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Abstract
The dominant conceptual narrative in research on and measurement of masculinities 
has emphasized that greater adherence to traditional masculine norms is associated 
with a range of harmful outcomes. The primacy of this deficit-focused may have shaped 
the development of measures of masculinities in ways that underrepresent adaptive, 
relational, or health-promoting dimensions of masculine identity, even as it remains an 
open empirical question whether such dimensions exist in ways that can be mean
ingfully defined and measured. This systematic review uses a masculinities theory lens 
to offer a conceptual and methodological analysis of 65 measures of masculinity 
published between 1974 and 2024 with a focus on five key issues: the primacy of 
deficit-based approaches; limited attention to relationality or social context; lack of 
cultural attunement; sample homogeneity; and inconsistent psychometric standards. 
Results indicate that 78 percent of measures adopted a more deficit-based approach, 
while only 22 percent incorporated strengths-based elements. Most measures 

1Movember Institute of Men’s Health, Santa Monica, CA, USA
2Department of Professional Studies, University of South Alabama, Mobile, AL, USA
3Centre for Youth Mental Health, The University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
4Orygen, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
5Movember Institute of Men’s Health, Melbourne, VIC, Australia
6Centre for Mental Health and Community Wellbeing, Melbourne School of Population and Global Health, 
University of Melbourne, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

*Authors contributed equally.

Corresponding author: 
Peter Fisher, Movember Institute of Men’s Health, 1616 17th St., Santa Monica, CA 90404, USA. 
Email: peter.fisher@movember.com

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X261459614
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/jmm
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4723-8214
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2087-0532
mailto:peter.fisher@movember.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F1097184X261459614&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-07-02


demonstrated limited relational focus and cultural attunement, and 66 percent relied 
on samples lacking demographic diversity. Psychometric findings were mixed: internal 
validity and reliability were generally adequate, but only 9 percent of measures 
demonstrated strong evidence for external validity. These findings highlight the need 
for a more balanced measurement landscape that integrates strengths-based ap
proaches, improves contextual precision and relational framing, addresses cultural 
considerations using diverse samples, and strengthens evidence for generalizability. 
Future directions for developing the next generation of masculinities measures are 
discussed.
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Introduction

Measures of adherence to masculine norms have evolved considerably over the past 
five  decades. In the 1970s, the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem 1974) and 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence et al. 1974) marked an important 
departure from earlier measures which cast masculinity and femininity as poles on a 
single spectrum, instead allowing individuals to score separately on masculine and 
feminine dimensions. In the 1990s and early 2000s, influential measures such as the 
Male Role Norms Inventory (MRNI; Levant et al. 1992) and the Conformity to 
Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik et al. 2003) were developed to assess 
adherence to culturally dominant masculinity norms. These tools emerged from 
Pleck’s theory of gender-role strain (1981, 1995), which describes the difficulties of 
attempting to conform to a gender role that includes both dysfunctional and con
tradictory aspects, and aimed to link traits thought to be commonly associated with 
masculinity (such as emotional restriction, dominance, and self-reliance) to health and 
psychological outcomes.

Measures of masculinities have continued to advance, with some scholars seeking 
greater contextual specificity,  for instance exploring young men’s masculinity 
ideology in the context of peer relationships (Chu et al. 2005; Reigeluth and Addis 
2016) or measuring men’s recollections of their fathers’ expectations of masculine 
conformity (Levant et al. 2018). Others have opted for qualitative and mixed methods 
approaches, allowing respondents to define masculinity for themselves (Kachel et al. 
2016; Wong et al. 2011), or applied existing measures to new geographic contexts 
(Equimundo 2022).

As Smiler (2004) notes, measures of masculinities have evolved alongside shifting 
theories of gender. Early work explored masculinity as a set of personality traits; later 
frameworks emphasized adherence to masculine norms and then gender role strain. 
Across these shifts, certain trends have nonetheless remained the same. Among the 
most recognizable hallmarks of this literature is an approach whereby higher scores on 
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masculinities measures are hypothesized to be associated with worse – not better – 
outcomes (O’Neil 2008, 2015; Smiler 2004; Wong et al. 2017). This orientation is well 
justified. It reflects a foundational understanding of masculinity not merely as a set of 
neutral traits but as a system of power that privileges some men while harming others 
as well as women and people of other gender identities. This approach has also 
produced consistent and valuable empirical findings. Scores on the MRNI and CMNI, 
as well as other instruments taking a similar approach, have been associated with 
increased depressive symptoms, reduced help-seeking, substance misuse, emotional 
restriction, and risky health behaviors (Gerdes et al. 2018; O’Neil 2008; Levant et al. 
2011; Levant et al. 2006). These and similar measures have also been applied in diverse 
domains such as interpersonal violence (e.g., Gage and Lease 2021), sexual aggression 
(e.g., Cole et al. 2020), reduced mask-wearing during the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., 
Levant et al. 2022; Mahalik et al. 2022), and other such outcomes.

The knowledge base resulting from this work, establishing a wide range of risks and 
harms associated with masculine norm adherence, is valuable. However, focusing so 
centrally on deficits – negative outcomes and behaviors as the primary expectation – 
has also opened the field to critique. A recent content analysis of studies published in 
Psychology of Men and Masculinities over an 18-year period (including but not limited 
to studies using masculinities measures), for instance, found that only 15 percent had a 
positive focus (Cole et al. 2021). If such a negative or “deficit-based” focus becomes 
the only lens through which links between masculinity and health are examined, critics 
argue, the field  risks systematically overlooking positive, health-promoting, or 
strengths-based dimensions of men’s lives (Englar-Carlson and Kiselica 2013).

It remains an open empirical question whether protective, prosocial, and/or health- 
promoting dimensions of masculine identity exist in ways that can be consistently 
defined, measured, and linked to positive outcomes. Some scholars argue that efforts to 
define “strengths-based” or “healthy” masculinity risk reinforcing the very structures 
they aim to reform, and advocate instead for deconstructing masculinity altogether as a 
system of power and exclusion (Beasley 2015; Connell 1995; Waling 2019). Others 
contend that masculinity should be actively reconstructed in ways that support well- 
being, equality, and connection (Kiselica and Englar-Carlson 2010). The Positive 
Psychology Positive Masculinity Paradigm (PPPM), for example, has advanced 
research in clinical practice with boys and men based on tapping into strengths tied to 
male identity (Kiselica and Englar-Carlson 2010).

Still others have emphasized the need for more pragmatic, context-sensitive ap
proaches that draw on both reconstructive and deconstructive strategies depending on 
the setting and goals (see Addis and Mahalik 2003). More recent work continues this 
line of thinking by exploring how strengths-based framings may offer one productive 
tool among many for engaging men in ways that are resonant, values-aligned, and 
critically aware (Bridges and Pascoe 2014; Hoffmann and Addis 2024). It is also 
possible that strengths-based approaches offer more resonant pathways for health 
campaigns, public messaging, and interventions than approaches rooted exclusively in 
narratives of harm, which can put some men on the defensive (Wells et al. 2024).
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Another issue which applies to some, if not all, measures of masculinities is a lack of 
clarity around what a respondent’s score reflects  (Thompson and Bennett 2015). 
Devoid of any clear relational framing or instructions to the respondent, a prototypical 
item stating “a real man should [norm statement]” with Likert-scale response options, 
can obscure what agreement actually signals. In their systematic review on the topic, 
Thompson and Bennett (2015) highlight this persistent ambiguity: “Researchers could 
interpret respondents’ scores on the same masculinity ideology measure as evidence of 
people’s agreement that the cultural norms exist, as evidence that the norms are 
desirable, and/or as evidence that the norms are personal values.” (p. 443). Without 
greater precision about men’s relationship to the norms being measured - and par
ticularly, without attention to the relationality of those views, such as the social 
contexts of personal values, peer influences, or broader cultural messaging - research 
risks misinterpreting the underlying drivers of men’s gendered behavior. Additionally, 
observations that most men seem to disagree with items assessing traditional masculine 
norms, as evidenced by item means below the scale midpoint, raise further concerns 
about the interpretation of such measures (e.g., Levant 2015; McDermott et al. 2017).

A lack of attunement to cultural norms in masculinities measures may also risk 
reinforcing narrow, static understandings of masculinities that do not translate 
meaningfully across communities. Measures very often reference hegemonic, White, 
Western, and heterosexual understandings of manhood (Levant and Richmond 2016). 
Many tools were developed with little attention to variation across race, ethnicity, 
class, geography, or lived experiences of non-dominant groups (Griffith et al. 2012). 
Although examples such as the Black Men’s Experiences Scale and the Inventory of 
Subjective Masculine Experiences have sought to address these gaps through cul
turally specific adaptation or parallel scale design (Bowleg et al. 2016; Wong et al. 
2020), the field still lacks tools designed to measure masculinities in broad, culturally- 
attuned ways.

Closely related to the question of cultural attunement is the issue of sample di
versity. As highlighted by Gerdes et al. (2018) and Griffith et al. (2012), masculinity 
research has historically relied heavily on White, U.S.-based undergraduate samples. 
This threatens the generalizability of findings,  especially given that experiences of 
masculinity often shift across life stages from adolescence to young adulthood to 
midlife; are shaped differently for men coming of age during periods of economic or 
political upheaval versus relative stability; and vary across cultural contexts (Meadows 
and Davidson 2007; Whorley and Addis 2006; Wong et al. 2020).

Finally, attention to the psychometric properties of masculinities measures is es
sential to ensuring that research findings are both valid and reliable. Although not a 
field-specific  concern, masculinities measures risk offering potentially misguided 
insights into men’s lived experiences without careful attention to these foundations - 
especially the generalizability and transportability of otherwise rigorously validated 
measures.
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Aims and Objectives

Previous reviews (e.g., Thompson and Bennett 2015; Thompson and Pleck 1995) have 
played a foundational role in tracing the development of masculinities measures and 
identifying important areas for growth. Notably, Thompson and Bennett (2015) called 
for a “third generation” of measures that better capture men’s diverse life stages, social 
contexts and relationships, and cultural identities, prompting some of the active de
bates presented above. In the years since this review was published, both critical 
discourse around masculinities measurement and the number of new measures 
themselves have expanded considerably. The present review aims to provide a 
snapshot of this dynamic, multi-disciplinary field in which debates over how best to 
define and measure masculinities remain active and unresolved. Rather than settling 
those debates, the goal is to ground them in a comprehensive, theory-driven synthesis 
of widely used masculinities measures from the past 50 years. Following the topics 
outlined in this introduction, the five key areas of interest covered in the review are: (1) 
approach (more deficit-based  vs more strengths-based); (2) relational focus; (3) 
cultural attunement; (4) sample diversity; and (5) psychometric properties of existing 
measures.

Methods

Protocol and Registration

The search process, eligibility criteria, screening procedure, coding analysis, and data 
synthesis were preregistered on Open Science Framework (see https://osf.io/2cm7g).

Data Sources and Search Strategy

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses extension 
for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA - Scr) guideline was adhered to (Page et al. 2021; 
Tricco et al. 2018). The search was constrained to papers publicly available in English 
that were published in the last 50 years (1974–2024). Searches were conducted across 
three electronic databases in August of 2024: PsycINFO, PsycArticles, and the 
EMERGE gender empowerment measure repository (Raj et al. 2017). Searches were 
conducted on the PsycINFO/PsycArticles databases using the following query strings 
tabulated together using the boolean OR search function: masculinity scale, mascu
linity measure, masculinities scales, masculinities measure, men’s health scale, men’s 
health measure, male identity measure, male gender role scale, male gender role 
measure, masculine gender role scale, masculine gender role measure, male gender 
norms scale, masculine gender norms scale. Due to the different search functionality 
on the EMERGE repository, these search terms were inputted individually with no text 
entered in the dimension or country filters.

The ascendancy approach was applied to three reviews of masculinities measures 
(Thompson and Bennett 2015; Thompson et al. 1992; Thompson and Pleck 1995). The 
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measures and references in these reviews were examined to identify eligible measures 
through citation tracing.

Screening and Selection

Search results were merged with papers identified using the ascendancy approach and 
duplicates were removed. The lead author (PF) screened titles and abstracts using 
predetermined eligibility criteria and extracted data (see Table 1). The inclusion and 
exclusion criteria were set to capture a snapshot of the most widely used masculinities 
measures that researchers have employed. Rather than attempt to categorically include 
every single measure, these criteria aim to encompass the most common scales that 
researchers familiar and not familiar with the field tend to use for broad samples of men 
(excluding scales focused solely on specific sub-populations).

For measures with multiple derivative, abbreviated, adapted, or revised versions, 
only the original was included alongside the single most-cited revision (e.g., the 94- 
item CMNI and the CMNI-11). This allowed for comparison without skewing results 
by counting the same scale multiple times but also constrained the review by excluding 

Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria used in the screening process

Include Exclude

Participants Samples of only men, only women, or 
mixed gender samples

Measure focuses on niche clinical or 
cultural population (e.g., cancer 
survivors or immigrant men)

Measures Develops and validates a measure of 
masculine norms, masculine behavior, 
masculine ideology, masculinity 
conformity, gender-role conflict, or 
gender-role strain

Measure assesses masculinity as 
subscale within a broader measure

Paper includes or links to the measure 
items, or the measure items for the 
scale can be identified using a 
secondary source

Measure only assesses sexual 
orientation or sexuality

Paper reports relevant psychometric 
information: Internal validity, external 
validity, reliability

For derivative, revised, or abbreviated 
scales, only the most cited version 
was included along with the original 
paper

Study type Paper includes measure with at least one 
quantitative component

Purely qualitative measures, diagnostic 
tools, or assessment rubrics

Published in a peer-reviewed journal Dissertations and student theses
Published in English Published before 1974
Has been cited at least 10 times
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subsequent studies that linked measures to wider outcomes. The review was limited to 
scales with at least 10 citations to ensure each measure had been meaningfully used or 
engaged with by other researchers. See Appendix A for the full list of scales.

Extracted data included: Title, authors, publication year, number of citations, scale 
type (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods), sample size and nationality, psy
chometric information, and whether the target population was adults or adolescents. 
Extracted data were checked for accuracy by three reviewers (JS, RB, KO). Thematic 
content analysis was used to code studies across five conceptual categories of interest. 
The authors used a two-stage screening approach. First, the lead author screened papers 
retrieved from databases by reviewing the title and abstract. For papers that met the 
inclusion criteria, the full paper text and scale items were reviewed by trained re
searchers (JS, RB, KO). The authors did not blind any fields  during the screening 
process.

Coding Analysis Procedure

The authors developed coding frameworks for the five areas of interest, as follows:

Approach (More Deficit-Based vs. More Strengths-Based) 
(0–1)

Does the scale development/items take a deficit-based  approach problematizing 
masculinity and/or highlighting negative outcomes tied to higher scores of mascu
linity? Or an alternate approach highlighting at least some positive or strengths-based 
elements of masculinity?

· 0 = More deficit-based: Higher scores on the measure are generally associated 
with worse outcomes for men, items focus on negative aspects of masculinity, 
items reinforce traditional constraining and/or stereotypical views of mascu
linity, can include contradictory or impossible norm expectations.

Item Examples: “A real man never shows emotion”, “Men should never be 
responsible for domestic chores”

Methods Example: “Men with high scores on the work and emotional 
toughness dimensions of the scale reported poorer mental 
health.”

· 1 = More strengths-based: The measure focuses at least partially on what men do 
well, benefits  to men; includes positive behaviors or expectations of men, 
highlights positive outcomes tied to masculinity, and may describe masculinity 
as a complex social identity.

Item Examples: “Men show strength in various ways, including displaying 
vulnerability”, “The important people in my life like when 
we show each other affection”

Methods Example: “Flexible ways of being men that allow for the expression 
of vulnerability, connection, and compassion … healthy 
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masculinities allow boys and men to value, feel, and ex
press the full range of their emotions”

Relational Focus (1–3)

To what extent does the scale - or the development of the scale - address the social 
context and incorporate a relational view of expressions of masculinities? That is, does 
it clearly articulate who the respondents should be considering when completing the 
scale items?

· 1 = Low: No consideration of relationality, scale items presented with unclear or 
contradicting social reference points; limited or unclear attention to the social 
context in which masculinities are expressed.
Examples: One item refers to male friend, remaining items are absent of context

· 2 = Moderate: Some consideration of relationality, some social reference points 
are included, but they may be broadly defined, some vagueness or inconsistency.
Examples: Self-reference (in the second person) for scale items, but scale in

structions not explicitly presented
· 3 = High: Strong relational focus, social reference targets are clearly defined and 

articulated in methods and items; strong attention to the context in which 
masculinity is expressed.
Examples: “When thinking of your close male friends…”, “When you think of 

societal expectations of masculinity…”, “Respondents rate situations ac
cording to how stressful they feel each situation would be if it happened to 
them”

Cultural Attunement (1–3)

Did the authors thoughtfully discuss the cultural context for the scale, and is this 
reflected in the scale items? Are the cultural norms assumed (to be western) and not 
explicitly mentioned or considered in the scale development?

· 1 = Low: No mention or consideration of cultural norms; cultural assumptions 
(often Western) are implicit and unacknowledged.
Example: No mention of culture or cultural norms

· 2 = Moderate: Some consideration of cultural norms; the authors mention the 
impact or influence of culture on the relevant construct but may not extend this 
consideration to the item development process.
Example: Societal basis of gender roles discussed in introduction, future work 

with other cultures in discussion
· 3 = High: Full consideration of cultural norms and context; The measure and 

items are situated within cultural norms and show deliberate consideration of 
how the target population relates to them.
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Example: Authors describe how sample is situated within larger cultural norms 
at the national level, describes how development of items was influenced by 
culture, describes boundary conditions

Sample Diversity (0–1)

Is the sample population adequately described, and does it represent diverse demo
graphic characteristics (e.g., race, social class, age)? Do they go beyond a sample from 
a single US university?

· 0 = No: Sample is not well-documented or diverse, may consist of primarily 
white undergraduates from Western settings.
Example: Sample of 150 USA undergraduates from a single university, mean 

age of 20 years, greater than 75 percent of sample identify as White
· 1 = Yes: Sample is well-documented and diverse in terms of age, race, and social 

class.
Example: Sample of 500 participants, 250 undergraduates from two US uni

versities and 250 community members with a mean age of 52, 40 percent 
identify as White, large variation in education and income

Psychometric Properties

Evidence for internal validity was coded as high when multiple comparison scales were 
used to establish convergent and divergent validity, moderate when some validity was 
established but not thoroughly, and low if only one type of validity (e.g., content, 
criterion, or construct) was established or mentioned. Reliability cutoffs were set 
according to established ranges in the field. Evidence for external validity was coded 
using the M-STOUT (Mechanisms, Settings, Treatments, Outcomes, Units, Time) 
framework for evaluating external validity (Findley et al. 2021), with an emphasis on 
whether the scales prevent no evidence (low), some evidence (moderate) or thorough 
evidence (high) for generalizability and transportability.

Evidence of Internal Validity (1–3)

Does the paper provide sufficient evidence of the internal validity of the masculinity 
measure (e.g., construct, convergent, discriminant validity)?

· 1 = Low: Only one type of validity (e.g., content, criterion, or construct) is 
established or mentioned.

· 2 = Moderate: Some evidence of validity is demonstrated, but not thoroughly 
(e.g., only one comparison scale used to establish discriminant validity).

· 3 = High: Evidence of validity is thoroughly demonstrated; multiple comparison 
scales are used to support the measure’s convergent and discriminant validity.
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Evidence of External Validity (1–3)

To what extent does the measure apply to a broader population or other target 
populations, using the M-STOUT framework as a reference (Findley et al. 2021)?

· 1 = Low: The measure is detached from real-world applications, with little 
explanation of broader generalizability or transportability beyond the study 
sample.

· 2 = Moderate: High-level conceptual explanation of generalizability is provided, 
but evidence is limited or unclear, transportability evidence is limited.

· 3 = High: The measure shows clear applicability to populations beyond the 
sample; generalizability and transportability are clearly described and are well 
supported.

Reliability (1–3)

To what extent does the measure yield consistent results across multiple iterations and/ 
or timepoints?

· 1 = Low: Cronbach’s alpha is ≤0.60, Omega ≤0.70, or no clear reliability data 
provided.

· 2 = Moderate: Alpha is between 0.60 and 0.79, Omega between 0.70 and 0.79
· 3 = High: Alpha or Omega >0.80

Coder Reliability

Coders coded a selection of 10 papers individually and then compared codes. Fliess’ 
Kappa values were calculated for each of the coding categories to test for interrater 
reliability. There was substantial or greater agreement (above 0.60) for two of the 
categories, moderate agreement (0.40–0.60) for two of the categories, and fair or slight 
agreement for the three remaining categories (see Appendix B). To strengthen the 
reliability of the coding framework, particularly for categories with moderate or below 
agreement, a reconciliation process was used to code to consensus via collaborative 
meetings where the coding criteria and relevant information from the paper were 
discussed in a group. The remaining 55 papers were coded by individual coders after 
the coding instructions were agreed upon and understood, and disparate codes were 
reconciled. Throughout the coding process, the lead author moderated weekly 
meetings where the coders checked in and shared questions, clarifications, and updates 
to the codebook as a group to ensure uniform extraction. For the coding instructions 
and codebook, see Appendix C.

10 Men and Masculinities 0(0) 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/1097184X261459614
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/1097184X261459614


Results

The search generated 4,784 references. Of these, 4,683 were screened out and 
101 potentially relevant abstracts were assessed. The screening process resulted in a 
final sample of 65 papers, with 59 original measures and 6 adapted or revised measures. 
See Figure 1 for the PRISMA flow diagram of the selection process.

The mean publication year of the 65 papers included in the analysis was 2004 
(range: 1974–2021; median = 2007), the median citation count was 124. Scores for all 
scales across the five  coding dimensions of approach, relational focus, cultural at
tunement, sample diversity, and psychometric properties are presented in Appendix D. 
See Tables 2 and 3 below for summary statistics for each coding category.

Figure 1. PRISMA diagram detailing literature search and selection process.
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Approach (More Deficit-Based vs. More Strengths-Based)

A large majority of the reviewed measures used a more deficit-based approach. In sum, 
51 of the 65 included measures (78 percent) were coded as more deficit-based, with the 
remaining 14 (22 percent) coded as more strengths-based. Of the twelve scales with 
over 500 citations, only three (25 percent) were coded as using a more strengths-based 
approach. See Table 4 for examples of scales coded as more strengths- or deficit-based.

It bears noting that our coding criteria were deliberately asymmetric. To be 
classified as more strengths-based, a scale needed to include some positive framing of 
masculinity, however limited. By contrast, scales were classified as more deficit-based 
only when their theoretical orientation and items were consistently and thoroughly 
organized around negative outcomes.

There was greater theoretical similarity among the more deficit-based  scales— 
despite their far higher numbers—and greater breadth, diversity, and even dis
agreement of theoretical approaches among the more strengths-based scales, despite 
their relative scarcity. The more deficit-based  measures emerged largely from in
terconnected theories of gender role strain (Pleck 1981, 1995) and conflict  (O’Neil 
et al., 1986, O’Neil 2008, 2015) and/or hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1995), re
flecting the predominant theories of masculinities over this period as explored above 
(see Smiler 2004). Scales grounded in gender role strain and conflict operationalize 
masculinity more through the psychological costs of conformity to restrictive norms 
while scales grounded in hegemonic masculinity focus more on masculinity as a 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics by continuous coding category

Category Low % (n) Moderate High

Relational focus 43 percent 
(28/65)

19 percent 
(12/65)

35 percent 
(22/65)

Cultural attunement 58 percent 
(38/65)

26 percent 
(17/65)

15 percent 
(10/65)

Psychometric 
Properties

Evidence of internal validity 23 percent 
(15/65)

43 percent 
(28/65)

34 percent 
(22/65)

Evidence of external 
validity

49 percent 
(32/65)

42 percent 
(27/65)

9 percent 
(6/65)

Reliabilitya 5 percent 
(3/63)

36 percent 
(23/63)

59 percent 
(37/63)

aTwo scales were excluded from the reliability analysis due to using qualitative methods.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics by binary coding category

Category Yes % (n) No

More Strengths-based 22 percent (14/65) 78 percent (51/65)
Diverse Sample 34 percent (22/65) 66 percent (43/65)
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hierarchical system of power that subordinates women and marginalizes non- 
dominant men.

Nonetheless, these theories generally draw upon and harmonize with one another. 
Higher scores on the most-cited scales emerging from these theoretical groundings, 
such as the Male Role Norms Inventory (Levant et al. 1992), the Conformity to 
Masculine Norms Inventory (Mahalik et al. 2003), and the Gender Role Conflict 
Scale (O’Neil et al. 1986), often correlate to individual outcomes such as depression, 
substance use, and reduced help-seeking, or broader outcomes such as violence 
perpetration, inequitable power in decision-making, unequal participation in domestic 
work, and others. A defining feature of these scales is that they employ a problem
atizing lens – operationalizing masculinity as a source of negative outcomes or barrier 
to positive outcomes.

By contrast, the scales coded as more strengths-based reflect  considerable het
erogeneity and even contradiction in their theoretical underpinnings. Perhaps most 
notable among observed contradictions is the aforementioned “reconstruct or de
construct” dichotomy (Hoffmann and Addis 2024). Scales aiming to reconstruct 
masculinity either identify or elevate its positive attributes that may support well-being 
and prosocial behavior. For instance, the Health-Related Masculine Values scale 
(Oliffe et al. 2019) and the Inventory of Subjective Masculine Experiences (Wong 
et al. 2011) seek to capture how men derive meaning, purpose, and motivation from 

Table 4. Examples of scale methods, participant instructions, items, and/or subscales for 
strengths-based and deficit-based categories

More strengths-based More deficit-based

“Based on results from this qualitative research 
with the study population (and the literature 
review), the term gender-equitable young man 
has been operationalized here as a man who: 

Seeks relationships with women based on equality, 
respect, and intimacy rather than sexual 
conquest. This includes believing that men and 
women have equal rights and that women have 
as much “right” to sexual agency as do men. 

Seeks to be involved in household chores and 
childcare, meaning that they support taking both 
financial and care-giving responsibility for their 
children and household…” 

Subscales: Inequitable gender norms, equitable 
gender norms. 

Gender equitable men scale (Pulerwitz and 
Barker 2008)

“MGRS is conceptualized as a man’s subjective 
appraisal of meeting (or not meeting) society’s 
expectations linked to traditional male norms … 
MGRS scores in men are uniquely related to 
certain negative health-risk behaviors relative to 
women … Findings from the literature have 
consistently demonstrated that MGRS scores 
are related to men’s perpetration of violence 
and aggression” 

“How stressful do you feel each situation would be 
if it happened to you: “Being with a woman who 
is more successful than you; Losing in a sports 
competition; Having others say that you are too 
emotional” 

Subscales include: Physical inadequacy, 
expressing tender emotions, subordination 
to women, intellectual inferiority, failure at 
work. 

Abbreviated masculine gender role stress scale 
(Swartout et al. 2015)
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aspects of their masculine identity—such as responsibility, service, or providing for 
family. These measures align with frameworks like the Positive Psychology/Positive 
Masculinity (PPPM) paradigm (Kiselica and Englar-Carlson 2010), which argues that 
masculine identity can in fact emphasize connection, vulnerability, and equality. Other 
scales coded as strengths-based function quite differently, seeking instead to de
construct or reject masculinity in service of positive outcomes. The Sex Role Egal
itarianism Scale (Beere et al. 1984) and the Gender Equitable Men Scale (Pulerwitz 
and Barker 2008) focus not on affirming masculine traits but on measuring rejection of 
traditional gender norms. These tools are “more strengths-based” only insofar as they 
assess movement away from harmful norms.

Additional theoretical approaches to healthy or adaptive masculinities have yet to 
be fully operationalized in widely used scales. There is no formal measure for the 
PPPM paradigm, and the relational-cultural models proposed by Di Bianca and 
Mahalik (2022) which emphasize connection, mutual empowerment, and emotional 
openness within relationships, has only one measure (Di Bianca and Mahalik 2024). 
Similarly, intersectional frameworks that examine how masculinities are shaped by 
race, class, sexuality, and geography are referenced conceptually but rarely embedded 
in measurement design.

Relational Focus

Few scales effectively employed a relational focus, accounting for social context in 
scale instructions or items and/or clearly defining  social reference targets. Only 23 
(35 percent) of the reviewed measures were coded as demonstrating a high relational 
focus, while 14 (22 percent) demonstrated a moderate focus and 28 (43 percent) did not 
address relationality at all. Of the twelve measures with over 500 citations, two 
(17 percent) were coded as demonstrating a strong relational focus, four (33 percent) 
were demonstrating as taking a moderate relational focus, and six (50 percent) were 
coded as not having a relational focus. See Table 5 for examples of scales for each 
coding level of relational focus.

Cultural Attunement

Cultural attunement was operationalized as the extent to which scale authors 
meaningfully engaged with cultural norms and theory and situated their scale within 
them. Ten measures (15 percent of total sample) were coded as highly considering 
cultural norms, with 17 measures (26 percent) coded as moderately considering 
cultural norms and 38 measures (58 percent) coded as not taking cultural norms into 
account at all. Of the 12 measures with over 500 citations, none were coded as 
considering cultural norms. See Table 6 for examples of scales at each coding level of 
cultural attunement.

14 Men and Masculinities 0(0) 



Sample Diversity

A majority of measures did not use a diverse sample in the papers included in the 
review; 43 (66 percent) were coded as not using diverse samples with the remaining 22 
(34 percent) coded as using diverse samples. Notably, of the twelve measures with over 
500 citations, only one (8 percent) was coded as having a diverse sample. See Table 7
for examples of scales with samples coded as diverse or lacking diversity.

Table 5. Examples of scale methods, participant instructions, items, and/or subscales for each 
level of relational focus

High relational focus example
Moderate relational focus 
example Low relational focus example

“For each question below, please 
think about boys you hang out 
with (including friends, 
teammates, and/or 
classmates). Answer each 
question by circling how often 
each of the things below has 
happened to you in the past 
month whether in-person and/ 
or through phone or internet 
communication (using the scale 
provided of ‘Never’ to ‘Daily’). 
How often in the past month 
did boys you hang out with give 
you a hard time or tease you 
about…your clothing style; 
your physical appearance or 
body type; not ‘hooking up’ or 
being sexually active enough.” 

Policing of masculinity scale 
(Reigeluth and Addis 2021)

“…we designed the Adolescent 
Masculinity Ideology in 
Relationships Scale (AMIRS) 
to incorporate the fact that it 
is often through and within 
the contexts of interpersonal 
relationships that masculine 
norms are introduced, 
reinforced, incorporated, and 
perpetuated in ways that 
become personally 
meaningful and directly 
consequential to adolescent 
boys… the AMIRS is intended 
to measure the extent to 
which adolescent boys 
internalize … appropriate 
behaviors for males within the 
contexts of their interpersonal 
relationships.” 

“Please indicate your agreement 
with the following statements: 
If a guy tells people his 
worries, he will look weak; I 
think it’s important for a guy 
to go after what he wants, 
even if it means hurting other 
people’s feelings.” 

Adolescent masculinity 
ideology in relationships 
scale (Chu et al. 2005)

Survey administration method 
and participant instructions 
not documented. 

“It is wrong for a man to enter a 
traditionally female career; A 
person should be more polite 
to a woman than to a man” 

Sex role egalitarianism scale 
(Beere et al. 1984)
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Psychometric Properties

Psychometric properties across the included measures were mixed, with relatively 
strong and stable evidence for internal validity and reliability but low evidence for 
external validity. Twenty-two measures (34 percent) were coded as demonstrating 
strong evidence of internal validity, 28 (43 percent) were coded as demonstrating 
moderate evidence of internal validity, and 15 (23 percent) were coded as demon
strating low evidence of internal validity. Reliability scores varied but were generally 
strong with 37 (60 percent) coded as high, 23 (35 percent) coded as moderate, and 2 
(3 percent) coded as low. Only 6 measures (9 percent) were coded as demonstrating 
evidence of high external validity, with 27 (42 percent) coded as demonstrating 
moderate evidence and 32 (49 percent) coded as demonstrating low evidence. The 
Inventory of Subjective Masculine Experience and Implicit Masculine Self-Concept 
Measure were not included in the reliability analysis due to the qualitative nature of 
their methodologies.

Table 6. Examples of scale methods, participant instructions, items, and/or subscales for each 
level of cultural attunement

High cultural attunement scale 
examples

Moderate cultural 
attunement scale examples

Low cultural attunement 
scale examples*

“In a general sense, exploration of 
South African masculinities 
sensitized the instrument 
revision to subtle cross-cultural 
differences in masculine display 
that rendered particular items 
inappropriate…In retrospect, 
this was deemed a poor means 
through which to operationalize 
the concept of heterosexual self- 
regulation, as cross-cultural 
displays of heterosexuality are 
varied. This militated against the 
use of such culturally specific 
(Western) notions of 
heterosexual behavioral practice 
in assessing participant 
endorsement of 
heterosexuality.” 

Male attitudes norm inventory-II 
(Luyt 2005)

“The resulting first subscale 
focused on aspects of 
personality (Personality 
subscale, PS) that are 
culturally believed to be more 
present in women than in 
men or vice versa. Individuals 
were asked to rate 
themselves in relation to a 
general population of other 
men and women, in reference 
to the culture they 
predominantly associated 
themselves with.” 

Gender-related attributes 
survey – masculinity 
(Gruber et al. 2020)

“How well does each item 
describe you? Aggressive; 
Ambitious; Competitive; 
Independent; Individualistic” 

Bem sex role inventory (Bem 
1974) Note: 

Low cultural attunement 
scale papers provided no 
indication within their 
manuscript that the 
authors had considered 
the effect of culture during 
the scale development 
process.
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Changes Observed by Decade

Chi-square tests of independence and Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted to examine 
differences across the coding outcomes by publication decade (1970–2020s). Two 
dimensions demonstrated statistically significant variation over time: external validity 
ratings improved substantially across decades, χ2 (10) = 26.47, p = .003, H (5) = 20.87, 
p < .001, with mean ratings rising from 1.00 in the 1970s to 2.50 in the 2020s (see 
Figure 2). Cultural attunement also showed a significant positive trend, H (5) = 11.21, 
p = .047, with mean ratings increasing from 1.00 in the 1970s to 2.25 in the 2020s, 
though the chi-square test did not reach significance  (p = .195, see Figure 3). The 
remaining five  dimensions — deficits  vs. strengths approach, relationality, sample 
diversity, internal validity, and reliability — did not differ significantly across decades 
(all ps > 0.05, see Appendix E).

Discussion

This review found that a large majority of masculinities measures reflect a more deficit- 
based approach, and that few explicitly consider the impact of relationships, incor
porate diverse samples, and/or attend to cultural variation. While psychometric scores 
for internal validity and reliability were generally strong, few measures showed ev
idence of generalizability or transportability. Taken together, these findings provide an 
overview of the current landscape of masculinities measurement, highlighting both 

Table 7. Examples of participant descriptions for scales coded as having diverse samples and 
samples lacking diversity

Diverse sample example Example of sample lacking diversity

“The sample from the U.S. represented diverse 
racial/ethnic backgrounds (47.4 percent white, 
16.6 percent Black, 13.9 percent Hispanic/ 
Latino, 19.6 percent Asian, 2.5 percent Other). 
The majority of the participants in the U.K. 
identified as white (67.8 percent). Surveyors did 
not assess race/ethnicity in Mexico. The most 
commonly reported employment status was full 
time employment. The majority of respondents 
(72.0 percent) reported some level of post- 
secondary training. In the U.S. and U.K., most 
respondents (>49.9 percent) reported being 
single. In Mexico, 38.0 percent of participants 
noted that they were dating someone, while 
33.9 percent said they were single. The vast 
majority (>87.0 percent) identified as 
heterosexual.” 

Man box Scale (Hill et al. 2020)

“Two hundred and eighty-seven males and females 
volunteered to participate in this study … Most 
participants were undergraduate students at 
Rutgers University, drawn from the biology, 
education, and engineering departments. 
Additional participants included undergraduates 
from a small private college in New Jersey and 
graduate students in the Department of 
Educational Psychology at Rutgers.” 

Male role norms inventory (Levant et al. 1992)
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areas of methodological consistency and conceptual frontiers where future work may 
expand the field’s reach, relevance, and impact.

While 78 percent of the measures reviewed took a more deficit-based approach, 
only 22 percent adopted a more strengths-based approach focusing at least partially on 
positive outcomes tied to masculinity. This ratio is comparable to the proportion of 
Psychology of Men and Masculinities articles published between 2000 and 2018 with a 
positive focus (15 percent) as reported by Cole et al. (2021). This gap affirms that the 
field  has been far more attentive to the risks and harms associated with masculine 
norms than to positive alternatives. The theoretical heterogeneity observed among 
strengths-based measures reflects  a deeper and unresolved tension in masculinities 
scholarship: whether the goal should be to deconstruct masculinity as a system of 
power and exclusion, or to reconstruct it in ways that support equity, connection, and 
well-being (Beasley 2015; Connell 1995; Kiselica and Englar-Carlson 2010; Waling 
2019). This debate has profound implications for measurement.

In the domain of relationality and social context, where Thompson and Bennett 
(2015) identified  ambiguity in the interpretation of scores across 16 masculinities 
scales, the present review echoes those concerns among a much broader set of 
measures. The persistent lack of clarity supported by this review – particularly around 
whether items are capturing personal endorsement, perceived norms, cultural 
awareness, or some combination – represents a foundational challenge to the empirical 
validity of masculinities research. Without increased precision in accounting for and 

Figure 2. Mean external validity rating by publication decade (1 = low, 3 = high), χ2 (10) = 
26.47, p = .003; Kruskal-Wallis H (5) = 20.87, p < .001.
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measuring social context and relationality, masculinities researchers will continue to 
face ambiguous interpretation parameters for measure scores and research participants 
will continue to experience confusion around what is being asked of them when 
reading scale instructions and items. Ambiguity around social context may leave the 
field vulnerable to critique or dismissal, undermining the credibility of efforts to link 
masculine norms – regardless of deficit- or strengths-based approach – with health, 
social, and behavioral outcomes.

The finding that relatively few measures demonstrated strong cultural attunement or 
were developed and validated using diverse samples reflects  historical patterns in 
psychological scale development more broadly (Henrich et al. 2010). Failure to attend 
to cultural norms and contexts limits the applicability, reach, and reliability of data on 
masculinities. When measures are developed primarily with homogenous samples 
(most often Western, White, cisgender, and heterosexual men) they are unlikely to 
capture the experiences, values, or gendered realities of men from other cultural or 
social backgrounds. As a result, findings derived from such measures may not translate 
well across regions and demographic strata, potentially overlooking key sources of 
variation or misrepresenting masculinity in global or multicultural contexts. An im
portant caveat to this finding is that many scholars are aware of this issue and have 
modified and adapted scales presented in this review to apply more directly to specific 
populations and cultural contexts. Some prominent examples of these scales include 
the Black Men’s Experiences Scale, the Masculinity Inventory Scale for Black Men, 

Figure 3. Mean cultural attunement rating by publication decade (1 = low, 3 = high). Kruskal- 
Wallis H (5) = 11.21, p < .047.
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and the African American Men’s Gendered Racism Stress Inventory (Bowleg et al. 
2016; Mincey et al. 2014; Schwing et al. 2013). While these efforts are important in 
providing tools for researchers working with specific populations, the question remains 
how scales designed for use with diverse populations can incorporate cultural and other 
identity-specific considerations into their development process.

Examining the scales in this review over time demonstrates important increases in 
attention to external validity and cultural attunement, paralleling other shifts in the field 
such as the move away from trait-based measures, while also showing how changes in 
other dimensions such as sample diversity and relational focus have been slower to 
catch on. Scales published before 2000 represent 31 percent of the sample (n = 20 of 
65) yet account for 76.7 percent of all citations in the dataset (32,343 of 42,144 total). 
The oldest 20 percent of scales — just 13 measures published between 1974 and 
1987 —account for 66.8 percent of all citations across the entire sample, illustrating the 
outsized impact older measures of masculinities have had on the field.

Future Directions

Taken together, this review of the past 50 years of masculinities measurement suggests 
the need for a broader and more balanced measurement landscape in the future. The 
next generation of masculinities measures must attend to the considerations explored in 
this paper and do so while also grappling with the ways conversations about gender 
identity, masculinities, and social norms have moved into mainstream political and 
media discourse, carrying new opportunities, responsibilities, and risks for researchers 
in the field.  It is a considerable challenge - to build a body of research that is si
multaneously critical, constructive, creative, and complex - but a worthy one.

Deficit-based approaches will continue to play a key role in identifying risk patterns 
and guiding targeted support, especially in domains such as mental health, substance 
use, and violence prevention. Strengths-based approaches offer a complementary 
option for researchers aiming to capture protective factors, adaptive strategies, and 
sources of resilience that may be embedded within masculine norms. Frameworks such 
as the Positive Psychology/Positive Masculinity (PPPM) model (Kiselica and Englar- 
Carlson 2010; Kiselica et al. 2016), along with intervention approaches that reframe 
masculine ideals to encourage prosocial behavior (Brannon et al. 2020), suggest the 
potential for tools that examine how gender identity can contribute positively to well- 
being and meaning-making among men.

McDermott et al. (2019) found that many attributes associated with masculinity – 
such as service, bravery, and responsibility – were widely endorsed as both desirable 
and more expected of men than of women, lending support to the idea that some 
socially prescribed masculine norms may be leveraged to support positive, pro-social 
outcomes. However, the study also underscores that several of these traits may reflect 
more moderate expressions of traditional masculinity, while others may better be 
understood as broadly valued human strengths not specific  to any one gender. This 
evokes a risk asserted by Waling (2019) and others that a strengths-based approach 
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may over-emphasize masculinity as the primary or only mode of being for men, 
inadvertently reinforcing binary thinking about gender.

The development of strengths-based tools presents practical challenges alongside 
empirical ones. As Brown and colleagues (2017) note in research on thriving, capturing 
positive functioning requires not simply flipping the valence of traditional constructs, 
but actively identifying and theorizing what excellence or flourishing looks like within 
a given domain. Additional issues that limit many deficit-based measures – such as 
vague item phrasing, homogenous samples, and weak cultural grounding – can equally 
threaten the utility of strengths-based tools as well, if not addressed with equal 
rigor (Thompson and Bennett, 2015). Recent research has begun to address these issues 
through various approaches, including bringing a life stage lens to extant measures of 
masculinity (e.g., Levant et al. 2022).

Improving contextual precision and employing a relational focus will be essential 
for future research on masculinities, whether taking a strengths- or deficit-based 
approach. Without clear guidance on what a respondent’s score represents, researchers 
risk drawing incorrect conclusions and undermining the applicability of their findings. 
Recent work grounded in a relational-cultural framework highlights the particular 
importance of men’s interpersonal relationships – such as those with friends, family 
members, and intimate partners – as critical contexts for understanding how mas
culinities are shaped and experienced (Di Bianca and Mahalik 2022, 2024). In a 
positive sign, existing tools have begun to incorporate more explicit forms of con
textual framing. The Policing of Masculinity Scale (Reigeluth and Addis 2021), for 
example, anchors itself in a specific peer context by instructing respondents, “For each 
question below, please think about the boys you hang out with (including friends, 
teammates, and/or classmates).” The Subjective Masculinity Scale (Wong et al. 2013) 
also models contextual clarity by asking participants to generate personal statements 
that complete the sentence “As a man…” with explicit instruction that these responses 
reflect their own personal thoughts, rather than social expectations. Further efforts to 
increase clarity in item framing and reference points will both reduce participant 
confusion and enable more confident and consistent interpretation of scale scores.

The field would also benefit from more systematic research on how masculinities 
measures function in practice in two ways: first, in terms of which types of framings are 
most effective in achieving improvements in health, relationships, and other prosocial 
behaviors; and second, in terms of how measures are adapted and applied across 
diverse settings. While many tools are developed for academic or clinical contexts, 
their findings  increasingly inform public-facing campaigns and intervention efforts. 
Yet there is little reliable evidence on how different approaches (whether deficit-based, 
strengths-based, or mixed) affect men’s willingness to engage, and more importantly, 
which framings do the most good and least harm in supporting healthier, more 
connected, and more equitable lives. Do deficit-based approaches provoke backlash 
primarily among the most vocal defenders of traditional masculinity, or do they also 
risk alienating more moderate or potentially receptive men? Do strengths-based 
messages foster genuine reflection  and positive outcomes, or do they merely re
package traditional ideals and not move the needle? These are testable questions with 
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direct implications for measurement, messaging, and impact. At the same time, the 
adaptation of existing measures is rarely documented or evaluated. Researchers may 
revise instruments – by altering wording, shortening scales, or modifying scoring 
procedures – without clarity on how these changes affect psychometric integrity or 
interpretability. Future work should explore how masculinities measures are being 
implemented in applied settings and develop stronger guidance for adapting tools 
without compromising their validity or relevance. Addressing the identified  gaps – 
through clearer framing, greater cultural and contextual sensitivity, and stronger 
evidence of real-world application – will be essential to advancing a measurement 
landscape that not only reflects  theoretical complexity but also advances positive 
change.

Limitations

While this review employed a systematic approach, the quantity of measures in the 
masculinities research space necessitated certain constraints. The coding categories 
were kept at a conceptually high level in order to generate insights into overarching 
patterns across measures. As a result, important domain-specific richness within each 
category was not fully explored. For example, related to approach (more deficit-based 
vs more strengths-based), a more detailed analysis could have examined the valence of 
individual survey items as distinct from the overall measure orientation, or the specific 
domains of risk (e.g., violence, health outcomes, emotional restriction) and strength 
(e.g., resilience) assessed. Similarly, the relational focus category could be broken into 
researcher-centered design choices (e.g., how social context is framed in item con
struction) and participant-centered interpretation (e.g., how respondents understand 
and relate to normative prompts). Sample diversity, which was assessed holistically, 
could have been broken out and assessed as a number of different demographic 
metrics, including but not limited to age, race, sexual orientation, education level, 
socioeconomic status, and geographic location. The low initial agreement on the 
coding categories of deficit vs. strengths approach, cultural attunement, and external 
validity could reflect genuine conceptual ambiguity in how these constructs have been 
operationalized and interpreted.

This review was limited to articles published in English, which may have excluded 
important contributions from scholars outside English-speaking contexts. Such 
scholarship may include novel theoretical approaches, reflect  diverse cultural per
spectives, and represent important viewpoints to incorporate into future reviews.

In addition, by excluding articles with fewer than ten citations and non-peer- 
reviewed articles, this review omits some recent and emerging measurement schol
arship, including new measures that build from the Positive Psychology/Positive 
Masculinity (PPPM) paradigm. Measures such as the Relationships Fostering Healthy 
Masculinities Scale (Di Bianca and Mahalik 2024) and the Positive Masculinity Scale 
(Bates 2023), reflect important advancements toward strengths-based approaches and 
should be considered in ongoing and future evaluations of the field.
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Conclusion

In ongoing debates about whether to deconstruct, reconstruct, or integrate multiple 
approaches to measuring masculinities, the findings  of this review empower re
searchers to make informed choices about how to approach developing or selecting a 
measure. By mapping both the field’s common practices and the consequences of the 
primacy of deficit-based theories, this review offers a foundation for more balanced, 
context-sensitive, and culturally-attuned approaches to measurement. Continued 
progress will require not only technical refinement,  but a renewed commitment to 
building tools that reflect the lived realities of men—and contribute meaningfully to 
healthier, more equitable outcomes for all.
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