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ABSTRAGr 

Thirty seven competitive and non-competitive bodybuilders, along 

with twenty weight-training comparison subjects, were evaluated with 

respect to their personality characteristics, sex-role identity, and 

degree of body satisfaction. Several hypotheses were generated which 

dealt with issues raised in the psychoanalytic literature, along with 

others which concerned previous studies of bodyhuilders and weight

lifters. With the exception of age, no significant differences between 

the groups were discovered. Moreover, the findings indica,ted that the 

men evaluated in the current research were indistinguishable from males 

in the general population. Previous research that supported the concept 

of unique personality characteristics among bodybuilders was critically 

reviewed. The results suggest that a number of negative personality 

characteristics have been attributed to bodybuilders which has 

undoubtedly fostered a pejorative stereotype. The psychoanalytic 

assertion that bodybuilding repre~ents a masculine protest again~t an 

over-identification with a female role and feelings of inadequacy was 

unsupported. The present investigation suggests that in general, 

competitive and non-"competitive bodybuilders, as well as men who 

incorporate weight-training into an exercise routine, dem:mstrate no 

remarkable or pathological personality characteristics. Neither do they 

differ significantly from the average population in terms of sex-role 
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identification or the degree to which they are satisfied with their 

bodies. In fact, no evidence was discovered to negate the assumption 

that in general, bodybuilding indeed represents a fonn of expression of a 

normal personality. 



ClJAPTER 1 

INI'RODucrION 

The American public has recently experienced an increased 

interest in physical fitness, as reflected by the large mnnber of 

individuals who have undertaken such sport activities as jogging, 

racketball, tennis, aerobic dance, bicycling and weight-training. This 

last activity, reported to involve about 13 million people in s~ 5000 

health clubs across the U.S. (Reed, 1981), actually comprises a wide 

variety of endeavors. These range [Tom power1ifting, in which the goal 

is to raise the greatest amount of weight possible through a number of 

standardized m::>tions, through bodybuilding, in which weights and 

progressive resistance exercises are utilized to achieve tIlCIXimal muscle 

definition, size and a balanced physique, to the use of weights for the 

reduction of body fat, toning or firming various body parts, or fitness 

maintenance. 

These three categories are helpful, but by no neans exhaustive in 

the categorization of athletic activities in which weights are utilized. 

Less is known about the reasons and motivations for people's engagement 

in these forms of weight-training, however. The existence of a 

generalized drive in man to better or improve himself might be postulated 

as a motivat:.i.onal force in weight-training. Equally plausible would be 

the presence of certain personality factors that might lead one person to 
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pursue the acquisition of a tm.lScu1ar physique and another to 

seek suppleness and grace through a sport such as swimning or gymnastics, 

or still another to be tmconcemed about physique. 'Ihe degree of 

self-esteem, confidence, defensiveness and ego strength possessed by an 

individual would all seem to be theoretically salient factors in the 

determination of personal goals mid avenues of physical exercise 

undertaken by that individual. 

Although people who train with weights constitute only a fraction 

of humankind, they may serve as a valuable resource in contributing to a 

ccxnprehension of human behavior. Most behavior is assurred to be, at 

least at SOlIe level, logical and purposeful. To conceive that an 

individual's self-perception will have a significant impact on his or her 

behavior should therefore not be difficult. FUrtherroore, one's se1f

perception will very likely have some influence on the interaction of 

others with that individual. 

The perception of self encompasses a IllJITlber of aspects, which 

include both personality and physical characteristics. lJithin the fonrer 

category are such traits as introversion, extroversion, dependency, 

dominance, submission, degree of androgyny and aggressiveness, arn:mg 

others. 

Physical characteristics include height, weight, bodybuild or 

physique, skin color, skin texture, and the degree of deve1opm=nt of 

secondary sex characteristics. Again, though not all-inclusive, these 

characteristics seem to be amcng the more salient dimensions with respect 

to the obvious physical features of a given individual. 
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The importance that such physical and personality characteristics 

assume becomes apparent when the researCh on social attribution and role 

theories is considered. Although a review of this literature is beyond 

the scope of this paper, it is beneficial to briefly examine how social 

attribution and role assumption pertains to social interaction. 

Stone (1962) has proposed that people select their clothes and 

the style in whiCh they are worn in order to form a desired tMpression. 

Stone maintains that through the control of appearance via clothing, an 

individual attempts to procure validation of his or her own 

self-conception. 

According to Lindesmith and Strauss (1968) an individual 

perceives and evaluates her body in muCh the same way she perceives and 

evaluates other objects and events. Into these self evaluations however, 

enter private conceptions about her body. The authors believe that 

appraisals of the body enter directly into an individual's actions and 

are subtle indicators of self-regard. t-1.ost important in the 

conceptualization of Lindesmith and Strauss is that this body appraisal 

is symbolic in nature, is derived from interaction with others, and is 

consequently a social product. 

Stone's (1962) conceptualization is also applicable to 

bodybuilding. That is, the manipulation of others' impressions through 

the modification of one's clothing seems only slightly variant from the 

manipulation of such impressions through the mdification of one's own 

physique. The fOnmllation and mdification of one's own self-perception, 

as well as the perceptions of others is an interactive, dynamic process, 

whiCh may tmdergo mnnerous adjustments over time. 



4 

The process by which we infer stable characteristics of others 

based upon their overt actions (and appearance) is known as attribution 

(Baron and Byrne, 1977). An interesting aspect of attribution has been 

proposed by Jones and Davis (1965). They have suggested the existence of 

a tendency for people to focus their attention on those actions of others 

Which rl-PViate from established behavioral norms. This tendency 

presumably provides a greater potential for the attribution of an 

increased variety of qualities and characteristics to such individuals. 

In conjtmctl.on with this notion is the finding of Jones and 

Nisbett (1972) that an observer tends to perceive her own behavior 

largely as a response to envirornnental factors, Whi.1e the behavior of 

s~one observed is considered to have arisen predominantly fram internal 

factors. 

Given these issues, the manner in Which social stigmatization of 

bodybuilders might operate can be better tmderstood. Certainly their 

physical characteristics set them apart from societal norms, and 

consequently may provoke the assigrnrent of a host of attributes or 

characteristics, many of Which are pejorative in nature. As pointed out 

above, the perception of self at Which one arrives is detennined by a 

combination of external and internal factors. An. individual's perception 

of the size, potency, and attractiveness of his or her body, along with 

the degree of body satisfaction possessed by that person all reflect a 

sophisticated interplay between envirorment and the individual. 

Personality factors, degree of androgyny (the coexistence of 

characteristics traditionally considered to be ''masculine'' and "feminine" 
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within an individual) and body satisfaction, all may potentially 

influence the behavior of an individual, and appear to be salient factors 

to consider in the evaluation of bodybuilders. 



CHAPI'ER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The study of body concept and image, along with the perception of 

body size is by no means new. As Fisher (1970) pointed out, 

investigations have been conducted (e.g., Schilder [1935]; Fedem [1952]) 

which have involved the experienced changes in body size during the 

course of a day. Nash (1951) [in Fisher, 1970] has described an 

evaluation of size that was related to power or powerlessness in either 

oneself or in others, and considered body size to be an iPlportant factor 

in how individuals viewed themselves. He studied pre- and post-pubescent 

boys to detennine if there were changes in perception of body size 

associated "nth the changes which accompany puberty. He also 

investigated Whether there were attitudinal correlates of sizes ascribed 

to body areas. Anong his findings, Nash reported a high degree of error 

in the estimation of stature ammg the pre-pubescent boys which might 

have reflected their uncertain status of being poised between childhood 

and adulthood. 

Sex Differences in Bogy Perception 

Freud (1938; 1959) championed the notion that females be cane 

aware of their lack of outwardly projecting genitalia as compared "T.i.th 

males, and consequently develop feelings of inferiority. Freud viewed 
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"penis envy" as a compensatory mechaniSl!1 arrnng females. This premise of 

an inferior body concept which leads an individual to seek means by which 

to compensate for such feelings constitutes the heart of the 

psychodynamic fonnulations which concern men who train with weights. 

This issue will be discussed at a later point. 

TIle notion that an individual's body concept might influence 

their perception of body-size, the satisfaction they experience with 

their bodies as well as other bE'havior has received attention from a 

number of researchers (Erikson, 1951; Fisher, 1970; Gunderson, 1956; Guy, 

Rankin & Norvell, 1980; ¥~tz, 1966). 

Erikscm's (1951) study of block construction patterns aroong 

adolescents suggested the importance of sex differences with respect to 

the marmer in which young men and women experience their bodies. In this 

study, boys tended to construct intrusive or protruding structures such 

as towers, while girls tended to build enclosing or receptive types of 

structures such as plazas or semicircular, one-story builctings. Erikson 

has postulated that these differences symbolic.ally reflect the genital 

distinctions between the sexes. Of course, such differences may have 

been related to the patterns of socialization prevalent in the early 

1950' s , as were no doubt, Erikson's hypotheses. The marmer in which 

children are encouraged to play would be an important variable to control 

were such a study to be replicated. 

Calden, lllndy and Schlafer (1959) have examined sex differences 

in attitudes toward body size. They administered a questiOl'U18.ire to 306 

college students (110 males, 196 females), in Which they as~ed for b0th 

estimates of the respondent's various body part sizes and ratings of 
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his/her satisfaction with the identified parts. Subjects also rated 

several male figures that were endomorphic, ectomorphic, or mesomorphic 

in terms of attractiveness. The authors fotmd that males preferred large 

body proportions, such as broad shoulders, big chests, and thiCk arms; 

while the females preferred smaller dimensions, with the exception of the 

bust. Hen indicated greater interest in changing body parts above the 

waist, while '\rolIlen focused on wishing to change parts below the waist. 

In retrospect, it would have been interesting to have ascertained 

cross-sex size and satisfaction estimates, whiCh would have allowed for 

the comparison of how an individual perceives his own body 't.nth how he 

perceives the body of an opposite sex individual. 

The concept of sex differences regarding changes in body parts 

below the waist was evident in the findings of WittreiCh and Grace (1955) 

as cited by Fisher (1970). These authors discovered a trend aroong 

females to report fewer changes in their legs and feet than ~les while 

subjects wore aniseikonic lenses which differentially distorted the size 

and shape of viewed objects :in each eye of the wearer. Wittreich and 

Grace have proposed that due to certain cultural values, females tend to 

possess more anxiety with respect to their legs than do males. Wittreich 

and Grace contend that since a boy experiences his legs primarily as a 

source of locornotion and is able to verify their effectiveness :in this 

respect, they will not be a source of anxiety to him. Girls however, are 

postulated to have a sense not only of locomotive importance for their 

legs, but one of physical attractiveness as well. As a result, females 

would tend to be roore dependent upon the opinions of others for 

evaluations of their legs' effectiveness p and consequently possess a 
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greater degree of anxiety and uncertainty in terms of the perception of 

their legs than males. The authors maintain that objects Which induce 

anxiety are less subject to perceptual distortion When viewed through 

aniseikonic lenses. Wittreich and Grace postulate that in general, 

females are not secure enough about their legs to chance visual 

distortion of these socially important appendages. 

According to Fisher (1970), an elaborate study of sex differences 

with respect to body experience was conducted by Boraks (1962). He 

studied 24 male and 24 female college students along several dimensions. 

In general, his results demonstrated few unequivocal differences between 

the sexes in terms of body perceptions and evaluations. Boraks did 

conclude however, that males tend to have a m::>re unitary (less 

differentiated) body ~ge than females. 

Shontz (1963) studied a sample quite sirrl.lar to that of Boraks 

(1962), and found that males' orientations towards their bodies seemed to 

be nnre global, while females der.nnstrated a tendency to judge themselves 

on a m::>re fragtrentary basis. Fisher (1970) has pointed out, however, 

that the formulations of Boraks were highly interpretive, and should be 

regarded with caution. Furtherroore, Boraks' study "V7aS completed under 

the direction of Shontz, and the latter's findings in 1963 (Which 

supported those of Borak.s) might not have been completely independent of 

this relationship. 

Fisher (1970) demonstrated that the average woman is more secure 

with respect to her body boundaries than the average man. Fisher also 

posited that females are m::>re likely than males to feel comfortable ,.mile 
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focused on their body sensations, and are also IIDre open to awareness of 

their bodies. 

In another study, Fisher (1973) linked societal role expectations 

to men's greater degree of insecurity with respect to their bodies. In 

general, Fisher maintains that physical prowess and athletic ability are 

admired in men. However, with the exception of professional athletes, 

most men do not utilize nuscu1ar prowess or athletic grace to obtain 

success. In fact, in this society the IIDSt prestigious occupations are 

fOtmded on intellectual abilities. Predominantly, the cunning of mind, 

not of body, is that which is occupationally and consequently financially 

rewarded. Again, the exception of highly paid athletes is noted. In 

fact, this society's preoccupation with professional sports is 

tmdoubtedly related to the point made by Fisher. 

Fisher notes that it is difficult for the average man to grasp 

how his body will relate to his occupational role, since one has become 

separated and alienated from the other. As a result, Fisher contends 

that the male becares puzzled about what do with his body and his 

experience of it. He further maintains that wamn, given the still 

acceptable, even rewarded cultural norm of marriage and childbearing, are 

better able to link their bodies with "mat can be their actual roles in 

life. Therefore, wotren may possess a superior, rather than inferior body 

image as compared with men. 

Sex Differences and Body Satisfaction 

Secord and Jourard (1953) have developed the Body Cathexis Scale 

(BCS) which evaluates how positively or negatively individuals feel 

toward their bodies. The BCS requires respondents to rate various parts 
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of their bodies along a five-point scale which ranges from "strong 

positive feelings" to "strong negative feelings". Secord and Jourard 

have utilized this instnnnent in several studies. 

In a study of college females, Jourard and Secord (1955) 

discovered that women tended to register positive feelings in association 

with smallness in size of body parts, with the singular exception of bust 

size. For the latter body part, positive feelings were correlated with 

large size. These findings are of course, closely related with the 

cultural and social values that predominated in the 1950' s. 

The authors also fmmd that subjects who had dem:mstrated the 

greatest discrepancies between their own estimates of certain ideal and 

actual body parts displayed the more negative cathexis ratings. 

Noteworthy hovlever, ts that what constitutes ideal body size varies 

considerably from one individual to another, as ~ve11 as fran one period 

of t:irne to another. Consequently, any study which involves the 

perception of body size needs to decribe (or at least be ffil7are of) 

subjects' conceptions of an "ideal physique". 

Singer and Lamb (1966) also found pref~rences among females for 

S1M.11 body parts, as did Arkoff and Weaver (1966). The latter authors 

have used the Secord and Jourard (l~53) BCS in their study of 87 

Japanese-Americans and 53 Caucasian-Americans. Subj ects estimated the 

size of various parts of their bodies and also provided their notions of 

ideal dimensions. The authors took actual measurements to compare with 

the subjects' estimates. Again, females generally indicated a preference 

for smaller body size while the males desired to be larger. The Japanese 

males did exceed the Caucasian males in their desire to be taller and to 
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have larger biceps. In terms of estimation accuracy, the females of the 

two ethnic groups demonstrated no significant differences. The males of 

the two groups differed only in terms of height estimation, with the 

Japanese males more accurate than their Caucasian counterparts. 

Findings of Gunderson (1956) have implied that the relationship 

between positive body attitude and size and/or weight is curvilinear 

rather than linear. Subjects in this study tended to display increased 

dissatisfaction as departure in weight or height from the preferred 

"ideal" of the group increased, regardless of the direction of the 

deviance. The shortest/tallest and lightest/heaviest recorded the 

greatest dissatisfAction. The population used in Gunderson I s study 

however, was all. all male sample of Navy enlisted persormel. The 

represpntativeness of this population's conception of an "ideal physique" 

is of course, lirndted. 

Body type and Body Satisfaction 

Kurtz (1966) has investigated the influence that ''bodybuild'' and 

size exerted on subjects' self~satisfaction and Whether the direction of 

the relationship varied with sex. Briefly, he hypothesized that men who 

were mesomorphic would demonstrate a more positive attitude toward their 

bodies than would men of leptomorphic (ectomorphic) or euryroorphic 

(endomorphic) bodybuild. He further postulated that while smaller women 

would evaluate their bodies more positively than larger women, the latter 

would perceive their bodies as llDre potent than the fonner. Also 

predicted was that women would have a clearer notion of what they liked 

and disliked about their bodies than ren. 
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Data was collected from 89 male and 80 female college students by 

means of a series of semantic differential scales. Subj ects rated thirty 

different aspects of their bodies, 'Which included their height and 

weight. The actual measuremmts of these latter two dirrensions, along 

with bodybuild were noted. Kurtz discovered a marginal trend for large 

men to like their bodies better than small men. MesQlT()rphs liked their 

bodies significantly rore than non-mesomorphs, and large nesCJm:)rphs rated 

their bodies rore positively than any other group. Am:mg the WOIIEn, 

larger size did not correlate with less positive self ratings, and 

mesomorphs did not like their bodies nnre than non-nesOiOOrphs. The 

mesomorphic WOl1El did rate their bodies as rore potent than the 

non-mesOl'OOrphic women, however. Generally, the women dem:mstrated a 

clearer concept of 'What they cared for and disliked about their bodies 

than the men. Interestingly, the women tended to be rore positive toward 

their bodies than the nen, 'While the latter tended to viet-7 their bodies 

as nnre potent than the former. 

In support of some of Kurtz's findings, Guy. Rankin and Norvell 

(1980) have found that the male mesOiOOrphic bodybuild is perceived as 

more masculine in tenn~ of Bem's (1974) sex-role criteria. Bern created 

an instrurrent (Bern Sex Role Inventory [BSRI] ) to facilitate the 

evaluation of the degree to 'Which an individual is sex-typed. Through 

self-ratings on a mmber of traits, an individual may be "typed" as 

masculine, femin:ine, androgynous, or undifferentiated. Individuals that 

endorse many traits from both "masculine" and "feminine" categories 

receive the androgynous typing, and may consequently possess a wider 
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range of behaviors across situations than individuals who are strongly 

sex-typed in one direction (Bern, 1974). 

In the study by Guy, et al., IIEsorrorphic males received higher 

scores on masculinity traits which included dominant, self-sufficient, 

athletic and assertive. The authors also found that the ectorrorphic 

female was IOOre often rated as feminine than were IIEsorrorphic or 

endomorphic females. Subjects attributed such traits as yielding, shy, 

affectionate, and sympathetic to the ectorrorphic female physique. The 

authors cite previous literature to support their findings, which suggest 

the IIEsorrorphic bodybuild to be the ideal male physique, while for 

females the ectomorphic build is condsidered to be ideal. Guy, et al., 

believe that cultural learning plays an important role in the 

establishment of these ideals. This concept is consistent with this 

researcher's previous emphasis on the importance of individual 

differences as well as the generation tmder consideration when "ideal" 

physiques are evaluated. 

Jourard and Secord (1954) have contributed further evidence to 

the notion that for males at least, increased body satisfaction ir 

correlated with a resorrorphic build. The authors evaluated 62 college 

males, and incorporated actual body-part rreasurements with the use of the 

BCS. Correlations between these IIEasurernents and corresponding ratings 

on the BCS were computed. Jourard and Secord discovered low, but 

significant correlations between positive attitudes toward body parts and 

large size, while the reverse was evident for small body size. 

While the findings of Jourard and Secord (1954) were based on a 

college population sample (as were the findings of many of the studies 
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cited in this mansucript), a trend nonetheless appears to exist. To 

assume that such a trend (increased body satisfaction with increased size 

for males) would be magnified am:mg a population of competi ti ve 

bodybuilders certainly seems reasonable. In such a case, the 

canplexities of the phenomenon would be mre accessable, and consequently 

examined with greater ease and accuracy. 

Characteristics of Weight-training Individuals 

Harlow (1951) has provided some interesting notions with respect 

to 1'!En who lift weights. He postulated that the weight lifter is 

characterized by considerable anxiel-y regarding his adequacy as a man, 

and contended that weightlifting and bodybuilding are efforts on the part 

of the male participant to demonstrate male potency both to himself and 

others. Based upon a psychoanalytic frame of reference 1 Harlo;v also 

contended that weightlifters attempt to accentuate secondary male 

characteristics due to an inordinate degree of identification with the 

female parent. 

In line with this rec9.soning, weight lifters would also be roore 

likely to possess a greater degree of homosexual orientation, as well as 

fewer heterosexual impulses. The latter phenomenon might also arise fron 

the contribution of a greater degree of narcissism thought to be ~~tant 

in weightlifters. Their purported feelings of insecurity would lead to 

an increase in self-love and esteem in order to maintain a relatively 

stable ego structure. Finally, Harlow also posited that weight lifters , 

efforts to fit the stereotypical masculine pattern constitute a 

reaction-fonnation against strong feelings of dependency. 
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In order to test his hypotheses, Harlow administered the Thematic 

Apperception Test and a Sentence Completion Test to two sets of 20 

subjects (10 weightlifters; 10 non-weightlifting athletes). He obtained 

support for the concepts described above, and concluded aroong other 

things, that ''weight-training seems to be an attempted solution for 

feelings of inadequacy and inferiority" (p. 322). 

The ccm.cept that males may express their needs for pm·.7er and 

autonomy through the exaggeration of physical characteristics has also 

been supported to some degree by Fisher (1964). He discovered a positive 

correlation bettveen the exaggeration of height and concurrence with a 

belief in male superiority, as well as elevation of Dominance and 

Achievenent scores on a personality inventory am:mg a group of college 

males. Such findings may be viewed as supportive of Harlow's contention 

that bodybuilding represents an attempt to compensate feelings of 

insecurity and inadequacy. Fisher (1970) also suggested that all other 

factors being equal, the larger man is viewed as more manly. 

Additionally, he has suggested that larger body parts are perceived as 

more masculine than smaller body parts. Once again, such results seem to 

provide further support for Harlow's contentions that bodybuilders are 

engaged in a reaction-fonnation against an over-identification ~nth a 

female figure or role. 

In another study, Fisher (1973) c1em:mstrated in a variety of 

ways, the existence of a societal message that equates pmver, drnrrUk~ce, 

significance and security with enonnity, while smallness is often 

associated with weakness, insignificance, immaturity and insecurity. If 

Harlow's (1951) postulates are accepted, then such a societal message 
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could be readily interpreted as further motivation for the bodybuilder's 

pursuit of ever larger physical d:i.mimsions. Ironically, Fisher notes 

that as a result of the compensatory quest for ''bigness'' both in himself 

and his surrmmdings, man paradoxically creates giant objects in his 

envirornnent that intensify his own sense of inferior size. 

Characteristics and Comparisons of Bodybuilders with Weightlifters 

Social stereotyping of weight lifters and bodybuilders has 

continued (to a large degree) to be negative or pejorative despite the 

recent growth in popularity of both sports. As previously delineated, 

weight lifting differs from bodybuilding, although such a distinction is 

often neglected by the general public (and SOI'lE researchers as well). In 

fact, Hatfield and Krotee (1978) noted that bodybuilding has surpassed 

competitive weight lifting in popularity in the United States, as well as 

in parts of Europe and the Middle East. Even so, successful competitive 

bodybuilders, and probably even less acc~lished bodybuilders, continue 

to be the object of negative stereotyping (Gaines and Butler, 1974; 

Thirer and Greer, 1978). 

!hirer and Greer (1981) have also- pointed out various 

methodological weaknesses in several studies, inclusive of Harlow's 

(1951), which serve as a basis for many of the negative personality 

characteristics commonly ascribed to men who lift weights. The study by 

Harlow for instance, failed to recognize the possibility of differing 

subgroups annng the subjects. Not only did Harlow fail to differentiate 

bodybuilders from weightlifters, but he also utilized a control group 

comprised primarily of basketball and volleyball players. Thirer and 

Greer have noted that the possibility of contamination of the 
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~ightlifters by these and other athletic groups could have confounded 

Harl0t07' s findings. Also important is that Harlow's results were based on 

a clinical interpretation of two projective instruments, and W€re 

consequently subject to interpreter bias. 

Thirer and Greer (1981) identified Leithwood (l967) as one of two 

authors who have singled out groups comprised strictly of bodybuilders 

within their studies. Through utilization· of the 16PF (Cattell and 

Stice, .1957), Leithwood noted that while weightlifters were more 

intelligent, 'tvithdrawn and tmdependable than the general population, 

bodybuilders 'tvere found to be more intelligent, radical (less 

conformable) and self-sufficient than the general population. 

Darden (1972), in a study that compared weightlifters and 

bodybuilders, noted differences on tvlO of sixteen personality factors for 

both groups in relation to nan-athlete nonns. He discovered that 

weight lifters scored higher than non-athletic individuals on the 

characteristics of suspicion and dominance. Bodybuilders, when compared 

to non-athletes, also demonstrated higher levels of suspicion but lower 

levels of surgency. 

Additionally, Thirer and Greer (1981) examined the personality 

characteristics of beginning, intermediate and competitive bodybuilders 

by IIEans of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule [EPPS] (Edwards, 

1959). The authors discovered that the competitive and intermediate 

groups differed significantly from the beginning group on the EPPS scales 

of Achieverrent and Change. They concluded that their findings supported 

those of Darden (1972), which tended to dispel the notion of extreme 

personality characteristics ammg bodybuilders. The authors found the 
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bodybuilding subjects to be relatively normal with respect to the 

personality characteristics measured. Those sUbjects who were the most 

avidly involved in bodybuilding demonstrated a fair amount of resistance 

to change in their daily routines, and seemed to be nntivated by a need 

to achieve. These characteristics would ostensibly be linked with 

success in this endeavor, as disciplined exercise schedules and little 

external reinforcement are inherent in the sport of bodybuilding. 

In a small pilot study of weight-training m:m and worren, 

SchlamJWitz (1981) also discovered a mnnber of differences betvreen 

individuals who were "avidly" invested in weight-training and those who 

were only "moderRtely" invested. SUbjects were differentiated on the 

basis of the time devoted to weight-training, and provided am::mg other 

information, size estimates of various body parts whiCh commonly receive 

attention in bodybuilding. Am:mg the differencp.s discovered was that 

those who were avidly invested tended to exhihit greater insecurity about 

their physiques than those who were less invested. However, rraribers of 

the former group did not demonstrate greater distortion of their 

perceived body sizes tha.l trembers of the latter group, as had been 

predicted. Nonetheless, SchlamJWitz did find that a far greater 

percentage of the "avid" lifters had experimented with various external 

means to obtain increased physical size (e.g., special diets, vitamins, 

anabolic steroids) than did the ''troderate'' lifters. Methodological 

difficulties of this pilot study notwithstanding, the investigation 

raised a sufficient number of questions to serve as an impetus for the 

current research. 
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As Thirer and Greer (1981) have illustrated, the improved social 

acceptance of weight-training may be due at least in part, to its 

increased use by physicians, athletic trainers, coaches and athletes in 

physical conditioning. v.lhatever the reasons, a broader range of males in 

American society than ever before seems to have accepted bodybuilding as 

a desirable IIEans of self-expression (Thirer and Greer, 1981). 

After a review of nuch of the relevant literature, certain 

conclusions ,,:rere drawn. First, there is a belief in the existence of an 

"inferior body image" within the psychodynamically oriented school of 

thought" Such a phenomenon presumably leads to compensatory behaviors 

whiCh may assume pathologic proportions. Second, there are differences 

between the sexes with respect to body image, perception and 

satisfaction. Cultural values seem to play an important role in the 

detennination of an "ideal physique" and those physical characteristics 

whiCh are de~d ''masculine'' and "feminine". Enormity of size tends to 

be associated with the fonner, while smallness is often linked with the 

latter. Overall, the research suggests that males tend to v~lue large, 

mesomorphic physical characteristics for themselves (as do many females). 

Third, a conclusion that seems to have been drawn by some investigators 

is that bodybuilding represents a somewhat tmhea1thy, compensatory 

endeavor motivated by some combination of intrapsychic and environmental 

factors. And finally fourth, the psychodynamic literature seems to imply 

that pursuit of a massive physique through bodybuilding implicates the 

existence of some degree of psychopathology within the participant. 

Based on the literature reviewed above, it seems reasonable to 

assume that differences in personality and sex-role characteristics may 
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exist between individuals avidly invested in bodybuilding (such as those 

involved in competition), and individuals less involved in the sport. 

Through exploration of some of the pejorative concepts that still seem to 

haunt bodybuilders, the sUbstitution of data-based information for ~h 

and stereotype may be accomplished. 

With this in mind, the hypotheses exam:fned in the current study 

are: 

1. The overall personality profiles of the three groups (Competitive 

Bodybuilders; Non-competitive Bodybuilders; Comparison sUbjects) will 

differ significantly from one another. 

2. The Competitive Bodybuilder group will demonstrate differences on a 

nurrber of specific personality factors (as reasured by the 16PF) from 

the Non-cOII1pp.titive and Comparison groups. These differences are 

expected to be as follows. 

a) lower nean scores on factor F (Surgency) 

This is expected for the following reasons: Weight-training is 

a relatively indiv:i.dual endeavor, and does not require 

canradship, group cooperation, or gregariousness for the 

participant's success. The exercise format requires discipline 

and a serious approach for success at the competitive level. The 

measures of success and progress are intraindividual (as opposed 

to team oriented sports mere interindividual and/or intergroup 

success is most salient) and therefore one who is sober, serious 

and less gregarious udght find a sport like competitive 

bodybuilding more satisfying than would S()[l'Eone ~·mo prefers 

sports in mich social exchange is more predominant. 
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b) higher mean scores on factor Q2 (Self-sufficiency) 

Again, the solitary nature of bodybuilding, the small number of 

external rewards, and the demand for a strict, disciplined 

exercise schedule all point to the advantage of self-sufficiency. 

Someone who desires and needs the reassurance of others ~7ith 

respect to their social/ athletic perfonnance (presumably Imler 

degree of self-sufficiency) would probably choose a sport in 

which social exchange and cooperatiem playa greater role. Also, 

the progress in bodybuilding is slow (results are not apparent 

for long periods of t~). During this interim, one who was 

lower em a measure of self-sufficiency might be more tempted to 

abandon the grueling exercise schedule required for cornpetitiem 

than someone who manifested higher levels of this trait. 

c) higher mean scores on factor L (Suspicion) 

Possibly because they are easily singled out or recognized, 

bodybuilders are frequently the object of ridicule (the "ch.nrb 

I!llscle-man" label). They may be viewed in a number of ways, 

includirlg disgust, at.:;e, jealousy, and fear. As a consequence of 

an abudance of such negative reactiems, bodybuilders may manifest 

higher levels of suspiciem toward others as a sort of defensive 

reaction (a mistrust of those tmaffiliated with bodybuilding). 

They might be more suspicious of others because they feel that 

non-bodybuilders do not tmderstand the reasons bodybuilders 

invest so D'Blch t:ir.1e and energy in the sport. Hence, these 

"outsiders" may be viewed with suspicion because of their lack of 

tmderotanding and their conm:m reaction of ridicule when exposed 
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to the bodybuilders' intense devotion to what might appear to the 

uninformed as masochistic ritual. 

d) lower mean scores on factor Ql (Willingness to Change) 

This can nDst directly be related to the need for intense 

discipline and adherence to strict, regular exercise sChedules, 

diet, sleep-time and tanning-time among bodybuilders. Those Who 

will not permit themselves to miss a work-out, or go off a 

special diet; Who in general will not change their well-planned 

schedules will nDre likely be successful in competitive 

bodybuilding than those who allow their exercise schedules (for 

instance) to be altered or to fluctuate. 

3. The Competitive group will dem:mstrate a higher IIEan BSRI Masculinity 

score than will the Comparison group, and differ significantly in 

terms of their Androgyny score. 

4. The Competitive group will ciemJnstrate a greater degree of overall 

body satisfaction (as measured by the BCS) than the Non-competitive 

or Comparison groups. 

5. The Non-competitive group will differ significantly from the 

Comparison group in tenns of their mean Androgyny score, and will 

probably deroon.strate a higher IIEan Masculinity score than Comparison 

group subjects (as measured by the BSRI). 

6. The Non-competitive group will differ significantly from the 

Comparison group in terms of their overall body satisfaction score 

(as measured by the BCS). 



CHAPTER 3 

MErHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects utilized in this study were divided into three 

groups. The first group w'as comprised of competitive bodybuilders 

(Competitive group). The criteria for inclusion in this group was that 

an individual: (a) was currently, or within the past year had been, in 

training for some fonn of bodybuilding competition; (b) identified 

himself as a competitive bodybuilder; and (c) must have competed in at 

least one contest prior to participation in this study. Since such 

contestants are not ahlays provided with cash prizes, the inclusion 

cri teria did not require that a particular portion of an individual's 

income was earned from such competition. The subjects for this group 

were drawn from health clubs armmd 'fucson, AZ, with a predominance from 

the two or three clubs which serve as the ''h(J[l'E-base'' for a majority of 

bodybuilders in 'fucson. 

The second group included non-competitive bodybuilders 

(Non-competitive group). The criteria for inclusion in this group was 

that an individual: (a) devoted at least five to ten hours per week to 

the sport; (b) identified himself as a bodybuilder; (c) had not within 

the past year" nor was currently training for competition; and (d) had 

not been in any bodybuilding competition prior to participation in this 

24 
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study. As in the Competitive group, subjects for this group were 

selected fr~ various health clubs in the Tucson area. 

The third group (Comparison group) included individuals who 

exercised regularly at various health clubs in the Tucson area. The 

criteria for inclusion in the Comparison group invoJ..ved: (a) the 

utilization of weight-training for at least sorre part of a regular 

exercise program; (b) self-identification as other than a bodybuilder; 

and (c) the investment of five hours or less per week exercising with 

weights. Of interest to note is that the training-time restriction in 

the latter avo groups' inclusion criteria was rather artificial, and as 

shall later be seen, was violated by several participants of the third 

group. 

In a study such as this, fonnation of a suitable comparison group 

posed meny difficulties. The purpose of such a group was to provide for 

some treaningful comparisons betweer. individuals who devoted a great deal 

of time and energy to bodybuilding and those who did include weights in 

their exercise programs, but who were clearly not bodybuilders. As ~las 

noted earlier, past studies have compared bodybuilders with athletes such 

as basketball and volleyball players. Many differences exist between 

organized sports and individual exercise programs, and the decision to 

incorporate weight-training into an exercise regimen seems to suggest a 

certain degree of similarity to bodybuilders am:mg such individuals that 

might be absent in those who pu't'sue other types of sport activities. 

Individuals in the latter category mayor may not have trained vri.th 

weights, with the latter oore likely. Through the inclusion of 

individuals for whom weight-training was clearly part of an overall 
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('Xt'r'dse pro!~,lI'l (Comparison group) , the present evaluations are 

eom;idcred to possess greater validity than those of s~ previous 

studies \.m.ich may have been influenced by the inclusion of 

nan-representative comparison groups. 

In this study, all subj ects were male, as the inclusion of 

females was he1ieved to confound the results. Even with an increase in 

the popularity of bodybuilding ammg women, findings in a recent pilot 

study (Sch1aroowitz, 1981) have suggested a tendency for females to be 

over-repreRented in the Comparison and Non-competitive groups as c~ared 

to the Competitive group. Furthenrore, as the majority of past 

investigations have not included femR1es, it was hoped that the present 

findings could be compared to those of such previous investigations. 

Thus, an all male sample was utilized in order to control for a 

potentially confounding (albeit interesting) source of information. 

A total of 72 nen were asked to participate in the research, and 

57 (79.2%) actually did so. The Competitive group contained 17 members, 

while the remaining two groups each had an equal mnnber (N=20) of 

subjects. The ages ranged from 20 to 62 years. The l!lean age for the 

Competitive group was 26.65 (S.D.=5.53); for the Non-competitive group, 

the trean age was 26.05 (S.D.=5.24); while for the Comparison group, the 

values were 33.70 (S.D.=11.64). The mean number of years of education 

for the three groups were as follows: Competitive: 15.00 (S.D.=2.03); 

Non-competitive: 14.90 (S.D.=2.38); and Comparison: 15.35 (S.D.=1.98). 

Additionally, the Competitive group spent, on the average, 10.35 hours 

per "Vleek in training (S.D.=3.57); the Non-canpetitive group spent a mean 

of 9.00 hours per week in training (S. D. =2.68); and the Comparison group 
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devoted only 5.00 (S.D.=1.62) hours per week on the average. Although 

the men solicited for this group initially reported (verbally) the 

expenditure of five or less hours per week for this variable prior to 

their inclusion, when their questionnaires 'Here analyzed, ten members 

(50%) had modified their verbal responses and indicated values in excess 

of the specified inclusion criterion. Due to the relatively arbitrary 

nature of this particular variable it was decided to proceed with the 

data Bn.:'llysis inclusive of these individuals. 

Although the size of the current sample was not extremely large, 

it must be noted that the present researCh deals vuth relatively unique 

populations whose ITa!lbership mnnbers are limited. 

Instruments 

Several questiormaires were utilized in this stud~7, including the 

Secord and Jourard (1953) Body Cathexis Scale (BCS); the Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI) [Bern, 1974] ; Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questiormaire (16PF) [Cattell and Stice, 1957]; and a Weight-Training 

Questionnaire (\l.DQ) [Schlamawitz, 1981] (see appendix A for copies of the 

BCS and the WIQ). 

The Body Cathexis Scale, developed by Secord and Jourard (1953), 

evaluates how positively or negatively an individual feels tat·;rards his 

body. The scale requires respondents to rate 46 various parts of their 

bodies (e.g., eyes, chest, wrists) along a five point scale which ranges 

from "strong positive feelings" to "strong negative feelings". The BCS 

has been used in a nurrher of studies (Arkoff and Weaver, 1966; Magnussen, 

1958; Secord and Jourard, 1953) and possesses a split-half reliability 

coefficient of 0.81 as dem::mstrated by Secord and Jourard (1953). In 
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addition, a tmdified version of the original BCS was utilized. This 

instrument was created by the addition of five items whiCh were designed 

to address issues thought to be' particularly salient to bodYbuilding and 

the relevant literature (see Appendix A). Although as Fisher (1970) hc'lS 

noted, the BCS is vulnerable to social desirability effects, it has been 

cross-validated on a number of samples. '!he relationship between the 

degree of satisfaction with various body parts and feelings about the 

self have been repeatedly demonstrated (Fisher, 1970). 

The Bern Sex Role Inventory consists of 60 traits on whiCh 

subjects rate themselves, each scored along a seven point scale Which 

ranges from ''never or alnnst never true" to "always or alnDst always 

true" . From these 60 items are established three, 20 item subscales 

whiCh have been empirically derived: Hasculinity, Femininity and Social 

Desirability. Items considered to portray masculine or feminine 

characteristics are based on society's sex-typed standards for reD and 

~n. Characteristics such as aggressive, self-reliant and assertive 

are included amcmg the fonner, while descriptors such as affectj onate, 

gentle and yielding are ammg the Feminine items. '!he 20 items which 

comprise the Social Desirability scale are neutral in terms of sex and 

are included primarily to pro'Qde a neutral background for the other two 

scales. 

Based on this instrument, an individual may be scored as 

Masculine (above the tredian on masculine, below the tredian on feminine), 

Feminine (above the rredian on feminine, belrn.7 on masculine), Androgynous 

(above the tredian on both masculine and ferrdnine scales), or 

Undifferentiated (below the tredian on both scales). Bern (1974) has 
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provided internal consistency, reliability and validity data for the 

BSRI. In terms of internal consistency, the BSRI possesses an alpha 

coefficient of 0.86 for the Masculinity scale; 0.80 for the Femininity 

scale; and 0.75 for the Androgyny score. On test-retest evaluations, 

Masculinity yielded a procluct-nx:ment correlation (r) of 0.90; Femininity 

r=0. 90; Androgyny r=0. 93; and Social Desirahili ty r=0. 89. Bern discovered 

only moderate correlations between the BSRI and the 

Masculinity-Femininity scales of the California Pyschological Inventory 

(CPr) [Gough, 1957]. She maintains that because these correlations are 

not particularly high, the BSRI measures an tmspecified aspect of sex 

roles not directly tapped by the CPI (Bern, 1974). The BSRI has been 

utilized in nUIIErous studies and its validity is now widely recognized. 

Cattell (1965) has employed factor analysis to identify basic 

''building blocks" of personality which he terms "source" traits. Based 

on many factorial studies of self-report inventories, the ] 6PF was 

developed in order to ~sure such source traits. The criteria by ~vhich 

these factors or traits were established are defined in terms of factor 

analyses of" allp'>!:t"sonality trait ~s that appear in the dictionary, 

psychiatric and psychological Jiterature. Repeated analyses of judges' 

ratings of various samples then yielded ~mat Cattell identified as 

"primary source traits" (Anastasi, 1982). 

As Darden (1972) noted, the 16PF has been used in nwnerous 

studies that dealt with the personality components of athletes. In his 

study of competitive bodybuilders and weightlifters, Darden utilized Fonn 

C of the 16PF. He notes that the 16PF is recognized as am::mg the best 

personaliC-y inverltories, is soundly based on cxt€TISi'lC research and has 
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been used by many experimenters in the comparison of various sport 

groups. Form C is often employed because of its abbreviated length as 

canpared with Forms A and B (10,5 items vs. over 300 items), and also 

contains an index to guard against attempts at distortion of the 

self-picture. Furtherroore, Form C utilizes a simpler vocabulary than 

Forms A and B. The 16PF yields 15 scores on such traits as dominance, 

emotional stability, sociability, imaginativeness and suspicion; and one 

score for general intelligence. 

Test-retest reliability has been based on corrhined forms (A+B; 

C+D). For Forms C+D, reliability coefficients have ranged from 0.67 to 

0.86, with a redian value of 0.78. Scales M (Ir.:laginativeness), N 

(Shrewdness), and Q2 (Self-sufficiency) have been questioned in tenns 

of their reliability however, with correlation coefficients of less than 

0.70 over long periods between testings (Bloxom, 1978). 

The 16PF rreets the criterion for discriminant validity, as its 

measures of different constructs do not dem:mstrate high correlations 

with each other. Although one reviewer (Bloxom, 1978) suggested that the 

16PF did not dennnstrate good covergent validity, correlations of the 

scales with factors they are intended to measure are provided by Cattell 

and Stice (1957). 

One particularly positive point for this instrument is that nine 

sets of norms are provided in the norm supplement for each of the summed 

sets of the forms. Norms for the 16PF are based not only on college 

students, but on a population which ranges from high school students, to 

a general adult population. Means and Standard Deviations are also 
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provided, covering a wide variety of cultural, occupational and 

psychodiagnostic groups. 

The l6PF has received a considerable number of both positive and 

negative reviews. The Choice to include it in the present investigation 

was based on several factors. As previously mentioned, there have been 

many studies of athletes as well as sport groups, which have utilized the 

l6PF. In particular, Darden (1972) and Leithwood (1967) have both 

employed the l6PF in the specific study of bodybuilders. To make this 

research comparable to those studies, inclusion of the 16PF seer-red 

warranted. Additionally, the brevity of, and simplified vocabulary 

employed by the l6PF (Fonn C) made this instrtJm:mt desirable. Finally, 

the non-pathology nature of the l6PF made it somewhat roore appropriate 

for our described population than an instrument such as the ltfPI 

(Dahlstrom and Welsh, 1960). Although the CPI (Gough, 1957) is also a 

non-pathology based instrtJm:mt, and possesses fairly ~rell doetnnented 

reliability and validity data, it is considerably longer than the 16PF. 

The likelihood of non-college sub.;ects completing a study such as this is 

increased as the amount of time requested of them to complete 

questionnaires decreases. 

Finally, a questiormaire was specifically created for this 

investigation (Weight-Training Questionnaire; Schlamowitz, 1981). This 

instrtJm:mt consists of 14 questions which deal -.;vith a variety of topics, 

arrnng which are: reasons for entrance into the sport, length of t:i.rne 

involved in weight-training, satisfaction with physical appearance before 

and after work-outs, along with various deroographic factors. Although 

questions utilized in this instrument were based upon face validity, they 
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were generated in a pilot study conducted on a similar population 

(Schlamowitz, 1981), and revised for the current researCh. 

Procedure 

Subjects ~vere contacted personally and asked for their 

cooperation in completing the questiormaires described earlier. The 

nature and purpose of the research was then briefly described to the 

subjects. This included an estimation of the aroount of time that ~-JOuld 

likely be required of the subjects. Upon their agreement, the subjects 

were given a packet ~ihiCh contained the questionnaires and scoring forms. 

They were requested to complete all materials as soon as possible and to 

return them in person to the researcher at their gyms. Subjects v7ere 

telephoned one week follOt-r.i.ng the initial delivery of the packets in 

order to establish convenient times for the return of the completed 

materials. The subjects brought the completed questionnaires to their 

respective gyms during their usual exercise hours, and thereby incurred 

no tmdue inconvenience. The canpleted materials were collected and coded 

for group trembership. Subjects' ~s were not collected to insure their 

anonymity. 

Deroographic characteristics of the subjects were collected and 

compared across groups. These characteristics included age, number of 

years of education, and number of years in weight-training. Several 

times during the data collection, simple t-tests t-7ere computed to insure 

similari.ty across groups with respect to these variables. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESill.TS 

Data analysis was conducted in two major steps. '!he first 

involved comparison of the three groups and the second involved 

canparison of these groups ~.r.i.th published nonns. '!he fonrer step enabled 

evaluation of the stated hypotheses, while the latter sought to determine 

whether the groups studied are representative of the general population. 

A. Group Comparison 

A One-Hay Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the 

dem:>graphic variables and the number of hours spent in weight-training 

variable. The means, standard deviations and univariate F test values 

across groups for the demographic variables are presented in Table 1. 

In tenns of the dem:>graphic variables, only age achieved any 

significance [F(2,56)=5.34; p(O.008], with the Cor.1parison group, on the 

average, older than the others (see Table 1). '!he Competitive and 

Non-competitive groups did not differ significantly. This result is 

somewhat rrdsleading, however, due to the inclusion of three individuals 

in the Comparison group who were nuch older than the rest of the men in 

that or in the other groups. The inclusion of these three individuals 

elevated the mean of the Comparison group, and when the analysis was 

repeated ".r.i.thout these individuals, mean ages for all three groups were 
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Variable 

Age 

Education 

** P (.01 

Table 1 

Heans and Standard Deviations 

For Demographic Variables 

Corrpetitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

26.65 5.53 

15.00 2.03 

Non-canpetitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

26.05 5.24 

14.90 2.38 

Comparison 
Group 

x S.D. 

33.70 11.64 

15.35 1. 98 

34 

F Value 

5.34** 

0.24 



35 

indistinguishable. Moreover, the exclusion of these :individuals did not 

alter the results on any of the other variables. 

Table 2 contains the means, standard deviations and F test values 

for the Height-Training Questionnaire. As expected, the nurrber of hours 

per week spent in weight-training achieved significance [F(2,56)=20.37; p 

(0.001], with the Competitive and Non-Competitive groups having spent 

significantly mre time than the Comparison group (see Table 2). It is 

important to note that since this variable served as one of the inclusion 

criteria in the formation of the Non-competitive and Comparison groups, 

the discovery of a signiftcant difference on thi8 variable confinns the 

effective differentiation of these groups on this criterion. The 

Competitive group spent the mst time training, followed closely by the 

Non-competitive group. These avo groups did not significantly differ 

with respect to the anmmt of time per week they spent training with 

weights, however. 

In addition, a step-vn.se discriminant ftmction analysis was 

performed on all remaining dependent variables in order to discover those 

variables which mst efficiently discrilninated the groups. Aside from 

number of hours per week spent :in weight-training, no other variables 

significantly ~iscriminated the grOUP8, even though question HIOc of the 

WTQ (Table 2) and Factor C of the I6PF Questionnaire (Table 3) appeared 

to achieve significance. In fact, the margin by Which these latter two 

variables achieved significance was so restricted that such significance 

was likely due mre to chance, given the large number of variables 

analyzed in this investigation, than to actual differentiation between 

groups. 



Variable 

~ 113 

wrQ 114 

wrQ 115 

wrQ 116 

wrQ 119 

v1'IQ 1Il0a 

WI'Q 1I10b 

W1'Q 1Il0c 

W1'Q 1Il0d 

l-1TQ IIl0e 

l-1TQ 1f10f 

wrQ n2 

WI'Q 1113 

* p (.05 

** p (.01 

Table 2 

Height-Training Questionnaire Responses 

Competitive Non-competitive 
Group Group 

x S.D. x S.D. 

7.29 3.65 6.40 5.20 

10.35 3.57 9.00 2.68 

182.47 20.72 186.95 19.52 

69.18 3.19 71.05 2.52 

0.65 0.49 0.50 0.51 

0.19 0.40 0.35 0.49 

0.07 0.26 0.40 0.50 

0.27 0.46 0.60 0.50 

0.25 0.45 0.40 0.50 

0.73 0.46 0.45 0.51 

0.53 0.52 0.55 0.51 

3.24 0.90 3.65 0.75 

3.94 0.43 4.10 0.64 

Comparison 
Group 

x S.D. 

5.35 6.90 

5.0 1.62 

173.80 15.74 

70.70 2.45 

0.60 0.50 

0.50 0.22 

0.25 0.44 

0.70 0.47 

0.40 0.50 

0.50 0.51 

0.75 0.44 

3.20 0.70 

3.75 0.72 
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F Value 

0.63 

20.37 ** 
2.56 

2.l.2 

0.42 

3.01 

2.61 

3.71 "k 

0.54 

1.52 

1.15 

2.02 

1.62 



Variable 

A 

B 

C 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

L 

11 

N 

0 

Q1 

°2 
Q3 
Q4 

* p <.05 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the 

16 Personality Factor Questionnaire 

Competitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

9.18 2.27 

4.71 1.83 

7.88 2.26 

6.88 2.57 

6.88 2.57 

8.65 1.77 

7.65 2.71 

3.71 2.05 

5.18 1. 70 

4.94 1.44 

3.88 1.45 

5.47 2.76 

6.94 2.19 

5.41 2.06 

8.24 1.48 

5.35 1.84 

Non-canpetitive 
Group 

-
X S.D. 

9.50 1. 70 

5.00 1.08 

8.95 2.21 

7.25 2.25 

7.60 1.54 

7.90 2.88 

7.95 2.70 

4.25 2.02 

4.75 1. 94 

3.70 1.98 

4.75 1. 97 

6.15 3.18 

6.75 2.79 

4.45 2.63 

7.80 2.24 

5.75 2.95 

Comparison 
Group 

X S.D. 

8.60 2.58 

4.60 1.40 

7.15 1.93 

5.60 2.37 

7.05 2.11 

7.10 2.17 

8.00 2.22 

5.05 1.50 

5.25 2.02 

4.30 1.84 

4.80 2.40 

5.50 2.84 

5.90 2.22 

4.65 2.28 

7.15 2.01 

6.55 2.37 

37 

F Value 

0.85 

0.41 

3.60~': 

2.60 

0.62 

2.01 

0.10 

2.44 

0.40 

2.40 

1.19 

0.33 

1.00 

0.84 

1.45 

1.16 
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B. Comparison with Nonnative Data 

Overall, the mean values for the groups on all of the factors of 

the 16PF Questiormaire were well within one standard deviation of 

published norms for similarly aged males (Tabular Supplement No. 2 to the 

16PF Handbook, 1972). The n~an values of the groups on all three of the 

BSRI variables (see Table 4) were also within one standard deviation of 

Bern's (1974) published noIl!lS for males (including both of her sar.1ples). 

According to Bern's guidelines, the three groups' mean Androgyny t-ratio 

score resulted in their classification as "near-masculine" and 

consequently, not "sex-typed". 

For the Body Cathexis Scale, mean total raw scores of the groups 

for both the standard and rrodified versions of the BCS were computed (see 

Table 5). In addition, a mean "total BC" score for the three groups was 

canputed by stmming the ratings for each individual on the 451 body 

items and dividing by 45. The mean "total Be" of all three groups fell 

within 1. 25 standard deviations of the Secord and Jourard (1953) 

published norms for males. In fact, the secondary BCS ~an "total Be" 

value of the groups was within 1.37 standard deviations of published 

norms for males. Although the addition of the specialized items did 

alter the BeS, they did not seem to significcmtly affect either the 

discriminatory capability or the generalizabiH.ty of the BeS. The forrer 

is suggested by the inability of the rrodified BCS to distinguish the 

groups, 'While the latter is evident fran the afor€'1'1entioned comparisons 

with published norms. 

1 One item concerning the sex of the respondent was omitted 
from this version of the original BCS due to the honngeneity of gender 
in this study. 



Variable 

BSRI F 

BSRI 1'1 

BSRI A 

Table 4 

BE:l.ll Sex Role Invent01:Y: Heans and Standard Deviations 

Competitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

4.64 0.56 

5.46 0.73 

-1.90 1.62 

Non-competitive 
Group 

x 

4.59 

5.79 

-7..68 

S.D. 

0.47 

0.62 

2.06 

Comparison 
Group 

x 

4.64 

5.22 

-1.35 

S.D. 

0.44 

0.86 

2.19 

39 

F Value 

0.07 

2.83 

2.21 



Table 5 

Average Totals for both Standardized 

And Modified Body Cathexis Scales 

Variable Corrq>etitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

Bes 175.18 24.04 
(Total raw score) 

BSC2 197.53 25.36 
(Total Raw Score) 

Non-canpetitive 
Group 

x S.D. 

178.40 21.12 

200.25 22.69 

Corrq>arison 
Group 

x S.D. 

166.20 24.09 

186.05 27.17 

40 

F Value 

1.49 

1. 78 
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C. Weight-Training Questionnaire Responses 

Although the groups were statistically indistinguishable with 

respect to their WTQ responses (except for number of hours per week spent 

in weight-training), several questions were open-ended and provided 

opportunity for elaboration on the part of the respondent. Analysis of 

this infonnation was accanplished through a three group chi-square 

analysis and visual inspection. Only those responses provided by at 

least 25% of the sample were subjected to a chi-square analysis (in order 

to satisfy the requirement of an expected frequency of at least five for 

each cell; cf., Siegel, 1956). None of the obtained chi-squares achieved 

statistical significance (alpha = 0.05). The frequencies of responses 

and appropriate chi-square values are presented in Table 6. 

With respect to the reasons provided by the men for entrance into 

weight-training, the IIDst conm:mly (32.8%) mentioned involved a desire to 

beconr: strong and physically fit. This was followed by a desire to 

improve one's appearance (25.4%), and then by the concept of prepara.tion 

for some other sport (16. 4%). Achniration for another bodybuilder as 

motivation was also mentioned, but to a much lesser degree (7.5%). Six 

of the Competitive bodybuilders, one of the Non-competitive, and two of 

the Comparison group members also mentioned dissatisfaction with their 

physiques as youngsters (13.4%) under this category. 

When asked to describe same reasons they thought other men have 

for involvement in weight-training or bodybuilding, the most frequently 

mentioned concept concerned the improvement of appearance (34.7%). This 

was followed closely by betterment of fitness (28.6%), and to a lesser 

extent (9.2%) by the concept of compensating dissatisfaction with one's 



Table 6 

Frequencies and Chi-Square Values for Open-Ended 
Height-Training Questiormaire Responses 

Frequency 

Groups 

Non-
~etitive Competitive Coq>arison . Total 

Weight-Training 
Questiormaire Items 

'oll'Q 67 Reasons for begi.11Iling 
to weight-train 

1. To be strong/fit 7 4 11 22 

2. To improve appearance 5 7 5 17 

3. For another sport 3 4 4 11 

4. Dissatisfaction with phy-
sique as youngster 6 1 2 9 

5. Admiration for another 
bodybuilder 3 2 0 5 

6. To IIEet wonEn 1 2 0 3 

Total 25 20 22 67 

x2* df 

3.27 2 

0.47 2 

..t:'-
N 



Table 6 Continued 

l.ffQ !F8 Reasons you think others 
have for weight-trairrlng 

1. Appearance 8 14 12 34 1.65 2 

2. Fitness 6 11 11 28 1. 79 2 

3. Dissatisfaction with 
physique 7 1 1 9 

4. Improvement of self-image 0 6 2 8 

5. For "shaw" or to gain 
attention 2 4 2 8 

6. To compete in contests 0 5 2 7 

7. Weight control 0 1 3 4 

Total 23 42 33 98 

Wl'Q /,19 Parent who I'!Dst encour-
aged weight-training 

1. Father 4 6 5 15 0.40 2 

2. Both 1 4 2 7 

3. Mother 2 1 1 4 

Total 7 11 8 26 
~ 
w 



Table 6 Continued 

wrQ #11 - Reasons for wanting child 
to weight-train, etcetera 

1. Increase physical fitness 9 14 11 34 1.12 2 

2. Self-improvement 3 4 5 12 

3. Increase confidence 5 1 4 10 

4. Appearance 0 4 5 9 

5. ~-1eight -control 0 0 2 2 

Total 17 23 27 67 

wrQ #14 - Favorite or preferred 
sport 

1. Football 3 6 5 14 

2. Bodybuildi..ng 8 3 0 11 

3. ''Weight lifting" 0 2 4 6 

4. Baseball 1 0 3 4 

5. Termis 0 0 3 3 

6. Track and field 1 1 1 3 

Total 13 12 16 41 
.j::-o 
~ 

* Chi-square analysis performed only on those responses provided by at least 25% (14.25) of 
sample. 



physique. Improvelll:mt of self-image was also mantioned 

especially by the Non-competitive and Comparison groups. 
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(8.2%), 

Group members were also asked if either of their parents 

encouraged them to "lift-weights" or bec~ involved in athletics while 

growing up. By far, fathers were nnst frequently identified :in this role 

(57.7%), followed by the :inclusion of both parents equally (26.9%), and 

lastly by mothers (15.4%). 

If the respondent had endorsed the idea of having a son or 

daughter becCllOO a bodybuilder, a weight-tra:iner, or involved :in the 

developnent of a muscular physique, he was requested to briefly describe 

his reasons for such wishes. The nnst popular reason identified (50.7%) 

with respect to the aforementioned was that suCh activities were believed 

to lead to increased levels of physical fitness. A more vague notion of 

self-ilnproverrent was mantioned next nnst frequently (17.9%), while 

improvement of hoth appearance (13.4%) and confid-~ce (14.9%) were close 

:in frequency, but to a lesser degree than the previous nvO reasons. 

Finally, respondents were asked to identify their "favorite" or 

"preferred" sport in order to gain SOl."Ce impression of additional athletic 

interests possessed by those involved in bodybuilding and 

weight-tra:ining. When bodybuilding was separated from "weightlift:ing" or 

weight-tra:ining, football becarre the most frequently mantioned sport 

(34.1%). Bodybuilding was very close behind (26.8%), while 

"weightlifting" (a synonym for weight-training, not to be confused ~vith 

pot-7erlifting) was the next most often mantioned (14.6%), but far less 

frequently than either football or bodybuilding. The latter was 

mentioned most often by members of the ~etitive and Non-competitive 
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groups, while weight-training was more frequently listed by the 

Comparison group members (consult Table 6). The remainder of responses 

included a diverse selection of sports, which included track and field, 

tennis and baseball. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Analysis of the present data failed to support any of the 

alternate hypotheses. Specifically, the Competitive, Non-competitive and 

Comparison groups did not significantly differ with respect to their 

personality factor scores as measured by the 16PF Questionnaire. 

Moreover, the means of all three groups were within one standard 

deviation of the mean on published norms for all of the 16PF factors. 

Also hypothesized was that the Non-canpetitive group 'WOuld differ 

significantly fran the Comparison group :in tenns of their mean Androgyny 

and Masculinity scores on the BSRI. Additionally, the mean BSRI 

Masculinity score of the Competitive group was hypothesized to be 

significantly greater than that of the Comparison group. Analysis of the 

data supported neither of these hypotheses. Furthermore, no support was 

discovered for the postulate that the eamPetitive group 'WOuld possess a 

greater degree of overall body satisfaction as measured by the BeS than 

the Non-ccxnpetitive or Comparison groups. Once aga:in, the mean value for 

all three groups on the Bes fell with:in the published norms. Finally, 

the hypothesis that that the Non-canpetitive bodybuilders would 

demonstrate a significantly different overall body satisfaction score on 

the BCS than the Comparison group tmmbers was not supported by the data. 

lVith respect to the infonnation provided by the open-ended 

sections of the WTQ, the similarity of the reasons given by the three 
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groups for training with weights or becoming bodybuilders is noteworthy. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, physical fitness was lIDSt frequently listed 

am:mg the respondent's awn reasons for entrance into these activities, 

while subjects were lIDre inclined to attribute concern for appearance as 

the lIDtivation for other 1I£n to becorre involved in bodybuilding or 

weight-training. However, an interest in fitness and concern for 

appea:rance were very close in frequency in the reasons given for 

self-lIDtivation versus others' motivation, with the noted reversal 

someWhat predictable. 

That fathers were lIDSt frequently cited as an active source of 

encouragerrent for respondents to have engaged in weight-training may have 

some relevance to the psychoanalytic notion of over-identification with 

the female parent am:mg bodybuilders. Apparently father, not lIDther, was 

the parent with whom the subjects most frequently identified, if they did 

so with either parent. 

The subjec!ts' ,vishes for their children (real or predicted) with 

respect to training with '\-,eights reflected the respondents' own reasons 

for participation in the sport. Evidently, no pathological desires or 

"inadequacies" were projected upon future children, and little evidence 

of vicarious satisfaction through an offspring's activities in 

bodybuilding was uncovered. 

Generally, the subjects' own stated lIDtivations, and their ideas 

about the lIDtivations of others for participation in bodybuilding or 

weight-training were tmremarkable. Similarly, the subjects' responses 

about wishes for their current or future children reflected a rather 
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typical concern for the childrens' welfare, health, and future success. 

Again, the absence of any remarkable or outstanding responses reinforces 

the impression that male bodybuilders are not significantly different in 

motivation from other men Who eXhibit an interest in physical exercise 

and activity. 

The rejection of the stated alternate hypotheses is in contrast 

to previous conclusions of such authors as Darden (1972), Harlow (1951), 

Leithwood (1967), and Thirer and Greer (1981). As has already been 

noted, the study by Harlow involved a rn.mJber of methodological 

deficiencies, which included problems with sample representativeness. In 

light of the present groups' s:i.I!lilarl ty with published nonns, this sample 

appears indeed representative of the general population. Furthenoore, 

caution was exercised in differentiation between Oro distinct types of 

bodybuilders, and in the inclusion of What was considered a reasonable 

and representative group for comparison. The methodology included clearly 

delineated criteria for inclusion into each of the three groups, and a 

diverse sampling from a variety of gyms and health clubs. 

Darden's (1972) study was based upon a predominantly collegiate 

and relatively small sample of bodybuilders (N=22) and weight lifters who 

were active in their state AAU weightlifting and physique championships. 

Although he noted some significant differences between his groups, he 

reported both of his groups as similar to the general population. Close 

examination of Darden's data reveals that those differences on the 16PF 

which were discovered fell just barely beyond the usual cutoff STEN 

(Standard Ten Unit) scores of four and seven (e.g., the bodybuilders' 
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mean STEN score on 16PF factor F was 3.91). Such small differences may 

produce tmivariate significance at the 0.05 alpha level, but require 

extreme caution with respect to their interpretation, as s~ differences 

are expected to emerge by chance alone in the examination of a large 

nurrber of variables. With such caution in mind, the present findings are 

consistent with those of Darden in terms of the overall similarity of 

bodybuilders to the general population. However, they do not support 

Darden's specific contentions that bodybuilders tend to be m::>re silent 

and introspective, and less concerned about other people than the general 

population. Neither do they support Leithwood's (1967) conclusions which 

held that bodybuilders are significantly m::>re intelligent, 

self-sufficient and radical than the general population. 

'!'hirer and Greer (1981) have interpreted their findings as 

consistent with those of Darden (1972), in that the personality 

characteristics of bodybuilders in their study appeared to be within 

nonnal limits. Important to note is that of the 15 personality variables 

studied by Thirer and Greer, only two achieved significance in a 

multivariate analysis of variance. t~on closer inspection, one variable 

produced differences between ''begirming'' bodybuilders, a control group, 

and both intennediate and competitive bodybuilders. The ''begirming'' 

group was not actually comprised of bodybuilders, but of students 

enrolled in an elective weight-training class, which may have influenced 

this result. The other variable differentiated only the "interrrediate" 

from the "control" group. 
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Thirer and Greer emphasized that the bodybuilders in their study 

appeared to have been "relatively nonnal in terms of their personality 

dispositions" (p. 9). 

The purpose in briefly reviewing the above studies is to 

highlight the difficulties inherent in the analysis of a large number of 

variables with a relatively restricted sample size, as well as the 

dangers involved in non-representative or poorly selected samples. The 

fj~dings of any statistically distinctive personality Characteristics in 

these previous investigations may have been due l"l)re to statistical 

artifact and/or methodological flaws than to valid personality 

differences. 

The present lack of support for previously hypothesized 

personality differences reinforces the conclusion that male bodybuilders, 

whether competitive or not, do not differ significantly from other mm 

who train with weights for either bodybuilding purposes or general 

fitness maintenance. The present data also fail to support the 

hypothesis that male bodybuilders differ from the general population in 

personality Characteristics, sex-role identification or overall 

satisfaction 'tv.i.th their bodies, at least as measured by the self-report 

inventories utilized in this study. 

Both Darden (1972) and Thirer and Greer (1981) have tmderscored 

the abtmdance of similarities and the infrequency of distinguishing 

personality Characteristics aroong bodybuilders as compared with the 

general population. That their findings of sorre distinguishing variables 

might have been spurious has already been discussed. 
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Neither of the above studies, nor that of Leithwood (1967) 

reported on sex-role identity or body satisfaction, and were therefore 

sarewhat limited in ability to directly address the issues raised by 

Harlow (1951). The present study, however, directly investigated these 

areas, and employed methods WhiCh were more objective and reliable than 

those utilized by Harlow. In light of these differences, the more 

general issues whiCh were raised earlier my now be addressed. 

Harlow has posited the existence of an excessive identification 

with the female parent on the part of bodybuilders. He did not, however, 

employ any valid ~sures of sex-role identification, and When such 

instruments were presently utilized, no confirmation of Harlow's 

postulate was obtained. Similarly, bodybuilders have often been thought 

to possess an inordinate degree of narcissism and homosaxual orientation 

(e.g., Harlow, 1951). Although an instnmmt specifically designed to 

address the degree of either of these phenomena. within an individual was 

not utilized, the inclusion of Secord and Jourard' s Body Cathexis Scale 

is believed to have tapped some dim:msion of the fonner. Certainly, 

satisfaction with one's body 'WOuld ostensibly reflect some degree of 

narcissism, especially if the latter were of pathological proportions. 

The present data indicate that bodybuilders do not exhibit any more 

narcissistic tendencies (as measured by the BCS) than do males within the 

general population. 

In general, the present data do not support any of Harlow's 

positions concerning bodybuilders. Moreover, these findings, along with 

those of Darden (1972) and Thirer and Greer (1981) provide ample evidence 

for the nonnalcy of this population. 
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A considerable period of time has elapsed since Harlow's study, 

and as has been noted by 'lhirer and Greer, and Darden, bodybuilding has 

enjoyed an increase in popularity and social acceptance during this time. 

The differences in the current findings as compared with the conclusions 

of Harlow may be related in part, to the increased mnnbers of nen (and 

WOlIEll) who have becOOE involved in bodybuilding, as well as the changes 

in the facilities utilized by these individuals. Certainly the advent of 

well-lit, air-conditioned, pleasant surrOlIDdings, along with the 

development of IIDre efficient, often ingenim1Sly designed equipment has 

tmdoubtedly attracted a broader spectrum of individuals who may have 

previously been umvilling to participate in the sport. As a result, it 

is conceivable that what ~7as at one time a small, idiosyncratic group of 

men is nmT diverse and representative of the general population. Support 

for this position may be found in the works of Dan:1.en (1972) and 'lhirer 

and Greer (1981). 

What implications do these results have for the present and 

future research in this area? First, the present investigation is not 

without difficulties and cautious evaluation of this as well as other 

studies in this area is indicated. Ammg problems inherent in the 

current research are the relatively limited sample sizes for each of the 

three groups; a somewhat constricted environment from which the sUbjects 

were drawn; and the possibility that the instruments utilized were either 

inappropriate, or tmcomprehensive. 

Although a IIDderate1y limited sample size was employed in the 

current investigation, it was comparable to sBIllple sizes utilized in 

previous studies (e.g., Darden, 1972; 'lhirer and Greer, 1981). MOreover, 
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note nust be made that the groups currently tmder consideration represent 

a sarewhat limited, albeit growing population. Additionally, t:ime 

· constraints, which tmdoubtedly enter into IIDSt research endeavors, 

prompted the limitation of sample size. In light of these 

considerations, utilization of a relatively small Sa!Jl?le size seems 

justifiable. 

The selection of local gymnasi~ and health clubs as the source 

of the subject pool mav be criticized as non-representative of 

bodybuilders in general. The restriction of the sample to local (Tucson, 

AZ) health clubs does not appear to have rendered the findings 

unrepresentative, as comparisons with available norms have demonstrated. 

This may be due to the fact that Tucson is a rapidly growing city which 

attracts individuals frcm diverse parts of the cotmtry. A cursory review 

of the "yellow pages" in the Tucson telephone directory reveals alrrost 

thirty establishments tmder the heading of ''health clubs", rrost of which 

advertise sOIIE fonn of weight-training facilities. Although the majority 

of competitive bodybuilders train in only a few of these clubs, the 

non-competitive bodybuilders and men 'Who ~t the criteria for the 

Comparison group frequent a large trumber of these gyms. Data 'tvas 

collected from members of a large proportion of these clubs, and as has 

already been noted, were quite comparable in personality characteristics 

to published norms for the general population. 

Questions and/or criticisms with respect to the instrunents 

utilized in the present study were largely addressed in a previous 

section of this manuscript (see Chapter 3) and need not be reviewed in 

detail here. One potential criticism might involve the choice of 
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objective instru:nentation given that rruch of this research's focus has 

been concerned with psychodynamic formulations concerning bodybuilders. 

The present study did not, however, utilize any proj ective instnnnents 

(as did Harlow, 1951) and the certainty with which psychodynamic aspects 

of bodybuilders can be addressed is subject to question. Hith respect to 

this issue, the following is particularly salient. First, the use of 

projective instruments necessitates various degrees of subjective 

interpretation, which introduces a source of error or variance that is 

extremely difficult to control. Consequently, the reliability and 

validity of such instrtlIlE1ts may be comprCJl11ised, and the exclusion of any 

projective instruments from this study was specifically calculated to 

avoid such difficulties. Secondly, care was taken to include, along with 

standardized inst~nts, an instrument created specifically for the 

current investigation. Through the use of such an instru:nent, issues 

raised in the psychoanalytic literature concerning bodybuilders could be 

addressed as well as others not adequately covered by nnre conventional 

questiormaires or inventories. Admittedly, the v7eight-Training 

Questionnaire was constructed on face validity p however it had been 

revised following its use in a previous study on a similar population 

(Schlamowitz, 1981). 

t·1hen revievring the present findings, as well as those previously 

mentioned, one conclusion seems particularly inviting. Thirer and Greer 

(1981) have raised the possibility that bodybuilders, along with other 

highly visible athletes, are the victims of Ullt<larranted stereotyping 

because of their unique physical cP~acteristics. The current research 

tends to support this concept. Darden (1972) has suggested that 
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weight-training may serve a ftm.ction in the process of personality 

adjus~nt arrong many males within our society. He also postulated that 

· perhaps feelings of inferiority or inadequacy serve as a rootivation for 

men to initially tmdertake weight-training. According to Darden, the 

bodybuilder may progress to a unre advanced level of the sport and 

overcorre his feelings of inferiority in the process. However, only a 

longitudinal study that followed :individuals from neophyte to advanced 

bodybuilder status could adequately test this hypothesis. In light of 

the findings presented in this mamJ.Script, no roore certainty exists that 

men became bodybuilders because of insecurity or feelings of inferiority 

than that ~n incorporate weight-training into their routine exercise 

programs due to such insecurity. In fact, the assertion that 

bodybuilding is ~rely an example of masculine protest against feelings 

of inadequacy seems largely tmsupported when empirically evaluated. 

'llie goal of any science is to expand the realm of know ledge and 

substitute well scrutinized information for ~th and unconfirmed 

hypotheses. The present investigator believes that with the addition of 

the current research to the studies of Darden (1972), Leithwood (1967), 

and Thirer and Greer (1981), that which is known about the personality 

and motivation of the male bodybuilder has moved from the latter to the 

foD!ler. 



APPENDIX A 

COPIES OF MODIFIED BODY CATHEXIS SCALE AND 

WEIGHT-TRAmING QUESTIONNAIRE 
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"JEIGIIT -TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Age: 

2. Number of years of schooling you have completed: (circle one) 
8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 
(High School) (College) (AdVanced EdUcation> 

3. How long have you been training with weights? ____ years. 

4. About how many hours per week do you spend training with weights? 

5. About how much do you currently weigh? _______ lbs. 

6. About how tall are you? ft. ---- inches. ----
7. Would you please briefly describe the reasons you began to train 

with weights? 

8. Please describe some of the reasons you think other lIEn have for 
training with weights, or becoming bodybuilders: 

58 

9. When you ~rere growing up, did either of your parents encourage you 
to "lift-weights" or become involved in some fonn of exercise or 
athletics? 

YES NO 

Which parent was the llDSt directive or en.couraging? 

Father Mother Both Equal 
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WEIGlIT-TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE (Continued) 

If you answered "YES" above, would you please briefly describe what 
they said or how they encouraged you? 

10. If you were to have (or actually do have) a son, would you want him 
to: 

1) weight-train? 
2) develop a UUlscular physique? 
3) bec()[OO a bodybuilder? 

YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 
NO 

How about if you were to have a daughter (or already have one)? 

1) weight-train? 
2) develop a muscular physique? 
3) became a bodybuilder? 

YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 
NO 

11. If you answered "YES" to any of the above questions, would you very 
briefly describe your reasons: 

I would want my son to: because: --------

I would want my daughter to: because: -------

12. How satisfied with your physical appearance are you when you begin a 
typical work-out? 

1) totally dissatisfied 
2) mostly dissatisfied 
3) somewhat dissatisfied 
4) mostly satisfied 
5) totally satisfied 
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~7EIGHT-TRAINING QUESfIONNAIRE (Continued) 

13. How satisfied with your physical appearance are you when you finish 
a typical work-out? 
1) totally dissatisfied 
2) mostly dissatisfied 
3) somewhat dissatisfied 
4) mostly satisfied 
5) totally satisfied 

14. What sport would you identify as being your "favorite" or 
"preferred" sport? In other words, with what sport do you lIDst 
strongly align yourself? 
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