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ABSTRACT -
Cole, C. Maureen, M.A., Autumn, 1982 PsychoTogy

Impression Formation as a Function of Nonverbal Communication,
Psychological Masculinity-Femininity, and the Situational Demands

(114 pp.) :

Director: Frances A. Hill

Sixteen men and women were selected to serve as stimulus persons
(SPs) on the basis of their Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAG)
score. Thus two men and two women from each ¢f the four PAQ sex
role identity groups (androgyncus, masculine, feminine, and un-
differentiated) were videotaped without zound while they engaged
in two different conversations with a same-sex confederate.

One conversation was designed to elicit stereotypicaliy masculine

-behavior (instrumental demand situation} wnile the other conver-
. sation was designed to elicit stereotypically feminine behavior:

(expressive demand situation). One-minute videotaped segments -
were spliced tegether and shown to 30 men and 30 women subjects
who served as naive judges. Judges macde impression formation
ratings of each SP on six attributes; 1ikability, intelligence,
effectiveness as a communicator, self-assurance and comfort,
dominance and forcefulnsss (mascuiinity), and warmth and caring
(femininity). Results indicated that only impression ratings for
effectiveness as & communicator supported the pradictions based on

_sex x sex rcie category and the situational demands. Several

suggestions are made for why the other five dependent measures

were not vaiid predictors. The results suggest that masculine
types, and especialiy mascuiine males, faired better than other sex
X 3&x roie grcups. Implications Tor this are discussed in terms

of the sex role identity measurement instrumenits availabie.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Nonverbal Communication

The Yay person has long been aware of the importance of nonverbal
expression in communication. A. Conan Doyle, creator of the British
detective, Sherlock Holmes, frequently utiiized nonverbal descripiions,.
to communicate a ﬁhenomenon his readers could readily identify:

Holmes' expression was,as.impassive a§ ever under the _

Jeers of his amtagonist, but his clenched hands betrayed

his. acute annoyance {(Doyle, }908,wp. 1345). :

Most oeoplie have ho difficulty in explaining that thé clenched hands
indicate~an agitatad émoticna1 state. However, as Sapir'(1927)
astutely noted:

We réspondvto gestures with extreme alertness and, one.
might almost say, in accordance with an elaborate and
secret code that is writfen nowhere, known by none,
~and understood by ali (p. 137).
A chiid begins communicating almest from the moment of birth.
Yet the communication milestone that is celebrated is when he/shg Spéaks

‘the first words. Much care and training are given'fo insure that

“our children learn to reéd, write and speak correctly. Spelling,
word usage, and sentence structure are taught early on and dictionaries
are commonplace at ﬁome, sciool, and work. “However, little attention
ﬁas been given in formal education to the nonverbal aspect .of communi-
cation. It may be that reading, writing, and'speaking:are more



complex and therefore command greater attention. Mehrabian (1972)
suggests that nonverbal communication cannot convey the complexity
that words do. He believes that nonverbal behaviors primarily in-
volve communication of one's feelings and attitudes. This view is
a]so express sed by Harper, Wiens, and Matarazzo (1978). They suggest
that nonvei bq] behaviors are the primary means of expraessing ¢
comnunicating emotion, and that our body languags may often convey a
symbo?i; message cc%cerning our attitudes toward ourselves and others.
Harrison (1574) points out that verbal messages tend to be one-
way. The speaker spéaks and the listener listens and then the process
-réverses. Nonverbal communication, however, is two-way. The listener
uses nonverbal behaviors such as head nods, gazing, smiling, and
other conversation regulators to give feedback to the speaker. The
speaker aiso uses these and other nonverbal behavicrs wnhich may be
redundant 1o the spoken language or wh.cn provide additional infor-
mation to that from the verbal channel. Harrison also elucidates
other differences between the two modes of communication. For example,
verbal messages use only two bands or sense organs; eyes for reading
and ears for hearing. Nonverbal communication may invclve all five
bands; taste, olfaction, and touch, as well as sicht and hearing.
Neaverbal communication tends 0 be continucus while verbal communi-
cation is discrete. Nonverbal communication is more concrete and
verbal communication is more absiract. Verbal communication is
monitored more easily than is nonverbal communication. In sum, there

is a2 qualitative difference between the ifws modes of commurication.



The term, nonverbal communication, is defined quite differently

ffom one researcher to the next. Pérhaps the most stringent inter-
pretation is offered by Wiener, Devoe, Rubinow, and Geller (1972).
These authcrs emphasize a conceptual distinction between nonverbal sign
which implies only that an observer assign some significance to an

event or behavior, and nonverbal communication which includes three

components. These components are a socially shared signal system or
code, an encoder (seﬁaer) who makes something public via the codes,
and a decoder (receiver) who responds systematically to the code.
Burgoon and Saine (1978) refer to the above definition of nonverbal

comnunication as source orientation, as the enceder's intent is a

necessary prerequisite to the decoder's interpretation and additionally,

the ccde must be socially shared. These authors refer to the less

restrictive nonverbal sign as receiver orientation, as the require-
ment here iz only that someone {i.e., the decodér) believes that the
enccder has communicated ronverbally. Harrison (1974) also suggests
2 less stringent definition, "Nonverbal communication is the exchange
ef information through noniinguistic sien" (p. 25). Sign, in this
case, is a stimulus which stands for or means something above and
teyond itself, and nonlinguistic, is the full range of nonwords, both
spoken and wrétten.A |

The present paper accepts the less arduous definition of non-
verbal communicaticn, simply that someone believes that the encoeder

has communicated nonverbally.



Relationship Between Verbal aﬁd_NonverbaT Communication

Birdwhistell is reported to have said that studying nonverbal
communication is like stadying noncardiac. physiology (Knapp, 1978).

His point is well taken. Although the term nonverbal is commonly used
to describe all human communication that is neither wvitten nor spoken,
the vérb;?—nonverba1 dimension is not a discrete one with verbal
phenomena at one end and nonverbal pheromena at the other end.- For
example, some nonverbal behavior can readily be transiated into words,
as in the fcllowing: If I nod my head in affirmation you wilf in-
tevpret ny nonverbal behavior-(npd of head) as a "yes" answer (a
vérbé? response). Is this nod of the head now considered a verbal
response? Another confusion lies in the distinction between verbal
and vocal. A verbal symbol can be either vocal or nonvocal, such as
written comnunication, and a vocal sound does not necessarily need to
be symbolic. For eiaﬁp]e, a scream would be vocal and nenverbal.
However, if the scream were interpreted as a cry for help, it then may
be seen as vocal and verbal coﬁmunication;

Similarities between verbal and nonverbal communication can be
demonstrated by analyzing feelings and attitudes in" a three-dimensional
cancépt. Csgood and his colieagues (Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957;
Snider & Osgeod, 1969} suggest that various combinaticns of the
foliowing concepts can be used to descrfbe any specific verbal concept:
evajuation (e.g., good-bad), petency (strong-weak), and activity
(active-passive). Mehrabian (1971) proposed a similar three-dimansional
concept for fhe nonverbal communication of one's féeiings and attitudes:

Tiking or positiveness rather than evaluation, dominance or status



in the case of'potency, and responsiVeness instead Qf activity.

Liking or positivensss might be depicted nonvefbai?y as wanting
to be physicaily near personsror things we like. Conversely we avoid
people and things that we do not like or that induce pain or fear.
This appropristely termed immediacy metaphor.is an impcrtant frame-
work within which people can translate their actions and nonverbal
expressicns into likes and dislikes. The resulting nonverbal acts
are displaved as touching or not, moving nearer ot'further away, -
leaning forward or away from another while seated. Secondly, dominance
or status are referred to as the power metaphor. Fower seems to
coexist with large size, height, absense of fear and/or reiaxation,
while lack of power is related to vigilance, smallness and/or tense-
ress. -Any combination of posture and movements that implies powar
does not have to be constantly reiterated. Strength need be shown
only occasionally to maintain status.,AFinaTIy, the responsiveness
metaphor is the most basic way in which humans convey their feelings.
It covers the gamut of behavior from sleeping tb a manic state. ‘In
reacting to cthers, we shift directions of outlock, our facial
expression changes, the tone of our voice fluctuates, etc. In general,
people are far more changeable than are inanimate objects in our en-
virvonnent. We tend to be more responsive to people in general and to
some people more than te others.

Are there justifiable reasons for studying nonverbal communication
in i§o1aticn? Bacause of the similarities between verbal and non-

verbal communication and because of the inherent overlap and confusion
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in diétinguishing‘nonverbaT from verbal'communicatioﬁ, the validity
or utility of separaiing_tha two modes when studying human communi-
cation might ﬁe questioned. Some researchers have argued against
segregating words from gestures {e.g., Knapp, 1978) and they propose
working undér‘thevbroader framework of communication or face-to-face
interaction. This concern might be understood better if the history

of the study of nonverbal communication were considered.

Historical Prespective of Nonverbal Communication
Over 100 years ago, Charles Darwin (1872) propcsed that many of
our expressions are not learned but are biolegically based and are

the product of evolution. His book entitled; The Expression of

Emotion in Man and Animals, appeared at a time in history which was

ripe for change. Earlier religious notions were being challenged by
scientific rationalism and Darwin's theory filled the vacuum that was
ieft by collapsing religious ideology. After the turn of the century,
European Darwinism was imported to America in the form of Social
Darwinism. This right wing dogma, which exploited its scientific
origins, was used to justify the manipulation of immigration quotas
and the promotion of discrimihation in employment and education on
the basis of evelutionary superiority of the elite classes. During
the 1220's a backlash resulted and Social Darwinism was largely
refuted within academia (Freeman, 1980).

From the 1920's to the 1950's, Darwin's theory of emotions and
expressions was virtually forgetten in America and cultural relativism

and sccial acquisition of feelings, capacities, and behaviors dominated



psychology (Freeman, 1980). During the 1950's, vesearch in nonverbal
communication began to deVe]op in what Harper, et. al. (1978) have
termed, three infer1ocking phases. Phase one invo]yed primarily the
deveilopment of transcript systems for categorizing nonverbal behaviors.
' Birdwhiéte?? (1952) detailed a comprehensive system for body motions
or kinesics. - He assigned a symmbol for virtually every possible human
mevement, analogous to phonetic transcription for speech. Trager
(1958) presented a schema for paralanguage which is concerned with
vocalizations and‘voicé quaii;ies. Voca?jzations include vocal
characteristics such as 1aughing, crying, and belching. Vocal quali-
fers include itensity, pitch; and extent. A third category is
identified as social segregates. These include uh-huh for affirmation,
uh-uh for negation, and uh for hesitation. Hall (1963) cevelopad a
notation system for proxemic behaviors whigh includes eight dimen-
sions; postural, sociofugal, kinesthetic factors, touch, retinal
cembinations, thermal, olfaction, and vocal loudness. The development
of these systéms lead to descriptive research where interpersonal
behaviors were studied as units.

The second phase, the‘structural approach, and the third phase,
the external variable approach, developed concurrently but aleng two
different research strategies. The structural approach is a tighily
orgarized and self-contained social system (Birdwhistell, 1970). Like
language, it cp@fates according to a definite set of rules. Fbr

structuralists, the relevant question is not how nonverbal affects
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vefba?, but how they both contribute to communication. -Structuralists
ask such questions as:

(a) Out of all behaviors which are possible to perform,

which ones actually occur in communication in a given

situation in a given culture? '

(b) Do these selected communication behaviors occur in

characteristic sequences or clusters with other behaviors

in the sanie or different modality? (Duncan, 1969, p. 121).

The external variable approach, which is more heavi1y researched,
studies the relationship between nonverbal behaviors and other
variables, especially people interacting. This type of research is
subdivided into indicative and communicative studies. Indicative
.-studies focus on the association of psychological states with non-
varbal behaviors, such as certain hand mevements may be correlated with
and perhaps indicative of ‘anxiety. C&ﬁmunicative studies focus on
sbserver abiiity tO’accurate]y interpret the meaning of certain non-
verbal behaviors in terms of particular psychological states. For
exainple, iT an observer were to interpret the hand movements of a
certain anxious parson as a ref]ectich of his/her anxiety, it could be
said that the behavior was 2lso communicative.

During the 1950's and 1960's, the field of psychology cailed on
cognitive and learning theories to explain emotions and behaviors.

The concept of body language as a cultural product was popu?arized.
The most recent trend of the 1970's has been a blending of the earlier
biological basis for expression with the more recent cultural emphasis.
This bio-social theory acknowledges the cultural and the innate in-

fluences on nonverbal communication.



Embedded within the historical roois of the study of nonverbal
communication, the externa1 variable tradation c]ear!y‘pursues the
nonverbal element of the communication prccess and provides justifi-
.cationAfor'Studying rionverbal communication separate from the verbal

communication process.

Impact of Monverbal Communicaticn on the Total Message

it is intuitively appealing to ask what percent of a total
message is communica%ed nbnve?bally. Birdwhistell (1970) estimatés
that the nonverbal component accounts for 65%. Other researchers
suggest that the nonverbal messggé carries 4.3 times the weight of
‘the verbal méssage (Argy1e, Saiterk Nicholson, Wi?]iams,.& Burgess,
1970). Mehrabian (!971} identified three'commun?cativevchaﬁne?s
and prcéided‘an estimate of the percent of total message impact for
wﬁ%ch each is responsible; facial, 55%, vocal, 38%, and verbal, 7%.

Unfertunately, these simplified estimates are'problematic.
Fi}st, they do not agree with cne another. Additicnally, none Of
these estimates allows for variation in the situation or context,
ror do they a?iow for ovef]ap or redundancy between verbal and non-
verbal messages. Finally, in at least one case, the conclusion is
not based‘on sound statistical reasoning. Mehrabian's (1971) pre-
diétion is a composite, formed from two different research studies
(Mchrabian & Wiener, 1967; Mehrabian & Ferris, 1967). Both of these
studies dealt with only communication of attitudes rather than non-

verbal communication in general. But perhaps the more sarious error
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is the failure tO-a1?cw all three components (faciaﬁ, vocal, and
verbal) to interact with one another and to allow for other unidenti-
fied variables or for error.

Hegstrom (1979) attempted to rep1icaie Mehrabian's resultsAby
testing the relative impact of the three components in one design.
He analyzed the data using a step-wise multiple regression procedure.
One male stimuius person was vidéotaped as he presented four affective
message conditions; positive, negative, neutral, and a mixture of .
these three. Four channel conditions were recorded for each of the
above message conditions; an a1]4chahneJ,_which included both sound
and picture; a verbal channe},vwhich presented only sound; a vocal
channel, whiﬁh presented filtered sound;fand a facial channel, which
presented the picture only. Subjects judged the attitudes on the
sixteen stimuius messages on bipolar scales which measured positive
and negative judgments.

The results did not replicate Mehrabian's (1671) estimates.
hegstrem (1979) found the total impact of a message was 14% facial,
12% vertal, and 6% vocal. The sum of the parts do not equal thé whole
as in Mehrgbian's formula (55% facial, 7% verbal and 38% vocal).
Sixty-eight percent of Hegstrom's total variance is left unaccounted
for when the interactants are allowed to vary. This suggests that
two-thirds of the impact of a message is due to error or to some other
veriables as yet unaccounted for. However, it would be well te note
that the legitimacy for generalization of this research can be questioned
as only one stimulus person was employed._ Hegstrom's {1979) re-

sults conceivably are conservative.
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Catalogﬁﬁg Nonverbal Communication

Andther question of interest is, what factors éonstitute the
domain of nonverbal communication? This questionr has been answered
by many theorists, but wfth minimal agreement.

Ruesch and Kees (1956) proposed three 1énguages to represent

nonverbal communication. Sign language are those gestures which are

purposeful and which stand alone and replace words. Action language

are those gestures for which no meaning is iniended to be associated.

Object language are those gestures which may or may not have an in-
tended meaning. For example, displayed material objects may or may
not communicate a message. Argyle (1969) uses six classifications;
body contact,_posture, physical appearance, facial and gestural,
direction of gazing; and the nonverba? aspects of speech. Duncan
(?969) also uses six domains; body movement, para]anguage, proxemics,
oifaction, skin sensitivity, and the use of artifacts. The cataloging
developed by Barker and Collins (197C) represents the largest number
of nonverbal factors. Thase 18 divisions include; animal and insect,
cultural, environmental, gestural and body movements, human behaviors,
interaction,pattérns, learning, machines, media, mental processes
including perceptions, imagination and creativity, music, para-
language. perscnal grooming and apparel, physiological, pictures,
‘tactile and cuténe&usg and time. Eisenberg and Smith (1971) recognize
only the three major categories of paralanguage, kinesics, and
proxemics. Finally., Knapp (1978} suggests there are seven domains;

body metion, physical characteristics, touching, paralanguage,



proxemics, artifacts, and environmental. A]though there is some over-
lap between these systems, the differences are substantiai. The oniy
component common to all 6f these systems is body movement.

Body movement or kinesic behavior typically includes such ges-
tures as movements of the body Timbs, hands, head, feet and legs;
facial expressiohs such as smiles; eye behaviors such as blinking,
direcfion and length of gaze and pupil dilation; and postural stances.
Obviously there are many different types of nonverbal behaviors.

Some are very specific, others are more general. Some are intended
to communicate, others are expressive only. Scme provide information
about emotions or moods while others reflect cues about personality
traits or éttitﬂdes. ’ | )

Ekman and Friesen {1969; 1972) have developed a system for clas-
sifying nonverbal Epdy acts USédsin'communication-and interpreting

called performance cues. They have subdivided these cues into emblems,

illustraters, affect d%§p1ays, regulators, and adaptoks. Emblems are
nonverbal. acts thét can be directiy traﬁé1ated into averbal meaning,
There is nhigh agreement among members of a culture or.subculture as

to their meaning., Examples of culture-specific emblems are, the
"A-ok" sign and the “peace" sign. A few embiems are recognized cross-
cuiturally, such as putting out the thumb to hitch a ride. Some
emblems are almost unviersally accepted, such as the‘signal for eating
“{bringing the hand up to the mcuth) and sleeping (tilting the head

laterally to one side and closing the eyes). Emblems can stand alone



or they can reinforce verbal communication. They are performed with
awarenass and with a specific intent to communicate.

The second group of:performance cues, iilUstrators, are nonverbal
acts which are directly tied to speech. They illustrate what is being
said, such as peinting to an object or depicting a spatial relationship
or a bodily action. ITlustrators seem to be within our awareness,
but not as explicitly as emhlems. Their uses increase when a person
is excited or having difficulty finding the right word.

Affect displays are primar§1y facia]Adisp1ays which are said to
be_panhuman as they occur in alil cu]tureé. However, the surrounding
circumstances in which one reacts with the specific affect display is
rct panhuman, but culturally determined. These emotional displays
can be in agreement, contiradictory, or unrelated to the verbal affective
statement they are associated with. Most often, affect displavs are
not performed with the explicit intention of éommunicating;

Regulators are those nonverbal acts which help to maintain and
reguiate speaking and listening. They are indicators to the speaker
that he/she should continue, elaborate, repeat, hurry up, or give
another a chance to speak. Specifica]]y they provide feedback. The
most familiar regulators are head nods and eye movement. Thevre seems
to be little awareness by the communicator that regulators are being
used. However involuntarily they are emitted, thgy are readily recog-
nized by athers when they are transmitted.

Adaptors are benaviors thought to have developed in childhood as

an effort to satisfy needs, perform actions or manage emotions.
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Self-adaptors include manipulating one's own bodj,.such as scratching,
rubbing or pinching. These behaviors usually increase when the person
becomes nervous. Alter-adaptors are learned in conjunction with early
experienceé involving other people. Ekampies would be leg'movements

to acconmodate personal space between the self and other people, and
orientation of body position ih conversation. Finally, object-adaptors
involve some artifact in the envirorment, such asAsmoking, doodling or
-playing with a paper'c]ip,;'Adaptors are not intended for communication’
facilitators or interpretations and they are therefore done without
awareness. Self- and object-adaptors usually increase when a person

is aicne.

Performance cues such as emblems, iT1ustrat0rs, affect displays,
régu]ators, and adaptors are most freguently referred to as the body
cues. Other related nonverbal cues include touching, paralanguage
or voice qualities and vocalizations, proxemics and a%tifacts. All

these communicate information nonverbally about the self to others.

Summary

Nonverbal communication is an effective mcde of communication
even though.it is not formally taught in society. The external approach
is the study of the relationship between nonverbal béhavior and other
variables, specifically peoplie, and communicative research in particular-
focuses on an observer's accurate interpretation of the meaning of
certain nonverbal behaviors. There are a variety of ways to catalogue

nonverbal behavior, but most include body movements. The classification
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system developed by Ekman and Friesen (1969; 1972) accounts for non-

verbal body acts used in communication and interpretation.

Psychological Masculinity-Femininity

~Men are men and women are women and vive la différence! Until
the early 1970's the psychological concept of masculinity-femininity
(M~-F) was usually conceived of and studied by psychologists as a
single ar unitary bipoiar dimension, with masculinity at one extreme
and femininity at the opposite extreme. In a review addressing this
issue, Constantinople (1973) suggests that the terms'§§§ggiigiii.and
femininity have 2 long history in psychological discourse, but
theorgtica!?y and emgigiggllz they are poorly defined concepts. These
terns were simply taken over from the pub]ic domain with no attempt
theoretically to explicate them. Generé?]y they are thought to be
re?étive]y enddring traits which are rooted in anatomy, physiology
and early experiences and are used to distinguish maies from females
_in appearance, attitude, and behavior.

Empivically, the common factor used in most of the early tests

AL ARASERS, .

of #-F was solely an item's ability to discriminate the responses of
males from those of femaies. The use of only this criterion doss not
allow for an asseasment of trait centrality, and therefore there can
be no satisfactory definition of thz underlying construct caiied M-F.
Without a clear definition of the construct, it is not ﬁossible to
conclude 1f the M-F dfmensién is indeed a unitary trait, or if it is,

in fact, bipoiar in nature.
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M-F Measurgment Problems

Constantinople (1973) postulated that if the M-F construct is
unitary, then strong correlations should exist between the different
M-F scales which propose to measure this construct. She reports on
correiétions between the foliowing commohly used M-F measures of the
time: Gough's Fe scale; Guilford's M scale; the M-F scale of the MMPI:
and Terman and Mf]es‘ Attitude Intenest Analysis M-F test. Only small
to moderate corre]atjbns‘between any of these measures were found.
Factor ana]yses‘performed on the items of the M-F measures also sup-
pofted the notion that ‘the trait is not a unitary constfuct, but a
combinéticn af as mépy as_TO mascutine and nine feminine factors with
at Teast-four factors overlapping both sexes. -

Implicit in-the bipoiar assumption is the notion that M-F is a
sihg!e continuum ranging from one extreme through & zero point to the
other extreme and that behaviors defining one end point are opposite
tolthose gt the other end and are thus negatively correlated. Evidence
suggesting that this is a fau1ty.assumption is presented by Jenkin
and Yroegh (?969). They asked subjects to make ratingé on semantic
differential scales of the most and Teast masculine and feminine con-
cepts using -the ideal man and woman as standards. ~If the MF concept
was bipolar, correlations between the most masculine ratings and the
most feminine ratings should be highly negati?e; Additionally, corre-
laticns between the least masculine and the rost feminine and corre-

lations between the most masculine and the least feminine should both
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be positive. Their results did not support these hypotheses, but
instead suggested that at least two separate underlying dimensions
exist. '

The lack of a clear thecratical definition of the M-F dimension
allowed for aﬁtributes associated with such terms as sex role adoption,
sex role preference and sex role identity to be included in the defini-
tfon with iftt]e delineaticn of their subtie differences in meaning.
Sex rofe preference can be distinguished from sex role adoptidn on the
basis that the former refers to activities and traits one would.prefer
to engage in or possess, whi]é the ?atterirefers to those activities
and traits one actually manifests. This is a difference between ideais
and reality. .According to Constantinople (1973):

Sex role identity includes both Cognitive and affective

factors which refiect both seif-evaluation and the

evaluation of others as to one's adeguacy as a male or

female {(p. 2391). '

A1l three of these aspects of M-F may very well underlie and be a
part of the mu1tidimehsionality of the cénéfruct of M-F. However,
their speciiic and complex contribution to ihe definition tends to
compliicate the already overlecaded and unclear concept. Some resedrchers
suggest that these three terms should be identified as separaie
dimensions (Sbence & Helmreich, 1978).

Measures of M-F inherently reflect the culture and the time period
in which they are developed. Although fairly persistent sex role
sterectypes exist, Freidan's (1963) review éT]Qstrates the effect that
the specific culture and the time perfod have on the definition of

femininity and the amount and kind of outside pressuras exertad on
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women to.conform to that stereotype. As a test becomes dated, the
norm group becomeS»less reliable as a-comparison point; and the
measure of social desirability which is built into the fest also
fluctuates. For example, grandmothers of today were raised in an
.atmosphere fostering the attitude that young women were homemakers
and a career was soughf’only by those unfortunates who did not have
the Security of:a working husband. The mothers of these women, how-
ever, were encourageg to go to college and to seek a career, a?though
in somewhat 1imitedaareas such as teaching and nursing. The college--
age women of today are actively encouraged to achiave in the workihg
field. 1In a short period of 60 years there are higihly contradictory
societial attitudes for women regarding socialkaesirabiiity. Wnich
of these sociaj yardsficks a woman chooses &s sociaily desirable may
make a difference in her test score on a M-F measurement scale regard-
‘Yess of her own inner concept.

Considering the multiple problems of the current M-F measures,
Constantinopie {1973) conc1uded'that the psychological concept of M-F

and the measurements available were sorely inadeguate.

Androgyny

In response to this apparent need for a new means to measure the
psycho]séic#" éttribuﬂas,gf mascuiinity and femininity, two measure-
ment tools were deQe1oped indepehdent?y and concurrently; The Bem
Sex Ro]e.InQentory {BSRI) (Bem, 1974) and ihe Personal Attribute
Questionnaire (PAQ) (Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1974, 1975). Both

investigators indicated support for the notion that the psycholegical
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M-F construct is muitidimensional, rather than a unitary cohcept,
and they questioned the assumptions that a person could possess only
masculine or feminine attributes or that these necessarily were bi-
polar. They both suggested an alternative theoretical modei in-
corporating the concept of androgyny. .Ac¢ord1ng1y, an androgynous
parsen possasses both masculine and femfnine charactaristics. Bem
(1975) found evidence that these people are mcre adaptive and
situationaliy responsive than are men and wdmen who §ubscribe té_the
traditiona1'roie°. Both the BSRI and the PAQ are seif-report in-
struments. N |

The BSRI contains a total of &0 adje¢ti9es {20 each of masculine,
feminine ard neutral) which are each rated on a 7~point'scale ir-
dicating how characteristic they are of the respondent. Bem (1974)
devé]oped the BSRI on the conception that & sex-typed persor is some-
one who has internaiized society's sex-typed standards of desirable
behavior Tor men and women. The selected masculine items were pre-
Judged by an initia® group of subjects to be more desirable in
Emerican society for a man than for a woman. Similarly, the feminine
items were prejudged Lo be wore desirabie for a wewman than for a man.
The selected neutral items were prejudged as neither mascuiine or
feminine in charvacter, and served as filler items which are not in-
cluded in the scoring of sex vroie identity. The BSRI reflects the
respondant's general concept of sex roles and does not make distinctions
between the concepis of sex role adoption, sex role preference and

sex role identity.
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The PAG asks respondents'to rate themselves on 24 5-point likert
scales (eight each of masculire, feminine and bipolar masculine-
feminine). Items selected for inclusion on the original and longer
'fcrm of the PAQ (55 items) were inifial1y chosen in a mannér similar
to thé BSRI, but using sJightly different criteria. For the M-scale,
items were‘prejudged by an 1nif1a1 group ot subjects tc be socially
deSirabIé for Qg;b‘sexes; but which males are believed to possess
in greater abundance than do females. Similarly, the F-scale con-
tains socizlly desirable items for both sexes, but which females are
believed to possess to a greater degree than do males. The M-F scale
contains items whose social desirability appears to vary bétween the
two sexes with some items more desirable for maies than for females
and some vice vevrsa. Thus, the PAQ provides some support.for a
bfpb]a model of the M-F construcﬁ. In support for ihc1uding this
third scale, Spence and Helmreich (1978) state:

Since additiéna] aralyses convinced us that the M-F scale

was not a psychometric accident and since we suspected

that it might yield siagnificant information not available

from the other scaies, we have retained it, despite the

coenceptual embharrassment of having te embrace simultaneouslty

g dualistic and a bipelar model of masculinity and femininity

(p. 20).

Spence and Helmreich (1978) state strongly that the psychological
dimension ofimascu!inity and femininity should be ccncepfua]]y dis-
tinguished from the generail concept of sex roles. They Suggest~that
the meaning of "sex role" is not clear as it is'presentiy uti1€zéd
56 psychotogy and other discip!ines pbecause it has a'variety of

meanings. They reserve sex vroie ur sex role stereotype to mean “overt
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behav?qr'in-a_siantiancontaining role demands"” (p. 14). These re-
searchers %uggest that the eséentia] psychological dimensions that
distinguish maies and females lie in the agency-communion dichotomy
and its conceptual equivalents. This concept is based on Bazkan's
{1966) proposal of the two fundamental modalities which characterize
all living organisms. Agency, a mascujine concept, reflects a sense
of self and is manifested in self-assertion, self-protection and self-
expansion. Communion, a feminine concept, implies selflessness, a
concern with-cthersAaﬁd a deéf}e tb»berwffh otﬁers. “

Bakan (1966) postulates that the two diqhotomous forces operate
in all living forms, that is that the masculine qualities are not |
indicative of>men only and not of women, er coversely, that only
women,Abut not men, possess feminine attributes. He suggests that
n2ither concept is genetically given or necessariiy superior to the
other.

Other similar proposals of this dichotomy in nature are: In-
}strUmentaTity versus-expressivenecs as proposéd by Parson and.Bales
(1955); Outer vgrsus-inner space as conceived by Erickson (1964);
Field independence versus field dependence as explained Sy Witkin
(1974}); and Proactive meaning active, independent, self-confident,
objective and decisive, versus reactive meaning sensitive, emoticnally
expressive and interpersorally supportive (LaFrance & Mayo, 1978).

In light of the agency-communicn dichotomy (Bakan, 1966) and
similar concepts, Spence and He}mreich»(TQ?S) eliminated items from

the original PAQ (55 items) that did not reflect the above raticnale
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and retained only those items which were rationally based on agency-
~communion. Thus the present form of the PAQ (24 items) is a post hoc
rationally constructed instrument.

“Thus although the BSRI and the PAQ both propose to measure the
concept of androgyny, they differ both conceptually and procedurally.
In assessing the differences between the BSRI and the PAQ. Stapp
and Kanner (Nate 1) corre?ated'subjects' responses on both measures.
The M-scales correlated .75 for male subjects and .73 for female

'subjects. Correlations of thg“FusCaleS'fpr men and women subéects
were lower, .57 and .59 respectively. It appears that these two
measures are tapping. somewhat different déméins, especially the F-

scales.

Summary

The model of M-F as a single bipolar dimension is inadequate and
does not account for a large group'of people, that is, men and women
who possess both mas;uTine_ahd feminine behaviors and attributes. The
area of sex‘djfferences has generally welcomed both the BSRI and the
PAQ as;andvogynous measurement’tools to_rep1ace thg outdated unitary
bipolar téntepts of M-F. The androgyny modei; which states that a
person can possess masculine ahd feminine characteristics simul-
tanzously, is.cohgruent with the agency-communion dichotomy, wh{ch

is the basis of the PAQ.
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Sex Differences, Sex Role Identity,
and Nonverbal Communication

Prior tc reviewing the literature concerned with the interaction
bf sex.diffefences, sex role identity (psychological M-F), and non-
verbal communication, it will be helpfui to digress and mention in-
herent broblems ih studying sex differences. Sex differences is one
of several organismic variables which cannot be direct]y manipulated
by the experimenter;g;These-organismic variables ‘are often studied’
under the rubric of individual dfffefences, ﬁhich.have préd?ctive but
;not=éxpﬁanatcry vafue.(e.g., Unger, 1979), When sex differences are
studied,as;a subject variable, the primary focus is the differences
in behavior between men ahd wemen.  Since sex can be‘easf]y determined
by the experimentzr at a glance, miny researchers re?b%t sex differences
along with the variable ¢f interest. Therefore, a umber of dif-
ferences between the sexes have been reported in diverse areas. How-
ever, the conclusien that clear differenceé'exist between the sexes
should be tempered with the knowledge of how articles are selected
for publication. The policy of most journals in our area is te accept.
research which reports positive findings, assuming that results in-
“dicating no differences are seldom of scientific interest. ‘Therefore,

& researcher may inciude sex difference information if it is sig-

ey

vificant, but delete it if it is insignificant. This may result in a
substantial bedy of literature which suggests that there are many
differences between men and women, but leaves 1ittle opportunity for

reports of similarities or no differences between the sexes to be
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aired. . This publication bias may be creating an artifact in the sex
~difference literature.

Unger (1979) suggests that males and females are most alike in
their percéptien of their own differences. She suggests that the more
interesting psycho]ogica! phenomenen is the discrépancy_betweeh actual
simiiafities betweeﬁ,the sexas and the belief in sex differences.
Therefore, an alternative io studying sex differences as ‘a subject
variable is to treat it aS'a,stimﬁ}US,variab1e where the primary focus
is on what peapie peféeive_abqut men and wémeh, rafher thanlfhe actual
behavicral differences between the sexes. The following includes
researcn wnich treats-sex_béth as a subject,variable and as a stimulus

variable.

Sex Differences in Nonverbal Behavior and Communication

Séxﬂdifferences have been found in-the area of personal spacé.
Willis (1956) measured how closely a person approached another person
in an initial speaking situation. Women were approached more closely
by both men and other women than were men. Baxter {1970) unob-
stru;ive?y_observed men and women in a pubiic setting and found female
pairs stood cioser to one another than did male pairs, but mixed-sex
nairs stood c?oseét of all.- These results féiled to contré] for the
degree of fémiiiarity of the péirs. 'Mehrabfén and Dﬁamond (1971}
repiiaated these results. using a more controlled Jaboratory setting.

There is also evidence for a sex difference in the likelihood of

béing touched. . Jourard {1966), using questicnnaire data, found that
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- women reported being touched more by their'boyfriends-than by their
fathers, mothers or clesest fema1é friend, while men reported that
their girlfriends touched them less than did their father, mother or
closest male friend. However, since touch among adult males is some-
what taboc in our cuiture, sélf-report measures would seem to be less
accurate than an observational meaéure. Heﬁféy (19]3) took a be-
‘havioral measure of people in various settings and found that when
age and social ciass are equal among the interactants, men touch
_women more than any other combinatioh,
In a recent extensive study examining nonverbal behaviors; Frances
(1979) videotaped men and women 1in same-sex and opposite-sexicon—
3ver§atfbna} dyads. Twc trained raters recorded the occurrence, fre-
guency and duration of 54 nonverbal behaviors, including paralanquage,
~performance -cues, and gestures. vIn addition to the behavicral measures,
subjects compieted several quesiionnaires which were 1at¢r.correlated
with the behavioral measures. )
Results indicated that 15 of the 54 variablies significantly dif-
ferentiated the men from the women. The results were as follows:

Length of sgeaking turn: Men spoke for longer peribds of time than did

women. The men and woinen who spoke for leonger turns tended tu describe
themselves on the seif-report measures as more aggressive than those

pecple who took shorter speaking turns. Filler pauses: Men emitted

many more filler pauses than did women. Rate of fijler pause cor-

related on the men's self-report measure with several negative tepms

o
(%]

such as abasement and lack of dominance. Frances (1979} sugges
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that men may experience normative pressure to speak for longer periods
of time. Filler pauses allow one to retain the speaking floor while
experiencing an inability to find the right words to continue talking.

Smiling and Tlaughing: Women laughed and similed more than men. Cor-

relations with the self-report measures indicated that men who Taughed
and smiled more than the norm described themselves as more sociable,
friendly, and affiliative than men who smiled and laughed less. In
contrast, women who exhibited these nonverbal behaviors described them-
selves 2s more uncomfortable and refiring. The autﬁor suggests ﬁhat
these women may engage in smiling dndllaughing behaviors to meet social
~expectation rather than to express friendliness and warmth. Gazing

at partner: Women spent more time gazing at their coﬁversationa]
partners then did men, more typically while speaking, but this also
cccurred while Tistening. This dgrees with earlier evidence citéd by
ExTine (1963). Significant corre1atioh$ with the se1f—report data
indicated that men who gazed at their partners more used terms sug- .
gesting friendliness and sociability to describe themselves. These
corre]atibns_were not significant for women. The author again sugm
gested that women may daze at their partners to meet social ex-
nectation rather than to express genuine intersst in the other persdn.,
In addition, both men and women who spent more time gazing at their
partner while speaking reported attributes indicating high self-
-contfo1 and low sponténeity, but women more sc than men. Postural

shifts and foot movement:  Sex differences for postural shifts and

foot movements interacted with length of conversation and cuggested
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that wemen's postural shifts and foot movements were less during the
initial part of the conversatidn but tended to increase over time.
The pattern for men was the reverse of this. Correlations with the -
séTf«report measures did'not suggest reasoning for this phencmenon.

Beier and Sternberg (1977) videotaped newly married couples and
Jjudges recorded the freqﬁency of the nonverbal behaviors emitied.
Husbands talked more than wives and wives laughed more than husbands.
The only result found to be inconsistent with those of Frances'(1979)
was that nc differences existedlbefween thé amount of time men and
women spent gazing at tneir partners. This may be a functicn of the
intiméte‘re1ationship between the 1ndiyidua}s involved.

The procsdure of using naive judges to eQa]uate a stimulus
ﬁerson‘s nonverbal communication, rather than looking at the discrete
nonverbal behaviors, is strongly endorsed by McMahan (3976). She
be]ieQes that studying the discrete nonyerba1 behaviors assumes that
‘noaverbal cues constitute a consensually shared code in which af-
fective meaning and inner feelings are communicated. However, using
naive judges or a  dccoder-centered orientation avoids this assump-
tion and focuses on the reiational gualities of the nonverbal communi-
cation. This perspective assumes nonverbal behaviors are not coded
.. and fherefore to be in need of interpretation and assignment of meaning
via perceptual and judgmental processes of the individual judges. This
metﬁéd of investigation brings the study of ncnverbal behaviors inte
the realm of impression formation. .

Whereas Fvances'(1979) failed to find a difference in nonverbal
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beha?iors-as a résult of the sex of one's partner, Cary and Rudick-
Davis (1979) report affirmétive evidence. In an investigation directed
at finding if'tﬁe'sex of a person's conversational partner is com-
‘municated nonverba?ly,'these authers found that when subjects were
instructed to treat tﬁe other person in 2 sex-stereotyped manher, raters
.could guess the sex of the Qnseen persen 60% of the time. Fifty per-
cent would be base or chance level. Judges were better able to guess
the sex of a marn's Bﬁéeen partner than of a woman's unseen partner.
:WOmen judges were more accukate than men judges. 1In a second siudy,
when no instructions were given to the actors to interact in any set
“behavior, subjects were barely &ble to guess. the sex of the unseen
partner at better than chance level (53% versus 50%). Although these
increases in accuracy over chance in the natural settings were
statistically significant, the results may haﬁe been significant due
-to the very large sampie size used.. If we look at the raw data we
see that the natural setting yieided 291 correct judgments out of
737 total opportunities. Chance aione would have yielded 50% or 368
'éorrectljudgments. Therefore thé significant difference‘is based on.
only 23 correct judgmenis (391-262) better than what would have re-
sulted purely by chancae. These resuits do not signify.-very im-
pressive cdds that sex of one's partner is communicated nonverbally
in a natural settihg.

Somewnat more specific eVidence is offered by Weitz (1976).
Judges viewed nonverbal videctapes of men and women interacting either

in same~ or opposite-sex dyads. Women were evaluated as being more
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nonverbally submissive when with a more dominant male partner and
more nonverbally dominant when with a more submissive partner.. The
women did rot similarly attune themselves to female partners, and no
.significant results were found for the men with either male or female
partners. It would seem that sex of ohe’s partner might be non-
verbally communicated by women when they interact with high and Tow
dominant men, or by either sex when there are specific instructions
to treat.one<anothéﬁjin a sex stereotypédkmanner.

Are women more expressive of emotionality thar men? Zaidel and
‘Mehrabian'(1969) found that men were better at comnunicating positive
feelings of ‘Tiking than were women, and wemen were better at communi-
cating negative feelings of dislike than were men. LaFrance and Mayc
(1972) specuiate that these findings may be Tinked tc baseline smiling
differences bztween men and women. In eneral, women smiléd more than
Vmen and self-report evidénce suggested that men smile to convey an
inher state whereas women's inner state is not reliably reflected by
smiling (Frances, 197G). Therefore smiling is not an accurate in-
‘dicator of positive feelings for womgn; but is an accurate ind%cator
for men. GCn the other hand, since women smile more in gereral than
men, when & woman i3 not smiling it may be a reiiable signél fhat she
is conveying negative feelings. A’man not smiling conveys no positive
or negativg informaticn. Move recently Buck, Miiler and Caul (1974)
used the impression formation paradigm to investigate whethey women
are more emctionaliy expressive than men. These researchers developed

the Communication of Affect Receiving Abilities Test {CARAT) which
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consists of photographs of male and Temale stimulus persons taken
while they view photographic slides varying in emotional content,
including positiveness and negativeness and three other emotions. Men
“and women subjects. then Qiew.bhotographs Qf the stimulus person's
face and indicate which slide they believe the stimulus person is
viewing. Judges more accurately identify the slides of the female
stimulus persens, supporting the notion that women are more axpressive
of emotionality than men. This study a]éo found no sex differences
in decoding abi?ify, suggesting that men and women are equally ef-
fective .at reading the facia1.expression éf women senders.

There is contradictory eVidence, howéver, that suggests women ray
:be more sensitive in decoding emotionél expression. The Profile of
Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS test), developed by Rosenthai and his
associates (Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, Note 2, 1977)
measures people’s capacity to receive nonverbal messages. Results
‘dbtaihed.on this measuré suggest_that women are generally more accurate
than meh in interpreting norverbal behaviors, however the PONS éest
“usés only one voman as a stimu1us person. A study using many dif-
ferent stimulus peopie of both sexes -aiso found women to be more
sensitive in deccding (Zuckerman, Lipets, Koivumaki, & Rosenthal,
1975). It may be that women are more.emotionally expressive. than men,
but as Burgoon and Saine (1978, p. 132) put it, "The jury is still
out" on the issue of sex differehces in judging emotions from facial
expression.

Sex differences exist in both discrete nonverbal behaviors and in

-
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the rélationﬁ? qua]itieé'of nonverbal communication. Weitz (1976)
found some evidence for nonverbal communication of sex role attitudes.
Men who reported their sex role-attitude to be liberal were rated as
Jprojecting more nonverbal warmth than men with traditional attitudes.
The relaticnship was nmore complex for Women, Women with Tiberal sex
role attitudes were perceived as colder in interactions with other
women than were women with more traditional sex role attitudes.
wWomen's nonvarbal warmth was riot significantly reiated to sexlroie.
attitude in cross-sex interactions.

Eod
[

elated area o

p
<

nonverbal research that has become increasingly’

active since the development of the BSRI and the PAG is the relation-

ship between a person’s sex role identity and nenverbal communication.

Sex Roie Identity and Nonverbal Comrunication

Benvist and Butcher (1977) were interested in the relationship
between self-reported sex role identity and'faiings by judges who
observed their nonverbal behavior. High— and Tow-feminine stimuius
men and wumen},were vidéotaped in short standardized tasks. These
tapes were then shown to naive judges who were asked to rate each
stimuius person on 170 adjective personality descriptors. The results
indicated that naive judges not on}y evaluated the stimulus men and
women ditvferently, but aiso within each sex evaluated high- and Jow-
femjnine stimulus peop?e differently. :More interesting were the
dichotomous vatues assigned to the stimulus persons depending on the

degree to which their sex role identity conformed to the sex voie
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“stereotype for their biclogical sex. For example, judges raﬁed high-
feminine women as attractive, considerate, feminine, graceful, helpful,
mannerly, meek,. modest, neat, sentimenta},'soft-hearted, submissive,
thoughtful and toleranﬁ, whiTe Jow-feminine women were evaluated as
bossy, coarse, hard-headed, stolid,-and stubborn. Fewer adjectivgs'
were significant for the ma}evétimu1us persons; a‘éimi1ar dochotomous
refationship resulted when stimulus person's sex role identification
either did or did not conform to stereotypes. Low-feminine men were
seen as conscientious; conventional, idealistic, and manneriy, while
high-feminine men were ssen aS'aWKWard,'se?fish, and touchy.

Although this research did not employ an androgyny measurevand
therefore is restricied‘in the range in which it Can'predict nonverbal
comnunication of one's sex role identity, it nevertheless strongly
‘suggests that sex role identity is nonverbally communicated.

Lippa»(1978) also found that naive judges cou]d'pérceive sex
role identity from expressive or nonverbal cues. Stimulus people
were videotaped as they roleplayed a junior high school teacher de-
liVering 2 math lecture. These stimulus people héd been selected from
‘a larger pool of people'based on their scores on the BSRI. Ha]f were
'ma}e and half wefe female, and within each sex one-third were clas~
sified according to their sex role identity as either masculine,
feminine or androgyrous. Judges viewed one of six videotapes of the
stimulus person and rated him/her on masculinity and femininity.

Each of the six téped versiqns focused con different communication

charnels. These were: complete information, including sound and
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full picture; full boay without sound; body with head blocked from-
view; head only; veice only; and still photographs'taken from the
‘vfdeotape.

Judges were unable to guess the person's sex role identity from -
viewing the heads only, voice only or the still photograph~on1y;

This last condition eliminates the possibility that'physical appear-
ance or ‘dress is sufficient to communicate sex role identity. Judges
were abie accurately to determine a person's sex rcle identity from
the complete information, the body without sound, and the bedy with
the heéd blocked frqm view conditions. Lippa (1978) concluded that
the nonverbal message of sex role identity is communiéated.main]y
"tﬁreﬁgh body cues. )

LaFrance and Carmen (1980) conducted a study to determine how Gif-
?grences in sex role identification are related to nonverbal be-
“havioers whiéh are considered to be machTine (interrupting and using
filler pauses) or feminine (smiling whfle not speaking'and gazing
‘while speaking)} Additidna11y, in an attempt to test the greater
adaptability of androgynous persons (e.g., Bem, 1975), a situatﬁonai
demand condition was included. Subjects were.selected on the basis
of their scores on the BSRI, and classified as sex-typed (masculine’
maies/feminine females) or androgynous. They were then videotaped
in same-sex dvads with the camera focused on the head and shoulders
enly, while they eithar argued a case for/against the legalization of
marijuana (instrumental demand situation) or shared experiences of

their feelings during their First few weeks of college life
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(expressive demand situation). The instrumental demand situation
called on the subject to present an argument, speak logically and
make a good case which are typical masculine attributes. The ex-
pressive demand situation called for an expression of feelings and
sympathetic behavior which are typical feminine attributes.

Twe trained raters coded the masculine and femfnine behaviors
each emitted. Of particular interest was the disp]ay of cross-sex
behaviors in the demand situations. Androgynoﬁs males smiled more
than maséﬁ?ine males in the exbressive”demand sifuétidn,'and.ihereA
was a slight tendency for them to gaze more than the masculine males
in this situation. The demand situations did not differentiate the
feminine femaies from the andrbgyhous.femé1es, but co]lépsfng over
situations the androgynous females smiled less than the feminine
females and there was a tendency for them to gaze less than the
feminine feﬁaies. Overall there was a trend for sex-typed persons to
Use cross--sex behéviora1 avoidance -and to use more sex-consonant be-
havicrs, and for andregynous subjects to use a biend of some addi-
tional cross-sex behavicrs and a deletion of some sex-consonant be-
haviors.

Contrary to Lippa's (1978) speculation that sex role identity is.
commuricated mainly through body cues, these resuits were found on the
basis of inforhation cbmmunicated from the head and shoulders. Lippa
drew his conclusion that nonverbal information from the head and
shoulders alone is insufficient for judges to perceive sex role

identification on the basis of a single videotape which he used for
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all six conditions ahd'hadla1tered‘for each particularAcondftion. The
single videotape was taken from a distance far enoﬁgh back to include
the full body, and for this condition (head and shoulders) a barrier
wasAplaced on the videoscreen to block all information from the
shoulders down. This would mean that 50% or more of the original
picture was blocked from view and the remaining informaticn was

probabiy too distant to give reliable information to the judges.

Rationale for Present Study

" The studfes'in the previous sectfon show a progression of evi-

. dence. Differences in nonverbal behavforS’caﬂ be found: Eetween'mén
and wonen (eg. Frances, 1979); between the dimensions of sex role

- identity (LaFrance & Carmen, 198C); and as a function of the ‘demand
situation (LaFrance & Carmen, 1980). There is evidence that judgments
‘about a peréon's sex role attitude (Wentz, 1976) and sex role identity
(Lippa, 1978} can accurately be made based on nonverbal communication
and that different attributes aﬁd vaiue judgments are used to dcscribe
people of varying sex types- (Benoist & Butcher, 1977). Other evidence
suggests that androgynous people are more adaptabié to the situation
than are sex-typed people (Bem, 1975). It has been suggested that
these individuals may be using a blend of 1ess'sex-consénant and more
cross-sex nonverbal bzhaviors (LaFrance & Carmen, 1980) when the
sifuational.demaﬁds‘are presenfl Nhat is not known is how'ébservérs

might evatuate the androgynous people who utilize this behavioral blend
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versus sex-typed individuals whose behaviors appear to be less
flexible. The pufpose of the present'Study is to examine impression
formation-as a function of nonrverbal communication, sex, sex role
identity, and the:situationa] demands.

The current study focuses on naive judgments of’stimuius persons
(SPs) assessing the following attributes: 1ikability, inteliigence,
effectiveness as a communicator, self-assurance and comfort, force-
fulness and dominance and warmth and caring. Several criterié guided
the choice of these attributes. First there was a desire to select-
attributes which would give generai information about the impression of
positjveness or negativeness of SP. Therefore, likability and in-
telligence were $e1ected as they are primary attributes used in our
culture to assess the vaiue of others. Secondy, asking subjects to
- assess a persen's effectiveness in communication adds credence to the
ndt%on that this reséarch concerns nonverbal communication, and this
dependent measure also gives an indication of the degree or range to.
which SPs commuhicate honverba11y. .In addition,'since one's effective-
ness as a communicator may vary 5n different situations, this dependent-
measure also yields an indication of situational adaptiveness. Self-
assurance and comféff was chosen as a second'indicator of situétiona1
adaptiveness. The inclusion of the final two depehdent QariabTes con-
cerned assessing différences in percéivéd sex role identities. Force-
fulness and dominance was intended to assess the degree of’perceived

masculinity and warmth and caring was intended tc assess the degree of



37

perceived femininity of SP. Since the measure of perceived androgyny
is a function of both masculinity and femininity, tﬁe assessment of
_androgyny fpr SPs cou]d'be defived from the judgments of perceived
masculinity and perceived femininity.

The sex of SP's partner and the individda] differences of that
partner viere held constant for men and women SPs by using same-sex
confederafes. While it was expectedAthat there would be main effects
for sex of SP, sex role identity of SP and demand situation, the
higher order interactions between these variables were the major area
of interest. . Although both male and female judges (subjects) were
used, no differences in their ratings of SPs were anticipated. No
| predicfions:were made for those persons cliassified as undifferentiated,
as adequate information on which tc base these predictions is not -
available. However,-undifferentiatéd SPs were included in order to
shed some 1ight on this group for futute research.

Following are the specific hypotheses predicted for the three-way
interactions 6f sex of subject, sex role identity of subject and the
situétiona]~demand, eg., instrumental (characteristically masculine)
or expressive (characteristically feminine) for the six dependent
measures. Figures 1,4,7, and 9 are graphic illustrations of these

predictions.

Hypothesis 1: Likabiiity

1t was predicted that androuynous persons in both demand situa-
p g

tions, sex-type men in the instumental situation, and sex-type women
: YI .
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in the expressive situation would be evaluated as more likable than
cross-sex persons in either situation orAsex—type men and women in the
situations inconsistent with their sex role identity. (For sex-type
males, the inconsistent situation is.the expressive situation; for
sex-iyge females, the inconsisfent situation is the instrumental

situation.)

Hypothesis 2: Intelligence

It was predicted that androgynous‘persons jn both demand situa-
tions, sex-type men in the instrumental situation, anq sex-type women
in the expressive situation would be evaluated as more likable than
Cross-sex persons in'either'sitpation or sex-type men and women}in1
the situationé fnconsiétent with their sex role identity. The pattern
for the'inte1ii§ence hypothesis is the same as for the 1ikabiiity

.hypcthesis becau§e vpoth dependent measures are assumed to be measures

*

of positiveness.

'Hypotheéis 3: Effectivenéss 3s a communicator

It was pr&dicted that andregynous persons in both demand situations
would be evaluated as effective communicafors, as would sex-type
persons in the situation consistent with their'sex‘f07e, Cross-sex
_persons in the situation inconsistent with their sex. (For. cross-
sex men, the situation inconsistent with their sex is the expressive
situation and for cross-sex women, the situation inconsistent with
their sex is the instrumental situafion.) Judged as less effective

gommunicators would be the sex-type persons in the situation
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inconsistent with their sex role and cross-sex persons in the situation

consistent with their sex.

Hypothesis 4: Self-assurance and comfort

It was predicted that androgynous persons in both demand situa-
tions would be evaluated as self-assured and comfortable, as would
sex~type persons.in the situations conSistent with their sex role, and
cross-sex persbns in the situation inconsistent with their sex. Judged
as less self-assured and comfortable would be the sex-type persons
in the situatfon inconsistent with their sex role and cross~séx per-
sons in the situation consistent with their sex. Hypotheses 3 and 4.
predict,the'same pattern of results because they are both assumed to

be measures of situational adaptiveness and nonverbal exprassivity.

Hypothesis 5: Forcefulness and dominance

1 was predfcted that sex-type persons would not'be eVa]uated
differently in the two situations. Sex-type men weuld be evaluated
high and sex-fype womeh would bg eVa1uated’10wAinlboth situatiens.
Androgynous persons wod1d be evaluated as forceful and dominant in
the instrumental situation but not forceful and dowinant in the ex-
pressive situation. Cross-sex women would be evaluated forceful and
dominant in both situations, while cross-sex men wouid be evaiuated
Tow in both situations. Forcefulness and dominance is a measure of

perceived masculinity.

Hypothesis 6: Wermth and caring
Since warmth and caring is & measure of perceived femininity, the

+
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~predictions were the mirror image_of forcefulness énd dominance. Speci-
fically, sexed-type women w0u1d be eva]uafed high regard]éss of the
situation and sex-type men would be evaiuated Tow. Androgynous per-
sons would only be evaluated Warm and caring'ih the.ekbressive situa-
tion. Cross-sex women would be evaluated low in both situations. and

cross-sex men would be evaluated high in both situations.



CHAPTER I1I
METHOD

Qverview

The first gfoup of males and females were selected to serve as
stimulus persons (SPs) on tha basis of théir_Persqna] Attributes
Questionnaire (PAQ) score. They were videotaped without sound while
they engaged in two different conversations with a ceonfederate. Oné
of the conversations was designed te e?i;it stereotypically feminine
behavior (expressive demand situation) while the other conVersation
was designed to elicit Steraotypica?ly masculine behavior'(instru-
mental demand'situatiOﬁ). Videotaped ségmehfs were sp?iéed together
and shown to subjects who served as naive judges. Various impression

formation ratings wera collected and anaiyzed.

Stimulus People

The PAQ (Appendix A) was administered to 59 male and 70 female
introductory psychology students at the beginning of the quarter. The
spiit median scoring procedure recommended by Spence and Helmrsich
{1978) was usad. Accerding to this procedure, the median is found
for both the mascuiine ard the feminine scales for all subjeéts, re-
sulting in four categories; high mascuiine, Tow mascuiine, high
feminine and low feminine. Sex role identity is then determined as
follows: a high score on both scales is Tabeled androgynous; a high
score on the mascu]ine,ahd a low score on ﬁhe feminine scale is

41
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labeled masculine; the reVerse_of-this is 1abe1edvfeminine; and Tow
scores on both scales is Tabeled undifferentiated. Spence and
Helmreich (1978) report their medians for the two scales to be,
mascuiineVZ}, and feminine 23. The present study yielded slightly
“higher median scores, masculine 23, and femfnine 24. An additional
procedure used in the present.study was to exclude the top 1/8 and
the bottom 1/8 of the scores for each of tﬁe four categores (high
masculine, Tow masculine, high feminine, Tow feminine) in order to
eliminate on the on2 hand ultra-masculine/feminine persons, and orn the
other hand persons whose scores were borderline between low and high
masculine/feminine. Criterion scores for selection as $Ps were, high
mascuiine 24 throuvghlz,gs low masculine 16 through 20, high feminine 25
through 25, and low feminine 17 through 22.

Two men and two women from each of the four PAQ sex role identity
-gwoups (androgyndus, masculine, feminfhe, and undifferentiated) and
whcée mascuiine and feminine scores met the above criteria were randomiy
selected Lo serve as SPs. These 16 SPs were contacted by te]ephohé
approxiﬁately three weeks after completing the PAQ and aSked to par-
ticipate in "exploratory study in human communications." They were

scheduled into time periods of one hour in duration.

Setting and Equipment
When each SP arrived for her/his scheduled appointment, s{he} was
greeted outside the experimental room by the female experimenter and a

confederate of the same sex as SP. The confederate was blind to SP's
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sex role identity. The experimenter introduced the confederate and

SP and asked them to come into.the experimental room. The confederate
chose the chair out of the: videocamera's range, leaving SP the chair
facing the one-way mirror. " (Appendix B depiqts the fioor diagram of

the experimental rooms.) A pictorial scene painted on a piece of fabric
covered the entire one-way mirror with the exception of a two-inch
vertical strip on the left side. A vodeocamera in the adjoining ex-
perimental room was aimed through the twc-inch opening and directed

at the éhai% SP would occupy'during the conversations.k

Once SP and the confederate were seated, the camera field included
ihe upper body of SP from the'midchest. This seating arrangement
a110Wed'the cohfeaerate and SP ample perscnal space for ease in con-
versation and also made it possible for subjects who later viewed the
videotapes to determine the direction of,SP‘s eve gaze and body orien-
tation in rg]ation to the confederate. The confederate was only oc-
casionally, and then only slightly, visibie to viewers.

Once the confederate and SP were seated and given the general in-
structions for the experiment (Appendix C), the expefimenter con-
tinuad by giving the specific}instructions for either the instrumental
demand situation (Appendix D) or the expressive demand situation
(Appendix E). The order of the demand situations was counterbalanced
across SPs. One SP from each of the 8 sex x sex reole identity (S x
SR) categories was in the instrumental situation first and in the
expressive demand situation second. The second SP of each S x SR

categories was taped in the reverse order. To determine if the
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confederate or SP would argue pro or con and who would begin speaking
first in the instrumental situation, sTips of paper were drawn. How-
ever, in keeping with the objective to capture a natural ncnverbal
_communication'sty1e, SP was always allowed to choose the side of the
argument s(he) wished to present. This was accomplished by telling
SP that one s}igvof paper had instructions, "Your choice", indicating
their cheice to choose the pro or con argument, and the other's?ip
had fnstructﬁons; "Sbeak first."” In reality both slips read, “Your
choice" but the confederate always claimed to have drawn the slip
which read, "Speak first." “No instructions regarding who would begin
speaking or topic crientation were given for the expreésive demand
situation. After ?nstrucfionszwere given for each conversation, a
summary sheest of these instructions weré given.to the confederate and
SP to review. They were given an opportunity to ask questions.
After SP indicated an Qnderstanding of the instructions, the ex-
perimehter exited to.the adjoiningAexperiéenta] ?oom and began video-
taping the interaction. The SP.was not told that s(he) was being
taped at this time. Five minutes after the conversat%on began the
experimenter knocked on the door, reentered and advised SP and the con-
federate that the time for the conversation was up. The instructions:
were then given for the second conversation and the experimenter again
exited and taped the ensuing five minutes. When the second con-
versation was completed the experimenter reentered and asked SP-and
the confederate to complete a questionnaire (Appendix F) which was a

check on:the manipulation and a probe for suspicion.
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‘The SP was then fully debriefed and allowed to view the videotapes.
Care_was taken to ensure SP's well-being, and to gain her/his promise
not to reveal tne purpose of the research to other prospective SPs.
.S(he) was asked to sign a form (Appendix G) granting permission to use
the tapes for research and agreeing not to discuss the details of the

~experiment with others. No SP refused to sign.thfs agreement. They

were given one copy and the experimenter retained a second copy.

Stimulus Materials ‘

The fo?!owing‘procedure was used to select the cne-minute segments
for each SP. ~The initial minute of each taped'conversaiion was
eliminated to aliow time for the conversation -to move beycnd the opening
formalities. The fifth minute was aiso eliminated to allow for any
- sp who might haVé been antiéipating the close of the conversation and
.might therefore have been less invclved. This technique wés used by
Weitz (}976). The remaining three minutes for all 32 conversations
were then examined for a common one-minute time period which was free
from technical flaws in the tape resolution. For 28 of the conver-
éaiions'the common one-minute period was between 2 minutes, 10 seconds
and 3 minutes, 10 seconds. Three of the remaining four tapes had tape
resolution pfob?ems during this time period and the fourth was not
usable because the cbnfederate's body moved acrcss the vision. field.
Therefore, one-minute tape segments for these four conversations were
taken from plus or minus 3G-seconds of the targeted time period. These

32 one-minute segments were spliced into two 16-minute tapes each of
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whiéh contained only cne segment of each of the 16 SPs._ The order
in which SP's sex, sex role identity and demand situation appeared
were,randoﬁ1y assigne&, although the order was the same for both tapes.
To avoid including any SP who was exceptionally "attractive" or
"unattractive", the experimenter and.the_confederate mada'independent

ratings of each SP. Although perceived differences in attractiveness

were noted, no SP. fell into the above extremes.

Subjects were 30 male and 30 female intreductory psychology stu-
‘ dénts. They were randomly assigned o small, mixed-sex groups of about
110 people per group. The group size was. kept .small to allow more in-
'diVidua]’treatment of'the'sﬁbjects and to ensure that they réspdnded
to every question for all 16 SPs. They received one hour of experi-

mental credit for their participation.

Subjecfs were recruited for a study of "Impression Formation
Based on Ncnverbal Communication.” Each subjects viewed one of the
two versions of the stimulus material on a television monitoring
screen.  {See Appendix H for the instructions and dialegue given to
subjects.} Each subject was gi?en a booklet containing 16 rating
forms (Appendix 1). .After Qiewing the first one-minute segment, the
videorecérder was stopped and the subjects rated the SP on six at-
tributes; likability, intelligence, effectiveness as a cowmmunicator,

self-assurance and comfort, warmth and caring, and forcefulness and
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dpminance. The 'video-recorder was turned on again and the second
‘one-minute segment was shown. The subjegts were then given time to
rate this second SP on the same}ﬁix attributes, and so forth until
1a?1 16 SPs were viewed‘and‘eva?uéted.byvtﬁe subjects. When the sub-
Jects completed this task they noted their own biological sex and

their name on the book}et, and were debriefed.



CHAPTER T11
RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

Analyses of the items on the post-experimental questionnaires
giveﬁ SPs immediately following the taping sessions indicated that the
instructions were effective in eliciting the desired set for each
demand situation. Stimulus persons reported that the instrumental
demand situation was designed to tap their ability to make a geod case
by being crganized the convincing and.speaking in a forcefu? and
]ogical manner significantly more than was the expréssive demand
5ituation,,§ (1, 80) = 11.87, p <.001. Sim11ar1y, theyvreparfed that
the expressive demand situation was designed to elicit their ability
tﬁ share feeiings with their partners and to be sympathetic and under-
standing significantly more than was the instrumental demand situation,
F (1, 60) = 43.89, p <.001. |

In response to the demand awareness question, no SP indicated
that the resear;h might be concernad with sex, sex role identification,
or nonverbal commurication styles. A1l SPs either reiterated the in-
structions they had received or identified the conversation as being.
of an expressive or instrumental nature.

The mean rating for cverall comfert during the conversation was
4.25 on a seven-peint scale. No SP rated the experience as extremely

uncomfortabie.
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Preliminary Analyses of the Dependent Measures

Immediately fcllowing the videotape segment and prior. to evalua-
ting eacn SP, subjects were asked to indicate their level of acquain-

~tance with SP by answering, yes, know by sight or no to the question,

"Do you know this person?" Overall, subjecté indicated that 86% of
the time they did not know SP. 10% of the time they knew SP by sight,
and 4% of the time they actually -knew SP (see Table 1). Three (did
not know, know by sight, and know) different 4 x 4 (sex role identity;
androgynous, masculine, feminine, and undifferenfiated by SP identity;
male 1 and 2, female 1‘and.2) Chi Square analyses were performed to
determine if subject's prior acquaintance with SPs was evenly distri-
buted across sex role idénfity. No differences inlpatferns of ac-
quaintance were found for SPs who were not known, while the chi square
for known SPs approached sighifﬁcance_ﬁ? (9) = 14.42, p <.10. Finéily,

- some SPs were known by sight by significantly more subjects than cther

SPs,_&2 (9) = 18.04, p<.05. Individual comparisons revealed that
Feminine Male 2 and Undifferentiated Female 2 were identified as known
by sight siénificantly more often_than the other S?s in theisame S’x SR
category, X° (1) = 6.75, p<.01, and X2 (1) = 7.11, p<.01. The results

for Masculine Female 2 approached significance; X¢ (1) = 3.76, p<.10.

Analyses of the Dependent Measures

The dependent variables were analyzed by performing six individual
split-plot analyses of variance (AHOVA), each with the foilowing five
factors; sex of subject (male or female), stimuius person's identity

{number one or two), sex of SP {male or female), sex role of SP



50

{androgynous, maseuiine, feminine, or undifferentiated), and demand
situation {instrumental or expressive); Since each subject saw and
rated one-half of the videosegments each SP made, there was only one
measure obtained for eaeh of the first two fectors, sex of subject and
SP's identity for each ANOVA. However, repeated measures were obtained
for the last three factors, sex of SP, sex rcle of SP,‘and demand situa-
tion as the spiit—piqt design combines both groups of subjects'
ratings for SPs within each sex x sex role identity category.

The predictions for this study were based on<a three~way inter-
action between the sex of SP, theﬁsex~ro]e identity of SP and the
derand situation. This design assumes no difference in resporse
ratings frdm men and women snbjects and no difference in evaiuations
of the two SPe,in each sex x sex role identity category. If this latter
assumption were‘true, then differences found in people's nonvenbai
' cpmmnnication styies‘couid be due to their biologicai sex and sex
role identity rather than other unknown dispositional factors. The
three-way interaciions were significant for all six dependent variables.
chever; higher order interactions were also significant indicating
that for every dependent variable except warmth and caring, contrary
to prediction, men and women subjects did evaluated SPs differentiy,
and SP] and SP2 for each sex 5 sex role identity category were evaluated.
differently from one another. However, in the case of warmth and
caring, the ratings of men and wemen subjects agreed, but SP.l anq SP2
for each category were evalfuated differenfiy from one another (eg.,

a significant four-way interaction). Since the predictions were based
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on three-way intéractions, these will be briefly examined before

reporting the higher order interactions..

| Thrge—way interactions

The three~way interaction between sex of SP, sex ro]e,identity'of
SP and demand situaticn was sigaificant for'1ikab1eness, £(3, 168) =
'13.25; p <.00%. Specifica]]y;'itvwas prediéted that androgyncus per-
sons in both demand situationS‘and sex-type perséns in the sifuation
consistent with their sex role identity would be evaluated as more
Tikable than cross-sex persons in either situaticn and sex-type per-
sdns4in situationslincdnsfstent with fhéi?'sex role idéntity. Evé]ua-
‘tions of 1ikability did hot-syStemética]]y'1nteract with SPs sex x
sex role'identity X demand situation as predicted. Specifical?y,
orthbgona) comparisons revea]gd that fhere were no differences in
‘eva!uations of tlikability between androgynous and cross-sex SPs in
either the instrumental or expressive'demand situations, nor did
androgynous persons and sex—typé persoﬁs in}the inconsistent situa-
tion differ. There was no difference between sex-type persons in the
sf;uation consistent with theiv sex‘rolé and cross-sex persons in
the situation inconsistent with their sex. The oniy finding that was
predicted was no difference between androgynous perSons and sex-type
persons in the situation consistent with their sex roles.

The three—wéy interaction for the second dependent measure,
intelligence, was significant, F(3, 168) = 11.64, p <.001. Since

inteiligence can a neasu the subjec spceive
intelli 1so be a measure of the s ts' perceived
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positiveness toward SPs, the.predictions were the same as those made
for likability. Orthogonal comparisons revealed the same pattern of
results as was found for likability with one exception. The assumption
that there would be no differences bétween'androgynous and S§x—fybe
males in the instrumental situation was challenged; masculine males
were rated as more fnte]1igent than androgynous males in the in-
strumenta1'situaiiOn,-§(168) = 1.79, p «.05.

The third and féﬁrth dependent'measures, which addressed SPs'
situational adaptiveness in their effectiveness as a communicator and:
in their seif-assurance and cemfort, were éignificant (F(3, 168) =
14.78, p ¢.001 and F(3, 168) = 10.93, p <.001). Specifically, it was
predicted that androgynouslpersons in both situations would be seen
as effective tommunicafors andvas'se]f—assured and comfortable, as
wcu]d.sex-tybe ﬁefsons'in the situations consistent with their sex role
idéntity and cross-sex persons in the situations inconsistent with their
sex. Judged as }ess situaticnally adaptive would be sex-type’per~.
sons in the situations inconsistent with their sex ro}e identity and
Cross-sex persons in the situations consistent with their sex. For
effectiveness -as a-comnunicator, orthogona1'comparisonsAreveaIed'
that the predictions were supported in évery case but one. Andro-
gynous males were not rated as more effective communicators than
sex-type males in the expressiﬁe situation; t<1. However, a
number of predictions were supported. Androgynous females were rated
higher than sex-type females in the instrumental situation, t(168) =

3.14, p «.005. Androgyncus persons weve equally effective as communi-

cators in both demand situations, t £1. Androgynous males were more
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effective than cross-sex males in the instrumental situation, §j168) =
3.21, p«.005. And androgynous females were more effective than
cross-sex females in the expressive situation, t(168) = 2.18, p <.05.
Andfogynous persons in beth situations, and sex-type persons in the
situation consistent with their sex role, and cross-sex persons in

the situational inconsistént with their sex did not differ sig-
nificantly from one another, ts<¢1.

The second measure of situational adaptiveness, se1f—as§urénce
and comfort, was expected to show the same‘pattern as effectiveness
33 & commuhicator. Orthogonai comparison§ revealed only cne pre-
dicted finding; androgynous females were rated as more self-assured
and comfortable than were cross-sex females in the expressive situa-
- tion, t(168) ='3.00, p ¢.005. No other prediction was supported.
Howevér,fcontrary to prediction, sex-type females in the expressive
situation were evaluated as less self-assured and comfortable than
the androgynous femafes, 1{168) =:1}90, p <.05.

The last two dependent variables which were measures of magcu—
linity (forcefulness and dominance) and femininity (warmth and caring)
were also significant, F(3, 168) = 18.77, p £.001, .and F(3, 168) =
8.02, p«.00%. Specifically it was predicted that for forcefulness
and dominence sex-type persons would not,Vary from one situation to
the other. Males would be evaluated as high and females would be
evaluated as low. Androgynous' persons would be evaluated as high
in the instrumental situation-and low in the expressive situation.

Cross-sex persons would not vary from ore situation te the other,
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Males would be evaluated as low and females would be evaluated as
high. The orthogonal comparisons found no support for the predictions;
nohe of these specific groups'differed from one another.

Predicticons made for evaluations of warmth and cafing,wereAthe
mirror image of the masculine measure, forcefulness and dominance.
Orthogonal comparisons reveaied that as predicted, sex-type males
did not vary from one sjtuation to ahothet,_§<'§. -However, contrary
to prediction, sex-type females did vary from one situation to the
other, being evaluated as more warm and caring in the express?ve
situation than in the instrumental situation, t(168) = 3.98, p <.005.
V‘Whereas it was predicted that evaluations of androgynous persons
would be more ?avorabTy in the expressive situation, no differgnces
were found in the males, but females were rated as more warm and
caring in the instrumental situation, t(168) = 2.86, 234.005‘
rinally and again contrary to predictionﬁ, cross-sex males were not
rated as more warm and caring than cross-sex females.

Aithough the overall three-way interactions (sex of SP x sex role
identity of SP x demand situation) were significant, the specific
predictions viere generally not supportedlfor five of the six dependent
variables. The one exception was for effectiveness as a communicator

where all but one of the specific predictions was met.

Higher Order Interactions

The two basic.assumptions of this research that individual dif-
ferences between the two SPs in each of the eight categories would be

minimal and that men and women subjects would not differ in theiv
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eva]uatiéns of’SP;, were not substantiated. Five-way interactions
for all dependent measures except warmth and cariné were significant.
For this attribute a'four-wéy‘interaction was significant; the first
\aaséumptiqn Waé'cofrect but iner and women subjécts did differ in
their evaluations of SPs. Post hoc analyses were performed in order
to shed some light on the comp]ex data.

The procedure of using multiple comparison tests for post'hoc
analyses did'not appear tc be the most parsimonious apprqath to under-
standing the complex interactions. For example, usfng Scﬁeffe's S
method only one pair of mean ratings of Tikabiiity was significantly
different; the highest rated SP, a feminine female in the expressive
‘ situation rated by women subjects, véfsus the jowest rated SP, an
undifferentiated male in the instrumental situatien rated by men
subjects. AScheffe'simethod-appeared to be too cénservative to detect
differences. Using Newman Kuels pairjwiée comparisons test appeared
to bé tOO cumbersome as it would involve making Eik%ll'totéi com-
parisons, where k = the numbér of treatmen£ means.- Since the present
study has 64 treatment means, 2016 pair-wise comparisons would be
necassary fdr each ofAthe five dependent measures, plus 496 pair-wise
comparisons for the warmth and caring dependent measure. A cursory
attempt was made using the likability dependent measure. Cycling
through the 64 treatment means cre time doing pair-wise comparisons .
revealed 67 significant differences. The next step of the Newman
AKuels procedure would be tc cycle through again using 63 treatment

means, and so on down to the last two means. This was not done as
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the prbspect of'organizing even.the significant comparisons seemed
improbable.

In an attempt to determine a feasible procedure to examine these
highly complex interactions, if was décided first to simp]ffy the
‘treatment mean ratings by arbitrarily fitting them into three equal
categories'of low, medium and high, and then to extrapolate meanfngful.
“trends from these categories. Tables 2-7 present the actual means
for each dependent vafiab!e. .Figures 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10 depict the
extrapolated datalin a graph'format. The orfginai predictions for
this study are also depicted 1in a graph format (Figures 1, 4, 7 ang

9) for eaSe in comparing them with the actua]_trgnds.

| A significant five-way interaction Tor likability was found,
F(3, 168) = 2.93, p ¢.034 (see Tablé.z for means). 0vera1i; women
subjects tended to be more generous in their ratings of likability
than men subjects by rating 13 SPs high and 4 SPs ]ow, while men
rated 8 SPs high‘and 7 SPs low (éee Figures 1 and 2). "Looking
specifically aﬁ individual SPs, 2 androgynous SPs (M-1 and F-1}
wera.generally rated nhigh in both situations as predicted. The other
2 androgynous SPs were rated medium and low in one case. “This pattern
suggests an individual difference prefarence for androgynous SPs
M-1 and F-1 over the cther 2 androgynous SPs, M-2 and F-2. This
pattern holds up throughout most of the other dependent measures.

Sex-type males were expected to be rated high in. tikability in

the situation consistent with their sex role identity and low when
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the situation was inconsistent. However, masculine males were never
rated Tow in either situation, and were in fact rated high by women
subjects in the expressive $ituation. This finding suggests that
women subjects}fiked the sex-type male more when he was in the situation
inconsistent, rather than consistent with his sex-type. Sex-type
females were also expected to be rated as highly }ikab1e~in the
situation consistent with their sex role and 1éss~1ika51e in thé
situation in consistent with their sex role. This prediction was
tfué‘for-on1y one of the feminine females (F-2). . Subjects ratad
feminine F-1 somewhat higher %n the instrdmeﬂtal situaticn rather
than in the expressive situation as predicted, Thus, clearly in-
dividual differences between the 2 SPs exerted some infiuence on the
ratings.

Cross-sex SPs were not expected to be rated favorably in either
situation. Both masculine females and feminine males were generaily
rated medium but women subjects rated feminine M-2 high in both situa—_

2 -
tions.”

Undifferentiéted female SPs were rated higher in the expressive
situation and Tower in the instrumental situation, while undifferen-
tiated males reséived'1owef ratings'in both situations.

In summary, three factors seemed to be operating in the likability
ratings: 1) Women subjects gave more high ratings and fewar low
ratings than did men subjects; 2) Certain SPs were rated higher than
other SPs in‘tﬁe:same S X SR category regardiess of the situation,

suggesting that individual differences exerted socme influence on



58

ratings; 3) The sex-type males received more favorable ratings re-

gardless c¢f the situation.

Intelligence

A Significant five—way interaction was found for intelligence,
F(3, 168) = 2.88, g_<.037 (see Table 3 Tor treatment means). Overall,
men and women suﬁjects gave approximately equal numbers of high and
low ratings of intel]igence to SPS. For example, men assigned 10
high ratings and 12 f;ﬁ ratings, while women gave 11 high and 10 Tow
ratings (see Figures 1 and 3). Androgynous SPs M-1 and F-1 were
again rated faif]y consistently high.whereas the other two‘androgynous
'*SPﬁ, M-2 and:F-Z, were rated»much'lower._ Sex-type SPs were again
expected to be rated high in intelligence in the sifuation consistent
wjth their sex role identity and low when the situation was incon-
sistent. However, masculine males were again never rated Tow regard- -
]éss of the situation. They received ratings of medium or higﬁ
from both men and women subjects, ahd were Jjust as Tikely to be rated
high.in intelligence in an inconéistent}as in a consistent situation.
Sex?type females were never rated high in intelligence in the incon-
sistent situation. As before, rating for feminine F-2 followed those
predicted while ratings for F-1 did not.

Cross-sex SPs were not expected to be rated nigh in either situa-
tion. Ratings for feminine M-1 -generally followed the predicted
.pattern,-hcwever feminine M-2 received high ratings in both situations.3
Masculine females were perceiVed as more favorable in the instru-

mental than in the expressive situation.
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Undifferentjated female SPs were rated high in the expressivé
situation. Ratings for the two undifferentiated females differed
for the instrumental situation; F-2 was rated more favorable than
F-14. Undifferentiated M-2 was’rated high in the instruménta],and
low in the expressive situation wﬁi]e M-1 received genera]]& Tow
ratings regardless of the situation.

In summary, the individual differences found between SPs in the
same S x SR categories for the likability ratingswere alsc present
for ratings 6f intelligence, and sex-iype males again received higher
ratings ragardless of the situation. :However, women subjects did not
assign more higher ratings and fewer low ratfngs for intelligence
than men.sdbjects, as wés the case for the likability dependent

measure.

Effectiveness as a Communicator

Recall that this dependent measure was quite effective in meeting
the predictions for the three-way interactidhs using aAbriori.mu?tip?e
comparisons. However, since the five—way interaction was. also sig-
nificant, F(3, 168) = 3.09, p £.028, (see Table 4 for treatment means),
effectiveness as a communicator was subjected to post hoc analyses
as well. Overall, women subjects again gave more high ratings and
fewer low ratings, 13 versus 9, than did men subjects, 11 for both
high and low ratings (ses Figures 4 and 5). Looking at individual
SPs, fhe pattern found in the previous dependzant measures was still

apparent. Specifically, androgynous SPs F-1, M-1, as well as M-2
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were rated positively, while F-2 continued to be rated lower, especially
by men subjects. Sex-type males were rated high in both situations,
with one exceptioh, M-2 was rated low by women subjects and medium

by men jbdges in the instrumental situation. Feminine F-2's ratings
'again followed the predicted pattern of being rated Tow in the in-
consistent situaticn and high in the consistent situation, whi]e F-1's’
ratings did not follow this pattern.

Cross-sex females were rated in the direction of the prediétion
(more faQbrab]y in the instrumental situation than in the expressiVe
‘situation), but not as strongly as expected. For cross-sex males,
feminine M-2 was evaiuated in the predictéd direction (less favorabfy
in the instrumental situation than in the expressive situation), while
M-1 teceived Tow ratings in both situations by both mer and women
- Judges.

Undifferentiated females received high and medium ratihgs in
both situations: Undifferéntiated M-T was rated low in every case,
whi?e{M-Z was eva]uated high in the instrumental situation, and‘1ow
in the expressive situation.

WEiTe‘a number of the predictions for effectiveness as a communi-
cator were in the predicted directicn, a few SPs' ratings were not.
Most notably, feminine M-1, and undifferentiated M-1 were consistently
rated low regardiess ‘cf ‘the situation, androgynous F-2 was consistently
rated low by men subjects and masculine males were unexpectedly rated

high in the inconsistent situation.
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Self-assurance and Comfort

A sighificant five-way interaction was also foﬁnd for self-
assurance and comfort, F(3, 168):= 4.64, p <.004 (see Table 5 for
“treatment means). Overall, men and women subjects assighed»équal
numbers of high ratings, (11 each), while women subjects gave more
Tow ratings than men subjects (11 for women, 8 for men). Female SPs
were more likely to be given high ratings than were male SPs, 13
versus 9, while male SPs were more likely to be given low ratings than
female SPs. 11 versus 8, suggesting that female SPs were seen as
more self-assured and comfortable than were the male SPs. Andro-
gynous F-1 received all high ratings,iwhiie androgynous F-2 received
high ratings in the expreésive situation from both men and women
subjects_(her‘fifst time to receive high ratings). Andrcgynous males
tended to be rated more self-assured and comfortable in this ex-
pressive situation than in the instrumenta] situation.

Sex—type.mdles did not'receiVe anyxlow-ratings, regafd]ess of
situation. The ratings for sex-type femaTeS‘did not conform to the
predictions, although F-2 was rated high in the expressive situation
as predicted, men sﬁbjects also rated her high in the inconsistent
situation. 'Rétings for F-1 were lower in the consistent than in the
“inconsistent situation.

Cross-sex SPs' resuits aiso did not follow the predicted pattern.
Women subjects rated feminine M-Z Tow in the instrumental situation
and high.inlthe expressiVe,situation as predicted, but men subjects

did not differentiate ratings between the two situations. Feminine



62

M-1 was rated Tow in every case. Masculine females were not rated
more favorably in the instrumental situation than in the expressive
situation. Their ratings did not seem to follow any pattern.

vUndifférentiafed'M-é received h{gh ratings in fhe instrumental
situation and lower in the expressive gituation, while M-1 was rated
Tow in all cases. Undifferentiated female SPs were rated higher in
the expressive situation than in the instrumental situation by'men
subjects, but no differentiation was made between the two situations
by women subjects.

In sunmary, femaie SPs were judged as more self-assured and com-
- Tfortable fhan male SPs, with the exception that sex-type males were
never rated low in this quaiity. Individual SPs still continued to
receive conéistént high rafings (eg. androgynous F-1) or Tow ratings
{undifferentiated M-1), regard]ess of the situation. Less support was
found for the predictions. for this dependent measure of.S x SR cate-

gories than for the previous three dependent measures.

Forcefulness and Dominance

A five-way interaction was found for forcefulness and dominance,
F(3, 168) = 8.02, p <.0C1 (see Table 6 for treatment means). Overall,
‘men and women subjects gaVe about the same number of high (9 by men
and 10 by women subjects) and low (S by both men and women subjects)
ratings to SPs. HoweVer, female SPs received more of the high ratings
'(13~versus 6 ¢iven to male SPs) and fewer of the low ratings {6 for

. female SPs versus iZ-fbr males SPs). This suggests that female SPs

-
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were seen as more dominant and forceful than were male SPs by both
men and women subjects. Androgynocus F-1 was rated high in both situa-
tions, which for the first time was contrary to predictidn. (Since
androgynous persons are situatiormally flexible, it was predicted that
they would be rated high in forcefulness and dominance in the in-
strumental situation, but, Tow in the expressive situation where force-
- fulness and dominance is not an adaptable quality.) This consistently
high rating of androgynous;F—] tends to.support the notion that sub-
‘jects were usfng a responses set of high ratings for this particular
SP regardless of which dependent measure they were being asked to rate.
Androgynous F-2 received:ratings just the reverse of prediction; she
Qas réted as more dominant and'forcefuT injthe expressfve situation
then in the instrumental situation. .Androgynous M-2 SP's ratiﬁgs
‘_Ware'weakly in the predicted direction, whife M-1's ratings tended not
to vary from one situation to the otherqi

Sex-type males were rated in the predicted direction, M-2 re-
ceived high ratings regardless of the situation and M-1 received
medium ratings in both situations. Ratings of sex-type feﬁaies did
not vary from one situation tc the other as predicted, however they
were rated just about as forceful and dominant as were the sex-type:
maies.

It was predicted that cross-sex males wouid be rated low in all
cases, and they were rated low in every case except one. (M-2 was
rated high by women subjects in the expressive situation.) It was

predicted that masculine females would be rated high in all cases.
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Men subjects rated them medium or high in both situations while women
subjects rated the cross-sex females medium or low in both situations.

Undifferentiated M-1 was rated low in the instrumental and medium
and high in the expressive situation; M-2 was rated hfgh iﬁ the in-
strumental and medium in the expressive situation. Undifferentiated
F-1 received Tow ratings»of.fofcefu1ness and dominance in the in-
strumental situation and medium and high in the expressive situation,
whereas F%Z's ratings were not differentiated between the two situa-
tions.

Injsummary, contrary to existing stereotypes about forcefulness
and dominance, female SPs were rated as more forceful and dominant
than were the male SPs. Perhaps most interesting was the lack of
Supportéhg evidence for the notion that masculine males are more
' fQ?cefuf and‘dominant ﬁhan feminfne females. There was alsc ne
support found for the predicticn that androgynous SPs}are more
adaptive to the situational cemands than cther sex ro}e‘types.
Finally, this dependent meésure éeemed tec offer convincing'suppott
that subjects were using a response set of b]ankét high ratings for

androgynous F-1.

Warmth and Caring

For the warmth and caring dependent measure, the four-way inter-
action of sex of subject x sex of SP x sex role identity of SP x
demand situation was significant, F(3, 168) = 3.03, p <.03 (see

Table 7 for treatment means). The results for this measure of
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femininity were siightly less complex since the two SPs in each S x
SR cateqgory were not rated significantly different by subjecis as

was the case for the other five measures. The predictions for warmth
and caring were the mirror image of the masculine dependent measure
(see Figures 9 and 10). Overall, women subjects again gave more high
ratings than did men subjects (7 versus 4), but both men and women
subjects gave the same number of low ratings (5 each). Although male
and fema]e SPs receiyéd an equail number of the'high ratings, the low
"ratihgs aésigned to SPs interacted with sex of subject. Specifically,
men Subjects gave 4 of the 5 Tow ratings to female SPs, whereas women
squecfs.gavé-4 oef the 5 Tow ratings to male SPE. lThis would suggest
that one sees the opposite sex as less warm and caring &as one's own
Sex.

Since androgynous people were expected to be attuned to the situa-
fion, it wasrprediéted that androgyrous SPs would be rated low in
warmih and caring in the instrumental situation and high in the ex-
pressive situation. Androgynous males were actually rated high in
warmth and caring regardless of the situation, and androgynous females
were rated as more warm and caring in the instrumental situaticn than
in the expréssive situation. There was a trend for sex-type females
to be rated as the androgynous persons were expected to be; high in
warmth and caring in the expressi?e situation and low in the in-
strumental situation. Masculine males were rated by women subjacts
as androgynbus SPs were expected to be rated, but this pattern did

nct hoid true for ratings given by men subjects: they rated masculine
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males medium in both situations.

Masculine females were rated as high by meﬁ'subjectg and medium
by women subjects in the instrumental situation, and Tow by both men
‘and women subjects in the expressiVe-situation. Feminine males were
seen by wbmen as more warm and caring in the expressive situation.

- In other words, the women subjects rated the cr6$s~sex males as was
predicted for androgynous people. However men subjects did not
foilow this pattern but rated cross-sex males medium in both Situations.

Undi fferentiated males were rated low in both situations by men
‘and women subjects, while females were rated higher in both situations.

Ih summary, for the measure of warmth and caring, the two SPs
in each S x SR category were not evaTQated differentiy from one
another. -Men and women subjects vated SPs of the opposite sex as
lower than they did SPs the same sex as themselves. Contrary to pre-
diction, androgynous SPs were not ratéd as more warm and caring in
the'situation designed to elicit Teminine attributes. Instead ratings
of sex-type females and cross-sex maies indicated that these SPs

were the ones seen as situationally flexible.



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Although previous.nohverba1 and sex ro]e:résearch (Bem, 1975;
Benoist & Butcher, 1977; Carmen & LaFrance, 1980; Lippa, 1978; Weitz,
j976) suggests that naive judges evaluate SPs' nonverbal communi-
cation styles as a fgnctidn of sex, sex role identity, and situational
demands, the presenE study did not pfbvide strong support for such a
claim. The present hypotheses were predicted on two assumptions;
tﬁat'men and women subjects would noﬁvdifferentia11y evaluate SPs,
and.that’thé.two SPs within each S x SR category would not be
evajuated significantly different from one another. Neither of these
~assumptions were substantiated.s Overall, women subjects gave more
.hfgh ratings (65) and fewer low ratings {48) than did men éubjects
{53 and 52). This finding indicates that the first assumption, that
men and women subjects wouid rate SPs the same, was erroneous.

The failure to validate the second assumption is a critical
problem for-the present research. There are several reasons which
might explain why the two SPs in each S x SR category were not eval-
uated simi1ariy. First, the preliminary analyses revealed that the
acquaintance level of individual subjects with each of the 16 SPs
was not the same. There was evidence to suggest thatl when subjects
actually knew SP, ratings were somewhat higher than when subjects

reported knowing S$P by sight or not knowing SP. Table 1 indicates
67
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that subjects actually knew feminine M-2 and undifferentiated F-2
often than other SPs (although this overall chi square failed to reach
an acceptable level of sfgniffcance). While prior acquaintance level
offers an explanation for why the two SPs in these 2 categories,
(feminire males and undifferentiated fema}es) vere not vated similarly,
it cannot be the sole explanation for why the second assumpticn was
erroneous.

“An examination of the other S x SR categories revealed that
certain SPsvrecéived a]mostvuniformTy’high or low ratings regardless
of the dependent measure beging eveluated. For exampie, undifferen- -
tiéied M-1 and feminine M-1 never received any high ratings and an-
drogyncus F-2 infrequently recei?ed higﬁ ratings. Conversely, an-
drogynous F-1 never received any ratings except high, while feminine
F-2 recéived only high ratings when in the expressive situaticon. Per-
haps a second factor then might account for the two SPs in the same
. categories being rated differently is fhe possibility that certain
SPs were viewed by subjects as more cr less attractive than other 5Ps
and therefore were given high or low ratings due to a halo or reverse-
halo effect. A procedural step had attempted to contrel for this
possibiiity. Judgments of SPs made by the experimenter and con-
federate vielded no extreme ratings of attractiveness or unattractive-
ness, although differences in attractiveness did exist among the SPs.
It is possible that subjects may have been aware of those SPs whose
physical attractiveness was more p!eééant or iess p]eaSanf and allowed

this to interfere with their ratings. This sort of phencmena might
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explain the consistently high ratings received by androgynous F-1
and feminine F-1 (in the expressive situatioh) or the consistently Tow
ratings received by undifferentiated M-l.and feminine'M-l and there-
fore the differences between thése SPs and the other SP in each of
these 4 categorieé.

Prior acquaintance level and the attractivenesé explanation can
account for why the two SPs in 5 of the 8 S x SR categories'were not
rated simifarly. What of the remaining 3 categories (mascu]iﬁe'males
and masculine females and androgynous'males)? An inspection of‘the
ratings for the 5 dependent measures for which the second -assumption
was not true (Figures 2,3,5,6, and 8) reveals that in more than half
(12 of 20) of the instances, the two masculine female SPs were rated
the same. Similarly, the two mascu]ihe male SPs were rated the same
sTightiy less than half of the time {9 out of 20). It is interesting
to note that of the eight S x SR categories, the four SPs.in the
‘masculine categories (both masculine men and both masculine women)
were the most likely of &il two person 5 x SR categories’ to be rated
the same. This would suggest that thé masculine sex role identity
is the most predictable of the four sex role identities. -The last
group for which no feasible explaration is available is the androgynous
males. The two SPs in this S x SR group were only rated similarly
4 nf 20 times.

Although the present study cannot offer firm support that reliabie
ratings of SPs can be made for all 6 ﬁependent measures, there is
evidence to suggest that some evaluations of SPs may be influenced

to a small degree by nonverbal sex x sex role information,
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Specifically, one of the 6 dependent measures, results for effective-
ness as a communicator, came close to meeting the predictions. Perhaps
this particular attribute was the most meaningful to judges vjewing a
stranger's nonverbal behavior, since communication is commonly

thought of in terms of verbal as well as nonverbal aspects. It may be
that asking for judgments of 1ikability, intelligence, se1f—assufance
and comfort, mas§u1inity, and Temininity are more difficult to extract

from information based on only nonverbal behaviors.

Demand Situations

Some elucidaticn of the effectiveness of the demand situations
selected to test SPs flexibility is in order. There is reéson to
believe that the meaningfulness of the instrumental situation might
nof héve been as cogent tb SPs as was desifed. Stimulus persons were
asked tb present a cne-sided argument on the pre-seiected tbpic,
"Shou1d controversial speakers be hired with ASUM funds to speak on
campus?" SPs were allowed to choose the side of the argument they
wished to defend. A check on thé manipulation indicated that SPs
were aware that this conVersation, more so than the expressive con-
versation, was designed to tap their abiiity to maks a good case by
being organized and convincing and to speak forcefully and logically.
Although significant, the F-value was substantially smaller than the
F- value testing their understanding of the demands of the expressivé
situation (11.87 versus 43.89). This fact alone is inconsequential.
However, during the debriefing, SPs repeatedly volunteered that the

instrumentai conversation was much more difficult for them to become
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invelved in than was the expreséive'situation. SPs stated that they
didn't really have a strong opinion one way or the other on this topic.
Shbjects seemed to recognize SPs' lack of involvement in the
instrumental situation as the overall treatment mean for the forceful-
ness and dominance dependent measure was quite low, 3.6, while the
other 5 dependent measures had treatment means over 4.0. Another
bit of evidence suggesting that the instrumental situation might not
have worked as originally planned lies in the fact that contrary to
the stereotype that men are more forceful and dominant than women,
13 female SPs were rated higﬁ,and’s-were.ratedr10w,_while only &
male SPs were rated high but 12 were rated low. This pattern was true
for evaluations made by both men and women subjects.
The results of an ineffective instrumental manipulation should,
in thecry, have no impact on evaluations of expressivity. However,
it is possible that.subjects were not able tc distinguish that two
different situations were present and therefore the subjects may have
lacked discriminating information to help base judgments of the;twc
different demand situations. The main effect for demand situation for
all dependent measures except forcéfu]ness and dominance, and effective~-
ness as a communicator (Table 8) were significant, indicating that
subjects did differentiate between the two situations for all de-
pendent measures except these iwo. However, since subjects did not
differentiate befween the two situations for the dependent measure,
forcefulness and dominance, it does seem possible that along with

feedback from SPs, the instrumental demand situation lacked meaning
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for the SPs and did not provide them with a true test of their

ability to present a strong argument.

Predictions

Finally, there is a possibility that the predictions of the
present study were not based on solid theory. The predictions for
ratings of SPs,ifor the mdst part, were based on the reasoning used
by Bem and her colleagues in deve1oping.the androgynous mode] {eg.
‘Bem, 1974, 1977; Bém;& Lenny, 1976; Bem, Martyna, & Watson, 1976).
Cenerally these researcheés proposed that_androgynous persens possess
high numbers of both masculine and feminine qualities and therefore
are able to adapt to the situational demands. Sex-type pérsons
possess only qualities consistent with their sex (eg. masculine
qualities if male, and féminine qualities if female) and therefore are
more rigid and less able to'adapt to the situational demands.
. A number of researchers have suggestad that both the BSRI and
the PAQ have theoretical and methodo]ogica] impurities which prove
to be problematic in doing behavioral validation studies of the present
nature (eg. Bohannon & Miles, 1979; €Gross, Baltis, Small, & Erdwins,
1979; Locksley & Colton, 1979; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979). Although
support for the androgyny model does exist, Bem herself had difficulty
demonstrating that feminine women were in fact nurturant and that
cross-sex women were not nurturant (Bem, 1975). Carmen and LaFrance
(198C) had difficulty demonstrating that certain masculine nonverbal
Behaviors {interrupting) were more typical of masculine-type persons

as opposed to androgyncus or feminine-type persons. Wiggins and
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Holtzmulier (1978) suggest that androgynous men may be more flexible
in their interpefsonal behavior than androgynous wamen,_and Jones,
Chernovetz, and Hansson (1978) propose that the flexibility and
adjustment superiority of the androgynous person is 'rooted in the
.masculfne component of androgyny and not due to the combination .of
masculinity and femininity. ‘This Tast point dovetails with findings
in the present s%udy. First, the two masculine males were infre-
quently (twice) ratgd negatively by subjects (using the predictions

of the androgynous péréoﬁ as a measure of positive ratings). Secondly,
the ratings for the two SPs in both of the mascu1fne S x SR categories
{masculine males and masculine females) were most Tikely of 311 two
ﬁérson S X SR categories to be'the same. Given the substantial

nunber of studies, besides the present study, which failed to support
wBem's'(]974, 19775 Bem & Lenny, 1976; Bem, Martyna & Watson, 1976)
*hehavioralvpredictiuns for androgynous and sex-type persons, it

appears feasible that these,predictibns'may need re-thinking.

Conélusion

Several bossib1e-overv1ding influences may be resbonsib?e for
masking ény'abi1ities.that nai?e 5udgés have for making intricate
evaluations oannother person based on her/his nonverbal communication
style. Further research in this area should involve a less complex
design until these influences and the components of the design are
better known. First, judges and SPs should not be previously
acquainted. Second, the suspicion that scme SPs’ ratings were a

function of how attractive judges perceived them needs further
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irivestigation. Existing Videotapes could be reshown to a new group
of subjects. These subjects might simply be asked to evaluate SPs’
attractiveness on a scale. These results of attractiveness could
then be correlated with the ratings of the dependent measures for
.the pfesent study to determine if an attractiveness relationship
exists. Third, it might be advisable to create, through careful
pilot work, a né& and more meaningful instrumental demand situation;
gne in which S?s wog)d‘truiy,be challenged to support their argument.
While the incorporation of these suggestions might lead to an
eventual study in which it could be demqnstrated that naive judges
can make ac;urate.ratings of SPs' attributes based con sex role identity
and -nonverbal cbmmunication, there i$ another i;sue that mey still
preclude finding support for this hypathesisﬁ The failure to support
the current predictions may not be an inadequacy of the present re-
‘search, but may lie with the concept and measurement of androgyny.
Priorvtb fhe development of the androgyny model, Constantinople (1973)
enumerated 5 inadequacies of the concepts, mascuiinity and femininity,
and their use in psychological research. Proponents of androgyny
. (Bem, 1974; Spence & HeTmreich, 1978) attempted to deai with some of
these inadequacies, most specifically the unidimensional, bipoiar issue.
However, other equally important inadequacies were not addressed,
most specifically the explication of the terms from lay language for
scientific study and the development of an instrument to tap the core
concept of M-F rather than an empirically derived tool. None of the

currently available measurement instruments of androgyny (BSRI, PAQ,
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M and F-scales of the ACL and PRF ANDRO) assess the core concept of
M-F. Perﬁaps thié Enadequacy is responsible for tﬁe incomplete sup-
port for behavioral va!idatioh of M-F found in a number of studies
(eg. Bem, 1975; Carmeﬁ & LaFrance, 1§80§ Jones, Chernovitz, & Hansson,
1978; Wiggins, & Holzmuller, 1978).

Just how common the failure to support behavioral validation for
androgyny is, is not known due to the bias of our publication process
to favor confirming rather than nonconfirming . information. However,
it is known that there is not an overwhelming number of studies sup-
porting behavioral validation of androgyny. Those studies that do
- find support for the mcdel do not find suppoft for all foﬁr categories
of the androgyny model (androgyncus, sex-type, cross-sex and un-
differentiated].

Until the problems associated with the concept and measurement
- of M-F are addressed and clarified, erther research of behavioral

validation of M-F and androgyny seem futile.
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FOOTNOTES

]The procedure of this research pre-dated the development of

the BSRI and PAQ. These authors used the Minnesota Attitude SurVey,

(Smith, Note 3) to determine sex-role identity.

2In the preliminary analyses, this particular SP was the most
often 1dent1f1ed by subiects as known 13.3% of the time, and known
by sight 16.7%. A cursory 1nspect10n of the ratings suggests that
when the subjects actually knew the SP ratings were higher, but
ratings were not higher than dc not know when éubjects reported

kﬂOWTthSP by sight. Consequently, a slightiy increased evaluation

for this SP may be due to subjects"prior'acquaintance level with him.

5Footnote 2 refers to this same individual.

4In the preliminary analyses, undifferentiated F-leas'the second

most often identified SP by subjects as known 10%, and known by sight
15%. Again a cursory inspection of the ratings suggest that siightly
higher ratings were assigned to SP when subjects actually knew her

but those subjects who recognized her by sight did not assign different

rotings than subjects who did not know her.

5The one exception to this conclusion is that the second assump-

tion was valid for the warmth and caring dependent measuve.

©
~



APPENDIX A

- Personal Atributes QuwytInma&e

The roms badows inquire about what kinc.of & psreon wouthlrkym. oro. Ezch Reme conasists of np.qu otdwndamﬂcs.
with the iatters. A—E in botween, For axampia:

- Not & all Aristic A....B....C....D....E Very Artistic

Ewh palr describes coniradictory chawctadsi.cs—{ha: ts, you cannot be both m the same time, such as vory aristic -
eng not at all adistic.

The letiars form a scais batween the two exiremes. You are lo choss a latter whech descrbes whars you fali on the

scale. For axamgie, if you think you have no artistic ability, you wouki choose AL I you think you are pretty good, you
migit choose D. f you are only medium, you might choose G, and 30 fom\

1. Not at &lf aggressive . Wiry aggressive*®
. A....B....C....D....E
<. Not at all independent Very inde pendent
A ..C....D....E
3. Not at alf emotional : Vory emotionsl
A....B....C....D....E
4, Very submissive Very dominant
A....B....C....D....E
&, Nct at all excitabls Very excitable in
in & major crisis . 8 major crisis
A....B8....C....D....E v
8. Very passiva ) 7y GClIVE
ves A....B....C....D....E :
7. Not a! all abls 1 devots ' ’ Able tc davote seif
salf completaly 10 otharg complataly tv othere
: A....B....C....D....E . .
8. Very reugh S Vary gentle
‘ A....B....C....D....E
B. Mo? af all halphid (0 othars . Vory helpful to others
: A....B....C....U0....E
10. Biot at all compeiftiva : Very competiive
A....B....C....0....E
11. Very home orientod Vary worldly-
: A....8....C....D....E
12. Not at all kind_ Yery kind
A....B....C....D....&.
13. Inditferont to Highty needful of
ctheis' approvel others’ approval
A....B....C....D....E
14. Foelings not easily huet ‘ Faelings 2asity hurt
. , A....B....C....D....E
15. Not at aft awars of . ’ Very aware of
fenlings of othars : foelings of others
A....B....C....D....E
16. Can make decisiong Has ditficuity making
| easily ’ decisions
A g8....Cc....D E
17, Gives up very easlly Never gives up easily
' A....8....C....D....E
18. Never cried Cries very easily
A....B....C....D....E "
13. Not at sit seit-conlident ry seif-confident
A....B....C....2....E
20. Fesls very nfarior Feels vary superior
A....B....C....0...,E
21, Not at all understanding - Very understanding
of others of others
A,....8....C....0....E :
22. Vary cold it rylations wih - Very warm in relations with
othars others
: A....B....C....D....E
23. Vory littte roed for Vary strong need for
securky . Lacurity
$....8....C....0....E
24. Goes 10 piscas UNder Stends up wsll under
piogsure . pressuro
A....B.. C....D....E
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APPENDIX C
Dialogue toc Stimulus Persons

(The SPs were callied on the telephone the previous day and
asked to participate in a study of exploratory research in communi-
cations. When SP arrived s(he) was met outside the experimental room
by the experimenter and a confederate of the same sex as her/himself.
The experimenter introduced herself and the confederate and SP to
one another, and then invited them inside the experimental room. The
confederate followed -immediately behind the experimenter and chose
the chair out of the camera range. When everyone was seated, the ex-
perimenter continueds

As I indicated to ydu over the telephone, 1 am doing research in
the area of communications. I'm especially interested in the communi-
cation styles people use spontaneousiy. In a few minutes each of
you will be participéting in two short conversations with each other.
I would Tike to make it clear to you that you are not to act in any
particular way during these conversations. Just be yourselves. I
- will be giving you the topics to use in the conversations, but T want
you to use your own ideas, words and expressions to develop the topics.
Let me emphasize that there is no right or wrong way. There is ro
way to make a mistake as I am interested in your own communication
style,

After I explain what I want you to talk about, I will be going
into the next room. I will be abie to hear youf conversation, but I
will be out of you?~way, so just forget that I am there. I will let
you know when time is up and will give you the second topic for con-

versation. Do you have any questions so far?

{Go to the instrumental or expressive demdnd situation instructions.)
&5



APPENDRIX D
Dialogue for Instrumental Demand Situation

For this conversation, I would like you.to discuss the pros and

cons. of the ASUM hiring controversial speakekS‘using funds from student

&

registration fees.

For example, you may be aware that last quarter'David Duke was
hired to speak at this university fof $140C + expengeg. Duke is an
ex-grand wizard of the kKK and]is seen as controversial because of his
position of advocating white supremacy and black inferiority. Some
students felt that his position is not consistent with humam rights
and . therefore he should not have been hired to speak. Other students
objected tec his being baid money that comes from their registraticn
fees. On the other hahd, another group of students felt very strongly
- that Duke had a right to speak here. Théy argued that if we only
21low people to speék with whom we agree, we are Viblating one of the
most fundamenté] principles of this country--the right of free speech.

What I want the two of you to‘do is to discuss the general question:

Should controversial speakers be nired to speak on campus with funds

from student fees? By controversial, I mean, for examb]e, someone -
from the communist party, or a religious leader such as Reverend Sun
Moon, or a radical comedian such as Dick Gregory.

One of you will argue pro or for controversial speakers being
brought on campus and hired with student funds, and the other wi]]i

argue con or against ailowing controversial people to be hired with
86"

/



87

student funds. During this time I will be evaluating your ability to
make a good case, whether you argue for or against this dssue.

Specifically I will be looking for how well you-organize your argument,

how forceful and convincing you are in presenting your points and

your general ability to speak logically.

In order that you both have approximately equal information in
preparing your talk, I have briefly‘summarized some of the arguments
for both positions ¥/bro and con - for you to ook at before you begin.
Any points you feel are important can be inc}uded in your argument,
and you do not have to include all the summarized points. You are
enCOuraged‘to include any of:you?‘own ideas, but please stick to
this topic. You are not required to present your entire argument in
one speéking turn. You may follow any formet that is natural for you.
Your personal views on this topic are not the main focus of interest.
This topic was chosen because you probably are famifiar with arguments
both pro and con.

I will ask one of you to select the side you wish to argue. In
order to be as fair as possible, I have written on these two pieces
of paper two different messages. One has the message inside, "Your
choice". The person drawing thfs s1ip chooses the side 6f the argu-
ment they‘Wish Ao akgue. The other slip of_paper‘has the message,
"Speak first". Tﬁe person drawing this slip begins the conversation.
(The experimenter-ai?ows both SP and € to draw. Bofh slips say "Your
choice", but the C announces that her/his élip says "Speak first".

The experimenter turns to SP and says:)
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That means you may choose the positicn you wish to argue. (E
hands the appropriate summary sheet to SP and C.)

Take about two minutes to construct your argument.
(E leaves the room for 2 minutes and ‘then returhs and collects the
summary sheets and says:)

Remember, you will be evaluated on how well you present a good
case, how strong your arguments are; and how logical and forceful
you are in presenting them. Try to be as persuasive as yocu can be.
“When you-féel you are ready to begin, go ahead and start. TI°11 knock

and come in when time is up. Do you have any questions?



APPENDIX E
Dialogue for Expressive Demand Situation

Fpr this conversation I would like you to discuss with each other
the experiences and feelings ycu had during the first few days and
weeks at co11ege. For example, for many people the experience of going
te college is a hi]estone. Frequently it signifies a major change in
lifestyle and hav1ngfvo adjust to many new th1ngs Some people Tind
the change exciting-and filled witn pleasant memories. However, a
1arge number of peoplé have some mixed emotions about Teaving the.
seuur1by of old friends, family and familiar su"round1ﬂgs Little
inconveniences sometimes become big issues, such as not being abie to
find your classrooms or not seeing anyone you know all day.

What 1 want you to do is to exchange these experiences. and
‘memories about the feelings you had during the first few days and
weeks of college and to try to understand and be sympathetic with
thase of your partner. |

You are nnt being asked to exchange all your exper1ences in one
speaking turn. Simply exchange experiences in any way that seems
natural to you, but please stick to the topic ~ relaying the feelings
you had associated with starting college.

1 will be eVa1uating'your ability to rélate your own experiences,

Tistening to your partner and to be sympathetic and understanding of

her/his experiences.

89
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4

in order that you both have a few minutes to refiect on this,
will give you a brief summary of what I am asking,you for, and a
couple minutes to think.aboui what you wili be saying. (Hand the
summary to SP and the confederate, give them a moment and then con-

c¢lude with...) Remember, I wiil be eva]uatfng your ability to relay

Yyour own experiences and to be sympathetic.



APPENDIX F

1. A part of this experiment had to do with your ability to make a
good case by being organized and convincing and speaking in a
forceful and logical manner: '

2. 70 what extent do‘you feel that the first conversation you had
was designed to elicit these characteristics?

Not at all Very much

-

b. To what extent do you feel that +hL second conversation you had
was designed to elicit these characteristics?

Not at all ' Very much

2. Another part of this. experiment had to do with your ability to
share your feelings with your partner and to be sympathetic and
understanding:

&. 10 what extent do you feel that the firsf conversation you
had was designed to elicit these characteristics?

Not at all Very much

b, To what extent do you feel that the second conversation /ou
had was designed to e11c1t these characteristics? -

ot at all Very much

3. Wnat specific personality traits or behaviors do you believe were
being evaluated?

4. Overall, how comfortable were you during these conversations?
Not at all . Very




APPENDIX @

Subject-Experimehter
Release Form

Two videotapes without sound have been made of me by Maureen Cole,
graduate student at the University of Montana. I give my permission
for those tapes to be used.only for the purpose of research, and in
ar ethical manner which is consistent with both the guidelines set -
forth by the Institution Review Board and the Psychology Department.

My name will not be used in any way with this research.

Signed : S ‘Date

I promise to use the above mentioned vodeotapes of

for only the purpose of research, in a manner consistent with the
guidelines set forth by the Institutional Review Board and the
Psychology Department.

Signed ' , Date



APPENDIX H
Dialogue for Subjects

Hi, my name is Maureen Cole. I'm doing research on the influences
of nonverbal behavior on impression formation. In a few minutes, I'm
going to show ydu videotapes of 16 different people and ask you tc
rate your impreséion of them in the booklet in front of you. Each page
of the book]et has S{k kinds of impressions that vou are to rate for
each of the people you will see.

I will run the videotape of one person, then stop the projector
and you will have a couple of minutes to indicate your impressions on
the six scales about that person. When you have answered all the
questions for that perscn, turn the page of the booklet te the next
form which is identified at the top as Person #2. 1 will fhen run the
Qnext tapz of the second person and you will rate your impressicn of
“that persen on the six scales. We will continue this until you have
rated all 76 people. (Pause) Does that seem clear so far?

Let's take a.1ook at the forms that you will fill out on each
person. (See Appendix 1). It is possible that you may actually know
this person. If yvou do, please circle YES. Or perhaps you don't
really know them but have seen them before encugh to recognize them by
sight. If this is the caée, circle KNOW BY SIGHT. If the person is a
stranger to you, circle NO. Régardiéss of whether or not you know the

person, go ahead and answer the rest of the questions on the form.
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Next there are six scales. Each scale is to be marked by placing
an X on the appropriate b1ank space. The judgments that you assign
will be based on your subjective reaction. For example, you will see

the first videotabe’of a person. The first question to be answered

is, How effective as a communicator do you think this person is?
Notice that the scale below has seven blanks ranging from "Poor
comnunicator” to "Excellent communicator."

If you feeT'§§gg§glx that this person is a poor communicator,
place an X on the blank to the extreme left. However if you feel

strongly that this perscn is an excellent communicator, place an X

on the blank to the extreme right. If you~feel iess strongly about
this persbn‘s Tack of abf?ity or ability to ébmmunicate, p]aée an X
on the Znd or 6th space. If you have a slight feeling about this
oerson's lack of ability or ability to cpmmunicate, you would mark ar
X iﬁ the 3rd or 5th bianks. The direéﬁion Which you check depends
upon which of the two ends of fhe scaie seems more -characteristic of
your impression of the person. 'If you consider your impression
netural on the scale, both sides equally assbciated with your im-
pression, place your mark on the mfdd?e space. Please try to make a
commitment one direction or the other and -leave a rating of the middle
space for thosa truly neutral impressions. (The E will have a sample
scale on the blackboard to demonstrate while ta]kfng,)

The second question asks for your impression of how warm and
caring you think the person is. Use the same guﬁde]ines as above to

mark this scale. if you agree strongly with "not at alil warm'and
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caring” or "Very warm and caring" place the % in spaces 1 or 7. If

you feel less strongly mark spaces 2 or 6. If only slightly, mark

spaces 3 or 5, and if neutral mark the 4th space.

The third question asks you to assess how seTf—assured/comfortab]e

-you believe -the person is. The fourth question asks how forceful and

dominating you feel they are. The fifth question asks how intelligent
you believe they are. The sixth question asks you to rate how much

you think you would ¥ike this person.

For each person you will make all six ratings. You will have
two minutes before the next videotape. You should haVé p]enty of
fime to méke your ratings; Finish marking all six scales of your
impressions of one person before the videotape of the next person is
shown. You will not be able to go back to complete ratings. There
-are 16 Qideotapes of different peopie and you are to make six ratings
‘of yeur impressions for each of those people. Do you have any
questions? (Pause)

Here is the videotape of the first person.
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Person Number
Do you know this person {Circle one)

YES KNOW BY SIGHT NO

For each of the following questions please place an X on the space
indicating vour impressions of this person.

1. How effective as a communicator do you think this person is?

» (3 .
. . .

Poor , : Excellent
Lommunicator ‘Comrunicator

2. How warm and caring do you think this person is?

- 3 0 . . .
. .. . . . .

" Not at all . Very warm/
warn/caring caring

3. How self-assured and comfortable do ycu think this person is?

. -
e .

- . - -
. » . . . .

Not at ali V Very solf-
self-assured/ assured;/comfortabls
comfortabie :

4. How forceful and dominating do you think this persorn is?

Not at all Very forceful/
-ferceful/ deminating
dominating

5. How intaliigent do you think this berson is?

- . - - . .
° . . . - .

Mot atfa]] ’ Very

.o

intelligent ) intelligent
6. How much do you think you would like this persen?
Would not Tike Would like

very much



Table 1. Level of subjects' priof’acquaintanqe with SPs.

SP {sex x sex role

x SP's identity) Don't know Know by sight Know
Androgynous Male 1 85.0 10.0 5.0
Androgynous Male 2 88.3 11.7 5.0
Masculine Maie 1 90.0 6.7 3.3
Masculine Male 2 88.4 8.3 3.3
Feminine Male 1 95.0 1.7 3.3
Feminine Male 2 70.0 15.7* 13.3
Unditferentiated Male 1 90.0 8.3 1.7
Undifferentiated Male 2 5.0 3.3 1.7
Androgynous'?emaTQ ¥ 91.6 6.7 1.7
Androgynous Female 2 88.3 16.0 1.7
Mésculiné Femaie 1 91.7 6.7 1.7
Masculine Female 2 76.7 21.67 1.7
Feminine Female 1 91.6 6.7 1.7
Feminine Female 2 83.3 10.0 6.7
Unditferentiated Female 1 -96.7 0.0 3.3
Undifferentiated Female 2 75.0 15.0% 10.0
Overall | 86.0 10.0 4.0

‘Note. For each SP, n = 60. * indicates that the two SPs in each
' S x SR categery differ at the .01 Tlevel.



. Table 2. Likability treatment means for five-way interaction

Sex Role Identity of Stimulus Person

Sex of  Videotape Sex of Demand Un- ,
Subjact Nuriper SP_ Situation _Androgynous = Masculine reminine differentiated
M-~1 I 5.13 4.67 4.33 3.00
1 M-2 'k 4.60 4.67 4.27 3.93
F-1 I 5:33 4.80 3.87 3.33
- F-2 E 4.13 £.93 5.47 5.00
S M-2 I 4.00 3.93 4.87 4.87
> M-1 E 5.67 4.33 3.87 3.20
F-2 I 3.67 4.60 3.93 4.00
F-1 E 5.13 ~_3.67 3.47 4.80
M-1 1 4.73 4.33 3.67 3.73
1 M-2 E 4.80 . 4.93 5.07 3.60
F-1 1 5.20 - 4.67 5.20 4.20
= F-2 £ 4.13 . 3.87 5.80 - 5.27
= M-2 1 4.40 4.47 5.13 5.40 -
= 2 M-1 E 5.33 . 5.07 4.73 4.13
F-2 I 4.40 4.13 3.53 4.93
F-1 E 5.67 4.40 4.40 5.40

Note: M = male; F = female; I = instrumenta; E = expressi?e.
Likability scale ratings from 1-7.

* Overall mean = 4.50
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- Table 3. Intelligence treatment means for five-way interaction.

Sex Roie Identity of Stimulus Person

Sex of Videotape Sex of Demand Un-

Subject Number SP Situatiocn Androgynous. Masculine’ Feminine. differentiated

M-1 I 4.73 5.33 4.60 . 3.60

1 - M-2 E 4.00 5.67 4.73 4.47

F1 H 5.87 5.07 4.80 3.92

- F-2 E 3.93 4.87 5.33 5.20

2 M-2 1 4.40 "5.07 5.33 5.27

o 2 M-1 E 5.80 4.80 4.33 3.80

, F-2 1 3.53 4.73 4.13 5.00

' F-1° " E 5.53 3.93 3.67 5.33

M-1° i 4.60 5.13 3.87 3.73

1 - M-2 E 4.73 6.20 5.80 4.20

- F-1 I 6.00 4.87 5.07 13.87

o ' F-2  E 4.G7 - 3.93 5.80 5.60

S M-2 I 4.67 5.40 -4.83 - 5.73

M-1 £ 5.47 5.13 4.73 4.73

F-2 H 4.40 4.67 3.93 5.33

F-1 £ 5. 4 4,73 5.53

.60

Note: M = male; F = female; I = instrumental; E = expressive
' Inteiligence scale ratings from 1-7.

* Overall mean = 4.8]

66.



L1 Teble 4. fffectiveness as.a.Communicator treatment means for fiveiway interaction.

Sex Role Identity of Stimulus Person

Sex of Videctape Sex of DCemand - Un-
Subject  Number SP Situation ~ Androgynous Mascuiine Feminine differentiated
M-1 1 - 4,47 5.20 2.53 3.00
. M-2 £ 4.40 5.20 4.27 3.27
' F-1 I 5.63 4.47 3.93 4.67
£ F-2 E 3.53 3.60 5.53 5.60
= M-2 i 5.07 3.87 3.80 5.73
2 M-1 £ 5.40 4.73 2.80 3.13
F-2 I 3.73 4.00 3.00 4.40
F-1 £ 4.80 - 3.60 3.93 4.40
M-1 1 4.40G 5.27 2.40 3.07
1 M-2 £ 4,93 6.07 5.53 2.60
- F-1 1 6.20 4.13 4.73 4.60
[THN F-2 E 4.27 2.40 5.60 5.80
g M~2 I 4.53 3.80 3.73 5.33
2 M-1 € 4.73 - 4,67 3.47 3.67
- F-2 I 4.50 4.00 2.93 5.33
F-1 E 5.2 4.13° 4.53 4.53
Note: M = male; F = female; I = instrumental; E = expressive
Effectiveness az a Communicator scale ratings from 1-7.

* Overa]? mean = 4.33

0ot



Table 5.  Self-assurance and Comfort treatment means for five-way interaction.

Sex of Videotape Sex of Demand - : Un-

Subject Number SP_ Situation Androgynous Masculine Feminine differentiated

M-1 I 4.33 4.73 3.00 3.47

] M-2 E 4.13 5.53 3.73 3.57

' F-1 1 5.87 3.93 4.07 3.40

- F-2 E _4.53 4.33 4.80 3.93

g - M-2 1 4.07 4.33 4.07 5.60

2 M-1 C 5.20 4.53 3.20 2.33

F-2 1 3.13 3.93 4.67 3.60

F-1 ~ E 5.67_ 3.80 3.33 5.00

M- I 4.00 4.07 2.33 2.73

1 M-2 E 4.53 6.40 4.47 2.93

- Fa1 1 6.0 3.33 4.40 3.73

@ F-2 E 5.27 2.20 5.67 . 4.20

S M-2 I 3.07 4.33 3.40 4.73

5 M-1 E 3.87 4.00 3.27 2.67

N F~2 I 0 3.20 4.13 3.67 4.80

" F-1 E 5.13 4.47 3.13 4.80

Note: M = male; F = femalg I = instrumental; E = expressiVe
Self-assurance and Comfort sc¢ale ratings from 1-7.

* Overall mean = 4.12

oL



..Tab?efG..*Forcefuiiand Dominant treatment means for five-=way.ipteraction.

Sex of = VYideotape Sex of Demand A Un-

Subject Number SP Situation ‘Androgynous  Masculine Feminine differentiated

M-1 I 3.33 3.93 2.27 2.87

q M-2 E 2.80 4.67 2.87 3.47

' F-1 I 4.87 3.13 3.60 3.00

. F-2 E 4.27 3.87 4.20 3.67

g -2 I 3.07 3.93 2.93 5.13

2 M-1 E 3.67 3.60 2.67 3.07

F-2 1 2.80 4.00 4.67 3.73

F-1 E 4.60 3.47 2.93 4.47

M-1 ST 2.53 3.47 1.87 2.87

1 M-2 E 2.93 5.20 4.47 3.20

- -1 I 5.13 2.47 3.67 . 2.60

g F-2 £ 4.33 2.00 4.87 4.87

£ * M-2 1 - 3.20 4.33 2.87 4.67

'2 M-1 £ 2.47 3.47 2.53 3.67

F-2 I 3.13 3.60 3.40 5.33

F-1 E 4.27 3.47 3.07 3.73

Note: M = male; F =.female; I = instrumental; E

= expressive,
Forceful and Dominance scale ratings from 1-7.

* Overall mean = 3.60

20l



_Table 7. Warmth.and Caring treatment means for four-way jnteraction.

Sex Role Identity of Stimulus Person

Sex of Sex of Demand :
Subject SP_ Situation Andregvnous  Masculine Feminine Undifferentiated
M I 5.63 4.50 4.83 4.20
e E 6.10 4.57 4.97 4.00
= F I 5.03 5.07 3.53 4.97
E 4.33 4.33 5.50 5.03
M I 5.47 4.30 4.43 4.33
= £ 5.53 5.20 5.10 3.83
E F I 5.23 4.97 4.57 - 4.70
= E 4.50 £.23 5.83 5.50

Note: M = male; F ='fema1e; I = instrumental; E = expressiVé.
Warmth and Caring scale ratings from 1-7.

* Overall mean = 4.82.

g01
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Table 8. Partial ANOVA Tables for Dependent Measures

Source of Variance df N MS F Prob.
Likability

D 1 12.38 12.38 5.49 .01

PDR 3 48.47 16.16 13.25 .001

STPDR - "3 10.73 3.58 3.93 .034

intelligence

N 1 5.40 5.40 5.00  .028
PDR 3 32.85 10.95 11.54 .00l
STPDR 3 8.12 2.71 2.88 .037

Effectiveness as a Communicator

D H 2.82 2.82 1.45 NS
POR 2 72.50 24.17 14.78 Qo1
STPDR 3 15.17 5.06 3.06 .028
Self-assurance and Comfort
D 1 8.44 8.44 4.90 .030
PDR 3 57.28 19.09 10.93 .001
STPDR 3 24.33  8.1] §.64 .004
Forcefulness and Déminance
D 1 6.83 6.833 3.78 NS
PDR 3 27.39 9.13 5.11 ..002
STPDR 3 42.96 _14.32 8.02 .001
Warmth and Caring
D 1 7.70 7.70 6.42 014
PDR 3 69.68 23.23 18.77 .001
STPDR 3 11.25 3.75 3.03 .030
3. .85 .32 .26 NS~
Note: D = Demand situation; P = Sex of SP; R = Sex role identity of SP;
T =

Tape number; S = Sex of subject.



Figure 1. Likability and Intelligence Predictions
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Intelligence 5-way Interaction Trends
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Figure 4. ECffectiveness as a Communicator and Self-Assurance and Comfort Predictions
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Figure 5. Effectiveness as a Communicator 5-way Interaction Trends w"q
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Figure 7. Forcefulness and Dominance Predictions
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Figur‘e 9. MWarmth and Caring Predictions
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Figure 10, Warmth-and Caring 4-way Interaction Trends .B.&mlmhlg
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