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Abstract 

Background 

Black men who have sex with men and women (BMSMW) experience pressure to fill 

hypermasculine ideals and may not identify with “gay” cultural norms.  Existing measures of 

gender role expectations and internalized homophobia may not be culturally appropriate for 

BMSMW.  Furthermore, researchers generally measure identification with race, gender, and 

sexual orientation groups separately, whereas individuals may identify in an intersectional 

manner. 

 

Method 

We modified the Gender Role Conflict Scale to create the M-GRCS and the Internalized 

Homophobia Scale to include biphobia (Internalized Bi/Homophobia Scale, IBHS).  We also 

created 11 Integrated Race and Sexuality Scale (IRSS) items to examine identification at the 

intersection of race, gender and sexual orientation. We used data from 429 BMSMW to 

conducted exploratory factor analysis of the 59 items using categorical principal axis factoring 

with unweighted least squares extraction and Promax factor rotation.  We created simple-

summated multi-item scales and evaluated their construct validity.     

 

Results 

The rotated solution yielded four factors with 47 items and a simple factor structure: M-GRCS 

defined two factors (α=0.93 for restricted emotionality/affection; 0.87 for 

success/power/competition), the IBHS (α=0.89) and IRSS (α=0.74) each defined a single factor. 

The IRSS factor was positively correlated with the Lukwago Racial Pride Scale (r=0.40, 

p<0.0001). The IBHS factor was negatively correlated with the IRSS factor (r=-0.22, p<0.0001). 
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Discussion 

The two M-GRCS factors suggest that the construct of hyper-masculinity impacts BMSMW. The 

high IBHS reliability indicates that homophobia and biphobia are positively correlated in this 

sample. These three scales have potential for future studies with BMSMW. 
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Background 

Traditional masculine roles prescribe “rules” for male behavior, such as, “Be powerful,” and “Do 

not show fear, be feminine or display affection toward other men” (Hall and Applewhite, 2013; 

Ward, 2005).  Some have suggested that “Black masculinity” evolved in response to 

emasculation of Black men during slavery and ongoing racism that included violence, 

educational/economic deprivation, and sexualization, resulting in hyper-masculine prescriptions 

for behavior (LaPollo, Bond, & Lauby, 2014; Ward, 2005).  This has also been referred to as 

“compensatory masculinity” formed “in reaction to blocked access to power and authority” 

(Fields et al., 2015). 

Hyper-masculinity is an exaggeration or distortion of traditional masculine traits and 

stresses physical strength, aggression, dominance, and sexual prowess; a man lacking these 

characteristics is considered weak and feminine (LaPollo, et al., 2014; Ward, 2005).  It can lead 

to health-comprising behaviors such as having multiple sex partners and resistance to use 

condoms (LaPollo, et al., 2014; Rhodes et al., 2011); ignoring health information, refusing 

services such as human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) testing, and believing that initiating 

sexual communication and concern about protection from sexually transmitted infections (STIs) 

and HIV are “feminine characteristics” (Hall and Applewhite, 2013); and holding negative 

attitudes about women and about men who have sex with men (MSM) (Mankowski and Maton, 

2010). 

Feeling pressured to live up to masculine or hyper-masculine ideals has been linked with 

internalized homonegativity (Estrada, Rigali-Oiler, Arciniega, & Tracey, 2011; Miller, 2015).  In 

one study, Black MSM (BMSM) aged 18-24 years old reported high levels of psychological 

distress associated with the perception that their family, peers, and the larger Black community 
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expected them to be hyper-masculine (Fields, et al., 2015).  Some MSM may uphold strict 

masculine gender roles in order to avoid being stigmatized as gay, sometimes doing so even in 

“strictly queer” spaces, i.e., spaces that cater to sexual minorities, such as clubs and events that 

target gay communities (Anderson, 2005). 

  Black men who have sex with men and women (BMSMW) also experience pressure to 

live up to masculine ideals that may affect them differently than it does BMSM only or White 

MSMW (Bingham, Harawa, & Williams, 2013). Compared with BMSM only, BMSMW engage 

in exchange sex, insertive anal intercourse, and substance use more frequently, and have more 

criminal justice involvement- all of which can increase their risk of HIV acquisition and/or 

transmission (Dyer et al., 2013; LaPollo, et al., 2014).  MSMW also tend to have lower 

socioeconomic status than do MSM only (Shadaker, Magee, Paz-Bailey, Hoots, & Group, 2017), 

which may foster compensatory masculinity.  For BMSMW, hyper-masculinity and internalized 

homophobia are significantly associated with a greater number of recent male and female sexual 

partners, whereas for White MSMW they are associated only with a higher number of female sex 

partners (LaPollo, et al., 2014).  Also, BMSMW are less likely than White MSMW to disclose 

same-sex behavior to their female sexual partners, yet there is no difference in the numbers of 

male sexual partners or rates of unprotected anal intercourse between BMSMW who disclosed 

their same-sex behavior and those who did not (LaPollo, et al., 2014).   

Existing measures of internalized homophobia may not be suitable for MSMW in general 

or BMSMW in particular.  For example, these scales tend to use terms like “gay” or assume that 

respondents are primarily attracted to men (Mayfield, 2001). This may affect the scores of 

MSMW for reasons that are unrelated to their attitudes regarding sex between men. In addition, 

some men of color have criticized and rejected the term “gay” for cultural and historical reasons, 
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arguing that it has homophobic and Eurocentric origins (Parks, 2001).  Research to date hints at 

the limitations of using the same instrument, either with both MSMW and MSM or with both 

Black and White participants, to measure a construct that is the product of each group’s race, 

culture, and sexual identity (Miller, 2015). 

This project sought to expand current approaches to measuring gender role conflict, racial 

identity, and internalized homophobia by considering the intersection of race and the self-

perceptions and gender role expectations of BMSMW.  These measures were developed for an 

intervention that specifically targeted Black MSMW.  Below, we describe the measures we 

adapted for this purpose, the rationale for modifications, and their psychometric properties.   

METHODS 

Measure Development Steps  

The objective was to assess mediators of sexual risk behavior for a study of an HIV 

prevention intervention for low-income Black men who have sex with men and women 

(Williams, Ramamurthi, Manago, & Harawa, 2009).  The intervention was designed to reduce 

the frequency of unprotected sex and the number of sex partners, and increase HIV testing 

among Black men who have sex with both men and women (Harawa et al., 2013).  First, we 

identified measures of domains of interest that had been evaluated with Black adults in the 

United States.  Next, we reviewed the measures with a community advisory board comprised of 

Black MSM and MSMW and with community partners who had extensive experience serving 

these subgroups of African American men.  Participants suggested wording modifications and, in 

some cases, identified items that they perceived to be irrelevant or suggested new ones.  As a 

result of this process, we modified two existing scales and wrote new items for a third scale.  

Next, we conducted cognitive interviews with 20 Black MSMW to ensure the modifications and 
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new scale items were clear, easy to understand, and related to the concepts of interest.  Each of 

the three scales is described below. 

Modified Gender Role Conflict Scale (M-GRCS) 

The original gender role conflict scale is administered using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree) response scale (O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, & Wrights-man, 1986).  We 

deleted 7 of the original 37 items and added 5 new items, resulting in 35 items.  The added items 

were designed to measure the importance of masculine presentation (described below) to 

participants.  Six of the deleted items were from the conflict between work and family relations 

scale (e.g., “My work or school often disrupts other parts of my life (home, health, leisure).”) 

that were deemed to lack relevance for our group of largely unemployed/underemployed men.  

This aligned with a study that also omitted these item due to concerns of the construct validity of 

the measure for conflict between work and family (Szymanski and Carr, 2008).  The seventh 

item (“Telling my partner my feelings about him or her during sex is difficult for me.”) was 

deleted because our community advisory board and community partners indicated that it seemed 

repetitive and might lack relevance if individuals were engaging in sex for reasons unrelated to 

any kind of emotional attachment, such as exchange sex or anonymous sex. Additionally, we 

made minor wording changes to eight items to improve their clarity and relevance to the target 

population.  This modified version of the GRCS, the M-GRCS, measures participants’ view of 

gender role stereotypes in four main areas (Bingham, Harawa, & Williams, 2013): (1) success, 

power, and competition; (2) difficulty expressing emotions or having others express them; (3) 

difficulty showing or observing affection between men; and (4) masculine presentation (e.g., 

“Men should never show their feminine side” and “I never want to look or seem weak”). 
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Internalized Bi/Homophobia Scale (IBHS)   

The Internalized Homophobia Scale (IHS) has nine items (Martin and Dean, 1987). 

While the scale has been shown to have acceptable reliability (α>0.70), there is limited 

information about its factor structure. The IHS is typically administered using five response 

options, from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). For consistency with other measures in 

the long instrument used in this study, we administered the IHS using six response options 

ranging from 1 for strongly disagree to 6 for strongly agree.  An unpublished analysis suggested 

a single factor for the IHS items (Herek, Gillis, Cogan, & Glunt, 1997). Although the IHS has 

been administered in studies with gay-, lesbian-, and bisexual-identified populations, BMSMW 

comprised a small portion of the study samples (Martin and Dean, 1987). The IHS to a sample of 

741 gay-identified men in New York City, but only 11% were men of color (Meyer, 1995).  

(Herek, et al., 1997) evaluated a gender-specific version of the scale in a sample of 73 men and 

74 women recruited from a lesbian/gay/bisexual street fair in Sacramento (18% were people of 

color; just 14% self-identified as bisexual, the rest as lesbian or gay).   

We modified the wording of the nine original IHS items to address the fact that our study 

participants were men who reported sex with both males and females but did not necessarily 

identify as gay or see themselves as part of a gay community.  We also added four items 

suggested by our community experts either to clarify responses to original questions or to ask 

specifically about bisexual identification and behavior. We call the new 13-item scale the 

Internalized Bi/Homophobia Scale (IBHS). 

Integrated Race and Sex Scale (IRSS)  

This new scale has 11 items assessing the intersecting levels of internalized pride and 

conflict regarding participants’ status as male members of two minority groups defined by their 
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sexual behavior (bisexual) and race (Black).  The items were specifically designed for male 

respondents and use a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) response scale.  

Analysis  

We conducted an exploratory factor analysis of the M-GRCS, IBHS and IRSS items 

using categorical principal axis factoring with unweighted least squares (ULS) extraction and 

Promax factor rotation.  Three number of factor criteria were examined: the scree plot, Guttman's 

weakest lower bound, and Guttman's third bound.  The results of the factor analyses were used to 

create simple-summated multi-item scales.  We estimated internal consistency reliability for the 

scales (coefficient alpha) following (Cronbach, 1951): ≥ 0.90 = excellent; 0.80-0.89 = good; and 

0.70-0.79 = acceptable (Cronbach, 1951). In addition, we evaluated the construct validity of the 

scales by estimating their correlations with “criterion” measures.  We chose the 7-item Lukwago 

scale of racial pride (α=0.84) as the criterion for the IRSS (Lukwago, Kreuter, Bucholtz, Holt, & 

Clark, 2001) and expected a positive association, and we also assumed a negative association 

with the restricted emotionality/affection between men from the M-GRCS subscale.  For the 

IBHS, we chose several items indicating whether or not a participant had disclosed his sexual 

orientation to each of several types of individuals, including family members, friends, and female 

sex partners.  We also examined associations of IBHS with reports of numbers of one’s friends 

knowing one’s same-sex sexual orientation, the perceived importance of one’s friends knowing 

this, perceived importance of keeping one’s sexual relationships with men secret and how often 

one had sex with a woman who didn’t know one’s sexual orientation as additional criteria 

variables for the IBHS.  Finally, we chose the IBHS as a criterion for the restricted 

emotionality/affection between men and success/power/competition subscales of the M-GRCS, 



 

 

8 

hypothesizing that those with higher levels of bi/homophobia would report increased higher 

levels of these constructs on the M-GRCS due to hypermasculine ideals.  

RESULTS 

A total of 429 respondents completed the items as part of their baseline (pre-intervention) 

self-administered (via computer) survey.  The scree plot showed comparable breaks in the scree 

after 3, 7 and 12 factors.  We initially decided to rotate and interpret 7 factors to coincide with 

the 4 M-GRCS scales, 2 IBHS scales, and our expectation of 1 or 2 IRSS scales.  However, only 

5 factors remained when we imposed a minimum factor loading of 0.45 in the rotated solution.   

The first two factors were defined by subsets of M-GRCS items.  The first factor 

represents both restricted emotionality/discomfort with affection between men and the second 

factor success/power/competition, with one item related to masculine presentation (“One must 

seem strong to be respected.”).  Ten of the 13 IBHS items defined the third factor, and IRSS 

items defined the next two factors, with 5 and 2 items, respectively.  

 Based on the small size of factor loadings, we removed three items from the M-GRCS, 

three items from the IBHS and three items from the IRSS from further analyses.  Two of the 

problematic items from the IBHS (“Having sex with other men is not a problem for me” and “I 

value my sexuality as it is.”) and three of the problematic items from the IRSS (“I cannot 

imagine a loving sexual relationship between two Black men”, “Black men who have sex with 

men do nothing for Black people” and “Black homosexual and bisexual men only make it more 

difficult for black people in general”) were reverse-worded items.  Reverse-worded items are 

often unclear and confusing to respondents (Weijters and Baumgartner, 2012).  In addition, we 

judged the remaining problematic item from the IBHS (“I would not worry about being strictly 

heterosexual if I could be loved and accepted as a bisexual or homosexual man”) to be poorly-
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worded.  Furthermore, two of the problematic M-GRCS items (“Men who are overly friendly to 

me make me wonder about their sexual preference” and “Men who touch other men make me 

uncomfortable”) may have lacked relevance to our sample of behaviorally bisexual men.  These 

items reflect the theme of restricted affection between men.  Bisexual men may experience 

minimal discomfort with expressions of affection to or from other men.  Another problematic M-

GRCS item (“Moving up the career ladder is important to me”) also lacked relevance to our 

sample of low-income men because they were not typically in career jobs.  In addition, we 

decided to remove two other problematic M-GRCS items (“I never want to look or seem weak” 

and ” I do not want to seem effeminate, girlish, soft, or womanly”) and one remaining 

problematic IRSS item (“I wish I could be an open black gay/bisexual/same gender loving man”) 

from further analyses because they failed to load on any factors in the rotated factor solution.   

In summary, a total of five M-GRCS items, three IBHS items and four IRSS items were 

removed, leaving 30 M-GRCS items, 10 IBHS items, and 7 IRSS items for further analyses.   

 We repeated the categorical principal axis factoring procedure with ULS extraction and 

Promax rotation on the final set of 47 items.  The scree plot showed a clear break after four 

factors.  The rotated solution with four factors yielded a simple factor structure with non-

overlapping subsets of M-GRCS items defining two factors, the IBHS items defining a single 

factor, and the IRSS items also defining a single factor (Table 1).  The first and third factors in 

the loading matrix were defined by non-overlapping subsets of M-GRCS items, reflecting 

themes of restricted emotionality/affection between men and success/power/competition 
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respectively.  The second factor is an internalized homophobia factor and the fourth and final 

factor is an integrated race and sexuality factor. 

 Table 1 provides internal consistency reliability estimates and inter-factor correlations.  

Coefficient alphas for the two M-GRCS factors (α= 0.93 for factor 1 and 0.87 for factor 3) and 

the IBHS factor (#2) (α = 0.89) were high and alpha for the IRSS was lower, but acceptable (α = 

0.74).  Both M-GRCS factors were positively correlated with the IBHS factor.  In addition, the 

first M-GRCS factor (restricted emotionality/affection between men) was negatively correlated 

with the IRSS factor while the second M-GRCS factor (success/power/competition) had a weak 

positive correlation with the IRSS factor (see Table 1).  Furthermore, the IBHS factor was 

negatively correlated with the IRSS factor (see Table 1). 

 The product-moment correlation between the IRSS and the Lukwago Racial Pride Scale 

was significant (r=0.40, p<0.0001). We found significant negative, small, point-biserial 

correlations between IBHS and disclosing to one’s mother, father, siblings, heterosexual friends, 

homosexual/bisexual/transgender friends and one’s doctor (all biserial r’s range from -0.13 to -

0.21).  As expected, we found significant negative correlations between IBHS and number of 

friends knowing one’s sexual orientation (r=-0.37, p<0.0001) and between IBHS and perceived 

importance of one’s friends knowing this (r=-0.20, p<0.0001).  In addition, we found significant 

positive correlations between IBHS and importance of keeping one’s sexual relationships with 

men secret (r=0.31, p<0.0001) and between IBHS and having sex with women who did not know 

one’s sexual orientation (r=0.11, p=0.019).   

Table 2 provides correlations among factors identified here.  As expected, we found a 

significant positive correlation between restricted emotionality/affection and IBHS (r=0.41, 

p<0.0001) and between success/power/competition and IBHS (r=0.31, p<0.0001).  Also 



 

 

11 

consistent with expectations, we found a negative correlation between IRSS and restricted 

emotionality/affection.  However, we note that the latter included items related to both general 

emotionality and to emotion/affection between men. Most of these correlations are “medium” 

size based on Cohen’s rules of thumb: 0.100 is small, 0.243 is medium, and 0.371 is large 

(Cohen, 1988). 

Discussion 

Our analysis of the reduced and refined set of Modified Gender Role Conflict Scale (M-

GRCS), Internalized Bi/Homophobia Scale (IBHS) and Integrated Race and Sexuality Scale 

(IRSS) items administered to a sample of BMSMW yielded a four-factor structure consisting of 

success/power/competition and restricted emotionality/affection between men factors defined by 

M-GRCS items, an internalized bi/homophobia factor defined by IBHS items and an integrated 

race and sexuality factor defined by IRSS items.  In addition, the success/power/competition, 

restricted emotionality/affection between men and internalized bi/homophobia factors were 

positively intercorrelated while negatively correlated with the IRSS factor. The high internal 

consistency reliability of the IBHS scale indicates that homophobia and biphobia are positively 

correlated in this sample.    

This pattern of results suggests the presence of hyper-masculinity as a construct underlying 

the factor structure described above.  Hyper-masculinity is characterized by the belief that one 

should live up to traditional masculine ideals, including success/power/competition and restricted 

affection and emotionality between men, as well as homonegativity.  Black men continue to 

perceive racial differences in expectations of masculinity: a greater emphasis on education, 

employment, and socioeconomic status for White men and more emphasis on sexual prowess, 

physical dominance, and gamesmanship for Black men (Fields, et al., 2015).  The correlations 
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among our factors indicated that high levels of success/power/competition were associated with 

high levels of restricted emotionality/affection between men and high levels of internalized 

bi/homophobia.  Hyper-masculinity is also characterized by the desire to avoid being stigmatized 

as a result of one’s sexual orientation, and we found that internalized bi/homophobia was 

associated with a decreased likelihood of disclosure of one’s sexual orientation to family, friends 

and health care providers, and with an increased likelihood of having sex with women who were 

unaware of one’s sexual orientation. 

The M-GRCS appears to behave differently in low-income Black MSMW than in other 

subgroups of men.  Although this may be explained by our scale modifications rather than the 

population focus, it is not surprising that gender-role related conflicts for economically 

marginalized MSMW differ significantly from that observed in the middle class white 

heterosexual and gay-identified men who have been the most studied with the GRCS.  For 

example, African American norms regarding emotional expression and affection between men 

differ substantially from those of white Americans, with greater acceptance of displays of strong 

emotion and of public affection between close heterosexual male friends, including treating 

friends as family and sharing the material rewards of success (Oware, 2011).  Culturally 

acceptable displays of gender also differ.  An activity such as dancing, for example, was deemed 

feminine or “gay” by White male high school students, while Black male high school students 

saw dancing as a way to affirm their masculinity (Miller, 2015). Thus, some GRCS items may 

have less relevance than has been seen with samples from other racial/ethnic groups.   

The reliabilities of our measures were generally acceptable; furthermore, the correlations 

with racial pride and disclosure of same-sex sexual support the construct validity of the 

measures. The reliabilities were roughly comparable to prior studies that used the original 
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version of the measures.  However, prior research on the original GRCS and Internalized 

Homophobia Scale from which the IBHS was derived would suggest that we would expect a 6-

factor structure from these three scales. In looking at research on the GRCS over the years, 

research with multiple races and specifically with gay men consistently supports a 4-factor, 

rather than a 2-factor structure (Wester, Vogel, O’Neil, & Danforth, 2012; Zhang et al., 2015). 

Limitations 

Although the wording changes that we made were intended to make the measure more 

relevant for the target population, we cannot be sure about whether or not they had other 

unintended effect on the measures’ psychometric properties.  Another limitation is the self-

selected nature of our sample who self-identified for participation in an HIV prevention 

intervention.  Hence, these findings need to be replicated in other samples. 

Conclusion 

The literature does not provide a clear picture of the health impacts of gender role 

expectations and homophobia on Black men who have sex with men and women.  This may 

result from differences in the measures used across studies and the use of incommensurate 

measures for examining this construct in men who only have sex with men and those who have 

sex with both men and women.  This study sought to address this by developing an instrument 

specifically for BMSMW and examining its psychometrics in a moderately large sample of men 

who were defined using a specific but not overly narrow definition of MSMW (bisexual behavior 

within the prior 2 years).  The Integrated Racial and Sexual Identity Scale we developed 

examines race and sexuality as joint rather than independent identities.  It also takes into account 

that a focus on gender- and sexual orientation-related attitudes overlooks the ways in which a 

strong African American racial identity can contribute to reduced sexual risk behaviors (LaPollo, 



 

 

14 

et al., 2014).  Although this scale did not perform as well as the modified versions of existing 

measures, it provides a new tool that can be refined and built upon in future research.  From the 

perspective of HIV prevention, the discrepancies in the associations observed with specific risk 

and preventive behaviors between BMSMW and BMSMO or White MSMW corroborate the 

argument that BMSMW have unique circumstances and racial and cultural contexts that warrant 

research in their own right (Malebranche, 2008).  This new instrument may contribute to future 

research to adjudicate inconsistent findings on the sexual risk behaviors and the role of 

masculinity and homophobia in the lives of Black MSMO and MSMW. 
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Rotated Factor Loading and Cronbach Alpha Coefficients in the Solution from the Categorical 

Principal Axis Factoring Procedure 
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Rotated Factor Pattern (Standardized Regression Coefficients) 

 

 

Factor1 

M-GRCS 

Factor2 

IBHS 

Factor3 

M-GRCS 

Factor4 

IRSS 

1 Verbally expressing my love or caring 

for another man is difficult for me. 
0.82334 0.09942 -0.23490 0.02234 

2 I have difficulty expressing my tender 

feelings. 
0.81985 -0.02772 0.00263 0.01239 

3 I have difficulty expressing my 

emotional needs to my partner. 
0.81068 -0.02076 -0.00036 0.04282 

4 Talking  (about my feelings) during sex 

is difficult for me. 
0.73871 -0.05573 0.03363 -0.04730 

5 Strong emotions are difficult for me to 

understand. 
0.73080 -0.06770 -0.06567 0.03061 

6 Affection with other men makes me 

tense. 
0.72004 0.16401 -0.16127 -0.04841 

7 I have difficulty telling others I care 

about them. 
0.68776 -0.23651 -0.03847 -0.08747 

8 I am sometimes hesitant to show my 

affection to men because of how others 

might perceive me. 

0.65967 0.07977 0.16192 0.06030 

9 I do not like to show my emotions to 

other people. 
0.64575 -0.03620 0.18943 0.02982 

10 Expressing feelings makes me feel open 

to attack by other people. 
0.64039 0.08574 0.04098 0.18111 

11 Expressing my emotions to other men is 

risky. 
0.63636 0.03787 0.12402 0.20555 

12 Hugging other men is difficult for me. 0.62787 0.05653 -0.02158 -0.17938 

13 Being very personal with other men 

makes me feel uncomfortable. 
0.58360 0.06835 0.19051 -0.17893 

14 I often have trouble finding words that 

describe how I am feeling. 
0.55670 -0.01075 0.24940 0.00154 

15 Men should never show their feminine 

side. 
0.53913 -0.00260 0.22781 -0.15420 
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Rotated Factor Pattern (Standardized Regression Coefficients) 

 

 

Factor1 

M-GRCS 

Factor2 

IBHS 

Factor3 

M-GRCS 

Factor4 

IRSS 

16 Telling others about my strong feelings 

for them is not part of my sexual 

behavior. 

0.48306 0.09704 0.07293 0.01622 

17 I worry about failing and how it affects 

my status as a man. 
0.42177 0.05480 0.32332 0.23310 

18 I wish I were not sexually involved with 

men. 

-0.05954 0.84660 0.03107 0.03446 

19 I don't like being bisexual. 0.00334 0.78395 -0.08778 -0.04619 

20 I wish that I could develop more sexual 

desire towards women. 

-0.00077 0.77238 0.10255 0.06176 

21 I am uncomfortable being attracted to 

both sexes. 

0.01326 0.72215 -0.10343 -0.00964 

22 If someone offered me the chance to be 

completely heterosexual, I would accept 

it. 

-0.02401 0.70860 0.01497 0.07416 

23 In the past 90 days, I have tried to 

become more sexually attracted to 

women. 

-0.01430 0.69322 0.05231 0.01292 

24 I try to avoid personal or social 

involvement with gay or homosexual 

men. 

0.08934 0.69121 -0.03443 -0.13939 

25 I would change my sexual preferences if 

I could. 

-0.06956 0.68242 0.01162 0.09966 

26 I try to avoid personal or social 

involvement with men who are bisexual 

or sexually active with both men and 

women. 

0.00301 0.63596 0.04876 -0.27401 

27 In the past 90 days, I have tried to stop 

being attracted to men. 

0.14208 0.60406 0.00090 -0.08235 

28 Winning is a measure of my value and 

personal worth. 

-0.18885 0.02911 0.83834 -0.01098 

29 I strive to be more successful than 

others. 

-0.10324 0.00179 0.74085 0.04955 

30 Competing with others is the best way to 

succeed. 

0.03255 -0.03903 0.68138 -0.02535 

31 Being smarter or physically stronger 

than other men is important to me. 

0.13488 0.02623 0.63774 -0.10126 

32 I like to feel superior to other people. 0.02407 -0.05227 0.61756 -0.18675 
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Rotated Factor Pattern (Standardized Regression Coefficients) 

 

 

Factor1 

M-GRCS 

Factor2 

IBHS 

Factor3 

M-GRCS 

Factor4 

IRSS 

33 Men must seem strong to be respected. 0.13736 -0.02432 0.60198 -0.09421 

34 Making money is part of my idea of 

being a successful man. 

-0.11764 0.04887 0.57334 0.29730 

35 I measure other people's value by their 

level of achievement and success. 

0.21542 -0.12928 0.52089 -0.13858 

36 Doing well all the time is important to 

me. 

0.01521 0.06902 0.50402 0.29162 

37 I often feel that I need to be in charge of 

those around me. 

0.24741 -0.07729 0.50236 -0.04164 

38 I am often concerned about how others 

judge my performance at work or school. 

0.25322 0.03865 0.46920 0.15505 

39 I sometimes define my personal value by 

my career success. 

0.14463 0.12994 0.42143 0.12893 

40 It is important for men to look tough. 0.27824 0.01953 0.41182 -0.02715 

41 A Black man who has sex with men can 

still be a strong man. 

-0.01104 -0.08066 -0.06845 0.89838 

42 Black homosexual and bisexual men can 

play an important role in Black families. 

-0.03792 -0.04953 -0.07796 0.71118 

43 Black homosexual and bisexual men 

contribute to black communities. 

0.03953 -0.00576 -0.05369 0.60931 

44 Both my race and my sexuality are 

important to who I am as a man. 

0.04132 0.07911 0.01343 0.60920 

45 It is more important that people see me 

as a man than as a heterosexual man. 

0.09810 0.03168 0.01227 0.60846 

46 It is more important that people see me 

as a man than as a Black person. 

-0.08458 0.02689 0.19794 0.51693 

47 I know Black men who are in loving 

committed relationships with each other. 

-0.00507 -0.16850 0.02018 0.50701 

    

 Cronbach α α= 0.93 α= 0.89 α= 0.87 α= 0.74 
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Table 2 

 

Inter-Factora Correlations 

 

 

Factor1 

M-GRCS 

Factor2 

IBHS 

Factor3 

M-GRCS 

Factor 4 

IRSS 

Factor1 1.00000    

Factor2 0.40886 1.00000   

Factor3 0.49676 0.30539 1.00000  

Factor4 -0.21069 -0.22193 0.09219 1.00000 

 

__________________________________________________ 

a Factor 1= restricted emotionality/affection. Factor 2 = internalized homophobia. Factor 3 = 

success/power/competition. Factor 4 = integrated race and sexuality. 
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