J. A. (1999). The cognitive monster: The case against the controllability of automatic
stereotype effects. In S. Chaiken, & Y. Trope (Eds.). Dual-process theories in social psy-
chology (pp. 361–382). New York: Guilford Press.

Baumeister, R. F. (1993). Understanding the inner nature of low self-esteem: Uncertain, fragile,
protective, and conflicted. In R. F. Baumeister (Ed.). Self-esteem: The plenum series in social/
clinical psychologyBoston, MA: Springer 〈https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_11〉.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal
attachments as a fundamental of human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3),
497–529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Finkenauer, C., & Vohs, K. D. (2001). Bad is stronger
than good. Review of General Psychology, 5(4), 323–370. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-
2680.5.4.323

Baumgardner, A. H. (1990). To know oneself is to like oneself: Self-certainty and self-
affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(6), 1062–1072. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.58.6.1062

Berdahl, J. L., & Moore, C. (2006). Workplace harassment: Double jeopardy for minority women.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(2), 426–436. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426

Blaine, B., & Crocker, J. (1993). Self-esteem and self-serving biases in reactions to positive
and negative events: An integrative review. In R. F. Baumeister (Ed.). Self-esteem. The
Plenum Series In Social/Clinical PsychologyBoston, MA: Springer 〈https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_4〉,.

Blascovich, J. (2008). Challenge, threat, and health. In J. Y. Shah, & W. L. Gardner (Eds.).
Handbook of motivation science (pp. 481–493). The Guilford Press.

Blascovich, J., & Mendes, W. B. (2000). Challenge and threat appraisals: The role of
affective cues. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.). Feeling and thinking: The role of affect in social cognition
(pp. 59–82). Cambridge University Press.

Blascovich, J., & Tomaka, J. (1996). The biopsychosocial model of arousal regulation.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 28, 1–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60235-X

Blascovich, J., Mendes, W. B., Hunter, S. B., Lickel, B., & Kowai-Bell, N. (2001).
Perceiver threat in social interactions with stigmatized others. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 80(2), 253–267. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.2.253

Blascovich, J., Spencer, S. J., Quinn, D., & Steele, C. (2001). African Americans and high
blood pressure: The role of stereotype threat. Psychological Science, 12(3), 225–229.
https://doi.org/10.1111/2F1467-9280.00340

Bolger, N., & Amarel, D. (2007). Effects of social support visibility on adjustment to stress:
Experimental evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(3), 458–475.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.458

Bolger, N., Zuckerman, A., & Kessler, R. C. (2000). Invisible support and adjustment to
stress. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(6), 953–961. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.79.6.953

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Separation, anxiety and anger. New York: Basic Books.
Boyer, P., Firat, R., & van Leeuwen, F. (2015). Safety, threat, and stress in intergroup
relations: A coalitional index model. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10(4), 434–450.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615583133

Brady, L. M., Kaiser, C. R., Major, B., & Kirby, T. A. (2015). It’s fair for us: Diversity
structures cause women to legitimize discrimination. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 57, 100–110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.010

Brannon, T. N., Markus, H. R., & Taylor, V. J. (2015). “Two souls, two thoughts,” two
self-schemas: Double consciousness can have positive academic consequences for African
Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 108(4), 586. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0963721418806506

62 Lora E. Park et al.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_11
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1062
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1062
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8956-9_4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref22
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.2.253
https://doi.org/10.1111/2F1467-9280.00340
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.458
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.6.953
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref28
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615583133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418806506
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418806506


Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive dis-
crimination among African Americans: Implications for group identification and well-
being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(1), 135–149. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.77.1.135

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report measurement of adult
attachment: An integrative overview. In J. A. Simpson, & W. S. Rholes (Eds.).
Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 46–76). The Guilford Press.

Brewer, M. (1997). On the social origins of human nature. In C. McGarty, & S. A. Haslam
(Eds.). The message of social psychology (pp. 54–62). Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell.

Brewer, M. (1999). The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love or outgroup hate? Journal of
Social Issues, 55(3), 429–444. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “we”? Levels of collective identity and
self- representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 83–93. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83

Broadbent, D. E. (1977). The hidden preattentive processes. American Psychologist, 32(2),
109–118. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.32.2.109

Brockner, J., Derr, W. R., & Laing, W. N. (1987). Self-esteem and reactions to negative
feedback: Toward greater generalizability. Journal of Research in Personality, 21(3),
318–333. https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(87)90014-6

Browman, A. S., & Destin, M. (2016). The effects of a warm or chilly climate toward
socioeconomic diversity on academic motivation and self-concept. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 42(2), 172–187. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215619379

Brown, J. D., & Dutton, K. A. (1995). The thrill of victory, the complexity of defeat: Self-
esteem and people’s emotional reactions to success and failure. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 68(4), 712–722. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.712

Brown, J. D., Collins, R. L., & Schmidt, G. W. (1988). Self-esteem and direct versus
indirect forms of self-enhancement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55,
445–453. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.55.3.445

Brown, R. P., & Pinel, E. C. (2003). Stigma on my mind: Individual differences in the
experience of stereotype threat. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 39(6), 626–633.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00039-8

Bruner, J. S., & Goodman, C. C. (1947). Value and need as organizing factors in per-
ception. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 42(1), 33–44. https://doi.org/10.
1037/h0058484

Bruner, J. S., & Minturn, A. L. (1955). Perceptual identification and perceptual organization.
Journal of General Psychology, 53, 21–28. 〈https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.1955.9710133〉.

Brunstein, J. C., Dangelmayer, G., & Schultheiss, O. C. (1996). Personal goals and social
support in close relationships: Effects on relationship mood and marital satisfaction.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(5), 1006–1019. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.71.5.1006

Cameron, J. J., Stinson, D. A., Gaetz, R., & Balchen, S. (2010). Acceptance is in the eye of the
beholder: Self-esteem and motivated perceptions of acceptance from the opposite sex. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 99(3), 513. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018558

Campbell, J. D., & Lavallee, L. F. (1993). Who am I? The role of self-concept confusion in
understanding the behavior of people with low self-esteem. Self-esteem. Boston, MA:
Springer3–20.

Campbell, J. D., & Tesser, A. (1985). Self-evaluation maintenance processes in relationships.
In S. Duck, & D. Perlman (Eds.). Understanding personal relationships: An inter-disciplinary
approach (pp. 107–135). Sage Publications, Inc.

Campbell, J. D., Chew, B., & Scratchley, L. S. (1991). Cognitive and emotional reactions to
daily events: The effects of self-esteem and self-complexity. Journal of Personality, 59(3),
473–505. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1991.tb00257.x

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 63

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref34
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.32.2.109
https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(87)90014-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215619379
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.4.712
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.55.3.445
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00039-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058484
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0058484
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.1955.9710133
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.5.1006
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.5.1006
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018558
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref48
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1991.tb00257.x


Campbell, L., Lackenbauer, S. D., & Muise, A. (2006). When is being known or adored by
romantic partners most beneficial? Self-perceptions, relationship length, and responses to
partner’s verifying and enhancing ppraisals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
32(10), 1283–1294. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206290383

Campbell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry, J., & Kashy, D. A. (2005). Perceptions of conflict and
support in romantic relationships: The role of attachment anxiety. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(3), 510–531.

Canning, E. A., LaCosse, J., Kroeper, K. M., & Murphy, M. C. (2020). Feeling like an
impostor: The effect of perceived classroom competition on the daily psychological
experiences of first-generation college students. Social Psychological and Personality Science,
11(5), 67–657. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619882032

Canning, E. A., Muenks, K., Green, D. J., & Murphy, M. C. (2019). STEM faculty who
believe ability is fixed have larger racial achievement gaps and inspire less student motivation
in their classes. Science Advances, 5(2), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aau4734

Cannon, W. B. (1915). Bodily changes in pain, hunger, fear, and rage. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts.

Carr, P. B., &Walton, G. M. (2014). Cues of working together fuel intrinsic motivation. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 53, 169–184. 〈https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.03.015〉.

Carstensen, L. L., Gottman, J. M., & Levenson, R. W. (1995). Emotional behavior in long-
term marriage. Psychology and Aging, 10(1), 140–149. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.10.1.140

Carstensen, L. L., Isaacowitz, D. M., & Charles, S. T. (1999). Taking time seriously: A
theory of socioemotional selectivity. American Psychologist, 54(3), 165–181. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165

Carstensen, L. L., Pasupathi, M., Mayr, U., & Nesselroade, J. R. (2000). Emotional
experience in everyday life across the adult life span. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 79(4), 644–655. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.4.644

Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Weintraub, J. K. (1989). Assessing coping strategies: A
theoretically based approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(2), 267–283.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.56.2.267

Casad, B. J., Petzel, Z. W., & Ingalls, E. A. (2019). A model of threatening academic
environments predicts women STEM majors’ self-esteem and engagement in STEM.
Sex Roles, 80(7), 469–488. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0942-4

Chaney, K. E., Sanchez, D. T., & Remedios, J. D. (2020). Dual cues: Women of color
anticipate both gender and racial bias in the face of a single identity cue.Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 24(7), 1095–1113. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220942844

Chaney, K. E., & Sanchez, D. T. (2018). The endurance of interpersonal confrontations as a
prejudice reduction strategy. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(3), 418–429.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741344

Chaney, K. E., Sanchez, D. T., & Remedios, J. D. (2016). Organizational identity safety
cue transfers. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(11), 1564–1576. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167216665096

Chen, S., Boucher, H. C., Tapias, M. P., Chen, S., Boucher, H. C., & Tapias, M. P.
(2006). The relational self revealed: Integrative conceptualization and implications for
interpersonal life. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 151–179. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.132.2.151

Cheryan, S., Drury, B. J., & Vichayapai, M. (2012). Enduring influence of stereotypical
computer science role models on women’s academic aspirations. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 37(1), 72–79. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312459328

Cheryan, S., Master, A., & Meltzoff, A. N. (2015). Cultural stereotypes as gatekeepers:
Increasing girls’ interest in computer science and engineering by diversifying stereotypes.
Frontiers in Psychology, 6(49), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00049

64 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206290383
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref51
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619882032
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aau4734
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.10.1.140
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.10.1.140
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.3.165
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.4.644
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.56.2.267
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0942-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220942844
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741344
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216665096
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216665096
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.151
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.151
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312459328
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00049


Cheryan, S., Meltzoff, A. N., & Kim, S. (2011). Classrooms matter: The design of virtual
classrooms influences gender disparities in computer science classes. Computers &
Education, 57(2), 1825–1835. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.02.004

Cheryan, S., Siy, J. O., Vichayapai, M., Drury, B. J., & Kim, S. (2011). Do female and male
role models who embody STEM stereotypes hinder women’s anticipated success in
STEM? Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2(6), 656–664. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1948550611405218

Cheryan, S., Plaut, V. C., Davies, P. G., & Steele, C. M. (2009). Ambient belonging: how
stereotypical cues impact gender participation in computer science. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 97(6), 1045–1060. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016239

Cohen, S. (2004). Social relationships and health. American Psychologist, 59, 676–684.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.8.676

Cohen, G. L., Garcia, J., Apfel, N., & Master, A. (2006). Reducing the racial achievement
gap: A social-psychological intervention. Science (New York, N. Y.), 313(5791),
1307–1310. 〈https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128317〉.

Cohen, G. L., & Sherman, D. K. (2014). The psychology of change: Self-affirmation and
social psychological intervention. Annual Review of Psychology, 65, 333–371. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137

Cole, S., & Balcetis, E. (2021). Motivated perception for self-regulation: How visual
experience serves and is served by goals. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 64,
129–186.

Cole, S., Balcetis, E., & Dunning, D. (2013). Affective signals of threat increase perceived
proximity. Psychological Science, 24(1), 34–40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612446953

Collins, N. L. (1996). Working models of attachment: Implications for explanation,
emotion, and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(4), 810–832.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.71.4.810

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2004). Working models of attachment shape perceptions of
social support: Evidence from experimental and observational studies. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 87(3), 363–383. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
87.3.363

Collins, N. L., Ford, M. B., Guichard, A. C., & Allard, L. M. (2006). Working models of
attachment and attribution processes in intimate relationships. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 32(2), 201–219. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205280907

Conger, R., Conger, K., Elder, G. H. Jr., Lorenz, F. O., Simons, R., & Whitbeck, L.
(1992). A family process model of economic hardship and adjustment of early adolescent
boys. Child Development, 63, 526–541. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.
tb01644.x

Conger, R., Lorenz, F., Elder, G. H., Jr., Simons, R., & Ge, X. (1993). Husband and wife
differences in response to undesirable life events. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 34,
71–88.

Cook, W. L., & Kenny, D. A. (2005). The actor–partner interdependence model: A model
of bidirectional effects in developmental studies. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 29(2), 101–109. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000405

Craig, M. A., & Richeson, J. A. (2012). Coalition or derogation? How perceived dis-
crimination influences intraminority intergroup relations. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 102, 759–777. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026481

Craig, M. A., & Richeson, J. A. (2014). Discrimination divides across identity dimensions:
Perceived racism reduces support for gay rights and increases anti-gay bias. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 55, 169–174. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.008

Critcher, C. R., & Dunning, D. (2014). Self-affirmations provide a broader perspective on
self-threat. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(1), 3–18. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0146167214554956

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 65

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611405218
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550611405218
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016239
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.8.676
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128317
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref73
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612446953
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.71.4.810
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.363
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.363
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205280907
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01644.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1992.tb01644.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref79
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250444000405
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214554956
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214554956


Crocker, J., & Major, B. (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The self-protective prop-
erties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96(4), 608–630. 〈https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
295X.96.4.608〉.

Crocker, J., & Park, L. E. (2004). The costly pursuit of self-esteem. Psychological Bulletin,
130(3), 392–414. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.3.392

Crocker, J., & Park, L. E. (2012). Contingencies of self-worth. In M. Leary, & J. Tangney
(Eds.). Handbook of self and identity(2nd ed.). New York: Guilford Press.

Crocker, J., & Wolfe, C. T. (2001). Contingencies of self-worth. Psychological Review,
108(3), 593–623. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593

Crocker, J., Karpinski, A., Quinn, D. M., & Chase, S. K. (2003). When grades determine
self-worth: Consequences of contingent self-worth for male and female engineering and
psychology majors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(3), 507–516. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.507

Crocker, J., Luhtanen, R. K., & Sommers, S. R. (2004). Contingencies of self-worth:
Progress and prospects. European Review of Social Psychology, 15(1), 133–181. 〈https://
doi.org/10.1080/10463280440000017〉.

Crocker, J., Major, B., & Steele, C. (1998). Social stigma. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, &
G. Lindzey (Vol. Eds.), (4th ed.). The handbook of social psychology: 2. Boston, MA:
McGraw-Hill.

Crocker, J., Niiya, Y., & Mischkowski, D. (2008). Why does writing about important
values reduce defensiveness? Self-affirmation and the role of positive, other-directed
feelings. Psychological Science, 19(7), 740–747. 〈https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.
2008.02150.x〉.

Crocker, J., Sommers, S. R., & Luhtanen, R. K. (2002). Hopes dashed and dreams fulfilled:
Contingencies of self-worth and graduate school admissions. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 28(9), 1275–1286. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812012

Crocker, J., Voelkl, K., Testa, M., & Major, B. (1991). Social stigma: The affective con-
sequences of attributional ambiguity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(2),
218–228. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.2.218

Croizet, J. C., & Claire, T. (1998). Extending the concept of stereotype threat to social class:
The intellectual underperformance of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(6), 588–594. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167298246003

Dasgupta, N., Scircle, M. M., & Hunsinger, M. (2015). Female peers in small work groups
enhance women’s motivation, verbal participation, and career aspirations in engineering.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(16), 4988–4993. https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.1422822112

Davies, P. G., Spencer, S. J., & Steele, C. M. (2005). Clearing the air: Identity safety
moderates the effects of stereotype threat on women’s leadership aspirations. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 88(2), 276–287. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
88.2.276

Dennehy, T. C., & Dasgupta, N. (2017). Female peer mentors early in college increase
women’s positive academic experiences and retention in engineering. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 114(23), 5964–5969. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1613117114

DeWall, C. N., MacDonald, G., Webster, G. D., Masten, C. L., Baumeister, R. F., Powell,
C., ... Eisenberger, N. I. (2010). Acetaminophen reduces social pain: Behavioral and
neural evidence. Psychological Science, 21(7), 931–937. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797610374741

Dickerson, S. S. (2008). Emotional and physiological responses to social-evaluative threat.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(3), 1362–1378. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1751-9004.2008.00095.x

66 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.608
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.608
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.3.392
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref86
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.3.593
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.507
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.507
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280440000017
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280440000017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref90
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02150.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02150.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.2.218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167298246003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167298246003
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1422822112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1422822112
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1613117114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1613117114
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610374741
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610374741
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00095.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00095.x


Dickerson, S. S., & Kemeny, M. E. (2004). Acute stressors and cortisol responses: A the-
oretical integration and synthesis of laboratory research. Psychological Bulletin, 130(3),
355–391. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.3.355

Dickerson, S. S., Gable, S. L., Irwin, M. R., Aziz, N., & Kemeny, M. E. (2009). Social-
evaluative threat and proinflammatory cytokine regulation: An experimental laboratory
investigation. Psychological Science, 20(10), 1237–1244. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2009.02437.x

Dickerson, S. S., Mycek, P. J., & Zaldivar, F. (2008). Negative social evaluation – But not
mere social presence – Elicits cortisol responses in the laboratory. Health Psychology, 27,
116–121. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.1.116

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (1999). Reducing prejudice: Combating intergroup biases.Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 8(4), 101–105. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00024

Dovidio, J. F., Gaertner, S. L., Kawakami, K., & Hodson, G. (2002). Why can’t we just
get along? Interpersonal biases and interracial distrust. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic
Minority Psychology, 8(2), 88–102. https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.8.2.88

Downey, G., & Feldman, S. I. (1996). Implications of rejection sensitivity for intimate
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(6), 1327–1343. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1327

Downey, G., Khouri, H., & Feldman, S. I. (1997). Early interpersonal trauma and later
adjustment: The mediational role of rejection sensitivity. In D. Cicchetti, & S. L. Toth
(Eds.). Developmental perspectives on trauma: Theory, research, and intervention (pp. 85–114).
University of Rochester Press.

Drigotas, S. M., Rusbult, C. E., Wieselquist, J., & Whitton, S. W. (1999). Close partner as
sculptor of the ideal self: Behavioral affirmation and the Michelangelo phenomenon.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(2), 293–323. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.77.2.293

DuBois, D. L., Felner, R. D., Meares, H., & Krier, M. (1994). Prospective investigation of
the effects of socioeconomic disadvantage, life stress, and social support on early ado-
lescent adjustment. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 103, 511–522.

Dunning, D., & Balcetis, E. (2013). Wishful seeing: How preferences shape visual per-
ception. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22(1), 33–37. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721412463693

Dutton, K. A., & Brown, J. D. (1997). Global self-esteem and specific self-views as
determinants of people’s reactions to success and failure. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 73(1), 139–148. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.139

Dweck, C. S., & Yeager, D. S. (2019). Mindsets: A view from two eras. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 14(3), 481–496. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691618804166

Dweck, C. S. (1999). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development.
Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.

Dweck, C. S. (2006). Mindset: The new psychology of success. New York: Random House.
Eisenberger, N. I., Lieberman, M. D., & Williams, K. D. (2003). Does rejection hurt? An
FMRI study of social exclusion. Science (New York, N. Y.), 302(5643), 290–292. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134

Ekman, P. (1999). Basic emotions. In T. Dalgleish, & M. J. Power (Eds.). Handbook of
cognition and emotion (pp. 45–60). John Wiley & Sons. 〈https://doi.org/10.1002/
0470013494.ch3〉.

Ellsworth, P. C., & Scherer, K. R. (2003). Appraisal processes in emotion. In R. J.
Davidson, H. Goldsmith, & K. R. Scherer (Eds.). Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 572–
595). New York: Oxford University Press.

Ethier, K. A., & Deaux, K. (1994). Negotiating social identity when contexts change:
Maintaining identification and responding to threat. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67(2), 243–251. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.2.243

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 67

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.3.355
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02437.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02437.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.1.116
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00024
https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.8.2.88
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1327
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1327
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref106
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.2.293
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.2.293
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref108
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412463693
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412463693
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.139
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691618804166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref113
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013494.ch3
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013494.ch3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.2.243


Evans, G. W. (2004). The environment of childhood poverty. American Psychologist, 59(2),
77–92. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.2.77

Evans, G. W. (2003). A multimethodological analysis of cumulative risk and allostatic load
among rural children. Developmental Psychology, 39, 924–933. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0012-1649.39.5.924

Feldman, S., & Downey, G. (1994). Rejection sensitivity as a mediator of the impact
of childhood exposure to family violence on adult attachment behavior.
Development and Psychopathology, 6(1), 231–247. https://doi.org/10.1017/S095457
9400005976

Ferraro, R., Shiv, B., & Bettman, J. R. (2005). Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we shall
die: Effects of mortality salience and self-esteem on self-regulation in consumer choice.
Journal of Consumer Research, 32(1), 65–75. https://doi.org/10.1086/429601

Finkel, E. J., Slotter, E. B., Luchies, L. B., Walton, G. M., & Gross, J. J. (2013). A brief
intervention to promote conflict reappraisal preserves marital quality over time.
Psychological Science, 24(8), 1595–1601. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612474938S

Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. S. (1988). The relationship between coping and emotion:
Implications for theory and research. Social Science & Medicine, 26(3), 309–317. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(88)90395-4

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Pimley, S., & Novacek, J. (1987). Age differences in stress and
coping processes. Psychology and Aging, 2(2), 171–184. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-
7974.2.2.171

Frijda, N. (1986). The emotions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Fujita, K., Henderson, M. D., Eng, J., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2006). Spatial distance
and mental construal of social events. Psychological Science, 17(4), 278–282. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01698.x.

Gardner, W. L., Pickett, C. L., & Knowles, M. L. (2005). Social “snacking” and social
“shielding”: The satisfaction of belonging needs through the use of social symbols and
the social self. In K. Williams, J. Forgas, & W. von Hippel (Eds.). The social outcast:
Ostracism, social exclusion, rejection, and bullying. New York: Psychology Press.

Girme, Y. U., Overall, N. C., & Hammond, M. D. (2019). Facilitating autonomy in
interdependent relationships: Invisible support facilitates highly avoidant individuals’
autonomy. Journal of Family Psychology, 33(2), 154–165. https://doi.org/10.1037/
fam0000488

Girme, Y. U., Overall, N. C., & Simpson, J. A. (2013). When visibility matters: Short-term
versus long-term costs and benefits of visible and invisible support. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 39(11), 1441–1454. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213497802

Goff, P. A., Steele, C. M., & Davies, P. G. (2008). The space between us: Stereotype threat
and distance in interracial contexts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94(1),
91–107. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.91

Good, C., Rattan, A., & Dweck, C. S. (2012). Why do women opt out? Sense of belonging
and women’s representation in mathematics. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
102(4), 700–717. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026659

Gray, J. A. (1978). The neuropsychology of anxiety. British Journal of Psychology, 69(4),
417–434. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1978.tb02118.x

Gray, J. A. (1990). Brain systems that mediate both emotion and cognition. Cognition &
Emotion, 4(3), 269–288. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699939008410799

Gray, K. (2017). How to map theory: Reliable methods are fruitless without rigorous
theory. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 12(5), 731–741. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1745691617691949

Green, D. J., Wout, D. A., & Murphy, M. C. (2021). Learning goals mitigate identity threat
for Black individuals in threatening interracial interactions. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic
Minority Psychology, 27(2), 201–213. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000331

68 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.59.2.77
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.5.924
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.5.924
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400005976
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400005976
https://doi.org/10.1086/429601
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612474938S
https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(88)90395-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(88)90395-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.2.2.171
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.2.2.171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref125
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01698.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01698.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref126
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000488
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213497802
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.1.91
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026659
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1978.tb02118.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699939008410799
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617691949
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617691949
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000331


Greenberg, J., Solomon, S., & Pyszczynski, T. (1997). Terror management theory of self-
esteem and cultural worldviews: Empirical assessments and conceptual refinements.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 29, 61–139. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60016-7

Gruenewald, T. L., Kemeny, M. E., Aziz, N., & Fahey, J. L. (2004). Acute threat to the
social self: Shame, social self-esteem, and cortisol activity. Psychosomatic Medicine, 66(6),
915–924. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.psy.0000143639.61693.ef

Hall, W. M., Schmader, T., & Croft, E. (2015). Engineering exchanges: Daily social
identity threat predicts burnout among female engineers. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 6(5), 528–534. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615572637

Hall, W. M., Schmader, T., Aday, A., & Croft, E. (2019). Decoding the dynamics of social
identity threat in the workplace: A within-person analysis of women’s and men’s
interactions in STEM. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 10(4), 542–552. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1948550618772582

Hall, W. M., Schmader, T., Aday, A., Inness, M., & Croft, E. (2018). Climate control: The
relationship between social identity threat and cues to an identity-safety culture. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 115(3), 446–467. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000137

Hardie, E. A., Kashima, E. S., & Pridmore, P. (2005). The influence of relational, indi-
vidual, and collective self-aspects on stress, uplifts and health. Self and Identity, 4(1), 1–24.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000146

Harper, S. R. (2010). An anti-deficit achievement framework for research on students of
color in STEM. New Directions for Institutional Research, 148, 63–74. https://doi.org/10.
1002/ir.362

Harter, S. (2003). The development of self-representations during childhood and adoles-
cence. In M. R. Leary, & J. P. Tangney (Eds.). Handbook of self and identity (pp. 610–
642). The Guilford Press.

Haslam, S. A., Jetten, J., Postmes, T., & Haslam, C. (2009). Social identity, health and well-
being: An emerging agenda for applied psychology. Applied Psychology, 58, 1–23.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00379.x

Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., & Levine, M. (2012). When other people are heaven, when
other people are hell: How social identity determines the nature and impact of social
support. In J. Jetten, C. Haslam, & S. A. Haslam (Eds.). The social cure: Identity, health and
well-being (pp. 157–174). Psychology Press.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52(3), 511–524. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.52.3.511

Hewstone, M. (1996). Interventions to change intergroup relations. In C. N. Macrae, C. Stangor,
& M. Hewstone (Eds.). Stereotypes and stereotyping (pp. 323–367). The Guilford Press.

Hill, L. K., Hoggard, L. S., Richmond, A. S., Gray, D. L., Williams, D. P., & Thayer, J. F.
(2017). Examining the association between perceived discrimination and heart rate
variability in African Americans. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 23(1),
5–14. https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000076

Holbrook, C., Sousa, P., & Hahn-Holbrook, J. (2011). Unconscious vigilance: Worldview
defense without adaptations for terror, coalition, or uncertainty management. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 101(3), 451–466. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024033

Holleran, S. E., Whitehead, J., Schmader, T., & Mehl, M. R. (2011). Talking shop and
shooting the breeze: A study of workplace conversation and job disengagement among
STEM faculty. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2, 65–71. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1948550610379921

Holmes, J. G., & Murray, S. L. (1996). Conflict in close relationships. In E. T. Higgins, &
A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.). Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles (pp. 622–654). The
Guilford Press.

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 69

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60016-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60016-7
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.psy.0000143639.61693.ef
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615572637
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618772582
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618772582
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000137
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000146
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.362
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.362
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref142
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2008.00379.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.3.511
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref146
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000076
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024033
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550610379921
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550610379921
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref150


House, J. S., Landis, K. R., & Umberson, D. (1988). Social relationships and health. Science
(New York, N. Y.), 241(4865), 540–545. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3399889

Howanksy, K., Maimon, M., & Sanchez, D. T. (2021). Identity safety cues predict
instructor impressions, belonging, and absences in the psychology classroom. Teaching of
Psychology, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628321990362

Howland, M., & Simpson, J. A. (2010). Getting in under the radar: A dyadic view of
invisible support. Psychological Science, 21(12), 1878–1885. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797610388817

Hulleman, C. S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2009). Promoting interest and performance in
high school science classes. Science (New York, N. Y.), 326(5958), 1410–1412. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1177067

Hurtado, S., Newman, C. B., Tran, M. C., & Chang, M. J. (2010). Improving the rate of
success for underrepresented racial minorities in STEM fields: Insights from a national
project. New Directions for Institutional Research, 148, 5–15. https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.
357

Impett, E. A., Muise, A., & Harasymchuk, C. (2019). Giving in the bedroom: The costs and
benefits of responding to a partner’s sexual needs in daily life. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 36(8), 2455–2473. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407518787349

Inzlicht, M., & Ben-Zeev, T. (2000). A threatening intellectual environment: Why females
are susceptible to experiencing problem-solving deficits in the presence of males.
Psychological Science, 11(5), 365–371. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00272

Inzlicht, M., & Schmader, T. (2011). Stereotype threat: Theory, process, and application. Oxford
University Press.

Inzlicht, M., Aronson, J., & Mendoza-Denton, R. (2009). On being the target of prejudice:
Educational implications. In F. Butera, & J. M. Levine (Eds.). Coping with minority status:
Responses to exclusion and inclusion (pp. 13–37). Cambridge University Press.

Itzchakov, G., Weinstein, N., Saluk, D., & Amar, M. (2022). Connection heals wounds:
Feeling listened to reduces speakers’ loneliness following a social rejection disclosure.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. Advance online publication 〈https://doi.org/10.
1177/01461672221100369〉.

James, W. (1890). Principles of psychology Vol. I. Dover Press.
Jamieson, J. P., Mendes, W. B., Blackstock, E., & Schmader, T. (2010). Turning the knots
in your stomach into bows: Reappraising arousal improves performance on the GRE.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46(1), 208–212. 〈https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.
2009.08.015J〉.

Jaremka, L. M., Bunyan, D. P., Collins, N. L., & Sherman, D. K. (2011). Reducing
defensive distancing: Self-affirmation and risk regulation in response to relationship
threats. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(1), 264–268. 〈https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jesp.2010.08.015〉.

Jaremka, L. M., Glaser, R., Loving, T. J., Malarkey, W. B., Stowell, J. R., & Kiecolt-
Glaser, J. K. (2013). Attachment anxiety is linked to alterations in cortisol production
and cellular immunity. Psychological Science, 24(3), 272–279. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797612452571

Jaremka, L. M., Nadzan, M. A., & Sunami, N. (in press). The impact of threats to belonging on
health, peripheral physiology, and social behavior. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology.

Jetten, J., Branscombe, N. R., & Spears, R. (2002). On being peripheral: Effects of identity
insecurity on personal and collective self‐esteem. European Journal of Social Psychology,
32(1), 105–123. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.64

Johnson, I. R., & Pietri, E. S. (2020). An ally you say? Endorsing White women as allies to
encourage perceptions of allyship and organizational identity-safety among Black
women. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1368430220975482

70 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3399889
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098628321990362
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610388817
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610388817
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1177067
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1177067
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.357
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.357
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407518787349
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00272
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref159
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221100369
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221100369
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.08.015J
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.08.015J
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612452571
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612452571
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.64
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220975482
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220975482


Johnson, I. R., Pietri, E. S., Buck, D. M., & Daas, R. (2021). What’s in a pronoun:
Exploring gender pronouns as an organizational identity-safety cue among sexual and
gender minorities. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 97. https://doi.org/10.1016/
J.JESP.2021.104194

Johnson, I. R., Pietri, E. S., Fullilove, F., & Mowrer, S. (2019). Exploring identity-safety
cues and allyship among black women students in STEM environments. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 43(2), 131–150. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319830926

Jonas, E., McGregor, I., Klackl, J., Agroskin, D., Fritsche, I., Holbrook, C., ... Quirin, M.
(2014). Threat and defense: From anxiety to approach. Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, 49, 219–286.

Jonas, E., Niesta Kayser, D., Martens, A., Fritsche, I., Sullivan, D., & Greenberg, J. (2008).
Focus theory of normative conduct and terror-management theory: The interactive
impact of mortality salience and norm salience on social judgment. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 95(6), 1239–1251. https://doi.org/10.1037/A0013593

Kashima, Y., Yamaguchi, S., Kim, U., Choi, S. C., Gelfand, M. J., & Yuki, M. (1995).
Culture, gender, and self: A perspective from individualism-collectivism research. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(5), 925–937. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-
3514.69.5.925

Kay, A. C., Whitson, J. A., Gaucher, D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2009). Compensatory control:
Achieving order through the mind, our institutions, and the heavens. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 18(5), 264–268. 〈https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01649.x〉.

Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. (1978). Interpersonal relations: A theory of interdependence. New
York: Wiley.

Keltner, D., & Buswell, B. N. (1997). Embarrassment: Its distinct form and appeasement
functions. Psychological Bulletin, 122(3), 250–270. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.
122.3.250

Kernis, M. H., Brockner, J., & Frankel, B. S. (1989). Self-esteem and reactions to failure:
The mediating role of overgeneralization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
57(4), 707–714. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.707

Kim, H. S., & Markus, H. R. (1999). Deviance or uniqueness, harmony or conformity: A
cultural analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 785–800. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.785

Kim, H. S., Sherman, D. K., & Taylor, S. E. (2008). Culture and social support. American
Psychologist, 63(6), 518–526. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X

Kim, K. J., Feeney, B. C., & Jakubiak, B. K. (2018). Touch reduces romantic jealousy in
the anxiously attached. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 35(7), 1019–1041.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517702012

King, S. M., Dykeman, C., Redgrave, P., & Dean, P. (1992). Use of a distracting task to
obtain defensive head movements to looming visual stimuli by human adults in a
laboratory setting. Perception, 21(2), 245–259. https://doi.org/10.1068/p210245

Kirby, T. A., Tabak, J. A., Ilac, M., & Cheryan, S. (2020). The symbolic value of ethnic
spaces. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 11(7), 867–878. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1948550620913371

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Ellis, B. J. (2004). An evolutionary-psychological approach to self-
esteem: Multiple domains and multiple functions. In M. B. Brewer, & M. Hewstone
(Eds.). Self and social identity (pp. 52–77). Blackwell Publishing.

Kirsch, J. A., & Lehman, B. J. (2015). Comparing visible and invisible social support:
Non‐evaluative support buffers cardiovascular responses to stress. Stress and Health, 31(5),
351–364. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2558

Kito, M., Yuki, M., & Thomson, R. (2017). Relational mobility and close relationships: A
socioecological approach to explain cross‐cultural differences. Personal Relationships,
24(1), 114–130.

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 71

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JESP.2021.104194
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JESP.2021.104194
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319830926
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref169
https://doi.org/10.1037/A0013593
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.5.925
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.5.925
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01649.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref173
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.122.3.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.122.3.250
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.707
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.785
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.785
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517702012
https://doi.org/10.1068/p210245
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620913371
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620913371
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref181
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2558
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref183
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref183
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref183


Knee, C. R. (1998). Implicit theories of relationships: Assessment and prediction of
romantic relationship initiation, coping, and longevity. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 74(2), 360–370. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.2.360

Knee, C. R., Canevello, A., Bush, A. L., & Cook, A. (2008). Relationship-contingent self-
esteem and the ups and downs of romantic relationships. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95(3), 608–627. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.608

Knee, C. R., Patrick, H., & Lonsbary, C. (2003). Implicit theories of relationships:
Orientations toward evaluation and cultivation. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
7(1), 41–55. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0701_3

Knowles, M. L., & Gardner, W. L. (2008). Benefits of membership: The activation and
amplification of group identities in response to social rejection. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 34(9), 1200–1213. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208320062

Kroeper, K. M., Sanchez, D. T., & Himmelstein, M. S. (2014). Heterosexual men’s
confrontation of sexual prejudice: The role of precarious manhood. Sex Roles, 70(1),
1–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-013-0306-z

Kross, E., & Ayduk, O. (2008). Facilitating adaptive emotional analysis: Distinguishing dis-
tanced-analysis of depressive experiences from immersed-analysis and distraction. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(7), 924–938. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315938

Kross, E., & Ayduk, O. (2011). Making meaning out of negative experiences by self-dis-
tancing. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(3), 187–191. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0963721411408883

Kross, E., Ayduk, O., & Mischel, W. (2005). When asking ‘‘why’’ does not hurt:
Distinguishing rumination from reflective processing of negative emotions. Psychological
Science, 16(9), 709–715. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01600.x

Kruglanski, A. W. (2001). That “vision thing”: The state of theory in social and personality
psychology at the edge of the new millennium. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
80(6), 871–875. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.6.871

Latané, B., Liu, J. H., Nowak, A., Bonevento, M., & Zheng, L. (1995). Distance matters:
Physical space and social impact. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21(8), 795–805.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167295218002

Lau, A. S., Fung, J., Wang, S. W., & Kang, S. M. (2009). Explaining elevated social anxiety
among Asian Americans: Emotional attunement and a cultural double bind. Cultural
Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 15(1), 77–85. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012819

Lazarus, R. S. (1966). Psychological stress and the coping process. McGraw-Hill.
Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Cognition and motivation in emotion. American Psychologist, 46(4),
352–367. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.46.4.352

Leary, M. R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). The nature and function of self-esteem:
Sociometer theory. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 32, 1–62.

Leary, M. R., Tambor, E. S., Terdal, S. K., & Downs, D. L. (1995). Self-esteem as an
interpersonal monitor: The sociometer hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 68(3), 518–530. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518

LeDoux, J. E. (2000). Emotion circuits in the brain. Annual Review of Neuroscience, 23(1),
155–184. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.23.1.155

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Muir, H. J. (2016). The action model of relationship security: How
one’s own behavior shapes confidence in partners’ care, regard, and commitment.
Personal Relationships, 23(2), 339–363. https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12129

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Clark, M. S. (2008). “Walking on eggshells”: How expressing rela-
tionship insecurities perpetuates them. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(2),
420–441. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.420

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Ryan, J. E. (2021). Common ingroup identity, perceived similarity, and
communal interracial relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(6),
985–1003. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220953984

72 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.2.360
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.3.608
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0701_3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208320062
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-013-0306-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315938
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408883
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411408883
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01600.x
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.6.871
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167295218002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012819
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref195
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.46.4.352
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref197
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref197
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.68.3.518
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.23.1.155
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12129
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.420
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220953984


Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Neal, A. M. (2014). Accurate and biased perceptions of responsive
support predict well-being. Motivation and Emotion, 38(2), 270–286. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11031-013-9381-2

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Ryan, J. E. (2018). Interpersonal regulation of relationship partners’
security: A causal chain analysis. Motivation and Emotion, 42(5), 774–793. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11031-018-9700-8

Lemay, E. P., Jr. (2014). Accuracy and bias in self-perceptions of responsive behavior:
Implications for security in romantic relationships. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 107(4), 638–656. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037298

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Dudley, K. L. (2011). Caution: Fragile! Regulating the interpersonal
security of chronically insecure partners. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
100(4), 681–702. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021655

Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Teneva, N. (2020). Accuracy and bias in perceptions of racial attitudes:
Implications for interracial relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
119(6), 1380–1402. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000236

Lemay, E. P., Jr., Clark, M. S., & Feeney, B. C. (2007). Projection of responsiveness to
needs and the construction of satisfying communal relationships. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 92(5), 834–853. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.5.834

Lemay, E. P., Jr., Overall, N. C., & Clark, M. S. (2012). Experiences and interpersonal
consequences of hurt feelings and anger. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
103(6), 982–1006. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030064

Lepore, S. J., Revenson, T. A., Weinberger, S. L., Weston, P., Frisina, P. G., Robertson,
R., ... Cross, W. (2006). Effects of social stressors on cardiovascular reactivity in Black
and White women. Annals of Behavioral Medicine, 31(2), 120–127. https://doi.org/10.
1207/s15324796abm3102_3

Levenson, R. W., & Gottman, J. M. (1985). Physiological and affective predictors of change
in relationship satisfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(1), 85–94.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.85

Levenson, R. W., Carstensen, L. L., & Gottman, J. M. (1994). Influence of age and gender on
affect, physiology, and their interrelations: A study of long-term marriages. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 67(1), 56–68. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.1.56

Lewin, K. (1936). Principles of topological psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Lewin, K. (1951). In D. Cartwright (Ed.). Field theory in social science: Selected theoretical papers.
New York: Harper & Row.

Lickel, B., Steele, R. R., & Schmader, T. (2011). Group-based shame and guilt: Emerging
directions in research. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5(3), 153–163. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00340.x

Logel, C., Walton, G. M., Spencer, S. J., Iserman, E. C., von Hippel, W., & Bell, A. E. (2009).
Interacting with sexist men triggers social identity threat among female engineers. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 96(6), 1089–1103. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015703

London, B., Downey, G., Bonica, C., & Paltin, I. (2007). Social causes and consequences of
rejection sensitivity. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 17(3), 481–506. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1532-7795.2007.00531.x

London, B., Downey, G., Romero-Canyas, R., Rattan, A., & Tyson, D. (2012). Gender-
based rejection sensitivity and academic self-silencing in women. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 102(5), 961–979. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026615

Lundqvist, D., & Ohman, A. (2005). Emotion regulates attention: The relation between
facial configurations, facial emotion, and visual attention. Visual Cognition, 12(1), 51–84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506280444000085

MacDonald, G., & Leary, M. R. (2005). Why does social exclusion hurt? The relationship
between social and physical pain. Psychological Bulletin, 131(2), 202–223. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.202

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 73

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-013-9381-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-013-9381-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9700-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9700-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037298
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021655
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.5.834
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030064
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324796abm3102_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324796abm3102_3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.1.56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref213
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref214
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref214
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015703
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2007.00531.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2007.00531.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026615
https://doi.org/10.1080/13506280444000085
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.202
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.202


Macnamara, B. N., & Burgoyne, A. P. (2022). Do growth mindset interventions impact
students’ academic achievement? A systematic review and meta-analysis with recom-
mendations for best practices. Psychological Bulletin. Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1037/bul0000352

Main, M., Kaplan, N., & Cassidy, J. (1985). Security in infancy, childhood, and adulthood:
A move to the level of representation. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 50, 66–104. https://doi.org/10.2307/3333827

Maisel, N. C., & Gable, S. L. (2009). The paradox of received social support: The
importance of responsiveness. Psychological Science, 20(8), 928–932. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02388.x

Major, B., Mendes, W. B., & Dovidio, J. F. (2013). Intergroup relations and health dis-
parities: A social psychological perspective. Health Psychology, 32(5), 514–524. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0030358

Maner, J. K., DeWall, C. N., Baumeister, R. F., & Schaller, M. (2007). Does social exclusion
motivate interpersonal reconnection? Resolving the “porcupine problem”. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1), 42–55. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.42

Marigold, D. C., Holmes, J. G., & Ross, M. (2007). More than words: Reframing compliments
from romantic partners fosters security in low self-esteem individuals. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 92(2), 232–248. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.2.232

Marr, J. C., & Thau, S. (2014). Falling from great (and not-so-great) heights: How initial
status position influences performance after status loss. Academy of Management Journal,
57(1), 223–248. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0909

Master, A., Cheryan, S., & Meltzoff, A. N. (2016). Computing whether she belongs:
Stereotypes undermine girls’ interest and sense of belonging in computer science. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 108(3), 424–437. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000061

Mather, M., & Carstensen, L. L. (2005). Aging and motivated cognition: The positivity
effect in attention and memory. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 9(10), 496–502. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005

Maunder, R. G., & Hunter, J. J. (2001). Attachment and psychosomatic medicine:
Developmental contributions to stress and disease. Psychosomatic Medicine, 63(4),
556–567. https://doi.org/10.1097/00006842-200107000-00006

McGregor, I., Nash, K., Mann, N., & Phills, C. E. (2010). Anxious uncertainty and reactive
approach motivation (RAM). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99(1), 133–147.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019701

Mendoza-Denton, R., Downey, G., Purdie, V. J., Davis, A., & Pietrzak, J. (2002).
Sensitivity to status-based rejection: Implications for African American students’ college
experience. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(4), 896–918. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.896

Meyer, B., Pilkonis, P. A., & Beevers, C. G. (2004). What’s in a (neutral) face? Personality
disorders, attachment styles, and the appraisal of ambiguous social cues. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 18(4), 320–336. https://doi.org/10.1521/PEDI.2004.18.4.320

Mikulincer, M. (1998). Attachment working models and the sense of trust: An exploration
of interaction goals and affect regulation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(5),
1209–1224. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1209

Mikulincer, M., Shaver, P. R., & Pereg, D. (2003). Attachment theory and affect regula-
tion: The dynamics, development, and cognitive consequences of attachment-related
strategies. Motivation and Emotion, 27(2), 77–102. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1024515519160

Miyake, A., Kost-Smith, L. E., Finkelstein, N. D., Pollock, S. J., Cohen, G. L., & Ito, T. A.
(2010). Reducing the gender achievement gap in college science: A classroom study of
values affirmation. Science (New York, N. Y.), 330(6008), 1234–1237. https://doi.org/10.
1126/science.1195996

74 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000352
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000352
https://doi.org/10.2307/3333827
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02388.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02388.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030358
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030358
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.42
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.2.232
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0909
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006842-200107000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019701
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.896
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.896
https://doi.org/10.1521/PEDI.2004.18.4.320
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1209
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024515519160
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024515519160
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1195996
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1195996


Muenks, K., Canning, E. A., LaCosse, J., Green, D. J., Zirkel, S., Garcia, J. A., ... Murphy,
M. C. (2020). Does my professor think my ability can change? Students’ perceptions of
their STEM professors’ mindset beliefs predict their psychological vulnerability,
engagement, and performance in class. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General,
149(11), 2119–2144. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000763

Muise, A., Christofides, E., & Desmarais, S. (2009). More information than you ever
wanted: Does Facebook bring out the green-eyed monster of jealousy. Cyberpsychology &
Behavior: The Impact of the Internet, Multimedia, and Virtual Reality on Behavior and Society,
12(4), 441–444. https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0263

Murphy, M. C., & Taylor, V. J. (2012). The role of situational cues in signaling and
maintaining stereotype threat. In M. Inzlicht, & T. Schmader (Eds.). Stereotype threat:
Theory, process, and application (pp. 17–33). Oxford University Press.

Murphy, M. C., Steele, C. M., & Gross, J. J. (2007). Signaling threat: How situational cues
affect women in math, science, and engineering settings. Psychological Science, 18(10),
879–885. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01995.x

Murray, S. L., Derrick, J. L., Leder, S., & Holmes, J. G. (2008). Balancing connectedness
and self-protection goals in close relationships: A levels-of-processing perspective on risk
regulation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94(3), 429–459. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.94.3.429

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Griffin, D. W. (2000). Self-esteem and the quest for felt
security: How perceived regard regulates attachment processes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 78(3), 478–498. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.3.478

Murray, S. L., Rose, P., Holmes, J. G., Derrick, J., Podchaski, E. J., Bellavia, G., ... Griffin,
D. W. (2005). Putting the partner within reach: A dyadic perspective on felt security in
close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(2), 327–347. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.327

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Collins, N. L. (2006). Optimizing assurance: The risk
regulation system in relationships. Psychological Bulletin, 132(5), 641–666. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.641

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., MacDonald, G., & Ellsworth, P. C. (1998). Through the
looking glass darkly? When self-doubts turn into relationship insecurities. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 75(6), 1459–1480. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
75.6.1459

Museus, S. D., & Liverman, D. (2010). High-performing institutions and their implications
for studying underrepresented minority students in STEM. New Directions for Institutional
Research, 148, 17–27. https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.358

Neuberg, S. L., Kenrick, D. T., & Schaller, M. (2011). Human threat management systems:
Self-protection and disease avoidance. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 35(4),
1042–1051. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011

Öhman, A., & Mineka, S. (2001). Fears, phobias, and preparedness: Toward an evolved
module of fear and fear learning. Psychological Review, 108(3), 483–522. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-295x.108.3.483

Öhman, A., Lundqvist, D., & Esteves, F. (2001). The face in the crowd revisited: A threat
advantage with schematic stimuli. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(3),
381–396. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.381

Okazaki, S. (1997). Sources of ethnic differences between Asian American and White
American college students on measures of depression and social anxiety. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 106, 52–60. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.106.1.52

Orbe, M. P. (2008). Theorizing multidimensional identity negotiation: Reflections on the
lived experiences of first‐generation college students. New Directions for Child and
Adolescent Development, 2008(120), 81–95. https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.217

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 75

https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000763
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0263
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref239
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref239
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref239
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01995.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.429
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.429
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.3.478
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.327
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.2.327
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.641
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.641
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1459
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1459
https://doi.org/10.1002/ir.358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.3.483
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.108.3.483
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.381
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.106.1.52
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.217


Overall, N. C., Fletcher, G. J. O., & Simpson, J. A. (2010). Helping each other grow:
Romantic partner support, self-improvement, and relationship quality. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 36(11), 1496–1513. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210383045

Overall, N. C., Girme, Y., Lemay, E. P., Jr., & Hammond, M. D. (2014). Attachment
anxiety and reactions to relationship threat: The benefits and costs of inducing guilt in
romantic partners. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 106, 235–256. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0034371

Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). With a little help from my
cross-group friend: Reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts through cross-group
friendship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 1080–1094. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080

Paladino, M. P., & Castelli, L. (2008). On the immediate consequences of intergroup
categorization: Activation of approach and avoidance motor behavior toward ingroup
and outgroup members. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(6), 755–768. https://
doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167208315155

Paolini, S., Hewstone, M., Cairns, E., & Voci, A. (2004). Effects of direct and indirect
cross-group friendships on judgments of Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland:
The mediating role of an anxiety-reduction mechanism. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 30, 770–786. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262848

Papp, L. M., Danielewicz, J., & Cayemberg, C. (2012). “Are we Facebook official?”
Implications of dating partners’ Facebook use and profiles for intimate relationship
satisfaction. Cyberpsychology, Behavior and Social Networking, 15(2), 85–90. https://doi.
org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0291

Park, L. E. (2007). Appearance-based rejection sensitivity: Implications for mental and
physical health, affect, and motivation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(4),
490–504. https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167206296301

Park, L. E., Calogero, R. M., Harwin, M. J., & DiRaddo, A. M. (2009). Predicting interest
in cosmetic surgery: Interactive effects of appearance-based rejection sensitivity and
negative appearance comments. Body Image, 6(3), 186–193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bodyim.2009.02.003

Park, L. E., Calogero, R. M., Young, A. F., & Diraddo, A. M. (2010). Appearance-based
rejection sensitivity predicts body dysmorphic disorder symptoms and cosmetic surgery
acceptance. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 29(5), 489–509. https://doi.org/10.
1521/jscp.2010.29.5.489

Park, L. E., Lin, G.-X., Chang, Y.-H., O’Brien, C., & Ward, D. E. (2022). Burning the
candle at both ends: The role of financial contingency of self-worth and work-family
conflict on job and parental well-being. Personality and Individual Differences, 199, 1–6.

Park, L. E., Ward, D. E., Naragon-Gainey, K., Fujita, K., & Koefler, N. (2022). I’m still
spending: Financial contingency of self-worth predicts financial motivational conflict and
compulsive buying. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin (Advance online publication).

Park, L. E. (2010). Responses to self-threat: Linking self and relational constructs with
approach and avoidance motivation. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 4(3),
201–221. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00247.x

Park, L. E., & Crocker, J. (2005). Interpersonal consequences of seeking self-esteem.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(11), 1587–1598. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167205277206

Park, L. E., & Crocker, J. (2007). Contingencies of self-worth and responses to negative
interpersonal feedback. Self and Identity, 7(2), 184–203. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15298860701398808

Park, L. E., & Maner, J. K. (2009). Does self-threat promote social connection? The role of
self-esteem and contingencies of self-worth. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96,
203–217. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013933

76 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210383045
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034371
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034371
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167208315155
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167208315155
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262848
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0291
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0291
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167206296301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2010.29.5.489
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2010.29.5.489
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref261
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref262
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref262
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref262
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00247.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205277206
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205277206
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860701398808
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860701398808
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013933


Park, L. E., Crocker, J., & Kiefer, A. K. (2007). Contingencies of self-worth, academic
failure, and goal pursuit. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(11), 1503–1517.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207305538

Park, L. E., Crocker, J., & Mickelson, K. D. (2004). Attachment styles and contingencies of
self-worth. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(10), 1243–1254. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167204264000

Park, L. E., Crocker, J., & Vohs, K. D. (2006). Contingencies of self-worth and self-
validation goals: Implications for close relationships. In K. D. Vohs, & E. J. Finkel (Eds.).
Self and relationships: Connecting intrapersonal and interpersonal processes (pp. 84–103). New
York: Guilford Press.

Park, L. E., Jung, H., Lee, K. S., Ward, D. E., Piff, P. K., Whillans, A. V., ... Naragon-
Gainey, K. (2020). Psychological pathways linking income inequality in adolescence to
well-being in adulthood. Self and Identity, 1–33. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.
2020.1796777

Park, L. E., Kondrak, C., Ward, D. E., & Streamer, L. (2018). Positive feedback from male
authority figures boosts women’s math outcomes. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 44(3), 359–383. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741312

Park, L. E., Moore-Russo, D., Hundley, J., Rickard, B., Ward, D. E., & Vessels, V. (in
prep). Positive feedback improves racially minoritized students’ STEM outcomes.
Manuscript in preparation.

Park, L. E., O’Brien, C., Italiano, A., Panlilio, Z., & Ward, D. E. (under review). “That’s a
great question!” Instructors’ positive responses to students’ questions improve STEM-
related outcomes.

Park, L. E., Sanchez, D. T., & Brynildsen, K. (2011). Maladaptive responses to romantic
breakup: The role of relationship contingent self-worth. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 41, 1749–1773. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00769.x

Park, L. E., Ward, D. E., & Naragon-Gainey, K. (2017). It’s all about the money (for some):
Consequences of financially contingent self-worth. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 43(5), 601–622. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689080

Park, L. E., Young, A. F., & Eastwick, P. W. (2015). (Psychological) distance makes the
heart grow fonder: Effects of psychological distance and relative intelligence on men’s
attraction to women. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(11), 1459–1473.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215599749

Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. Annual Review of Psychology, 49(1),
65–85. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751–783. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.90.5.751

Pickett, C. L., & Gardner, W. L. (2005). The social monitoring system: Enhanced sensi-
tivity to social cues as an adaptive response to social exclusion. In K. D. Williams, J. P.
Forgas, & W. von Hippel (Eds.). The social outcast: Ostracism, social exclusion, rejection, and
bullying (pp. 213–226). Psychology Press.

Pinel, E. C. (1999). Stigma consciousness: The psychological legacy of social stereotypes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(1), 114–128. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.76.1.114

Pinel, E. C. (2004). You’re just saying that because I’m a woman: Stigma consciousness and
attributions to discrimination. Self and Identity, 3(1), 39–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13576500342000031

Pinel, E. C., & Paulin, N. (2005). Stigma consciousness at work. Basic and Applied Social
Psychology, 27(4), 345–352. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2704_7

Plant, E. A. (2004). Responses to interracial interactions over time. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1458–1471.

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 77

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207305538
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264000
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref269
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref269
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref269
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref269
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1796777
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1796777
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217741312
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00769.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216689080
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215599749
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref277
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref277
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref277
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref277
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500342000031
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500342000031
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2704_7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref281
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref281


Plaut, V. C., Garnett, F. G., Buffardi, L. E., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2011). “What about me?”
Perceptions of exclusion and Whites’ reactions to multiculturalism. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 101(2), 337–353. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022832

Proulx, T., & Inzlicht, M. (2012). The five “A”s of meaning maintenance: Finding meaning
in the theories of sense-making. Psychological Inquiry, 23(4), 317–335. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1047840x.2012.702372

Proulx, T., & Morey, R. (2021). Beyond statistical ritual: Theory in psychological science.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 16(4), 671–681. https://doi.org/10.1177/
17456916211017098

Puhl, R., & Brownell, K. D. (2003). Ways of coping with obesity stigma: Review and
conceptual analysis. Eating Behaviors, 4(1), 53–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/s1471-
0153(02)00096-x

Purdie-Vaughns, V., Steele, C. M., Davies, P. G., Ditlmann, R., & Crosby, J. R. (2008).
Social identity contingencies: How diversity cues signal threat or safety for African
Americans in mainstream institutions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94(4),
615–630. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.615

Reid, A., & Deaux, K. (1996). Relationship between social and personal identities:
Segregation or integration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(6), 1084–1091.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1084

Reiss, S., Leen‐Thomele, E., Klackl, J., & Jonas, E. (2021). Exploring the landscape of
psychological threat: A cartography of threats and threat responses. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 15(e12588), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12588

Repetti, R. L., Taylor, S. E., & Seeman, T. E. (2002). Risky families: Family social
environments and the mental and physical health of offspring. Psychological Bulletin,
128(2), 330–366.

Riccio, M., Cole, S., & Balcetis, E. (2013). Seeing the expected, the desired, and the feared:
Influences on perceptual interpretation and directed attention. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 7(6), 401–414. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12028

Rosette, A. S., & Livingston, R. W. (2012). Failure is not an option for Black women:
Effects of organizational performance on leaders with single versus dual-subordinate
identities. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(5), 1162–1167.

Rydell, R. J., McConnell, A. R., & Beilock, S. L. (2009). Multiple social identities and
stereotype threat: Imbalance, accessibility, and working memory. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 96(5), 949–966. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014846

Salomon, K., Burgess, K. D., & Bosson, J. K. (2015). Flash fire and slow burn: Women’s
cardiovascular reactivity and recovery following hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 144(2), 469–479. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000061

Sanchez, D. T., Chaney, K. E., Manuel, S. K., & Remedios, J. D. (2018). Theory of
prejudice and American identity threat transfer for Latino and Asian Americans.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(7), 972–983. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2F0146167218759288

Sanchez, D. T., Chaney, K. E., Manuel, S. K., Wilton, L. S., & Remedios, J. D. (2017). Stigma
by prejudice transfer: Racism threatens White women and sexism threatens men of color.
Psychological Science, 28(4), 445–461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616686218

Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The self-concept, social identity, and inter-
personal relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Schmader, T., & Sedikides, C. (2018). State authenticity as fit to environment: The
implications of social identity for fit, authenticity, and self-segregation. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 22(3), 228–259. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868317734080

Schmader, T., Johns, M., & Forbes, C. (2008). An integrated process model of stereotype
threat effects on performance. Psychological Review, 115(2), 336–356. https://doi.org/10.
1037/2F0033-295X.115.2.336

78 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022832
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840x.2012.702372
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840x.2012.702372
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211017098
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211017098
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1471-0153(02)00096-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1471-0153(02)00096-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.615
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1084
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12588
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref289
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref289
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref289
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref291
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref291
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref291
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014846
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000061
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167218759288
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167218759288
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616686218
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref296
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref296
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868317734080
https://doi.org/10.1037/2F0033-295X.115.2.336
https://doi.org/10.1037/2F0033-295X.115.2.336


Sebastian, C., Viding, E., Williams, K. D., & Blakemore, S. J. (2010). Social brain devel-
opment and the affective consequences of ostracism in adolescence. Brain and Cognition,
72, 134–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.06.008

Sedikides, C., & Brewer, M. B. (Eds.). (2001). Individual self, relational self, collective self.
Psychology Press.

Sedikides, C., Alicke, M., & Skowronski, J. J. (2021). On the utility of the self in social perception:
An egocentric tactician model. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 63, 247–298.

Sedikides, C., Gaertner, L., Luke, M. A., O’Mara, E. M., & Gebauer, J. E. (2013). A three-
tier hierarchy of self-potency: Individual self, relational self, collective self. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, 48, 235–295.

Seery, M. D. (2011). Challenge or threat? Cardiovascular indexes of resilience and vul-
nerability to potential stress in humans. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 35(7),
1603–1610. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2011.03.003

Seery, M. D. (2013). The biopsychosocial model of challenge and threat: Using the heart to
measure the mind. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7(9), 637–653. https://doi.
org/10.1111/spc3.12052

Seery, M. D., & Quinton, W. J. (2016). Understanding resilience: From negative life events
to everyday stressors. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 54, 181–245.

Seery, M. D., Weisbuch, M., & Blascovich, J. (2009). Something to gain, something to lose:
The cardiovascular consequences of outcome framing. International Journal of
Psychophysiology, 73(3), 308–312. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2009.05.006

Shapiro, J., & Neuberg, S. (2007). From stereotype threat to stereotype threats: Implications
of a multi-threat framework for causes, moderators, mediators, consequences, and
interventions. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 11(2), 107–130. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1088868306294790

Shariff, A. F., & Tracy, J. L. (2011). What are emotion expressions for? Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 20(6), 395–399. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411424739

Shaver, P. R., & Mikulincer, M. (2002). Attachment-related psychodynamics. Attachment &
Human Development, 4(2), 133–161. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730210154171

Shaver, P. R., Schachner, D. A., & Mikulincer, M. (2005). Attachment style, excessive
reassurance seeking, relationship processes, and depression. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 31(3), 343–359. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271709

Shelton, J. N., & Richeson, J. A. (2005). Intergroup contact and pluralistic ignorance. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 88(1), 91–107. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.91

Shelton, J. N., & Richeson, J. A. (2006). Interracial interactions: A relational approach.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 121–181.

Sherman, D. K., & Cohen, G. L. (2006). The psychology of self-defense: Self-affirmation
theory. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 183–242.

Sherman, D. K., Bunyan, D. P., Creswell, D. J., & Jaremka, L. M. (2009). Psychological
vulnerability and stress: The effects of self-affirmation on sympathetic nervous system
responses to naturalistic stressors. Health Psychology, 28(5), 554–562. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0014663

Sherman, D. K., Nelson, L. D., & Steele, C. M. (2000). Do messages about health risks
threaten the self? Increasing the acceptance of threatening health messages via self-
affirmation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1046–1058. https://doi.org/
10.1177/01461672002611003

Shih, M., Pittinsky, T. L., & Ambady, N. (1999). Stereotype susceptibility: Identity salience
and shifts in quantitative performance. Psychological Science, 10(1), 80–83. https://doi.
org/10.1111/2F1467-9280.00111

Shrout, M. R. (2021). The health consequences of stress in couples: A review and new
integrated Dyadic Biobehavioral Stress Model. Brain, Behavior, & Immunity–Health,
16(100328), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbih.2021.100328

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 79

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.06.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref301
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref301
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref302
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref302
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2011.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2009.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294790
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868306294790
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411424739
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730210154171
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271709
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.1.91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref312
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref312
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref313
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref313
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014663
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014663
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611003
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002611003
https://doi.org/10.1111/2F1467-9280.00111
https://doi.org/10.1111/2F1467-9280.00111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbih.2021.100328


Shrout, P. E., Herman, C. M., & Bolger, N. (2006). The costs and benefits of practical and
emotional support on adjustment: A daily diary study of couples experiencing acute
stress. Personal Relationships, 13(1), 115–134. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.
2006.00108.x

Simpson, J. A. (1990). Influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 59(5), 971–980. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971

Somerville, L. H. (2013). Special issue on the teenage brain: Sensitivity to social evaluation.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22, 121–127. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721413476512

Spencer, B., & Castano, E. (2007). Social class is dead. Long live social class! Stereotype
threat among low socioeconomic status individuals. Social Justice Research, 20(4),
418–432. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0047-7

Spencer, S. J., Steele, C. M., & Quinn, D. M. (1999). Stereotype threat and women’s math
performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35(1), 4–28. https://doi.org/10.
1006/jesp.1998.1373

Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirmation: Sustaining the integrity of the self.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 261–302.

Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance
of African Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(5), 797–811. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.797

Steele, C. M., Spencer, S. J., & Aronson, J. (2002). Contending with group image: The
psychology of stereotype and social identity threat. In M. P. Zanna (Vol. Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology: 34, (pp. 379–440). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Steinberg, L., & Morris, A. S. (2001). Adolescent development. Annual Review of Psychology,
52, 83–110. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.83

Stephan, W. G. (2014). Intergroup anxiety: Theory, research, and practice. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 18(3), 239–255. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314530518

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues, 41(3),
157–175. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Morrison, K. R. (2009). Intergroup threat theory. In T. D.
Nelson (Ed.). Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination (pp. 43–59). (1st ed.).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Stephens, N. M., Fryberg, S. A., Markus, H. R., Johnson, C. S., & Covarrubias, R. (2012).
Unseen disadvantage: How American universities’ focus on independence undermines
the academic performance of first-generation college students. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 102(6), 1178–1197. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027143

Stephens, N. M., Hamedani, M. G., & Destin, M. (2014). Closing the social-class
achievement gap: A difference-education intervention improves first-generation stu-
dents’ academic performance and all students’ college transition. Psychological Science,
25(4), 943–953. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613518349

Stephens, N. M., Townsend, S. S., Hamedani, M. G., Destin, M., & Manzo, V. (2015). A
difference-education intervention equips first-generation college students to thrive in
the face of stressful college situations. Psychological Science, 26(10), 1556–1566. https://
doi.org/10.1177/2F0956797615593501

Stephens, N. M., Townsend, S. S., Markus, H. R., & Phillips, L. T. (2012). A cultural
mismatch: Independent cultural norms produce greater increases in cortisol and more
negative emotions among first-generation college students. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 48(6), 1389–1393. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.07.008

Stout, J. G., Dasgupta, N., Hunsinger, M., & McManus, M. A. (2011). STEMing the tide:
Using ingroup experts to inoculate women’s self-concept in science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100(2),
255–270. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021385

80 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.2006.00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.971
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413476512
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413476512
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0047-7
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1373
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1373
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref323
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.797
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.797
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref325
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314530518
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref329
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref329
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref329
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027143
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613518349
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0956797615593501
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0956797615593501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021385


Stroud, L. R., Foster, E., Papandonatos, G. D., Handwerger, K., Granger, D. A., Kivlighan,
K. T., ... Niaura, R. (2009). Stress response and the adolescent transition: Performance
versus peer rejection stressors. Development and Psychopathology, 21, 47–68. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0954579409000042

Sue, D. W., Alsaidi, S., Awad, M. N., Glaeser, E., Calle, C. Z., & Mendez, N. (2019).
Disarming racial microaggressions: Microintervention strategies for targets, White allies, and
bystanders. American Psychologist, 74(1), 128–142. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000296

Sullivan, K. T., Pasch, L. A., Johnson, M. D., & Bradbury, T. N. (2010). Social support,
problem solving, and the longitudinal course of newlywed marriage. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 98(4), 631–644. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017578

Taylor, S. E., Lerner, J. S., Sherman, D. K., Sage, R. M., & McDowell, N. K. (2003). Are
self-enhancing cognitions associated with healthy or unhealthy biological profiles?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(4), 605–615. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.85.4.605

Taylor, S. E., Sherman, D. K., Kim, H. S., Jarcho, J., Takagi, K., & Dunagan, M. S. (2004).
Culture and social support: Who seeks it and why. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 87(3), 354. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.354

Tesser, A. (1988). Toward a self-evaluation maintenance model of social behavior. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 181–227. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)
60227-0

Tesser, A., & Smith, J. (1980). Some effects of friendship and task relevance on helping:
You don’t always help the one you like. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16(6),
582–590. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(80)90060-8

Thorson, K. R., West, T. V., & Mendes, W. B. (2018). Measuring physiological influence
in dyads: A guide to designing, implementing, and analyzing dyadic physiological stu-
dies. Psychological Methods, 23(4), 595–616. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000166

Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition (2nd ed.).
University of Chicago Press.

Todd, A. R., & Galinsky, A. D. (2014). Perspective‐taking as a strategy for improving
intergroup relations: Evidence, mechanisms, and qualifications. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 8(7), 374–387. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022308

Todd, A. R., Bodenhausen, G. V., Richeson, J. A., & Galinsky, A. D. (2011). Perspective
taking combats automatic expressions of racial bias. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 100(6), 1027–1042. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022308

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). The past explains the present: Emotional adaptations and
the structure of ancestral environments. Ethology and Sociobiology, 11(4–5), 375–424.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(90)90017-Z

Tracy, J. L., & Matsumoto, D. (2008). The spontaneous display of pride and shame:
Evidence for biologically innate nonverbal displays. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 105(33), 11655–11660. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802686105

Tracy, J. L., & Robins, R. W. (2004). Show your pride: Evidence for a discrete emotion
expression. Psychological Science, 15(3), 194–197. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.
2004.01503008.x

Tracy, J. L., Robins, R. W., & Tangney, J. P. (Eds.). (2007). The self-conscious emotions:
Theory and research. Guilford Press.

Trawalter, S., Richeson, J. A., & Shelton, J. N. (2009). Predicting behavior during inter-
racial interactions: A stress and coping approach. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
13(4), 243–268. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309345850

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2003). Temporal construal. Psychological Review, 110(3),
403–421. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.3.403

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance.
Psychological Review, 117(2), 440–463. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 81

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000042
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579409000042
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000296
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017578
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.354
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60227-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60227-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(80)90060-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref343
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref343
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022308
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022308
https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(90)90017-Z
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802686105
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.01503008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.01503008.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref349
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref349
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309345850
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.3.403
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963


Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal levels and psychological dis-
tance: Effects on representation, prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 17(2), 83–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987).
Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford and New York: Blackwell.

Twenge, J. M., Baumeister, R. F., Tice, D. M., & Stucke, T. S. (2001). If you can’t join
them, beat them: Effects of social exclusion on aggressive behavior. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 81, 1058–1069. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.81.6.1058

Uchida, Y., Kitayama, S., Mequita, B., Reyes, J. A. S., & Morling, B. (2008). Is perceived
emotional support beneficial? Well-being and health in independent and interdependent
cultures. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(6), 741–754. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0146167208315157

Uchino, B. N. (2006). Social support and health: A review of physiological processes
potentially underlying links to disease outcomes. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 29(4),
377–387. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9056-5

Uchino, B. N. (2009). Understanding the links between social support and physical health:
A life-span perspective with emphasis on the separability of perceived and received
support. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4(3), 236–255. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1745-6924.2009.01122.x

Uchino, B. N., Cacioppo, J. T., & Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K. (1996). The relationship between
social support and physiological processes: A review with emphasis on underlying
mechanisms and implications for health. Psychological Bulletin, 119(3), 488–531. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.3.488

Vandello, J. A., & Bosson, J. K. (2013). Hard won and easily lost: A review and synthesis of
theory and research on precarious manhood. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 14(2),
101–113. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029826

Vandello, J. A., Bosson, J. K., Cohen, D., Burnaford, R. M., & Weaver, J. R. (2008).
Precarious manhood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(6), 1325–1339.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012453

Verduyn, P., Lee, D. S., Park, J., Shablack, H., Orvell, A., Bayer, J., ... Kross, E. (2015).
Passive Facebook usage undermines affective well-being: Experimental and longitudinal
evidence. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 144(2), 480–488. https://doi.org/
10.1037/xge0000057

Vohs, K. D., & Heatherton, T. F. (2001). Self-esteem and threats to self: Implications for
self-construals and interpersonal perceptions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
81(6), 1103–1118. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1103

Vorauer, J. D., & Kumhyr, S. M. (2001). Is this about you or me? Self-versus other-directed
judgments and feelings in response to intergroup interaction. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 27(6), 706–719. https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167201276006

Vorauer, J. D., Hunter, A. J., Main, K. J., & Roy, S. (2000). Meta-stereotype activation:
Evidence from indirect measures for specific evaluative concerns experienced by
members of dominant groups in intergroup interaction. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 78(4), 690–707. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.4.690

Vorauer, J. D., Main, K. J., & O’Connell, G. B. (1998). How do individuals expect to be viewed by
members of lower status groups? Content and implications of meta-stereotypes. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 917–937. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.917

Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L. (2011). A brief social-belonging intervention improves
academic and health outcomes of minority students. Science (New York, N. Y.),
331(6023), 1447–1451. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1198364

Walton, G. M., & Wilson, T. D. (2018). Wise interventions: Psychological remedies for
social and personal problems. Psychological Review, 125(5), 617–655. https://doi.org/10.
1037/rev0000115

82 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref354
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref354
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.81.6.1058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315157
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208315157
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9056-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01122.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01122.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.3.488
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.3.488
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029826
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012453
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000057
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000057
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1103
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F0146167201276006
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.4.690
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.917
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1198364
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000115
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000115


Walton, G. M. (2014). The new science of wise psychological interventions.Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 23(1), 73–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413512856

Walton, G. M., & Brady, S. T. (2017). The many questions of belonging. In A. J. Elliot, C.
S. Dweck, & D. S. Yeager (Eds.). Handbook of competence and motivation: Theory and
application (pp. 272–293). New York: Guilford Press.

Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L. (2007). A question of belonging: Race, social fit, and
achievement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1), 82–96. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.92.1.82

Walton, G. M., & Spencer, S. J. (2009). Latent ability: Grades and test scores systematically
underestimate the intellectual ability of negatively stereotyped students. Psychological
Science, 20(9), 1132–1139. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02417.x

Walton, G. M., Murphy, M. C., & Ryan, A. M. (2015). Stereotype threat in organizations:
Implications for equity and performance. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 523–550. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-
032414-111322

Ward, D. E., Park, L. E., Naragon-Gainey, K., Whillans, A. V., & Jung, H. (2020). Can’t
buy me love (or friendship). Social consequences of financially contingent self-worth.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(12), 1665–1681. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167220910872

Ward, D. E., Park, L. E., Walsh, C., Naragon-Gainey, K., Paravati, E., & Whillans, A. V.
(2021). For the love of money: The influence of financially contingent self-worth in
romantic relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 38(4), 1303–1328.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521991663

West, T. V., & Mendes, W. B. (in press). Affect contagion: Physiologic covariation and
linkage offer insight into socially shared thoughts, emotions, and experiences. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology.

Williams, K. D., & Sommer, K. L. (1997). Social ostracism by coworkers: Does rejection
lead to loafing or compensation? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(7), 693–706.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297237003

Williams, K. D., & Zadro, L. (2001). Ostracism: On being ignored, excluded, and rejected.
In M. R. Leary (Ed.). Interpersonal rejection (pp. 21–53). Oxford University Press.

Williams, K. D., Cheung, C. K., & Choi, W. (2000). Cyberostracism: Effects of being
ignored over the Internet. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(5), 748–762.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.748

Winter, L., & Uleman, J. S. (1984). When are social judgments made? Evidence for the
spontaneousness of trait inferences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(2),
237–252. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.2.237

Word, C. O., Zanna, M. P., & Cooper, J. (1974). The nonverbal mediation of self-fulfilling
prophecies in interracial interaction. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 10(2),
109–120. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(74)90059-6

Wu, D. J., Park, J., & Dasgupta, N. (2020). The influence of male faces on stereotype
activation among women in STEM: An ERP investigation. Biological Psychology, 156.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2020.107948

Yanagisawa, K., Masui, K., Furutani, K., Nomura, M., Yoshida, H., & Ura, M. (2011). Temporal
distance insulates against immediate social pain: An NIRS study of social exclusion. Social
Neuroscience, 6(4), 377–387. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2011.559127

Yeager, D. S., & Walton, G. M. (2011). Social-psychological interventions in education:
They’re not magic. Review of Educational Research, 81(2), 267–301. https://doi.org/10.
3102/2F0034654311405999

Yeager, D. S., Hanselman, P., Walton, G. M., Murray, J. S., Crosnoe, R., Muller, C., ...
Dweck, C. S. (2019). A national experiment reveals where a growth mindset improves
achievement. Nature, 573(7774), 364–369. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1466-y

Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves 83

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413512856
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref370
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.82
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.82
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02417.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111322
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111322
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220910872
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220910872
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407521991663
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297237003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref377
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2601(23)00011-4/sbref377
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.748
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(74)90059-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2020.107948
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2011.559127
https://doi.org/10.3102/2F0034654311405999
https://doi.org/10.3102/2F0034654311405999
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1466-y


Yeager, D. S., Henderson, M. D., Paunesku, D., Walton, G. M., D’Mello, S., Spitzer, B. J.,
... Duckworth, A. L. (2014). Boring but important: A self-transcendent purpose for
learning fosters academic self-regulation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
107(4), 559–580. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037637

Yeager, D. S., Romero, C., Paunesku, D., Hulleman, C. S., Schneider, B., Hinojosa, C., ...
Dweck, C. S. (2016). Using design thinking to improve psychological interventions:
The case of the growth mindset during the transition to high school. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 108(3), 374–391. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000098

Zee, K. S., Cavallo, J. V., Flores, A. J., Bolger, N., & Higgins, E. T. (2018). Motivation
moderates the effects of social support visibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
114(5), 735–765. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000119

Zee, K. S., & Bolger, N. (2019). Visible and invisible support: How, why, and when.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 28(3), 314–320. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721419835214

84 Lora E. Park et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037637
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000098
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000119
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419835214
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419835214

	Social evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selvesSocial evaluative threat across individual, relational, and collective selves
	1 Threat perception in social psychology
	1.1 A model of social evaluative threat

	2 Cues of social evaluative threat in the environment
	3 Common indicators of perceived threat
	3.1 Physiological indicators
	3.2 Cognitive appraisals and emotions

	4 Motivation and coping in response to threat
	5 Moderators of social evaluative threat
	5.1 Situational moderators of threat
	5.2 Moderators of threats to individual, relational, and collective selves
	5.2.1 Self-esteem
	5.2.2 Contingencies of self-worth
	5.2.3 Attachment styles
	5.2.4 Rejection sensitivity
	5.2.5 Racial/ethnic group membership
	5.2.6 First-generation student status
	5.2.7 Socioeconomic status
	5.2.8 Gender group membership


	6 Summary
	7 Connections to existing models of threat
	7.1 Current model versus other social evaluative models of threat
	7.2 Current model versus General Process Model of Threat and Defense
	7.3 Current model versus taxonomy of threats
	7.4 Current model versus risk regulation model
	7.5 Current model versus multi-threat framework
	7.6 Current model versus coalitional safety model
	7.7 Strengths of the current model

	8 Implications for intervention
	8.1 Intervention #1: Change cues in the environment
	8.1.1 Relational level
	8.1.2 Collective level

	8.2 Intervention #2: Change perceptions of threat in the environment
	8.2.1 Individual level
	8.2.2 Relational level
	8.2.3 Collective level

	8.3 Intervention #3: Increase perceived social support to cope with threat
	8.3.1 Individual level
	8.3.2 Relational level
	8.3.3 Collective level


	9 Future research directions
	9.1 Social evaluative threat versus other types of threat
	9.2 Testing moderators of threat perception
	9.3 Culture and social evaluative threat
	9.4 Developmental perspectives
	9.5 Confined versus diffuse social-evaluative threats

	10 Conclusion
	References





