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Prior qualitative research has suggested that people assume muscular men are more
masculine. This assumption was tested quantitatively in 2 studies. In Study 1, men and
women completed measures of gender-role traits and behaviors, whereas in Study 2,
men completed measures of gender-role conflict and traditional attitudes about men.
Study 1 revealed a correlation between self-rated male-typed traits and behaviors, with
a need to be more muscular for both men and women. In Study 2, men with more
traditional attitudes about men also wanted to be more muscular; men who wanted to
be more muscular were experiencing conflict with regard to society’s expectations that
they be successful, powerful, and competitive, and they reported that finding a balance
between work and leisure is difficult.

Until recently, research exploring gender difwomen reflects being small and thin, the social
ferences in body image concerns and their oustandard for men reflects being big and muscu-
comes has been based solely on perceptionslaf, what Mishkind, Rodin, Silberstein, and
adiposity (i.e., body fat). This research has le@triegel-Moore (1986) refered to as the “mus-
to the belief that because men are less cogular mesomorphic” shape.
cerned or dissatisfied than women with their There is a growing amount of research dem-
degree of adiposity, are less likely than womennstrating the importance of being muscular in
to be dieting to lose weight, and rarely experiboth adolescent males (e.g., Jones, 2001; Mc-
ence clinical disorders associated with body imEreary & Sasse, 2000, 2002; O’Dea & Raw-
age (e.g., anorexia and bulimia nervosa), thestorne, 2001) and adult men (e.g., Fisher, Dunn,
are relatively happy with their bodies (e.9.& Thompson, 2002; Jacobi & Cash, 1994; La-
Feingold & Mazzella, 1998; Garner, Olmsteadyine, Sweeney, & Wagner, 1999; Phillips &
& Polivy, 1983; Muth & Cash, 1997). This pjaz, 1997). For example, research has shown
belief, however, does not take into considerthat many adolescent boys are engaged in resis-
ation the fact that adiposity is not equally im+ance training activities to gain muscle mass

portant for men and women. That is, whereagicciardelli & McCabe, 2003). Among adoles-
the social standard of bodily attractiveness fokent boys, a higher drive for muscularity is

associated with poorer self-esteem and more
symptoms of depression (McCreary & Sasse,
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kg) heavier in muscle than their actual sizeToward Women Scale (Spence & Helmreich,
When asked where they would like to be mord978) and the Male Role Norms Scale (Thomp-
muscular, men and boys typically want largeson & Pleck, 1986; Thompson, Pleck, & Fer-
pectorals, biceps, and shoulders (Drewnowskéra, 1992). Other frequently used measures of
& Yee, 1987; Huenemann, Shapiro, Hamptorgender-role socialization include the Gender
& Mitchell, 1966; Moore, 1990). Role Conflict Scale (GRCS; O’Neil, Helms,
Some researchers (e.g., Grogan & Richard§able, David, & Wrightsman, 1986), the Mas-
2002; Klein, 1993; Weinke, 1998) have sugeuline Gender Role Stress Scale (Eisler & Skid-
gested that one of the main reasons muscularitgore, 1987), and the Feminine Gender Role
is so important to men and boys is that it isStress Scale (Gillespie & Eisler, 1992; see
linked to perceptions of their masculinity; inBeere, 1990, for more examples of how gender-
other words, the more muscular a man or boy isple socialization can be measured). Thus, re-
the more masculine he is. One might also sugearchers examining the relationships between
gest that boys and men who are not musculéine drive for muscularity and perceptions of
(e.g., those who are endomorphic or those whmasculinity and femininity need to be very spe-
are ectomorphic) may see themselves as maedic about the gender-role dimensions they are
feminine. For example, Grogan and Richardmeasuring.
(2002) have suggested that boys and men wholn addition to studying the associations
diet run the risk of being perceived as feminineamong the drive for muscularity and both male-
in part because dieting is perceived to be and female-typed aspects of gender-role social-
feminine-typed behavior. ization, researchers also need to consider
One way to test these hypotheses is to explovehether those associations vary as a function of
the associations among masculinity, femininitygender. McCreary and his colleagues (Mc-
and the drive for muscularity. On the basis oCreary, Newcomb, & Sadava, 1999; McCreary
findings from the qualitative research, we pre& Sasse, 2000) refer to this notion as “differ-
dicted that masculinity would be positively as-ential salience” and have argued that the asso-
sociated with the drive for muscularity, whereasiations between gender-typed dimensions and
femininity would be negatively associated withvarious outcome variables (e.g., self-esteem, al-
the drive for muscularity. However, there is arcohol dependence) should be moderated by
important limitation inherent in this prediction: gender. They believe that, even though men and
Masculinity and femininity are global, higherwomen internalize many gender-typed dimen-
order constructs and cannot be measured diions in the same way (i.e., factor analyses have
rectly (Spence, 1984). Psychology has oveshown that there are few, if any, gender differ-
come this problem by developing indices ofnces in the factor structures of many gender-
specific dimensions of masculinity and feminintole measures; e.g., McCreary et al., 1998),
ity. Personality trait measures, such as the Petifferential social pressures to conform to gen-
sonal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence &ler-role expectations are stronger for men than
Helmreich, 1978), the Extended PAQ (EPAQfor women (i.e., failure to conform to gender-
Spence, Helmreich, & Holahan, 1979), and theole norms or expectations tends to be punished
Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974), are usethore in men than in women; McCreary, 1994).
to assess the degree to which men and wom@&ihey have demonstrated this differential sa-
have internalized the gender stereotypic persolience in two studies: McCreary, Newcomb, and
ality traits of agency-instrumentality (i.e., maleSadava (1999) showed that the associations be-
stereotypic traits) and communion—expressivitywveen various dimensions of the male gender
(i.e., female stereotypic traits). Engaging irrole and both alcohol use and alcohol problems
gender-typed behaviors is assessed using thvere different for men and women, and Mc-
Sex Role Behavior Scale (SRBS; OrlofskyCreary and Sasse (2000) revealed that the drive
1981) and its short form companion (Orlofskyfor muscularity was associated with lower self-
& O’Heron, 1987). The degree to which peopleesteem and more depressive symptoms in boys
have adopted traditional versus contemporafyut not in girls (McCreary & Sasse, 2000). In
or liberal views about men, women, and the¢he present context, the notion of differential
relationships between men and women is asalience would predict that the association be-
sessed using measures such as the Attitud®geen gender-role constructs and the drive for
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muscularity should be stronger for men than fogvery much like meto 6 (not at all like mg. All
women. items are reverse coded so that higher scores
The purpose of the two studies presenteckflect a greater drive for muscularity. Sample
herein is to test the associations between sever@ms include, “I wish | were more muscular”
dimensions of masculinity, femininity, and theand “I feel guilty if I miss a weight training
drive for muscularity. In Study 1, a sample ofsession.” McCreary and Sasse (2000, 2002)
college-aged men and women completed mehave shown that the DMS has good construct
sures of both gender-typed traits and gendevalidity (in the form of face validity), conver-
typed behaviors; in Study 2, a group of youngent validity, and discriminant validity. Recent
men completed a measure of male-oriented gefactor analytic work has shown that the DMS
der-role conflict, as well as a measure of tradihas a two-factor, lower order structure for men,
tional attitudes about men. In both instances, thepresenting the attitudinal and behavioral
degree to which those gender-typed dimensioiitems. For both men and women, however, a
predicted the drive for muscularity was examsingle higher order DMS factor emerged (Mc-
ined; in Study 1, the extent to which thoseCreary, Sasse, Saucier, & Dorsch, 2004). Thus,
relationships varied as a function of the particwhen comparing men and women, researchers

ipants’ gender also was assessed. should average over the DMS items to create a
single DMS score. Cronbach’s alphas were .91
Study 1 (men) and .83 (women) in the current sample.
The EPAQ. The EPAQ is a 40-item mea-
Method sure of gender-typed personality traits and rep-
resents an extension of the PAQ (Spence &
Participants and Procedure Helmreich, 1978). Although the EPAQ is com-

posed of six subscales, problems with internal
A total of 157 men and 343 women betweeronsistency (Spence et al., 1979) have led to
the ages of 17 and 78 yeald (= 20 years, with only three being used on a regular basis:
95% of the sample between 17 and 24 year@lgency (mastery-oriented traits that are socially
participated in the current study. All were reesirable for both men and women to possess
cruited during a mass testing session for aput are more stereotypically associated with
introductory psychology subject pool at a largenen; 8 items), Communion (interpersonally ori-
midwestern Canadian university. Seventy-fougnted traits that are desirable for both men and
percent of the men and 79% of the women wergomen to possess but are more stereotypically
in their first year of college. Ten percent of thegssociated with women; 8 items), and Unmit-
men and 28% of the women reported being Oégated Agency (being focused on the self to the
a diet to lose weight, and 17% of the men angxclusion of others; socially undesirable for
1% of the women reported being on a diet toth men and women to possess but more ste-
gain weight. No other demographic or healthreotypically associated with men; 8 items). The

related information was collected. other three subscales (i.e., Masculinity—Femi-
ninity, Unmitigated Communion, and Verbal
Measures Aggressiveness) were not used in this study.

Iltems on the EPAQ are scored on a 5-point
All participants completed the Drive for Likert-type scale, with higher scores represent-
Muscularity Scale (DMS; McCreary & Sassejng greater degrees of internalization of each
2000) and two commonly used measures dfait. The alphas for the present study were .74,
gender-role socialization: the EPAQ (Spence e80, and .71, respectively (men), and .73, .70,
al., 1979) and the Short-Form SRBS (Orlofskynd .62, respectively (women). The low level of
& O’Heron, 1987). Each of these measures imternal consistency of the Unmitigated Agency
described below. scale in women is problematic in that it reduces
The DMS. The DMS is a 15-item measurethe power of that scale to detect significant
of the extent to which people desire to have associations with smaller effect sizes.
more muscular body. Items on the DMS repre- Short-Form SRBS.The SRBS is the only
sent a combination of attitudes and behaviomsvailable measure of the extent to which people
and are scored on a 6-point scale ranging fromdct in gender-typed ways. The 96 items from the
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short-form version of the SRBS are grouped Results

into three higher order factors of 32 items each:

Male-Typed Behaviors (equally desirable for To explore the associations between the drive
men and women but more stereotypic of menfor muscularity and self-reported gender-typed
Female-Typed Behaviors (equally desirable foifaits and behaviors, as well as whether those
men and women but more stereotypic ofSsociations varied as a function of the partici-
women), and Sex-Specific Behaviors (more déant's gender, we performed a series of moder-
sirable and stereotypic of men or women). AIRting variable hierarchical regression analyses.
items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scalelhe results of these analyses are presented be-
The items within each of the Male- and Femalelow, following an overview of the various scale
Typed Behaviors subscales are averaged inft¢scriptive statistics.

their respective scores, with higher values being

indicative of engaging in greater degrees obescriptive Statistics

behavior in those domains. Scoring of the Sex-

Specific Behaviors dimension is somewhat dif- Table 1 reports the means and standard
ferent, however. This subscale is composed afeviations for the DMS and all gender-role
items that are either male (16 items) or femalmeasures, separately for men and women.
specific (16 items). The latter items are reversindependent sampletests were used to ex-
coded, and the two sets of items are averag@iore gender differences among the variables.
together to create the overall subscale scor&p control for the increased probability of
which is then interpreted in the male-typed dimaking a Type | error, we applied a Bonfer-
rection. In the present study, the SRBS demomeni correction to allp values (.05/7 tests
strated lower than expected levels of reliability,007). As Table 1 shows, all mean differences
with men’s Cronbach alpha coefficients beingvere statistically significant. Men reported
.71, .76, and .56 for the three scales, respesignificantly higher levels of the drive for
tively, and women’s Cronbach alpha coeffimuscularity and both agentic and unmitigat-
cients being .63, .68, and .56, respectively. Asdly agentic personality traits; they also acted
we noted earlier, these lower than expected ah significantly more male-typed and sex-spe-
pha coefficients decrease the power of the analific ways. Women, in contrast, reported sig-
yses to detect significant associations withificantly higher levels of communal traits
smaller effect sizes. and acted in more female-typed ways.

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for the Drive for Muscularity Scale (DMS) and
Six Indices of Gender-Role Socialization

Men Women
(n = 159) (n = 349)
Scale M SD M SD t(506)
DMS 2.69 0.95 1.99 0.61 10.01*
EPAQ
Agency 3.64 0.60 3.40 0.58 4.25*%
Communion 3.68 0.59 4.10 0.46  —8.58*
Unmitigated Agency 2.71 0.58 2.47 0.51 4.75*
SRBS
Male-Typed Behaviors 3.25 0.43 2.83 0.35 11.74*
Female-Typed Behaviors 2.62 0.37 3.17 0.36 —15.86*
Sex-Specific Behaviors 3.51 0.26 2.66 0.28 32.46*
Note. EPAQ = Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire; SRBSex Role Behavior
Scale.

*p < .001.
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Regression Analyses Gender-role behavior analysis.The addi-
tion of the four main effects (Male- and Female-
Because gender-role traits and behaviors atgped Behaviors, Sex-Specific Behaviors, par-
conceptually different from one another, Weicipant's gender) in Step 1 explained a signif-
erarchical regressions: one with the three tragggz) — 42.46,p < .01 (adjusted? = 25.2%).
variables as the main predictors and one witlynjyariatet tests revealed that three beta values
the three behavioral variables as the predictorgere significantly different from zero. As with
In both analyses, the main effects for the genye first regression analysis, participant's gender
der-role dimensions and participant’s gendgfas a significant predictor3(= —.19), t(3) =
(men= 1, women= 2) were entered into the _5 75 , — 91 The direction of the standard-
equation in Step 1. In Step 2, the centerefoy qefficient means that men scored higher
Gender X Gender Role interactions were eng, .\ o0 on the DMS, after partialing out
ered (e Colen, Coher, i, & Ak 200t efecis of the e genceryped bohatir
sion analysis and the use of centering). If thgo  an'>: Both .the SRBS Male-'l?ypfe.d and Sex-
addition ?)/f the centered interaction tge)rms in peqﬁcl Behawo_r scdale_sr\]/vgrl\e;l ;lgmﬂcantly and
Step 2 accounts for a significant increase in t ositively i\ssomate wit scoiesﬁ €
amount of variance explained in the criterioni(g))’_ t(f)gg_ p4%9%5p rZsp')g%ﬁivatlarI]S gfte_r p;?tzal
then there is a significant Gender Gender ing out the effects of the other variables. Thus,

Role moderating effect. Univariatetests ex- h h di | lued and mal
plore which main effect and interaction betd"0S€ Who acted in more male-valued and male

values are significant. The dependent variabREX-SPecific ways tended to have higher DMS

for each analysis was the respondent’s score 6G0"€S- The centered interaction terms did not

the DMS!? add a significant amount of variance to the
Gender-role trait analysis. When the four Prediction of the criterionAF(3, 500) = 0.89,

main effects (Agency, Communion, Unmiti-P > 05 (AR® = 0.4%), suggesting that the

gated Agency, participant's gender) were er€lationships between these gender-typed be-

tered in Step 1, they predicted a Signiﬁcanlgawors anq DMS scores did not vary as a func-

amount of variance in DMS scores\F(4, tion of participant's gender.

508) = 28.48,p < .01 (adjusted?® = 17.8%).

Univariatet tests revealed that two beta values Discussion

were significantly different from zero. Partici-

pant's gender was negatively related to DMS 14 jatermine the extent to which the drive for

scores B = —.38), t(3) = —-8.59,p < .01, . :

. N = muscularity was predicted by gender-typed
tmhgﬁn\;\?(?mtehr?t athp psa:r?i;elﬂ gS'gS,['f't%aeng%eTt%hg raits and behaviors, two separate hierarchical
the three ge,nder-role dimensions. Unmitigate oderating varlab]e regression analyses were
Agency (i.e., being more concerned with th erformgd. In the f|r§t_analy3|§, gender, gender-
self than with others) scores were associat &ped traits, and their interaction terms were the

predictors, whereas in the second analysis, gen-

with DMS scores g = .15),1(3) = 3.19,p < ; 0
.01, after controlling for participant’s genderd.er' gender-typed behaviors, and their interac-

and the other two gender-role dimensions. ThEOn terms were the independent variables. In
direction of the effect means that those wh&Oth analyses, the participants’ drive for mus-
were higher in unmitigated agency had highefularity served as the criterion.

levels of the drive for muscularity. The addition

of the Ceme_red,mteracuon terms 'n, Step 2 did 1 McCreary et al. (2004) noted that Item 10 in the DMS
not add a significant amount of variance to the| think about taking anabolic steroids”) did not load on
prediction of the criterionAF(3, 500) = 2.34, any factor for either men or women and should not be
p > .05 (AR2 = 1.1%), suggesting that theincluded in the DMS calculation. We included the item in

; ; _ se analyses because the manuscript in which the recom-
relatlonshlps between these three gender typ%@ndaﬂon was made had not yet been published. However,

personality traits and DMS scores do not vary age also ran the analyses with Item 10 removed from the
a function of participant’s gender. DMS score, and the results were almost identical.
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The results from these two analyses revealdthve identified four dimensions in which this
four important findings. First, in both analysesgender-based conflict occurs: (a) success,
men scored higher than women on the DMSower, and competition; (b) restrictive sexual
after controlling for gender-typed traits or be-and affectionate behavior between men; (c)
haviors. This is important because it shows thakstrictive emotionality; and (d) conflict be-
the gender differences in DMS scores observa@ieen work and family relations. Research
here (see Table 1) and in other research (e.gias shown that men who experience conflict
McCreary & Sasse, 2000; McCreary et alin one or more of these dimensions tend to
t2h004) ?re fairly r(t)bus]:t anddare nlot med'?te?_ biave lower self-esteem, lower levels of inti-

ese two aspects of gender-role socializatio ; ; )
Second, the findings revealed _that th_ree of trfﬁzg’ioin(doh&%“eét I:l\./,ellsggé)érl\ylxelitm?ﬁ ?\igﬁ
four male-typed gender-role dimensions (Un'ender-role conflict also are less likely to seek

mitigated Agency, Male-Typed Behaviors, Mal : . .
Sex-Specific Behaviors) all were positively as; elp for problems with psychological well

sociated with the drive for muscularity. Third,belng (O. Neil e_t al., 1995),_are more_hkely to
the lack of association between DMS scores arf!929€ In multiple health-risk behaviors (Mc-
feminine-typed traits and behaviors indicates'¢ary & Courtenay, 2003), and tend to con-
that low levels of the drive for muscularity are/0'm more to male gender-role norms (Ma-
not associated with greater degrees of feminiftalik et al., 2003).
ity (at least as measured by these two dimen- The degree to which people have adopted
sions of feminine gender-role socialization)traditional attitudes about men (also referred to
These two points have theoretical significancas male role normsor masculinity ideology
because they show that it is higher levels of thalso is a significant aspect of gender-role social-
male gender role, and not lower levels of thézation. Traditional male role norms emphasize
female gender role, that are most closely assoien’s power, success, and toughness, as well as
ciated with the desire to be more muscular. Thihe avoidance of anything deemed feminine.
fourth important finding was that the associaAdult and adolescent males who have adopted
tions between the drive for muscularity andraditional attitudes about men have been shown
gender-typed traits and behaviors were similat engage in a wide range of risky health be-
for men and women. In other words, there waRaviors for which incidence rates are higher for
no differential salience in these relationshipsnen: these include increased use of alcohol
The reasons for this are unclear at this pointpmcCreary et al., 1999), sedatives, and tranquil-
especially after finding a Gendex Gender jzers (Snell, Belk, & Hawkins, 1987); a greater
Role interaction in other studies (i.e., McCrearyikelihood of being sexually active; a greater
et al., 1999; McCreary & Sasse, 2000). jikelihood of having tricked or forced someone
Thus, it appears as though the associatiq paye sex with them; a greater likelihood of
between _self—perceptlons of masculinity an ngaging in unprotected sex and having had
muscularity that emerged from the earlleFnore sexual partners; and a greater likelihood of

qualitative research (i.e., Grogan & RiChard%’]avin ;
i . ) . g been arrested (Pleck, Sonenstein, & Ku,
2002; Klein, 1993; Weinke, 1998) can be 993, 1994). Traditional beliefs about men also

quantified. However, gender-typed traits an : :
behaviors are not the only aspects of masciave been found to predict greater involvement

linity that can be measured. In Study 2, we! multiple high-risk behaviors over time (Cour-
explore the relationships between the driv&nay, 1998). .

for muscularity and two other masculine gen- 1hus, Study 2 extends the findings from
der-role constructs: gender-role conflicStudy 1 to these two dimensions of male gen-
(O'Neil et al., 1986) and traditional attitudesder-role socialization. It was predicted that
about men. Gender-role conflict is a construd®MS scores would be positively associated
that explores the cognitive, emotional, unconwith gender-role conflict and traditional atti-
scious, and behavioral problems men experiudes about men. However, because the gender-
ence as they attempt to conform to society’sole conflict paradigm is appropriate only for
expectations of how men should be (O’Neilmen, gender-role salience was not examined in
Good, & Holmes, 1995). O'Neil et al. (1986) Study 2, as it was in Study 1.
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Study 2 restrictions, devaluation, or negative conse-

quences, both for one’s self or for other men

Method (O'Neil et al., 1986, 1995). The GRCS con-

- tains 37 items that are grouped into four sub-
Participants and Procedure scales: (a) Success, Power, and Competition (13

jtems), which measures concern about personal

A total of 527 men (aged 17 to 54 years, _, . o . X
Mdn = 20 years, with only 1.3% of the Sampleach|evement and gaining dominance and supe

being older than 22 years) were recruited fro riority over others; (b) Restrictive Emotionality

an all-male college in the midwestern Uniter(?10 items), which assesses difficulty and fears

. : bout emotional self-disclosure and verbal ex-
States. The participants reported bein oq . . . -
mostly Europepan Aﬁqerican zthnicity (92%/0)'pressmn of feelings; (c) Restrictive Affectionate

o ; o ehavior Between Men (8 items), which exam-
heterosexual (97%), and not married (849%), anaes discomfort associated with verbal and

most reported living on campus (90%). Thirt)/ hysical expressions of caring toward other

. ) - G
percent were in their first year of college, 29 /ﬁwn; and (d) Conflict Between Work and Fam-

; : 0 .
v yean 20% were nihelly (6 items), which measures diffculty and
Parficioants were recruited via an e-mail sergissatisfaction with the balancing of school or

P work and family relations. Each item is rated on

to all students by staff at the university healt : . :

clinic. The e-mail invited the students to particr—‘l’1 g?é%otlthS(g?rlgﬁ gr%ngg;g; rg?or]:tst?gggagféf

e " ey ot e subscals were rested by averagig thi
: ry r%spective items. Higher scores indicate a

ture of the survey was emphasized, as was ﬂP]igher degree of conflict in each area. Previous

student’s right to withdraw participation at any sychometric analyses of the GRCS have

time. After completing the survey, participantf PRV R FETACR 2 T L kel et

were given t_he option of filling in a sgparateal” 1995). In the present study, the alpha reli-
Web page with their name and contact mformaélb”i,[y coefficients were 90 90. 89 and .85
tion to win a prize for a store voucher. Partici- T e
pants were notified that the data from the surve];?r.rfggirt]i:rlljgsggilted dreess%ebcotll\:te%é n.To assess
and the identification information from the form .

they completed to register for the prize went t ir\?g'ft'g%asl v?/glrtg?r?;u?j%%u;nn:ﬁg'sfj?\?ef(?"(%\gwlg%
separate computer servers and would not y:

combined. Of the 1,850 students enrolled at t ou beheve_that taking nsk_s that are sometimes
: angerous is part of what it means to be a man
college at that time, a total of 527 (29%) com-, d t of what distinquish f
pleted usable surveys, and part of what distinguishes men from
women? (b) As a man, how important is it for
you to be self-sufficient and always to try to
Measures handle problems on your own? (c) As a man,
how important is it for you to be physically
In addition to the DMS, participants com-strong and tough? (d) As a man, how important
pleted the GRCS (O’Neil et al., 1986) and as it for you to control your emotions and never
series of items that assessed traditional attitudasreveal sadness or vulnerability? and (e) As a
about men and men’s role in society. Otheman, how important is it for you not to engage
questions on the survey assessed health aimdhctivities that you think others might consider
health risk behaviors but are not reported heréeminine? These items are similar to those used
The DMS. The DMS (McCreary & Sasse, on preexisting, albeit larger, measures of mas-
2000) was described thoroughly in Study Z1culinity ideology (e.g., Male Role Norms Scale;
However, it should be noted that the DMS’sThompson & Pleck, 1986). Survey size restric-
degree of internal consistency was .89 in thisons precluded our using one of these larger
sample. measures. Each item was scored on a 4-point
The GRCS. The GRCS is a commonly usedscale, from 1 fot at all true to 4 (very true
questionnaire designed to assess the psycholdgem 1) and 1 ot at all importan} to 4 (very
ical conflict men experience when rigid, sexistimportant Items 2-5). All items were averaged
or restrictive gender roles result in persondhto a single index, and higher scores indicate a
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more traditional view of how men should betwo dimensions of the GRCS and the measure
The alpha reliability estimate for the masculinef traditional attitudes about men increased, so
ideology measure was .75. did DMS scores.

Results . )
General Discussion

Descriptive Statistics Two studies revealed significant associations

Table 2 contains the means and standard d@etween the drive for muscularity and percep-
viations for the DMS, the four GRCS subscaledions of several aspects of masculine gender-
as well as the measure of traditional maléole socialization: unmitigatedly agentic per-

attitudes. sonality traits, male-typed and sex-specific be-
haviors, traditional attitudes about men, and
Regression Analysis gender-role conflict in the areas of success,

power, and competition, as well as work and

To determine the extent to which the foureisure conflict. In all cases, DMS scores were
GRCS subscales and the measure of traditiona®sitively associated with the indices of mascu-
attitudes about men are predictive of youngnity. Thus, in Study 1, both men and women
men’s desire to be more muscular than they agssociated male-typed traits and behaviors with
currently, we performed a standard multiple rea need to be more muscular, whereas, in
gression analysis. Because there were no h$tudy 2, men who endorsed more traditional
potheses about order of entry, all five predictorgender-typed beliefs wanted to be more muscu-
were entered at the same time. The predictolar. Finally, men in Study 2 who wanted to be
explained a significant amount of variability inmore muscular experienced greater levels of
DMS scoresF(5, 501) = 27.87,p < .01 (ad- gender-role conflict with respect to (a) society’s
justed R = 21.0%). An examination of the expectations that they be successful, powerful,
individual standardized coefficients reveale@nd competitive and (b) balancing work and
that three betas were significantly different fronteisure.
zero: the GRCS Success, Power, and Competi- These findings replicate and extend the lim-
tion subscale = .26),t(4) = 5.28,p < .01; ited qualitative research that explored men’s
the GRCS Conflict Between Work and Familyperceptions that muscular men are more mascu-
subscale § = .15),t(4) = 3.44,p < .01; and line and that men feel more masculine if they
the traditional attitudes about men sca € gain more muscularity. However, as noted ear-
.14),1(4) = 2.98,p < .01. The direction of all lier, the main limitation of this qualitative re-
three beta values was positive: As scores on tlsearch is that although many people have an
intuitive understanding of their degree of mas-
culinity, this intuitive notion cannot be mea-
sured directly. Thus, the findings from these two
studies extend the existing literature by deter-

Muscularity Scale, Gender Role Conflict Scale m'n'”gl which . aszect_sh c;]f g“?‘SC‘;"”'W are
(GRCS) Subscales, and a Measure of Traditional UNIqUely associated with the drive for muscu-

Masculine Ideology in a Sample of Young Men Ia_lrit_y. Future research might explore the asso-
(N = 527) ciations between masculinity and muscularity

even further. For example, whereas we chose to

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations for the Drive for

Scale M SP  use a short single measure of traditional atti-

Drive for Muscularity Scale 242 0.79 tudes about men, there are other larger measures
G%%i S;ﬁfjss Power, and 250 0gs Of this construct that assess various subdimen-
GROS Restrictive Emotionality 2.97 0.97 Sions of masculinity attitudes (e.g., toughness,
GRCS Restrictive Affectionate violence or aggression, antifemininity, rejection

Behavior Between Men 2.99 1.04 of homosexuals, attitudes toward sex). These
GRCS Conflict Between Work more comprehensive scales include the Male

and Family 3.41 105 Role Norms Scale (Thompson & Pleck, 1986),
Masculine ideology 2.28 0.57

" the Brannon Masculinity Scale (Brannon &
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Juni, 1984), and the Male Role Norms Invenfor muscularity the same across all age groups,
tory (Levant & Fischer, 1998). Other dimen-or could the associations be stronger or weaker
sions of masculinity that can be explored inat specific times in our lives (or among specific
clude dominance (McCreary & Rhodes, 2001age cohorts)? For example, do people perceive a
Sidanius, Liu, Shaw, & Pratto, 1994), hyperstronger association between muscularity and
masculinity (Burk, Burkhart, & Sikorski, 2004; masculinity in their earlier years than in their
Mosher & Sirkin, 1984), and conformity to later years? Could the strength of these associ-
masculine norms (Mahalik et al., 2003). Thisations be linked to developmental tasks, in the
latter aspect of masculinity is new and espesame way that other researchers have linked
cially promising because it assesses the extetievelopmental tasks with life span gender-role
to which men feel compelled to conform todevelopment (e.g., Gutmann, 1975; McCreary,
several aspects of the male gender role (e.d.990; Sinnott, 1986)? Second, do the associa-
winning, emotional control, risk taking, powertions between masculinity and muscularity vary
over women, being a playboy, self-reliance, priacross ethnic groups? One problem with testing
macy of work, pursuit of status, disdain forthis question is that it assumes that the various
homosexuals), as opposed to the stress adiinensions of masculinity and the drive for
strain they experience as a result of acting imuscularity mean the same thing to all ethnic
either stereotypically male-appropriate or malegroups, which may not be the case (Doss &
inappropriate ways. Initial research suggestdopkins, 1998). If our measures of masculinity
that both the Conformity to Masculine Normsand the drive for muscularity are equally valid
Inventory’s (CMNI) Winning subscale and thein other ethnic groups, then multigroup compar-
overall CMNI score are positively correlatedisons across cultures should be conducted.
with DMS scores (Mahalik et al., 2003). How- A third limitation stems from the low reli-
ever, the overall sample size for the DMS porability coefficients of some of the measures
tion of the CMNI study was small and pre-used in Study 1. The alpha reliability coeffi-
cluded the use of multivariate analyses. cients for the women'’s responses to the Unmit-
There are limitations to the present studiedgated Agency scale and all three dimensions of
First, both studies were correlational in naturghe SRBS, as well as men’s responses to the
and only the presence and direction of signifiSex-Specific Behaviors SRBS subscale, were
cant relationships can be determined. Futufeelow .70. The immediate impact of this reduc-
research might explore the direction of causalit§ion in internal consistency is to reduce the
in the associations between the drive for musscales’ power to detect significant associations.
cularity and perceptions of masculinity. For exin other words, smaller effects that would have
ample, does an increase in muscularity cause &gen found to be statistically significant if the
increase in perceived masculinity, and, if soscales’” alphas were higher did not reach the
which dimensions of masculinity are mosthreshold for statistical significance. This may
strongly influenced by this potential causal rehave had implications for the predicted Gen-
lationship? Or, could increases in perceiveder X Gender Role interactions in Study 1.
masculinity (e.g., from changes in other aspecighese interactions were predicted based on the
of a person’s life) cause an increased desire fivtion of differential salience but failed to
become more muscular? Or, could the associg@merge. Perhaps with more reliable measures,
tion be cyclical? Experimental research igvhich would increase the power of the analyses,
needed to address these questions. the interactions would have been observed. De-
A second limitation is the restricted nature oveloping new measures of these constructs may
the samples, especially with regard to age arle required.
ethnicity. The samples used in these two studies In summary, two studies demonstrated that
were predominantly college aged (18—22 yearélje drive for muscularity is positively associ-
and from a European American ethnic backated with several aspects of masculinity: unmit-
ground? This leads to several possible ques-
tions that Ca.“ be examined empl_r|c.ally in future 2 Although ethnicity was not assessed in Study 1, the
research. First, are the associations betwegfident population at that university is mostly from a Eu-
these dimensions of masculinity and the driveopean American background.
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igated agency, male-typed and sex-specific be-bulimia. International Journal of Eating Disor-

haviors, traditional attitudes about men, and two ders, 2,15-34.

aspects of gender-role conflict (success, powérillespie, B. L., & Eisler, R. M. (1992). Develop-

and competition and work and leisure conflict). Mment of the Feminine Gender Role Stress Scale: A

These findings reinforce those from qualitative SC9nitive—behavioral measure of stress, appraisal,

research in which men stated their belief that Z;g ng'gg for womerBehavior Modification, 16,

those with a greater degree c_)f.muscularlty a.lrérogan, S & Richards, H. (2002). Body image:

more mascullr'1e and tha_t gaining muscularity” s groups with boys and meMen and Mas-

increases one’s masculinity. culinities, 4,219-232.
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