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Abstract

Thig study attempted to <clarify the relationship
bgtween 5ma5culine'and feminine personalitf attributes® and
“sex-role behavior" in the definition of ahdrogyny‘ by
comparing an  attribute and a behavioral measure of
andtogyny; Thisrwas done by assessing the influence of each
on wdmen'in competitlon. Both inventories were distributed
to two intioductOty psychology classes. Students .wéte’
- classified as masculine, féminihe, androgynous, or

undifferentiated, and 20 women were randomly selected from
each ACategory- to be in a competitiqn exberiment,i.ln the
'experiment,}subjects did 7 tria1s of a digit-lettér task;v
on ﬁne eighth ttial either a male, or a'female,>confedera£e
‘was introduced as a competitor. Changes in heart rate,
potceivéd pleaSantness and performance from Tria147 to Trial
'8 were 250 dependent variables. All subjects showed #n'
increase in  heart téte, fpérceiﬁed. pleaéinth&sé. “and
portorh&nce during éompetition.' Sex-role cat0§ory dida not
influence the changes although ‘masculine and androgynous
subjects showed initially higher perfdtmance'sdbrés. Sex of
confederate did not ‘affect heart rate orlpezformahce, but
perceived pleasantness increased when females competed
agglnst  a male, and decreased when females competed against
a female. Similar results were found using attribute or
behavioral measures of sex role. Osing multiple‘regression;
feminine behavior scale scores were éositively rélated “to

decreases in perceived pleasantness.
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Introduction

Anarogyny has been defined as the inclusion of bqth
masculine and feminine attributes in one's self-éoncépt
(Bem, 1974; 'Berziﬁs, Welling & Wetter, 1978; Spehéé f&
Héimreiéh, 1979), or as flexibility in perfbrming:both_
sex~-typed and cross-sex-typed ,fole behaviors (Bem, 1974;'
Bem, 1975; Bem & Lénney, 1976; Gackenbach, 1978; LaFrance
& Carmen, 1980); Whether these two definintions are-relaﬁed
of ‘identical constructs has not yet been exahined. The
purpose qf the presgnt study was to explbre _tﬁis issue by
qomparing the influence of masculihe and femininé‘attfibﬁteg
to the influence of sex-role'behaVior on women's. reép&nses

“to cohpetition. ‘Responses to the stress of competition may
inciude physiOIOgicél changes, changes _in 'affect,_ and
changes .in perforﬁance (Precosky, note 1). 'These'tesponses
may be differentially influenced by women's perceptidns of
theit masculine and feminine personal attributes,'eompaxed

to their perceptions of their sex role behavior.

Using eithet an attribute or a behavior definition, thg
concept of androgyny hypothesizes that »masculinipyr énd
feminipity are not ends ofra bipolar coniinuum, as commonly
believéd,‘ but 'arg instead independent dimensions found td
varying degree in ail individuals. Constantinoplefs (1973)
review of then-existing unidimensional
masculinity-femininity tests suggested that °~ this

orthogonality was not being‘ measured. The Bem Sex Role
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Invéntory (BSRI, Bem, 1974) was among the first measures of
éndrogyny with separate masculine and femihine Sqalgs.
These scales consist of a list §f positive’traits that':afe
differéntially ‘endorSed by both ‘sexes for ‘typiéal,gand
idéai, males and females. Several other instruments have
since been developed, inciuding the Persénal_Attributes
Questicnnéire (Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1974) and the

PRF-Andro (Berzins et al., 1978).

Several criticisms have been levied againét androgyny
reSeafch (Crpsby’ﬁ Nyqﬁist, note 2; ‘Keliy & Worreii,'1977;
Pyke; in press;  Locks1ey‘ & Coltén; 1979; Pedhazur &
Tetenbaum, 1979; SpenCe_& Helmreich,1978). Two of the most
'important,'since they affect the operational definition of
andgogyny, are (1) . the interchangeable use of the terms
fmaécdline and féminine attributes"™ and "sex roles™; and

(2) variations in the statistical definition of androgyny.

The first criticism describes confusion between the
terms “attribute"® and "role". Bakan (1966) has defined two
basic principles characterizing all 1living '6tganisms -
agency and communion. Spenge and Helmreich  (1978) ,
employing these pr?nciples to distinguish masculinity and 
femininity, found, 1in a variety éf culturés, a_similat
distinction between women and men. The ideal woman»tenéé to
be described using attribhtes included in Bakan's defihitibn
of communién - embtionality; sensitivity, and concern for

others, while the ideal man 'is described as-agehtic;-
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independent, competitive and active. Self-ratings by men
and wbmen_ also tend in these 'same directions (Bem,_1974;
Bérzins et al., 1978; Spence & Helmreich, 1978; Spehce,
Heimteich & Stapp, 1974). Analysis of the BSRI and thé
Personal Attributes Questionnaire have indicated agency and
communion as two Dbasic factors in these instruments
(Gaudreau, * 1977; ﬁelmreich, Spence & Holohan, 1979;

Moreland,,1978; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1978).

Distinct - from masculine and feminine personality
attributes is the éoncept oflsex role. Crosby'and'Nyquist
(1978), Horrqcks and Jackson (1972), Keily":(1955),' and
Sarbin (1968) describe a role as a concrete behavior
presentihg one of .an individual's identities, or
self-definitions. Bem (1974, 1979) states that the BSRI
measures sex role. However, Spence and Helmreich ‘(1978,
1979) maintaih that'the Personal Attributes Questionnaire,
which is very similar in content to the BSRI; measures oniy
masculine and feminine attributes, and that these attributes
will be only weakly related to sex role. For"this' study,
the BSRI was used as the measure of masculine and feﬁinine
attributes. ‘This decision was based on the fact that the
BSRI appears to be primarily a list of personality traits,
on ready availability of the BSRI, and on the fact that the

BSRI has considerable research already completed on it.
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The second criticism of androgyny résgarch is the use
of multiple statistical definitions of androgyny. In_Bem's
initial study (1974), a t-test was used to compare a
person's reSpOnses to masculine and feminihe items. If
‘there was a significant difference with the mean for
masculine items being higher, the person Was défihed as
masculiné. If there was a significaht differenée witﬁ the
mean for feminine items'being higher,‘the person waé 6efihed<
as feminine. If there was no significant'différenCe bépween
masculine _aﬁd feminine scale 'scores, the individuallwas_
classifiéd as androgynous. Androgyny was th§s  defined' 55 

being a balance of masculine and feminine traits.

 épence, Helﬁreich ‘and Stapp-v(1975) criticized this
method of defining androgyny, since subjects' absoluﬁe.
scores on masculine and feminine dimensions were not \being
taken .into account. They advocated the use of a median
split of eéch’Scale based on the combined means of 'both
sexes for a given sample. This resuits in foqr groupsz'
those scorihg above the median on masculinity or femininity
only, and classifiéé as}mésculine or'feminine respectively,
those scoring high on both, and those scoring low on both.
Those scgring high on both are called androgynous, and those
scoring low on both have been termed undifferentiated. Bem
has since supported this method of defining sex roles
(1977), and it is the way sex roles were defined in this
study. It has also been suggested that multiple regression

techniques be used with subjects' masculine and feminine
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scale scores (Kelly, Furman & Young, note 3).

_’Androgyny research has focussed on two areas: the
':glatidnship between masculine and feminine’attribdﬁes and
other pefsonality characteristics, and 'thg ‘relationship
betweeh .haSCuline and feminine attributes and different Séx

role behaviors.

A variety -of’.perSOnality characterisﬁics Bave.ibeeﬁ
co:relatédv with éach‘ of the sex-role categories‘created
gusihg’the BSRI. Erdwins, Small and Gross (198@) found ‘that
’subjeéts;categorized as androgynous or masculine'onlthe BSRI
tended to rate themselves more positively on thegnghngssee
Self—Cdncept ‘Scale (Fitts, 1964), and as being'lessvanxiéus
on‘the“MAnifest Anxiety Scale (Taflot, 1953).\  Subjects'
‘claésified as feminine and undifferentiated had less
positive scores. Men consiétently géve a healthier
selfQimage | as indicated by greater 'self-esteem;‘

self~-acceptance, and self-worth than did women.

‘In another study, Flaherty and Dusek (1980) uséd a
;'multi—dimensional, semantic differential self—coﬁcépt scale
(Mohge, 1973). They teiated each of the 4 dimensions on the
scale to classification using the BSRI. On Factor i;
adjustment, those categorized as androgynous vscored
significéntly’ higher than masculine, feminine, or .
undifferentiated subjects. On Factor 2,
achievement-leadership, the "andtogynous and @asculine.

subjects received the highest scores, and on Factor 3,
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congeniality-sociability, the  androgynous and feminine
subjects_scored highest. The fourth Factor fep:esented‘ the
masculiné-femininé 'étereotype with ﬁasculinity at the high
end ofvthe. scale and femininity at the low end. Thé_
masculine subjects scored significantly highef than_the
feminine subjects, while androgynous and undifferéntiéted
subjects scored in the midrange, Significantly diffetent

from either the masculine or the feminine extreme.

Jones, Chernoveti and Hansson (1978)Vf00nd‘individuals‘
category on the BSRI correlated with a.wi&e-variety 6f
personality '_measﬁfés. thcluded were:: "théjb WOmen'é'
Liberation 1Ideology Scale (Goldschmidt, Gergen, Quigley &
Gergen, 1974), the "I am" test (Kuhn & McPortland, 1954),
the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck &_EySeﬁck, 1963},

the Locus of_Conttol Inventory (Rotter, 1966), av problem

with alcohol inventory, the Alcadd test (Manson, 1965),‘a
measure of self-esteem (Coopersmith, . 1967), measu:esfrof
intellectual competence (Christensen, Guilford & Wilsdﬁ,
1957;' Robinsqn & Shaver,1969), a test .for .1eérnéd
‘helplessness (Hiroté & Seligman, 1975), and a self-report
measure of sexual maturity and heteroséxuality. They found
that, for both seXes, the masculine subjects appeared most
flexible ahd adjusted, and that androgynous females appeared
healthier than the andtogynous males. In this study)'Bem's
initial method of defining androgyny was used, resulting in
ohly three groups - masculine, feminine, and andtogynous.

However, a median split was also made on the same data, and
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subjécts who scored low on both masculing and feminine
ééaies (i.e. the undifferentiated category) " were coﬁpared

.to subjects who scored high on the masculine and feminine
scales (i.e. the androgynous category). They‘ found that
the two groupsl were quite similar,' differing §nly on
problederinking and locus of control .measdres.
Undifferentiéted .spbjects reported significantly more
drinking problems,band described themselves as being more

externally controlled.

“Another study employing fhe BSRI was déne ‘by Orlofsky
and_windle (1978). Using analysis of TAT stdrie$ (Murray et
al, 1938), they assessed assertiveneSS, personal adjustment,
and the ability to recognize affect, _and comparéd BSRI
categories on each of these measures. They found that.w°¢en.
scorédrlhighef, than men on the measures of'affect-cogﬁiﬁion
‘and assertiveness, and that androgynous subjects, ih
general, Scored better than the masculine, fehinine, and
undifferentiated groups. The personal adjustment test had 3
measures, On_the,complexity and impulse expfeSsiqn sc§1es,
no diffetenCes were found among the groups; §n the:persqnal
integration scale, males had significantly higher scores’
than females; and cross-sex-typing Qas, related to lower
‘levels of adjustment. Masculine and androgynous males had
higher integration scores than feminine and undiffefentiated
males. Feminine. and androgynous females had. higher
ihtegration scores than did mascuiine and undifferentiated

females.
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Kelly, Caudill, Hathorn and O'Brien (1977) found that
males caiegOrized. as androgynous  on the BSRI tended to
sihultaneously aécept' positive masculine - and femihine.
chdré¢tetistics and reject negétivé masculine and feminine
charaéteristics; while undifferentiated maies .werev mpfe
likely to accept negative mascuiine ~and ‘feminihe
characteristics and reject positive ¢hara¢teristics,
,Although feminine women tended to reject negative masculine
traits, there was no differeﬁce betweeh the masculine,
fgmininé,' androgynous, or undifferéntiatédv femaies in

accepting or rejecting undesirable feminine characteristics.

‘i'Bernard’(IQBG) correlated subjects' BSRI c;aséification
with ’scofes on fou; écales of the 16 PF,(Cattell,_1972).
These féut’SCales‘(B, H, A, and I) appeared to be related to
the masculine and feminine scales of the BSRI. E and H -
assértive and venturesome - segmed related to the masculing
scalé. A and I - ‘outgoing and tender—minded‘f séemed 
related to the feminine scale. Bernard predicted that
androgynous_ subﬁgcts would show grea;ér interpersonai
effectiveness éndkSetter adjhstment thén'the other‘three‘sex
fole:groups. He found that ahdrogyny for men was positively
associated with all four scales, but that women categorizéd

as androgynous tended to appear more instrumental (i.e.

higher.on the E and H scales).
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To sdmmarizé, research examining masculine and féminine
atttibdtes,with other pérsonality characteristics'have.fouhd
some consistent patterns. One would seeﬁ<:£ob be that
andrdgyny has different meanings for the sexes. Andrdg?nous
wémenvdo not aiways ~appear as flexible ‘or adjusted as
éndroQYnous males, or vice versa. A secondncohCiusion'would
seem to be that, depending on ‘éhe personality attributes
being measured, different sex;r01e groups may appear more

flexible or adjusted.

 Other aﬁdrbgyny feéearch has uséd méasufes.of'masculine
and femihine ’personai attributeS' to exémine, $ex role
behaviors."rhe Bski;sem, 1974) and the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire (Spence & Helmteich, 1974) ‘as well-asvthe
PRF-Andro,(Berzins et al, 1978) and the Femininity Séale» of
the Adjective‘ Checklist (GOugh'&-Heilern,.1972)_havezbeen'
used}tof_preaict many_ sex - role behéviors,.;with .vétyiﬁg

degrees of success.

After the development qf the BSRI, Bem (1975) exémined
confor@ity and nufﬁurance among the three sex-role groups
created using her initial method Qf selection; -Thi§ was
based on :hevpresence or absence of a significant difference
betwéén”sﬁbjects‘ sépresvon the the masculine éﬁd feminine
séaies;‘ Shé lookgd‘ at conformity-by presenting‘subjects
with funny and not funny cartoons. ‘Afier‘ ﬁeating ﬁthg
responses of others that stated whether they: felt the

cartoon was funny or not funny, the subjects had to respond.
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Uhkﬁbwn to the subject, the responses of the'bﬁhet subjec;s
Wefe‘ éctualiy .on: iape. On half the"trials,va félSé
consensus  was pfésented to  the subjects to inducé'
cqnformity.  On,the other half of the trials, subjgdts.héard
true:'judgmeﬁts, also presented on tape. The_nurturanée of
SUbjéctsﬁwas examinédfby leaving them alone with a kitten
and rating their behaviors. There were two conditions: in
the first condition, subjects were instructed to interact
witﬁ the kitten; ﬁhe second tihe,'they were left in a room

with the kitten and a variety of other interesting objects."

Bem found thét éndrogynous and ﬁasculine men and women
were less conforming in the conformity paradigm. The
fésults-Qere léés clearcut for the nurturancé experiment.
Androgynous and feminine males did interact more with the
kitten;' hoﬁévei.“thy ahdrogynous, and not feminine,
females SBQWed' significantly more interaciion. Bem
subgested tha§ perhaps the respénseé required .when playing
with the kitten involved more théh just expresSivé,
nurturant behavior. and therefore, the feminine females
could not respond ’as appropriately as the feminine males;_

androgynous males, and androgynous females.

Further studies by Bem, Martyna and Watson (1976) and
Bem (1977), using four sex-role groups, suppbrted ihe théory
efkihe low-nurturant ﬁésculine male, and ﬁhe_ highfnurtutant
androgyﬁbué maie or female. Feminine and masculine females

remained less responsive to a kitten than androgynous
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_subjects (Bem, 1977). queve:, feminine énd andrdgynéus
subjects were mqre_‘nurturant toward a  babyf than were
masculine subjects. They also exhibited more nurturant,
éxpreséive ‘behavior than masculine  subjects inl a
role-played, dyadic conversationv where they were_ééked to
take the part of the "listener" (Bem et 1a1, 1976).
Undiffe;entiated sSubjects appeared to reSpond least

’nutturantly 6f the four groups.

A étudy by Kelly, O'Brien, Hosford and‘Kiﬁsinget' (note
4) examined the relationship of BSRI sex-tolecaﬁegory to
thé abiiity ﬁo give warm, affectionate responses or to give
assertive, noncompliant responses in rQle plays where either
‘bghavior;might,be warranted. They found that mascuiine men
were less able to bé warm and affeétionaté.while feminine .
womeh-tﬁéte unable to display assertive, non-compliant
skills. quevet, ﬁascuiine hén were not more assertive than
the cher,sex-role groups, and feminine women were not more
warm and affectionate. Only the androgynous group was
apbropriately-aSSertive or affectionate. ‘They suggested‘
that theAintégratidn-of masculinity and femininity gave the

androgynous person greater social competency.

Wong-McCarthy, Jose and Crosby (note. 5) found very
'differeﬁt ‘results in a study assessing the_ effects of
androgyny on the display of nonassertive expressions. Théy
split subjects according to both the Personai Atttibutgs

Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1974) and the BSRI, and
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counted nonassertive verbal behaviors ‘within a l@-minute
coﬁversation. These included: verbal .heages such  as
“well", 5y§u know"; ‘the intensive "so" (so happy, so hurt);
empty adjectivés such as "divine"; and question intonation
in a declarative sentence. They found'that androgynous’
femaies were the‘least assertive, ~while androgynous males’
weie the most assertive. This was interpreted as indicating
that-aﬁdrégyny implied extreme conformity io,.a' behavioral
stéreotype in verbai behavior; They also:EOQnd that women

tended to be less assertive than men.

Klein anGVWillermah (1979) found, hOWéQet,.fthét where
dominant  behaviot-:was made salient and socially desirable,
'ﬁbméﬁ‘§§uld be.dominanﬁ. Théy examined the behaviors of
_fbur«'.sei » roie‘ groups, .using the Personal Attributes
'Questiqnnaire.as‘ the measure of masculine and feminine
~attributes. They found that whéh dominahce‘was,the socially
accepted'behaviOt.Zmasculine Subjects were more ~dominant
than .andrégynous subjects. In addition, éndrogynous
subjects ‘were found to be more dominant than
unditfetentiated subjects, and undifferentiated subjects

were found to be more dominant than feminine subjects.

‘.‘LaFtance and Carmen (1980) ekamined the nonvérbal‘
diSplay df‘rfeminine expressive behaviors and mascuiine or
inSt(umenfél behaviors in a dyadic discussion. They fduﬁd
that .and:ogynous females tended‘to display fewer feminine

behaviois,_while androgynous males tended to display fewer
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masculine behaviors.

Another study (Bem & Lenney, 1976) found that masculine
males and feminine females considered it more difficult to
use cross-sex-typed behavior. Bem and Lenney paid ‘subjécts
‘to  have théir pictures taken doing several sex-typed_éhd
croés-Sex-typed tasks. More money wés paid when a subject
selected to have.his picture taken doing a ctoss—sexftyped
taék‘than a éex—typed task. Masculine méles and fehaleé
chose to get 1less money in order to get'mbté Sex~typéd

taSks{ 

Overall, research réiating masculine and feminine
~attributes to sex role behaviors is somewhat contradictory.
It Seems'tbat‘the results depend as much on the behavio;’ to
be .perfbrmed as‘ on the mascuiine and feminine atttibdtes
possessed by the subject. Despite these findings, a la;ge
number of behaviors do seem to be éex-linked and onéfs
perceived levél'of ma?culinity,'femininity, ot;androgyny'ﬁay
be based as much on highly Qisible behavior as on
persdnality characteristics. Theoretically, there could be
two forms of androgyny: perSonaiity' and behavior.
Contradictory findings would be accounted for by a confusion
of the terms "personal attribute" and "sex role",’whén, as
suggested eatliér, they should not be interchangeably used.
Fq;ther, attributes may be differentially displayed by each
sex, and, on an individual . level, one's masculine and

feminine personality attributes may have little bearing on
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actual sex role behaviors. Porsonality- and behavioral
inventories could then prove to bé'differentially predictive
of behaV!br;/ For the present study, a self»repott measure
of behavior was devised, using test constructlon techniques
and a statxstlcal deflnltlon of sex role categorles 51m11ar
to_’tﬁat of toe BSRI. This measure will be referted to as

:the O'Shea Sex Role Behavxot Inventory (OSRBI).

The present study' attempted to clarify | ﬁhe
attribute-behavior issue in reoard to androgyny- (i) by_
comparing self-ratings on a personal attr1bute (BSRI) ‘and a
behavioral (OSRBI) 1nventory, and (2) by‘exam1n1ng the
importance of both attribute and behévioral, definitiOns' of
 anotogyny-'in women on level  of pﬁjsioloQicél . arousal,
o petoéivéd pleasantness, and perfotmancewhilej participating
in a'_competition.‘}ACompeting' on a task has been found to
affect men differently than women on oome‘of these vaziobles

V(Precosky, note 1).

Generally, research' has found that }oompetition has
inprovod'petformanoe. Triplett (1897j obsetvedrtho:_bicyclé
vracers had bettek performances when 'competing , against
'another than when ridxng alone against the clock. Hovalso
‘tound that childten worked more quxckly on a »sxmpleo motor
task when competing than when working alone. Dashielio
(1930) found that subjects in competxtxon on tasks such as
doinq multiplication and anagrams responded differently than

they dtd_whon working alone, or with others, or in the
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| presencekiof an audience. Carment (1978) found that on a
simplevnotor‘task.'both-'male and 'female sobjects ‘showed
increaseS” in performance when ‘being in competltlon. ivans
'IAnd Bonder (1973),.Vita551 and Evans (note 6), and Precosky,
(noteAbl)k’all found that on a slmple perceptuel-motor task,

competition ﬁith’another improved performance;»

“'The.laststhree studies mentioned used heart rate change
as a,vmeaSure of‘ physiological arousal in' response _to
competitlon. Evans and Bonder (1973) observed an’ inciease
iﬁ heart rate during competxtion, especxally when subjects
ﬁere'alsovallowedto compare their-scores to a peer group.
=VitasSi» and' Evans' (note 6) 'showed that competxt;on on a
'simple, compared to a complex perceptual-motor task resulted
:in similar increases in heart rate. Precosky (note 1) found
that subjects‘ heart rates increased regardless of sex of

. conpetitor.

'VitaSSijand'EVans'(note'6) and'PrecoSKQ (note '1)'”olso
- included' perceived pleasantness ‘asrfanother' dimension of
enbjects' response*tolcompetition. dVitaSSi”and}Evans ‘found
that sperceiVed‘pleasantneSs increasedfwhen a competitor was
introduced Eor a sinple task and decreased"wnen;-introduced
dfor - a couplex task, Precosky foond'that there was'a:trend

_tovard an interaction effect on percezved pleasantness when
‘subjects competed with someone of the opposite sex. Women

tended to enjoy conpetition less ‘when the' competitor was

ﬁtenale.: and more ‘when the competxtor was nale. nen‘tended'
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to enjoy competition less when the competitor was male,»rahd

‘more when the competitor was female.x_f

: Hovever, competition is an area 15-”w51¢hf 1itt1e};ii£e
' any. research has been conducted to determxne the effects of:
androgyny.. Tradxtxonal stereotypes present males, as be1ng}
highly"eompetitxve.- and women as tendxngsto perform less.
2 weii and lesstoften im‘"competitiﬁe {situations; especxally
when ‘their ‘competitorvis mele.‘ For example, adjectxves on
 the masculine scale of the BSRI include such traits ‘as
-:'competitive' 'embitious"" and "aggreSSIQetf(Bem,’1974).p
'Beheviors rated as being masculine on the: osﬁalp imeloded

watching ~and pleying hockey.[ baseball.j‘and' :ootballr'
ueither the leminine scale of the BSRI nor the.aosﬁal jmeket

i‘eny reference to competitiveness.,j

| Reeearch looking at women and echievement he: posited
7-that uomen exhiblt tear of success (uormer. 1972). ieer off‘
failure (Stein & Dailey. 1973). ;or ‘e' oeficiency t'im:'

achievement -otivotion (McClelland, Atkinsom.z Clarke &

bowcil. 1953). uorner 8 work (1969. 1972) on the motive to_‘

, avoid suecess. in particular. retlecta the influence of thee'
_teminlne‘esex‘ role stereotype. ' Horner theorized that‘
eompetence.t competltion.f and lntellectual achlevement arer
not part of,the'fe.imlme'.stereotype.- _Subsequently, ‘there

enists the elpcetoncj” that ‘success'tim an achievement
situation vi;l_heve negotive copsequencee.” She{hypothesizeo

thet this fear of success would be more,prevelemt in women
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: than in men, particularly in high achlevement-otiented h1gh
ability women.: Differences in the motive to avoid success
would become evident in competitive achievement ‘situations
where_performance,was being eveluated againetfa'standard and
against'aicompetitor; The negative”value}of success - would
be especially lotge wherer the combetitor was maie.i.Sone
research supports this theory (Horner, 1969); otner work

‘ has found that it does not always hold true. (Feather, 1975).,‘

.Thus, based on  the 'masculine 'stereotype; men  might
perform 'bettetlin competition.fend enjoyiit:more.f Based_on
the'tear of eucceSS»motive.-and on the feminine. stereotype
that women ~are more sensitive to others, the presence of a

conpetitot,ﬁocld hovefe_sttonqet.negative/effectgon‘women.

Recently. Precosky (note i) did iind sex diftotences inn
response to being in a conpetition. Rolotive to bose rates,’
men’s heart rates increesed more in coapetition thon did
!enolee,r‘while_ women's- performance scotee increased mote'
than did'the males' scores. No significant difference in
perceived pleasantness of being in competition were £ound”
between men and women . Varying the sex of the competxtot_
tacod oy the 'subjects did not result in ony significant
‘_chonges'in'thsiological,-self-tepott or'behovioral_measgres
of ;t?eestor males orvtenaies. Ptecosky;intetpteted these
findinngos indicating that women were able to perform nore'
effectively in competition. as reflected by - better

tpertornonce and less physiologicol arouoal. Prankenheuser
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(1976} 1978) has obtained similar results and has given a

,;similar interpretatxon.

As mentioned. the putpose of the ptesent study was .ﬁb."
examine further the effects of competition on women by :
assess1ng the 1mpact of andtogyny.' The relatxonshlp between
‘individuals' masculine and feminxne personality and sex role
behaviors was examingd-to tevealjvat;atlons in ~response“tq
cﬁﬁpétition Qith either sex. Changes in heatf'tate, réting#
of’petcéiVéd~p1ea$an£ness, and perfétmance*on a digit+1etter~'
task ‘were obtained‘from subjeci# in a éompetitive situation
where the sex of the competitor was varied by using 'both
qalér angd- female confederatcs as competxtors. SubJects were
'sQiécted t°, rep;esent the fout sex role' categotles as‘

.detinéd by':pe'sshx.

The experimental paradiqm was. ln essenco. identical to
that used by Ptecosky (note  1). so that data irom the
proposed experimcnt would be compatable to tbat obtained by

Procosky.

. Because of the lack of research avaxlable on 'andrOQYhy
- and conpetition. it was difficult to hypothqqize'qboUtv
rgsults., Other than‘to‘predicf that the BSRI pnd'the :0sRBI
night ‘»bc 'differéntially related to the physi&logical,

‘self—rcport and behavloral respbns?s tovfcqapetjtibn; no  

hypothesos wore made.
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Method

.subjécts,g- 

Subjects were 226 students - 152 females and 74 males -
from th ' 1ntroductory psychqlogy classes at Lakehead
Univetsity. The_mééh age of thesevéubjécgs was521.33 years
(SDs - 4.39). The hean fot males was‘21e58-years (SD= 3.58),
.and'fbr fémales-§a§'21.2l years7(SD% - 4.77).  All subjéctg

were 'admihiStered the BSRI and the OSRBI in_counterbalanced~

order across the gioup.' Each student receiied -a package
Consiﬁting ‘of the BSRI and the OSRBI, but>f6r.every other
student the ordet of ptesentatxon was sthched.'-rhus. half
”the 8tudents did the BSRI first and tho OSRBI second, and
half aia the OSRBI first and tho BSRI socond.v Conpletion of
bothvvthe asax and the OSRD! required approxiuately 15 
| iinnt#é.i Subjects vere told that they might be contacted‘
for £chet‘ roscarch. requiring apptoxiaatoly 45 minutes of
their time. Eighty female sub;ects were then solected, dn
the basis of tbeit -asax scores, patticipate in the
‘expetiment; These subjects we:o;bgtween the ages‘of 18 and
27. ‘Pattictpation 'wgs.jVolunta?y.. and Shbjdcts received
course credit. The selection of the 80 experimental

subjects is‘explainodjnote,fully‘in the procedure section.



‘Page 21
 Tests

Both a self report of masculine and femxnxne attrxbutes,
ahd':a behavioral self-report ot sex role. wete used in. this

study.

"The test used es a meésure»of -maseuline_ and,‘feminine.
’att:ibptes'~was; the 'Bem Sex Role Inven;e:y'(BSRI),e(Bem.
-1974).-.It contains self-report measures of masculine and.
feminine attributes, as well as-e list qf.tteits conside;ed
soeiaily, desirable for both  sexes. Twenty positive
.Characteristics are used for each measure. - AdjeCtives;ng
the masculine scale include. '1ndependent", i competitive®,
»'mesculine?,"'self-reliantf; and:'forcerl'. Adjectives on
Ehe“‘feminine '.scele' " include: yielding ’ 'shy'.

'affeeeiohate' 'Eeminine'v 'sympathetic'. and 'sensitive to
the needs of othe:s' Bach category wvas beeed on judges"
rating ~of social deslrebility of speeitic ettributes for

} eecﬁ §ei;«\

~ Individuals were classified accozding ke their
i masculinity-femininity ‘scofe eembinations. A median split.
for each of the masculinity [ahd femininity scales .wae
}:obteinedd fei the total sample. Thie’>:eeu1ted’ in four
:elassificetions. If a petson scored above the median on
nascullnity but not on femxninity. they were classifxed as'
aasculine. Ii a‘ petson scored above the median  'on
(eninintty but not on nascnlinity. they were clessified as

,teulnine. !f_e person ‘sco:ed vabove ‘the median on both
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masculinity and “femininity, _'they were «classified ‘as
ahdregyﬁous. ?inally. if a person scored below the medlanV
onﬂ both masculinity and femxninity, they were classxfxed asg

undifferent1ated. The BSRI is presented in Appendzx A.

'11_ The test used as a measure of mascuiineu'and 4feminiue
.-sex;' role . behaviors was the O'Shea Sek-Role‘ Behavief
quvento:y (OSBRI). It was developed by the preeent ‘author
to aSsees an_indiuidual s sex role using aﬂlist of COnc;ete
bethiors‘defined as being more likely to be performeo by
one sex than ' he- other. Te develop thxs 1nventory, 37u
students in a third year social psychology class (27 females

'and 10 males) wete ngen a lecture on androgyny and the

- difference between attributes and sex roles was vexplaxned.w

It uas explained that the lecturet was attenptinq to develop
a test‘co measure andtoqyny ‘on the basie :of sex-telated7
‘beﬁeuiore. in conttast to atttibutes. The students’in this
class wete then asked to list sex-telaced behaviors tor bothu
" men and women.' These lxsts were compiled. and the xtems
 most trequentlyjci;ed were used.fot‘the-prelininery verexon
 0£ the OSRBI. “Fifty-one behaviotsewefe'p;eeented'ohjthis_
initial version, and a 4epoint-'3cale” was: used, | ‘g’

indicaeingv not at (311: 1ike1y. _‘1'1_sli§ht17'like1y."2*

likely; aud"3f very likely. rhis_peeliuinety,inVenterywas.
Eil;ec '~eut=>twice' by 1¢3--secend-‘vand“ thikd-yeaf“Aarts
students;» They‘ uere- instructed to uSe: this 1list 1{55
behaviots' to‘ausuee the_feliewinq questienz"'now likely is

it that men will do”the'foliowing‘thingS?' The same guestion
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Vwas _asked” about  women. | Order of presentetione.of
'inStrucilons ﬁas counterbalanced. Bvery studeﬁt‘ was asked
to' ‘answer both questions. but the otder of presentat1on was
switched for every other student. Half the, students 3rated‘

emen'fxrst,_and.half the students rated women first.

a From tﬁe~'responses obtalned, thoSe items thét
"differentiated most strongly between male and female sex
‘roles wete used in the final version of the OSRBI. T-tests;
compatxng each of the 51 1tems wete conducted. Twenty—four
items, each with a t-value greater than 8. 0 (p < .9004, daf -
102) were selected tor the_final inventory. Twelye»of*these
items - are mascdline-related behaviors  and 12 are
fenlnino-releted. Bxamples of masculine behavior ltems are:
®do heavy work'l ‘watch hockey"” .,»'tight physxcally ¢ 'and
'wotk on car' .lﬁiénples _dfifemxnlne behavio:_items_atez-

“sew”, ?show emotione', 'de cleanlng'. end‘?go:ehopping“.

Por both the BSRI and the OSRBI. sub;ects mascu11ne and
feminine ‘scale scores were obtalned-by}calculatlnqwthe mean
rating they_gavellhe‘ite@s on each scale, ~Data _£iem both:
neles-vand females were:collected on the OSRBl‘to ensure a
more complete psychomettic analysis. The 'osab;l wase also
aaninlstered ~a second ‘time 10 weeks laiette.ebtaid}aA
test-retest reliability coefficient. Appehdix B ‘con;alhs

thc OSRBI.
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| Design~7‘

| The design of the experiment was a . i;;2  faotorial
design. " The two factors were sex role of the subject based
on.the BSRI pre-test, _and sex of confede;ate,r‘ Female
spbjécts. wefe ‘randomly selected ftom each oi'the four sei
role ‘groups of the larger sémple " of male and fomale‘
introductory f-students ’and were tandomiY‘ a551gned to
competition with either a male or female competitot. >Half
- of each of the four groups had a male competitot and half a
female competitot.- Confederates were = introduced as
.competingv stqdents-‘forithe final cohpétition t;iél; ‘Since
‘all ggbjeeﬁs‘were female, the eight'cOnditions tous‘_created
.wetoi ' maschline__femalé;_male‘competitori(ﬂ?+n); maoculine
female, female competitor (MF-F), feminine female, male
compétiiorw (??-H);" feminine femaie,: female icohpotitoi
(FF-F), andtogynous | temale. ‘male i»boméoii;otf' (AF-M),
"androgynous »,i,fomqle,»‘ : femole .f' competifoffi (AF-F);
'undifferentiated | female, male‘ ’ competitot' .(UF-M),
uhditforentioted _femoie, female competitorﬂi(U?-F)." ‘Ten
éobjects wore in each Vcondition._ The ‘dQSign - 'may  be

illustrated as follows:
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- Sex Role Competitor
; <::: ‘male
masculine 4
> female
4 < male
feminine
female
male
androgynous <
: female
male
undifferen-
tiated ‘:::

female
Procedure

As explained previoﬁsly, two classes of introductory
psychology students (n= 226) were administered the BSRI and
the OSRBI, The BSRI and the OSRBI were SCOEed, and subjects

were'placéd in each of the sex role‘categoties.

'Sex,:qleAcategories_were determined by the 'BSRI.  Two
med!an»sbiits using‘the medians of the total combined sample
on both the masculine scale (Med= 4.79), and on the feminine
scale (Med= 4.92) were used to create the four sex role.
categories. Twenty females:were then tandomly Selected from
each of the four categories, and were éohtacted by telephone
and }asked to participate. Of the first 88 subjects
selected,v 7 Wefé unable to participate: - .one 'Subject
classified as‘undiffe:ehﬁiatéd and one subject classified as
androgynous had = incompatible schedules; one subject

c1assitiedjas undifferentiated and one subject classified as
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androgynous refused, - and one subject from ltne'
undifferentiated category could not 'be‘ contacted. i Seven
additional subjects were then randomly selected to. replace.

these subjects.

‘ Due.to an error that was not dlscovered unt11 after the
texperiment bwas completed,, the total number‘of subjectsnln_
; each group turned out 'uneven.L' Both the fmasculine and
undifferentlated groups had 28 subjects; however, »one
androgynous subject was mlstakenly categorxzed ‘as femznine.
Therefore, the androgynous group ended up with 21 subjects,'
and the feminxne‘ category with only 19..sub3ects. This

.diﬁference’was'considered inconsequential.

The experimentel procedure that.wos nsedrwos' virtuolly"’
”1dentical.,toe Precosky s (note 1).‘ Each subject was tested‘

lndividually in a research room at Lakehead University. and:”
was separated from the experimenter and polygraph equipment“
' by a. set of bookshelves., Although the experimenter -was
visible when:'explaining varxous procedures, she stayed as
much es possible behind the bookshelves“ durxng v>the;

1experiment.

'Prior to the experiment. ‘the experimenter “introduced
‘herselt rand -asked _the suoject to eign an xnformed consent
forn. Appendix c contains a copy of the consent form. .
Subjects- then had a photoelectrxc plethysmograph transducer_
placedhon the_index finger of their least preferred hand,

This plethysmograph recorded their pulse Oﬁ a Gilson
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two+channe1 polygraph, so that heart rate could be monitored
throughoot - as ‘a. measure‘ o£ physiological response to_
combetitioh.- After a five-minute relaxation perxod, each
rsubject wae ngen seven one—anute tr1als on a dlglt letter
‘task elmilar_to;the dlglt symbol sub—test o£ t he Wechs;er;“
.Adult Iﬁtelligence - Test (WAIS“ WeChsler, 1955}. For each
Vetask, the total number of consecutlve letters prlnted below-

r_digits within ‘one minute were counted, and errors end
skipped letters were Subtracted to give thefsubjeCt's scOre,_
Shbjects ‘were informed of their performancesscores after
each trial, and the scores were rhen recorded po’ provide a
behavioral measure. -After .the”relaxation period end.each
performance 'trialbx‘subjects 79eie sked to;,.rate'i how

pleasantly they ‘had perceived the task on a 21- point scale.

This perceived pleasantness scale was used as a self-report %

'response- to competxtion. - on Trial 8.f a confederate,

introduced as another student, was brought into the room and o

1 had a. plethysmoqraphv placcd on his or her‘finger. ‘This
piothysmograph was not attached to the polygraph. 'it-'Was
emphasized that rhis,'trial was a competition, thétﬂi;ywas
1nportaotto‘work as quickly and as accurate1y aS'-possible;'
and that a wihncr would be declareda Afﬁer tﬁerfinalﬁratingo
ofevperceiVed- pleasantness, the confederate left) 1 anc:
squects'lwere‘ debriefed. The procedure is presented in
siebéby-étep form in Appendix D.. Abpendiceé E and F'preSent
a *sample of the task and the perceived pleasantness scale,r

respectively.
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It shohld‘ be mentioned thaﬁ it was not' dthought
ncceSSacy-‘to ‘have any formalﬁmanipulation‘cnacksjinrtnis
experiment. Previous data‘from‘the“same lab has snown that
.when_ a competxtor 1s brought xnto the toom and partlcxpants
'are told to compete, partlcxpants are very aware of the fact-

that they are 'inf'a competxt;on. Further, durlng the

debriefing session,léubjects wérc‘askéd on an‘infofmallbasis
how .tbay‘ félt- duting the,‘competition .E‘iaif 'vSubjects
téportcd netvouaness} feelings of arousal and excitement,
‘and‘ fclt‘ a definite sense of competition. It was]aiso not
thought neccssary'to see if parﬁicipants'knaw.ﬁhetnet their
coméetitor jwas male or female;»’rhis fac;’seemed‘obViOus,
'afncc conpetitors wore clothing that aﬁpeatedc toﬁ be
sex-appropiate .student garb, and looked to. bc obviously one gt

Vscx ot the other.

Two ,mala; and ;fﬁo-_(emale in;todncto:y:* péycholqu'
..ctudentsdfﬁcre g;od-as confaderatcs.voach providing a toﬁal

of 28 nours ot' their  tine. : Prior_ to ’ﬁha ~expefiment,r
subjects wezc randomly assigned.'to one of the two male and;'
two female confedetates, £or up to £1ve _subjects in each'
-category for each confederate. The assignment of subjects‘
to each confederate was arranged by anothez gtaduate studentb
ao‘ that the -experimcntet would be blind to the sex of‘the}
conbetitoi‘ ﬁtior to his or her entrance on T;ialy 8.
Confedoratés‘varriyod_ approximately 15 minutes after the
cxpotinent had_bcoon‘ and worked _in another room until

teQuﬁtho to avoid meeting sdbjacts;n Thadconfedaratesdwe:e
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asked cc maintain as cohsistent an appearance, and sas
consistent ai‘ perfotmancc as ppssible_:thtcughouts the
sessions. Confederates were paid a 'small Ihcnotaiium}_fo:

theit ¥ involvement._ ’ Schedullng cf..the -experlment -st
arranged accord1ng to the convenience of subJects éhd;‘thef

'availability of confederates.

Total time requited to test and debrzef *céch shbjcct

was apprcxxmately 45 mlnutes.

_Statistical Analysis

All statisclcal analyses were conducted using the SPSS
SyStem sof computer programs (Nxe(v Hull.»' Jenkxns.‘

Steinbrcnner a‘nd;_Be'nt'.';1»9]7.‘5)7.‘“_f.”i

Psychometric analysis of the OSRBI was first ‘conducted:'
osihg ‘the combincd ~ sample - (N= . 226). ' Reliability
ccetficiests of'intet~item consistency and -stability over
time were ucbtained-fot the OSRBI, and‘compctiscns'with'thci.

ssnx were made to asSess validity of the OSRBI.

‘frcm the 'éxberiment, heart rate 'and“"pezceiyed:
Plcasanthess data wera: collectcd"ic; thsllasc minute of
vrelaxstioh and for 511 perfotmahce trials. Performance data
were coilected for all‘petformanCe ttisls‘ _Only data from

selected trials were counted and analysed.



Page,3¢

'fHeert rate measures were used from the last minutefrof
:thej*relexaiion‘_period,;.from}:Trial 7, and from’Trial‘er
Theseﬁvill_be\refe:red to‘as resting heart‘_rere (RESTHR) ,
‘heart rate 1 (HR1), and heartrrate 2 (Haz).l Ratings of
' perceived pleasantness were obtalned from rhe "relaxation
period, Trial 7, -and  Trial 8. ‘ Measutes  0£ perceived
Vpleasantness: will be referred to as restxng perceived
pleasengnese (RESTPP); perceived‘pleasantneSSgi (PP1), and
' perceived pleasantness 2 ~(PP2)._. Subjects; 'performance
scores were oﬁtained from Trials 7 ‘and "a and'wiil be
reterred to as performance 1 and performance 2e (PERl end
PBR2). rvOne-way_ analyses ‘of variance were used to see if
thererwere enQ‘inirjal difﬁerences”among the‘four -sex »ro;e 

'groups.h

?ﬁree depehdent.ﬁeaSures were examined to-determihe the
effects of BSRI sex role category and manipulation of sex oi,'
| competitor:, heart rate change_ from Trial 7 ~to Trial ‘8
(HRCHG), perceived pleasantness change from Trzal 7 to ?rxal
8 (PPCHG). and perforuance change from Trial 7 to Trial 6
(PERCHG) . | |

' Post‘boc blocking, using the OSRBI Sceres. was then
carried out on the sahe data. Medians for rhe_masculine
 _(ﬁed= 1.09) aﬁd for the feminine (Med=" 1;77)- seale were
obteihed;' and subjects were. split'iﬁte the £oﬁr sei'ro1e
grpubsr.creared by this scale. Analyses  of :‘initiei

differences end change sceres. identicai_to thoee COnductedir
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above, were also performed on the four sex role groups

creatg@vby:the OSRBI.

Any significant differences fbund withg the ¢9ef511
?étests were analyzed further using'-ﬁhe  Newman~Keu1s

,procedure (Keppel, 1973).

| "The uSe of change scores has been critiéised by seQeral‘
‘tesearchers (Cohen & Cohen, 1975; Cronbach & Furby, 1970;
Keppel. 1973) Change scores are the algebraic subtractxon of
,ptgftest scpre from a post-test score wlth the intent ofa
allqﬁihg direct  'measurement of cbange,' “For : many
psychéibgiéal“.ahd'iphySioiogiéal 5measutes.- however, the
relationship between initial values and chadgé. scbreé is
more .complex.- :Thc Law of Initial Values (wilder, 1967)
:states that the ptetest value limits the_ amount ot change
that ‘can occur. depending on the direction of change. For
exanple. highcr' inftial values may limit 1ncreases ‘ih:
rcSponding. and permit greatér decreases. The varxabxlity'
of changé scores lé therefore still contamxnated thh he
.variabiiigy "éf :the initial value. Simple subtraction dogs
‘not seem to be as direct a _meaSure“‘off;chénge- as it

originally appeared.

| ﬂowever, for many variables. change »scores. ﬁay siill
;doquately .control for }d1f£erences that existed on th¢ 
pre:est.‘,rhei are 35150 .statxstically' simple to ahalyZe‘
using iégﬁlat 'inaijsis fof variance téchniquéé; _ané are’

.easily interpreted. kénny (1974) has stated thgt'the‘dselcf,
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‘ change Scores vahalysis may be appropriate. Héﬁe?er, if‘ih
équbtg.heAsuggests,the use of more ~than’ 6ne'fméth6d of
‘ahalysis.’to ensuié that the results bbtaihed are relatively
accutaégg._nultiple regression énalySeé were‘thétéfote"alsoi
tused4iﬁ6'investigate:possible'relationéhips[betWeeh BSRI and
QSﬁBI ééorés  aﬁé ‘heart rate,  pe:fo:mance ‘and pe:Ceivéq 
pleésantneSSVVSCOrgs; | This énalysis was  cQQducted»using
Trial 8 heart rate, ratihg of perceived‘ p1easantnéss and -
performance scores as the ‘dependent measures. Trial 7
SCdres were used és:;he4COVariate. Other_Variébié$fincluded
in ;hé muitible regréssion analysis we;é sex of ¢onféde:éte;
'andl subjé§tsf_ masculine and femidine . scale_' scores.
Subje¢;35 Séx roie'Categdries'were also/duﬁﬁy-éériablé.coded
(Cohen'ﬁ‘céﬁeh, 1975) aﬁd used as variables in: otdér.'§o

compare the analysis of Variance. on‘”éh§n§é‘ sc6ie§}:tb‘

‘multjpigfregreSQidn results., ';Simiiar‘ multiple iégteséién

'$na1yses' were éarried‘*but »uéing‘ suquqtb"has&uline'ahGJ
feminine scaié.écoréS‘on £he dSRBI;”  ?ighte 1 presents a
fiowichart'of'éubject_sélection_and esgnzhﬁiual‘ *‘procedqre; 

and thé data obtained from each step in the ptoceduré;
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rlow Chart of Subject Selection
- And Bxperimental Procedure

EVENT

DATA OBTAINED

f‘gﬁifah615§ﬁbl given (N= 226)

Masculine and Feminine
Scale Scores on BSRI and
OSRBI _ E HL

o G

L

Random selection of 80 female
subjects (approximately 20
from each sex tole cateqory)

Random assignment of half of
subjects in each group to male

Median split of BSRI R
‘ : : . : ,Subgects

or female competitor condition

‘|and_Signing of Consent form

Arrival of subjects, Introductiiﬂ

orloaoonthess Scale explained

Heart rate apparatus attached |

Sex-Role Categoty of ‘all

Relaxation period (S minutes)

. Rosting uoart Rate

(RESTHR)

i

) &

6 Dlgit-lettot tasks and

lantness (RESTPP)

' [ratings o!gporceivedAgleaééntnesi'

‘|Resting Porceived Pleas-

Trial 7 dig!t-lottor and rating
t perceived pleasantness

Introduction of Conggtitor —

tnotruct!ons for Congetition '

Heart Rate 1 (HR1)

[fria1 o digit-symbol task and
ra;ingvot perceived pleasantness

Heart Rate 2 (HR2) |
Perceived Pleasantness 2
(PP2)

[Debriefing

erformance 2 (PER
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‘ Resu1ts

_ Psychometric Analysis

‘Bbfh”interéitémvconsistency and téét-reﬁeét'feliébility
,éottéiatién  co¢fficients' were 'éstéblished‘}fo_the'OSRBI.i
:Cronbach’s.alpha}.a:measurevof ihtef;iteﬁ consistency, was

__,QSf’fdt‘ ;ﬁer-maséuiing behavior écale} and - .87 for,thé

feminine behavior $éa1é.

. 'teSt-retest_reliabiliﬁy’was determined;on the 5cores’of
96 SUbjects ’wﬁo  had taken the'tes;tgice._sepatated.by a
pefidd ofjla weekg; F,Pearson product homent correlations
were determined fbt;the masculihe‘(r= .81);ahd-£eminine_(t =
+83) scales. These cbrteléti§n§ Weié.qignifican; (p{-:.aﬂl,}
 n= 96), and fairly high, inﬂ#éatihg  stabi;ityf of ﬁhe

"subjects® scores over time.

l‘To; examine:'¢he' validityﬂ o£'  ;he "oéhsx; ' several
'coﬁpatisbhél,bege' made between its scélés aﬁd,the mascuiing
_fa;tfibﬁte Jaﬁd._feminine' attribute scales of  §he} 3é$RI.‘
T-tests :we:e"used to.compare men's'and quen's mean 560:35
6ﬁ-;he tﬁo OSRBI'and the two BSRI Séales. 'khili'foqr .teétsj
shéwed highly.significant differences. Men #cqrgd highef on
_th§' né§cq1ine béhavior_ and ~mascu1ine  atﬁribu;e scales;
women scored higher onvthelﬁeminine béhaviof.and fehinine’
atﬁtibute scaies, Tables 1 and 2 present ‘the means,
.s;andatd  deV?ations; t-values and ~significance lebels of

these comparisons.



Table 1

Mens's vs. Women's Scores on

the OSRBI and BSRI Masculine Scales

OSRBI

N

Males 74

Females 152

' BSRI
Males 74

FemaIQS’_ISZ

Mean

1.54 .65

.97 .83

5.04 .55

4.65 .48
‘Table 2

SD

t-value

3.83

7.64

Men's vs, Women's Scores on

~ the OSRBI and BSRI Feminine Scales

OSRBI
N

Ma;es' 74

4r¢malésw152

BSRI
Males 74

Females 152

Mean

1.17

1.96

4.56

5.07

'SD
.42

039

.50

.54

* Correct to 3 decimal places.

t-value

"13062

Page.35

Prob.*.

.000

.000

Prob.*

000

.000
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Distribution of the sample used across sex-role groups
was also'exAmined. While the'scores‘fot‘the females seem to
be more eveniy,distributed ovef' the catego;ies, the male
 'samp1e is mérkgdly skewed, on both the OSRBI.and the;BSR;,
téward the masculine sex= role category. »No_ men - were
classified ‘as feminine using the OSRBI, and only 5.4% were
ciassified as feminine using the .BSRI. More males were
androgynous, i.e,, both masculine and feminine scores were
high, or»undifferentiated. i.e., both masculine éhdnfeminine
scotés: were low, than were feminine aloﬁe,‘on potb.the BéR;

and the OSRBI1. -

Table 3

Percentage of SubjectS‘in Each of the'Sex-Role Categories

(N= 226)
Women | Men
Masc. Fem. And. Und. Mas#. Pem. And. Und.
OSRBI  10.5 46.7 22.4 20.4 78.3 8 6.8 23.0
BSRI  19.7 38.2 23.7 18.4 48.6 5.4 18.9 27.0

Correlations were conducted on the masc@liné behavior
and the feminine behavior as well as the masculine attribute
and the feminine attribute scale scores, for both sexes.
For .maies‘ and for females, the relaiionShip' between

masculinity ahd‘fémininity was not significant.
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The third set of correlations performed indicates a

significant, 1low positive correlation between the masculine

scales of the OSRBI and the BSRI, and betweén"the'afeminine'

scales of the OSRBI and the BSRI. As well, none of the.

cortelatiohs between the OSRBI masculine and the

lfeminine' séales, and the OSRBI 'feminine' and the .

masculine scales reach significance.

Table 4
Correlations between the OSRBI and the BSRI
Masculine'and Feminine Scales for maleé- |

(v= 74)

Masculine Feminine‘ Masculine Feminine:
Behavior  Behavior Attribute Attribute
Masculine

Behavior .19 320w .08

Feminine

Behavior .14 .28%

-Hasguliné'

Attribute .21

* p<.os
** pC .01

BSRI

BSRI
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Table 5

Correlations between the OSRBI and the BSRI

‘Masculine and Feminine Scales for females

ssepc . 001

(N= 152)
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine
Behavior -Behavior Attribute Attribute
Masculine
Behavior .08 c39% %% -.09
Feminine
BehaViOtr -.10 -29***
Masculine
. Attribute ' —;071
* p< .05
** p<C .01
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Experimental Ahalysis Using the BSRI

Analyses were conducted on the data presented in Tables 6,

7 and 8.

Initiai Differences

THe groups did not differ on ‘resting heart rate -
(RESTHR) or resting perceived pleasantness (RESTPP); or on
Trial 7 heart rate (HRl)'or perceived pleasantness (PP1l).
However, - there was an initial difference on T:ial 7
performance (PER1) (F= 4.83, p= .084).  Newman-Keuls
comparisons showed that the masculine (M= 57.75) and
androgynous (M= 58.81) differed significantly from both the
feminine (M= 52.95) and the undifferentiated (M= 52.40)
groups. The common element seems to be that.‘subjects
scoring high on masculinity petfarmed' better on the
digit—iettét matéhing task thah vdid ,su5jects‘ low in
h05culiﬁity. See Appendix G for anaiysis"bf variance

summary tables, means and standard deviations.

Analysis of Change Scores

T-tests comparing changes from Trial 7 to Trial 8 for
all. subjécts revealed that significant changes had‘takep
plaée on 611‘3 measures. Heart rate and performance showed
increases, while perceived pleasantness showed a decrease.
Table 9 shows the means, standard deviations, t—values_ and

probability for each measure.



Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Resting,
Trial 7 and Trial 8 Heart Rate of BSRI Groups

Hale‘Competitok.
Sex Role |
Masculine
‘Feminine
'Androgynbusv
Undifferentiated
Fémale_COmpetitot
Sex Role |
Masculine
Feminine

Androgynous

Undiffetentiated‘

N
16 ™
sD
g M
SD
11 M
Sp.
18 M
SD
N
16 M
SD
12 M
SD
18 M
SD
10 M
" sp

Resting
76.33
10.90

76.70
3.74

73.55"
14.47

75.88
6.65

Resting

78.36

8.39

73.33
9.34

79.20

10.65

79.70
15.63

Trial 7
85.22

11.55

5.47

80.64
16.18

81.80
"8.20

~Trial 7

88.55
10.14

76.44
8.32

87.80
8.87

84.90
15.16

Page_4@

Trial 8
A196.67.
18.28

98.30
11.80

192.82
19.17

163.18
9.07

Trial 8

107.18
18.16

92.44
12.39

106.40
11.83

56.70
15.88



Means and Standard Deviations of Resting,
Trial 7 and Trial 8 Perceived Pleasantness
of BSRI Groups

Male Competitor
Sex Role
Masculine

Feminine

Androgynous

Undifferentiated

Female Competitor

Sex Role
Masculine

Feminine
Androgynous

Undifferentiated

Table 7

N
10 ™
SD
9 M
SD
11 M
SD
16 M
"7 sp
N
16 M
SD
18 M
SD
16 M
sp
18 M
SD

Resting
13-‘;4
2.92

13.20

2.78

13.55
2.81

13.50

2,95

Resting

13.91

3.2

3.22

l4.00
2.11

14.10
2.51

Triai 7
' l10.11

»1 .83

11.58
2.72

10.36
2%l 205

9.80

_Trial 7

13.55
3.17

11.56
1,67

11.70
2.58

11.20
2.94
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Trial 8
11.00
4,92

19.99
4.18

10.82
5.40

10.20
4.39

Trial 8
10.82

- 2.44
8.11
2.80

7.79
3.47

9.70
3.68



Male Competitbr,
Sex Role
Masculine

" Feminine

'Andfogynbus

Undifferentiated

Female Competitor
Sex Role
Masculine
Feminine

Androgynous

Undifferentiated

. Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations of Trial 7,
-and Trial 8 Performance of BSRI Groups

11

10

10
10

16

M
SD

SD

SD

~.SD

Trial 7
54.89
6.95

' 53.90
6.28

57.82
3.00

6.15

Trial 7
00.00.
6.91

- 51.44

4.77
59.98

6.28

-+ 51.90
5.99

"Trial 8
59.67
6.63

59,10

6.56

64.36
9.70

58.10
4.93

Triai 8
6.18

7.66
65.90

56.90
8.67

56.89

- 9.54
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Table 9
Heart Rate (HR) , Perceived Pleasantness (PP), and

Performance (PER) Change from Trial 7 to Trial 8

" (N= 80)

Mean SD t-value  Prob.
HR1 83.53 11.26. 14.93 000
HR2 101.84 15.24 |
HRCHG 18.31 10.97
PPl 11.25 = 2.91 -2:71 .008
PP2 9.94 4.04
PPCHG -1.31
PER1 55.49  7.04 12.02 .000

PER2 61.14 8.29

PERCHG 5.65 4.20
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Three 4x2 factorial analyses of variance then assessed
the effects of sex-role category}'sex of cdmpetitor, and the
effects of possible interactions between these two factors
bn the dependent measures. See Appendix H for analysis of.

variance summary tables, means, and standard deviations.

Ahalysis of variance performed on heart. rate change
(HRCHG), (M= 18.31) indicated no significant change from
Trial 7 to Trial 8, as a result of either sex role or sex of
competitor, or a'sex role by sex of coﬁpétitor interaction.
Cbmpetitibn with‘anbther person, regardlesé of theif* sex,
diad noiidifferentially affect heart rate change of the four

‘different groups.

Sex role also was not significantly related to
pérceivgd pleasantness change (PPCHG).(M= -1.31). However,
sex of confederate was (F= '11.66, p= .001). Changes in
subjects®' reports of perceived pleasantness showed a sligﬁt
increase Vwﬁen. tﬁeyA‘gompeted'bagainst a ‘male (M= .27).
Changes 1in . subjects’ ‘reports of perceived pleasaﬁtﬁeSs'
révéaied a larger decrcase in pleasantness when competing
against a female (M= -2.90). There were no significant'

interaction effects.

The third anaiysis of variance,  conducted on
performance change (PERCHG), (M= 5.65), ihdiéated that

change was not related to sex e role category, or sex of
competitor. Although all sexerole groups demonstrated

superior performance Qhen competing than wheh performing
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alone, subjects' performance scores were not changed by the
presence of a male compared to .a female competitor. As
well, no- s1gnif1cant interaction was. found between the two

_1ndependent variables using performance scores.

-To summarize, sex=role category'baSed on the BSRI - was

not related to changes in subjects' scores from Trial 7 to

_Trial,'8:’on heart rate, perceived ”pleaséntness;_ or
performance. Sex of competitor was not related to heart
rate or performance, but was related to perceived

pleasantness change; ' When competing against a male, there
was an increase in petceiVed pleasantness on Trial 8 in
contrast to Trial 7. However, when competing against

another female, there was a decrease. .

Analysis of OSRBI post hoc Blocking

dAnaiyses identical to those conducted for the BSRI
categories were also conducted dsing OSRBI_sexftole groUpsf
Although the number of subjects in each group obtajned using.
the median split method was very unequal (1@, 36, 14 and 20
for- the masculine, feminine, androgynous and
undifferentiated groups, respectively), it seened thef the

smallest gioup was still large enough to make comparisons.

Data is presented in Tables 10, 11 and 12.



Male Competitor
Sex Role

Masculine
Feminine
Androgynous
Undiffgrentiated

Pemale Competitor

Sex Role

Masculiné.-
Feminine
Andrqunous

Undifferentiated

© Table 14 -
Means and Standard Deviations of Resting,
Trial 7 and Trial 8 Heart Rate of OSRBI Groups

17

19

11

Resting;
M 77.008
SD 18.55
M . 74.94
SD 11.%6
M 73.13
SD 7.61
M 77.78
1)) 7.26
Resting
M 69.75
M 78.05
SD 11.30
M 77.00
SD 5.80
M 80.64
SD

l11.08

Trial 7

84.33

9097 'v
81.77.

13.55

79.38

6.82

84.67
9.73

Trial 7

88.75

19.65
84.11

11.34

86.83
6.11

86.909
12.06

Trial 8

161.67
7.06

182.24
16.75

1 99.38
12.06

106.89

18.25

Trial 8.

94.00
20.49

l16.42°

- 104.67

13.60

167.18
12,98
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Male Competitor
Sex Role

Mascuiine
Femihine
Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Female Competitor

Sex Role

Masculine
Feminine
Androgynous

Undifferentiated

Tablce 11

Means and Standard Deviations of Resting,:
Trial 7 and Trial 8 Perceived Pleasantness

17

19

11

of OSRBI Groups

Restihg
M 13.83
SD 2.71
M 13.18
SD 2.53
M '14.50
SD 2.73
M 12.67.
SD 3.32

Restihg
M 14.75
SD 1.71
M 13.11
SD 2.62
M 14,67
SD 2.94
M 14.82

SD 2.60

Trial 7

9.33
2.67

Trial 7

13.25

3.86

11.68

13.67

3.33°
1l.36.

2.06

Trial 8

12.00
4.34

8.77
3.29

10.98

13.44
3.09

Trial 8

9.25.
4.19
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8.63

2.73

8.33
3.27

10.46
'3.86



Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Trial 7
and Trial 8 Performance of OSRBI Groups

Male Competitor
Sex Role

Masculine
Feminine
'Androgynous
Undifferentiated
Female Competitor

Sex Role

Masculihev
Feminine
Androgynous

Undifferentiated

17

19

11

Trial 7
M  55.33
‘M 53,00
M 58.63
SD  9.87
SO 7.37

Trial 7
M  58.25
'SD  13.18
M  55.21
SD  6.82
M 50.50
SD 6.38
‘M 54.18

SD 5.19

Trial 8

60.83
7.14

56.88
5.78

65.50

10.73 -

58.56

Trial 8

61.59
16.11

6l1.21
9.70

66.50
3.78

60.55.

7.34
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Initial Differences

‘Analyses of variance, performed on resting heart rate
(ﬁESTHR) and on resting perceived pleasantness (RESTPP)
revealed no significant differences. Heart rate iHRl),
perCeived pleaéanthess (PP1l), and performance (PERl)
comparedrat Tfiél 7 also showed no significant différences.
See _Appéndix I for»the analysisfof variance summary tables,

means, and standard deviations.

Analysis of Change Scores using OSRBI Categories

The three dependent measures again consisted of heart
rate change (HRCHG), perceived pleasantness change (PPCHG)
and performance (PERCHG) from Trial 7 to Trial 8. A 4 x 2
factorial analyéiS' of variance was cénducted on ea¢h of
these measures to assess the relationship between them . and
OSRBI :sex role, sei of competitor or‘interaction of these

two variables.

The results of the analyses are very similar to those
obtained with the BSRI sex role categories. <Changes in
heért rate, perceived pleasantness and performance were not
significantly affected by OSRBI sexfrole category, nor was
theﬁg‘any sigpificant interaction of OSRBI sex role and sex
of competitor. The only. significant effect was sex of
competitof on changes in perceived pleasantness (F= 12.33,
p= .001). ‘Changes in subjects' ratings of perceived

pleasantness decreased when they competed ‘against another
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 female (M= -2.90) and increased when.they competed against a

male (M: .27) .

Multiple Regression

TWQ sets of regression analyses were conducted: using
dummy éoding for sex-role category to verify findings using
analysis of change scores, and using masculine and feminine
scale scores instead of categories. Trial 7 scores and sex
ofrcompetitér were used as covariates, and Trial 8 scores
were  the dependent wvariable. Using either regression
analysis, the fihdings were basically similar to results
qsing sex role categdries, and change scores, in analysis of
varianée. Trial j heart rate (HR1l), perceived pleasaﬁtness
(PPl), - and performance (PER1) each ‘accounted fof a
significant amount ‘of wvariability. As ’well, séx of
competitor' accounted for a significant portion of
variability:associated with perceived pleasantneés of Trial
8 (PP2). Neither masculine or feminine scale scores, or sex
role category on the BSRI and the OSRBI accounted  for a
significant amount of ‘variability' on Trial 8 heart rate
(HR2), or performance (PER2). However, tﬁe "OSRBI femimine
scale score and feminine sex-role‘category each acCountedf
,for a Significant portion of Trial 8 perceived-pleasantﬁess,v

‘and this relationship was negative (see Appendix K).
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Discussion

The object of this study was to clarify the
attribute-behévior ‘issue in androgyny by: 1) compariné
self—ratings 6n a personal attribute (BSRI) éﬁd a behaviéral
(OSRBI) ‘mea5ure of androgyny; and 2) by examining the
telationship between attribute and behavioral definitions of-
androgyhy and changes in women's responses to competitioﬁ.
It was: hypothesized that the BSRI and thé OSRBI would

differentially predict such changes.

With respect to variations in changes 1in heart rate,
perceived pleasantness, and performance during competition;
no’significant diffe;ences were found related to BSRI sex
role category. Results using'the OSRBI sex-role groups were
similat”to those obtained using the BSRI. OSRBI sex -role
groups were notrsignificantly diffe:eht,from-eaqh other on
_chanQeé,‘in heart rate, perceived pleasantness, éhd
performance. Multiple regression analysis on masculine and
feminine scale scores revealed only one significant
telationShip,‘ between OSRBI femininity score and Trial 8
perceived pleasantness variability. While regression
analysis using dummy-variable coding supported this finding, 

other reshl:s supported the use of‘chahge scores.

_Changes in heart rate and performance were also not
related to sex of competitor. The only significant

difference was the change in perceived pleasantness of
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subjects competing against males comparéd to 'SUbjects
competing égaihst females. This was found ‘usipg both the

BSRI'éhd.the’OSRBI‘g:oups.

The hypothesis that individuais' pétceptlons _ 0f_
masculine and feminine attrlbutes and’ thelr perceptxons of
sex-roie behav1or.WOu1d dlfferentlally pted;qt changes 'in
hear: raﬁe, perceivéd pleasantnegé, and 'pérformance> is
théreforé mainly unsupported by the results of this_-s;ﬁdy;
While the use of multiple regression techniéues éhoﬁed some
relationship between the OSRBI feminine scale and' percéiVed
pleasantness} both the BSRI and the 'OSRBI sex - role
,categdrieé were similarly poor in predicting all ﬁhree
meésu;es using anaiysié of variance on’changevscoréss The
strength of this}finding is based on several aséumptions

that should be considered when interpréting‘the results.

Competition as an Effective Manipulation

First, it was assumed that compétxtlon  was a
manipulation ‘that could induce some level of change in most”
subjects. The t-tests comparing Trial 7 to Tr1a11-8' data
show that competition did have a strong efféct on Heart
rate; perceived pleasantness, and perfotmance. 'This was to

bé expected from previous research (Precosky,'note 1).

Heart rate went up significantly on Trlal 8, suggestxng‘
an 1increase in level of arousal as a phys1ologlca1 response

to compet;tion. Subjects' percexved pleasantness .showethaf
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deérease. Competition with another was less pleasanﬁ than
non-competition. Finally, despite decreased' pleaséntness
ddring competition, subjects’ perféfmahce -ihcfeaséd
éignificahtly. Thexpresence Of_ ab cdmpetitof ihduéed
positiVe change " in subjeéts' performance. .These'findings'
were direc£1y ¢omparab1e to Pregoskyis findihgs. ,Vitaééi
and ﬁvans (note 7) reported similar ghahges as a resultvof~
competition. Previous unpublished :eSearch in the same 1lab
has  shown that if no competiﬁion‘ or COmpétitor is

introduced, no changes occur.

initial'Differences

A‘second assumption was that the sex-:ole',groups were
compa:able’kto each other prior to competi;ion; and‘thatrany

initial differences were adequately”contrélled;

‘Analysis of initial differenceéindicated'that‘the'fou;-
sex role groups had similar resting heart ratés; and Trial 7.
heart rates. Perceived pleasantness also remained
consistent across the four groups. while resting, and at
Trial 7. Thus, the four groups were comparable on heart

rate and perceived pleasantness at Trial 7.

Performance on Trial 7 did vary with sex role.
Masculine and androgynous subjects performed significantly.
better than feminine and undifferentiated subjects.

Subjects scoring high on the masculine attributes scale were

likely to pefformr better on a task "such as ‘timed
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digit-letter matching. Since this seems to be primarily an
instrumental, agentic type of task, it is logical that

subjects scoring high in masculinity would perfotm"bettet.”

Bowevet; in Precosky's study, women performed better on
Tria1 7 fM='53.05, SD= 7.36) than men (M: 48.33, SD= 6.15).
This appareﬁt contradiction might be explained if it is
hypothesized that performance on the digit-letter task is
gendet-felated, with women tending to perform ~better .than
men. Other studiés have found that women tend to perform
bette; on the related digit-symbol task of the WAIS {Shaw,
1967;  wechs1§r, 1958). Within each sex, however, it is
possible ”that mascuiine and feminine attributes could
influence one's score, so that mpre_masculiné‘subjectS'tend
to perform béSt'within each sex. This study Wouldv support
such a statement for women, at least. 'Generalizationé qu
males awould 'require further research. Also, furthei
research should be done to see if the present finding is

replicable.

No differences on ‘resting heart rate or. resting
perceived pleaséntness were found aﬁong the OSRBI §roups.
No differences were found on heart rate, or perceived
pleasantness at Trial 7. 1In contrast to the groﬁps created
by the‘BSRI, performénce did not differ among the four OSRBI
sex role groups. Individuals' perceptions of their
masculine and feminine attributes seems to be better

predictors“of,pérformance than do their perceptions of their
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behavior.

To help control for initial differences between sex
rolebréategories,. change scores. were Qséd  as deﬁéﬁdent
measures. Multiple-regression_analyses carried out oh"ﬁhe
séme. data tend to support the use of chanée scoreé as-an
appropriatevmethod of controllingifor initial differences..
Significant portions of variability were related‘to Tfia1-7
heért rate, perceived pleasantness and perférmance.- BSRI
sex-role category remained unassociated with any signif%éant
amount of variability on any Trial 8 scqres; OSRBI’sex-role
qétegories_ were not significantly related to vatiability.off
Trial 8 heart rate or performance. However, change ’Scores
were hot-as Sensitive to changes in pleasantness. Multipie
regressfon analysis showed that the OSRBI femihiﬁé Sex-rqle
category was negatively related_to perceived pleasantness of

Trial 8.'

BSRI and OSRBI - Different Aspects of Androgyny

-Whether thé BSRI and the OSRBI actually ére qeaéuring
different aspects of androgyny may also be questionéd,
Psychometriq analyﬁis of the OSRBI suggest that it is a
rgliable aﬁd' valid measure of behavioral androgyny. The
BSRI:appéars to be a vaiid measure of masculine and féminine
attribuﬁes. Spenée and Helmreich (1974) state thét'it is
important_to 'distinguish between masculine and feminine

personal attributes and sex-role behavior. The results of



Page 56

this study do not appear to support such a distinction.
Both tests were poorly related to the dependent measures
selected. There was a correlation between the masculine
scales of the BSRI and the OSRBI, and betweén»the’feminine
scales of the BSRI and the OSRBI. The pattern of
correlations obtained for males and for females amoné the

scales were also similar.

It may be, however, that one-to-one competition bn a.
perceptual-motor task does not have salient cues for the
appearance of masculine or feminine attribute$ or sé&x - role
behavior. It should be considered that althoughAthére were
no differential changes in subjects' heart raté, perceived
pleasantness or performance within any of the sex-role
groups, examination of initial differences does 1lend some
support the statement that the BSRI and the OSRBI are
different aspects of androgyny. Using the BSRI, masculine
and éndrogyno@s subjects were better than the feminine and
undifferentiated subjects at performing the digit-letter
task, while this difference is not found using the OSRBI.
Further support comes from regression analyses of perceived
pleasantness. While the BSRI is not related to Trial 8
variability of perceived pleasantness, the feminine scale
and the feminine sexe;role category of the OSRBI were
negatively related. Women who tend to do more feminine
béhaviors found competition 1less pleasant, while no such

relationship was found for women with feminine attributes.
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As for the correlations between the BSRI and the OSRBI,

they can be interpreted as suggesting'that the BSRI and the

 OSRBI are measuring different aspects of \andfogyny. While:
significant, none of the <correlations exceed .44. Théée
low, positive correlations may indicate that the two testé
are meaSuring related, but different constructs. This woqld
seem to be the relationship between masculine and feminine

attributes and sex role behavior.

Other Findings

" Less central, but relevant to issues in sex role
research, are several other findings. The three dependent
measures used to examine the effects of competition on
subjects all showed a change as a result of competition.
Heart rate increased for all subjects, regardless of their
sex role, or the sex of the competitor against whom they
were competing. -Little work has been done on 1levels of
physiological arousal and androgyny. There are sex
differences in physiological responses (Frankenhauser, 1976,
1978; Precosky, 1980), but whether these responses are

learned or genetic is more and more open to question.

The change in perceived pleasantness was negative, and
related only to sex of competitor. Most subjects perceived
compe;ition as being slightly unpleasant. Perceived
pleasantness was not related to sex role, but it was

negatively related to OSRBI feminine scale scores. Subjects

’
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who tended to do more feminine behaviors found performance
in competition to be less pleasant. Perhaps women who do

not enjoy competition tend to do other behaviors instead.

Perceived pleasantness change in relation to sex of
competitor was contrary to what might be predicted from
Horner's (1968, 1972) work. In the present study, women
showed a decrease in perceived pleasantness when competing
against other women, and an increase when competing  agains;
men. Horner posited that high achievement-oriented, higﬁ
abiiity women would attach a negative valencéj't6~ success,
since competition and competency, especially with respect to
men, are not part of the feminine stereotype. Since the
subjects used in ‘the present study were first-year
university students, it is assumed that these individuéls
have some orientation toward intellectual achievement and
have a certain level of ability. They would theréfdre' seem
to be a target group for having the expectancy that success,
and by'extenéion, competition, would be negative, especially
when their 'competitor was male. Perhaps most strongly
influenced would be women classified as feminine, who,
according to androgyny theory, are most'rigidly bound to the

feminine stereotype.

Neither of the last two statements is supported by this
study. Although females did not perceive competition to be
pleasant, the males 1in Precosky's study also found

competiition less pleasant than non-competition. Further, in
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this particular type of competition, women found competing
wiih another female more unpleasant_thah competing with a
‘male. Precosky did not find a sighificant main effect of
sex of .confederate on perceived pleasanthess change.
Rather, she found a gender by sex of conﬁéderate interaction
‘that approached significance (p= .092). Males £found
competing with other males to be 1less pleasant than
competing with a female, and females seemed to prefer
competition with males, compared to females. ?érhaps
subjects considered competition against someone df-_the
opposite sex to be novel, and therefore 1less unpleasant
(Berlyne, 1960). Another explanation could be thatAsubjects
consider competition with the opposite sex to be mére a

"challenge®", and 1less a "test", and therefore find it less

unpleasant.

One point that was mentioned by a number of subjects on
an informal basis during the debriefing could have had an
influence on perceived pleasantness change. In the
competition procedure, subjects were not informed_that théy
had won or 1lost wuntil after the ratings of perceived
pleasantness had been obtained. However, many‘subjects
commented that they knew if they had won or'lost' befofe it
was announced, since their competitor was directly across
the table. All the women who commented on this point stated
that winning was more pleasant than losing. Whether'thei;
actual behavior reflected their stated attitude could be the

subject of future research. Van Egeren (1979) has shown
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that winning and losing is associated with different heart
rates for males and females. It would be of interest to
examine how men and women of different sex = role categories

respond to winning and losing.

The positive changes in  performance induced by
competition were unaffected by sex-role category, or by sex
of competitor. Precosky obtained similar results for sex of
competitor. The lack of a relationship betweeh'éex of
:competitor and petformance is important in view - of earlier
Vstudies that find such a relationship. Freishlag (1573),
Krauss (1978), and Ober (1978) found that subjects tended to
increase their performance more in"the'presence’of male
competitors than in the presence of female competitors. The
fact that the results of the present study differ from these
findings suggests that the influence of sex of competitor on
variations in performance may be a function of task.
Precosky interpreted her findings as suggesting that both

males and females were perceived as genuine competitors, and

felt that this may be partly due to a current change in
thihking resulting from the women's liberation movement.

In a slightly different study, Zanna and Pack (1975)
found that when they manipulated the description of a male
competitor, so that in one condition he was described as-
being attractive, but with a traditional view of women, and
in another, he was described as being attractive, but with a

non-traditional view of women, they were able to alter
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women's performance on an anagram task. Women performed
best ‘when told that they were competing against an
attractive, non-traditional male, and worst when told that
they were competing against an atﬁractive.traditiona1 ma1e.
It is interesting that manipulation of description of type
of competitor affected performance, while manipulation of
sex of competitor does not. Perhaps the actual presence of
a competitor had a different effect than did ﬁhe influence
of an imagined competitor, or perhaps both male and female
competitors were perceived by the subjects in this_study as
possessing similar amounts of attractiveness and traditional

attitudes.

Of note as well is the lack of impact that subjects'
sex role category had on changes in performance, despite
signifiéént‘ initial differences between the groups.
Precosky found that women, who performed better on Trial 7
than did men, also showed significantly greater increase on
Trial 8. One explanation could be that individuals
possessing initially greater competence on a task show more
improvement in competition. The present study does not
support such an explanation. Masculine and androgynous
subjects; who were initially better at the digit-letter
task, showed an increase that was no greater than the

feminine or undifferentiated groups.



Page 62

Conclusions

The results of this study suggest that changes in heart
rate, percéived pleasantness and performance during
competition are not related to sex role category. As well,
females enjoyed competing more with males than with females;f
contrary to what might have been expected from sex role
research. These findings seem most positive. Women's'
ability to function 1is not related to their sex -role
category, and the presence of a male as a competitor does
not seem to be any greater threat than the presence of
another female. In fact, a male competitor may be less

threatening for females.

Multipie regression analysis using masculine and’
feminine scale scores does relate high feminine scale scores
on the OSRBI to lowered perceived pleasantness, suggesting
'that the use of continuous scale scores may be more
sensitive than categories, at least on the OSRBI. Multiple
regression may be considered more appropriate from a
philosophical point of view, too, since it eliminates the
use of categories, even though the conceptual definition of

androgyny becomes obscured.

The operational definition of androgyny is important to
any research 1in this area. The use of two complementary
definitions such as those created by the BSRI and the OSRBI
might help refine this definition. 1If studies using both

measures indicate that over a variety of situations and



Page 63

groups they predict subjects' responses similarly, it could
be assumed that masculine and feminine attributes and sex
role behavior are .highly correlated. Differences in the
relationship between perceived masculine and fehinine
attributes and peréeived sex-role behaviors and subjects'
responses cotld indicate that behavior and attributes are
two different, related aspects of androgyny. Each should
then be cohsidéred as separate aspects of the individual's.

personality.
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Bem Sex Role Inventory ,Pa.ge_ 72
Full Name : ‘ — L B
' (Please print) L
Sex ) B Age’ N School P
Year in School _ 3 - Occupation )
: : (if not a. student)
TELEPHONE E (If you have no phone, please give us some

way of contacting you, e.g., your address:)

On the following page, you will bé‘shown'h large nuﬁbet of personality char-
acteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics in order tb describe
vourself. That is, we would like you to‘indicate. on a scalg from 1 to 7, how
true of you these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any chiaracter-

istic unmarked.

Example: sly

Mark a 1 4f (t s NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 2 if it is USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 3 4f it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 4 if it is OCCASTONALLY TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 5 4if it is OFTEN TRUE that you are sly.

‘Mark a 6 1if it is USUALLY TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 7 4f it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that you are sly.

Thus,  1f you feel ft is sometimes but infrequently true that you are "sly," never

}y_nimuét never true that you are "malicfous,” always or almost always true that-

you are “irvesponsible," "

and often true that you are "carefree,” then you would

rate {hese characteristics as follows:

Sly 3 | | Irresponsible 7

~Malictous ] | | carefree 5
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Strong personality .

' Loyal

Unpredictable

Forceful

Feminine

Eager to soothe
hurt feelings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
) ] | L 1 L | |
T T j T 1 L | : ) T
NEVER OR USUALLY SOMETIMES BUT OCCASIONALLY . OFTEN ~USUALLY - ALWAY
ALMOST . NOT INFREQUENTLY TRUE " TRUE TRUE ALM(
NEVER TRUE ' TRUE TRUE ALWAYS
Self reliant Reliable Warm
Yielding ‘Analytical Solemn
Helpful Sympathetic Willing to take
_ a stand
Defends own Jealous
beliefs Tender
Has leadership :
Cheerful - abilities |Friendly
goed, Sengitive to the Aggressive
needs of others
Independent Gullible
« Truthful
Shy Inefficient
‘ Willing to take risks
Consgcientious Acts as a leader
Understanding
Athletic . - Childlike
Secretive —
Af fectionate Adaptable
' , Makes decisions :
Theatrical easily Individualistic
Assertive Compasseionate Does not use
. harsh language
Flatterable Sincere —
Unsystemat ic
Happy Self-sufficient .
Competitive

Loves children

Conceited Tactful
Dominant Ambitious
Soft-spoken Gentle

' Likable Conventional

‘Masculine




Page.74
Appendix B

O0'Shea Sex Role Behavior Inventory

Name:
Ape:d
Sex:

Phone number:

'On the other side of this page you wiil see a list of
behaviors and a réting scale that goes from O to 3, Please use tne
mimbers from the rating scale to indicate how likgly you think
1t is that you would do the things liated.

Please be sure that you respond to al itemi.



not at

likely.

PEETESTREEE et

, 1 2
all slightly likely
likely

do heavy work

.sBew

watch hockey
watch football

show emotions

smoke pipe

- kmt

take care of little things

- wear maxe-up

do cleaning
c§o&

hunt

fight physically
E£o fishing

cry

do laundry

watch baseball
do éarpentry
work on car
gigele

play hockey

£o shopping

.do household chores

plgy contact sports
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very
likely



Appendix C

CONSENT FORM

1, _ » have been informed that the reseafch in

which I am about to participate will place me in some demanding situations.

I understand that the demands may be both physical and mehtal in nature-but
that the experience will not be dangerous for a normal healthy person. I

also realize that if at any time I wish to discontinue an experimental Session.
I may indicate this to the experimenter and I will be free to leave. I have
been told by the experimenter that the research techniques are standard pro-

cedures that have been well thought out and tested. With this understanding,

I have consented to be a participant.

Signed

Date .

&
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Appendix D
Experimental Procedure

-- greet the subject in the waiting room, introduce.
yourself and escort the subject into the éxperimental

‘room

-- ask the subject to be seated and to make herself

’comfortable

-- explain the consent form. Have subject sign this
form and a 1list recording her participation in the

experiment.

-- explain that a recording of the subject's' heart
rate will be kept throughout the experiment. Explain that
this involves no harm to the subject and that after
awhile she will probably cven forget that her heart rate
is being recorded. Plaéé the plethysmograph on the index
finger' of the subject's least preferred hand and inform
her that the plethyémograph must be kept still if it ‘is'
to work pfoperly. Encourage the subject to jﬁst relak and

not worry about anything in the experiment.

-— after attaching the heart rate apparatus turn on
the machine and give the following explanation concerning

the pleasantness scale:
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"Now, make yourself as comfortable as you can and Jjust
relax while I explain a few things to you. Throughout
the exper1ment I am going to ask you how ;ﬁleaSant'ﬁyou
fduhd something that you just parﬁicipéted in. Posted
fhere (on subject?s right) is a Pleasantness Scale with
Varing degrees of pleasantness indicated; What I want
you to do is give me a number from the Pleasantness
Scale that’ tells me how pleasant or‘ﬁnpleasantvyou

found a certain task. For example, if ydu found sitting

in the waiting room unpleasant you would say seven, or
if you found it very pleasant you would say seventeen. -
If you cannot decide if something was pleasant or
unpleasant you would say eleven. When I ask Qou how
pleasant something was you will give me a number from
the scale. The-number can vary from 1 to 21;_ Do ybu
have any questions about this or how to use the Scale?

Do you understand what I want you to do?"
-— encourage questions and answer any that arise

~--once settled, instruct the Subject to relax: -

"Now you will have a 5-minute relaxation period. Make
yourself as comfortable as possiblé S0 that‘you will be
able to stay still during the relaxation period. Any

final questions? OK - just relax."

-- go behind the shelves and start stop watch and mark
off relaxation peribd with event recorder of polygraph.

Remain quiet ahd‘hidden from'SUbject's view.
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-- after 5 minutes, say:
"OK, the relaxation period is over. Now, I 'would like
you to tell me how pleasant the last few seconds of the

relaxation period were using the Pleasantness Scale."
-- record the subject's response
-- bring out the first digit-letter task and say:

"This is called a digit—letter shbstitutionr tésk.
See these boxes ‘at the top? Each box has a number and a
letter in iﬁ; For each different number, from 8 to 9,
there 1is a different letter (point to the numbers and
the letters). Down here (point), there are nUmberé but
no letters. What you are to do is puE £he correct
letter in each of the hoxes below the numbers. These
boxes at the top show which letters go with which
numbers. You are to start here (point) and éontinue
across: £he row and'then go on to the<néx5 row (point).
Fili in the boxes one right after the other and try not
to Ieave‘Aény~ out. Try to work as quickiy and as
accurately as you can, and remember to keep the
plethysmograph as still as possible. (Turn the task
face down.) When we are ready to begin, ‘I will say,
"OK", and then I will buzz the buzzer 1like this
(demonstrate). When I buzz the buziéf, begin doing the
task as quickly and as well as possib;e. When the time
is up I will buzz the buzzer again (demonstfate), andg

you' should stop immediately, put your pencil ddwn, and



buzz

Page 80
turn over the task sheet. Any questions?"

-- answer any questions. Then say:

_'Tufn‘over your task. Ready? OK."

-- buzz the buzzer, time 1 minute on stop watch, and

the buzzer again
-- after trial 1 ask:
“"How pleasant was doing this task?"

-- record answer

-~ score task, point out errors, if any, and give

subject her score

face

- bring‘out the second digit-letter task, place it

down in front of subject and say:

"Here is another form of the'same task for you to
do. Your are to do this the same way as the last one.
Work as quickly and as accurately as you can. Remember
to stop and turn ovef the task when you heér the second

buzzer."
-— run the second trial
-—- after the-one—minuté interval ask:

"How pleasant was doing this task?"
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-~ score, point out 3ny errors, and tell score to the

subject

-- bring out the third task and put it face down in

front of the subject, saving:

"Here is another form of the same task for you to

do."
-2 run the trial

-—- repeat the same procedure until completion of the
scoring of the seventh trial on the digit-letter task. Then

say{

"Now you will be competing against another student
doing the same task. Excuse me for a moment while 1 see
g %

if the other student is ready." .

-- leave and return with competitor.‘ Introduce the
competitor. Sit confederate in'chair opposite the subject
ané attach the heart rate appartus. Explain that _bothj of
them have done séVeral digit-letter tasks (the conféderatéf
having completed these tasks with another experimenter) and
that on the next one they will be competing to see who can
correctly complete the most transformations. Explain that
they are to do their very best to beat their 0pponent'énd be
declared‘winnér at the end of the competition. After the

competitive nature is emphasized, the next trial is started.
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-- place two tasks face down in front of subject -and

confederate and say:

"Both of you have now performed this task séVerél
timesb On this next task you are to do ahother form oi
~the same task, but instead of just doing the task as
quickly as vou can, I want you to try to.do your very
best'to beat your opponent. After the fcompetition‘ i
will declare‘ a -winner. Work as guickly as you can to
try and beat the other person. When theAtime is up 1
- will buzz the buzzer, and you shoud stop immediately

and turn over your task. Are there any questions?"
-- answer any questions, then run the competition

-- after the trial, ask each person (the subject

"How pleasant was doing this task?"
-- score tasks and deciare a winner

-- thank competitor and ask him/her to return to the
other room, stating that vyou will DbLe with him/her in a

moment

-— debrief the subject in a post-experimental

interview, asking:



Page 83
"What thoughts did you have about the experiment?
"What do you think it was about?”

"Did you hear anything about it before?"

~explain experiment

ask for ideas or suggestions for improvement.

can't be in experiment again‘

will be credited

please*kéep it confidential or experiment is invalid
ask again - "Had you heard about it?"

get a verbal commitment to confidentiality

thank subject



Digit-Letter Task

Appendix E
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Appendix F

PLEASANTNESS SCALE

EXTREMELY PLEASANT
VERY PLEASANT
PLEASANT

SLIGHTLY PLEASANT

NEITHER PLEASANT_NOR UNPLEASANT

SLIGHTLY UNPLEASANT
UNPLEASANT
VERY UNPLEASANT

EXTREMELY UNPLEASANT
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Analysis of Initial Differences Using the BSRI

Summary Table of Anaiysis of Variance

Source
Between
Within

Total

Sex Role
N
M

Summary Table of Analysis of Variance

of Resting Heart Rate (RESTHR)

sS
49.27
8542.86

8592.16

Masculine
20
76.95
9.23

af MS F
3 16.42 .15
76 112.41

79 108.76

Feminine Androgynous

19 21

75.63 76.24
7.34 12.81

Prob.

.932

Undifferentiated
20
77.75

11.86

of Resting Perceived Pleasantness (RESTPP)

Source
Between
Within
Total
Sex Role
N

M

SD

ss
.74
572.06
572.80

Masculine
20
13.55
2.91

af

3
76
79

Feminine
19
13.86
“2.93'

- MS F
.25 .83
7.53

7.25

Androgynous
21
13.76
2.49

Prob.

.992

Undifferentiated
20
13.80
2.69
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance

of Heart Rate on Trial 7 (HR1)

Source ss aft MS F ?rpb.

Between 419.45 3 139.82 1.11 .351
Within 9596.41 76 126.27
Total  10015.86 79 126.78

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated

N 20 19 21 20
M 86.50 80.00 84.05 83.35
SD 10.44 8.21 13.40 11.97

' Summary Table of Analysis of Variance

of Perceived Pleasantness dn'T:ial 7 (PP1)

Source Sss df MS F Prob.
Between 23.35 3 7.78 .92 437
Within  645.65 76  8.50

Total 668.99 79 8.47

Sex Role Mascuiine ‘Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated
N 20 19 21 20
M 11.85 11.68 11.00 10.59

SD 3.20 2.14 2.53 3.56



‘Summary Table of Analysis of Variance

Source
BétWeen
Within

Total

Sex Role
N
M

SD

of Petformance on Trial 7 (PER1l)

ss
1 626.00
3283.98
3909.98

Masculine
20
57.50 |
7.28

df

MS F-

3 208.67 4.83

76  43.21
79  49.49
Feminine Androgynous
19 21
52.95 58.31
5.73 7.13
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Prob..

.004

Undifferentiated
20
52.40
5.93



Appendix H
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Analysis of Change Sdores using BSRI

4 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance on Heart

Réte‘Change from Trial 7 to Tiial 8 (HRCHG)

Source
Sex Role (BSRI) 441.
Sex of
Competitor (SC) 295.
BSRi X SC 284.
‘Reéidual | 8464.

Total 9567.

Sex Role Masculine

SC Male
N 10
M 22.40
SD 11.86

Sex Role Masculine
SC Female

N 10

M 19.10
SD 12.84

Ss
88

80
44
79
13

Feminine

Maie

14.56

1 9.52

Feminine

Female

10
15.80
9.31

daf

79

MS

147.29

295.80
94.81
117.57

Androgynous

Male

11
22.18

12.38

Androgynous

Female

10
18.60
14.68

F Prob.
.25 . 297
2.52 .117
.81 .494
Undifferentiated
Male
19
21.30
6.73
Undifferéntiated
"Female
19
11.80
6.07
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance of Perceived

Pleasantness Change from Triai 7 to Trial 8 (PPCHG)

Source

Sex Role (BSRI)

Sex of

Competitor (SC)
BSRI x SC

Residual

Total

Sex Role

sC

SD

Sex Role -

sc

SD

SS

23.82

200.81

20.03

"1239.72

1485.18

Masculine’

Male

10
.80
5.43

Masculine

Female

10
-2.90
2.73

Feminine

Maie

9
.67

3.84

Feminine

Female

10
‘3.2”

3.49

af

72
79

MS F Prob.
7.94 .46 .710
200.81 11.66 .001
6.68 .39 .762
17.22
18.80
Androgynous Undifferentiated:
Male. Male
11 10
.45 .40
5.12 4.17 -
Androgynous Undifferentiated
Female Female‘
10 10
-4.00 -1.58
' 3.68 3.95
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4 x. 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance on Performance

Change from Trial 7 to Trial 8 (PERCHG)

Source SS

Sex Role (BSRI) 15.23

Sex of

Competitor (SC) 2.67

BSRI x SC 23.30
Residual 1355.22

Total 1396.19

Sex Role Masculine Feminine
sC Male Male

N 10 9

M 4.40 5.67
SD 2.95 2.92
Sex Role Masculine Feminine
SC Female Female
N 16 19

M 6.60 5.70
SD. 4.45 4,97

df
3

72

79

Prob.

MS F
5.08 .27 .847
'2.67 .14 .788
7.77 .41 .744
18.82
17.67

Androgynous Undifferentiated

Male Maie;
11 18
6.55 5.20
3.49

4.12

Androgynous Undifferentiated 

Female Female
10 ﬂ;ﬂ'

6.00 5.00

6.65 3.83



Appendix 1
Analysis of Initial Differences Using OSRBI
Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on.

Resting Heart Rate (RESTHR):

Page 91

Prob.

Source ss af MS F

Between 212.09 3 70.70 .64 .591

Within 8380.04 76 110.26

Total 8592.13 79 108.76

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiaﬁed

N | 10 10 10 10

M 74.10 76.86 74.79 78.85

sD 12.89 11.45 6.93 9.38
Summary Table of Analysis of Variance on
Resting Perceived Pleasantness (RESTPP)

Source - ss df MS F  Prob.

Between 21.35 3 7.12 .98 .406

Within 551.45 76  7.26

Total 573.00 79 7.25

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated

N 10 36 14 20 ‘

M 14.20 13.22 14.57 13.70

'sb 2.30 2.55 2.71 3.08
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance of

Heart Rate on Trial 7 (HR1)

Source Ss df MS F Prob.

Between 56.18 3 18.737 .14 .934

Within 9959.18 76 131.85

Total 19915.86 79 126.78

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated

N. 10 36 14 20

M 82.9¢ 83.31 82.57 84.90

SD 13.69 12.49 7.36 190.53
Summary Table of Analysis of Variance of
Perceived Pleasantness on Trial 7 (PP1l)

Source Ss af MS - F Prob.

Between 34.67 3 11.56 .39 .254

Within 634.31 76 8.35

Total 668.99 79 8.47

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated

N 10 36 14 20

M 16.90 19.67 12.36 11.70

SD . 3.60 2.79 3.10 2.52
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Summary Table of Analysis of Variance of

Source
Between -
Within

Total

Sex Role
N
M

sD

Performance on Trial 7 (PER1)

5SS

304.04

3665.94

3909.98

Masculine

10
56%5@“
9.95

df MS F
3 1061.35 2.14
76 47.45

79 49.49

36
54.28

6.94

‘Feminine Androgynous

14
59.43

8.31

Prob.

.183

Undifferentiated

20
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Analysis of Change Scores Using OSRBI

4 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance of Heart

Rate Change from Trial 7 to Trial 8

Source

Sex Role (OSRBI) 553.

Sex of

Competitor (SC) 3@5.

OSRBI x SC 85.
Residual 8571.
Total 9507.

Sex Role Masculine

sc Male
N 6
M 17.33
SD 8.17

Sex Role Masculine

sc Female
N 4
M 13.25

SD 10.60

SS

85

54
72

54

13

Feminine

Male

‘16
19.81

12.21

af

72

79

Feminine

Female

20
13.75

19.38

(HRCHG)

. MS F Prob.
177.95 1.50 .223
305.54  2.57 .114

28.57 .24 .868
119.05
120.34
Androgynous Undifferentiated
Male Male
8 10
20.00 23.190
8.18 11.30
Androgynous Undifferentiated
Female Female
6 10
17.83 21.80
18.55 12.67
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4 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance of Perceived

Pleasantness Chahge from Trial 7 to Trial 8 (PPCHG)

Source

Sex Role (OSRBIj} 81
Sex of

Competitor (SC) 196
OSRBI x SC 54
Residual 1147
Total 1485
Sex Role Masculine
sc Male

N 6

M 2.67

SD 5.89
Sex Role Masculine
SC Female

N 4

M -4.00

SD 4.69

88 af MS
.85 3 27.28
.45 1 196.45
.56 3 18.19
.18 79 18.80
Feminine Androgynous

Male Male
16 8
-.63 -.50
3.81 6.21
Feminine Androgynous
Female Female
20 6
-2.95 -5.33
2.82 3.45

Undifferentiated

Male

10
-cgﬁ

3.25

Undifferentiated

Female
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4 x 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance of Performance

~Change from Trial 7 to Trial 8 (PERCHG)

Source ss at MS

Se#lRole (OSRBI) 47.06 3 15.69

Sex of

Cohpetitot (SC) 1.72 1 1.72

OSRBI x SC 58.12 3 19.38

Res;éual 1288.19 72 17.90

Total 1396.19 79 17.67

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous

SCV' Male Male Male

N 6 16 8

M 5.50 6.19 6.88

Sp 2.17 3.31 3.52

Sex Role Masculine Feminine Androgynous

SC Fémale ‘Female Female
po s

f e

N o« 4 20 6

M 3.25 6.10 6.00

s 3.40 4.82 5.76

F Prob.
.88 .457
.10 .758

1.08 .362

Undifferentiated

Male

10
3.20

3.33

Undifferentiated

Female

10
6.20

'5.49



Appendix K
Multiple Regression

Results Using Dummy-Variable Coding on BSRI

Criterion:

Variable

Trial 8 Heart Rate (HR2)

Simple R RSQCHG

Trial 7 Heart Rate (HR1) .70
Sex of Competitor* -.05
D3** .11
D1** .19

Criterion:

.48
.02
-P1

.01
.00

Trial 8 Perceived Pleasantness

Variable Simple R RSQCHG
Trial 7 Perceived Pleas-

antness .25 .86
Sex of Competitor* -.20 .98
D3** .09 .01
Dl** .14 .00
D2** .05 .01
Criterion: Trial 8 Performance (PER2)
Variable Simple R RSQCHG
Trial 7 Performance (PER2) .86 .74
Sex of Competitor* .09 .00
D3#* .29 .00
D1** .17 .00
D2** .21 .00
*Males coded as @; females coded as 1.

**D1, masculine coded as 1; D2,
androgynous coded as 1l.

Prob.

<.901
n.s.
Nn.S.
n.s.
n.s.
(PP2)

Prob.

feminine coded as 1;
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Results of Ahalysis Using Masculine and
Feminine Scale Scores on BSRI

Criterion: Trial 8 Heart Rate (HR2)

Variaﬁle”~ Simple R RéQéHG
 .Triaii7 Heart Rate (HR1) .70 .48
‘\SQQ_dfiC§mpetitorf -.05 .82

.Feminine Scale Score -.85 = .00
 Masculine Scale Score .14 .00

Feminine X Masculine .11 .00

Ctiterion: Trial 8 Perceived Pleasantness (PP2)

Vafiable Simple R RSQCHG
Trial 7 Perceived Pleas-

antness. (PPI) <25 .06
~Sex of Competitor" -.20 ,ﬂé
.Fémininé'Scale Score -.09 .81
‘nasc01ine S¢éie Séote ;02  ,. .00

Masculine X Feminine .85 .02

Critéribn:f Trial 8 Performance (PER2)

Variable " simple R  RSQCHG
Trial 7 Performance (pzaz) .86 .74
Sex of Competitor .29 .00
 Feminine,  - .11 .00
”Haécuiinéh b ‘ .21 .dﬂ_

Ee@inine'xiMaS¢uline ..24 .00

Prob.

<.025
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‘Results of Analysis Using Dummy-Variable Coding
on OSRBI

Criterion: Trial 8 Heart Rate (HR2)

Variable Simple R RSQCHG Prob.
Trial 7 Heart Rate (HR1) .70 .48 <.001
Sex of Competitor* -.85 .82 n.s.
J3*k* .01 .00 n.s.
Jlw* .08 .01 n.s.
J2**> 11 .02 n.s.

Cfiteribn: ‘Trial 8 Pefceived'Pleasantness?(PPZ)

Vafiable - Simple R RSQCHG Prob.
Trial 7 Perceived Pleas-

antness (PP1l) .25 .86 <.85
Sex of Competitor® -.20 .08 <.85
J3kw -.82 .61  n.s.
Jlkx . .09 .00 n.s.
RPLL -.28 . .87 <.05
Overall J g .03 <.85

Cfiietion:..Trial 8 Perfbrmance‘ (PER2)

Variable Simple R RSQCHG Prob.
Trial 7 Performance . .86 .74 <.o01
Sex of Competitor* .69 .06 n.s.
. J3e* ;v | .29 .60 . n.s.
Jlee .17 .60 n.s.

J2%e .21 <90 n.s.

*Male coded as @; female coded as 1. o
- **J], Masculine coded as 1; J2, feminine coded as 1; J3,
androgynous coded as 1. '



Results of Analysis Using Masculine and
Feminine Scale Scores on OSRBI

Criterion: Trial 8 Heart Rate (HR2)

Feminine X Masculine -.14

Critefion: thial 8,Performance (PER2)

Variable - simple R RSQCHG

Ttia1'7vPérformancé (ﬁERl){ .86 g g
'ng ofaCompetitor | .09 .00

‘?ehininejSCaie Scdfe -.02 .66.
,Ma#chlihevécale Séoié - .17 .08

Femihine'xrﬂasculine‘ ,.14“

.56 

Variable Simple R RSQCHG Prob.
Trial 7 Heart Rate (HRI) .70 .48 <.001
Sex}of:Competitor -.05 ’.ﬂz N.S.
'Femiﬁing Scale Score -.13 -00 | n.s.
'ﬁésculine-séale Score -.11 .02 - n.s.
Feminine X Masculine -.14 .61 n.s.
Criterion: Trial 8 Perceived Pleasantness (PP2)
Variable | SimpieAR RSQCHG  Prob.
Trial 7.éercie§ed,P1eas— , o
antness (PP1l). : .25 ‘;ﬂS' <f¢25
Sex'of:éompetiéor'~ -.20 .08 <.01
Feminine ~.29 .87 <.01
Masculine T .80 n.s.
. | .00 ‘h,s. 
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