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ABSTRACT _ .
SEX-ROLE SALIENCE IN THE SELF~CONCEFT AND IN THE PERCEPTION
OF OTHERS: INPLICATIONS FOR $EX-ROLE CONSISTENCY AND
"\ PSYCHOLOGICAL ADJUSTMENT -

ar.
\

Shirley Bryntwick, Ph.D. ) L]
Concordla University, 1983 ‘

I

.Researchers have recently directed attentlon to the Influence of

cognitive .fac.:fors on the development of sex-role orlentation and sex~
role stereotyping. The present study éxamined one such cognitive

construct, sex—‘rolé salfence, and Ifs relationship to sex-role

orientation and sex-role stereotyping. |Its abiilty to predict sex-.

role Interests a'r‘ld pgyg:hologlcal adjustment was also assessed.  Sex-
roie él!ence reférs to the degree to which [ndividuals spontaneously
process Information about themselves and others In sex-rgle related
ternms. l'l,'hrae methods of measuring sex-role sallence were proposed, two
of these derived from schema theory. Schemata are cognitive
structures or categories, characterized by rich assoclative ‘networks,
which fagllitate the encoding and retrieval of schema-consistent
Information. The flrst measure, 1;aken from the work of Bem examined

sex-role schemata (sallence) In the self~concept. Thls task measured

decision times for the endorsement and rejection of masculine and

~ N
feminine traits. The second@cognlﬂon task designed for this
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' of ‘others. The third, a matching test, evaluated the extent to wh}ch

'*enefs of schema theory. Sex-typed subjepts performed as would be

“and accuracy) In processing schematic and counterschematic material

o% examinfng the cognitive processes underlying sex-role orlentation
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§: study, Is a measure of sex-role schematic processing In the perception -
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Individuals ‘use sex role as a dimemnsion for'hmfchlng 1 tems g;d peopl e.
Subjects In the. study were one hundred " and seventy 'undergradug+e
students, divided Into sex-role orlentation groups by means of the Bem

Sex Role Inventory. The results provided confirming evidence for the

R

expected of . Individuals with well~articulated schemata on the
dim&nslon of sex'roles, endorslngvschemaflc (stereotyped) tralts more

quickly than subjécfs of other groups. A greater efficliency (speed

u

k4

compared ‘o neutral, In the perception of ofhefs, _was also
demonstrated. The abillty of one measure to predict adjustment In

sex-typad subjects was also estabiished. This study proposes a method

and sex-role stereotyping and prqxldes suggestions tor further

research.
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" The psychological [mpi lcatlons of sex roles have been of Interest

to researchers for neariy hatf a century (e.g., Terman and Miles,

1936) . Sex role refers to that set of characteristics that

Indlviduals peésess ‘(e.g., tralts, attitudes, Interests, behaviors)
and which are belleved to be "appropriate for them, because they are
mal @ &"fmarg" (Pleck, 1977, p. 182). Attitudes about sex roles have
baen' shown to\Influence t;o*rh sel f=concept (Deutsch & Gllbert, 1976;
Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Broverman & Broverman, 1968; Storms, 1979)
and perception of others. (Br:overman, Yogel, Broverman, Clarkson &
Rosenkrantz, 1972; Deutsch .& Gllbert, 1976; McKee & . Sherriffs,
1957). For many years the ’\‘nveshgaﬂon of each of these areas has
been con‘ducfed. Independently of the ?fher. The Influence of sex roles
on the self-concept: (sex-role orlentation). was assessed by
psychologists with an Interest In personallty; whlie the effect of

sex roles on the perception of others (sex-role sterectyping) was the

research domalin of the soclal psychologist. Today, because of changes .

In the Instruments used to measure sex-role orientation (or sex-type)
(Bem, 1974; Berzins, Welling & Wetter 1978; Hellbrun, 1976; Spence,
Helmreich & Stapp, !975) and an ln‘l\‘eresf In the cognitive ‘ccmponen'l's
of both sex=-role sterectyping in the perception of others and sex~-
typing in the self-concept (Ashmore & Del Boca, 1979; Bem, 1981, 1982;
Crane & Ma:'kus, 1982; Garnets & Pleck, 1979; Liben &‘\Slgnm:ella, 1980;
Marcus & Overton, 1978; Markus, Crane, Bernstein & Siladi, 1982), the
v

‘boundarles between the eas are beginning to fade.
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Recently developed Instruments designed to assess sex-role-

orlentation define masculinity and femininity In terms of adherence to
cultural sex-role stereotypes. ‘This represents a significant change
In the thinking of sex-role theorists. Ear|ler tests developed to
measure these constructs relled on the abllifty of I[tems +to
discriminate between the sexes. ;hscullnlfy and femininity were
viewed as opposite endpoints on a singie bipolar dimension, fh;raby
preciuding the possibillty ?of an Individual being characterlized as
both masculine or: feminine or as nelther (Oor;s-l'z‘mﬂnople, 1973). An
"‘approprlafe"' sex~-role Identity (il.e,, a pattern of personality
tralts, attitudes and Interests, typlcal for one's gender (_Pleck;
1977)) was consldered to be an essential &:cmponenf* of psychologlcal
adjustment. An atypical pattern was associated with confusion and
malad jistment -(Berzins et al., 1978).

Over the yearé researchers (Jenkin & Vroégh, 1969; Lunneborg,

1972; Lunneborg & Lunneborg, 1970; Nichols, [962) have produced

evidence which serlously’ chalienged several of the assumptions

‘underiylng the construction of the early masculinity-femininity

scales.  The béses for Item Inclusion and the bipolar nature of
mascul Inlty~femIninlty, as well as the relationship of this construct
to psychological adjustment have ail been gquestioned. In the

seventles new scales were deveioped in an attempt to overcome many of

. the |imitations of earlijer ﬁsfs (Bem, 1974; Berzins et al., 1978;

Hellibrun, 1976; Spence et al., 1975). In contrast to +tradl+tional

> .
//rés, these scales treat masculinity and femininlty as complementary

characteristics measured on two separate unipolar dimensions. The

~
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" existence of mascul ine and feminine characteristics within the same

Individual, regardiess of sex, Is called androgyny. Androgyny
theorists consider a rigid adherence to only masculine or feminine
traits to be psychologicaliy Iimiting kBem, Note 1).  Androgynous
Individuals are thought to exhibit greater "sex-role adaptibi{ity"
across sltuations; and therefore, they are predicted ;I'o be better
ad,jus.'!'éd than sex~typed individuals (Bem, Note 1). ‘

'(.The ms+ widely used scales of séx-role orientatfon are the Bem
Sex Role Inventory (BSR|) (Bem, 1974) and the Personal Atiributes
Questionnaire (PAQ) (Spence et al., 1975). On both tests, feminine
Items generally refer +to nurturant or expressive characteristics,
whereas masculine Iitems reflect instrumental behaviors. Tralts

Included on mascul Inity and femininity scales are those Judged to be

more typlcal of (or more deslrable for) one sex"l‘han the other. An

. Individual's sex-role classification Is determined by his/her rating

of these items. If his/her a\ierage scores on both masculine and
feminlne Items fall above the medlan of the referent group, an
Indlvldua'l Is classifled as androgynous; If both fall be‘lcn the med!an
he/she Is labelled undifferentiated. If only one score falls above the
median he/she Jls sex-typed (sex;congruenf tralts higher) or cross-
sexed.

Although there Is general agreement regarding the content of
mascullnity and femininity and the method of thelr measurement,
several Issues remaln unresolved In the sex-role' I iterature: 1) ) Why

are sex-role stereotypes so persistent desplte what appears to be

o s e o o s - e
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widespread attitude cﬁange regarding sex roles? 2) Can sex-role
behaviors (e.g., attitudes, Interests, etc.) be predicted from sex-
role orlentation? 3) What Is the relationship between se;-ro'le
orientation aﬁd " psychologlcal adjustment? The recent focus on
cognitive processes In sex-typing and sex-role stereotyping may
provide some answers to these questions,

The influence of cognitlve factors on the development of sex-
typlng and sex-role .sterectyping has recently’ recelved some
consideration. Bem .(1979) Introduced the notion that differences In
sex-role orlentation are the result of individual differences in the
cognitive structures used for coding and processing gender-related
Information. ~ She argues that Individuals of dlfferent sex-role
orlentations do not differ "primarily In terms of how much mascuiinity
and femininity they pc’assess" but more fundamentally in their cognitive
s.frucfu'r'.es, for "processing gender—relaﬁd Information, and hence In
the perceptual sallence and cogn{ﬂv; avallabllity of gender and
gander-related concepts as dimensions for processing Incoming
Information." (Bem, 1979, p. 1053). Individuals for whom sex roles are
more sallent are seen to differ In the e>él’en1‘ to whlch they
spontanecusly process Information about themselves and others In sex-
r;ole relatad +§rms. Sex-role differences "should be more readily
perceived or noted, fhéy should be more readily stored (n and
retrieved from memory; they should be more readlly used as the basls
of personal Ity attributions and predictive Inferances, they should be
more readlly ' put. forth as a causal candidate for a variety of

behavioral outcomes." (Bem, 1979, p. 1053), The Information processing

e N 4 e at Bt b A , RPN 4 rr s
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model which predicts thls selective rqspoﬁslveness ln‘lndlv[duals for
whom sex roles Is ; sallant dimenslon Is based on the schema
consiruct. |

Schemata have been defined as cognltive structures or categorles,
characterized by a rich assoclative network, which facilitate the
encoding and retrieval of information (Bartiett, 1932; Bobrow &
Norman, 1975; Judd & Kullk, 1980). in their recent review of +the
sadlpnce' i1terature, Taylor andl Fiske (1978) have suggested that @
lnd.l‘;fldual differences In cognitlve schemata can affect what'
Information Is persenally sallent and therefore attended to. The
amount of Information Impinging on a person at any given time |Is
usual ly much greater than he can process; +hefefore, Individuals must E
be selective In what they attend to (Markus, 1977). Schemata-help a -
person to make sense of the flood 'of stimul | that bombard him (Cantor
& Misghel, 1979b). They are expectations about the way the worid Is
organized (ReederI& Brewer, 1979).

According to Martin and Halverson (1981) there has also been a

recent +trend to study stereotyping as an example of normali cognitive
&}unc+lonlng. Early researchers vliewed stereotypes as the result of
faul ty-processing and as represeﬁflng a "defect In soclal interaction™
(Vinacke, 1957, p. 229). Mischel (1970) has argded that dismissing
stereotypes as mere overgeperallzaflons Is lnappropr}afa becau;e 1t 1s
the nature of humans to categorize events and groups Into smai for

units. The acknowledgment that stereotyping Is similar to other types

e

of information processing has enabled researchers to begin to explore
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“how stereotypes function (Martin & Halverson, 1981).

Theories of cognitive processing, particularly schema theory, may
have relevance for some of the unresolved Issues In the sex-role
| tterature.  Preceding such a discussion, a more detalied examlnation
of these Issues as well as a brlef review of the |lterature relevant
to schema theory’wil| be presented.

Jhe Persistence of Sex=Role Steraotvpes

Evidence exists that chlldren as young as two posses§
considerable knowledge of gax—role stereotypes (Kuhn, Nash & Brucken,
1978; Maccoby & Jackiln, 1974). In a recognltion task, fol lowing
stories contalning both stereotyplc and reversed stereotyplc
behaviors, Koblinsky, Cruse and Sugawara (1978) found that flfth
graders showed superior recall of Information conslstent wlth sex-role
stereotypes. In a study with college students, Rosenkrantz et al.
(f968) found strong agreement between the sexes about differences
between JMen and women. Freer;mn (1979) has reported that In college
students of both sexes there was |it+le difference between thelr

ratings of the ideal male and the Ideal female; however, he found that

' fhe“,1yplca| male and fhb—txplcal female were described by both sexes

as very stereotypic. In the most recent review of sex-role

stereotyping, Ruble (1983) has concluded that, although attitudes -

"toward deslirable characteristics for males and females have changed In

the last decade, 'stereotypes regarding the "norm" have remained
stable.
Sex-Role Conslstency

~Some controversy surrounds the scope of the constructs belng

~
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measured by recent sex-role orlentation scales. The ability of these

personal ity scales to predict other sex-role behaviors has been

disputed. Bem (1974) assumes that Individuals whose scores define °

them as sex~typed wlll exhibit+ stereotyped behaviors across many
domains, whereas androgynous Individuals will be flexible In role

behaviors. This prediction rests on the assumption that diverse

. — ¥
_ Indlcators of mscullnlfy/.ﬁﬁéu{nlnlfy, such as attitudes, Interests

P
SN

/
and tralts, are hlghl)(corr.ol ated (Helmreich, Spence & Holahan, 1979).
~typed Indlvidual Is motivated to maintaln

crgoss=situational consl sfengy In his/her behavior; whereas, she

(predlcfs that androgynous' Individuals will more comfortably engage In

a wider range of gender related behaviors. Bem (1974) has described

the BSRI as a measure of "sex-role flexibllity®. * .

In  an experlmgni' déslgned to test the role flexibility
hypothesis, Bem and Lenney (1976) Investigated the relationship
between sex-role orientation and comfort In performing gender=rel ated
activities, Sex-typed subjécfs were found to be significantly more
stereotyped In thelr choice of activities than elther androgynous or
\\g!sex-reversed subjects. This group aiso experlenc;e.d greater dlscomfort
v; en performing a cross-sex activity. Bem and Lenn’ey (1976) concluded
that these results lend support to the role flexibility i\ypo'l'hesl‘s,
and\\ suggest fha'r‘ sex-role stereotyping restricts many "everyday"

behaw{prs. " Bem's position regarding the nature of masculinity and

fenyinl\;l‘ty Is that they are broad, cross-situationally consistent,

. tralt=1kke constructs.
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In oon'h'.asf,. Spence and Helmreich make a  distinction between
masculinity and femininfty as traits and . broader sex-role related
behaviors (Spence, Note 2). They hypo?hbslie that, given the nature
of the I'rvems Included on the scales of sex-role orientation, mascul[ne
and. feminine ‘personall'ry traits will be reiated fo only those sex~
role behaviors and preferences tliat are ,basad' on Instrumental and
_expressive skills (Helmreich et al., 1979). - '

In a study similar to that of Bem and Lenney (|976), Helmreich et

L} .
al. (1979) asked college students to rate their preference for a

"serles of masculine, feminine, and neutral behaviors. Correlations

between these ratings.and the PAQ Mascullnity and Femininlty scores

| ‘were generally low and only occaslonélly significant,

Questions stlll surround the scope of predictions that can be
‘made from mascul Inlty anid femininity scores. The possibllity  that
cognitive variables may be better predictors of role behavior or add
to 'rhel predléﬂve power of masculinity and femininity remains to be
Investigated. |
Sex Roles and Psychologlcal Adjustment

There Is much conflicting evidence regarding the relationship
between sex-role orientation and psychological ad justment.
Traditional Isex'-role Identity theory links good adjustment to
masculInH'yh In males and femininity I;1 fema‘les (Mowrer, 1950; Bliler,
1973).  Androgyny theorists consider a balance between feminine and
mascullne tralts to be sugggestive of psychological well-belng (Bakan,
1966; Bem, 1974), Others have found masculinlty to be the best

predictor of adjustment In both sexes (Antill & Cunningham, 1979;
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‘Betrz"lns- et al., 1978; Deutsch & Gilbert; 1976; Hoffman & Fldél 1, 1979§
Jones, Chernovetz & Hansson, 1978; Silvern & Ryan, 1979). To date,
only .a few studies h;ve found an; relationship between :psychologlcal
adjustment and femininlty (Spence et al., '1975; 'O'Cbnnor, Mann ¢
Bardwlck, 1978). . . |
jThe‘na#ure of the relationship found between sex-role orlentation
and a;dJusment may depend greatly on the measure of psychological
'adJus#menf used. Bem (ﬂ9%4) argues that "greater role flexibility" is
Indicative of psycggloglcal adJustment, She propz;g%//+ha+ the
androgynous individual feels f}eer to engage In a wider range of
behaviors (including those behaviors generaily assoclated with the
opposite sex) than the sex-typed Individual. Studies by Bem and her
colleagues (Bem & Lenney, 1976; Bem, Martyna & Watson, 1976) have
generally supported this fiotion of greater role flexibiilty In
androgynous. subjects. The relationship between a |arge behavloral
repertoire and traditional measures of psychological adjustment (e;g.,
neuroticism, anxiety, sel|f-esteem, etc.) remains to be empirically
lnves*lgifad. ‘
In the sex-role literature, adJusfmenf has often been assessed
with pencll and paper tests of self-esteem. Spence et al. (1975),
Wetter (Note 3) and Bem (1977) have found, using their own sex-role
measures (PAQ, PRF (Personallty Research Form) ANDRO Scale and BSRI,

respectively), that androgynous Individuals report hlgﬁer levels of

self-esteem than elther sex-typed” or undifferent!{ated subjecfs.'

F6l1oulng post-hoc paired comparisons of the groups, however, Wetter
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(Note 3) reported fhaﬁ' andrﬁgyno’us- and mascul ine~=typed subjects dld
net differ significantly. .
| O'Connor et al., (1978), in a repl Ication of Spence et al.
(1975), .have found Femininity scores on the PA'Q":‘O be cc::rrel ated with
sel f-es;’eem among women, but not among men.

To further -test the ralaﬂonshlﬁ of self-e;feem to mascullnity
and femininity, Antill and Cunningham (1979) adminlstered fhe\ BSRI,

PRF ANDRO Scale, the PAQ and two self-report measures of self-esteem

- to male and female college students. On all sex-role tests,

mascul Inity was found to be slgnlflca;‘\ﬂy correlated with sel f-esteem,
Correlations with femininity scores were generally siightly negative
or close to zero. Wetter (Note 3) has reported the same results using

Mascul inity and Femininlty scorés of the BSRI to predict self-esteem.

10

Ther'e Is some evidence, with respect to self-esteem, that masculline~ -

typed iIndividuals may be as well-adjusted as androgynous.

Undifferentiated subjects, when compared with Individuals of other

sex-role orientations, have been found to be the |east well=-adjusted

_group (Burchardt & Serbin, 1982; Hoffman & Fldell, 1979; Orlofsky &

Windle, 1978; Pyke, Note 4).

Some measures of self-esteem may actually be tapping u;as'cul Ine~
llke tralts. Bem (1977) and Spence and Helmrelch (1975) hav.e both
used the Texas Soclal Behavior Inventory (TSBI) (Helmrelch, Stapp &
Ervin, '1974) as a measure of self-esteem. This Is a [6~1tem test

which appears to be measuring Instrumental tralts as much as feellings

of self-worth. Some of the |tems on the test are as follows: "When |

am In disagreement with other psople my opinion usuaily prevalis®; ® |
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would describe myself as one who usually trles to master situations";

“ w| am not likely to speak to people untll they speak to We"; "When In
a group of peep‘leg | usual ly do what the others want rather than make

(3 suggestions®™, Many of the Items on 'fhls test could be oons!dered to

¢
.

be tapping assertion skllls and social competence rather than directiy
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measuring self-concept. c_orraiaﬂons between sex-typing and other
measures of self-asteem, such as *H're’ Tennessee Sel f-Concept Scale
(TSCS) (Fitts, 1965), might produce very dlfféren‘l‘ results. The I[tems
on this test do not generally seem to favor a mascullne' sex-role
‘orientation (e.g., "l am an Important person to my friends  and
family™, " am an attractive person™, "My friends have no conf I dence
in me").  Although this test Is one of the most widely used measures |
of self-esteem (Roblnson &a Shaver, 1976),. sex-role researchers have
general ly tended to develop their own measures (e.g., Helmreich et al.
k1974) - The TSBl; Wetter (Note 3) - The Self-Esteem Questionnaire
(SEQ)) or have favored other ‘very short scales.
"%)\‘ . The Influence of situational, developmental and cognitive
4 variables ’ on the relationship between sex-role orientation and
adjustment has been seriousiy overlooked. In her critical analysls of o
the research in the area of sex rol,e’s and adjusiment, Worell INote 5) )
discusses the possibility that different sex-role orlentations may be
dl_fj@anﬂally adjustive at dlfferen'r stages of the Ilife cycle.
‘Mussen's (1961) longltudinal sfudy of sex-typing In males glves

support to this view. In adolescence, when the soclal milleu s

i1kely to reinforce masculine qualities in boys, high levels of
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mesculinity were found to be associated with better adjustment. In
ad;lfhoed, 6 vyears lv'a'rer, these same highly masculine males showed
lower levels of adjustment. .

Garnets (Note 6) has suggested that the relationship between sex-
typing and psychological adjustment might be moderated by cognitive
factors. In her dissertation, Garnets used the Interaction between
sel f~concept and two cognitive variables, same-sex i deal rating and
sex-role sallence (the extent fo. which Llndlvlduals organjze
personal Ity characferlsﬂc‘s In féms of sex roles), to generate "sex-
role siraln® categories. A'large discrepancy between same~-sex ideal
and real sel f-concept was oonsldera;i to be assoclated with high "sex-
role strain®, except when sex-roie salfence was |ow. In the case of
low sex=role sallence, Msex-role straln® should always be low. High
sex-role strain was viewed as "an Intrapsychlc process associated with
poor psychologlcal adjusiment, specifically, low sel f-esteem™ (Garnets
& Pleck: 1979, p. 278). Garnets! "sex-role strain" analysis failed to
yield the expected results. Unfor'l'ur;ﬂely, the abillty ¢f sex-role
sal lence alone to predict adjusitment was not assessed.

The relationship between sex-role orler;'raﬂon and psychological
adjustment has not been clearly establIshed. Now that researchers

4
(Garnets & Pleck, 1979; Lenney, (979; Worell, Note 5) appear to be
, Al
sensitive fo the possible Influence of situational, deveiopmental and
cognitive factors, this Issue may be nearer to resolution . ’
Schema Theory

According to schema theory, an Individual's knowledge structures,

termed "schemata®, "prototypes™ or "categorlies", actively influence




e ]

wfs/her enchfng, sforagd' or retrieval of soclal l_.nforrna'l'lon (Cohen,
1981). It Is - belleved :rh‘é'l' @ schema functions so asn*l'o' make-. some
aspects of the soclal environment more rel evant or salfent than others
(Tesser,. 1978).

Researcl.her; have rec§n+|y' presented evidence to s'uppor-i‘"t"he view

that Indlviduals Iearnc and remember informatton . by actively

R

categorizing the input in terms of well-established schemata (Cantor &

3

Mischel, 1977; Judd & Kulik, :'1980). it has been sugg’G’sfed that a

schema facllitates the encc;filn”g of schema-consistent Information by

. providing a context Into which it may fIt (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a).

For “example, a person wlith a wel |-formed scﬁema for. baseﬁall ’

a‘l‘*fen::l'lng a Montreal Expos game, would be able to attend to more

information and to remember more detalls afterwards than an Individual
wlthout such a schema. Results from recent studles suggesf‘{’fhaf
Information which activates a schema (schema'r{c or schiema=consistent)
I;’ ,recal.led more accurately (Bower, Black & Turner, 1979; Cohen,
1981), -more confidently (Cantor & Mischel, 1979a; Markus, 1977), and
more gu‘lckly (shorter decision ~Hme.s) (Judd & Kul'lk, 1980; Lingle ;&
Ostrom, 1979; Markus, 1977; Sentis & Burnsféin, 1979; Smith, Adams &

Schorr, 1978) than neutral Information.

v

There 1Is some evidence that both schematic and : counterschematic.

(directly opposite from what Is expected) lnformaﬂon‘ Is processe"d'

more readliy than g'r\her neufrabl or Irrelevant information (Cohen,

198!; Q\Ludd .& Kullk, 1980). It has been suggested that Inconsistent

(counterschematic) Information may Be discounted unless It s

~
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considered to be undesirable (Reeder & Brewer, 1979) or a high level .

of - Incongruency makes It salient (Hamilton, 1979). Jones and Davis

(1965) found that soclally undesirable behavior performed 'by an aé'l'or,
even If Inconslstent wilth past behavior, may have a greater Influence
on Impression formation than does Incons|stent deslrabl;a behavior.
Consistent with these findings, Spiro and Sherif (1975).ha\'re propos;d

that Inconsistent Informatiop may be more sallent because [+ often

1

14

arouses tension. \ ~

Schemata may“differ In terms of the ‘breadth of their assoclative

network, and therefore, In +the extent of their processing power

" (Taylor '& Winkler, Note 7). A novice chess player may have a well-

tormed schema for chess compared to a nonplayer, but only a

rudimentary schema relative to a chessmaster. One of the determinants
. \ / ’

of Indlvidual, differences In the processing of Information along a

given dimension Is belleved to be ™he extent that schemata are

avallable for encoding Information..." (Martin & Halverson, .|98|,.

p. 1126). Individuals-with a highly~available schema In a particular
domain have been ‘shown to process schema-related Information more
efficlently than those with a lesser-developed schema (Spilich,
Yesonder, Chles! & Voss, 1979). Schemata are thought to develop
through experlence with similar events in the past. They may expand
with exposure to relevant information; however, they are'reslsnnf to
change (Markus, 1977).

Schema-1like structures which infiuence the organization of
information have been ‘sfudled un&er several names; prototypes (Cantor

L Mischel, 1977; 1979a), frames (Minsky, 1975) and scripts (Abelson,




1975). In an expgriment designed to test the hypothesis.that it Is
easier to process information about characters who flit well with
'preexlsﬂng bellefs about the way personallity traits are o}'ganlzed,
Cantor é Mischel (1979a) found that typing a flctitious character as
‘a particular kind of person made It easler "for subjects to later
recal| material that was consls+e'n+ with the prototype. In an earller
study (Cantor & Mischel, 1977) they found that Indlviduals erred in
"recognizing" schema-relevant information fha‘r‘had not been presented.
In a recognition task, nonpresented material which activates a schema
may cause some uncertalnty because the item may appear to bev. fami| lar.
. Schematic processing may influence both errors of omission or ml;ses
(fallure to recognize a presented non-schematic or neutral sf:lmufus')
- and commission or false alarms (milstaken recognition of a nonpr‘}esen‘red
schematic stimulus). The rejection of nbnpresented schemat!ic material
has also been found to produce longer de'clsl‘on times than the
reJection of neutral or Inconsistent Items (Ebbesen & Allen, 1979).

It has been suggested that the "self" functions as a cognitive
structure (Mancuso & Ceely, 1980; Neisser, 1976) for organizing
personal data. Markus (l9.77) deflnes self-schemata as "c;‘éljﬂve
generallzations about the self, derived from paé‘t expe'rlence,_ that
organize and gulde processing of 'self;relafed Information'..."
'(p. 64). Several recent studles have provided evidence that
information compatible with an lm;lvldual‘s sel f-perception Is more

readlly processed than Information that does not fit+ with the person's

self view (Bem, 1981; Kulper & Rogers, 1979; Markus, l977; Rogers,
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Kulper & Klirker, 1977). There Is also some research evidence to
suggest “ that the dimensions one uses for evaluating others are those
which are sallent among the self-schemata ('Lemon & Warren, [974;
Shrauger & Patterson, 1974; Spiro & Sherif, 1975). ‘

In summary, a schema may Influence the processing of I nformation
asbout onesel!f and one's soclal environment. Schema theory predicts
that: D Schematic material will be pro;:essed more accurately (fewer
errors) and more quickly (shorter decision time) fhan‘ neutral, 2)
counterschematic Information (the direct opposite of what Is expected)
may also be processed more efficlently than neutral information, 3) In
a recognition task nonpresented schematic materlal will be rejected
with gfeafer hesitatlon (longer declélon time) and cause more errors

of commission than neuiral or counterschematic material.

16

A stereotype may be seen "as a 'sfruc‘l'/lral framework In terms of .

which Information about another Is processed; and hence, has the
properties of a schema™ (Hamllton, 1979, p. 65). One of the principal
characteristics of schematic Information-processing 1s categorization
and, the process of cafegorl‘zlng others Is an essentlal component of
stereotyping. It has been suggested that schematic procéssll:g causes
a percelver 1o focus selectively on certain chearacteristics of
‘Individuals and to group these [ndlviduals under a. unifylng category
label, and then +to predlict "features of any one of the ca‘i'egory
members on the basis of general expectations .abou'r the category"
(anfor & Mischel, . 1979b, p. 6). Such simpie cognitive gafegorles

about peopie simplify what would otherwise be an overwheiming amount

et A Al o A A
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of Information; however. rellance on stereotypes has [+s costs.
Stereotyping not only blases the attitudes of the percelver but may
also constralin the behavior of the percelived (Cantor & Mlschel',
1979b). . Y :
Cantor and Mischel (1979b) polnt out that once stereotypes are
formed they may be held tenaciousliy with perceivers motivated to
maintalin consistency. Several studles have demonstrated that
stereotyplic Information consistent with a particular character-type Is
remembered better than neutral or inconsistent information (Cantor &
Mischel, 1979a; Cohen, 1981; Snyder & Uranowlitz, 1978).
In a study designed to examine the effects of different levels of
stereotyped attltudes on memory for sferéofyplc material. Liben and i
Signorella (1980) found f';a'l' children with highly stereotyped gender- ..
related attitudes had greater difflculty remembering plictures that
violated sex-role stereotypes than pictures that were consistent wlth
the sterseotypes. In addltlon, researchers have found that
Inconsistent behaviors are easily dl‘smlssed or attributed to
superficlial or transient factors (Bell. Wicklund, Manko & Larkln,
1976). Evldence that Is not congruent wlth expectations, however,
can'nof always be easily ignored or dismissed (Hamiiton, 1979).
Haml_lfon (1979) polnts out that a schema may change when the
I ncongruency of some Information actually Increases Its sallence.
Repeated exposure to such Information may cause the percelver to take

an active role In re-evajuat{ng his expécfaﬂons. Ashmore" and Del Boca

(1979) polnt out that under normal conditlons, indlividuals may be

-
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unaware of thelir role In sd'ruc:l‘urlng‘ their experlences. = They suggest
that many stereotypes are overjearned and operate without conscious
control. .

Schema theory may provide a Me complete understanding of the
cognitive processes underlying sex~role stereotyping and may also

suggest a methodology for unobtrusively studying the phenomenon.

Schema theory may have some relevance for the explanation of
cross~situational conslstency. I+ has been proposed -that some

personal [ty feature may be, In part, responsible for consistency

-

across. situations (Bem & Allen, 1974; Spence & Helmrelch, 1979).

Markus (1977) suggests that only when a personal Ity characteristic Is
part of a well-articulated self-schema wiil It form a .consistent
pattern with an Individual's judgments, decisions, and actlons.
lnd.lvlduqls who possess a well-formed self-schema on a particular
dimension, wlil +typlcally display consistency across sl‘hiaﬂons on
that dimension (Markus, 1977). For example, a man with a well-formed

se|f-schema on the dimension of masculinity would be expected To

18

behave In a masculine fashlon In most sltuations. Conversely, the

behavior of an "Individual, for whom gender was an unimportant

component of hls self-concept, would be hightly variable across gender-

related domains (e.g., tralts, interests, attitudes, etc.).

In a study designed to test sel f-schema theory, Markus (1977),
using the dI;nenslon of Independence-Dependence,” found that Schematics
and Aschematics processed Information relevant to this dlmea:tslon_

differently. She deflned Schematics as those who rated themselves as
8




elther Dependent or |ndependent on at |east two out of four semantic
di fferent! al scales,. who rg'red this dimenslon ( I ndependence-
dependence) as Important to them, and who checked themseives as
"'debendenf" or "independent™ on an adjective check|ist. Aschematics
{without se]f=schema on +thils particular dlr.nenslon) were those who
_ rated themselves In the middle range on the semantic differential
scales, who produced low scores on the Importance scale, and checked
nel ther “dependonf" or "lnﬁependenf" on the adjective @e&kllsi-.
Relative to Aschematics, Schematics were better ab‘le to supply
speci tic evldoncé of dependent or |ndependent behavlo'rsu"fhey had
performed’' In the past and assigned a slénlflcanﬂy higher |ikellhood
~to performing these behaviors In the future., These findlngs suggest
that Indlviduals, whose self-schemata Incorporate a particular
dimension, wili] d)splay greater cross-situational consls‘renCy‘ on that
dimension.
Sax=Role Schemata and Adjusiment

The hlighly sex-typed Indlividual Is thought to be motivated +to
malntaln a self-image consistent with an Internalized sex-role
standard (Bem, Note 1), This Is |lkely to be an easler task for
mascul ine and feminine Individuals high In sex-role sallence. Th;se
are Individuals who possess a self-schema on the dimension of
mascul Inlty-femininity and who are Influenced In their processing of
Information from fﬁelr eny [romment ;:y this sex-role ;chema. A sex~
typed individual vwith a well-articulated sex-role schema Is more

|lkely to be Influenced by those aspects of his/her enviromment which
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relnforce hls/her view of himherself and others. A well-deve!oped
sex-role schema will also protect him/her from much of the [nformation
that may disconflirm his/her view of the world. His/her self-Image, as
mascul Ine or feminine, will be buttressed by confirming cognitions and
is less llkely to be threatened by confllcting. Information.  Markus
(1977) found -that Schematics (Independents and Dependents) were less
Itkely than Aschematics +to accept Information disconfirming their
bellefs about themselves along *the dimension of | Independent-

Dependence.

Epsteln (1973) states that the organization of the self-concept .

must be malntained In order to preserve adequate functioning and self-
esteem. If this Is threatened, an individual will experience conflict
and anxlety, Sex-typed men and wd;aen (those with a sex-typed self-
Image), who are low In sex-role sal lence (fhg‘f Is, who do not organize
Information along sex-role d!menslons); may experience greater roie-
confllc‘r' since their self~Image Is not bolstered by a view of the
world that is highly confirming. For example, feminlne women, low In
sex-role sallence, are more |ikely to be Influenced by Information
challenging the traditional roles with which they identify than are
feminine women high In sex-roie salience. Role-conflict  has been
assoclated with higher levels of neuroticism (Rogers, ' 19511},
Individuals whose self-image is supported by confirming evidence and
protected from conflict are likely to have a gn:eafer sense of seif-
esteem and lower levels of neuroticlsm.

The lack of a sex~-role schema, as part of fhe_self-concep-r, does

v

not Imply a deflclency. The self may be organized along many




dimenslons. Epstein (1973), In his treatise on the sslf-concept,

states that Individuals with many sel f~schemata wl|| have the abillty

to cope with a wide variety of situations and wil| be more flexibie
and open to new slfuaﬂoﬁs. Androgynaus Individuals who have been
shown to exhlbit role-flexlblllﬁ (Bem & Lenney, 1976) may In many
cases have rdeveloped an extensive self-theory. UndIffereqfla‘fad
individuals, who tend to endorse relatlively few personality ftraits on
Inventories, may be examples of Individuals with restricted self~
schemata. ;

The above formulation would support the popular view of a postive
relationshlip between @drogyny and sex=role flexiblilty. The .negaﬂve
relationship between an undlfferentiated sex-role orientation and
adjustment can also be understood. This conceptual Izatlon also
attempts to Introduce ;n add.lﬂonal varlable, sex~role sallence, which
may differentiate between sex-typed lnd,lvldua(s with high and low
sal f-esteem and high and low neurotlcism. Although androgyny has
generally been considered to be predictive of psychologllcal well-
belng, many igx-'ryped Indlviduals may be equally well-adjusted. The
conslderaﬂonb" of ,sex-role Isallence. a cognitive construct, may allow
researchers +to subdivide a larige group (representing nearly halt of

most samples) Info more meaningful categories. and thereby Improve the

prediction of adjustment. In her review of the androgyny ('Il’rara'rur"e,-

Lenney (1979) points out that "sometimes and for some people, sex-
typling Is adaptive.” (p. 707).

¢
Garnets' (Note.6) attempt to find a moderating Influence of sex=
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role sallence on'add,us#men'f:ﬁps unsuccessful. In her study, she
proposed three methods of measuring sex-role sallence. The flrst was
a | short questionnaire on which respondents rated the extent to which
they consildered 31 different acﬂv,lﬂés to be related t0 sex roles.
The second and- third measures were derived from ratings on the BSRI,
of ldeal -éelf and same-sex-ideal. Unfortunately these forms of
measuring sex-role salience make [+ difficult to separate a knowledge

of socletal norms and values from personal bellefs. In addition,

t . since sex-role sallence should represent the extent to which an

individual automatically processes Informatlon In sex-roie relevant
terms, [t would seem that +his construct could be better measured by
methods whose purpose was not cbvious. Sex=role stereotypes are well
known In our soclety and are likely to Influence an individuai's
responses If the purpose of the task Is clear. Primed to think In
terms of sex rﬁles, "some Individuals might respond as [f It were a
more sal lent dimension for them than 11 actuatly Is. Others, reacting
to the current unpopularity of categorization by gandér",' may attempt

to disguise its salience for them, A less obvious measure of sex-role

sal lence may be more effective In predicting adjustment.

As Bem (1979) hes suggested, cognitive schemata may function to
organize sex-role related Information about the self‘ and may be
Implicated In the development of one's sex-role orlenf_g,ﬂon. Martin
and Halverson (198!) have proposed a schematic processlt'ng mode! of
sex~typing In children, They suggest that schemata regulate behavior

by providing the Information necessary for engaging In schema~
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conslistent behavior and for serting schm-consléfelnf goals.

Fol lowing a procedure deveioped by Markus (1977), both ‘Bem (1981)
and Markus, Crane, Bernstein and Slladl (1982) have Investigated ‘the
extent to which sex-role serves as a schi)-a for processing Information
about the selif. In a dichotomous cholice task ("™E™ or "NOT MEM),
Markus and her co~workers (1982) found that Feminine and Mascullne
Schemetics endorsed schematic (sex-congruent) tralts more quickly than
counterschematic (sex-Incongruent) traits. Thls difference was not
found In Aschematic subjects. Markus defined Masculine Schematics as
those who rated themselves high on three mascul Ine adjectives (l.e.,
aggressive, daminant, acts as a |eader) and low on three feminine
adJecﬂv.es (l.e,, gentle, emotional, sensitive). Feminine Schematics
scored In the reverse direction. Aschematics (High and Low) were .those
who rated themse|ves similarly on the two types of adjectives (high or
low: ratings). Although HIgh and Low Aschematics may be seen as
equlivalent to androgynous and undlfferel:\ﬂa*ed classifications, Markus
et al. made no distinction between sex-typed and cross-sexed sub Jects.
There were both female Mascul ine Schematics (1 out of 10) and male
Feminine Schematics (7 out of 21).

In her study, Bem (1981) found that seif'l'yped sub jects required
"shorter declision times for making schema-coaslhsfenf Judgments (1.e.,
endorsing schematic tralits as self-dascrtp‘l:lve and rejecting
counterschematic traits) and longer cieclslon t+Imes for making schema-

Inconsistent Judgments (i.e., endorsling counterschematic +raits as

sel f-descriptive and rejJecting schematic tralts) than subjects of

.
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other sex-role orientations. Pyke and Graham (1983) have pointed out
that "gender schema theory" (Bem, 1981) Is weakest In Its explanation
of +h; responses of cross-sexed subjects. Do they Invoke a sex-role
schema when processing Informatlon about themselves? Although Bem does
not take a deflnlte stand, she appears to favor the position that

cross~sexed subjects do not use a gender schema when processing

Information. On a:- clustering task, she found that these subjects’

showed the |east amount of grauping of Items on the f)asls of geﬁder
category. On the sel f-schema task, Bem's results were Inconclusive.
Cross—sexed Indlviduals were significantly different from androgynou's
and sex-typed subjects when making schema-consistent  judgments;
however, they were not significantly different from others whe}; mak I ng
schana-lnconslsfén+ Judgments, ’

Al though the resul+s of the studies repor“red by Bem (1981) and
Markus and her colleagues (1982) are generally cons"!s?'ren“l' with each
other, there are two [ssues about which the fresearchers di sagree., The
first 1Is concerned wlth the breadth of the sex-role schema. Bem
(1981) argues that sex-typed Individuals of both sexes use a general
sex-role dimension for processing lnf?rmaﬂon. Markus et al, (1982)
provide evidence to suggest that masculine schematics ‘possess a
mascul ine schema and feminine schematics poSsess a feminine schema but
that nelther group possesses both schemata. Markus et al. (1982) use
the fact that mascullne schematics were siow to0 endorse feminine
adJecrlve; (and the reverse pattern for femInine schematics) as

evidence that they lack a feminline, and therefore, gender (sex-role)

schema. Bem (1982) argues that, according to "gender schema theory",

24
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whether an Inde1Jual will be fast or slow when endorsing an Item 1Is
dependent "on nhe¢herljhe Item s culturally defined as appropriate or
lnappropriate for +h;* Individual's sex."(p. 1193). She also argues
thad- there Is ™othing within gender schema theory that precludes the
sex-typed Individual from having more highly differentiated knowledge
about the self In, say, the mascullne domaln than In the feminine
demal;."vsaem, 1982, p. 1194).

The secoﬁd Issue Is concerned with the schematic processing of

androgynous and undifferentlated subjects., ' Bem (1981) sees both as

-

aschematic with respect to gender because, in her study, they showed

significantly less schemati¢_ processing than sex-typed. subjects.

Markus et al. (1982), however, found that androgynous subjeéfs did’ not
differ signiflcantly from mascullne subjects In their endorsement time
of masc@fine +traits nor from feminine subjects In thelr endorsement

time of feminine iralts. This Information was lost In Bem's study

because of the method of combining scores Into schema-consistent and
schema-inconslistent categories. Markus and her co~workers suggest that
androgynous subjJects are schematic processors of both masculine and
feminine +tralits In the self-concept and that only undifferentiated
subjects are truly aschematic with respect to gender.

Bem (1981) suggests that a sex~typed sex-role orlentation

derives, In part, from gender-based schematic processing. Indlvidual

differences in sex-role sallence (gender schema) within each sex-role

" orlentation group have not been Investigated. "Gender schema }heory"

Is proposed by Bem only to explain the.dlfferences befw;en groups; and
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thereby, sex-role sailence overlaps wilth sex-typing.. Although It Is
ITkely that most sex~typed Individuals possess higher |evels of sex-

role sallence than those of other sex-role orientations, It may also

be frue that some sex~typed Individuals do mdf. In addition,

consldering Individual differences ence, wlithin the

sex~typed group, might increase the accuracy of -predictions about thls

group.
Iha Present Study
The present study proposog three methods of measuring sex-rble
sallence and evaluated fhel'r ;-e!aﬂonshlp to sex-role orfentation,
sex-role stereotyping, sex-role Interests and psycholéglcal
adjusiment. Sex-role - sallence refers to ‘the extent to which
Individuals/ spontaneously process Information about themselves and
others In sex-role relbafed terms. Multiple measures were 9xunlned

since the construct, sex-role salience, has not yet been successfully

operational ized.

The first task used In this study (self-schema task) examined the

- extent to which subjects used thé dimensions of masculinity and

femininity In processing self-relevant personallty +traits. A high
level of sex-role sallence as part of the self;concepf was suggested
by short decision ﬂmeg for the endorsement of  sex-congruent
_adJecﬂves as sel f-descriptive (l.e., mascullne fralts for males and

feminine tralts for females, Irrespective of sex-role orlentation) and
by long declsion times for the rejection of fhxs.e:ral?s. High levels
of sex-role sallénce should produce me"opbosl pattern for sex-

Incongruent traits. The first hypothesls is concerned with the
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performance of thes sex-role- orlentation groups on this task.

a

salf-concapt. Individuals of different sex-role orleﬁﬁﬂons were

hypothesized to differ In the processing of sex-role related traits.
According, to Bem"s'. (1981) "gender schema fheory", .sex-typed
Ind,lv.ld'uasls do. not spend time wher: deciding If an adJecﬂ‘vé Is ;sel.f-
descriptive by searching for behav‘lora-l evldgnce; but rather, they
"S-lmply 'look up' the attribute In the gender schema and ansu;i- In the
affirmative if the attribute Is sex-oonggéuen‘h.." (p. 359). Sexf-'l'yped
lnd‘lvldt;‘als,‘ therefere,. ouéh'l' to respond more quickly than nonsex-
typed subjects when making s;:hana;cqnsisfenfi Judgments (i.e.,
_endorsing sex-congruent adjegflves as sal‘f-.-descrlpﬂ.ve. and ‘rejec'rl"l ng
seg-‘l ncongruénf adjectlves) and fh’el: ought to respond more slowly when
making schema-Inconsistent judgments ( l.:e., endorsing sex-Incongruent
-a&Jacflves as self—deéci*lpﬂve and.rejecting sex—cc;ngruen'f adjecﬂves;)

-

(Bem, 1981; Markus, 1977). s
The fol lowing predictions were made: '
1) Because It was hypothesized that sex-typed subjects use sex-
- role schemata when processing lnf::rmaﬂon about 'rhem;elves; they were
expected: a) To fequtrq shorter deélslon times than cross-sexed and
~undli‘far-an*l'lzﬁQd subjects, for’gﬁdorélng ‘ sex-congruent (schemaﬂc':)
persona'llfy +ra-l'rs; b) to require |onger declsion +t+imes, than
sub jects of other groups, for. endorsing sex-incongruent
(coun't'arsqhem%lc) :rral’rs, c) fo endorse schematic tralts m?ro qulckly

than coun'rerschT}Hc traits, d) to reject schematic iJralts more
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sl:ow:ly.‘ than undlfferentiated®and cross-se#ed subjects, e; to reject
counterschematic fra-l'fs. more quickly than subjects of other sex-role
orfentation groups, and f) to reJecT counterschematic traits. more
quli cldgy than. schematic traits.

2) If cross-sexed Individuals also Invoke a sex-role schema in
the processing of self-relevant Information their responses shoul{d be
the- mirror Image of& those of sex-typed subjects. They were +h—erefore
expected: a) To endorse schematic fralfs‘mora siowly ' than qfherﬂ
subjects, ' b) to endorse counterschematic traits more quickly than
el ther sex-typed or undifferentiated subjects, <c¢) to endorse
counterschematic tralts more quickly than schematic +traits, d) to
reject schematic tralts more quickly than subjects of other groups, e)
to reject counterschematic tralts more tslow‘ly- than sex-'rypeﬁ and
undifferentiated subjects, and f) to reject schematic +ralts more
qul;:k'ly than countersch iﬂc.

3) An'drogynouSw sub%‘s, # regardless of sex, are thought to have
wel l-articul ated, selfiscl_'uema'ra for both mascullnity and femininity; ‘
therefore, they were expected to process schematic traits similarly to
sex-typed subjects and counterschematic tralts simlarly fo cross-
sexed subjec*;f». | 9

4) Androgynous and undlfferenﬂ\é'red subjects were _ expacted to
process both schematic and counterschematic tralts equal ly.

The predlcﬂons' concerning sex-typed and undlfferenﬂ’afed
subjects are generally congruent with +those of Beng (1981) and Markus
et al. ("l 9825; those relating to the responses of androgynou‘s and

cross-sexed subjects elflpliaslvze the aforementioned position adbpi'ed by

K
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Markus ot al. (1981).

The second and third hypotheses of ‘fhls study are concerned wtl:rh

29

sex-role sallence -in_ _the percepﬂon'of others and are related <o .

performance on the- remelning +wo tasks. The second measure, a
recognition . task, was concerned with the use of sex role as a
dimenslon for Judglng others (sex-role schema (others) task). -On this

task the decislion times and errors In the recognltion of stereotyped

" (schematic),  reversed-stereotyped (60un+erschema+lc) and neutral

stimuli (tralts and alcﬂvlﬂas‘) were analyzed. The third task measured
the extent to which subjects match peopie and objects on the basis of
sex role rather than using other dimensions.

Hypothesis 2: Sex-role.schema In the perceptlion of others,  In

accordafice with, schema theory, [t was hypothesized that, In the~

" perception of others (sex-role stereotyping), sterectyped (schematic)

and counterstereotyped (counterschematic) material, presented In a
description, would be processed more accurafely' and more qulckly than
neufral materfal. Because of the apparent famlliarity of new
(unpresented) schematic sﬂmul'l, they would be processed more slowly
than neutral or counterschematic material. |t was predicted that:

1) In the perception of others, the recognition of schematic and
counterschematic material would . a) produce fewer errors and b)
require ‘shorter decision .'l'lmas than the recognition of neutral
ma‘l’e;'lal. : '

2) Unpresented schematic material would be ldenﬂfled as not

7

having been previously seen with more difficulty, and therefore,
f
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l-onger ~decl sion times  than eelfn‘er unpresented neutral or
counterschematic stimuil. |

3) Errors of omlssion made on schematic material were pre&lc+ed
to be associated with greater uncertalinty, and therefore, longer
decision t1imes (response |atencies) than errors>of amisslon on neutral }

. material.

-

I+ has been suggesféd' that sex-role schemata are Instrumental in the

velopment of a sex-typed sex-role orientation (Bem, 1981; I!arﬂn &
alverson, 1981), and therefore, [t was hypothesized that sex-typed
Individuals would dlsglay higher levels of schematic pfocessing In
{ " the perception of others than Indlviduals of other sex-role
eren*aflons. They were expected: ) |
1) To.,make fewer errors in the racognition of schematic and
counfersé:ﬁemaﬂc material and more errors In the recogn{t+ion of
neutral material than Individuals of other sex-role orlentations,
) 2) To be more overinclusive In their processlnwg of schematic
l;|a+erlql (more fal}e alarms).
3) To process schematic material (relative to neutral) mor"e
quickly (shorter decision times) than other Individuals.
4) On the ma‘t'chlng‘fask, sex=typed lndlvldd‘als were expected ’ro‘

-display higher Ievels'of sex-role sallence than other groups, by

making more matches based on sex Eole. . «

i}

Individuals with a well-formed schema on a particular dimension are

thought +to display behavloral("consls?ency on that dimenslion .(Markus,
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1977). It was hypothesized that high level of sex-role schematic
processing (‘sex-role saliencei) would be ﬁredic-i-lve of high ‘levéls of
‘sex-role Interests. It was, therefore, predicted that:

1) A measure of sex-role sallence would be elther signlficantly
correlated wlth sex-role Interest scales or add slgnlfléanﬂy to the
variance acoouhfeq for by measures of sex-role orientation.

'2) For males, high levels of sex-role sallence were ex;;ec'red to
b; positively correl ated with the degree of male-valued interests and
negatively corrélated with the degree of female-valued Interests.

3) For ‘ femal os, ngh ~sex-role salience should be positively
correlated with female-valued Interests and negatively correlated with
mal e-val ued in'reres*rs'.

Sex—typed Individuals with well-developed sex-role schemata are

.

Ilkely to 'be Influenced l?y 'l'hose,d aspects of thelr enviromment which
reinforce* thelr view of themselves (Markus, 1977); and therefore,
ﬁgerlr sel f-image, as masculline or feminine, will be bolstered. In
addlfk;n, a well-developed sex-role schema may protect sex-typed
Individuals. from Information which challenges the +traditional roles
with which they ldentify, and therefore, reduces the |ikellhood of
rore-con‘fl‘lc-f (Epsteln 1973). In sex-typed Individuals higher levels
of sex-role (sallence) schematic processing were hy;:ofhéslzed to be
related to better adjustment, that Is, higher self-esteem and |ess
role confllict (neuroticism), |t was predicted that:

v

. 1) Scores on measures of sex-role sallence would to be
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U ) positively correl ated. with total §el t-esteem scores and neuroticism
scores on the TSCS (high neuroticism scores Indicate low levels of
neuroticism) or would add significantly to the variance accounted for
by the BSRI MascuilInity score, which was also included as a predlcf&r
because It has often been shown to be positively correlated with self-

esteem (e.g., Antill & Cunningham, 1979; Hoffman & Fidell, 1979).
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Method

Subjects

One hundred and seventy subjects, 85 males and 85 females, were
recruited from psychology classes (day and evening sections) at
Concordla University in Montreal, Canada. At fge time of recruliment
the study was described as one Investigating the relatlonship between
an Individual's own personalilty tralts and his/her perception of
others. The procedure ;asAalso briefly described. Those Interested
In participating provided thelr names and telephone numbers and were
{ater 'con*acied for an Individual appoln?menf. Al} subjects were

]
unpald volunteers.

Materials and Apparatus

Measures of sex-rola salfence. Three methods of measuring sex-
role sallence were examined. A response latency task (sex-role self-
schema), de}Ived‘ from Thé vork of Markus (1977) ‘and modified by Bem
(1981), was admlnlsfer?d to measure the strength of a sex~-role schema
in an individuals' self-concept. Declision times for endorsing and
rejecting schematic and counterschematic tralts (both subtracted from
response lafenclés to neutral trdits) provided measures of sex-role
sal lence. )

Bem (1981) has suggested the use of a clustering technique to
measure nonself-relevant sex-role schemata. Some researchers,
however, have questioned the use of clustering as a measure of

schematic processing (Hastlie & Kumar, 1979; Judd & Kulik, 1980;

Rogers, Kulper & Kirker, 1977). An addltional raspoﬁsc |atency task,
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eval uating sex-role schemata In the perception of ofﬁéfs,. . was
developed (sex-role schema (others)) for thls study., The use of a
measure simllar to that developed ?or sel f-rel evant material makes the
comparisons between tasks more meaningful. Schematic processing Is
suggested Eg fewer errors and shorter decision +times (response
latencles) on the reéognl+lon of schematic material compared to
neutral. Sex-role sallence scoraes are represented by the difference
In response latencies to neutral and schematic stimull (neutral minus
sch;ma+lc), a higher score suggesting greater sailence.

The third measure, a matching test (The Personal Concept of
Similarity Questionnalre), Is conceptually similar to another task,
developed In ogr | aboratory for use with chllidren (Sprifkln & Serbin,
Note .8). The study of sex~role salience as a deveiopmental process
will eventually require equivalent tasks sultable for different age
groups.

Sax-role self-schema task. Sixty-seven 2 X 2 slides, with one
tralt printed on each, were used In fﬁe administration of this
response latency task. Sixty of the tralts, 20 mascullne (e.g.,
aggresslve, Qﬁblfl uéj. 20 feminine (e.g., emotional, gentie) and 20
neutral (e.g:, friendly, adaptable), were taken directly from the
BSRI. An additional seven peufral descriptors ' (student, parent,
religious, pollitical, polite, blond, only=chlild) preceded the BSRI
adjectives to allow for famlllarization with the demands of the task.
With the exception of these seven slides, thls task Is identical *to

the one described by Bem (1981)., Siides were projected by a Kodak
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Carousel projector, model number 850H, which was modified to change

the presented slide after a 2-second exposure and then to stop. Each
silde was followed by a blank. The ;resenfa*ton of sllides was
controlled by the experimenter. A photocell, placed at the bottom of
the screen and ;rtggered, by the llgh+;fr&m the projection, Inltiated
a Lafayette Reaction Timer, model number 63014, Timing was termlnated
by the subject pressing elther of two cholce keys, one |abelled "ME",
the other "NOT ME"™. Red and green llgg+s on a custom-built conf;ol box
Indicated which button hadqﬂfen pressed. A switch on the control box
operated the slide proJec+o£, ’

Sex-role schema (others) task. This measure consisted of a
recognition lfask In which both responses and declslion times were
recorded., Eight descriptive |ists of senfenceé, each displayed 1In
bold letters on a transparency, were presented one at a time by a Bell
and Howel | overhead projector, model number 301 LT, " Four of the |1sts
described a hale and four, a female.

Each |ist of sentences described a flctitious character. These
may be found in Appendix A. Pllot testing revealed no relationship
between decision +ime and the position qf‘ materlal ' In the
descriptions; however, +he—lls?s were arranged so that the first three
and last sentences of each contalned demographic or other neufral
data,. In order to control for possible primacy and recency effects on
recognition. The first three sentences gave the name, place of birth
or resldence, and occupation of the character. All names cbn*alned

four Jetters and were-found in common usage; gender was obvious.

Occupations were sex-stereotyped (e.g., -nurse (F) and engineer (M)).
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The Iasf sentence In each Ils‘f described a plan for 'rhe future- (e.g.,
"Mike pians. to visit Spaln." or "Mary hopes to gr'adua're and find a
Job.™), The Ilast sentences all contalned nonsex-stereotyped
Information. The remalining eight se“ﬁfbc}ces In each |ist contained
sex~-stereotyped (schematic), neufraf and countersex~-stereotyped
(coun'rer-schemaﬂc.)\\,?ﬂmull. These were arranged in random order In
each description (list). Hal¥ of these words or sﬁor'l' phrases
described personallty +ralts, and half: described activities, To
ensure that charaf:'l'ers would be percelved as mascullne men and

tfeminine women, five of these elght stimull were stereotyped. Half of

the descriptions contained three stereotyped tralts and two acﬂv[ﬂes'

and half contalned three activities and two tralts. Two neutral

36

stimul{, one trait and one activity, were Included in each list. Only g

- "’\.

one counterschematic stimull, a tralt gr .an activity, was Included in
each descr!pﬂon‘ because the Inclusion of more than one plece of
counterschematic material would affect Its ﬁercepﬂon as an
uncharacteristic [tem. An additional list, containing only neutral
and demographic information was used as a practice irial.

The 24 masculine. 24 femInine and 24 neutral traits, used In this
task, were obtained from the results of 47 Independent raters (21
males and 26 females). These Indlviduals were\ given a [|lIst of
personal |ty 'rral‘l‘;., taken from sex-role Inventories and personallty
q.ue:‘zﬂonnalres (l;e.. BSR1, PAQ, PRF- ANDRO Scale, AdJective Checkllist,
(_Hel'lbrun, 1976)), and asked whether each was more descriptive of

males or females, or equally descriptive of both. Tralts were




catagorized as masculine, feminine, and n;urrral based on 80f agreement
of both male and female Judges. )

Activities used In the descr.lpﬂve |1sts ' were ‘daslgna'l-ed, as
mascul Ine, feminine, or neutral, by 61 Independent judges (34 females
and 77 males) in a preliminary study. These judges were asked to rate

177 actlivities as maschllne or feminine on the basis of which sex

engaged In the actlivity more often. An activity was rated as neutral

g If both sexes were judged to engage in I+ equally. MasculIne and

o

feminine activities were further rated as to thelr degree of

assoclation wlth that sex, on a 5-point scale, ran‘glng from Tonly
~

sl(lghfly more assoclated with that sex"™ to "almost exclusively

assoclated with that sex". The criteria for Incluslon 'were 80%

agreement and, for masculine and feminline activities, a mean raﬂné of

at least 3.0, On'l‘y those Items which met these criteria for both male
and female Judges were accepted. There was no signiflcant difference
among the three categories for the length of 1tems nor was there a
signlficant d.lfferem;e between the mean rating of masculine and
feminine Items. Twenty-four masculine, 24 feminine and 24 neutral
activities were used In the preparation of materials for this study.
For the recognition task, 22 2 X 2 slides were presented |
follovilng each description, each displaying one descriptor (e.g., '
maggressive™ or "gdthers flowers"), Three slides displayed demograhic
stimull, four displayed traits and four, activities; all having beep
presented (seen) In the Iist of sentences. Eleven similar slldes of
equivalent, bu;t pl;evlodsly unseen materlal were Intermingled among the

"seen™ slides for each.description. The first five and the last slide
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* presented contalned true ("Seen™) and false ("Not Seen") demographic

materfal [n random order. The' subjects! responses to these si|ides
were not [ncluded In the analyses. The %?malnlng 16 slides displayed
schematic, counterschematic and neutral stimuil (both "Seen™ and "Not
Seen™). The order of presentation of these sllides was randomly
establ Ished for each of the elght descriptions. The 22 stimulli
contalned on +the siides following each list are also presenfed In
Appendix A. ‘

One hundred and twenty-elght responses and decision +Iimes (In
mliliseconds) were recorded for each subject using the equipment
described above. Data from the practice trials were excluded. Choice
keys were labelled ,"Seen" and "ﬁo*t Seen™. Prel iminary testing with
research assistants and graduate students demonstrated that the
mueasurlng of resbonse !a-rencles was not apparent to the subjects. A
pilot study with undergraduates, designed to examine the effectiveness
of this. \1’ask at eliclting schema;ﬂc process!ng; provld:d satisfactory
resul ts. Schematlc stimull were processed more quickly (response
latencies) (£(13) = 2,715, p < .02, ho—fallled) and more accurately
(errors) (1(13) = 1.804, p < .10, two-tailed) than neutral material.

Ihe Parsonal Concept of Simllarity Questionnalre (PCSQ). A test
was developed +o measure the extent to which Indlviduals choose sex
role as a category fc;r Judging the similarity of people and objects
over  other equally appropriate categories. On the basls of

prel Iminary studies, a group of |tems was selected to form a

questionnaire. Items that were frequently left out or which produced

°
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| Ittle or no vartabllity ;mong’re»spendenfs were deleted from the test.
i .

-

Items were retained on the basis of part-whole correlations between
the Items and the total ‘test scoﬁa\ Less than half (14) of the Items
in the test are fTue items; that Is, the subject has a cholce between
matching on the basis of sex~role or ancther category (e.g., Which
pair Is most similar? - "Manicurist & Halrdresser OR Halrdresser &
Barber™; "Perfume & After—shave lotion OR Perfume & Lipstick™). The
r'ema’lhlng (253) are bdgus Items used as flllers to disgulse the .ln'ren*t'
of the task (e.g.._, Which palr is most similar? "Spaghett! & Plzza OR
Spaghetti & Chili"; Auto mechanic & Auto racer OR Auto racer & Speed-

skater®)., The Importince of disgulsing the purpose of the task has’

a:l(-eady been dl'scussed.

The sex-role sallence score on this task |s represented by
+he total number of true Items that have been matched on the basls of
sex-roie classification. Appendix B contains a copy of the
questionnalre, True [tems are preceded by an asterisk. Subjects
require an a\)eraga of 10 minutes to complete the questionnalre. During
the development of the test, pllot testing with undergraduate students
showed a test-retest rellability of .74 following a three-week
Intervai.

Wﬂﬁ. The Personal Hi s;tory
Quesﬂo;ma:lre was designed to gather [nformation concerning subjects'
personal and family characteristics. This questionnaire has been
reproduced in Appendix C. \

Measure of sex-role orlentation. The Bem Sex-Role Inventory

%

(BSRI) (Bem, 1974) [s the most wl'dely used research measure of sex~

v s v
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role orientation. The. test contains three scales, a Masculinity, a

Femlnln‘l'ry,. and a Neutral scale, each contalning 20 personal ity

-

. .
R SNy (YD TS R i R  F Gy sy
é

characteristics. Tralts iIncluded In the Mascullnity scale (e.g.,
Independent, athletic) are those which had been rated as more

desirable for males in.our soclety by both male and female Judges.

——

Feminine ftralts (e..é.., warm, sofi‘l'-spoken) had been rated as more
, . h desirable for %emales. Neutral [tems. (e.g., hapby,. tactful) were those
rated equally desirable for both sexes.”

a

- Respondents are asked to Indicate, on a 7-poln1"scale, to what

extent each of 60 presented adjectives describes him/herseif. On the
basis of his/her responses, an Individual receives a’Mascanl'l'y and a
Femininity score. The Mgscullnlty score Is the average of all -
i , mascullne [tem ratings and Femlnlﬁl'ry, the average of all feminine
é ' Item ratings. ' Neutral tralts are not Included in the calculation of
sex-role orlentation. .

An Indlvidual's sex-role classlification Is determined ‘by the

e

position of hl's-scores relative to the group median. If both scores
fall above the median, an individual Is classiffed as androgynous; If
both fall below the medlan he/she Is |abelled undifferentiated. If

only one score falls above the medlar{, he/she Is masculine or femlnln
o . ~y .
(sex-typed or cross-sexed).

¢ "

] .
The BSRI has been found to be Internally consistent

9
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(average®™. = .86), rellable over +time (average r = .93) andC/
uncorrelated with soclal desirabllity (average r = -.06) (Bem, 1974). ’
A series of behavioral validation studlies of the BSRI have been

t
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E;pe;fsdrby Bem and her co-workers: (Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976;
Bem, Martyna & Watson, 1976). The findings of these studies suggest,
as predicted, a behavioral flexibliity in'andrqunous subjects.

In this study the title used on the test was "Self-Evaluation

Questionnaire™ In order to make I+s purpose less obvlous.

Maasure of sex-role Interasts. The Revised Sex Role ‘Behavlor

Scale (SRBS-2) Is a recently developed self-report Inventory

(Oriofsky, Ramsden & Cohen, 1982) designed to measure mascul ine and
feminine Interests and behavliors In four areas: Recreiflonal and
lelsure activities, ‘voca¢lonal pretfterences, soclal lnferacflon; and
marital .behaviors. Unlike sarller Invenfoéles, this scale provides
for the separate assas;menf of mascul lne and‘fem}nlne cﬁaracfer!s*lcs,
and Is lfherefore, é%qcepfually simllar to many gf the recently
devel oped sex-role Inventories measuring personal ity tralts (e.g., Bem
Sex-Role Inventory (Bem, 19745; Personal Attributes Questionnalre
(Spence et al., 1975)).

The +test provides three scale scores. items rated as more
typical of one sex than the other, but desirable for both, were
Included In the male~valued and female-va}ued Qcales. Items rated as
mote typical of one sex and deslrable for that sex only, were lncluded

In the bipolar sex-specific scale.

For the purpose of this study, only the first two area subscales,

*

’assess(ng the appeal of recreational and leisure activitlies (e.g.,

playing chess, ‘readlng Glamour Magazine, mountain c|imbing) and
vocations (e.g., nurse, accountant, tour guide) were administered. It

1s ©bvious that area subscales concerned with social Interaction and

o
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'marl'ral behavior are measuring sex-role related characterlstics; and

'rherefor:e, ﬂ\gse’ subscales were not lnclhagd. in addition, the
hypa-'rh;sls. of ﬂrlé study Is concerned speclflcally with Interests.
Ortofsky evi,"al. (1982) ;-epor'r adequate [nternal conslsfency for the
area subséa‘l es and support the use of eaéh Eepamfely.

The. form of-the test used in this study contains 88 Items and
requires an k avérage- of 10 minutes. to complete.

Maasure of self-esteen. The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS)
(Fi++s, 1965) is a measure of self-esteem. Robinson and Shaver
(1976),. lnr'rhelr/crlﬂcal‘revlew of such gcales, recommend its use.
It Is a 100-lf;tn‘ test on which responcian'rs rate, on a 5-point scale,
the degree to which sentences describe themselves. In alidition to the
total self-e:%n score, the test contains six emplrically derived
scales, Indlcating the similarity of a subject's response profiie to
‘fhoée' | of various psychiatric grc;up's. The average time requ_lr;d for
ccomple*Hén I's 13 minutes. ’

Test-retest r'el fability. coefficlents for all subscales range from

.67 to -.92. Valtdity s‘fudles h@ve demonstrated the abiiity of the
TSCS to dlscrlmlna're be'hveen gnoups, del lnquen‘l's and nondel Inquents,
average Indlvlduals and those who are hlghly adjusted, and psychlafrlc
and non—psy*la?ﬂc patients (Flﬁ's, 1965). Because of fhe specific
.hypotheses of fhls study, bo+h the total self-esteem and the

neuroticism subscale scores verercalcul,a'red. (

Procedure
- To ensure confldentiallty and to encourage frank responses, a
. * . - B
" b . 4
- e e - - -




card,. wlﬂi a codg number, was [ssued before testing began. - This code
n;nber was used on all questionnaires Instead of the subject's name.
Each subject was given a short written description of the requirements
of the study (Appendix D). He/she was asked to m‘lfe hls)her name and

. ! -
address on this sheet so that the speclflc hypotheses and the results

“of the could study be malied to him/her. Subjects were tested

Individually In fme session of approxhﬁa'fely one and a half hours.
The tasks lnvolving the measurement of declslon‘ times were
admninistered by .the experimenter before the subject completed 'r‘he
questionnalres.,

The decision, to present the self-schema task bef/%e the

administration of the BSRI, was made to avold pre-exposure to the

“stimull and the possible differential concentration on some of, the

43

adJectives which might have influenced response latencles. Sincé some -

‘of the stimull In the recognition task (sex-role schema (others) task)

had also been taken from the BSRI, thls task was administered first to

avold confuslon arlslng from previous exposure to some of the words.
Sex_m_l_e_sgh_gm_(_q:thg:s)_task ﬁjeﬁs were seated at a table

In front of a screen. Two cholce keys labelled "SEEN™ and "NOT SEEN"

were |ocated on the table. _SubjJects were Instructed to place +the

" Index 'flnger of thelr dominant hand on a spot between the keys.” The

following Instructions were glven: oy
s .

"You are -about to see descriptions ‘of nine
flctitlous characters projected here. They will
Ee displayed, one at a time, for one minute -
ch. Each description contains 12 sentences,
each describing the character. You should read
the sentences as many times as you can during
the minute. When the description Is turned of f

t
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you wil| see a serlies of s|ides projected one at
a time. Some of the slides will contaln
Informetion that was taken dlrectly from the
deseription; some of the sildes will contaln
words. that were not I'n ghe description. Your
task [s to Indicate {f the word or phrase was
present In the |lst of sentences by presslng the
WSEEN"™ key, or not present, by pressing the "NOT
SEEN™ key.. In order to qualify as a "SEEN"
response a slide must contain Information
exactly as It was presented in the original I
description. Each sllde wlll remain on the
screen for 2 seconds. A new-sliide will not
appear, however, until you have made your
decision, There Is no cross-over’ of |nformation
from one descripffon to another. A word on a
sl.lde was elther present or not In the preceding
lkst. It would not have been presented In any v
other description before that one. Do you have
any questions? The first description will be a
practice ftrial. Let's try 1+ and see If
everything Is clear.”

Male and female descriptions were presented aiternately.

F‘ollowl ng the presentation of the |lists, 22 'sl1des were projected, one

44,

at a time, for 2 seconds. Pressing one of the cholce keys stopped the

" reactlon timer,. which had been Initlated by the presentation of +the

siide. The experimenter recorded both the responses and response
Iafen;:les. Sub jects were not Informed that decision times were being

measured.

Sex-rola self-schema task. Subjects were seated before two

~ cﬁoloetﬁ‘,keys as above. The keys, In this case were labelled "ME™ and

\// =

'NOT ME". The following Instructions were given:

. "On this task you will be asked to declde if

- * each of a serles of descriptive words Is

(o general ly characteristic of you. There will be
: 67 sllides presented one at a time. Each will
display a word pr short phrase. They will each

be projected. for 2 seconds. As soon as you

decide [f a word or phrase describes you, please

press the appropriate key, "ME"™ or "NOT ME",

2

o



Another sliide will not be presented untll you
have: mede your declsion.” '

The: sl'ld;s vere presented, one at a time, on the screen, as [n
the first task. The experimenter recorded both the responses and the
response |atencles. Subjects, as before, were unaware that latencles
were belng measured. \

Adminlstration of the response latency tasks required
approximately 45 mlnutes. FSllowlng arshort break, subjects were

sead'éd at a desk, upon which were placed the questionnalres. Written

Instructions were provided with each test.  Subjects worked

I ndependently, faklng approximately 40 minutes to complete ail the

questionnalres.

©®

Discussions with subjects, after the testing session, provided

assurance that nelther:the purpose of the study nor the fact  that,

\
response |atencies were being recorded was-apparent. Subjects were

not debriefed Immediately In order to avold the possibliity that

voluﬁ‘l;eers who remained to be tested would discover the purpose of the

study.

P L E LT,

~

i
3
S
M
S
5
3
3
t\‘
¥
g
E
N
i
1
H




‘
e raseeee e ]y RN B G imp ek S EN T TN TR LT T S g ST NI Tt f T R

B e e e,

e

—

i
¥
|3
i
i
!
f
3
;
$

.and cross-sexed.

. Results
Demngraphic Data
Appendfk E contains a sumﬁary- of subjects! general
characterlstics, with a breakdown by sex. Means for each sex are

provided for age, education, number of older and younger brothers and

"slsters, and age, education and occupation of parents. With the

exception of the numbar'qf older brothers, of which ma[es had a
significantly greater amount, 1(168) = 2.51, p < .02; there were no
significant dlfferences between the sexes. Nor did the sexes differ
In the frequency distributions of civil status, place of birth, birth
order, religlon, or |lving arrangements. All tests of signlficance are
two~talled.

Classification of sex-role orlentation was perfofmed by means of
the Bem. Sex-Role Inv;nfory using the median split +technique (Bem,
1977). Table 1 displays the number of males and females falllng Into
each of the four categorles: Sex~typed, androgynous, undifferentiated

AN
Sex-Roje Sallence Measures

In order +to produce proportional cell frequencies and thereby
produce orthogonal main effects. 10 subjects were dropped randomly for

all analyses of varfance. Each sex-role orfentation group ras

therefore represented by an equal number of males and females. Sixty- |

SI1x subjects were sex-typed, 34 androgynous, 34 undifferentlated and

26 were cross—sexed.

Because of the aséump+1ons underiying analyslis of variance

-




- Tablel /

[
P
Number of Males and Females (;;1}/6«1 Entire
Sempie In Each Sex-Role Orlentation Group

" Males Females
Sex~typed . 35 33
Androgynous 17 19
: ‘Q“Undfl fferentiated . 17 20
Cross-sexed . ' 16 ’ 13
/
‘v
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. (normality of distribution and homogeneity of variance) —+he data were
normalized using «9g transformations for latency (decision +Imes)
scores and arcsine transformations for error scores (Klrk,:‘1968).
Following the recommendation of Scheffé (1959), a .10
slgnificance |evel was set fo;‘ post hoc comparisons (Scheffé .'l'esfs),

unless otherwise stated. The Scheffé test Is more rigorous than other

L T L

procedures and will lead to fewer significant results unless a less

. - conservative significance level Is used (Fergusbn, 1971; Winer,1971),

The three dIstinct measures of sex-role sallence used In this

study showed I|ow Intercorrelations and were therefore considered

2 ‘ separately. Table 2 dispiays the lnfercorrelaflc:‘nal matrix of
i sal lence measures.,

Self-schema task. This task ylelds four §cores (measured In
miillseconds): The mean decision tIme for schematic endorsements
;* ' il..e., "ME" responses to mascullne fraits for males and "ME" responses
: to feminine +raits for females), the mean decision time  for
: counferséhemaﬂc endorsemenzl;s (l.e., "™E" responses to feminine traits
for males and "ME™ responses to masQullne tralts for females), the

mean decision time for schematic rejections (l.e., "NOT ME" responses

to masculine traits for males and "NOT ME" rasponses‘ to feminine

tralts for females), and the mean decision times for counterschematic

TSy P

rejections (i.e., "NOT ME™ responses to feminine tralts for males and

"NOT ME™ responses +to mascullne traits for females). For each

ETIEELTN *+ o, o

subject, these scores were subtracted from his/her mean decision +ime
for elther endorsements or rejections of .neutral fral‘rs&‘ln order to -

control for Individual differences In general response latencies. A

\
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Table 2

Intercorreiational Matrix of Sex-Role

Sal lence Measures ©

"y,
Sej = Schema Schema.
. Schema (others)! (others)
Latencles ° Errors Latencles
. B .
1. Self~schema -
Latencles ,
2a. Schema
(others)! -.02 |
" Errors ' -
2b. Schema | ’
(others) , .04 -.09
Latencles :
3. Matching
(PCSQ) 0-08 ‘-.l‘z : 303 :

ot

ILow scores on this medsure suggest higher leveis of schematic

processing.
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“two-factor (Sex X Sex-type) MANOVA for endorsements and rejections

50

performed on the |atencles to heutral adjectives produced no ”

significant maln effects or Interaction (Appendix F). Higher

ditfference scores signify. faster decisions for schematlic and

counterschematic tralts relative +to neutral. _ Higher scores for

schematic endorsements and lower scores for schemaf'lc rejections
suggest higher levels of schematic processlngﬂund, therefore, greater
sex-role salience. Higher levels of schematic processing are also
suggested by lower scores for counterschematic endorsemenfs"and higher
scores for counterschematic rejections. Figure 1 shows ﬂ;e mean
latency difference scores for schematic and counterschematic
endorsements for females of each se:;-role classification.
Flgure 2 shows the scores for males. Figure 3 displays the mean

latency  difference scores for schematic and counterschematic

rejections of each sex-role orientation group (sexés comblned)’\.

self-concept. In  order to test .the hy;;ofhesls fha'rA sex~-role
orientation groups would differ In the decision times for the
endorsement ("ME™ responses) of~ schematic and counterschematic tralts,
a three—way analysis of variance (Sex X Sex=type X Tralt type), with
trait type asl a repeated measure, was perfv.::rmed. Appel;tdlx G contains
+he‘ source table for this analy$ds. There were no significant main
éffecfs. As expected, a significant sex-type by tralit+ type
Interaction was obtalned, E (3,152) = 7.79, g < .000l. For the
schematic +tralts, canpar;lsons between groups by Scheffé tests showed

that sex-typed subjects performed as hypothésized. They were

s
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stgnificantly fas't:er (M = 28) at responding "ME" to sex-congruent
traits than elther undifferentrfated (M = -157) or cross—sexed subjects
(M = =|66). Also as predlcfe&, Thglr responses were not significantly
di fferent from androgynous subjects (M = -28). Cross—sexed subje;:'t's
were expected to respond "ME™ to schematic tralts significantiy more
siowly than androgynous or undifferentiated subjects; however, this
predlction falled to rec)elve support.

For the ‘endorsement of counterschematic tralts, as expected,
sex-typed subjects responded "ME" more siowly +han sub jects of other
groups. The differences between the sex-typed group (M = -228) and
other groups (androgynous (M = -2}), undlfferenﬂ‘a‘l'ed (M = -69),
cross~sexed (M = =|00)), however, did not reach\sfaﬂsﬂcal
significance with Scheffé tests. The prediction that cross:sexed
sub jects would respond "HE" +o counterschematic traits more quickiy
than undifferentiated subjects also falled to receive suppor'l-.. As
- expected, cross-sexed and androgynous subjects dld not differ

\ )

\ significantly In their decision times for endorsing counterschematic

t A fré»lfs. .
\ Further analysis revealed that, as predicted, sex-typed subjects
] responded significantly more quickly when endorsing schematic tralts
‘ than when endorsing counterschematic tralts, E{1,152) = 25.23,
2 < .00i, suggesting more wel l-~developed schemata for sex-congruent
§++rlbufes than for sex-Incongruent attributes. The ofhe‘r sexjrole

orlentation groups displayed no significant dlfferences between the

.decislon times for endorsing schematic and counterschematic traits.

‘Thls finding supports the predictions for androgynous and

/
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_undlfferentiated subjects, who were- not expected +o respond
ditferently to the two fypes of traits; however, the expected pattern
d¢id not emerg{a' for cross-sexed subjects, who falled to endorse

. counterschematic tralts more quickly than schematic.

IO A 4

The predictions concerning the rejection of schemai:lc and v
counterschematic tralts were the reverse of those for endorsements.
To test these predictions. -a, three-way (Sex X Sex-type X Trait &fype) B
analysls of variance,. swmsh repeated measures on +tralt+ type, 'was
performed on decislon +times for the rejection ot schematic and
cpun'l'er‘schemaﬂc tralts. There were no sfaﬂsﬂ‘cal ly signiflicant maln
e'f-féc*s or Interactions. The source tabie may be found In Appendix H."
The ‘predlcﬂons concerning rejectlon declsion times were therefore not

~

suppt;rfed.
Summary of resuits relevant Yo Hypothesis 1. The prediction that
/ sex-role orlentation groups would differ In thelr responses -l'o'
schematic +tralts was .‘ confirmed. As expected,’ sex=-typed subjects .
endorsed schematic traits slignificantly more quickly than
und| fferentiated and cross-sexed subjects, - but not significantly more
- qulcklyﬂ than androgynous subjects. The endorsement decision time for
‘counfers'chema'f'lc tralts was longer for sex~typed subjects fhain for
subJects of other groups; however, the d’lfferences yrd ;tof reach
statistical significance. As predicted, there was no slg;nlflcahf’ o
difference befveenl androgyno;:s and sex-typed subJecfs lné the 2
endorsement of schematic tralts or between androgynous and cross-sexed [ ? )
) subjecfsJ In the eqdorsemen-'r of coun'rerschema;lc tralts. - The ; '
. . ,o
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pr;gtlcﬂon»s concernlng. d.lf?hcefm\es between sex-role orientation groups °

L)

for resjec{-l on decision times were not supported.

Sex~typed subjécts were foul;d"l'o display a high level of sex=-role

schemati.c 'proeesslng (sex~-role sal lancé) In thelr self-concept,

endorsing. schemiﬂc tralts more 'q,u'lckly than counterschematic ?lfs;
"

Gon-rrary to prediction, cros's:—sexed subjects did not respond " more

f/

qulckly to counterschematic +traits than to schematic /fraH's. As

expecthed, ' fher'e were no signlficant differences l{ endorsement

decislon t+imes between schematlc and counterschematic tralts for
elther androgynous or undifferentiated subje;:fs-, syggesting a self-
concept equally developed (or not developed) IR expressive and

instrumental areas.

’,

b Sex_differences In sex-role self-schemata. In +he analysls of
endorsement ™ declsion tlmes, a sIgnlfIcan‘f {nteraction was also
\

obtalned between sex and trait fype, °£(l 152) = 10.78, p < .002. "This

was an unexpected flndlng. Finer analysis showed +ha+ females (all
groups combined) responded significantly more quickly to schematic
than to counterschematic traits, - E(1,152) = 11370, p < .0l; however,
there was no slgnlecam‘ difference between the decision +imes for the
fwo +ypes of adJecﬂves for males. E(1,152) = '.89, n.s. - ’

Females responded "ME"" to schematic tralts (relative to neufral)
significantly more quickly than males,' E(1,152) = 5.84, p_ < .02. The
diffesence  between ‘the  sexes for the. endorsement  of

-

counterstereotyped traitts approached slignlificance, E(1,'15,2')- 3.86,

I - ;
p,<.07. wH'h ‘males showing less hesitation in accepting

counferschemaﬂc tralts as self—descrl pﬂva. '

e,

’ ! ’ . '




A signiflcant Inferacﬂon was also obtalned behveen sex and sex-

)  type, 'E(3,152) = 3, 18, p < .05 \There was a slgnlflcinf ef fect of sex
on overal| declslon +ime (for ‘both’ +ral‘r types considered together)
for cross—s';exed subjects only, E(3,152) = 4.05, n < .05, with males )
.requlrlng significantly longer than females o make v."ME" respons‘es.
Examination of the data revealed that cross-sexed males required M"rhe
longest overall declsion time (M = -265) of any group for the

[

,, .andorsement of tralts., Flgure 2 shows that, as expected, +these

\

(feminine) males required the longest decision +time to engorse
T g s
(mascul Ine) schematic traltsc (M = -316); however, contrary to

o

expectation, they were aiso slow ‘o endorse countersc ematic
»

(feminine) +tralts (M = -214), Figures | and 2 show +that, although
cross—sexed males progucéd the io’nge;f decision times for er;dorslng
s:ounfer“scl\ema:l'lc tralts, cross-sexed females prodgced 1;he shortest

_ (M = 3), Therefore, . only ‘ma.les of the cross—sexed group showeg an
unexpected pattern of respondlng.

In summary, schematic +ralts were endorsed more quickiy than
counterschematic traits by females, but no{ by’males.. In additlon,
females endorsed schematic 'i'raH-s more quickly than males; ana males
showed a trend to endorse counterschematic tralits more quickly than
fahaies. Cross-sexed males were found to require ‘the | onﬁes*l' declslén
times for endorslrig beth +types of fraits. With respect 1o
couﬁfarsbhemaﬂc traits, the opposite finding. had been predicted.

‘ Endorsement level of schematic and counterschematic fraits.

~\‘ Because the decision time scores produced some unexpected findings,




_particularly for cross-sexed males, the decision was made to examine

%

LA ittt b .5 . it <20

the endorsement levels (number of "ME™ responses) of schematic and
—v“l
counterschematic tralts. In addition, 11 was not known [f a forced

cholce format would produce a response pattern for the different sex-

.role orlentatlon groups similar to that of the usual rating scale

by

-r <

tormat.

L . -
-

Table 3 displays the nyzber" of rsc“hemaﬂc (sex-congruent) and
counterschematic (.s;x-l%n_co;gruenf) 'f:rrgl'rs endé:rsed ("ME"' responses)
by males and females of each sex-:-role orientation group. A two-factor
(Sex X Sex-type) MANOVA was 6érflohned in order to assess the
differential effects of sex and sex~role orlentation on fhe’ responses,
to both schemaﬂ'c. and counterschematic tralit+s. Appendix | contains
the tables of' unlvariate F-tests and multivariate tests of
significance ,éo'r“*fhese data. Slgnlflcanf-mulﬂvaﬁfa‘re main effects of
sex ,al"ld sex-type and a significant sex by sex-type Interacticn were
obtained. Post hoc éomparl-sons (Sche\;fe'). following slgndPflcan‘r
univariate F-tests demonstrated that the sex-réle orlenfaﬂon . groups
responded as would be expected from usual BSRI resul'rs. A!fhough the
decislon time data revealed that cross-sexed males l'!ad displayed +he
greatest hesitation ‘In  +he lendor‘semer‘w .of feminine fraits, this
analysis showed that they endorsed slgn‘lflcan'ﬂy more feminine tralts
(W = 15.46) than sither undifferentisted u:f 12.94) or sex~typed
(M = 12.58) males. |
Sex~typed and undlfferentl|ated males endor;ed a greater ngmber'df

femlnlne‘h adJectlives -than the number of mascullne adjectives endorsed
' ! ’

by their female counterparts. Although the decision tIime data showed

» ! -
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"’ Schematic -
Sex~typed
Androqupus *

" Unditferentiated

Cross-sexed

Total

Counterschematic
“Sex-+;ped‘
Androgynous ’
Und!fferentiated
. Oross-sexed

Total

\ §
, 28

Table 3

Males

Total
16.00 16,15
16.00 16.0Q
12.97 12.47
11.96 10,92
- 14.49
IRI 258
14.68 14.29
1171 " 12.94
15.15 15.46
| 13.49

7/
<
<
I

aa

Pl

-9

Trait Endbrsements! on Self-Sepema Task

Females

15.85
16.00
13.47

13.00

14.91

9.64
15.06
10.47
14.85
11.81

1 umber of tralts endorsed ("ME") out of a possible 20.

o
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that males were less hesltant than females In thelr eﬁdorsemigt of °

sex-incongruent tralts, the dlfference. between the sexes™ only

approached significance; and therefore, Tﬁe results were knconcluslve,

The flndlngé of thls analysls lend support to the suggesfioﬁ that

males, In this study, Incbuded counfecQFhemaflc +ralts In thelr selﬁ-°

N\

- concept more readily than females.

r

Sex-role schema (others) task.. This task ylelds error scores

-

and decision time scores (response latencles maasﬁred In mili!seconds)

for each of three types of stimuli: Schematic, counterschematic, and

’neu*ral. Response |atenclies for each stimulus category . were

calculated separately for correc+ and Incorrect responses.,
Qn1Qulnilgn_nt_gccnc_scnzgs Error of omlsslon (mlsses) sSCores
on "this task were calculated In the followlng manner: _The number of
errors In each category (schematic, counterschematic, and neutral) was
divided by the total number of Items Ié that category. In regression
;nalyses, where It was deélrable to control for individual differences
ls the tendency fo.makq errors (memory factor), subjects' error scores
in each category were then divided by thelr total number of errors of

omission. xErrors of commission (false aldrms) were calculated In the

same manner; however, no analyses comparing the categories were

performed on +this group due to the low fréquency In the neutral and
counterschematic categorles. Mean .error scores are provided In
TaBle’4.

v
* e -

;g1é;sghqmn_igihg:sl_iaghﬁl in the perception of others, schematic and

counterschematic - (presented) materlal were hypothesized to be

»
©

o . 4

M -
[
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: Teble 4 [
. '
Mesn Error Scores! in’ Each Category
. on Sex~Role Schema (others) Task- ‘
N
‘ Schematic Neutral  Counterschematic '
Omission R .3 .09
Commiss lon .09 .00 .00

_ INumber of errors divided by the number of Items In a category

i
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recognized more qulckly than neutral stimull.. In-order to test this
hypothesls, a one-way analysls of variance with repeated measures on
stimulus category was perfprmed. The analysls of varlance source
table may be found in Appendix J: A significant effect of 'stimulus
category was found, F(2,318) = 24,79, p < .0001. As expected,
compa}lsons between categories by Scheffé tests (p < .01) revealed
that schematic and counterschematic material were both recognized
slgﬁlflcaﬁfiy more quickly +than neutral material. Although no

predictions were made concerning differences between schematic and

‘ counterschematic tralts, I+ is of [nterest that schematic stimull were

also  processed significantly more quickly (p < .05) than
counfprschema+ic stimuil.

The ldenflflcaflon of new (unpresented) schematic stimull (as
having been "NOT SEEN") was predicted to be associated with longer
decision times than +Be fdentification of, either new neutral or new
counterschematic stimuli, which were not 9xpec+ed +o differ from each
other. Analysis of varl;nce performed on jatencies to stimull which
were not presented In the descriptions (l.e., "NOT SEEN" was +the
correct response) also obtalned a significant effect of stimulus
category, FE(2,318) = 55,05, p < .0001 (Appendix K). Tests by Scheff@

method (p < .01) showed that, as predicted, the Identification of

unpresented schematic stimull was associated with significantly longer

latenclies than alther the [dentification of unp?esen*ed neutral or

" counterschematic stimull. Also, as predicted. a comparison between

neutral and counterschematic stimull revealed no  signlficant

d1 fference. Flgure 4 displays mean decision times for the recognition
' L]
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of each stimulus type.. .
The hypothesis. that the recognition of schematic and

‘counterschematic  stimull would produce fewer errors than the

.recognition of neutral stimull was tested by a three-way analysis of

varlance (Sex X Sex-type X Error type), with repeated measures on the

third factor. The source table for this analysis may be found  In

Appendix L. A significant main effect of error type, E(2,304) = 12.78,
T

a < ..0001, and a: signiflcant Interaction between sex and erro;- type

E(2,304) = 4,78, p < .01 were obtalned.  There were slgnlflc‘a‘nf
differences among the three types of errors for both males,
E(2,304) = 6.92, p < .01; and females, [E(2,304) = 17.75, p < .001.
Comparisons between error types ‘for each sex using- Scheffé tests
revealed - that, as predicted, error scores on neutral material were
signlficantly greater fha‘n el ther schematic or counterschemat|c error
scores, which did not differ significantly from each other. This was
the case for both males and females.

A slignificant sex-type by error type Interaction, E(6,304) = 2.29,
2 < .05 was also obtained. Table 5 shows the error scores of each type
for males and females of each sex-role orientation group’.} Significant
differences among the error +ype; 'were found In the predicted
direction  for  sex-typed,  E(2,304) -N/._;iﬁ.m,’ R < .001,
undifferentiated subjects, E(2,304) = 4.82, p,' < .05, and cross-sexed
subjects, [(2,304) = 4,31, p < .05. Scheffé tests showed schematic
and counterschematic errors to be significantly %wer .- than neutral
errors for sex-typed and undlfferenti a;red subjects.

The prediction that errors on schematic and counterschematic

.




>

Mesn Error Scores (Omission) In

of Each Sex-Role Orientation Group

|
! . I
Sex=~typed Totel
Males
Females
.Androgynoo.fs Total
Males
- Females

Undifferentiated Total
Ma|es

Femal as

Cross-sexed Total
Males -

}

Females

Table 5

N

Each: 'Error Category for Males and Females

Counter=

f
‘Schematic Neutral Schematic

.08
.08
.07

.10

.06

.07
.09
.06

15
.16
.13

.13
17

.08

13
A2
o3

10

.09

.08
A1
.05

.|4
l'g

.10
.14
07
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material would be feyer than neutral errors was supported. The pattern

.

of error scores was slmllirp for all subjects with the exception of the

-

ardrogynous group.’ A

—y

I+ was predicted that making errors on schematic’ material uoul&%be

, assoclated with more uncertainty and, therefore, longer la+enéles than

neutral errors. A palrwise t-test of neutral and schematic l|atencles
vas performed for those subj,ecfs‘who made both types of errors. As
expected, errors in the schematic category were found to be .associated
with significantly longer decision times, 1(124) = 3.11, p < .002.
Summary of results relevant to Hypothesis 2. The findings of

this section of the study suggest that schematic processing has been

elicited by the sex-role schema (others) task. The predictions

Aderlved f’rcrn schema 1{eory concerning the overall performance of

subjects were supported; that Is, schematic and¥ counterschematic
stimul I  were processqd more accurately and more.quickly than neutral
stimull. In addition, unpresented schematic stimull were correctly
Identifled more slowly than new counterschematic or neutral stimull;
and errors of omission on schematic material were associated w~lﬂv
greater hesitation than were errors of omission on neutral material.

perception of others (sex-role schema (others) task). Because sex-
role schemata are thought to be implicated in the development of s'ex-
role orfientation, sex-typed subjects were hypothesized to show higher
levels of sex-role schematic processing In the perception of others.

They were expected to make fewer errors of omission In 'i'he recognition
. -~

of schematic and counterschematic stimulil and more errors In +the

N
-

66
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rmgn*l‘ﬂon of neutral stimull than sﬁbjecfs‘ of other sex-role
orlentation groups. Sex-typed subjects were also predicted +o make
more errors of commlssion on schematic material and to .dts_play fas;ter
decision times for the recognition of schematic matertal (relaﬂve' to

neutral) than other subjects.

For the analysis of error of omisslon scores, the above-mentioned .

three-way analysls of varlance (Sex X Sex-type X Error type) révéeled
no significant maln eéffect of sex-type, F(3,504) = 1,03, .n.'s.;
however, as previously stated, a significant sex—fy%e by error type
interaction (E(6,304) = 2.29, p < .05) was obtalned. Although the
pattern of errors of sex-typed subjects on neutral and
colmferschemaﬂc material was In the predl&ed direction, comparlsons.

between groups by Scheffé tests produced no statistical ly signlflcant

. differences.

To test the hypothesls that sex-typed subjects would produce a
greater number of false alarms than subjects of other groups, a two-
way analysis of variance (Sex X Sex-type) was performed. Table 6
contains +the mean schematic errors of commission (false alarms)

o

scores for males and females of each sex-role orientation group. The
source table for thls analysis can be found in Appendix M, ; There wa;s
no main effect of sex; however, a significant maln effect L sex~type
was found, F(3,152) =3.27, p X .02. In addition, there was a
significant sex by sex-type Interaction, E(3,152) = 3.69, p < o1,

More detalled analysis showed a ‘signiticant effect of sex~type,

E(3,152) = 2,77, p < .05, for femaies only. . Scheffe’ tests revealed

RS
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Table 6 : o

Mean Schematic Error of Commission Scores!

(False Alarms) for Males aand Females of

\

Each Sex-Role Orlenfrarrlgn Group

¢

-

é}
~  Males . Females
Sex~typed ) .02 .l 2
Androgynous .02 04 A
Undifferentiated , .04 .03 °
Cross-sexed .03 ' - .02 J
} ~

! Proportion of errors In schematic "NOT SEEN" category®

>

.

v

‘ ]
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that androgynous females u(M = .04) made signlficantily more false alarm
errors than sex-typed (M = .01) or cross~sexed (M = ,02) females.\
There were no other s;lgnlﬂcanfﬂ findings. The hypothesis that sex-
typed subjects would praducé the greatest number.of false alarms was
not supported. Contrary 1'o-predl/cﬂon, sex=typed sub Jects produqed
the fewest schematlc-errors of commission.

For the decision time data, level of schematic processing was

represented by the difference between mean I|atencles +to r¥nlze

preseﬁ-fed neutral Items and mean latencies 'I"p recognize preSented

schematic [fems.. An analysis ;)f varlance conducted on decision times

for neutral stimull ajone had revealed no slgnlflq(ahf main effect of

F . .
SexX, E(I,I'SZ)’ c' 2055,‘ n.S., or SGX“"YPQ, E(3,152) = 039’ n.S., or an )

Interaction, {E(3,‘I52) = ,77, n.s. Higher dlffereﬁce scores suggest
hlghet: levels .“of schemaﬁc“prgcess.l ng In the perception gf 'crrhers.
Scores for males and females of each sex-role ortentation can be found
In Table 7. o e /

I tder to test the predictjon that s;x-fyped subjec:t-s would
recognize schematic stimulli “more“qu;‘tfkly than subjects of other
groups, a two-way analys'ls of varlanqe'f‘(Sex X Sex-type) was performed
on the la+enc§« dlffer‘el"tce scores (Appendix N): There w;r.e no main
offects; howe‘ve“r, a’ signl fléan'r Isegc by sex-type Interaction,
£(3,152) = 4,71, p < .005, was o;afa[% The effect of sex-type was
slgnlflcap? for males only, EF(3,152) = 5.95, p < .001. 'S‘ex-fyped

o » - )
males produced the highest difference scores (schematic processing)

‘(M'- 137), and this score was found t+o be s!}gn!flcanﬂy different from

cross-sexed males (M = -12) ‘us'lng, the S&heffé method. There were no
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.groups yere not sfaﬂsﬂcal ly significant, Contrary to prediction, -

._Q:th_e_ns. Al'fhough +he sexes had no1' been expected o dlffer In sex- C

y . A\
. ’

other niflcant differences for males. It Is noteworthy that,

fferences between groups were not significant for femal és,

quickly than allgyother subjects. The results Indicate higher levets of
‘schematic processing In mascullné subjects of both sexes. The .

o} '
hypothesis Is therefore partially supported for males only.  « . .
. . . &~ ‘/

l:i;u:_gz:thg_s_i_r._,il Sex-typed subjects were expected to damonsfra‘l‘e higher
levels of schemaﬂc processlng (sex-role salfence) In ‘fhe percepﬂ&x )
N

of others ‘Fhan subjects of other sex-rola or (yaﬂon groups. Sex-role

sal lence, measured by response Ia+enc’es to stereotyped materlial In, '

a9 ¢
the recogr}%fask, was higher In sex-typed subjects for maies only. .

| ‘ ~
For“errors misslon, sex-typed subjects showed the expected pattern

for neutral and counterschematic stimul I, however, differences between

errors of commlsslon, were less numerous for sex—fyped sub jJects fhafl

o
f ofher groups. Therefore, predictions related to the differentlal

Ca ot

responses of sex-'ryped subjects were par'ﬂally sup%%"red. Co g

k)

.

rola stereotyping (schemaﬂc processlng) th'e analysls of varlance ~
(Sex X Sex-type X Error +ype) for error of omission scores pro&:ced a

slgnif!canf maln effect of sex. E€1,152) 2-.10.43¢ ,u < L0055 and a v

'slgnlflcan'r sex by error 1'ype lnferacﬂon, E(Z 3'04) = 4,76, p < .01.

nt 3

Tes'l-s of simple main effec‘rs reveal ed dlfference peﬂeen the sexes for . ] {

neutral £(1,304) = 4,09, 2 < .05 and coun'l'erschemaﬂc error scores,

<

gt e ..:-»t«fﬁ-'“‘

e
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E(1,304) = 21,70, p < .001, with females making significantly fewer
errors. Although the pattern was the same for schematic efrors, the
difference between ":'ha sexas was not sigiificant, E£(1,304) ='1.27,

r;.s. "For' déclslon tImes (Table 7), analyslis relevant to the sex by

sex-type Interaction showed that there was a signiflcant dlfference

between the sexes for crdss-seud subjects only, E(1,152) = 11.17,
. < N

- p<.001, with females displaying more well-develéped sex-role

‘schemafz/;w in the perception of others. *

Further e#plorafory analyses were ‘performed to determine whether
there were any dlfferences be‘i'weel; the .sexes for :rhe number of
schematic errors from _mascul ine déscrlpﬂons and from feminine

L4 )
descriptions. The analysls of variance source table Is displayed In

Adm,.

.Appendix 0. ! The maln ef fect of sex was not signiflicant; however, a

signiflicant Interaction between type of description and sex was
- obtalned [E(1,158) = 13.55, p,/ .0005. Further analysls showed a
significant difference between maies and females for errors from

feminine descriptions, E(1,158)"= 11,19, p < 001, with females making

fewer such errors. There was also a slgn‘lflcanf difference for males,

E(1,158) = 6.78, p < .05, and for females, E(1,158) = 6.77, p < .05,

between the freduency of the two types of errors. Males made fewer

N schematic errors on descriptions of females, suggesﬂng that each sex

processes sfereofyplc Information about Itself more accurpfely than

. " stereotyplc Information about'the opposite sex. -, C g .
Further analysls of -dec

1\5‘

.schematic errérs on, déscrlpﬂons of males; and females made ‘fewer -

ton time data was also undertaken In




4

\‘/

>

+ relevant material (PCSQ). The prediction, that sex-typed subjects

order to determine whether both sexes responded schematically to
descriptions of both males and females. Table 8 contalns the mean
response- |atency scores of males and females for neutral and schematic
stimull r:l'aken from descriptions. of both male and female characters.

- %
Difference scores and results of Hotelllings T2 tests and univariate +-

tests are' also displayed. Pairwise comparisons Indlcate that both-

sexes process schematic material more rapldly than neutral in both
types of descriptions. A two-way (Sex X Descriptiqn type) ‘anai ysis of
‘variance (Appendix P), with description type as a repeated measure,
was performed c:nS the lafency'dlfferance scores for each description
type In or@e!' to test whether there was a slgnlflcénf di fference
between ,"T‘ﬂ\'e sexes on schematic process:.lng of male  and femaie
characfers\!. There was no main effect or Interaction. The sexes did not
differ significantly 1In the proce?slng of Information from male or

.

female characters. ;

’ The Personal Concept of Similarity Questionnaire .(ESQJ. The total
‘scor'e on +this quesfionnaire }anged from 0 to 13 (out (Of a possible
14), with an overall group mean score of 6.602. Corrected Item=total
;':orrelaflons were all significant, wlth the exception of I[tem 36
(l.e., Which palr 1Is more similar? - Father & Mother OR Mother &

Daughfer). Alpha coefflclents calculated for the whole test (X = .69)

and the test with [tem 36-deleted (%= ,72) show adequate [nternal

consistency among [tems;~_Indicating that subjects were not responding

randomly.
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Table 8 ~

Mean Declslop‘ Times! of Males ;nd Fe;xales

t+o Neutral and Schematic 'Sﬂmull :

In Descriptions of Males and Females

e

N ) ‘on the Sex-Role Schema (others) Task
Neutrali Schematic Difference
Male Subjects )
Male Descrlption 1105 “1028 | 7'{
Female Description 1151 1057 94 -

2 Y
T4 (2,78) = 31.97, p < .0001

Female Subjects
Male Description T 1037
Female Description © 1086

T2 (2,78) = 20.02, p < .0001

-

*n < .002
**o < .001

1Expr‘e:’.sed In mllllseconds" .

. /.

.
Ty \

982 55 ;<R'
974 112

T Value

4,29"*

3.99%"
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would make more‘;maﬂrchos on 'rhe: PCSQ based o\n .sex-role than subjects
of other groups, was tested by a two-way (Sex X Sex-type) analysis of
variance perfombd on total scores (Appendix Q). Although sax-1;ype&
subjects ;{graged the highest score on this test (Table 9), the

N,
differences \between groups were small and - the analysls of varlance

‘revealed no slgnl‘f'lcanf maln effects'or Interaction.

‘D_urlng the development of the orlginal Sex Role Behavior Scale
(SRBS-1) Orlofsky (1981) found that sex accounted for most of 'ﬂ\e
variance on each of the 'l'hree”sca'les: male-vajued, female-valued and

"bipolar interests. The effect of sex-role orlentation was significant
for the female-valued scale only. These results were obtalined from the
comb ] ned scoraslof all four areav subscales: recreattonal activities,
occuﬁaﬂonal Interests, s_o,c'lal and dating behavior and marital
behavior. The data from the comblned scores' of the two area subscales
used In this sfudy (recreational and occupational) were expected t+o
produc‘a‘resul'rs consistent with this pattern.  Table 10 contains the
mean scores on each interest scale for males and females of each sex~-
rol9 orfen‘taﬂon 'group. " .

In order to examine the dlffore‘p; response patterns of the sexes
and :rhe sex-role orleﬁfaﬂon groups, a two~factor WOVA (Sex X’gex-
w;ﬁﬁ) wvas performed with the ~1_'hree scal;s of $he Sex Role Behavior

Scale-Revised (SRBS-2) as dependent measures. A ~glgnlflcan'r

R .

myltivariate main effect of sex, F(3,150) = 74.64, p < ,0001, t.;n_s well

as a slgnlflc;ri'r* Intferaction between sex and sex-type,

v
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. Table: 9
\ . |
- ’Moim» Total Score! on The Personal Concept of
" ‘ Similaritty Questionnalre for Each
- Sex~Role Orlentation Group
. Ve
$ . -~ . »
Sex~typed Androgynous Undt ffgrenﬂ a'red. Cross~-sexed
7.15 6.44 © 6,35 6.19
* 1 Number of Items (out of 14) matched on the basis of sex role
t
v
& ~
1 : |
A\ .
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Table 10.

Mean Scores! of Males and Females

‘of Each Sex-Role brl\dnfaﬂon Group on

Males.

Maje~- Female-

”»
]
. Valued
Sex—typed. 2,96
Androgynous . 2.9
. -Und l\fferenﬂ ated 2.76
Q:os#—sexed 2.61

) VScore-range Is 1 to 5.

42

Valued BI ppl ar

2.40 . 3.28 2.57 3.08 2.48
2.6 3 77 2,76  2.94  2.68
2,62  3.20 2.5 2,75 2.58
2.66  3.12 263 2.7 2.64
Ve
&
. S - -

the Sex-Role Interest Scalee%. of the SRBS-2

Femn{es

Mal"o-, Female-

Valued ' Valued Bilpoiar

i
r et
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E(9,456) = 2,70,  { < .01, were obtalned. The maln effect of sex-type
was not signlficant, E(9,456) = .774, n.s, Appendix R outllnes

.unlvariate and multivariate tests of signiflcance for thiss analysis.

For the bipolar sex-speciflc scale, a élgn!flcanf univarlate effect of
sex emerged, F(1,152) = 244.41, p < .0001, with males and females
scoring In the expected directions. Univarlate analysis of the male-

valued scale (mascullne Interests) also revealed an expected effect

. of sex, E(1,152) = 8,20, p < .005; with males scoring higher. There

was no effect of sex-type or an Infer;scfton between the factors for
aelther scale. For the female-valued scale (feminine Interests),
univariate " F-tests r;evealed a significant main effect of sex,.
E(1,152) = 29,27, p < .0001,-and a significant interaction between sex
and sex=-type, FE(3,152) = 3,75, -p < .02. Fliner analysis revealed a
significant dlfference between the sexes for sex-typed subjects only
E(1,152) = 33,63, p < .0001, nH'h females scoring hlgher.

This a}ﬁalysls showed that sex accounted for most of the variance
on each of the Interest scales. For temale-valued Interests, the sex-
difference rgached significance for sex-typed subJac-rs only.

Hypothesis 4: The'predictlon of sex-role Interests. In order to
/s/;_ the hypothesis that sex-role Interests could be predicted from

-

measures of sex-role sallence, the three scales (male-vajued, female-

valued and bipolar) of the SRBS-Z\were\regresked In separate analyses

on measures of sex-role sallence and \éax-rolé oriaentation. of

particular Interest was the predictive power of sallence measures
relative to sex—-typlng measures; and therefore, stepwise solutions

N

were selected. Mascylinity and Femininity scores on t+he BSRI served

-
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as 'hnoﬂof the predictor variables., Sex-role salience measures were:
1) The total score on the matching task (PCSQ), -2) a score

representing the difference between decision times for the endorsement

79

of neutral and schematic tralts (self-schema task), 3) the proportiof

of schematic error scores to overall error of omission scores (sex-
role schema (others) task) (a low score represen-rs hlgher - schematic
processing) and 4) a score rapre’senﬂng the difference between
latencies for recognizing schematic and neutral Items (sex-role schema
(others) task). Due to the strong relationship between sex and sex-
role Interests, . analyses were conducted separately for males at;d

females. In addition, sex-role sallence would be expecfeh to Inf | uence

. sex=role Interests, of maies and females, In the opposite manner. For

example, high levels of sex-role salience might be assoclated with
high sc;ores on the mascullne scale for males and with low scores on
that ‘scale for females. Summary table of these m;llﬂple regression
analyses can be found ‘I’Appendix S, o '

For males, significant F va‘lues; were obtained at the first three
steps of the r»egresslon analysis of male-valued Interests. The
Masculinlty score on the BSRI ' entered the equation first,
E(1.83) = 9,38, p < .005, followed by latency difference score on
schema (others) task F(2,82) = 4.92, p < .01, ‘and matching task score,

~

5(3.81) = 3,29, p < .03, None of the predictors added significantly to

" “the varlance accounted for by the Mascullinlty score. The femininlty

score did not enter the equatlion. A simllar pattern emerged for the

female-val ued Interests scale with the BSRI Femininlty score entering
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the equation first, E(1,83) = 5,06, p < .05. the remaining steps
falled to yleld significant results. For +the bipolar scale of

'lm'erésfs, a significant F was obtained only at the first step,

E(1,83) =5.18, p < .05, with the Femininity score again being the
only statistically significant predictor. - /

For females, the |lnear combination of predictors was
slgnlf‘lcanﬂy related to the female~valued Interests scale, R= .45,
E(6,78) = 3.27 p < .01. Scores on +the BSRI Femininity, r = .36
R < .001, and Mascullnlty scales, [ = -,26; g < .05 (slgnlflcar;ce of
added variance) entered the equation first. None of the o?her_
predictors added significantly to the eqqaﬂon. The' overlall
regression analysls for bipolar Interests was also significant for
females, R = .47, £(6,78) = 3.65. p < .005. Mascullnity score entered
the equation first, r = .43, p < .01. Non; of the remaining predictors
added slgn!ﬂ::anﬂy to the varlance accounted for by Mascullnity. The
overall regression equation for the male-valued Interests scale
tailed to reach significance, R = .22, F(6,78) = .64, n.s., and there
were no significant predictors.

Results of regression analyses Indlcate that measures. of sex-role
sal lence, consldered eH’her‘ in combination or separately, are not
slénlflcanﬂy predictive of sex-role Interests.  Although 'Igvels of
mascul inity and femininity are significantly correlated with sex-role

Interests, analysis of varlance revealed that sex accounts for the

greatest anour;‘r of varlabllity among individuals on these scales.
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Flgure: 5 displays the fotal sel f-esteem score for each sex-

,oflon*rad'lon group. To. ex«an-!ne‘, the relationship among sex, sex-typing

and. sel f-esteem,. a‘r wd-w;y analysls-of variance (Sex x Sex-type) was
performed. The ana:ly;ls of varlance‘ source table f;or thi s analysis
can be found In Appendix.T. There was no difference between the sexes
on l'evel of self—es#eeﬁ,jf({,152) = .622, n.s.; houever,‘q maln effect
of sex-type was ob'ra.lned,:, E(3,152) = 3.04{, p < .05. 'Thare was no
signiflcant Interactlion, E(3,152) = .682, n.s. Comparisons between
groups using Scheffé tests found significant differences between

undi fferentiated (M = 337.38) and androgynous (M = 357,26) subjects

-and between undifferent/ated and sex-typed (M = 351.15) subjects, with

undi fferentiated subjects showing the lowest level of self-esteem. No

. other differences behneen‘groups‘ were obtained: The resuits of this

81

analysis support the often rbporfed tinding that undifferentiated

subjiecl's are . psychologically the most disadvantaged sex-roie group
(Burchardt & Serbin, 1982; Hoffman & Fidell, 1979; Orlofsky & Windle,
1978; Pyke, Note 4). Contrary to the results of many recent studlies
(Bem, 1977; Spence et al., 1975) thé self-esteem of sex-typed
subjects, In thls study, - was not signiflcantly lower than that of

*

androgynous subjects.

Hynothesls 5: The prediction of adjustment In sex-typed sublects.
To test the hypothesls that for‘ sex-typed subjecf,s measures of sex-
L4

role sallenpe would be predictive of adjustment, multiple regression’

: 1)
analyses were performed for total seilf-esteem score and neuroticism
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measures. -

score. A higher score on both of these measures suggests

adjustment.  Because high Masculinity. scores on the BSR! have often

been foynd +o be predictive of higher levels of sel f-asteem (Antill &

Cunningham, 1979; Hoffman &j Fidell, 1979; Slivern & Ryan, I929~), this

score: was !neluded in the anajyses as one of “the predictors. - The

contribution &of sal lence measures relative to this sex-role measure
was of I[nterest and, ther ora,' stepwise solutions were chosen.
Femininlty score on the BSRI was not Included because I+ has not been
tound to be a good predictor of self-esteem, even In fema|es. :To
ensu;-e that this sampte of females, who scored high .on imlnlnlfy,
would not dlsplay a dlfferenf pattern with this parﬂcui ar measure of

©

self-es:teem, corrolaﬂcn coefficlents were calcu|a1'ad between BSRI
Femininity score and total self-esteem and neuroticism. scores. hs
expected, these correlations-wpre low and nonsignificant (£ = -.09 and

L= .08)." In addition to the MasculInity scw;, one heasure from each

Sex-role sallence task was Incjuded as a predictor ‘variable. The

sal lence measures weroe: 1) The 'l-ofal score on 'l'he mafchlng task, 2).a
score representing ‘rhe dlfferenca be'hceen decision times for the
endorsamen*r of- neutral and schematic fralfs (self—schema task), and 3)

P

a soore represenﬂng thé proporflon of schematic . errors fo all

errors ' of omisslon (sex—role schema (aﬂners) task). Because of the

In'raracﬂon between sex and the Mascul inity score, and the different

Impl ications ‘of mascullinlty for malas and femaies, analyses were rin

separa'tely for sex-'ryped males and s%xfl'yped females.. Appendlx u’

dIspIays sunmary 'rables of mulﬂple regression analyses for adJus'I'mpnf
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For sex-fypeJ males, the rq;ul'rs of the multiple regressjon of
- - W
total sel f~esteem score produced significant resulfs at each of the
* f' a

. . #
first three sgteps. At Step 1, 1M}scul Inity’ score entered the equaﬂon,

Y

\ © E(1,33) =+5.99, 'y < 02 The sqcc{nd variable 1% enter was Ia‘l'ency
\ ) | ~ dlffereace score (from fhe self-schgma task), 5(2,32) r— 4.79, p< .02,
il addlng m rgltnalTy to *H\e.;varlancé\ accou(g)‘ed foxby Mascul th’y,
‘\' g p_ < .08 (s?%nlflcance of added V/rlance). At fhe +hlrd step, the total
~ ?afchlng score en'l'ered, E(3 31) = 3,44, p < .05; however, it did not

add signiflcantly to the equation. The variable representing sel f- 2 ?

schema latency scores falled to enfgr.+F{e equation. The I,lnear
combination of predlctors w‘as slg\nlflcanfly related o the neuroticlsm
score, fpr sex-typed males, B = .57, E(5,29) = ‘2.83, 2 < .05. Once .
agaln the mascullnlfy‘ score, was the best predictor r = .47, ?1 < 005,
followed by schematlic error. score, p = -.35, | 2 < .07
(s'lgnlflcance of added var‘lance).

Forf se'x-fyped females, the results of the regression analysis for
total 'sel f-esteem score showed that the multiple correilation
coefficient never attalned significance, R = 31,-E(5,27) = .57, n.s.

The mulﬂple regression analysis for neuroﬂclsm score obf(alned

significant Fs a'r the second through fourth steps. The BSRI

Mascul Inity score en+e’red first; however, the equation was not
l;lgnlfflcan‘r at step 1, E(l,31.) =/3.1.6,§, < .09, At Step 2, schematic . *
error score entered. F£(2,30) =4.12, p < .05, ad;ﬂng significantly to

the varlance accounted for by the Mascul Inity score. Total inafl'chlng

. score .and schema (others) latency score entered at Step 3,

S
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E(3,29) =3.59, g < .05, and S'I'ép 4, F(4,28) = 3,07, p < .05,

relﬁpecﬂve;lyg however, . /ﬂrase\vai‘l ables. did, no*i' add signi flcantly to

0 ’ 4
©  vthe equation. It shouid be noted that a low score on masculinity was

predictive of better adjustment Tn sex-typed females.

The results of the multiple regression procedures suggest that
for' sex-typed males a high mascul Inity score Is most predictive ?i
adjustment. Measuras: of sex-role sallence did not add s!gnlflcanﬂy‘
to this level of prédlcﬂon, al though the measure of schematic errors
was significantly .predictive (L =235, 2 < .05) on Its own. Contrary

to expectation, masculinlty In, sex-typed females was negatively

correlated with adjusiment. The addition of a sallence measure,

"85

schematic error r(a're,. Improved the predictability of neurcticism ~

-

significantly.

Summacy of results relevant fo Hypotheses 4 and 5,  Hypotheses
concerning the predictive bower of sallence measures employed In this
study were partial ly supported. Proportion of schematic errors on the
sex-role schema (others) task was significantly predictive of
neuroticism in sex-typed males; however, the signiflicance of added
varjance, after the Mascul Inity score was considered, only approached’
significance. . For females, the same saliénce measure Improved the
prediction of?neuroﬂclsm slg'nlflclanﬂy over the Masculinity score
alone. The remalning sallence measures were not slgnlflci’nﬂy
correlated with elther adJu;fmen'r score. Sex-role. sallence, as
measured lﬁ this study, was found to. be unrelated to sex-role

Interests. . ¥

s
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Dischssion |

The purpose of the ;)resen'l' study was 1o evaluate three measures

" of sex-role. sallence and their relationship to sex-role orlentation,

sex-rolg stereotyping, sex-role Interests and psychologlcal

adjustment. Evaluation of .fhe’ first measure . (sel f-schema task)

’ cohstituted a replication of the work:of Bem (1981) and the results

from thls part of the study were generally consistent with hers. Many

of the hypotheses relevant to the second task (sex-role schema

(others) task) were also supported; however, all of those relating to .

the third measure (PCSQ) were disconfirmed. Hypotheses concerning the

predictive valldity of sallence measures recelved marginal: support.

One measure of sex-role sallence (schematic error score) was found to

be predictive of adjustment In sex-typed subjects.

The overall results from the first two tasks provided confirming
evidence for the tenets of sch@'a:’ theory. On the sel|f-schema task,
sex-typed subjects performed as ‘would be expected of subjects with a
highly-developed schema on the dlflr‘n‘eyns1on of sex roles. As predicted,

s;ex-fyped sub jects generally demonstrated higher levels of sex-role

‘salience In the perception of others, suggesting the Importance of

sex-rol e. stereotypes for this group.

The present study provided some cl arlflc'aﬂon of the Issues
surrodndlng the breadth of the sex-role schema In the self-concept.
Markus and her coworkers (1982) have ;rgued that the difference In
decision time for schematic and counterschematic tralts, ébsewed In

sex-ﬁ?d subjects, suggests that they pdssess a self-schema for

.,
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either masculinfty or - femininlty but not a broad=based sex=role

" schema, as B?n postul ates.. The hesitation with which sex-typed
> subjJects In this study endorsed sex-Incongruent tralts. may Indlcafé
. i ’ ,

that In the self-concept of sex-typed Individuais mascul.inity and

temininity form a bipolar schema which Is more highly-developed at the
sex-congruent end. ' The responses of males and females on the sex~-role
schema (others) task lend some support to this hypothesis <;f a bipolar
schema. Responses of both sexes suggested schematic processing on
descriptions of both males and females; " pwmr, asubjecfs were more
accurate at processing sfereoﬁped lnf’ atlon from descriptions of
characters of their own gender. Many re ’ari:hers have 'sugggesfed that,
In .developlng 1'helr sex-role ldentity, lldren mu;'l' learn what s
appropriate for both sexes (Constant nople, l979, Pleck, 1976;
Rebecca, Hefnaer & Oleshansky, 1976); and erefore, the ;ex-role sal f-
schema "would Incorporate Informaﬂon relevaAf to being male and being
female.

The findings of thls study have not resolved the controversy
surrounding the sex-role schen;afa of androgynous subjects. The data
suggest that androgynous sub jects of both sexes have wel|-articul ated
schemata on Instruméental and expressive dimensions. If the self-
schemata of these Individuals are +tled to overall feelings of

mascul Inity and femininity, one might expect hesitation In the

rajection of both types of tralts.  Although the data from rejection”

decislon times are lnconéluslve, the relative lack of hesitation with

which androgynous subjects reject both schematic and counterschematic

87
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+¥its mey [Indicate the absence of mascullne and femfnine sel f-
schemata, Without further corroboration this suggésﬂon remains highly
speculative; however, [t Is consistent with current theories of

androgyny (Bem et al., 1976; Pyke, Note 4; Spence & Helmreich, 1979).

A
This- position Is also bolstered by studies of chlldrearing practices .

"(Block, 1973; Kelly & Worell, 1976) which Ilave found that androgynous
Indlviduals have developed a different 3aﬁ‘ern of Identiflcation
because both parents were sallent a‘nd model led cons!der#tion and’
competence. |

The predlictions surrounding the sex-role schema‘ﬂc processing (of
self-relevant Information) of cross-sexed subjecfs .\resmd on the
assumption that thelr responses wquid be the mirror image of those of
se.x-'ryped individuals. Although most of the differences between cross-
.sexed subj_ecfs and\lnd‘lvtduals of other sex-role orlentation groups
did not reacl:/h statistical significance, the pattern of‘ rasponses of
cross-sexed females w;s genersal ly consistent with these predicﬂons.

Thls was not the case for cross—sexed males who were slow to endorse

coun‘rerschmﬂc: tralts, although they endorsed many. Do they -

hesftate ' In the endorsement of these tralts because feminine tral+<.
are generally viewed Pless favorably (McKee & Sherriffs, 1957; Pedhazur
& Tetenbaum, I97§) or because cro::s-sexed behavior In males receives a
great det;l of negative reinforcement (Fagot, 1977; Feinman, 1974,
1981; Hartley, 1959)7 Both of these explanations are plausible;
however, ;fhe response of males (all groups combined) In this study
argues against these explanations. Males, In general, showéd no

difference In thelr decision t+imes for .endor'sing masculine and

B v N
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.feminine ‘chal;ac;‘rar;l stics.. Perhaps cross¥sexeq \n‘mles are slow in their
endorsement decision times because they do not Invoke a sex-role
sehe;na- when processing sel f-relevant Information. Maids are Initially
soclalized to be masculine by learning to avoid feminine behavloi's and

characteristics (Hartley, 1959; Pleck, 1976); therefore, there m'ay be

. more confusfon In the self-concept of cross-sexed males. In contrast,

Schell and Sllber (1968) have reported that ‘r;omal preschool females
display mlxed sex-role behavior and are seldom negatively reinforced
for exhibiting masculine | characteristics. As might be expected,
cross-sexed females In this study responded - |ike sex-typed males.
UnlTke cross-sexed males, they appear to be certaln of 'fhelr Tdentity.
The responses 6f cross-sexed females were also similar to those of
mascullne males on the sex-role schema (others) task, showing high
levels of schematic processing (sex-role sallence) In fﬁe percepﬂ;:n
of others. Cross-sexed males, ﬁoaever, displayed a complete lack of
sex-role schematic functioning, with the l|owest score of all . groups,
suggesting that "the sex-role dtm;nslon has |ittie meaning for them.
This may be the result of not having learned the "rules"
(Constantinople, 1979) of "appropriate" sex-role behavior. These data
ralse new questions concerning the possibility that dlfferer'rr
mechanlsms are lnvorv;d In the development of a cross-sexed [dentity
In males and In females.

The unexpected findings relating to sex differences In the
decislon times for endorsing schematic and counterschematic tralts

leads to some speculation. Females In thls study endorsed sex-
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. congruent traitsy significantly more qulickly ' males, suggesting

that femininity Is more sallent In the selfy€oncept of females than Is

ol

‘mascul.Tnlty In the 'sel f~concept of males. establishment of an

"appropriate" sex-role Identiflcation Is considered to Bé an easler
f -

task for females who can usually idenﬂfy with their primary caretaker

(Hacker, 1957; Pleck, 1976). Perhaps fhls early identificatibn with

the same-sex ‘parent makes femininity 2 more sallent feature of the
self-concept, Males In +this study wére found to endorse more
counterschematic +ralts more quickly than females and 'l'o show no
difference be-hveer; decision times for endo;'setnenf of schematic and
counterschematic tralts. There was also a trend for males to show less
hesl'ra-l-g,on In endorsing sex-incongruent traits than females. This
finding Is saneut;af unexpected given the anticipated Influence of the
womens' movement on females. In addition, Hoffman and Fidell (1979)
reported that employed adult males, in thelr study, were most
consistent in stating that they lacked feminine traits. Males In this
sample, recruited from undergradua’fe ?sychology classes, may not be
representative of males In general.

The . phenomenon of sfereo'ryplng‘ls best studied by unobtrusive
measures.. The sex-role schema (others) task shows promise as such a
measure. This +task provided evidence that both sexes use sfereofypes
to organize their perception of both males and females. Each sex was
also found to be-more accurate.at processing Informa+tion .relevan-t fo
his/her omn g'ender. This suggests that Individuals may be mor.e

famillar with the "rules™ that govern members.- of thelr own sex.

Evidence that each sex | s more efficient at pro%'esslng traits relevant

ot
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to Its own gender has also been provided by Brown. Larsen. Rankin and
Bal l ard (1980).

The finding that sex-typed subjects produced the fewest false

oo alarm errors (commission) ‘In the perception of othsrs seems to be at

‘gp ) o .

v vatlancq with schema Th_eory. lf.had been h;'pofheslzed +hat, due to
* .higher levels of schematic fungtioning, se;c-fyped subjects would be

® - nore Iikely than other subjects to be overinclusive In processing
s'chemaﬂg: fxonpresenfed materfal; however, they proved to be more

’ " accurate than others. This suggests that, although schematic
processing Is generally responsible for c'ﬁeaﬂng more errors of
commlssion In nonpresen?réd schematlic material than In nonpresented
neutral or counferschema:t'lc material, at higher levels It seems to
producoe greater accuracy In distinguishing between p‘res/ehnfed and
nonpresented schematic stimul l. It has been reported that spacific
memory~-set Instructions, as used in this study, minimize the
distortion effect of\ schemata (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Tesser. 1978).
'H' Is possible that without such Instructions sex—typed sub jects, with
thelir more highly developed sex-role schemata, would have produced
more false alarms than others In the processing of sex-role,relafqd
material, ’
The measures in this ~s+ud'y which were Insplired by schema theory
have pr;odu;ed some encouraging findings. The fallure of the matching
task, however, to produce the desired results Is particularly

disappointing In view of the spaed and ease of Its administration.

The Internal! consi and the normal distribution of

b
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scoras suggest. that this task .is measuring "something"; however, that
"someth Ing" does not‘dlscrllmlna:fe between sex-role orlentation groups.

Further research 1s requlired o determine l{ this task Is salvagablest

4.‘,';‘

The hy;‘)ofheses concerning the predlcﬂv?val ldity of sex-role
sallence measures recelved only marginal support. The measures used In
'mls study were found t+o be poor predictors of sex-role Interests. The
abll ity of one sallence measure, proporﬂon of schemaﬂc errors on the
sex-role schema (others) task, +o predlc-r neuroﬂclsm in sex—fyped
subjects was esfabnshed._ This suggests that those sax-'ryped,subjec-rs
for whom sex-rol|e trai+s and behav‘lors are saltent [n the perception
of others display lower levels of neuroticism. In percelving others,
these sex-typed subjects are I ess | lkely tobe aware of Informatlon
which might lead to role-confl Ict. { Although this finding 1Is
theoretlical I); lnfaresflﬁg, the small magnitude of the Increase In
predic+tion achieved by adding this measure of sex-role sallence to
the BSRI Mascul inity score Is disappointing.

At this point It seem(}s Qpproprlafé to ask to what .degree this
study has contributed to clarifying the Issues In the areas of sex-
role s‘l'ereo+y;.>lng, sex-role consistency and psychological adjustment.

The persistence of sfereofype$ can be beffer;‘t?ndersfdod If one
considers the "automatic" nature of schematic processing. If one
accepts the premlse that séx-rol(e stereotypes are 1imiting (Bems 1974;
Block, 1976; Rosen & Jerdse, 1976) and modification Is desirable, an
understanding of the cognlitive factors which Influence schema
functloning may provide some suggestions for how stereotypes might be : i

changed. Ashmore and Del Boca (1979), for example, found fewer :
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when other meaningful Information about him/her was made sal Ient.
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Al though schema theory prov ldes a good explanaﬂor{ of cross~ °

sltuational consistency, In 1'hls’sfudy dlffereﬁces In level of
s¢hematic Srocesslng were not predicﬂve of sex=-role Interests. At
pr:gasenf, It seems that the type of recreational and occupaﬂ.on
preferences one hjolds are stil! primarl I'y determined by one's sex
rather than by Individual differences In personal ity o:i cognlitive
style. Level of schematic processing, however, may be related to other
sex-role behaviors.

Issues surrounding the relatlonship between sex-role oflen*aﬂon
and adJustment have also received some clariflication, The Tennessee
Sel f-concept Scale, used In this study, has not produced results to
suggest that sex-typed Indlviduals havé slgniﬂcanﬂy lower levels of
self-esteem than androg;;ous Individuals. As previously discussed,
this may be a function of the lesser stress on Instrumental skills on
this test. In addition, there !s some suggestion that, within the sex-
typed group, a higher level of schematic processing Is l:ela'red( to a
lesser degree of neuroticism. For sex-typed females masc.:ul Inlty was
also found to be significantly correlated with neuroticism, with

higher levels of mascullinlty predicting greater conflict

(neuroticism). Al though good adjustment In sex-typed females Is nq-r

qredlcﬁ-ed by higher levels of femininity, It appears to be predicted

s e rttane oo

by lower levels of masculinity. It Is concelyable that sex-typed

individuals, In learning an "appropriate" sex-role orientation, differ




v“‘,

from o*hers primarily ln the special attention they give 'roﬂghaf they
should not be rather than by the attention they give to what they
<

! - ~ Q
should be. - .

In summary, sex-role sallence, as ev.ldenced by schematic
processing along the sex-roles dimension has proven to be a ﬁseful
construct. In addit+ion to providing some clariflcation for current
Issues In the sex roles |iterature, It has also caused some new
questions to be raised, particularly with reference to the development
of a cross-sexed Identification. v

Research In.the area of sex-role sallence Is In I+s infancy. The

construct may be studied further with the measures outlined in this

- study; however, the development of tasks or tests which might be

administered more quickly and more easily would facllitate research on
,larger samples. In addition, the development of measures sultable for
1uose‘ wlﬂ; various age groups would allow researchers to study .sex-role
sallence as It varies acmss~ the |ife-cycle. o

. Further research may be directed to quesflor;s surrounding the
develobmen+a| stages and psychological concomitants of sex-role
sal lence. The study of methods by which sex-role sal fence might be
modifled and the conditions under which I+ should or should not be

modified has been left to future aresearch.n

@‘ﬁ
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" Presented’("Seen") Mater!al

New York (F)
engl neer (F)
woodworking (S)
generous (N)
decisive (S)

Iistening to music (N)

playing chess (S)
emotional (CS)
hunting (S)
Independent (S)
Spain (F)

S = Schematic

Appondlx A

Descriptive Lists and Slldes on

Sex Role Scl;ema (others) Task

° Mike
Mike Is a 24 year old man.
Mi ke :as born in New York.
Mike Is an engineer.
Mike Is lndepondenf.u
Mike Is generous. /‘Q?‘tb;‘ ‘
Mike Ilkes woodworking.
Mike is decislive. '
Mike |lkes Ilsfenlngq'l'o muslic.
;Ilke | 1kes- hunting.
Mike is emotional.
Mike |lkes playing chess.
Mike plans to visit Spain.

Washlngton (F)
mathematiclan (F)

repalring a car (S)

heal thy (N)
p stern (S)
drinking wine (N)

buliding a fire (S)

tender (CS)

col lecting stamps (S)

takes risks (S)
France (F)

New ("Not Seen™) Mater!al

108

CS = Counterschematic N = Neutral F=Filler

. For the recognition task, slides containing new material were

Intermingled In random order with slides containing previously

presented material.
" fillers. h

The first five and last sl ldes presented were
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"Appendix A Continued

Mary
Mary Is a 24 year old woman.
Mary was born In Los Angeles.
Mary Is ?Iannlng a career In nursing.
Mary s affoc'l;lonah.
Mary |lkes watching football.

Mary Is adaptive.
Mary |lkes swimming.
Mary I1kes sewing.
Mary |1kes planning colobraﬂops.
Mary Is graceful. _
.. Mary hopes to graduate and find a job.

New ("Not Seen") Materlal .
-

nursing (F) . soclal worker (F)
Los Angeles (F) * San Francisco (F)

Presented ("Seen"™) Mater|al

planning a celebration (S)
adaptive (N)

watching football (CS)
affectionate (S).

swimming (N)

talkative (S)

graceful (S) ’
sewing (S)

find a Job (F)

reading cookbooks (S)
fatigued (N)

shovel lIng snow (CS)
sentimental (S)

playing backgammon -(N)
ylelding (S)

cheerful (S)

cleaning the house (S)
find a friend (F) w




Apbendlx A Continued

John £ ” )
John Is a2 29 year old man. ®
. John was born In Chlcago.)
.John Is employed as a pllot..
. i
John Is successful. - .
- John 11kes mowing the lawn.
John Ifkes playing the stockmarket.
John Ilkes reading mysflenlas.‘
" John Is aggressive. ~
John [s honest. y
John' | Ikes playing poker. ( '
John Is sympathetic. : L
John would |lke "I'o live In Callfornta.
. we /]
Presented ("Seen") Mater|al New ("Not Seen™) Materl!al
pliot (F) c lawyer (F) ’
Chicago (F) . . 'Detrolt (F)
mow Ing the lawn (S) fishing (S)
reading mysteries (N) saving money (N) )
successful (S) ‘ ) muscular (S) P
honest (N) . humorous (N)
playing poker (S) driving a motorcycle (S)
pltaying ' the- stockmarket (S) . reading Popular Mechanics (S)
sympathétic (CS) shy (CS) s :
aggressive (S) . clear thinking (S) " .«
Cal Ifornia (F) ) . Arlzona (F)

.o_
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Jane
Jane
Jane

Jane

Jane

Jane
Jane
Jane
Jane
Jane

Jane

o

Appendix A Continued

-

Jane
. Is a young woman of 25.
recently moved to Monfreal.'.
works a; a secrefar%. '
Is soft—-spoken.
Is friendly.
| Tkes knitting.
| ikes shopping for food:
Is warm.
| 1B 'bovltllng.
Is confldent.

I 1kes doing ceramlics.

young woman of 25 (F)
secrotary (F)

doing ceramics (S),
bowiing (N)

knit+ting (S)
soft-spoken (S)

warm (S)

confdent (CS)

" Presented ("Seen") Maforl?\

shopping for food (S) N

friendly (N) ‘“
Hawail (F) .

»

~Jane [s planning a vacation In Hawgll.

New {®Not Seen") Material

married woman (F)
waltress (F)

washing dishes (S)
playing monopoly (N)
decorating a room (S)
sof t~-hearted (S)
charming (S)
dominant (CS)
watering plants (S)
conventional (N)
Tahltl (F)

v
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‘Appendix A Contlnued ., ‘t
. :
- ( l Pete "ii .
Pete Is a young man born in 1954. f
. 'f?:
Pete |ives In Yancouver. ]
Pete Is studying mathemati “1
Pate Is self-rellant. i
Pete Is athletic. .
Pete |ikes watching T.V. -
Pete |ikes smoking a clgar. P ;
, * ' N 3
“Pete |ikes canoeing. : "
Pete is reilable. ’
Pete |ikes raising flowers. :
Pete I's competitive. - o
Pete would llke to travel In Europe. ‘
Presented ("Seen") Material New ("™Not Seen™ Materlal i
Born In 1954 (F) ‘ 54 year old man (F)
mathematics (F) : _ . geology (F) . '
watching T.V. (N) : sketching (N) b
smoking a cigar (S) car racing (S) .
ralsing flowers (CS) . typing (CS) :
self-rellant (S) leadership abllity (S) 4
relfable (N) theatrical (N) .
competitive (S) adventurous (S) :
canoeing (S) playing drums (S) \ :
athletic (S) enterprising (S)
_ Europe (F) Africa (F)

&
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Appendix A Continued
Gall | !
Gail Is a 26 year old woman.
r : ‘
. R . Gall llves In Ottawa. !
Gal! works as a kindergarten teacher.
Gall Is tactful.
; Gall |lkes reading fiction. :
E Gail Is .uhdersfandlng. =
E .
§ Gall Is gullible.
} ) -
‘ Gall Ilkes modellIng clothes.,
f Gall Is submissive.
f
Gall Ilkes preparing a m7'al ..
Gall |H;es making model planes.
Gail will visit England this year.
F " Presented ("Seen") Material New (™ot Seen") Materlal
‘ 26 year old woman (F) e{derily woman (F)
- . teacher (F) ‘ clerk (F)
understanding (S) S frivolous (S)
gullible (S) soothes hurt feellings (S)
: tactful (N) ' versatiie (N)
! making mode! planes (CS) : repairing wiring (CS)
! model | ing clothes (S) : cleaning a closet (S)
reading fiction (N) : ‘ walking In the woods (N)
A ' submissive (S) ‘ gentie (S)
: preparing a meal (S) ballet dancing (S) .
; England (F) . Norway (F)

. ‘ R
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Appendix A Continued

Cari

Carl Is a 21 year old man.

Carl attends Stanford University.

Carl Is workling toward a degree In physics.

C&rl is ambl+ious. \

Carl Is [lkable. ;

Car! Ilkes going to a movie.

Carl |likes repairing clocks.

Car! Is forceful. -

Carl |lkes baking a cake.

Car! Is courageous.

Carl Ilkes welghtlifting.

Carl Is looking for a new apariment...

Presented ("Seen®™) Mater!al

Stanford University (F)
physics (F)

likable (N)

baking a cake (CS)
repaliring a clock (S)
forceful (S)
courageous (S)

going to'.a movie (N)
ambitjous (S)
veightiifting (S)
new apariment (F)

LV

New ("™Not Seen") Material

McGII | University (F)
soclology (F)
unsystematic (N)
having a manicure (CS)
washing a car (S)
cynical (S)
individuallstic (S)
skilng (N)

analytical (S)
programming.a computer (S)
new car (F) -
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Appendix A Contlnued

Anne
Anne
Anne

‘e Aﬂﬂﬁ '

Anne
Anne
Anne
Anne

&«

Anne
Is a 20 year old woman.
lives In Toronto.
wants to be a dletitian.
Is conslderate.
| Tkes arranglng flowers.
Is optimistic.
| 1kes hooking rugs.

Is assertive.

-

Anne |lkes doing crossword puzzles.

Anne Is superstitlous.

Anne |lkes dolﬁ% laundry.

Anne Is applying to graduate school.

Presented ("Seen®™) Material

graduate school (F)

- dletlitian (F)

optimistic (N)

hooking a rug-(S)
superstitious (S)
assertive (CS)

doing _|aundry (S)
arrgnging tlowers (S)

dolng crossword puzzies (N)
considerate (S)

20 year old woman (F)

New ("™Not Seen") Mater!al

Job Interview (F)
physiotherapist (F)
satisfled (N)

taking an art course (S)
compassionate (S)
Inventive (CS)
setting a table (S)
teaching children (S)
attending plays (N)
loyal (S)

childless woman (F)

15
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Appendix B
Personal Concept of Simllarlfy Qu;sﬂonnalre

Code number: Ages ' Sex:

Instructions .

You will find below a 1ist of several pairs of items. These are
divided Into sets, with each set contalning ftwo pairs. One Item Is
repeated In each of the two palrs. You are asked to uﬁderl'lné the
palr which you consider to be the most similar. Do not deliberate for
a long time befon;'e responding. Slmply underline the palir that seems

to be most alike to you. There‘ are no right or wrong answers. We are

Interested In your own Impressions.

|. Spaghett! & Plzza OR Chill & Spaghetti

2. Auto mechanic & Au*o racer OR Auto racer & Speedskater

*j. Manicurist & Hairdresser OR Hairdresser & Barber

4. Phllodendron & Palm Tree OR Palm tree & Cactus

*5. Perfume & After-shave cologne OR Lipstick & Perfume

6. Chocolate & Licorice OR Chocolate & Taffy

¥7. Tle & Trousers OR Skirt & Trousers

8. Taking a shower & Walking In the raln OR Taking a shower & Taking

a bath . )

%9, Ballet dancing & Watching a fashion show OR Watching a football
’ ga;ue & Watching a fashlon show )

10. Johnny Carson & Dick Cavett OR Dick Cavett & Mike Douglas

'}
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1.
2.

3.
14,
#5.

16,
17.
8.
19,

-%28.

29.
*30.
31.

17

Appendix B Contlnued

Dress. & Blouse or Blouse & Shirt

Mary Tyler Moore & Carol Burnett OR Julle Andrews & Carol Burnett
Phyllis Diller & Bob Hope OR Bob Hope & Frank Sinatra

Sewing & Knlt+ting OR Knitting & Crocheting

Washing a car & Cleaning an oven OR Washing a car & Taking out
garbage . ' ' N

Architect & Bullding Contractor OR Draftsman & Archltect

Coat & Sweater OR Sweater & Vest

Siip & Undershirt OR Slip & Girdle

Hot dog & Hauburgsr' OR Hamburger & Souv|akl|

Halr ribbon & Bowtle OR Halr ribbon & Necklace

Hercules & Zeus OR Zeus & Apollo |

Telephone book & Dictionary OR Dictionary & Atlas

Sky diver & Pliot OR Pllot & Train engineer

Nurse & Stewardess OR Walter & Stewardess

Playlng the plano & Playing drums OR Playing-the plano & Writing

music \ )

N

Woodworklng & Dressmaking OR Fishing & Woodworking

Backganmon & Chess OR Chess & Checkeés | ‘
Making model planes & Playlng chess OR Making model planes &
Crocheting

Lantern & Lamp OR Lantern & Flashlight

Earrings & Bracelet Cufflinks & !f.arrlngs

Houseboat & Moblle Home OR Yacht & Houseboaf

’



32.
%33,
345
35.
%36.
37.

Appendix B Contlnued

Mode! & Blueprint OR Blueprint & Roadmap
Brooch & Neckiace OR Tle pin & Brooch
Housevtfe & Nurse OR Housewife & Mother
Englneer &rﬂechanlc OR Engineer & Physiclan
Father & Mother OR Mother & Daughter
Carnival & Clrcus OR Carnlval & Fair

118
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" In which religlion (1f any) were you ralsed?

a Appendix C

Pcrson: | ) History Quésﬂonnal re

Code:_____ Age: Sex: M___ F____
Pl ace of Birth:

If not Canada, when did you arrive?

Educational level or present school grade____-

Occupation Cif applicable)

\Civil Status: Single___ Marrled__ Separated___ Divorced___ Widowed__

Position in family of origins

Number of older brothers, younger- brothers

Number of older sisters._____ younger sisters____

Mother.

Ages of your parents when yod? were born: Father

Occupation of father or male guardian (If retlred, before retirement):

Occupatjon of mother or female guardian (If retired,

retirement)

Educational level of father:

Educational level of mother:

Current |lving arrangements: alone________ with parents______

with spouse____ with frlend (same sex) <

with friend (opp. sex) with a grou

P L
Yy

Py
4

before

119
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Appendix D
Brlef Written Description of Procedurb o
Person Perception Study . '

~Thank you for vol unteering +o participate In this study on person
perception. The entire procedure will +ake approximately one and ‘a ,

hal f hours. You will spend half of that time dolng tasks where the

experimenter will be present. The remalnder of t+he time wiil be spent

fll111ng In questionnal res. These questionnalres will glve us some Idea - ‘
of the fype of person you are. In order to6 ensure confldonﬂal@ m
each participant.is given a*@de number, whith will be used <;n Q//;f/
questlionnalre Instead of your name,

The specific hypofhese; of thls study and the results will be

sent on I+s completion to everyone who participated. Please fi|l [In

| your- name and address below so that these may be sent to you. %

~

- Thank you once adaln for your t+ime and we hope you enjoy

parﬂclpﬁﬂng In this research.

)
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Appendix E

Sub Jects' Characteristics

Age
Education (in years)

. Number of older brothers
Number of younger brothers
Number of older slsters
Number of younger sisters
Age of father at subject's btrfhﬁ
Age of mother at subject's birth
Occupation of f;the.r'
Occupation of mother!

Education of father (In years)’

Education of mother (in years)

*

! According to the classification

Mal es
24.29
14.57
.85
«56
.74
45
33.07
29.14
3.0
5.9
12.2
.4

Means

121

Femal es
26.20
14.48
.48
.65 . )
.51 7
44 .
32.19 |

28,55
" 3.4

6.6
1S
10.5 .

system of Holllngshead (1957).



Appendix E Cont!nued
Subjects!' Characteristics

Frequencies
. Males Females
Clvll'S'ta'rus
\ Single h 68 57
/ Married 2 21
// Separated/Divorced 3 3
Widoved ‘ 2 4
Birthplace .
Canada/U.S. | 68 68
England/ Austrai1& oL -0
Europe " , - 6 i
Middle East ( | 5 2
Ortont el ) !
Indla/Paki stan ' 0 [
Asia 0 0
Africa | i 0
Latin Anerica [ 2 2
Rel igion
| None 2 . 2

Protestant 10 T

122
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Males

Cathol ic 54
Jewish 14
Other 5

‘Birth Order
First born ’ 2.7
Second ' ) 2]
Third 5
-Fourth e 12
Flfth ' 4
Sixth I
Seventh T 3
Elghth !
Ninth , !

Living Arrangements

‘ " With parents 14
Alone 46
With spouse , 12
With friend (same sex) ’ 8

With friend (opposite sex) 4

With group . l

With own chlildren (no 0
partner)

Ap'pe'ndl'x E Contlnued

Frequencles
Females
48
I
5

33
"

125
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Appendix F

G

s )
Unlvarlate F~Tests for the Effect of Sex and Sex-Type

" on the Endorsements and Rejections of Neutral fralts

on the Sel f=Schema Task with Multlvariate

Tests of Significance

- ‘ 9
1

Univartate F-Tests

W

Effect Varlate
Sex ' endorsement
df=1,152
rejaction
Sex-type endorsement
df=3,152 )
' rejection
Sex X endorsement
Sex-type
df=3,152 rejection
AN

Hypothesis

Mean Square

01374

.00564

.00222
’,00218

.00200
.00060

Multivariate Tests of Significanse (Pillals)

\/2\ x] v
Pittals
Effect Value
Sex .01393
" Sex-type .‘ .02755
Sex X , ‘5.01049
Sex~-type

|

&

1.066
713
.267

{

0

Error
Mean Square

.00673

,0074{

00673

00744

.00673

00744

.35
.64
.95

‘124

F P
2.042 .16
.758 .39
330 .80
«293 .83
.298 .83
.081 .97
Dégreés of
Freedom
2,151
6,304

6,304
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Appendix G
.y Analysis of Variance Source Tabie for Decision Times

of Schematic and Coéu}#ot:scheaaﬂc Endorsements

. Sum of
Source - Squares
Sex .01086
Sex~type. T .01783
Sex X
Sex=type 06377
Error 1.01724
Tralt type- .00100

Tralt type X
Sex

&

%420

Trait type X

Sex~type > 07416
Trait type X ,

Sex X Sex-type .00524
Error .48205

152

152

on Se lkSch“ena Task

ok

" Mean
Square

.01086

.00594

.02126
.00669

.00100

.03420
.02472

.0017%
.00317

1.62
.89

3.18

31
10.78
7.79

.55

125
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W21

.45

.03

58

.001

0001

.65




L

pan

Appendix H

Analysis of Varlance Source Table for

' of Schematic and Counterschematic Rejections

Source

Sex

Sex-type

Sex X
Sex~type -

&
Error

Trait type

Tralt type X
Sex

Tralt type X
Sex~type

Tralt 'rypé X
Sex X
Sex=type

Error

on Sel f~Schema Task

Sum of
Squares

.00386
02204

‘

.02074 :

2.83529

.00167

.00712

+03690

01767
1.53412

D.F.

152

Mean
Square

.00386

.00735
00691
.01865
.00167
.00712
.01230

.00589
.01009

Dect slon‘ Times

.21
39

37

"o b7
.71
1.22

.58

. «65

.76

77

-69

.+40

.63

126
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Appendix |

Univariate F-Tests for the Effects of Sex’and Sex-Type

on the Number of Self-Schema Endorsements with

Mul tivarlate Tests of Signlflcance

Univariate F~Tests —

Effect

Sex
df={, (52

Sex~type
df=3,152

Sex X

Sex-type
df=3,1%52

Hypothesis
Variate Mean Square

schqmaﬂc : $7.225
counter-

schematic 112.225
schematic 155.223

counter-
schematic . 163.419

’ $

schematic L 10,276

counter-
schematic 29.883

Error

Mean Square F P
4.803 1.50 .22
6.725 16.68 .0001(
4,803 32.33 .00001
6.725 .  24.30 .0000}
4.803 2.14 .10

6.725 4.44 .005

Multivariate Tests of Significance (Piilals)

Effect
Sex
Sex—-type

Sex X
Sex-type.

K}

Pillals

Yal ue . F
.09994 8.38
.69535 27.00
.12990 © 3,52

Degrees of
P Freedom
.0005 . 2,151
.00001 6,304
.002 . 6,304

127
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Appendix J
. Analysls of Variance Source Table for Response ' /
Latenclies to Presented |tems on Sex-Role

Schema (others) Task

v/
Sum of ) Mean o -

Source . Squares D.F. Square F P
Between Subjects 73.258 159 .4606
Within Subjects 12.683 320  .0396
Stimulus type® T 2 .8555 2479 .0001 —
Error. ‘ 10.972 318  .0345 : ?
Total 85,921 479 1790

i

R
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o ‘ Analysls of Varlance Source Table for Response

_ Latenclies to Nonpresented Items on Sex-Role

Source

Between Subjects
Within Subjects
SflmulusiType
Error

Total

L

-~

1

Appen&lx K

Schema (others) Task

Sum of

Squares

20.299
2,122
.545
1.576

22,422

-

* D.F.

159
i
320 .
2
318 .

479

Mean

Square

1276
.0066

2729

.0049

55.049

129
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. Appendix L
Analysis of Variance Source Table for Types of Errors

of Omission on Sex~-Role Schema (others) Task

L

Sum of Mean
‘ Sourte Squares D.F. Square F . P
Sex 2,647 1 2.647 10.43 .002
Sex-type .785 3 «262 1.03 38
Sex X . )
. Sex=type l.181 3 394 |.55 .20
Error 38.562 152 .254
Error type 2.256 2 1.128 12.80 . .0000
Error type X
Sex ' .839 2 .420 4.76 .009
Error type X
sex-type . 1.209 6 201 2,29 .04
é&
Error type X ’ .
Sex X ,
Sex-type -390 6 .066 .75 61
Error 26.799 304 .088
’
®

130
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Appendix M :

Analysis of Varlance Source Table for
. " Schematic Errors of Commisslon. (Falsé\Alams)
~ on Sex-Role Schema (others) Task

A
/
o
. _ Sum of Mean
Source Squares D.F. Square T
‘ Sex .000 1 .000 .561
\ Sex-type .006 3 .002 3.266
Sex X
Sex-type .006 3 .002 3.692
Error ' .086 152 .001

Total .098 159 ' .00

131
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'Appcndlx N

Analysis of Varlance Source Table for
Latency Difference Scores on Sex-Role’
Schema (others) Task

L4

Sum of ~ Mean

Source Squai-es- D.F. Square F P .
Sex .000 1 .000 .003 .96
Sex-type 015 3 .005 2,416 .07
Sex X

Sex~type .029 3 .010 S 4.712 004
Error JI13 152 .002 4
Total - 357 159 .002
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Appendix 0O
Analysis of Variance Source Table for

Schematic Errors from Descriptions of Males and Females

. on Sex=Role Schema (others) Task

)

Sum of  D.F. ' Mean

Source Squares Square F P
Sex 14.45 1 14.45 3.75 05 .
Error ° 609.3% 158 - 3.86
_Description 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 1.00
Description X : , ,

Sex - 12.80 = 1 12.80 13.55 .0003
Error . v 149.20 158 .94

)

-
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| Appendix P T A\

Analysis of Variance Source Table for
Latency Difference Scores! from
Descriptions of Males and Females,

on the Sex-=Role Scl;uema (others) Task

\ .
Sum of Mean .
Source Squares D.F. Square -F P
Sex .0003 1 “ooos .07 .79 ,
Error _ .72:56 158 .0046
Description Type 0131 ! 0131 3.47 .06
Sex X , :
Description Type .0073 1 .0073 1.93 .16
Error «5943 158 .0038
\ %
'Neutral minus schematic "Seen" stimui |
/
“



Appendix Q

Analysls of Varlance Source Tabie for

To'fa‘l Matching Task (PCSQ) Scores

&
Sum of Mean
@ Source Squares D.F. Square F
. Sex © o L100 1 .100 0N
Sex-type 26.430° 3 8.810 1,010
.Sex X . . ;
Sex-type .328 3 - 109 013
Error  1326.240 152 8.725
Total 1353.100 159 . 8.510
' {
5
j: o
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Appendix R
Univariate F-Tests for the Effects of Sex and Sex-Type on
Sex-Role Interest Scaies with

Mil tivariate Tes?x?f Significance

Univarlate F-Tests

Hypothesis Error

- Mean - Mean
Effect Variate Square  Square F P.
Sex ' Mal e-Val ued 2.299 .280 8.20 .005
df=[, 152 'y
Femal e~Val ued 5.833 «222 26.27 .00001
Bipolar 17.637 .079 224.41  .00001
Sex-%ype Male-Valued 362 .280 1.29 .73
df-’ » |52 M ’
Female-Yal ued .09  .222 .43 .28 -
¢ )
Blipolar .074 .079 .94 .42
Sex X Mal e-Vai ued «264 .280 .94 42
Sex=-type ' ‘
df=3,1%2 " Femal e-Valued .833 222  3.75 .01
Bipolar .192 079  2.45 .07

Multivariate Tests of Signlficance (PIllals)

, Pillals Degrees of
Effect > Value F P Freedom
Sex .598 74.64 .00001 - 3,150
Sex X .152 2,71 .004 9,456
Sex-type
&
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Source

"~ Sex

Sex-type

Sex X

Sex-type !

Error

Total

Appendix T ’
Analysls of Yarlance Source Table

. for Total Self-Esteem Score

_Sum of ' Mean
Squares D.F. Square F
514.81 1 514.81 .62
7548.99 3 2516.33 3.04
1692.19 3 564.06 .68
125775.25 152 827.47
135531.24 159 852.40
Q
.
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