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Abstract
This study explored the relations among North Aggrimasculine norms, positive psychology
strengths, and psychological well-being in a samp@50 men ranging in age from 18 to 79.
Results indicate that men’s greater endorsemetnaditional Western masculine norms such as
risk-taking, dominance, primacy of work, and putsidistatus, was associated with higher levels
of personal courage, autonomy, endurance, anderesgl. However, conformity to the norms of
winning, emotional control, self-reliance, and putref status was associated with lower levels
of personal courage, grit, personal control, autoyicand resilience. Directions for future

research and implications for practice are provided
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Positive Psychology: An Empirical Examination ofrigééicial Aspects
of Endorsement of Masculine Norms

Over the past 30 years, scholars in the psychavbgyen have documented the multitude
of negative outcomes associated with White, NomfmeAcan traditional masculine gender roles.
For example, empirical research has found thatwlemconform in thought, affect, and action
to currently dominant (*hegemonic”) masculine norane more violent and aggressive (Locke &
Mahalik, 2005), more tolerant of sexual harassnj@iamb & Espelage, 2005), more likely to
abuse substances (Monk & Ricciardelli, 2003), &3 likely to engage in health-promoting
behaviors (Mahalik, Lagan, & Morrison, 2006). ledethe “dark side” of traditional Western
conceptions of masculinity has been well docume(ded below for a discussion of the cultural
variability of masculinity; O’Neil, 2008). This ogistent attention has led to significant gains in
contextual understanding of the problems men faeetd the restrictions of their socialized
gender roles (Addis & Mahalik, 2003).

The deficit model in the psychological study of wenrhistorically pathologized women
according to an androcentric framework, leadinth®ounintentional reinforcement of low self-
esteem in girls and women (Young-Eisendrath & Wieaen, 1990). It was only with the
acknowledgement of women'’s strengths, such as emaltexpressiveness, that a more holistic
and empathetic understanding of women came tootiee Likewise, focusing only on what is
wrong with men may obscure a balanced, data-basaéerstanding of the effects of men’s
endorsement and/or deviation from traditional mAsewnorms. This lack of empirical
knowledge may limit mental health professionalsligbto knowledgably consult with men
about their stances toward societal norms regantiasgculinity and the possible implications for

their lives. In turn, this risks perpetuating men’s well-knovetuctance to seek professional
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psychological help (Addis & Mahalik, 2003). Funthmre, as Kiselica, Englar-Carlson, Horne,
and Fischer (2008) assert, there may be therapgiilitg in promoting healthy forms of
masculinity.

Empirical evidence from the prevention and posipsgchology literatures suggests that,
while a focus on suffering and its alleviation ssential, a focus on building strengths is
valuable in its own right (Duckworth, Steen, & $atian, 2005; Seligman, 2008; Seligman,
Rashid, & Parks, 2006). Bolstering strengths apgpacounter disorders, inoculate against
future disorders, and increase present subjectelebeing (Duckworth et al., 2005; Gable &
Haidt, 2005). For example, research has showrnrdisdient individuals experience more
positive emotions (Block & Kremen, 1996; Tugade &diickson, 2004), which in turn buffer
individuals from stress and depression (Folkman &skbwitz, 2000; Fredrickson, Tugade,
Waugh, & Larkin, 2003), lead to the more rapid ghiason of negative emotion (Fredrickson,
1998), and increase creative and accurate thin(kregdrickson, 2001; Isen, 2005). Furthermore,
psychotherapy effectiveness research suggestththabmmon factors (Lambert & Ogles,

2004), which account for a large percentage of lpstyeerapy benefits, are partially composed of
strategies such as building hope (Snyder, lllaviichael, & Cheavens, 2000), and clients’
strengths such as courage, optimism, authentp#rgeverance, realism, and personal
responsibility (Seligman, 2002). Notably, it aprgethat individuals’ strengths can be
augmented via relatively simple, cost-effectivermentions, some of which can be implemented
over the internet (Duckworth et al., 2005; Seligneaal., 2006).

Reflecting these realities, the broader field ofgh®logy is increasingly embracing
strength based-perspectives (Smith, 2006), a girdbat Chen, Englar-Carlson, Stevens, and

Oren (2009) also recommend for practitioners waykirth men—fathers in particular. Chen
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and colleagues assert that a deficit model linésttioners’ ability to “develop empathy toward
fathers, establish rapport, and effectively utiliathers’ strengths in their interventions” (p. 27)
Instead, a focus on building strengths can broadele client’s understanding of his
masculinity, increase his sense of self-efficacy] Bestore his pride (Levant, 1998Yhile some
scholars express discomfort with the idea of ratyihe social constructions of masculinity, men
are invested in defining and living in accordandthwheir acquired understanding of
masculinity, from which they derive a sense of nieguand identity (Smiler, 2006). In short,

the concept of masculinity is very real to theng #merefore likely serves as a useful frame of
discussion when working with men. Some may vieasodstruction of masculine gender roles
as ideal. However, in therapeutic practice, édsential to meet clients where they are.

This notion is underscored by APA’s (20@0)iidelines on Multicultural Education,
Training, Research, Practice, and Organizationab@fethat encourage culturally-sensitive
practitioners to attune their interventions to tlolients’ unique worldview by incorporating
understanding of clients’ cultural backgrounds.phgxd to gender-sensitive therapy with men,
employing interventions that respect the uniquedgesd worldview of male clients is likely
beneficial (Brooks, 1998; Good & Wood, 1995; Maekf] Addis & Mahalik, 2003; McCarthy
& Holliday, 2004; Robertson, 2001)ndeed, the failure to work within the client’s
conceptualization of masculinity risks multicultirecompetence (Liu, 2005)Reflecting the
views discussed earlier, Levant (1992) stateduimde it may be optimal if men rejected the
idea of the male gender role and its concomitarestypes, the “collapse of traditional
masculinity has resulted in defensiveness and daipation” (p. 384). Levant (1995, 1996,
1997) posits that reconstructing masculinity, inalha positive image of masculinity that can

restore men’s self-respect is developed, would peident course of action. Scholars echo
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Levant’'s sentiments, calling for the acknowledgmaeitentification, study, and promotion of the
positive aspects—the strengths—of masculinity (Bekw2004; Cochran, 2005; Hershenson,
Power, & Seligman, 1989; Kelly & Hall, 1992; Kisedi et al., 2008; O’Neil, 2008; Oren, Englar-
Carlson, Stevens, Oren, 2009; Smiler, 2004; Wésteyrubelsky, 2005; Wong & Rochlen,
2008).

Following this line of thought, one might wondevWhat are the positive aspects of
traditional Western conceptualizations of masctyi?ii Levant (1992) offers several attributes:

A man’s willingness to set aside his own needsHersake of his family; his

ability to withstand hardship and pain to proteitters; his tendency to take care

of people and solve their problems as if they waseown; his way of expressing

love by doing things for others; his loyalty, deation and commitment; his stick-

to-it-ive-ness and will hang in until a situatiaadorrected; and his abilities to

solve problems, think logically, and rely on hinis&ke risks, stay calm in the

face of danger, and assert himself’ (p. 385).
This list of positive attributes was supplementgdKiselica and colleagues (2008) who added:
daring, courage, sacrifice, heroism, risk-takingmlor, healthy self-reliance, action empathy,
male ways of caring, worker-provider tradition, tireup orientation of men, and generative
fatherhood.In a literature review of fathers’ strengths, Clagl colleagues (2009) identified
men’s ability to help children learn to regulateations (Cassidy, Parke, Butkovsky, &
Braungart, 1992) through active, physical play (@sl& Russell, 1991), encourage children in
the face of challenges (Bowlby, 1982; Grossman. e2@02; Marsiglio, Day, & Lamb, 2000),
listen to their children, be honest in their feginbe fair disciplinarians, and provide children

the freedom to be alone (Strom, Beckert, Stromgrgt& Griswold, 2002) as noteworthy.
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O’Neil (2008) specifically names “responsibilitygurage, altruism, resiliency, service,
protection of others, social justice, positive &thg, perseverance, generativity, and nonviolent
problem solving” as strengths that exemplify “hieglinasculinity” (p. 424). Kelly and Hall
(1992) promote the idea that, despite the sterestgb men being emotionally inexpressive, men
are actually quite expressive—more often expresfiagselves in alternate ways such as
through volunteering for charity, keeping a jourraald collecting and listening to music.

Wester and Lyubelsky (2005) observe that tradiliomasle behaviors of law enforcement
personnel significantly contribute to their perdoswavival and professional success. They also
make the point, echoed by others, that the perfocemaf most traditional masculine norms is
not inherently problematic (Chen et al., 2009; Keseet al., 2008). Rather, it may be the
inflexible, rigid conformity to these norms and comitant reluctance to engage in non-
traditional forms of masculine behavior (e.g., aurtg) that are the basis of problems (Wade,
2000). Indeed, many traditional masculine nornesaalaptive in some contexts (e.g., risk-taking
by entrepreneurial endeavor) and maladaptive iarstfe.g., risk-taking by driving drunk).
Perhaps, in the appropriate context, greater erdwst of some masculine norms may manifest
as strengthsGood et al., 2006).

Culture is yet another form of context that isehtral importance when discussing
traditional masculine norms, positive psychology] aharacter strengths. Manhood is
conceptualized by many social scientists as a lsoarestruction and achieved state that requires
continual social maintenance (Vandellos, Bossome@pBurnaford, & Weaver, 2008). Men
activelydo gender in ways that differ across social and caltcontexts, thereby enacting
multiple masculinities (Liu, 2005; West & Zimmermd®87). Thus, the common use of the

singular term “masculinity” may reasonably be quied as an over-simplification of men’s daily
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negotiation of gendered expectations for their bina Going further, using the term

“traditional masculinity” risks obscuring the fabiat different cultural groups have different
norms for what is traditionally masculine. Fortarsce, emotional connectedness may be valued
as an expression of masculinity by Mexican American (Arciniega, Anderson, Tovar-Blank,

& Tracey, 2008), while emotional restraint may berenprized among Asian American men
(Sue, 2005). Thus, when the researchers citedeataber to traditional masculinity, the reader
should assume they are referring to the “prescrdmdinant masculine style” of the majority

(i.e., White, heterosexual) culture that imposssntluence on men living within the United
States (Wetherell & Edley, 1999, p. 336).

Along similar lines, while there are certain peralaattributes that appear valued across
all cultures and societies (Seligman & Csikszengiyih 2000) what qualifies as a strength or
weakness is significantly influenced by culture (8@antine & Sue, 2006). In one study,
pessimism was found to be related to negative mdgglital outcomes for Caucasian Americans
but to positive outcomes for Asian Americans (Cha@$96). In another, subjective well-being
was found to be more highly related to interdepanden a Japanese sample, and independence
in the United States sample (Kitayama, Markus, &dkawa, 2000). Furthermore, strengths
such as compassion, forgiveness, or happiness aaifiast themselves in different ways or be
valued to a greater or lesser degree across duttumgexts (Pedrotti, Edwards, & Lopez, 2009;
Sandage, Hill, & Vang, 2003). With this in mintdetaforementioned strengths of traditional
masculinity should be considered most applicablédNestern cultural worldview—these
attributes may or may not similarly represent arclion as strengths for men from diverse

backgrounds. In line with this prior research, tb@der is advised that the current investigation
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involved the study of beneficial aspects of endmeset of traditional North American masculine
norms from a Western standpoint.

In sum, while there is much theoretical speculatarbehalf of North American
psychologists of men, empirical investigation oggible positive aspects of men’s endorsement
of traditional masculine roles is lacking. Spexafly, while the aforementioned scholars suggest
possible positive aspects of traditional mascujliratcomprehensive review of the literature
detected no empirical studies designed to investithee potential strengths associated with
greater endorsement of aspects of traditional niiascoorms. Hence, this study sought to
address this dearth of empirical data by examitiiegevidence for hypotheses concerning the
relations between conformity to traditional maseelnorms and positive psychological strengths
that coincide with descriptions of traditional m@e., courage, grit, personal control, autonomy,
hope, endurance, and resilience).

Based on a review of the literature, the followsgyen hypotheses were offered. First,
traditional men are often characterized as counag@iselica et al., 2008); a trait that has been
thought to involve overcoming fear (Woodard, 2084yl a willingness to take risks (Rate,
Clarke, Lindsay, & Sternberg, 2007). Therefore,hypothesized that more traditional men—
specifically those endorsing greater emotional imrand risk-taking—will report higher levels
of courage. Second, perseverance and passioonigitérm goals (i.e., “grit”) is another
potential strength attributed to traditional mee\ant, 1992; O’Neil, 2008). A competitive
drive and dedication to one’s vocational goals ddadth fuel the sustained effort and interest in
projects that grit entails (Duckworth, Petersonttiaws, & Kelly, 2007). Accordingly, it was
hypothesized that more traditional men—specifictilyse who endorse greater winning and

primacy of work—uwiill report higher levels of grifThird, the personal control of one’s emotions
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and behaviors while trying to solve problems isuliat to be a natural strength of the stoic
traditional male (Kiselica et al., 2008; Levant929 Consequently, it was hypothesized that
more traditional men—specifically those endorsingater emotional control—will report higher
levels of personal control. Fourth, traditionalmaee often portrayed as self-determining and
independent (Kiselica et al., 2008; Levant, 199#%),hallmarks of autonomy (Ryff, 1989).
Hence, it was hypothesized that more traditionat-mspecifically those endorsing greater self-
reliance—will report higher levels of autonomy.ftkj demonstrations of traditional masculinity
include behaviors that require “feats of physicad@ance and strength, that often put these men
at risk for injury and death” (Courtenay, 20001890). Thus, it was hypothesized that more
traditional men—specifically those who endorse tpeask-taking—will report higher levels of
physical endurance and fitness. Sixth, traditionah are thought to be self-confident in their
personal ability to persevere in the face of haplahd stress (Levant, 1992; O’Neil, 2008),
keeping their emotions in check and “going it aloih@ecessary (Wagnild & Young, 1993).
Thus, it was hypothesized that more traditional #specifically those endorsing greater
emotional control and self-reliance—uwill report hay levels of resilience. Seventh, prior
research generally suggests a negative relatioveleetconformity to traditional masculine
norms and well-being (see above), and a positiatioa between the aforementioned positive
psychological strengths (see descriptions of meadoelow) and well-being. As a result, it was
expected that self-esteem and life satisfactionlvba negatively associated with the traditional
masculine norms and positively associated withstkgositive psychological strengths.

Method

Participants and Procedures
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Participants were 250 men who ranged from 18 tge&®s of ageM = 35.68 yearsSD
= 13.46), and consisted of: 188 (75%) White, 15)B8&%ian, 13 (5%) Hispanic, 23 (9%) Black,
2 (1%) Indigenous men, and 9 (4%) individuals wpted not identify their ethnic background.
Participants’ educational level consisted of: 24)4ess than a high school diploma, 10 (4%)
high school diploma or GED, 53 (21%) some colleggegience, 12 (5%) 2-year college degree,
84 (34%) 4-year college degree, 51 (20%) mastegsak, 22 (9%) doctoral degree, 11 (4%)
professional degree, and 6 (2%) did not disclose #ducation level. Current household
income was: 23 (13%) under $20,000, 41 (20%) $20t0(%40,000, 51 (14%) $40,000 to
$75,000, 67 (27%) over $75,000, 48 (19%) opteddisatiose their income. Sexual orientation
was reported as: 181 (72%) heterosexual men, 2] li@#osexual men, 15 (6%) bisexual men,
and 24 (10%) did not disclose their sexual orieomat To obtain a diverse sample of men,
participants were solicited via postings to 23ksts focusing on male-salient issues (e.qg.,
fatherhood, fathers’ rights, and psychology of mdaarticipants were directed to a survey
posted on a research websitarfie omitted for masked reviewDf note, a recent analysis
concluded that results from internet data are stasi with those from paper and pencil
measures (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 20Qpon completion of the survey,
participants were allowed to view previously cont@tecompiled anonymous responses as a
small participation incentive.
I nstruments

Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik et al., 2003). The CMNI
assesses conformity to 11 traditional masculinensdhat are widespread in the United States:
Winning, Emotional Control, Risk-Taking, Violend@pwer Over Women, Dominance, Playboy,

Self-Reliance, Primacy of Work, Disdain for Homogabkty, and Pursuit of Status. Based on
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extensive consultation with several post-doctoeadgr scholars and doctoral-level focus group
feedback, the norms of Playboy, Disdain for Homaséx and Power Over Women were
deemed to be less amenable to positive re-intatwatas strengths than were the other eight
subscales. These three subscales did not appeaveégositive features; hence, these three
subscales were omitted from the study. The egmaining scales were more amenable to
positive reframing. For example, the desires to, @ominate, take risks, put work first, and
pursue status can all fuel perseverance and pafssitong-term goals. Likewise, when one
group is being violently oppressed by another, mdlimg one’s emotions and being willing to
utilize violent action to protect the innocent arguably adaptive, courageous behaviors.
Accordingly, this resulted in an 8-factor, 63-item measure ansd/on a 4-point scale (0 =
strongly disagree, 3 = strongly agree), with higbeares indicating greater conformity to
masculine norms. The CMNI has shown strong corardrgalidity with other measures of
masculinity, such as the Brannon Masculinity S&ert Form (Brannon & Juni, 1984), Gender
Role Conflict Scale (O'Neil et al., 1986), and Masculinity Gender Role Stress Scale (Eisler &
Skidmore, 1988). Support for the concurrent validi the CMNI was provided by associations
between the CMNI subscales in relation to aggressiocial discomfort, hostility and
psychological distress. Mahalik et al. (2003) mégwd acceptable to very good internal
consistency estimates for the 11 masculine nordascslesds = .75 - .91). Temporal stability
assessed via test-retest was .95 for the CMNI sotale over a 2—3 week duration, and ranged
from .76 to .90 for the 11 subscales over the saened. In the current study, coefficient alpha
was .90 for the CMNI total comprised of 8 subscadesl ranged from .66 (Dominance) to .93

(Emotional Control) among the 8 subscales.
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M easur es of Positive Psychological Constructs. Measures of positive psychological
constructs were selected based upon: (a) experioopirom 10 post-doctoral and five doctoral-
level psychology student researchers and practitgowith content expertise in positive
psychology and/or the psychology of men, (b) adegpaychometric properties, and (c) a
plausible theoretical parallel between the stremggiasure and (a positive reinterpretation of) the
traditional masculine norms included in Mahalik aatleagues’ (2003) Conformity to
Masculine Norms Inventory (e.qautonomyand the independence aspecself-reliancg.

Higher scores on the following measures indicajecater presence or potency of that construct.

The Woodard Pury Courage Sc@l#PCS-23; Woodard & Pury, 2007) is a 23-item
measure designed to assess courage. Courageasiopaized as the voluntary willingness to
act in response to a threat to achieve an impomanhaps moral, outcome or goal. Responses
are scored on a five-point scale (1 = stronglygtee, 5 = strongly agree), with a sample item
being “I would endure physical pain for my religgoar moral beliefs.” Providing support for its
validity, a previous version of the WPCS-23 (thesBeaal Perspectives Survey-31) was
significantly correlated with Schmidt and Koselké€00) Courage Scale and was unrelated to
social desirability (Woodard, 2004). Coefficieljtza was .78 in the present sample.

The Grit Scale (Grit; Duckworth et al., 2007) i$Zitem measure designed to assess
perseverance and passion for long-term goals. dRegp are scored on a 5-point scale (1 = not
at all like me, 5 = very much like me), with a sdenppem being “I have overcome setbacks to
conguer an important challenge.” Support for itsdiy is provided by findings that Grit did not
correlate with 1Q, was highly correlated with Bigy& Conscientiousness and self-control. Grit
accounted for 4% of the variance in predicting sssdeyond that accounted for by

conscientiousness and self-control, thereby dematigg incremental predictive validity in the
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prediction of success (Duckworth et al.). Coeéfitialphas ranged from .77 to .85 across
samples including community adults, lvy League ugdsluates, and West Point cadets.
Coefficient alpha was .82 in the current sample.

The Personal Control subscale of the Problem Sglwimentory(PC; Heppner &
Petersen, 1982) is a 5-item measure designed éssai®e personal belief that one is in control of
one’s emotions and behaviors while solving probletitsms are rated on a 6-point scale (1 =
strongly agree, 6 = strongly disagree), with a dariipm being “Even though | work on a
problem, sometimes | feel like | am groping or wamag and am not getting down to the real
issue." In the present study, scores were adjssteld that higher scores on PC indicate a greater
perception of personal control to maintain intetipeeconsistency across measures. In an
extensive review, Heppner, Witty, and Dixon (20f)nd PC to correlate with respondents’
ratings of their level of problem-solving skillscatheir perceived level of satisfaction with
skills, while only slightly correlating .16 with sl desirability (Heppner & Petersen, 1982).
Coefficient alpha average is in the low .70s (Heg@a Petersen, 1982), and it is internally
consistent across different cultural groups (Hepgn&/ang, 2003). In the current sample, the
coefficient alpha was .82.

The Autonomy subscale of the Psychological WellAgebcale (Autonomy; Ryff, 1989)
is a 14-item measure designed to assess beingandept and able to resist social pressures.
Responses are rated on a 6-point scale (1 = syrdigggree, 6 = strongly agree), with a sample
item being “I judge myself by what | think is impant, not by the values of what others think is
important.” Support for its validity is provided byndings that a longer version of this measure
correlated positively with scales assessing séffees and life satisfaction and negatively with

scales assessing depression and external cony) (lRe, Essex, & Schmutte, 1994). Ryff
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(1989) reported a coefficient alpha of .86, whileoafficient of .88 was observed in the present
sample.

The Endurance subscale of the Physical Self-Dasani Questionnaire (Endurance;
Marsh, Richards, Johnson, Roche, & Tremayne, 18% 6-item measure designed to assess
physical endurance/fitness. Responses are ratadbepoint scale (1 = false, 6 = true), with a
sample item being “I can run a long way withoufpgtiog.” The subscale has shown good
convergent, discriminant, and construct validityweell as good internal consistenog fanging
from .87 to .92) and temporal stability (test-réresiability estimate of .87; Marsh, 1996: Marsh
et al., 2004). Coefficient alpha was .97 for therent study.

The Resilience Scale (RS-10; Neill & Dias, 20013 i0-item measure derived via factor
analysis from Wagnild and Young’s (1993) 25-itensiRence Scale. These scales are designed
to measure of the ability to successfully cope whhange or misfortune. Responses are rated on
a 7-point scale (1 = disagree, 7 = agree), witamae item being “I usually take things in
stride.” The content validity of the items was sogpd via interviews with American women
judged to have successfully adapted to major irenes. Concurrent validity was supported by
significant correlations between Resilience scaresmeasures of morale, life satisfaction, and
depression (Wagnild & Young, 1993). Neill and D§a601) reported an alpha coefficient of .91
for a 15-item version, while coefficient alpha was for the 10-item version used in the current
study. Researchers interested in using brief nmeasf resilience are encouraged to contact
Wagnild and Young for additional information.

Measures of Psychological Adjustment. Psychological adjustment was assessed via
measures of self-esteem and satisfaction with Mé&th both measures, higher scores indicate

greater presence of the attribute.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 16

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosent®tg) 5 a 10-item measure that
assesses individuals’ overall evaluation of his@rworthiness as a human being. Items are
rated on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree strongly agree), with a sample item being “I
take a positive attitude toward myself.” The RSESDladys high internal consistenay £ 88—

.92), high test-retest validity € .85), and strong support for validity when assid with other
scales of similar constructs and with raters’ assentsi( = .56 - 67; Corcoran & Fischer,
1987). Coefficient alpha was .88 for the currénty.

The Satisfaction with Life Scal&WLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985%pis
5-item instrument designed to measure global cognjiidgments of satisfaction with one’s life.
Items are rated on a 7-point scale (1 = strongdggliee, 7 = strongly agree), with a sample item
being “I am satisfied with my life.” In support @$ validity, Diener and colleagues (1985) found
with the SWLS correlated positively with measuréseadf-esteem and happiness and negatively
with measures of neuroticism and psychological 9gmg. Internal consistency € .80 - .89)
and test-retest reliability valuas< .54 - .83) have been in the acceptable rangeo(PAiener,
Colvin, & Sandvik, 1991), with coefficient alphaibg .89 in the current study.

Random Response Detector (RRD). To reduce threats to the validity of individuals’
responses due to random or inattentive respon#ingZ & Parish, 2001), three pairs of inverse
items were inserted throughout the questionnaige, (8 am not a hard worker” and “l am a hard
worker”) and checked for consistency of respondibgta from the few participants who
inconsistently responded to two or more RRD itemnspaas removed from the sample.

Results
Means, standard deviations, ranges, and intermaligtency estimates for all scales are

presented in Table 1. To explore the relations/een conformity to each of the traditional
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masculine norms and each positive psychologicahgth thought to be characteristic of men,
Pearson correlations were computed (see Tabl©2¢rall, correlations were modest, ranging
from -.28 to .32 in direction and magnitude. Likegy to explore relations between the
masculine norms and positive psychological constriecindicators of favorable psychological
adjustment (i.e., self-esteem and life satisfagtioarrelations among these constructs were
examined. As expected, both self-esteem anddiisfaction were significantly negatively
correlated with risk-taking and self-reliance, tghypursuit of status positively correlated with
self-esteem. Furthermore, all of the positive psyogical constructs were significantly
positively associated with life satisfaction antf-ssteem, with the exception of a nonsignificant
relation between grit and self-esteem.

Additionally, the item “I love participating in sps” was one of six items included in the
study to identify random or careless responses @separt of the Random Response Detector).
However, post-hoc analyses indicated that the @mgoyarticipating in sports item explained
19% of variation in men’s Physical Endurance(44,p < .001) and was significantly
correlated with CMNI Totalr(= .17,p < .01).

Primary Analyses

To investigate whether more traditional men repagher levels of the six positive
psychological strengths, it was necessary to déixsimine the CMNI total score’s relation with
each of the positive psychological strengths (s&&el2). Pearson correlations indicated that
overall conformity to traditional masculine normassignificantly positively correlated with
endurance, but negatively correlated with gritspaal control, and autonomy. These findings
provided support for only hypothesis five. Hyp&ée one, two, three, four, and six were not

supported.
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To examine whether higher levels of theoreticatligvant masculine norms predicted a
higher level of the positive psychological strengpecified in each hypothesis, simultaneous
multiple regression analyses were used next. dllosved assessment of the unique contribution
of each masculine norm in question, while accogntan the non-theoretically relevant norms.
Table 3 presents the standardized regression ceefts () with their correspondingvalues,
theF for the regression model, and #Re(the proportion of the variance in each strength
accounted for by the masculine norms) for eachesssgjon model. Results indicated that
emotional control predicted lower courage whild&taking predicted greater courage, winning,
and primacy of work both failed to predict grit, @monal control failed to predict personal
control, self-reliance predicted lower autonomgk#aking predicted greater endurance, and
emotional control and self-reliance predicted lovesilience. These findings provide partial
support for hypothesis one and full support fordtiesis five. Hypotheses two, three, four, and
Six were not supported.

Discussion

While the “dark side” of traditional masculinity ideen well documented in theory and
research (O’Neil, 2008), thgrowingpositive psychology field warrants empirical invgation
for its potential application to the psychologynoén and masculinity. To advance this
objective, this study was the first to empiricadlyamine psychological strengths associated with
greater endorsement of dominant Western normsditional masculinity. Overall, conformity
to traditional masculinity and to specific mascalimorms was associated with both the greater
and lesser presence of various positive psychabgteengths.

In alignment with the predictions of proponentdrafiitional masculinity (e.g., Kiselica

et al., 2008; Levant, 1992)ore traditional men, including those who engageare frequent
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risk-taking, were more likely to report higher lévef physical endurance and fitness. While
this relationship may be due in part to the assiotidetween traditional masculinity and
participation in sports, it is perhaps more likedgt traditional men view being physically strong
and resilient as a prerequisite of being mascuamg&thus may tend to overestimate their
physical fithess on a self-report measure. Indpadr research has found an association
between self-reported masculinity and perceivedigartte, strength, and fitness (Delignieres,
Marcellini, Brisswalter, & Legros, 1994).

These risk-taking men were also more likely to rep@her levels of personal courage.
One possible explanation for this finding is thatiage inherently involves the willingness to
take a risk by acting in response to a threat, iteetige potential for a personal negative outcome
(Woodard & Pury, 2007). Along similar lines, mardersing the norm of dominance may have
also reported higher levels of courage as it oftery take a willingness to act boldly and
confidently in the face of opposition to insurettbthers will behave in accordance with one’s
wishes. Pursuit of status was also related tatgréavels of courage. This relation may be due
to the observation that achieving status amongsopeers as a man often involves becoming
known for what one achieves vocationally (Skovhb®90). Notable vocational achievement
often require the willingness to risk the loss né® resources, reputation, and perhaps even
work-life balance in pursuit of status-accompanyaegomplishments. Alternatively, those who
desire to be important in others’ eyes may be rkey to take courageous action, particularly
if it brings them public recognition. In contrastour first hypothesis, those traditional men who
valued emotional control actually reported lowetels of personal courage. Those who bury
their emotions may experience difficulties with sty (Barr, Kahn, & Schneider, 2008)—a

state of mind that is not conducive to courageatis Reciprocally, for some men, courage
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may also be reflected in their willingness to shtaer emotional world with others, though this
is likely to vary by cultural context.

Along similar lines, men who highly value emotiocahtrol werenot more likely to
have greater personal control over their emotiaskeehaviors while solving problems. In fact,
those traditional men who valued winning and selifance reported lower levels of personal
control. It might seem counterintuitive that menoaseek to keep their emotions private (a form
of self-reliance) and under control experiencesade ability to exercise personal control over
their emotions and behaviors while solving probler@sialitative research suggests that many
men perceive emotional restriction as contributmtheir ability to think and make decisions
free from the influence of disruptive emotion, bu current results from our predominantly
Caucasian sample do not support this popular cdrlecepln fact, some research suggests those
who enjoy less personal control are more likelyse disengagement coping (Heppner, Cook,
Wright, & Johnson, 1995) and refrain from seekitigeos’ help (Heppner, Witty, & Dixon,
2004). This differential utility of problem solgnversus emotional control is supported by our
findings regarding the relationship between emati@ontrol, personal control, and indices of
psychological adjustment. While emotional contvak found to negatively relate to self-esteem
and life satisfaction (a finding in line with pricgsearch by Oransky and Fischer, 2009),
personal control was positively related to theskces of adjustment, a finding also in line with
prior research (Heppner et al., 2004). The likaith of replicating this finding with a sample of
men from a collectivist culture, where emotionahirol is highly valued, is uncertain. In
addition, men who feel driven to win at all costaynibe more likely to experience anxiety, a trait

that is robustly negatively related to personaltcgr{Carscaddon et al., 1988).
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Further contradiction of our hypotheses is evideithe finding that men endorsing
greater emotional control and self-reliance acyuaported lower levels of resilience. Perhaps
keeping one’s emotions private and not asking &hp s associated with less likelihood of
experiencing collaborative social interaction, tigb which one can learn and develop adaptive
coping skills (Beardslee, 1989), the fundamentdtimg blocks of psychological resilience.
While the ability to depend on oneself is a Westaltmark of resilient people, so is a healthy
social support network (Wagnild & Young, 1993). skent men may also be more likely to
seek out and enjoy emotional support from trustedrs. On the positive side, men scoring
higher on risk-taking reported higher levels oflresce. This makes sense, as resilient
individualsdemonstrate the willingness to take risks by iastly confronting new
experiences with setfenfidence (Wagnild & Young, 1993).

More traditional men, including those who conformiedhe masculine norms of winning
and self-reliance, reported lower levels of autondne., being independent and able to resist
social pressures). Itis curious that the meménsample who placed importance on not asking
for help (i.e., self-reliance—which may include ge® their emotions private) were actually
lessindependent and able to resist social pressidsle some men might seek to demonstrate
excessive independence by maladaptively refusirsged help from others (sometimes called
“counter dependence”), such behavior may actualtyesent a form of conformity to the
expectations that others have of men. In femtformityto the masculine norm of self-reliance
is just that—conformity to the expectations of efheather than a demonstration of one’s ability
and inclination to chart a path independent of thexpectations. Indicators of psychological
adjustment suggest that refusing to seek help bthrers is related to lower quality of life.

Conversely, the ability to knowingly resist normvatisocietal pressures may be the type of
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independence associated with greater well-beinghgriidestern men. In addition, men who
highly value winning may be acquiescing to the pues from North American culture to
succeed at all costs, effectively letting othersngetheir standards of success. From a Western
perspective, conforming to other’s expectationseidlperhaps subconsciously, is the antithesis
of independent self-awareness and self-directéagivThat being said, men endorsing higher
levels of dominance did report having higher lexad#lautonomy. Since dominance involves
getting one’s way and the desire to have otherghamtcordance with one’s own desires, it
necessarily follows that one (a) values and trast®wn opinions and (b) is unlikely to be
concerned with the expectations of others—both Brarkf autonomy.

Lastly, the hypothesis that men subscribing tonthvens of winning and primacy of work
would report higher levels of grit (i.e., persevera and passion for long-term goals) was not
supported by the data. While these traditionaibaites are certainly not incompatible with a
healthy level of grit, these findings support tledion that one can passionately persevere in non-
vocational goals that do not involve competitiothaothers, such as spiritual development. It
was also found that traditional men for whom thespit of status was a higher priority reported
lower levels of grit. While some people sustaiimefoecause they wish to garner favor with
others rather than out of subjective interesttygnitdividuals demonstrate a consistency of
interests over time (Duckworth et al., 2007).slalso possible that the desire to achieve social
status may drive some traditional men towards fbbsoffer such exposure, even if these jobs
are not well-suited to their vocational interestd gkills, which can lead to greater unhappiness
on the job, and thus more frequent career char@gask( Georgeellis, & Sanfey, 1998; Holland,
1997). Of course, in those cultures where andej@endent construal of the self is the norm,

seeking to meet others expectations may be valued than asserting one’s own preferences or
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goals (Pedrotti et al., 2009). In sum, the findisgggest that conformity to masculine norms in
general and adherence to specific aspects of masawrms in particular are both positively
and negatively associated with various psycholdgittangths.
Implicationsfor Practice

Since societal conceptions of masculinity are intgparsources of behavioral guidance
and identity for boys and men, practitioners may fincreased success in getting and retaining
men in counseling by advertising and tailoring tipgactice in a way that is sensitive to their
gendered worldview (Good, Gilbert, & Scher, 199@ntner & Vogel, in press; Kiselica, 2003;
Shappiro, 2001). A focus on distinguishing heafthiyns of masculinity from unhealthy ones
and on identifying and building upon the strendtiesy have as men may resonate more with
traditional men than an emotion-focused, symptolewveltion approach (Mankowski, Maton,
Burke, Hoover, & Anderson, 2000); it may help mestore the possible lost sense of pride
associated with being a man (Levant, 1997). Aidmen in developing healthy, flexible
conceptions of masculinity may have more intrirgggpeal than would being told whadt to do,
though that is certainly an important componentdgd. 998). Providing boys and men with
male role models who exemplify positive masculirfgyg., a willingness to seek help) may be a
worthwhile intervention. Strengths may offer newlenclients with a more familiar starting
point for exploring their difficulties and opportities, one which helps build rapport early on.

The current study provides practitioners with sal/potential talking points for their
strength-based discussions with men. Therapistsicare with clients that empirical support
regarding the strengths of some aspects of traditimasculinity exists; this may increase the
evidence-based legitimacy and substance of p@utits’ strength-based approach for some

male clients. Such an approach might be usefuhi@se who tend to be more skeptical about
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mental health services (e.g., men in rural regiores; in the military, law enforcement, and fire
fighters).

Additionally, the findings of this study may serag potential items for discussion when
working with men. For instance, practitioners d@tuss with clients how they might channel
their propensity for risk-taking in service of cageous action, resilient endurance in the face of
setbacks, and aggressive pursuit of important géaelica et al., 2008). Pointing out that the
pursuit of status can be associated with both ipesstrengths (e.g., courage) and negative
outcomes (e.g., a lessened focus toward long-teatspserves as an example of the importance
of the flexible enactment of one’s masculinitiéeeping emotions bottled up inside has been
found to be associated with a compromised abiityet aside disruptive emotions when it
comes time to solve problems; this concept offare\adence-based counterpoint to the popular
Western conception that emotional stoicism is pretewhen one aspires to be a logical and
rational agent. Likewise, helping clients undardtéhe difference between self-reliance and true
autonomy, and adjustment outcomes associated aath fleehavioral style, may help clients
rethink their interpersonal style. Perhaps mogtartantly, clinicians can note that research has
found that many traditional men demonstrate adaixengths—strengths which their clients
can use “as a building block for promoting wellnasgl honorable manhood” (Kiselica et al.,
2008, p. 32).

Limitation and Directionsfor Future Research

There are several limitations of this study. Ficstrrelation is not causation. Hence,
these findings do not support the notion that coniing to certain masculine norms causes
greater or lesser amounts of positive psychologregls. However, the correlational relations

observed between these constructs offers directavrfature researchers, including exploring
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potential causal relations. In addition to londital research on the development of character
strengths and the conformity to masculine normsstn@ngly recommend that future research
incorporate qualitative methods to help inform fattheorizing about potential causality.
Second, this study relied upon men’s responseslftoeport questionnaires, the limitations of
which are well known, including the potential farcglly desirable responding (Lucas & Baird,
2006). However, the use of anonymous online ppdimn protocol has been found to
effectively reduce social desirable responding (Bd¢ewley, Larson, & Miyoshi, 2007,
McBurney, 1994). Third, while online studies hake benefit of reaching larger audiences and
yield results that are similar or better in terrhen@asures’ psychometric properties (Birnbaum,
2004; Gosling et al., 2004), some biases may bedated as not all men have access to a
computer, belong to the listservs, or visit the sids where the study was advertised. Fourth,
conclusions from our study are limited by the ckba€ instruments used to operationalize the
constructs; selection of other instruments migbtdydifferent findings. Fifth, the majority of

the sample was white, educated, middle class, atetdsexual, which limits the generalizability
of these findings to men from diverse backgrounéls.an example, while the current findings
suggest a negative relation between emotional abamd resilience, this may not hold true for
Asian American men, where restraint of all strongpgons indicates maturity and the ability to
value the needs of the group over one’s individdictive desires (Sue, 2005). Furthermore,
the strengths examined in this investigation réfld@ Western perspective on positive
psychology and traditional masculine norms. Thaeeffuture research studies should not only
examine these relations within specific groups efrte.g., men of color, gay and bisexual men,
working class men), but take care to include ttrbates that each sub-group of men considers

strengths. For instance, studies focusing on man €ollectivistic backgrounds should
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carefully appraise whether it is culturally val@mldonceptualize autonomy as a strength or self-
reliance as a marker of traditional masculinity.

Despite these limitations, this study breaks nesugd regarding the existence of
strengths associated with traditional ways of anganasculinity in the Western context.
Findings suggest that there is some utility in canhg to explore the healthy aspects of
traditional masculinity (Levant, 1997; O’Neil, 2008This knowledge may be employed to
increase the appeal and utility of counseling forertherapy-resistant men, as well as to suggest
ideas for health-promoting exploration and congitien with men. In this way, the psychology
of men and masculinity can respond to the callasitpve psychology to acknowledge and

consider the utility of a strengths-based approgehder-sensitive approach with men.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 27

References

Addis, M. E., & Mahalik, J. R. (2003). Men, masaiutly, and the contexts of help seeking.
American Psychologist, 58-14.

Arciniega, G.M., Anderson, T.C., Tovar-Blank, Z.&.Tracey, J.G. (2008). Toward a fuller
conception of Machismo: Development of a traditid’lachismo and Caballerismo
Scale Journal of Counseling Psychology,,39-33.

Barwick, H. (2004). Young males: Strengths-basetiranle-focused approaches: A review of
the research and best evidence. Retrieved from
http://www.myd.govt.nz/uploads/docs/0.7.1.4%20yauates.pdf

Beardslee, W. R. (1989). The role of self-undeditagin resilience individuals: The
development of a perspectiv@merican Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 5866-278.

Birnbaum, M. H. (2004). Human research and datieciodn via the interneAnnual Review of
Psychology, 55303-832.

Block, J., & Kremen, A. M. (1996). IQ and ego-resilcy: Conceptual and empirical
connections and separatenelsairnal of Personality and Social Psycholo@, 349-
361.

Booth-Kewley, S., Larson, G. E., & Miyoshi, D. RQ07). Social desirability effects on
computerized and paper-and-pencil questionnaemputers in Human Behav|&3,
463-477.

Bowlby, J. (1982)Attachment and loss: Vol. 1 Attachmé@Rev. ed.). New York: Basic Books.

Brannon, R., & Juni, S. (1984). A scale for measyattitudes about masculinitysychological
Documentsl4, 6.

Brooks, G. R. (1998 new psychotherapy for traditional me®an Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 28

Carscaddon, D. M., Poston, J., & Sachs, E. (198&blem-solving appraisal as it relates to
state-trait personality factor8.Journal of Human Behavior, 233-76.

Cassidy, J., Parke, R., Butkovsky, L., & Braungdr{1992). Family-peer connections: The roles
of emotional expressiveness within the family ahdidecen's understanding of emotions.
Child Development, 6303-618.

Chang, E. C. (1996). Cultural differences in opsimj pessimism, and coping: Predictors of
subsequent adjustment in Asian American and Caarc#snerican college students.
Journal of Counseling Psychology,,433-123.

Clark, A. E., Georgeellis,Y., & Sanfey, P. (1998)b satisfaction, wage changes and quits:
Evidence from Germanyresearch in Labor Economics,,95-121.

Cochran, S. V. (2005). Evidence-based assessm#ntnein.Journal of Clinical Psychology
61, 649-660.

Collins, W., & Russell, G. (1991). Mother-child afadher-child relationships in middle
childhood and adolescence: A developmental analpsgelopmental Review, ,199-
136.

Constantine, M. G., & Sue, D. W. (2006). Factorstdbuting to optimal human functioning in
people of color in the United Stat€Xounseling Psychologis34, 228-244.

Corcoran K. J., & Fischer, J. (198R)easures for clinical practiceNew York: Free Press.

Courtenay, W. H. (2000). Constructions of masctyiand their influence on men's well-being:
A theory of gender and healtBocial Science & Medicine, p0385-1401.

Delignieres, A., Marcellini, A., Brisswalter, J.,8qgros, P. (1994). Self-perception of fitness
and personality trait$2erceptual and Motor Skills, 7843-851.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A, Larsen, R. J., & Griffth (1985). The Satisfaction with Life Scale.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 29

Journal of Personality Assessmetfd, 71-75.

Duckworth, A.L., Peterson, C., Matthews, M.D., &lkeD.R. (2007). Grit: Perseverance and
passion for long-term goaldournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 9287-
1101.

Duckworth, A. L., Steen, T. A., & Seligman, M. E.[®2005). Positive psychology in clinical
practice. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology,629-651.

Eisler, R., & Skidmore, J. (1987). Masculine genade stress: Scale development and
component factors in the appraisal of stressfubsibns.Behavior Modificationll, 123-
136.

Fredrickson, B. L. (1998). What good are positimeaons?Review of General Psycholqdy
300-319.

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive dmps in positive psychologyamerican
Psychologist56, 218-226.

Fredrickson, B. L., Tugade, M. M., Waugh, C. E.L&kin, G. R. (2003). What good are
positive emotions in crises? A prospective studgesflience and emotions following the
terrorist attacks on the United States on Septerhbidy, 2001Journal of Personality
and Social Psychologg4, 365-376.

Folkman, S., & Moskowitz, J. T. (2000). Positivéeat and the other side of copinithe
American Psychologisb5, 647.

Gable, S. L., & Haidt, J. (2005). What (and whypasitive psychologyReview of General
Psychology9, 103.

Glomb, S. M., & Espelage, D. L. (2005). The inflaerof restrictive emotionality in men’s

emotional appraisal of sexual harassment: A geradelinterpretationPsychology of



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 30

Men and Masculinity, &40-253.

Good, G. E. (1998). Missing and underrepresentpdas of men’s livesSociety for the
Psychological Study of Men and Masculinity Bulle8nl-2.

Good, G. E., Gilbert, L. A., Scher, M. (1990). Gendware therapy: A synthesis of feminist
therapy and knowledge about gendeurnal of Counseling & Development,, &8 6—
380.

Good, G. E., & Mintz, L.B. (2005). Integrative tlapy for men. In G. Good & G. Brooks (Eds.),
The new handbook of psychotherapy and counselitigmen: A comprehensive guide to
settings, problems, and treatment approadf&sy. ed.) (pp: 248-263%an Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Good, G. E., Schopp, L. H., Thomson, D., HathalaySanford-Martens, T., Mazurek, M. O.,
et al. (2006). Masculine roles and rehabilitatiomcomes among men recovering from
serious injuriesPsychology of Men and Masculini®; 165.

Good, G. E., & Wood, P. K. (1995). Male gender aflict, depression, and help seeking: Do
college men face double jeopardicdurnal of Counseling & Developmeiid, 70-75.

Gosling, S. D., Vazire, S., Srivastava, S., & JdAbhnP. (2004). Should we trust web-based
studies? A comparative analysis of six preconceptabout internet questionnaires.
American Psychologist, 593—-104.

Grossman, K., Grossman, K. E., Fremmer-BombikKkdler, H., Scheuerer-Englisch, H., &
Zimmerman P. (2002). The uniqueness of the childefaattachment relationship:
Fathers’ sensitive and challenging play as a plw@gaable in a 16-year longitudinal
study.Social Development, 1301-337.

Gysbers, N. C., Heppner, M. J., & Johnston, J1898).Career counseling: Process, issues,



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 31

and techniquesBoston: Allyn & Bacon.

Hammer, J. & Vogel, D. (in press). Men’s help sagkior depression: Efficacy of a male-
sensitive brochure about theraf@je Counseling Psychologist.

Hays, R. D., Hayashi, T., & Stewart, A. L. (1988)five-item measure of socially desirable
response seEducational and Psychological Measurement, GZ0-636.

Heppner, P. P., Cook, S. W., Wright, D. M., & JabmsW. C., Jr. (1995). Progress in resolving
problems: A problem-focused style of copidgurnal of Counseling Psychology,,42
279-293.

Heppner, P. P., & Petersen, C. H. (1982). The dgveént and implications of a personal
problem-solving inventorydournal of Counseling Psychology,, 85-75.

Heppner, P. P., & Wang, Y. (2003). Problem-sohapgraisal. In S. Lopez & C. Snyder (Eds.),
Positive psychological assessment: A handbook deta@nd measurgpp. 127-138).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Heppner, P., Witty, T., & Dixon, W. (2004). Problesalving appraisal and human adjustment:
A review of 20 years of research using the Prolffeiving InventoryThe Counseling
Psychologist32, 344-428.

Hershenson, D., Power, P., & Seligman, L. (198%nh| health counseling theory: Present
status and future prospecisurnal of Mental Health Counselingl, 44-69.

Holland, J. L. (1997)Making vocational choices: A theory of vocationatgonalities and work
environment¢3rd ed.). Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessmesturees.

Isen, A.M. (2005). A role for neuropsychology indenstanding the facilitating influence of
positive affect on social behavior and cognitivegasses. In C. Snyder & S. Lopez

(Eds.),Handbook of positive psycholo@yp. 528-540). Oxford: Oxford University Press.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 32

Kelly, K. R., & Hall, A. S. (1992). Toward a develmental model for counseling melournal
of Mental Health Counseling, 1257-273.

Kiselica, M. S. (2003, Autumn). Male-sensitive cealing with boysCounselling in Educatign
16-109.

Kiselica, M., Englar-Carlson, M., Horne, A., & Feshh M. (2008). A positive psychology
perspective on helping boys. In M. Kiselica, M. Em¢gCarlson, & A. Horne (Eds.),
Counseling troubled boys: A guidebook for profesais (pp. 31-48). New York:
Routledge/ Taylor & Francis Group.

Kitayama, S., Markus, H. R., & Kurokawa, M. (200Qulture, emotion, and well-being: Good
feelings in Japan and the United Sta@sgnition & Emotion, 1493-124.

Kobasa, S. (1977). Stress, personality, and healgtudy of an overlooked possibility.
Dissertation Abstracts International, 38430B.

Kurtz, J. E., & Parrish, C. L. (2001). Semantiqy@sse consistency and protocol validity in
structured personality assessment: The case &fEH@-PI-R.Journal of Personality
Assessment, 7815-332.

Lambert, M. J., & Ogles, B. M. (2004). The effigaand effectiveness of psychotherapy. In M.
Lambert (Ed.)Bergin and Garfield’shandbook of psychotherapy and behavior change
(5™ ed., pp. 139-193). New York: Wiley.

Levant, R. (1992). Toward the reconstruction of coéisity. Journal of Family Psychology, 5,
379-402.

Levant, R. (1995). Toward the reconstruction of codéieity. In R. Levant & W. Pollack (Eds.),
A new psychology of mefpp. 229-251). New York: Basic Books.

Levant, R. (1996). The new psychology of merofessional Psychology, 2Z259-265.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 33

Levant, R. (1997). The masculinity crisiaurnal of Men's Studies, 321-231.

Liu, W. M. (2005). The study of men and masculirag/an important multicultural competency
considerationJournal of Clinical Psychology, 6685-697.

Locke, B. D., & Mahalik, J. R. (2005). Examining sealinity norms, problem drinking, and
athletic involvement as predictors of sexual aggjoesin college menlournal of
Counseling Psycholog$2, 279.

Lopez, S. J., O'Byrne, K. K., & Peterson, S. (20@83dfiling courage. In S. Lopez & C. Snyder
(Eds.), Psitive psychological assessment: A handbook okta@ihd measurgpp. 185-
197). Washington, DC: American Psychological Asatian.

Lucas, R. E., & Baird, B. M. (2006). Global sellsassment. In M. Eid & E. Diener (Eds.),
Handbook of multimethod measurement in psychdlpgy29-42). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Mahalik, J. R., Lagan, H. D., & Morrison, J. A. (). Health behaviors and masculinity in
Kenyan and US male college studefsychology of Men and Masculinif, 191-202.

Mabhalik, J. R., Locke, B. D., Ludlow, L. H., Diemed. A., Scott, R. P. J., Gottfried, M. G., et
al. (2003). Development of the conformity to maseihorms inventoryPsychology of
Men & Masculinity, 43-25.

Mahalik, J. R., Talmudge, W. T., Locke, B. D., &8¢ R. P. J. (2005). Using the Conformity to
Masculine Norms Inventory to work with men in anatal settingJournal of Clinical
Psychology, 61661-674.

Mansfield, A. K., Addis, M. E., & Mahalik, J. R.@R3). "Why won't he go to the doctor?": The
psychology of men's help seekingternational Journal of Men's Healt, 93-109.

Mankowski, E. M., Maton, K. I., Burke, C. K., Hoavé&. H., & Anderson, C. A. (2000).



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 34

Collaborative research with a men's organizati@ycRological impact, group
functioning, and organizational growth. In E. Bar{&d.),Mythopoetic perspectives on
men's healing work: An anthology for therapists atiters(pp. 183-203). Westport, CT:
Bergin & Garvey.

Marsigilo, W., Day, R. D., & Lamb, M. E. (2000). pheoring fatherhood diversity: Implications
for conceptualizing father involvememarriage and Family Review, 2269-293.

Marsh, H. W., Richards, G. E., Johnson, S., Roch& Tremayne, P. (1994). Physical Self-
Description Questionnaire: Psychometric propewdias a multitrait-multimethod
analysis of relations to existing instrumerdsurnal of Sport and Exercise Psychology,
16, 270-305.

McBurney, D. H., (1994Research methodBrooks/Cole, Pacific Grove, CA.

McCarthy, J., & Holliday, E. (2004). Help-seekingdacounseling within a traditional male
gender role: An examination from a multiculturatggective Journal of Counseling and
Development82, 25-30.

Monk, D., & Ricciardelli, L. A. (2003). Three dimsions of the male gender roles as correlates
of alcohol and cannabis involvement in young Adstramen.Psychology of Men and
Masculinity, 4 57-69.

Neill, J. T., & Dias, K. L. (2001). Adventure eduicen and resilience: The double-edged sword.
Journal of Adventure Education & Outdoor Learniig35-42.

O'Neil, J. M. (2008). Summarizing 25 years of reske@n men's gender role conflict using the
Gender Role Conflict Scale: New research paradigmasclinical implicationsThe
Counseling Psychologis?6, 358.

O'Neil, J. M., Helms, B. J., Gable, R. K., David, & Wrightsman, L. S. (1986). Gender-Role



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 35

Conflict Scale: College men's fear of feminini8ex Rolesl4, 335-350.

Oransky, M., & Fischer, C. (2009). The developnamd validation of the Meanings of
Adolescent Masculinity Scal®sychology of Men & Masculinity, 187-72.

Oren, C. Z., Englar-Carlson, M., Stevens, M. SerQD. C. (2009). Counseling fathers from a
strength-based perspective. In C. Oren & D. Orats (FCounseling fathers: Practical,
theoretical, and cultural perspectivgsp. 23-47). Routledge.

Pavot, W. G., Diener, E., Colvin, C. R., & Sand\ik,(1991). Further validation of the
Satisfaction with Life Scale: Evidence for the ar@sethod convergence of well-being
measuresJournal of Personality Assessment, 549-161.

Pedrotti, J. T., Edwards, L. M., & Lopez, S. J.q2Q Positive psychology within a cultural
context. In S. J. Lopez (EdHandbook of positive psycholo{@nd ed.). New York:
Oxford University Press.

Rate, C. R., Clarke, J. A., Lindsay, D. R., & Sterg, R. J. (2007). Implicit theories of courage.
Journal of Positive Psychology, 20-98.

Reynolds, C. R. (1982). Convergent and divergeldisaof the Revised Children’s Manifest
Anxiety Scale Educational and Psychological Measurement, #205-1212.

Robertson, J. M. (2001). Counseling men in collegfings. In G. Brooks & G. Good (Eds.),
The new handbook of psychotherapy and counselitigmen: A comprehensive guide to
settings, problems, and treatment approadipgs 149-169). San Francisco, CA: Jossey
Bass.

Rochlen, A. B., & O'Brien, K. M. (2002). The relati of male gender role conflict and attitudes
toward career counseling to interest in and prefas for different career counseling

styles.Psychology of Men and Masculinity,3;21



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 36

Rosenberg, M. (1979 onceiving the selNew York: Basic.

Ryff, C. D. (1989). Beyond Ponce de Leon and lggs$action: New directions in quest of
successful agindnternational Journal of Behavioral Development, 38-55.

Ryff, C., Lee., Y., Essex, M., & Schmutte, P. (129My children and me: Midlife evaluations of
grown children and of selPsychology and Agin®, 195-205.

Sandage, S.J., Hill, P.C., & Vang, H.C. (2003). &oava multicultural positive psychology:
Indigenous forgiveness and Hmong cultdree Counseling Psychologist,, 364-592.

Schmidt, N. B., & Koselka, M. (2000). Gender difaces in patients with panic disorder:
evaluating mediation of phobic avoidan€@agnitive Therapy and Research, 881
548.

Seligman, M. E. (2002Authentic happiness: Using the new positive psyiyoto realize your
potential for lasting fulfillmentNew York: Free Press.

Seligman, M. E. (2008). Positive heal&pplied Psychology: An International Reviedv18.

Seligman, M., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). Poagtipsychology: An Introductio®merican
Psychologist, 555-14.

Seligman, M. E. P., Rashid, T., & Parks, A. C. @0®ositive psychotherapfmerican
Psychologist61, 774-788.

Shappiro, J. L. (2001). Therapeutic interventiornth athers. In G. Brooks & G. Good (Eds.),
The new handbook of psychotherapy and coumpeiith men: A comprehensive guide
to settings, problems, and treatment approadpes 403-423). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey Bass.

Skovholt, T. M. (1990). Career themes in counseding psychotherapy with men. In D. Moore

& F. Leafgren (Eds.)Men in conflict(pp. 39-53). Alexandria, VA: American Association



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 37

for Counseling and Development.

Smiler, A. P. (2004). Thirty years after the diseovof gender: Psychological concepts and
measures of masculinit$4ex Rolesb0, 15-26.

Smiler, A. P. (2006). Living the image: A quantivatapproach to delineating masculiniti8gx
Roles 55, 621-632.

Smith, E. J. (2006). The strength-based counsetiodel. The Counseling Psychologisy, 13.

Snyder, C., lllardi, S., Michael, S., Cheavan$2000). Hope theory: Updating a common
process for psychological change. In C. Snyder &nBram (Eds.)Handbook of
psychological change: Psychotherapy processes eaxtipes for the 2% century(pp.
128-153). New York: Wiley.

Strom, R. D., Beckert, T. E., Strom, S. K., StréinS., & Griswold, D. (2002). Evaluating the
success of Caucasian fathers in guiding adolesc®ttdescence, 370.31-149.

Sue, D. (2005). Asian American masculinity and dpgr The concept of masculinity in Asian
American males. In G. Good & G. Brooks (Ed3he new handbook of psychotherapy
and counseling with men: A comprehensive guidettings, problems, and treatment
approachegRev. ed.) (pp: 357-368%an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Tugade, M. M., & Fredrickson, B. L. (2004). Resiliendividuals use positive emotions to
bounce back from negative emotional experiend@stnal of Personality and Social
Psychology86, 320-333.

Vandello, J. A., Bosson, J. K., Cohen, D., Burndf®. M., & Weaver, J. R. (2008). Precarious
manhoodJournal of Personality and Social Psychology, $325-1339.

Wade, J. (2008). Masculinity ideology, male refeegroup identity dependence, and African

American men's health-related attitudes and bemawsgychology of Men &



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY 38

Masculinity, 9, 5-16.

Wagnild, G., & Young, H. M. (1993). Development gmel/chometric evaluation of the
Resilience Scalelournal of Nursing Measurement, 165—-178.

West, C., & Zimmerman, D. H. (1987). Doing gendgender and Society, 125-151.

Wester, S. R., & Lyubelsky, J. (2005). Supporting thin blue line: Gender-sensitive therapy
with male police officersProfessional Psychology: Research and Pra¢t3&: 51-58.

Wetherell, M., & Edley, N. (1999). Negotiating hegenic masculinity: Imaginary positions and
psycho-discursive practiceseminism Psychology, 835-356.

Wong, Y., & Rochlen, A. (2008). Re-envisioning nseemotional lives: Stereotypes, struggles,
and strengths. In S. Lopez (Edlhe positive psychology perspective sefjigs 149-
163). Santa Barbara, CA: Greenwood Publishing Group

Woodard, C. R. (2004). Hardiness and the concepbwfage Consulting Psychology Journal:
Practice and Research, 5673—-185.

Woodard, C. R., & Pury, C. L. (2007). The constrmifctourage: Categorization and
measuremenConsulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Reskadd, 135-147.

Young-Eisendrath, P., & Wiedemann, F. L. (19%8male authority: Empowering women

through psychotherapWew York: Guilford.



POSITIVE PSYCHOLOGY

Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges, and Coeffiéiggitas of Conformity to Masculine Norms

Inventory and Subscales, Positive PsychologicalsBants, and Psychological Adjustment

39

Instruments M SD Range o
Conformity to Masculine Norms Scale

CMNI Total Score 1.35 0.28 .51-2.56 .90
Winning 1.31 0.46 0-2.90 .84
Emotional Control 1.27 0.56 0-2.73 .93
Risk-Taking 150 0.42 .40-3.00 .86
Violence 1.37 0.58 0-3.00 .86
Dominance 1.35 0.48 0-3.00 .66
Self-Reliance 1.11 0.57 0-2.83 .89
Primacy of Work 1.21 0.46 13-2.75 .79
Pursuit of Status 1.85 0.47 .50-3.00 75
Positive Psychological Constructs and

Psychological Adjustment

Courage 3.78 0.43 2.65-4.61 .78
Grit 3.09 0.68 1.23-454 .82
Personal Control 2.99 0.90 .83-5.00 .82
Autonomy 433 0.82 1.36-6.00 .88
Endurance 3.29 159 1.00-6.00 .97
Resilience 5.72 0.92 1.60-7.00 .86
Self-Esteem 3.11 0.53 1.40-4.00 .88
Life Satisfaction 453 1.49 1.00-7.00 .89
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Table 2
Correlations of CMNI Total and Subscales with HesiPsychological and Psychological Adjustment Qoicts

Instruments Cour Grit PC Aut End Resil Life Sat Self Est
CMNI 10 -.14 -18 -.13° 17 01 -.10 -.09
Win .02 -12 -14 -17 17 A1 -.04 .01
EC -.16 -.09 -2 -15 .03 -.28 -19 -2T
RT 32 .04 -.03 .08 2 19 .09 11
Viol 14 -.06 -.05 .06 .06 .01 -.07 -.04
Dom 15 -.05 -.01 01 .09 11 -.06 .07
SR -.15% -14 -.28 -.25 .08 -.28 -17 -.30°
PW .08 -.04 -.03 -.02 .01 12 .04 .02
PS 17 -18 .05 -.09 A1 18 .01 15
Life Saf 27 17 28 27 3¢ 67 - .63
Self Est 3r .09 55 AZ 23 68 .63 -

Notes CMNI = Conformity to Masculine Norms Inventorytéabof 8 factors; Win = Winning subscale; EC = Ermaoal Control
subscale; RT = Risk-Taking subscale; Viol = Violerstbscale; Dom = Dominance subscale; SR = Sei&mtel subscle; Work =
Primacy of Work subscale; PS = Pursuit of Statlissale; Cour = Woodard Pury Courage Scale; GrititSgale; PC = Personal
Control subscale of Problem-Solving Inventory; Aulutonomy subscale of Ryff’'s Psychological WelliBgScale; End =
Endurance subscale of Physical Self-DescriptionsQaenaire; Resil = Resilience Scale; Life Sat fiskaction with Life Scale; Self
Est = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.

TLS and SE listed in both columns and rows to feat#i comparisons with CMNI and positive psycholabionstructs.
ap<.05,°p<.01,°p<.001
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Table 3

Simultaneous Regression Analysis with CMNI Subsédedicting Positive Psychological Constructs

Predictor Variables

Win EC RT Viol Dom SR PW PS
Crit Adi.

var [t p t p t p t p t B t B t p t F R2

Cou .22 -27P -.15 -2.0t .29 4.45 .10 1.57 A7 237 .10 1.57 A7 2.37 17 2.37 7.03 .16
Grit -.06 -.64 -.03 -41 .09 1.30 -.05 -.67 .06 .81 -12 -1.65 .04 .56 -.19 -2.88 2.0F .03
PC -18 -2.18 -11 -1.47 -.03 -.45 .04 .61 A1 1.50 -.22 811 .02 .33 .09 1.26 3.77 .08
Aut -25  -3.02 -.09 -1.24 .09 1.30 12 1.76 A7 226 -.20 -2.9% .06 .93 -.08 -1.05 451 .10
End 12 1.40 -.01 -.16 20 2897 -.05 -.65 -.01 -.10 .07 1.02 -.08 -1.11 .05 .62 332. .04
Res .04 .52 -.19 -2.59 14 210 .00 .01 .09 1.21 =21 -3716 .07 1.11 .08 1.08 6.01 .14

Note. DFs forF = (8, 250)/ is the standardized regression (beta) weight.\Guit= Criterion variables; CMNI = Conformity to
Masculine Norms Inventory Total of 8 factors; WiWnning subscale; EC = Emotional Control subsc&lE;= Risk-Taking subscale;
Viol = Violence subscale; Dom = Dominance subscaiR;= Self-Reliance subscale; Work = Primacy of M\&ubscale; PS = Pursuit of
Status subscale; Cou = Woodard Pury Courage Sgates Grit Scale; PC = Personal Control subsc&leroblem-Solving Inventory;
Aut = Autonomy subscale of Ryff's Psychological Wgéing Scale; End = Endurance subscale of PhySiedtDescription
Questionnaire; Res = Resilience Scale.

ap<.05 Pp<.01,°p<001



