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Validity of the Bern Sex Role Inventory was examined in 

a descriptive interaction comparisons design study using 

volunteers from women attending a large women's health 

issues conference. Four null hypotheses designed to test 

variance in selection of the BSRI attributes on the basis 

of sex and situational needs for each of the BSRI 

classification group~ were tested using three versions of 

the instrument. Participants were instructed to complete 

one questionnaire to describe themselves, the second to 

describe men or women in American society, and the third to 

describe a man or woman in a vignette situation were placed 

in random order in a packet along with a personal 

background information sheet and a letter of explanation. 

Ninety-one completed questionnaires were returned 

anonymously by mail to the researcher. 

Multiple regression of the feminine and masculine 

scale scores and the personal characteristics indicated 
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that employment status, educational level, and religious 

preference exerted influence on part of the scale scores. 

Discriminant function analysis performed following 

significant MANOVA results for an analysis of the impact of 

the order in which the questionnaires appeared in the 

packet on scale scores demonstrated that over 50% and as 

much as 75% of the variance on the three masculine scales 

in the second packet could be attributed to the 

questionnaire's placement. MANOVA results for each of the 

four hypotheses were nonsignificant leading to acceptance 

of the null hypothesis in each case. 

Comparison of the results with previous studies lead 

to the conclusion that although validity of the BSRI could 

not be ruled out, failure of feminine and masculine 

subjects to discriminate in selection of attributes on the 

basis of sex and of androgynous and undifferentiated 

subjects to differentiate on the basis of situational needs 

did not supply evidence of content and construct validity. 

The changing perception of sex roles and expansion of 

nursing research methodology to include phenomenology were 

considered as impetus for nurses to conduct 

phenomenological studies of femininity and masculinity with 

incorporation of the results in existing or new sex role 

vii 



instruments before conducting further nursing research on 

sex role identification. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Today's women lack a clear definition of the feminine 

role. They are confronted with confLicting opinions about 

the best means for achieving their potential. The primary 

views of the feminine role parallel the two perspectives of 

role theory. Traditional women follow the structural view 

of role as a specific set of behaviors determined by 

society and enacted without variance or interpretation. 

Nontraditional women approach role from the symbolic 

interactionist perspective with behaviors selected on the 

basis of situational needs and behavioral cues from the 

other individuals involved. In an attempt to measure the 

degree of identification with the two feminine role 

perspectives, researchers developed a number of instruments 

in the 1970s. Among the tools was the Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI) (Bern, 1974). 

The BSRI marked a change in the conceptualization of 

gender roles. Rather than viewing femininity and 

masculinity as polar constructs on a single continuum, Bern 

placed them in an orthogonal relationship and designed the 

tool to measure each construct separately (Bern, 1974). The 

instrument allowed a researcher to differentiate between 

1 



the traditional, or sex typed, woman and the 

nontraditional, or androgynous, woman. Bern's instrument 

quickly became popular with researchers investigating 

gender roles. 

2 

In the years since the publication of the BSRI, a 

number of theoretical and methodological issues arose 

(Gaudreau, 1977; Locksley & Colten, 1979; Spence, 

Helrnreich, & Stapp, 1975; Strahan, 1975). Further problems 

resulted from inconsistent or contradictory findings in 

research studies using the instrument (Alter, 1984; 

Andersen & Bern, 1981; Bern, 1977; Brouse, 1985; Deutsch & 

Gilbert, 1976; Minningerode, 1976; Zeldow, 1976). Such 

difficulties with an instrument lead to concerns regarding 

its validity. A closer examination of the content and 

construct validity seems warranted. 

Problem of Study 

The problem may be stated in two parts: 

1. To determine whether women with a structured 

gender role perspective change the attributes perceived as 

useful for individuals when situational factors are 

specified, and 

2. To determine whether women with a symbolic 

interactionist gender role perspective change the 
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attributes perceived as useful for individuals when the sex 

of the individual: is specified. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to examine the content 

and construct validity of the BSRI by determining whether 

women attending a larg~ women's health issues conference 

differentiate gender role behaviors in a manner consistent 

with the gender role perspective identified by their 

responses on the BSRI. 

Rationale for the Study 

Validity reflects the degree to which an instrument 

represents the entity it is purported to measure (Waltz, 

Strickland, & Lenz, 1984) ~ A clear definition of the 

construct being measured is basic to all forms of validity. 

Usin~ the definition of the construct, content validity 

addresses the adequacy of the construct's representation in 

the instrument (Shelley, 1984). Although content validity 

generally is associated with cognitive measures, it also is 

important for affective measures to insure accurate 

delineation of all of the dimensions of the construct. In 

that capacity content validity serves as a base for 

construct validity. Construct validity assesses the 

ability of the instrument to actually measure the amount of 



the construct possessed by · the individual or displayed in 

that person's behavior (Waltz et al., 1984). 
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Reliability and validity are required for instruments 

to insure accuracy in the inferences made in research 

studies. Changes in social views like those involving 

women's roles in the 1980s may influence significantly the 

validity . of an instrument developed at an earlier time. A 

potential for bias also exists with the use of 

stereotypical views of femininity and masculinity in 

establishing the behavioral descriptors (Hunter College 

Women's Studies Collective [HCWSC], 1983). The BSRI's use 

of st~reotypes and / its static conceptualization of 

femininity despite the continued . evolution of women's roles 

during , t~e l~BOs _plac~s content validity and in turn 

construct validity in t~~able positions. Further, the 

inferences drawn from the studies using the instrument must 

be questioned. 

Mental health and maternal-child health researchers 

have used the BSRI in studies involving women and gender 

roles (Alter, 1984; Bern, 1977; Brouse, 1985; Feller, 1985; 

Jordan-Viola, Fossberg, & Viola, 1976; Lenz, Soeken, 

Rankin, & Fischman, 1985). Future research to examine 

women's mental and physical health status within the 

context of the changing social scene was recommended by 



McBride (1987) in urging the establishment of a women's 

mental health research agenda. However, inconsistent or 

contradictory results aris{ng from some previous studies 

using the BSRI place its future use in a questionable 

position. After using the BSRI in a study on abortion 

outcome, Alter (1984) expressed strong concerns about the 

instrument's validity. 
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The BSRI has been challenged on a number of counts, 
and although the present study has added information 
about abortion that may be useful to the practitioner, 
more coherent conclusions of the relationship between 
sex roles and abortion outcome must await further 
validation of the currently available measures of sex
role constructs. (p. 232) 

McBride (1987) recognized the challenge facing nurses in 

implementing research involving psychosocial variables 

because of the "difficulty encountered in finding valid and 

reliable instruments capable of measuring complex 

behav,tors" (p. 7). 

Theoretical Framework 

Role may be defined as a group of behaviors exhibited 

by an individual within a social structure. Role theory is 

characterized by the symbolic interaction and social 

structural perspectives. The two views differ primarily in 

the manne~ in which they focus on the theory's concepts 

(Hardy, 1985). Position, social system, perception, 

decision schema, and role behavior are common concepts. 



Position identifies the role as it occurs within a 

structured portion of society, or social system. When an 

individual incorporates position and social system with 

perception, a decision schema uses information from all 

three to determine the role behaviors or outcomes (Bern, 

1981b; Hardy, 1985; Hardy & Conway, 1978; King, 1981). A 

framework continuing the structural and symbolic 

interactionist perspectives of role theory and gender role 

theory is used in the study. A description of each is 

followed by a discussion of the framework. 

Symbolic Interaction 

The initial ideas for symbolic interaction arose from 

Mead (1934) as he attempted to explain how individuals 

adapted to a changing environment by examining their 

interactions. Mead's "self" described the portion of the 

individual involved in interaction. When interaction 

occurred within the individual, it was labeled as the 

"mind." When the individual directed the interaction 

toward others, "society" was involved (Charon, 1979; 

Morris, 1952). 

Charon (1979) extended Mead's (1934) theory and 

defined other concepts including symbols, perception, 

roletaking, acts, and interaction. Perception was 

considered as the definition of reality through sensory 

6 
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experience involving the meanings attributed to social 

objects or activities included in symbols. Roletaking 

required accurate perception as the individual attempted to 

view the situation from another's role. Acts consisted of 

the process of impulse (motivation), perception, 

manipulation, and consummation culminating in interaction 

when conducted in a social setting (Charon, 1979). The 

concepts of symbolic interaction were combined in a manner 

recognizing the dynamic nature of society. The theory 

focused on "individuals in reciprocal social interaction 

who actively construct and create their environment through 

a process of self-reflexive interaction" (Hardy, 1985, 

p. 38). The theory neglected to identify the character of 

involvement in the social system as well as the influence 

of society on the individual's behavior. 

Structural 

Park and Burgess (1921) initially linked roles to the 

social structure. Linton (1936) followed Park and Burgess 

by distinguishing between status, the definition of the 

position, and role, the process of enacting the position 

{Hardy, 1985). Structural role focused more on society 

than on the individual and interaction involved in the 

role. Social structures were seen as influencing and 

controlling the individual's behavior. 
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Parsons (1951) incorporated complex conceptual 

structures into the social systems, and Merton (1968) 

delineated several other concepts in developing his 

functional analysis. Cultural goals and institutional 

norms were viewed as the primary social influences on 

social behavior. Acceptance or rejection of cultural goals 

and institutional norms occurred in five possible forms. 

Conformity signified acceptance of both cultural goals and 

institutional norms, and retreatism represented rejection 

of both. Innovation denoted rejection of cultural goals 

and acceptance. of institutional norms, and ritualism 

desqribed th~ opposite. Rebellion delineated "rejection of 

prevailing val.ues and substitution of new values for both" 

(Merton, 1968, p. 194) ,. s.tructural role theory linked the 

concepts in a manner which focused on "the bigger picture" 

(Hardy,, 1985, p. 38), with analysis emphasizing the 

structure of soci.ety rather than the individual in society. 

Gender Role 

Current theories of gender role follow the structural 

and symbolic interactionist perspectives. Butler (1981) 

described the structural view in noting the continued 

existence of stereotypic femininity which encourages 

dependence upon men, nurturing behaviors, attention to 

physical attributes, a vicarious approach to life, and 



avoidance of power and -self-reliance. Androgyny, a theory 

discussed by Bern (1976), encompassed the freedom from the 

restrictive stereotyped behaviors assigned on the basis of 

role · and the ability to determine behavior based upon 

situational cues and needs. Thus, androgyny resembled the 

more flexible, process-oriented symbolic interactionist 

perspective. 

Theories on the development of gender roles also 

parallel the general role theory perspective. Social 

learning theory approached gender role development from a 

structural view. Promotion of stereotypical gender 

behaviors through reinforcement and modeling was aided by 

use of positive and negative social rewards (Frieze, 

Parsons, Johnson, Ruble, & Zellman, 1978; HCWSC, 1983). 

Cognitive-develogrnental theory, arising from the work of 

Piaget and Kohlberg, addressed the symbolic interaction 

approach to role. As a child's cognitive abilities 

developed, attitudes and behaviors were categorized into a 

schema for determining behaviors to use in enacting a 

gender role. When faced with gender-role situations, the 

child selected behaviors in the schema allowing the 

greatest fulfillment of the role in the situation (Frieze 

et al., 1978; HCWSC, 1983). 

9 
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A view of feminine role superimposed on general role 

theory is used in the study. The stereotypic view of 

femininity is considered a structured.view of role while 

the androgynous perspective is equated with symbolic 

interaction. The use of social views in . defining 

stereotypes and the rigid interpretation of the role based 

on external influences related traditional femininity to 

structural role. The flexibility and freedom in selection 

of behaviors which best meet situational needs merge 

androgyny and symbolic interactionism. In the study a 

person with strong identification with the stereotypic 

gender role behaviors wi°ll be viewed as having a structured 

gender role perspective, and a person with a flexible 

approach to gender role, who is unconcerned about the label 

placed on a particular behavior will, be viewed 

as hav~ng a symbolic interaction perspective. 

Assumptions 

Assumptions drawn from structural, symbolic 

interaction, traditional feminine role, and androgyny 

theories pertinent to the study include: 



Structural-Traditional 

1. Roles hold static positions in the social system 

with specific expected behaviors and requirements 

reinforced by positive and negative rewards. 
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2. Individuals portray roles without interpreting any 

underlying meanings. 

3. Individuals rely on learned responses when 

enacting roles. 

Symbolic Interaction-Androgyny 

4. Each behavior exhibited by an individual is the 

result of interpretation of previous communication. 

5. Individuals create the reality surrounding roles 

and select behaviors based upon their perception of that 

reality. 

6. Structure cannot determine which behaviors will be 

selected in a given situation. 

Two additional theoretical assumptions were used in 

the construction of the BSRI and impact on the study. Bern 

( 1981a) assumed: 

1. Largely as a result of historical accident, 
contemporary American culture has clustered 
heterogeneous attributes into two mutually exclusive 
categories~ ·each category considered both more 
characteristic of and more desirable for females or 
males~ these cultural expectations and prescriptions 
are well known by virtually all members of the 
culture. 



2. · Individuals vary in the extent to which they use 
these cultural definitions as idealized standards of 
femininity and masculinity for evaluating their own 
personality and behavior. (p. 10) 

Hypotheses 

Propositions from the structural and symbolic 

interactional. perspectives serve as the source for the 

study's hypotheses. Hypotheses for the study are: 

12 

H01 : Women classified as feminine on . the BSRI will not 

vary their selection of g~nder-appropriate 

att~ibutes for individuals in general and in 

spepific situations. 

WP~,en classi,fi_ed as masculine on the BSRI will not 

v~ry. thei~ selection of gender-inappropriate 

attributes for individuals in general and in 
i 

specific situa~i~ns. 

eo3 : Women classified as androgynous on the BSRI will 

not vary theif selection of attributes for 

individuals in general and in specific situations 

as the sex of the ind~vidual_ invol_ved changes. 

H0
4

: Women classified as undifferentiated on the BSRI 

will not vary their selection of attributes for 

individuals as the sex or situation changes. 



Definition of Terms 

1. Symbolic interaction gender role perspective-

view of gender role as a _flexible group of behaviors to be 

selected according to shared information and situational 

needs. Operationally the term refers to an androgynous 

classification on the BSRI. 
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2. Structural gender role perspective--view of gender 

role as gender-appropriate behaviors specifically 

determined by soci~ty regardless of the setting or 

individuals involved. Operationally, the term refers to a 

feminine classification for women or masculine 

classification for men on the BSRI. 

3. Feminine role--behaviors perceived as desirable 

for women. Operationally, feminine role signifies 

attributes endorsed by the female participant as often, 

usually, almost always, or always beneficial for women in 

American society or the woman in the given vignette. 

4. Masculine role--behaviors perceived as desirable 

for men. Operationally, masculine role refers to 

attributes endorsed by the female participant as often, 

usually, almost always, or always beneficial for men in 

American society or the man in . the given vignette. 

5. Gender-role instrument--measurement tool 

determining the degree of identification with masculine and 
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feminine attributes. Operationally, the term refers to the 

Bern Sex Role Inventory. 

6. Gender-typed wornan--wornan identifying with 

feminine gender-role attributes. Operationally, a gender

typed woman refers to feminine classification (high 

feminine, low masculine scores) on the BSRI. 

7. Gender cross-typed wornan--wornan . identifying with 

masculine gender-role attributes. Operationally, the term 

refers to masculine classification (high masculine, low 

feminine sco~es) on . the BSRI. 

8. _Androgynous wornan--woman identifying with both 

masculine and feminine gender-role attributes. 
< • ; J ! ' ' ~ ' '. 

Operationally, the term refers to androgynous 

classification (high masculine and feminine scores) on the 

BSRI. 

9! Undifferentiated woman--woman identifying with 

neither masculine nor feminine gender-role attributes. 

Operationally, the term refers to undifferentiated 

classification (low masculine and feminine scores) on the 

BSRI. 

10. Vignettes--vignettes are "short, compact 

descriptions which exemplify the concept under 

consideration." (Flaskerud, 1979, p. 210) Operationally, 

vignettes represent the home and work situations developed 



with the potential for resolution in either a gender

stereotyped manner or an androgynous manner and displaying 

no obvious bias toward one gender or the other. 

Limitations 

15 

1. The sample consists of volunteer subjects from the 

designated population group without random selection. 

2. The findings can only be generalized to women who 

meet the same criteria as the sample and reside in a 

specific area. 

3. Since no control is made of the data collection in 

the home, women may share their ratings of themselves and 

the general and situational attribute ratings. 

Summary 

In Chapter 1 the need to review the validity of 

instruments measuring women, the BSRI in particular, was 

established as an issue in the women's mental health 

research agenda set for nurses. A synthesis of structural, 

symbolic interaction, and gender role theories was outlined 

as the framework for the study. Assumptions from the 

theoretical perspectives and the development of the BSRI 

were delineated. Theory propositions were used in 

identifying four hypotheses. The hypotheses were designed 

to determine whether women differentiate gender role 



behaviors in a manner consistent with their gender role 

perspective identified by the BSRI. Chapter 1 concluded 

with the definition of terms and limitations. The 

theoretical framework, instruments, and research design 

provided the basis for the definitions and limitations. 

16 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Establishment of the validity of a gender role 

instrument begins with definitions of femininity, 

masculinity, and androgyny. Once the definitions are in 

place, previous studies examining the instrument provide 

further information about validity and identify any problem 

areas. Finally, studies using the instrument furnish 

cumulative evidence with regard to validity. Each of these 

areas will be discussed in relation to the BSRI. 

Gender Roles 

Pyke ( 1980) ou tl.ined six phases in describing the 

evolution of gender roles. The first phase, labeled as 

undifferentiated, included the time period of the gradual 

emerging 'of awareness of sex differences but the rigors 

related to survival precluded any significant 

differentiation. As gender roles moved into the biological 

phase, attention was focused on the physical sex 

differences. Women's roles became specialized in relation 

to the decreased physical strength and childbearing 

responsib;lities. The mystique surrounding women's role in 

procreation generated fear which was handled by "limited 

disparagement focused primarily on their biological 

17 
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distinctions" (p. 29). Rigid gender role separation 

occurred during the polarity phase with rationalization of 

women's subjugation extended to include psychological, 

moral, and intellectual weaknesses. Economically, 

industrialization and capitalism assisted with the 

differentiation between men and women. Departure from the 

polar view arose when technological advances, improved 

birth control, and employment of women during wartime 

provided women with other options. Social acceptance of 

the change characterized the deviation phase. Androgyny 

was outlined as the next phase, typified by flexibility in 

gender roles and adoption of attributes from both roles. 

Transcendence of gender roles completed the evolutionary 

process with gen?er roles ceasing to exist. 

Movement of gender roles from the deviation phase to 

androgyny began in the 1970s with the development of gender 

role instruments which separated masculinity and femininity 

into distinct dimensions (Bern, 1974; Spence, Helmreich, & 

Stapp, 1974). Bern's definition of androgyny addressed the 

possession of both masculine and feminine attributes, 

stressing the blending of the two. Brown (1986) noted that 

Bern's definition did not "deny the reality of masculinity 

and femininity, but only the notion that they must be 

negatively related" (p. 332). 
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Bern's (1974) definitions of femininity and ma~culinity 

appeared in the form of scales for her instrument. 

Undergraduate psychology students were asked to rate 200 

personality characteristics "that seemed to the author and 

several students to be both positive in value and either 

masculine or feminine in tone" (Bern, 1974, p. 156). The 

characteristics were rated in terms of desirability either 

for a man or a woman in American society. Each judge rated 

the characteristics for only one sex, and the ratings were 

required to be considered significantly desirable for the 

man or woman by judges of both sexes to be included in the 

corresponding scale. 

Bern (1974) stressed . the cultural nature of the 

definitions for masculinity and femininity which followed 

traditional values. Each scale eventually contained 20 

items. A ,third scale was developed of 10 socially 

desirable items and 10 socially undesirable items which had 

neither feminine or masculine associations. Individuals 

initially were defined operationally as masculine or 

feminine if their respective scores were high on the 

appropriate scale and low on the other scale; all other 

individuals were classified as androgynous. A change in 

the scoring method separated the undifferentiated 



individuals, scoring low on both scales, from the 

androgynous individuals, scoring high on both scales. 
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Following the development of the scales, research on 

gender roles rapidly mounted, moving androgyny from infancy 

into childhood. By the end of the 1970s, difficulties in 

comparing research studies signaled the adolescent identity 

crisis of androgyny. Lenney (1979), who worked with Bern in 

developing the BSRI, attributed the problem to differences 

in the operationalization of androgyny and outlined four 

significant problems which needed to be overcome in order 

for the concept to complete its development. Lenney 

considered value-ossification, the first problem, 

particularly surprising since the concept of androgyny 

arose from an attempt to avoid the narrow and limited view 

of masculinity and femininity as polar concepts. She 

cautioned ~bout the loss of new research ideas and 

interpretations of results when a concept was bound by too 

rigid a definition. Her second concern emanated from 

questionable assumptions about the definition of androgyny. 

Differences in operational interpretations of the concept 

led to inappropriate selection of a particular instrument 

or generalization of a study's conclusions. 

The absence of a clear theoretical framework in 

research studies resulted in Lenney's (1979) third problem 
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with androgyny's identity. Ambiguity in description of a 

theoretical framework or omission of the framework entirely 

fostered "tremendous confusiort in the literature and makes 

the task of sorting out the important from the trivial, the 

relevant from the irrelevant, all but impossible" (p. 710). 

Her final concern encompassed the isolation of gender role 

research from development in related areas. Viewing 

androgyny and gender roles as a segment of personality 

research in general, Lenney warned against generalizations 

which overlooked new ideas about personality. 

The 1980s brought questions about femininity, 

masculinity, and androgyny which confirmed some of Lenney's 

(1979) concerns. Lubinski, Tellegan, and Butcher (1983) 

unsuccessfully attempted to demonstrate that androgyny 

existed as a distinct construct. Factor analyses, 

discussed in the next section, consistently identified 
• 

masculinity and femininity as multidimensional constructs 

(Gaudreau, 1977; Moreland, Gulanick, Montague, & Harren, 

1978; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979; Ruch, 1984; Waters, 

Waters, & Pincus, 1977). Brown (1986) asserted that 

although the masculinity and femininity scales could be 

shown to have some link to sex, the dimensions represented 

might not adequately represent a complete view of the 

constructs. Greater social awareness of gender roles moved 



toward a redefinition of those roles (Levine-Shneidman & 

Levine, 1985). Cowan and Kinder (1985) illustrated the 

changes in women's gender roles, stating, 
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What does femininity mean? The traditional definition 
connoted passivity, weakness, delicacy, and 
girlishness. It placed fundamental importance upon 
appearance and presentation and implied coyness, 
coquettishness, disguises, games, and strategies. To 
day, femininity is being redefined simply as the 
quality of being uniquely female or womanly. 
Specifically, it refers not only to those qualities 
one traditionally associates more with women than 
men--tenderness, sensitivity, and nurturance--but also 
includes behaviors that tradition links more with 
men--strength, power, and aggressiveness. In fact, 
this broadened definition of womanliness is already 
being embraced by increasing numbers of women. (pp. 
226-227) 

Studies Examining the BSRI 

Item Selection Replications 

Two groups of researchers attempted to replicate Bern's 

initial item selection with d~ffering results. Edwards and ., 
Ashworth (1977) conducted two studies in which male and 

female subjects were asked to use a 9-point rating scale 

and rate the social desirability of the 60 items on the 

BSRI for either an American female or an American male. 

Four experimenters, two male and two female, obtained 

volunteer judges from four different settings on the 

college campus. Their methodology differed from Bern's 

(1974) in that the judges were not undergraduate students 

in introductory psychology classes, the rating scale used 
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by Bern had only seven points, and a one-sided !_-test was 

used in analyzing the data instead of the two-sided t-test 

used by Bern. 

"Masculine" was the only masculine item which achieved 

significance for both male and female judges although 

"dominant" was significant for the male judges. Similarly, 

the only item achieving significance among feminine items 

for both groups of judges was "feminine." Male judges also 

attained significance for seven other items. Female 

judges' ratings were significant in terms of desirability 

for males for five of the feminine items. None of the 

neutral items differed significantly for either group of 

judges. A test of the difference in the scale means was 

significant only in the rating of feminine items as more 

desirable for women by male judges. A repeat of the study 

1 year later' yielded the same results. In addition to 

hypothesizing that a change in social views for femininity 

and masculinity led to differences between their study and 

the study conducted by Bern (1974), six other explanations 

were discussed. Lack of power, type I errors, standard 

deviation response bias, and differential sampling were 

examined and rejected, but differences in rating scales and 

differences in methods of data collection were acknowledged 

as possible contributing factors. 
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Walkup and Abbott (1978), concerned by the 

methodological differences and conflicting results of Bern's 

(1974) and Edwards and Ashworth's (1977) studies, attempted 

a purer replication of Bern's BSRI item selection. The 

judges came from educational psychology courses. Both male 

and female judges rated the masculine items as 

significantly more desirable overall for a man and the 

feminine items as significantly more desirable for a woman. 

Among the individual items male judges did not rate the 

feminine item "loyal" and the masculine items "willing to 

take risks" and "individualistic" as significantly more 

desirable for the respective genders, but the ratings were 

in the predicted directions. The neutral items of 

"helpful," "theatrical," "happy," "sincere," and "friendly" 

were viewed as more desirable for a woman than for a man by 

both groups of judges. Although the results obtained by 

Walkup and Abbott essentially supported Bern's item 

selection, they recommended deletion of "masculine" from 

the masculine scale and "gullible," "childlike," and 

"feminine" from the feminine scale. The rationale for the 

deletion of these items arose from the low ratings in their 

study and the undesirable ratings in the Edwards and 

Ashworth study. 
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A different aspect of question about the validity of 

Bern's (1974) item selection surfaced in Heerboth and 

Ramanaiah's (1985) study. The authors questioned the use 

of a social desirability rating method rather than a 

stereotype rating method and designed a study which 

compared the two methods using introductory psychology 

students and the BSRI. One group of 60 students equally 

divided between the sexes was asked to rate each BSRI on 

desirability in a counterbalanced manner for both a man and 

a woman using a 7-point scale. Desirability was assessed 

further by placing it on a single 5-point continuum with 

polar and opposing assignments for the sexes. The other 

group was asked to complete the task in an identical 

manner, but based upon stereotype ratings. Data were 

analyzed with responses grouped according to sex of the 

target, .,sex of judge, and type of rating and cornpar isons 

made among like variables. Bern's item selection criteria 

requiring two-thirds endorsement for only one sex by both 

male and female judges served as the basis for determining 

an item's suitability for its assigned scale. 

Examination of desirability responses demonstrated 8 

masculine items and 13 feminine items unable to qualify for 

the instrument. The masculine items "makes decisions 

easily," "ambitious," "individualistic," "strong 
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personality," "analytical," and "defends own beliefs" were 

not endorsed as more desirable for a man by either male or 

female judges while "assertive" failed only with male 

judges and "self-sufficient" failed only with female 

judges. Both groups of judges rejected the feminine items 

"loves children~" "flatterable," "sensitive to other's 

needs," "warm," "cheerful," "understanding," and "loyal," 

but only male judges rejected "gentle," "gullible," 

"childlike," "compassionate," "does not use harsh 

language," and "affectionate." 

Stereotype ratings resulted in acceptance of only six 

masculine items and nine feminine items. All eight of the 

masculine items rejected by the desirability judges were 

rejected by both groups of stereotype judges. Female 

stereotype judges also deemed as unacceptable the masculine 

items "willing to take a stand," "acts as a leader," 

"competitive," "independent," "has leadership ability," and 

"self-reliant." The feminine items "understanding," 

"loyal," and "cheerful," rejected by both male and female 

desirability judges and "compassionate" and "childlike," 

rejected by male judges only, were rejected by both male 

and female stereotype judges. Female stereotype judges 

also found as unacceptable the feminine items "loves 

children," "flatterable," and "warm" rejected by both 
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groups of desirability judges and "gentle" and "warm" 

rejected by male desirability judges, while male stereotype 

judges rated "shy" unacceptable. Heerboth and Ramanaiah 

(1985) concluded that Bern's (1974) failure to compare the 

desirability ratings for both sexes placed the BSRI's 

validity in a questionable position. The authors 

recommended that a comparison of desirability and 

stereotyping be included in any further revisions of the 

instrument. 

Factor Analyses 

Gaudreau (1977) conducted one of the earliest factor 

analyses of the BSRI. Industrial clerks and managers, 

police officers, and housewives were selected to 

participate with the latter two groups viewed as 

traditional in their perception of gender roles. Factor 

analysis based upon principal-axis and varimax rotation was 

performed on variables consisting of the 60 BSRI items, 

femininity score, masculinity score, androgyny score, and 

respondent's sex. Four factors were discerned. The 

masculine factor contained all masculine scale items except 

"masculine," "athletic," and "self-reliant." The feminine 

factor included six neutral items and all of the feminine 

items except "feminine," "childlike," "does not use harsh 

language," "flatterable," "gullible," "shy," and 
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"soft-spoken." The actual sex factor loaded the 

respondent's sex, "masculine," "feminine," and "athletic." 

The neutral maturity factor included "reliable," "self

sufficient," "self-reliant," "sincere," "flatterable," 

"gullible," "childlike," and "inefficient." Gaudreau {1977) 

recommended revision of the BSRI to exclude "masculine," 

"athletic," "self-reliant," "self-sufficient," and 

"analytical" from the masculine scale and "feminine," 

"childlike," "shy," "gullible," "soft-spoken," 

"flatterable," "loyal," and "does not use harsh language" 

from the feminine scale. "Helpful," "friendly," and 

"tactful" were suggested as replacements for the feminine 

adjectives. Gaudreau noted that the study supported the 

conceptualization of masculinity and femininity as distinct 

entities rather than bipolar dimensions. 

Waters et al. {1977) factor analyzed the BSRI 

responses of lower division undergraduates and obtained 

results very similar to those of Gaudreau. Like Gaudreau 

they recommended deletion of "masculine," "athletic," and 

"analytical" from the masculine scale, and "childlike," 

"does not use harsh language," "gullible," "shy," "soft

spoken," and "feminine" from the feminine scale. Waters et 

al. found that "self-sufficient" and "self-reliant" did 

load on one of the masculine factors, but "competitive" did 



not. Since the two studies disagreed on the items, their 

retention and further study were advocated. 

Students again were used in the factor analysis 

conducted by Whetten and Swindells (1977) using the same 

principal axis and Varimax methods as Gaudreau (1977) but 

performing separate analyses for male and female subjects. 

Seventeen factors were obtained in each analysis, 

accounting for 72.5% of the variance in males and 72.4% 
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of the variance in females. The five major factors 

reported in the study were Empathy, Power, Honesty, 

Autonomy, and Neuroticism. Empathy encompassed the 

feminine scale items "sensitive to needs of others," 

"understandi~g," "sympathetic," "tender," "warm," "eager to 

soothe hurt feelings," and "gentle." Factor II, Power, 

included the masculine scale items "forceful," "assertive," 

"acts as ·1a leader," "dominant," "has leadership abilities," 

"aggressive," "strong personality," and "makes decisions 

easily." The third factor, Honesty, contained one feminine 

item, "loyal," and three social desirability items, 

"truthful,~ "reliable," and "sincere." Autonomy included 

four masculine items, "independent," "self-sufficient," 

"self-reliant," and "individualistic" while the fifth 

factor, Neuroticism, contained one feminine item, 

"cheerful," and three socially desirable items, "happy," 
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"solemn," and "moody." "Happy" and "cheerful" each loaded 

negatively on Neuroticism for both sexes. Whetton and 

Swindells concluded that although conceptualization of 

masculinity and femininity as distinct entities received 

support from the factor analysis, the presence of 5 primary 

factors and 17 total factors indicated that the BSRI 

represented a multidimensional instrument not limited to 

the feminine, masculine, and social dimensions established 

by Bern. 

A two-part study was conducted by Moreland, Gulanick, 

Montague, and Harren (1978) extended earlier factor 

analyses of BSRI responses of undergraduate students by 

comparing the three BSRI scales to the factor scales 

obtained in the factor analysis. The first study revealed 

four factors which closely paralleled the factors 

identified by Gaudreau (1977) and Waters et al. (1977). 

The first factor, Emotional Expressiveness, included 11 of 

the feminine items. "Yielding" and "loyal" were added to 

the feminine items omitted by Gaudreau. Of the six neutral 

items included by this factor in the Gaudreau study, 

"friendly" did not appear in the Moreland et al. analysis. 

Sixteen masculine items loaded on the second factor, 

Instrumental Activity. "Self-sufficient" joined the three 

items omitted in Gaudreau's study. The masculine and 
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feminine items and the subject's biologic sex composed Sex 

Items, the third· factor. Unlike Gaudreau's findings, 

"athletic" was not a part of Sex Items. "Gullible" and 

"childlike" were the only two factors appearing in the 

fourth factor, Social Immaturity, that appeared in both the 

Gaudreau and Waters et al. studies. "Reliable" and 

"jealous" also appeared in the Gaudreau study, but not in 

the study performed by Waters et al. (1977). No masculine 

characteristics were included in the fourth factor of 

Moreland et al., a deviation from the patterns of Gaudreau 

and Waters et al. 

Moreland et al. (1978) then examined the correlation 

between the individual item responses and the three 

original BSRI scale scores and that between the individual 

item responses and four factor scales determined in the 

first study. Coefficient alpha values also were obtained. 

Fifteen of the feminine items were found to be correlated 

most highly with the feminine scale. "Cheerful," "loyal," 

and "childlike" demonstrated greater correlation with the 

social desirability scale while "shy" and "feminine" were 

negatively correlated with the masculine scale. Eleven of 

the social desirability items correlated with the social 

desirability scale. "Theatrical," "adaptable," and 

"tactful" showed a strong relationship with the masculine 
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scale, and "helpful," "conscientious," "truthful," 

"sincere," "friendly," and "conventional" correlated to the 

feminine scale. Masculine items exhibited the greatest 

consistency with all but "masculine" correlating strongly 

with the masculine scale. Evaluation of the Emotional 

Expressiveness and Instrumental Activity factors from the 

first study yielded strong correlation between the factor 

and each of its respective items. The authors recommended 

changing the feminine scale heading to "Emotional 

Expressiveness" and the masculine scale heading to 

"Instrumental Activity." Further, they suggested that 

differential validity studies be conducted on the BSRI and 

the items included in the factors of their first study. 

A major critique of the theoretical bases and 

developmental methodology of the BSRI appeared in an 

article w~itten by Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979). Several 

specific concerns were outlined. First, Bern's failure to 

define masculinity and femininity was viewed as a major 

threat to the validity of the instrument. Second, the 

mixture of positive and negative attributes in the feminine 

scale without inclusion of any negative masculine 

attributes was considered questionable since individuals 

generally focus more on positive items in self-report 

questionnaires. Absence of any factor analysis on the 
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items prior to publication of the instrument was identified 

as a third problem. Pedhazur and Tetenbaum noted the 

tendency of the male attributes to divide into two factors 

as well as the positive and negative divisions of the 

feminine and social desirability attributes in the factor 

analysis included in their study. The three initial 

concerns were viewed as "sufficient to reject Bern's 

operational definition of androgyny solely on empirical 

grounds" (p. 1013). In addition to the reservations about 

defining a construct operationally without an adequate 

theoretical definition, the authors questioned using a 

difference score as the operational definition. Risks 

involved in the alternate method of median splits prompted 

Pedhazur and Tetenbaum to conclude that use of the method 

was "unwarranted in view of the factorial complexity of the 

scales" ~p. 1013). 

Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) conducted two studies to 

support their criticisms. The first used graduate students 

to evaluate the BSRI's items in terms of desirability for a 

man, woman, or adult in American society. Means and 

standard deviations for each item were reported and 

compared with trait ratings from two other published 

studies. A stepwise discriminant function analysis of the 

data demonstrated that the majority of distinction between 
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masculinity and femininity was accounted for by the two 

items "masculine" and "feminine." The remaining 58 items 

contributed little to the discrimination between the two 

groups. Three separate factor analyses were conducted to 

examine individually the item responses for a man, woman, 

and adult. Each analysis yielded three factors. The 

Interpersonal Sensitivity factor contained 13 feminine 

traits and 8 socially desirable traits. The Assertiveness 

or Instrumentality factor included from 17 to 20 of the 

masculine items, but "masculine" appeared only in the 

factor for the American man. Immaturity, the third factor, 

was comprised of two negative feminine attributes and eight 

negative social desirability attributes. 

The second study examined the self-reported BSRI 

responses of graduate students. The stepwise discriminant 

function~analysis again showed that the items "masculine" 

and "feminine" accounted for the majority of the 

distinction between males and females. Factor analysis for 

the two sexes was performed individually with four factors 

identified in each. For females factor 1 consisted of 16 

masculine attributes and 1 feminine attribute which loaded 

negatively. Factor 1 was labeled as the Assertiveness 

factor. The second factor contained 12 feminine traits 

which reflected Interpersonal Sensitivity. The third 
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factor was Self-Sufficiency and included 3 positively 

loading attributes, "self-sufficiency," "self-reliant," and 

"independent" and 2 negatively loading attributes, 

"gullible" and "childlike." The final factor was bipolar, 

cornpr ised of "masculine" and "f erninine." The same four 

factors appeared in the male factor analysis, but greater 

distinction was made between the Assertiveness and 

Self-Sufficiency factors. 

Bern's (1979) response to Pedhazur and Tetenbaurn's 

(1979) criticisms began with a discussion of the 

theoretical rationale behind the BSRI and construction of 

the instrument. Bern developed the idea of consistency in 

behavior as the problem and not the norm before delineating 

her assumptions derived from a theory synthesizing 

cognitive processing and motivational dynamics, ideas 

encompass-ea in role theory. The influence of cultural 

definitions on appropriate behavior for sex-typed 

individuals was cited as the reason for asking judges to 

rate the initial items for individuals in American society 

rather than according to personal identification. She 

acknowledged the blurring of the original purposes of the 

instrument which occurred when the recommended scoring 

procedure ·was changed to use of the median-split technique. 
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Addressing the specific criticisms of Pedhazur and 

Tetenbaum (1979), Bern (1979) referred to her theoretical 

discussion as a defense against the charge that the 

instrument was atheoretical. She stressed the definition 

of the attributes labeled as femininity and masculinity by 

the culture, noting that the purpose of the BSRI was to 

differentiate between those who use the categories to 

determine their behaviors and those who do not. The 

concern about the use of multiplet-tests in the item 

selection process was cast aside by noting the acceptance 

of this procedure in test construction as well as the great 

improbability that four groups of judges would all 

accidently select a specific attribute as more desirable 

for one sex. She addressed concerns related to the factor 

analysis and described a short version of the BSRI 

containing half of the original items. The short BSRI 

deleted the terms "masculine" and "feminine" along with the 

feminine items having negative connotations. 

Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart (1981) included studies by 

Gaudreau (1977), Moreland et al. (1978), and Pedhazur and 

Tetenbaum (1979) in their examination of factor analyses 

conducted on the BSRI which they used as a basis for 

further examination of the BSRI's psychometric properties. 

Specifically, in a two-part study they attempted to confirm 
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the findings of Moreland et al. and then addressed 

questions about the BSRI's construct validity. In the 

first study factor analysis using principal components with 

varimax rotation was applied to the BSRI responses of 

undergraduate communication students. As in previous 

studies the authors obtained four primary factors labeled 

as Sensitivity, Instrumental, Incapable, and Introversion. 

The Sensitivity factor closely resembled Moreland et al.'s 

Expressive factor adding "feminine," "loyal," "willing to 

take risks," "truthful," and "reliable" and deleting "loves 

children." The Instrumental factors of the two studies 

again paralleled with Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart including 

"masculine" and "self-sufficient" and excluding 

"ambitious," "willing to take risks," and "self-reliant." 

Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart's Incapable factor incorporated 

"gullible~" "childlike," and "inefficient" from Moreland et 

al.'s Social Immaturity, but also included the negatively 

loading "self-reliant," "jealous," and "unsystematic" while 

omitting "moody" and negatively loading "reliable." 

Introversion, including "shy," "soft-spoken," "solemn," and 

"moody," bore no resemblance to Moreland et al.'s Sex 

factor. Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart concluded that the 

first two represented definite dimensions of the BSRI, but 

viewed the latter two as weak and, therefore, questionable. 
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The second study used a different group of 

undergraduate students and asked them to use a 7-point 

scale to rate the desirability of each item on the BSRI's 

three scales placed in random order. T-tests were used to 

determine any differences between the responses by males 

and females and discriminant analysis provided information 

about the ability of the three scales to distinguish 

masculine, feminine, and socially desirable behaviors. 

Results from the t-tests indicated that only "ambitious" 

failed to achieve significantly higher means for males than 

for females on the masculine scale and only "flatterable" 

failed to be significantly more desirable for females than 

for males on the feminine scale. The authors also noted 

that the extreme differences for the items "masculine" and 

"feminine" might indicate automatic responses based solely 

upon the sex of the individual, a conclusion supported by 

the factor analyses conducted by Gaudreau (1977), Waters et 

al. (1977), and Moreland et al. (1978). 

Although two functions achieved statistical 

significance in the discriminant analysis, the first 

function containing the items "feminine" and "masculine" 

accounted for 95% of the total variance accounted for by 

both functions. Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart (1981) 

subsequently concluded that only the first function could 
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be considered significant and that the items "feminine" and 

"masculine" held the primary responsibility for 

distinguishing between the sexes. Other findings of note 

included data indicating that all masculine items except 

"forceful," "dominant," and "masculine" and all feminine 

items except "feminine" and "soft-spoken" were equally 

desirable for both sexes and the feminine items "shy," 

"gullible," and "childlike" were equally undesirable for 

both sexes. The neutrality of the items "moody," 

"theatrical," "happy," "unpredictable," "truthful," 

"secretive," "sincere," "conceited," "friendly," and 

"inefficient" also was questioned since the results showed 

them to be significantly more desirable for women than for 

men. Using this information the authors recommended a 

revision shortening the BSRI by using only 10 of the more 

discriminating masculine items on the masculine scale and 7 

of the feminine items and 3 neutral items on the feminine 

scale. 

Bernard (1984) used factor analysis in a different 

manner than earlier researchers as he tried to determine 

whether combination of the bidimensional factors of 

currently used sex-role scales and the multidimensional 

factors of traditional scales adequately evaluated the 

multidimensional concept of sex role. He used 63 items 
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appearing in the 5 factors labeled as Aesthetic Interests, 

Manual and Physical Interests, Hypersensitivity, Timidity 

and Sentimentality, and Temerity derived from factor 

analyses of traditional scales and 14 items appearing in 2 

factors labeled as Instrumental-Agentic and 

Expressive-Communal derived from factor analyses of the 

BSRI and asked 207 introductory psychology students to rate 

each using a 7-point scale. Separate factor analysis with 

equimax rotation of the 63 traditional items replicated the 

5 earlier factors and established their reliability. 

Factor analysis of all 77 items using identical criteria 

supported the identification of 7 factors, but a second 

analysis was performed after deleting 10 items determined 

to be weak in the first analysis of all 77 items. The 

results remained essentially unchanged. Bernard concluded 

that conceptualization of sex-role identity as 

bidimensional provided an overly simplistic view of the 

domain of sex roles. Although he did not recommend 

deletion of androgyny, he did suggest that researchers move 

toward multidimensional examination of it. 

Several studies in 1984 heralded the movement of 

factor analysis into the multitrait-multimethod approach. 

Rarnanaiah and Martin (1984) examined the convergent and 

discriminant validity of three instruments including the 
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BSRI. Using 239 undergraduate psychology and business 

students they examined the traits of masculinity, 

femininity, dominance, nurturance, and order measured by 

the multipoint, true-false, and adjective checklist formats 

in a counterbalanced method. Data analysis for males, 

females, and the entire sample was conducted using Campbell 

and Fiske's (1959) convergent and discriminant validity 

criteria and Jackson's (1975) multimethod factor analysis. 

Similarities in the results for males and females prompted 

the authors to discuss the results in terms of the total 

sample. Ramanaiah and Martin concluded that the BSRI and 

Adjective Checklist (ACL) (Heilbrun, 1976) masculinity and 

femininity scales demonstrated high convergent and 

dis·criminant validity when compared with measures of 

dominance, nurturance, and order allowing the instruments 
•I 

to be used interchangeably. The Personality Research Form 

ANDRO scale (PRF ANDRO) (Berzins, Welling, & Wetter, 1978), 

viewed as an instrument closely related to the BSRI, did 

not evidence the convergent validity expected. 

In a different study on convergent and divergent 

validity Wilson and Cook (1984) expanded the three sex role 

instrumen~s used by Rarnanaiah and Martin (1984) to include 

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) (Spence, 

Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974). Responses of 281 graduate and 
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undergraduate students for each questionnaire were analyzed 

without separating the sexes following a multimethod format 

including determinations of scale internal consistency and 

convergent and divergent validities. Information obtained 

from the data analysis prompted the authors to conclude 

that differences in the scales would make generalizations 

beyond the parameters established by a specific tool 

inaccurate. They further noted a tendency for the 

masculinity and femininity scales "to reflect the old 

bipolar scale orientation" {p. 834). The factor analysis 

yielded two primary factors resembling the instrumental and 

expressive areas previously obtained, but achieved no 

agreement on subsequent factors. Wilson and Cook cautioned 

re~earchers to select the sex-role instrument which most 

closely reflected the intent specified by the study's 

hypothes~s. The authors echoed the cautions of Lenney 

(1979) in contending that limitation of sex-role research 

to the expressive and instrumental domains might overlook 

equally important aspects of sex-role identification. 

Yarnold (1984) followed a different approach by 

examining the theoretical underpinnings of the 

psychological androgyny in relation to leadership theory 

and conflict resolution through a factor analysis of 

instruments purported to measure each theory. Drawing 
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parallels of instrumentality between the masculine scale of 

the BSRI, structure scale of the Fleishman Leadership 

Opinion Questionnaire (FLOQ) (Pfeiffer, Heslin, & Jones, 

1976), and assertiveness scale of the Thomas-Kilmann 

Conflict Mode Instrument (TKCMI) (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974; 

Kilmann & Thomas, 1975) and of expressiveness between the 

BSRI feminine scale score, FLOQ consideration scale, and 

TKCMI cooperation scale Yarnold used an iterated principal 

components factor analysis with varimax rotation to analyze 

the data from 47 undergraduate males. Results showed the 

instrumental and expressive factors were present, but 

problems with the feminine scale also were described. 

Twenty percent of 89% of the first factor's variance 

ac~ounted for by the three instruments was attributed to 

the feminine scale. For the second factor 88% of the 

variance ·was attributed to the expressiveness scales, but 

of that 88% only 1% came from the feminine scale. Despite 

the results the author concluded that synthesis of 

information from different disciplines could allow broader 

generalizations of related research results and development 

of more meaningful theories. 

Ruch (1984) replicated the factor analysis performed 

on self-ratings by Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) and 

expanded the study to include a smallest space analysis 
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designed to enumerate the dimensions in the data and 

clarify their type. The factor analysis yielded results 

similar to those obtained by Pedhazur and Tetenbaurn. The 

first of the four factors, instrumentality, included six of 

the masculine attributes in Pedhazur and Tetenbaurn's 

assertiveness factor and added a second negatively loaded 

feminine attribute. Ruch's expressiveness factor contained 

11 of the 12 feminine attributes in Pedhazur and 

Tetenbaurn's interpersonal sensitivity factor. Ruch's 

femininity-masculinity factor included the "feminine" and 

"masculine" traits of Pedhazur and Tetenbaurn's bipolar 

factor, but added "athletic" and "competitive." The final 

factor, autonomy, expanded Pedhazur and Tetenbaurn's 

se~f-sufficiency factor to include 13 of the masculine 

attributes. Bern's feminine attributes of "childlike," 

"yielding'," "gullible," "does not use harsh language," and 

"loves children" and the masculine trait "analytic" failed 

to appear on any of the factors. Ruch acknowledged the 

essential replication of Pedhazur and Tetenbaum's findings 

and agreed that in light of the findings the constructs of 

masculinity and femininity could not be viewed as 

unidimensional traits. 

Using an approach similar to Yarnold (1985), Adams and 

Sherer (1985) challenged the idea that androgyny 
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represented the ideal in terms of psychological adjustment~ 

Hypothesizing that masculine males and females were as well 

adjusted as their androgynous ·counterparts and also seeking 

to establish a definition of masculinity, the researchers 

followed a multitrait-multimethod research design. 

Comparisons were made of the responses of 101 introductory 

psychology students of both sexes for a number of 

instruments measuring assertiveness, general and social 

self-efficacy, and sex role orientation individually and 

globally followed by a factor analysis of the involved 

scales. The comparisons exceeded expectations of support 

of the hypothesis that masculine subjects were as well 

adjusted psychologically as androgynous subjects by 

demonstrating that they were better adjusted. Explanations 

offered for the better performance of masculine subjects 

included ·1the idea that androgynous individuals might have 

problems with response conflict rather than flexibility as 

speculated by Kelly and Worrell (1977) and that femininity 

interferes with psychological adjustment. Factor analysis 

of the data delineated two factors labeled Maladjustment 

and Instrumentality. The BSRI masculinity and femininity 

scales loaded on the Instrumentality factor, but femininity 

loaded negatively. Specifics in terms of specific items 
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were not included since the analysis was performed upon the 

scale scores. 

Ruch (1984) found three dimensions in the smallest 

space analysis of the BSRI. In the first dimension, 

feminine-masculine items, a clear separation of the 

masculine and feminine items was evident. Some separation 

within the two areas occurred, particularly for those 

attributes loading negatively or failing to load in the 

factor analysis. The item evaluation dimension, second of 

the three, divided the items into positive and negative 

regions. All of the negative items were a part of the 

feminine scale, and Ruch viewed this point as supportive of 

Pedhazur and Tetenbaum's (1979) criticism of the mixing of 

positive and negative attributes only on the feminine 

scale. The final dimension addressed the differentiations 

existing 'within the masculine and feminine scales. Labeled 

as the types of feminine and masculine items, each scale 

was divided into two clusters. Part of the masculine items 

was considered to be instrumental in nature while the 

remainder was viewed as personal autonomy and 

self-sufficiency. The feminine items failed to cluster as 

tightly as the masculine items, but again two divisions 

were noted. Nurturant and expressive items appeared in one 



area of the dimension while the susceptibility items 

located in another area. 
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Ruch concluded that although masculinity and 

femininity were not unidimensional constructs, they were 

the primary dimension present in the BSRI. She emphasized 

the effect of different methodologies on the results 

obtained in analyses of the BSRI. Ruch also raised the 

question of whether individuals displayed consistency in 

their scores on the different subsets within the 

dimensions. 

Scoring Methods 

Bern (1974) initially recommended that the androgyny 

score be determined by subtracting the feminine and 

masculine scale means after they had been converted to 

Student's t scores. Her rationale for scoring the BSRI in 

this manner included the ability to determine whether a 

person was significantly sex-typed by comparing the 

masculinity and femininity scale scores and the ability to 

compare the number of significantly sex-typed individuals 

appearing in different populations. Strahan (1975) raised 

several inferential concerns about the use of the Student's 

t. He questioned the independence of the observations on 

the basis of selection of the subjects involved in a study 

using the instrument and the influences which might affect 
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the responses obtained from a single individual. The 

influence of the number of items in the instrument on the 

Student's t scores posed another inferential problem. 

Strahan further questioned the idea of an androgynous 

person as having equal scores for the masculinity and 

femininity scales. His fourth concern was the inability to 

evaluate the mean level differences and rating 

variabilities separately since they were both a part of the 

Student's t. 

Strahan (1975) proposed three alternative methods for 

scoring the BSRI. A simple sum of the means was equated to 

the androgyny difference score since both were linear 

combinations. Multiple correlation procedures were 

suggested for correlating the BSRI to other variables, and 

a factorial analysis of variance was recommended as an 

option wh~n the femininity and masculinity scales could be 

used as independent variables. 

Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1975) raised further 

questions about the scoring methods used in the BSRI. 

Their primary concern was the inclusion of individuals with 

low scores on both the femininity and masculinity scales 

with the individuals classified as androgynous. To 

distinguish between the two groups, Spence et al. 

recommended the use of a median-split technique. Bern 



(1977) applied both the Student's t and median-split 

techniques to data gathered in a group of validation 

studies. Although she did not obtain significant 

differences in the two groups, Bern noted the conceptual 

difference between the two groups and for that reason 

recommended use of the median-split technique. 
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Orlofsky, Aslin, and Ginsburg (1977) proposed yet 

another scoring method which combined the Student's t 

method with the median-split method. Basically the 

Student's twas used to determine an androgyny score and 

for those falling within the androgyny classification, the 

median-split was implemented to differentiate between truly 

androgynous individuals and those who were 

undifferentiated. Advantages for the "difference/median

split" method were outlined as preservation of the balance 

of influehce of the two scales in determining androgyny and 

increased resistance to the influence of social 

desirability on responses. 

Regression Analysis 

Taylor (1984) examined the concurrent validity of the 

BSRI. Using only those attributes loading in the factor 

analyses discussed earlier, she developed vignettes to 

examine the relationships between BSRI classifications and 

predicted responses to specific situations. In the first 
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of three sets of regression analyses masculine BSRI 

responses, feminine BSRI responses, respondent's sex, and 

interaction of the masculine and feminine BSRI responses 

served as independent variables. The attempt to 

demonstrate the significance of the interaction term did 

not yield significant results. Deletion of the interaction 

variable in the second set of analyses resulted in 

significant findings for the sex variable. Use of a 

hierarchical strategy in the third set of analyses provided 

significant results regardless of the order of introduction 

of the variables. The author concluded that although the 

BSRI appeared , to be valid, the influence of the 

respondent's sex should be recognized. 

Studies Using the BSRI 

Results from studies using the BSRI have varied in 
., 

terms of their support of the theory of androgyny and the 

instrument. A number of studies conducted by Bern and 

associates have been interpreted as supportive of validity, 

but other researchers have obtained mixed or contradictory 

results. Bern's studies will be examined first followed by 

studies conducted by other researchers. 

Bern {1975) initiated her validity studies by examining 

gender role adaptability using undergraduate students in 

introductory psychology courses. In the first part of the 
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study she measured a stereotypically masculine attribute,· 

independence from pressure to conform in interpretation of 

humor, and found that for both males and females, masculine 

and androgynous subjects conformed on significantly fewer 

trials. No significant difference existed between the 

masculine and androgynous subjects of each sex. The second 

part of the study examined involvement with a kitten, a 

behavior labeled as stereotypically feminine. Feminine and 

androgynous males demonstrated significantly greater 

overall involvement with no difference between the two 

groups. However, feminine and androgynous females did not 

show significantly greater involvement with the kitten. In 

fact, the feminine females interacted with the kitten 

significantly less than either the androgynous or masculine 

females. Bern hypothesized that the difference in results 

for males' and females might be attributed to the use of a 

kitten. 

In an effort to explore the unanticipated results from 

the kitten study, Bern, Martyna, and Watson (1976) conducted 

an experiment focusing on the expressive feminine 

behaviors. In the first part of the study undergraduate 

subjects were observed interacting with a baby. Their 

initial analysis yielded no significant differences. 

Reanalysis of the data using the median-split scoring 
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method which removed the undifferentiated subjects led to a 

significant main effect for subjects' sex role for both 

males and females. The second part of the study examined 

sympathetic listening behaviors in undergraduate students. 

For both males and females, masculine subjects were 

significantly less nurturant than feminine and androgynous 

subjects with no significant difference appearing between 

the latter two groups. 

Bern and Lenney (1976) explored the avoidance of 

cross-sex behavior using undergraduate students. In 

preference of activities appropriate for gender significant 

main effects for sex of subjects and sex role were 

obtained. Sex-typed subjects were significantly more 

stereotyped in activity preferences than androgynous and 

sex-reversed groups. Analysis of sex role of subject x sex 

of experimenter approached significance with stronger 

results occurring with opposite-sex dyads. After the 

activities, subjects were asked to rate their discomfort 

during the activities. The overall analysis of variance 

yielded no significant main effect with those who were sex

typed reporting significantly greater discomfort with 

cross-sex behaviors than androgynous or sex-reversed 

subjects. No significant differences were present between 
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the latter two groups. Interaction of sex role of subjects 

and sex of the experimenter again was significant. 

Andersen and Bern (1981) examined the influence of 

physical attractiveness on responsiveness in undergraduate 

introductory psychology students. In males androgynous 

subjects failed to differentiate between attractive and 

unattractive targets. Females were inconsistent in their 

social stereotypes and behaviors. The authors concluded 

that cultural influences appeared to exert greater power 

over females. 

Bern (1977) identified a number of paper and pencil 

correlates of androgyny and evaluated the responses of 

undergraduates on the BSRI and the other instruments. 

Self-esteem, viewed as favoring males, was measured using 

the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helrnreich, Stapp, & 

Ervin, 1974). In males the measure was found to be 

correlated to masculinity and not to femininity with 

androgynous and masculine subjects scoring significantly 

higher than feminine and undifferentiated males. Females 

differed from males in that scores were correlated to both 

the masculine and feminine scales. The Attitudes Toward 

Women (Spence & Helrnreich, 1972) instrument was identified 

as favoring femininity. In males gender role orientation 

played a part in liberal attitudes with femininity 
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positively related and masculinity negatively related. 

However, in females gender role orientation played no part 

in liberal attitudes. College women were expected to 

demonstrate higher scores on the external component of the 

Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966), 

but no significant differences were obtained for either 

sex. The Mach IV Scale (Christie & Geis, 1970), measuring 

identification with Machiavelli's views of human nature, 

was viewed as biased toward college men. No significant 

differences were observed for either males or females. The 

Self-Disclosure Scale (Jourard, 1971), biased toward women, 

yielded no significant results for either sex. The trend 

in males was for masculinity to exert a greater influence 

over disclosure. The final scale, Attitudes Toward Problem

Solving Scale (Carey, 1958), was skewed toward males, but 

failed to''significantly differentiate between the gender 

roles in either sex. Overall the study provided limited 

support of the instrument's measurements for men and none 

for women. 

Validation of Bern's (1975) view of androgyny as a 

positive, healthy state and construct validation of the 

concept of androgyny were inferred from the results 

obtained by Hansson, Chernovetz, and Jones (1977) when they 

investigated development of androgyny in undergraduate 
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females whose mothers worked outside the home. Androgynous 

females had a significantly greater number of mothers 

employed outside the home while feminine women had the 

least number of working mothers. The results were viewed 

as supportive of the theory of social learning in gender 

role development. 

The development of androgyny was the focus of Hyde and 

Phillis (1979) in a study involving participants from 13 to 

85 years. Using multiple regression analysis to partial 

out the effects of the subject's sex, social desirability 

score, amount of education, and home environment 

(designated as either urban or rural), the authors 

attempted in separate analyses to predict feminine, 

masculine, and androgynous scores from the age of the 

subject. No significant main effects or interactions were 

obtained.·• Categorical scoring of the BSRI using a 2 (sex) 

x 2 (androgynous/non-androgynous) x 4 (age group) design 

produced a significant three-way interaction. The trend 

for development of androgyny differed for the two sexes, 

increasing with age in men, but decreasing with increasing 

age in women. Explanations for the opposing trends 

included an observation of the youthfulness inherent in 

masculine items and recognition that feminine items 



included "traits that men could reasonably develop in 

middle and old age" (p. 335). 
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An examination of the influence of culture on 

responses was conducted by Reed-Sanders, Dodder, and 

Webster (1985). Three groups of college students were 

obtained from culturally different universities with one 

sample containing 493 American students, the second 

including 283 Mexican-American students, and the last 

containing 159 Mexican students. Chi-square analysis 

showed . that androgynous subjects were not influenced by sex 

or culture, but masculine subjects differed according to 

sex and culture. Among the males the American students 

were most masculine, with Mexican-American males second, 

and Mexicans last. Females reversed the positions of 

American and Mexican-American students. Feminine subjects 

also show~d significant differences according to sex and 

culture. Feminine females were most common in the American 

students followed by Mexican-American and Mexican students. 

Feminine males also appeared most often among American 

students, but the Mexican-American and Mexican males 

switched places. Undifferentiated subjects varied 

according to culture but not sex. Mexican students 

numbered the greatest for undifferentiated followed by the 

Americans and Mexican-Americans respectively. The 



researchers concluded that the usefulness of the BSRI in 

the Mexican culture was questionable in view of the 

significant number of undifferentiated classifications. 
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Andersen (1978) examined undergraduates with different 

sex types in terms of their acceptance of self and others 

and also looked at the relationship between an individual's 

sex type and sexist attitudes. The Berger Self-Acceptance 

Scale (Berger, 1952) and the "Macho" Scale (Villemez & 

Touhey, unpublished) were administered to the participants 

along with the BSRI. A 3 (sex type) x 2 (acceptance) 

analysis of variance with repeated measures confirmed the 

presence of significant differences in acceptance of self 

and other among sex-typed subjects. Post hoc analysis with 

i-tests for repeated measures showed that masculine males 

were significantly more accepting of self than others while 

feminine males were significantly more accepting of others 

than self. Female subjects demonstrated no significant 

differences for either sex type. Hypotheses that the 

highest self-acceptance would be found in androgynous 

individuals and the least self-acceptance would be found in 

sex-reversed individuals, that the least amount of 

acceptance of others would be shown by masculine 

individuals, and that masculine males would discriminate 

most against women and masculine females would discriminate 



58 

least were confirmed. Andersen concluded that the BSRI 

distinguished gender types among males more clearly than 

those for females. She also noted that research was needed 

"to investigate developmental antecedents of the 

androgynous personality" (p. 415). 

Andersen worked with Bern (1981) and studied the 

interrelationships between physical attractiveness, sex, 

and sex typing using undergraduate introductory psychology 

students as perceivers and targets. Perceivers were 

equally divided between the sexes and between sex typing 

and androgyny. Dyads consisting of one target and one 

perceiver were placed in adjacent rooms where they 

conversed through microphones and headphones. The 

conversation was recorded. Each member of the dyad 

received brief biographical information about their partner 

prior to bhe conversation, and the perceiver was shown one 

of a group of photographs taken of individuals not 

participating in the study and previously judged to be 

either attractive or unattractive. Immediately after the 

conversation both members of the dyad completed the 

Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (Zuckerman & Lubin, 

1965) and used a IO-point scale to answer several questions 

about their partner. The target then switched places with 

the target of another dyad, and the process was repeated. 
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Another group of undergraduates served as independent 

judges and rated the conversation of either the targets or 

perceivers for 34 bipolar personality dimensions and 17 

impressionistic questions about the conversations. 

Mixed results were obtained. As anticipated, the 

attractiveness of the target positively influenced the 

response of sex-typed perceivers while androgynous 

perceivers did not differentiate on the basis of 

attractiveness. Marginally significant support was 

obtained for the hypothesis that physical attractiveness 

would positively influence the responsiveness of sex-typed 

perceivers. Androgynous men and women were inconsistent in 

their responses to the attractiveness of targets. As 

expected, androgynous men made no distinction, but 

androgynous women preferred unattractive targets. The 

authors sbggested that the difference in preferences of 

androgynous men and women might reflect the fact that 

"androgyny may not always have the same implications for 

men and women" (p. 84). Sex rather than sex type was found 

also to define overall social responsiveness. Despite the 

variations in androgynous subjects, Andersen and Bern 

pointed out that sex-typed individuals in all previous 

studies displayed highly consistent behavior in the context 

of social norms. The statement overlooked feminine 



females' lack of interaction with the kitten in Bern's 

(1975) initial validity study. 
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The influence of sex-role identification on 

psychological and physiological responses to abortion was 

examined by Alter (1984) with mixed results obtained. 

Subjects consisted of 120 predominantly white women between 

the ages of 15 and 42 undergoing a first trimester 

abortion. Each subject completed the BSRI four times 

describing herself, her "ideal self," a typical homemaker, 

and a career woman. Scores were obtained for overall self

esteem, self-esteem masculine, self-esteem feminine, 

self-homemaker congruence (SHMC), self-career congruence 

{SCRC), and role. differentiation or career-homemaker 

congruence (,CR~MC). Hypotheses relating positive abortion 

outcome to androgyny and high masculinity scores were 

supported~ Fewer physiological and psychological problems 

were reported following the abortion for these groups. A 

relationship between high femininity scores and a negative 

abortion outcome was not supported. The hypothesis 

predicting a more negative abortion outcome for women with 

self-homemaker congruence than women with self-career woman 

congruence was partially supported. Women with self-career 

woman congruence demonstrated positive abortion outcomes 

regardless of whether they differentiated between the two 
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roles. Abortion outcome was negative for self-homemaker 

women only if they differentiated between the two roles. 

The final hypothesis relating positive abortion outcome 

with high self-esteem scores or congruence between self and 

ideal-self scores was supported.strongly when masculine 

scale scores were used, but achieved only weak support from 

the feminine scale scores. 

Alter (1984) concluded that the presence or absence of 

masculine characteristics determined abortion outcome in 

women with feminine scores contributing little. He added, 

"thus, although the BSRI was theoretically designed to 

remedy the problem of Femininity's being defined as lack of 

Masculinity, whether or not it has succeeded is highly 

questionable" (p. 231). 

Two studies were conducted using postpartum women. 

Lenz, Soeken, Rankin, and Fischman (1985) looked at the 

relationship of sex-role identification, gender, and 

perceptions about the marital relationship of postpartal 

couples. In addition to the BSRI, the authors used the 

Relationship Change Scale (RCS) (Guerney, 1977) to measure 

overall marital relationship change, the Intimate 

Relationship Scale (IRS) (Fischman, Rankin, Soeken, & Lenz, 

1986) to measure marital intimacy change, and Spanier's 

(1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) to measure marital 
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quality. k positive relationship between perception of 

change in overall marital relationship and marital intimacy 

and perception of marital quality in the fourth postpartum 

month was found. 

Inconsistent results were obtained when the influence 

of gender and sex role attributes on overall marital change 

and quality in the postpartum period was examined. 

Correlational analysis revealed that androgyny was 

positively related to quality. Gender and masculinity were 

not related to either. A hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis reversed the findings for androgyny when the 

variance attributed to femininity and masculinity were 

removed and showed that femininity was related to 

change as well as quality. Attempts to relate gender and 

sex-role attributes to marital intimacy were unsuccessful. 

Lenz et al. noted the presence of "growing evidence that 

the concept of androgyny may have less value as a predictor 

than originally asserted and that future theoretical and 

empirical attention should be focused on the attributes of 

masculinity and femininity" (p. 59). 

The second study, a longitudinal examination of new 

mothers, measured women during their third trimester of 

pregnancy, the immediate postpartum period, and the fifth 

or sixth week postpartum (Brouse, 1985). Relationships 



63 

between gender role identity, feminine and self-concept 

scores, and perception of comfort with the mothering role 

were examined. Both primiparous and multiparous women 

participating in childbirth education classes were included 

in the sample. 

Attempts to relate a greater increase in feminine and 

self-concept scores to parity for the three time periods 

failed to achieve significance although the pattern for 

both scores was higher in primiparas as hypothesized. The 

hypothesis that feminine and androgynous women would 

demonstrate a greater increase in their feminine and self

concept s~ores wa~ not supported with results approaching 

significance instead for masculine and undifferentiated 

women. The relations~ip of feminine scores to self-esteem 

scores at the time of each measurement was supported, but 

only t~ose of masculine women reached significance for all 

three times. Androgynous and undifferentiated women 

attained significance in the first and third measurements, 

but feminine women's scores were not related in any of the 

three periods. The final hypothesis examined the 

relationship between self-concept scores and comfort with 

the maternal role at the final measurement period. Results 

did not achieve significance and were in the opposite 

direction of that hypothesized. Brouse concluded that the 
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results indicated that women with low-feminine scores might 

have had greater potential for growth in a situation when 

feminine traits were desirable than women who had already 

obtained personal satisfaction in their femininity. 

An attempt to show a relationship between sex-role 

identity and perception of personal control in 

undergraduate psychology students yielded mixed results. 

Androgynous and masculine males were found to be more 

internal in their locus of control, but in women the same 

results were obtained for feminine and androgynous groups, 

opposite the hypothesized relationship. Although Johnson 

and Black (1981) speculated that the difference in the 

power styles of women and men might account for the 

contradictory results, the study seems inconsistent with 

the view of sex-typed individuals as highly structured in 

their perception of role. 

Summary 

The review of the literature began with a discussion of 

the relationship between validity and construct 

definitions. A perspective of gender role evolution was 

then presented and construct definitions outlined as they 

related to the BSRI. A discussion of the studies examining 

the BSRI delineated problem areas including concerns in the 

scoring of the instrument, theoretical inconsistencies, and 
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evidence of multidimensional aspects of femininity and 

masculinity despite their representation as unidimensional 

constructs. Chapter II concluded with presentation of 

studies performed by Bern and other researchers using the 

BSRI and obtaining supportive, conflicting, or mixed 

results. 

•I 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE FOR COLLECTION AND 

TREATMENT OF DATA 

A descriptive interaction comparisons design was 

selected for the study. According to Shelley (1984), 

descriptive studies were conducted when independent 

variables were not manipulated. Similar to the factorial 

experimental design, the interaction comparisons design 

included more than one independent variaqle. Groups 

encompassed by the design were intact with comparisons made 

within and between groups. Kerlinger (1973) limited the 

inferences made in descriptive research to the possession 

of attributes, values, or beliefs by members of the same 

population studied. Causal inferences made from 

experimental studies were considered inappropriate. In the 

study comparisons were made between and within intact 

groups, and inferences were limited to their possession of 

beliefs and attributes. 

Setting 

The study was conducted in a small city in the 

southeastern region of the United States. Volunteers from 

women attending the second day of a large 2-day women's 

health issues conference were obtained after giving a brief 
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verbal explanation of the study during the morning 

session. Participants were provided with a packet of 

materials including a written explanation of the study and 

consent process, a vignette situation, and copies of three 

versions of the BSRI with separate directions which were 

completed by the subjects at home. Subjects were asked to 

return the questionnaires ·anonymously by mail in a 

self-addressed stamped envelope provided by the researcher. 

Population and Sample 

The target population for the study consisted of women 

with diverse ages, educational and ethnic backgrounds, 

employment statuses, marital statuses, and parental roles. 

Subjects included in the sample were required to be over 

the age of 18, able to read and write English, and willing 

to participate. Return of the completed questionnaires was 
•I 

interpreted as willingness to participate in the study. 

Protection of Human Subjects 

The study qualified for exemption from formal review 

by the Human Subjects Review Committee at Texas Woman's 

University according to the criteria in the Human Subjects 

Program Guidelines (Texas Woman's University, 1983). Data 

about the'participants were collected and reported in a 

manner which prevented identification of any specific 



individuals with the information provided. Protection of 

the welfare and rights of the subjects included: 
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1. Provision of information in the verbal and written 

explanations (Appendix A) of the study about the voluntary 

nature of participation and the right to withdraw at any 

time. 

2. Assurance of anonymity thr-ough use of only codes 

for identification of questionnaires. Only the participant 

knew her code number which was randomly assigned to the 

questionnaire packet. 

3. Inclusion of the expectations and time 

requirements in the written explanation provided to the 

participants. 

4. Provision of a means for contacting the researcher 

or committee chairman if subjects had any questions about 

the study·•. 

Instruments 

Instruments for the study included a background 

information sheet, the Bern Sex Role Inventory, and two 

vignettes developed for the study (Appendix A). Written 

permission for use of the BSRI in the original and adapted 

versions was obtained from Pamela Griffen on September 8, 

1987 (Appendix B). 



Background Information Sheet 

A background information sheet was used to obtain 

personal information about the age, ethnic background, 

marital S"fatus, number of children, highest educational 

level, occupation, and current employment status of the 

participants. The information was used to determine the 

heterogeneity of the sample. 

Ben Sex Role Inventory 
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The BSRI is a 60-item questionnaire answered using a 

7-point Likert scale. Responses may range from 1 (never or 

almost never true) to 7 (always or almost always true). 

The instrument is divided into 3 scales of 20 items each. 

The masculinity and femininity scales consist of 

stereotypical attributes associated with the respective 

sexes. The social desirability scale contains 20 

attributes viewed as descriptive of either sex and 

classified as filler items (Bern, 1981). 

Reliability 

Bern (1974) conducted a test-retest reliability study 

using 28 undergraduate students from both gender groups. 

Reliability values for the administrations of the 

instrument, separated by 4 weeks, were reported as 

masculinity .90, femininity .90, androgyny .93, and social 
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desirability .89. The androgynous value in the study 

reflected both androgynous and undifferentiated 

individuals. Internal consistency coefficient alpha values 

were calctilated for two groups of undergraduate students 

{~ = 723 and 194) with respective values for masculinity 

.86 and .86, femininity .80 and.82, androgyny .85 and .86, 

and social desirability .75 and .70 {Bern, 1974). 

Validity 

Comparisons of two groups of undergraduate students 

{males= 444 and 117; females= 279 and 77) demonstrated 

significantly higher scores on the masculinity scale by 

males {mean= 4.97 and 4.96) than females {mean= 4.57 and 

4.55) and on the femininity scale by females {mean= 5.01 

and 5.08) than males {mean= 4.44 and 4.62). Alpha was 

less than .001 for all comparisons {Bern, 1974). 

Correlation coefficients of the BSRI masculinity, 

femininity, and androgyny scales were respectively .11, 

.04, and .04 for men and .15, -.06, and -.06 for women for 

the masculinity-femininity scale of the Guilford-Zimmermen 

Temperament Survey; and -.42, .27, and .50 for men and 

-.25, .25, and .30 for women for the masculinity-femininity 

scale of the California Psychological Inventory (Bern, 

1974). Correlation coefficients for the masculinity scale 

were .75 for males and .73 for females, and for the 



femininity scale were .57 for males and .59 for females 

when the BSRI was compared to the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

Vignettes 
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A group of six vignettes, three for a home setting and 

three for a work setting, were generated for the study. 

Criteria used in developing the vignettes included: 

1. Construction of a situation with the potential for 

resolution in either a structured or symbolic 

interactionist manner. 

2. Display of no obvious - bias toward one gender role 

perspective or the other. 

3. Provision of no indication of a preferred 

solution. 

Content validity was obtained using a panel of experts 

who evaluated the vignettes, using the outlined criteria and 

rated each group of vignettes in order of preference. One 

vignette from each group was selected based upon the 

panel's recommendations. 

Data Collection 

A convenience sampling method was employed to obtain 

263 women interested in participating in the study. A 

verbal explanation of the purpose and request for 



participants was made during the second day of activities 

at a large women's health issues conference. Interested 

women then were given a packet containing the written 

explanatien of the study, personal information sheet, and 

three BSRI questionnaires with directions. One BSRI had 

the original directions and instructed the women to 

describe themselves. A second BSRI instructed the 

participant to complete the instrument in terms of each 

attribute's benefit to men or women in American society. 

The other BSRI instructed the participant to rate the 

attributes in terms of benefit to the man or woman 
1 

described in the vignette at the top of the page of 
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directions. The word "true" in the scale anchors was 

changed to "beneficial" in the latter two versions of the 

BSRI, but the order of the items remained unaltered. Each 

participant was asked to respond regarding the same sex for 

the American society and vi~nette questionnaires, but the 

assignment of sex to each packet, the vignette situation 

setting, and the order of the three BSRI instruments in the 

packets were varied and distributed in a random manner. 

Participants were instructed to complete the instruments at 

home in the order in which they appeared in the packet and 

return them by mail using the self-addressed, stamped 

envelope supplied to them. A card for recording name and 



address was provided in each packet for participants 

desiring a copy of the final report of the study. Cards 

returned with the packets were removed and placed in a 

locked file before . removal of the questionnaires from the 

envelope. Subjects were contacted only during the 

conference. Return of their completed questionnaires was 

viewed as consent to participate. 

Pilot Study 
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A pilot study was conducted to establish the 

feasibility of the research methodology for the stated 

problem. Forty incoming female freshman nursing students 

volunteered to participate and were given the questionnaire 

packets during an orientation class. They were asked to 

complete the instruments and return them to the 

department's secretary the following day before class. 

Participation was anonymous\ with code numbers randomly 

assigned to the packets and students informed that they 

could withdraw from the study at any time by notifying the 

researcher of their code number and wish to withdraw. 

Twenty-three students qualified for the study by returning 

completed questionnaires resulting in a return rate of 

57.5%. 

Responses to the Personal Information form showed that 

participants in the pilot study typically were between the 
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ages of 18 and 37, Caucasian, either single or married 

without children, Baptist, high-school graduates, and 

employed on a part-time basis. Classification of the 

participant's personal BSRI responses using the 

median-split method resulted in 7 masculine, 4 feminine, 6 

androgynous, and 6 undifferentiated students. Table 1 

provides the group sizes and mean scores for the masculine 

Table 1 

Group Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations of Pilot 

Questionnaire Masculine and Feminine Scale Scores Based on 

Personal BSRI Classifications 

BSRI Masculine Feminine 
Classification n Mean SD Mean SD 

Personal 
Androgynous 6 105.5 10.21 113.8 5.42 
Feminine 4 89.0 2.94 118.3 6.13 
Masculine 7 107.7 8.20 100. 3 5.99 
Undifferentiated 6 87.5 5.96 102.0 6.42 
Total 23 98. 9 11.88 107.8 9.37 

American Society 
Male 

Androgynous 4 118.0 17.15 109.5 5.45 
Feminine 1 114.0 o.o 75.0 o.o 
Masculine 2 111. 0 5.66 98.5 6.36 
Undifferentiated 3 113.7 5.77 95.0 2.00 
Total 10 114.9 10.83 99.5 11.55 

Female 
Androgynous 2 118.5 7.78 107.5 6.36 
Feminine 3 114.3 7.57 104.3 5.03 

(table continues) 
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BSRI Masculine Feminine 
Classification n Mean SD Mean SD 

Masculine 5 112.0 12.71 97.2 6.53 
Undifferentiated 3 100.7 12. 06 88.7 12.74 
Total 13 110.9 11.49 98.5 9.79 

Vignette 
Woman-Home 

Androgynous 1 93.0 o.o 98.0 o.o 
Feminine 0 o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 
Masculine 4 98. 0 7.16 97.3 3.59 
Undifferentiated 2 70.5 13.44 102.0 4.24 
Total 7 89. 4 15.04 98.7 4.07 

Vignette 
Woman-Work 

Androgynous 1 131. 0 o.o 100.0 0.0 
Feminine 3 10-7. 3 5.13 96.0 10.44 
Masculine 1 127.0 o.o 6 6. 0 o.o 
Undifferentiated 1 41. 0 0.0 23.0 0.0 
Total 6 103.5 32.59 79.5 31.08 

Man-Home 
Androgynous 3 117.0 15.10 99.0 3.61 
Feminine 0 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 
Masculine 2 101. 5 .71 93.5 13.44 
Undifferentiated 0 o.o o.o o.o 0.0 
Total 5 110.8 13.65 96.8 7.79 

Man-Work 
Androgynous 1 118.0 o.o 8 2. 0 o.o 
Feminine 1 71.0 o.o 122.0 o.o 
Masculine 0 o.o o.o 0.0 0.0 
Undifferentiated 3 109.7 19.04 78.7 6.66 
Total 5 103.6 22.94 9 4. 4 22.23 

and feminine scales in relation to classification on the 

personal version of the BSRI. Multiple stepwise regression 

·was performed for each subscale to determine the possible 
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impact of the demographic variables. As Table 2 indicates, 

educational level entered on the feminine scale of the 

personal questionnaire and accounted for 34% of the 

variance. The number of female children loaded positively 

and religious preference loaded negatively on the feminine 

scale scores to identify possible influence of previous 

responses on subsequent questionnaires' responses. The 

MANOVA results, summarized in Table 3, were nonsignificant 

and further tests to determine specific interactions were 

not conducted. 

Insignificant or invalid results were obtained from 

analysis of the sclae scores using MANOVA and chi-square. 

Difficulties encountered in the analysis from the small 

cell sizes emphasized the need to use a larger sample in 

the main study. One change prompted by questions and 

comments from the pilot study related to the American 

society questionnaire. Par~icipants were confused about 

whether to describe men or women in general or in terms of 

a specific person within American society. Since the 

intent of that version of the questionnaire was to 

determine the participant's perception of society in 

general, the directions were altered from description of "a 

man" or "a woman" to "men" or "women" in American society. 

Other comments pertained to the length of the BSRI and 



Table 2 

Summary of Multiple Regression Results for Impact of Personal Characteristic Variables on 

Pilot Questionnaires' Scales 

Multiple R- Adjusted F Significance 
Scale Step R Square R-Square (Equation) of F 

Personal 
Feminine 

Educational level 1 .5826 .3394 .3080 10.791 .004 

Vignette 
Feminine 

Number of girls 1 .4652 .2164 .1791 5.799 .025 
Religious 

preference 2 .7615 .5800 .5379 13. 8 07 .000 

....J 

....J 



R-Square 
Scale Step Change 

Personal 
Feminine 

Educational level 1 .3394 

Vignette 
Feminine 

Number of girls 1 .2164 
Religious 

preference 2 .3635 

F Significance 
Change of Change 

10.791 .004 

5.799 .025 

17.310 .000 

Beta 

.5826 

.4652 

-.6275 

Correlation 

.5826 

.4652 

-.4505 

...J 
(X) 



Table 3 

Summary of MANOVA Results of Impact on Masculine and Feminine Scale Scores by Pilot 

Questignnairg_Or_der in Packet 

Order in 
Packet 

First 

Second 

Third 

Wilks 
Lambda 

.0461 

.0389 

.0804 

Approximate 
F 

1. 4404 

1. 5528 

1.1002 

Hypothetical 
DF 

36 

36 

36 

Error 
OF 

51.07 

51.07 

51.07 

Significance 
of F 

.114 

.073 

• 372 

--.J 

"" 
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repetitive nature of the three versions of the 

questionnaire, but no alterations were feasible in light of 

the need to preserve as nearly as possible the original 

format of the instrument for each versions. 

Trestment of Data 

A number of procedures in the SPSS-X statistical 

computer package were used in analysis of the data. 

Multiple stepwise regression was used to determine if any 

of the demographic characteristics influenced responses on 

each of the questionnaires' scales. Research in nursing 

and other areas often involves situations in which 

intercorrelated extraneous variables may influence the 

results. In such situations, Volicer (1984) recommends 

using multiple stepwise regression to determine the order 

and degree to which the variables are predictive of the 

results. 

Multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to 

evaluate the effect of the order of appearance of the 

questionnaires in the packets. Using the masculine and 

feminine scale scores as dependent variables, a MANOVA was 

performed on the seven questionnaires for each order of 

placement. The MANOVA was selected over the multiple 

analyses of variance (ANOVA) to allow testing of both 



dependent variables simultaneously and to decrease the 

potential for Type I errors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). 

Gender classifications for the subjects were 
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determined using the median-split method recommended by Bern 

(1977). According to Bern's median-split method, women 

achieving high scores on both the masculine and feminine 

scales of the BSRI when describing themselves were 

classified as androgynous while women with low scores on 

both scales were considered undifferentiated. Feminine 

women had high feminine scores and low masculine scores, 

and masculine women had low feminine and high masculine 

scores. The median-split method allowed differentiation of 

androgynous and undifferentiated subjects. 

Following classification of personal gender responses 

to the original BSRI, a factorial multiple analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was performed. Huck, Cormier, and Bounds 

(1974) included the presence of two or more criterion 

measures, a greater number of dependent variables than 

measurement groups, and a sample size of at least twice the 

number of variables as requirements for use of the MANOVA. 

The study met all of the requirements. The subject's 

personal gender type (PGT) served as the independent 

variable. Dependent variables included the masculine and 

feminine scale mean scores based on the sex in the vignette 
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(SV), sex in American society responses (SAS), and vignette 

setting (VS), and personal description (PD). Huck et al. 

also noted the necessity of a follow-up test whenever 

significant MANOVA results were obtained. In situations 

where MANOVA yielded a significant F multiple discriminant 

functions analysis providing canonical correlations was 

planned to determine the dimensions of reliable difference 

and strength of the association (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1983). 

Summary 

A descriptive interactions comparative design was 

outlined for the study. Use of intact groups without 

manipulation of the independent variable to make 

comparisons between and within the groups satisfied the 

requirement for the design. Limitation of the inferences 

to possession of beliefs and attitudes by the population 

studied was acknowledged as necessary with the described 

design. The setting and population and sample were 

described and measures to protect human subjects were 

outlined. 

Instruments for the study included a personal 

information sheet, three versions of the BSRI, and two 

vignettes. Each was described with reliability and 

validity information provided. The data collection method 



was detailed. Changes occurring as a result of the pilot 

study were described following a discussion of the pilot. 

Planned data analysis methodology was outlined. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

A descriptive interactions comparisons study was 

designed to determine whether the BSRI accurately and 

consistently determines sex role orientation in women. The 

analysis and interpretation of data collected by responses 

to the instrument with three different sets of instructions 

is presented in this chapter. 

Description of Sample 

A total of 93 women returned the questionnaires. Two 

of the returned questionnaires contained incomplete 

responses and were deleted from the study. The remaining 

91 respondents represented 34% of the 263 individuals 

receiving packets. The subjects first will be discussed as 

a whole and then according to their BSRI personal 

classification groups. 

Overall Sample 

The typical subject was between 28 and 37 years of 

age, Caucasian, married with two children (either two sons 

or one son and one daughter), Baptist, and employed 

full-time. She had at least completed high school and 

often had some college work if not a baccalaureate degree. 
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Common occupational areas were divided between health care, 

education, clerical, and business and professional 

concentrations. Classification of the participant's 

personal BSRI responses using the median-split method 

yielded 25 androgynous, 24 feminine, 21 masculine, and 21 

undifferentiated subjects. Table 4 presents the 

frequencies and percentages of the personal characteristics 

for the entire sample and the BSRI personal classification 

groups. 

Multiple regression performed on the personal 

characteristics of the overall sample and the scale scores 

for all of the questionnaires yielded identification of 

factors for three of the scales. Employment status and 

educational level were found to be predictive of personal 

masculine scores, collectively accounting for 12% of the 

variance. Five percent of\the variance in feminine scores 

on the personal questionnaire could be predicted by 

religious preference. On the questionnaire describing 

women or men in American society, 6% of the variance could 

be attributed to employment status for the feminine scale 

scores. Table 5 summarizes the results of the multiple 

regression for each scale. 

The impact of the order in which the questionnaires 

were completed on the scale scores was analyzed by MANOVA. 



Table 4 

Frequencies and Percentages for Personal Characteristics for the Sample and the BSRI Personal 

Classification GrouQs 

Personal Characteristic Sample Androgynous Feminine Masculine Undifferentiated 
n = 93 n = 25 n = 24 n = 21 n = 21 

N % N % N .\ N .\ N .\ 

Age 
18 - 27 4 4 0 0 2 8 1 5 1 5 
28 - J7 J6 40 9 J6 6 25 11 52 10 48 
38 - 47 24 26 7 28 11 46 4 19 2 10 
48 - 57 17 19 5 20 ) 13 ) 14 6 29 
58 - 67 10 11 4 16 2 8 2 10 2 10 

Marital status 
Single 3 3 1 4 2 8 0 0 0 0 
Married 71 78 17 68 19 79 16 76 18 86 
Divorced 11 11 3 12 3 13 4 19 1 5 
Widowed 6 7 4 16 0 0 1 5 1 5 
Separated 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 

CX) 

°' 



Personal Characteristic Sample Androgynous 
n = 91 n = 25 

N \ N \ 

Ethnic Group 
Caucasian 84 92 22 88 
Black 2 2 0 0 
oriental 1 1 1 4 
None given 4 4 2 8 

Educational level 
Middle school 1 1 0 0 
High school 20 22 J 12 
Vocational school 4 4 1 4 
College - no degree 19 21 8 32 
Associate degree 8 9 2 8 
Bachelor's degree 22 24 6 24 
Master's degree 17 19 5 20 

Feminine Masculine 
n = 24 n = 21 

N % N % 

21 88 20 95 
1 4 1 5 
0 0 0 0 
2 8 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
10 42 4 19 

0 0 1 5 
4 17 4 19 
2 8 0 0 
6 25 5 24 
2 8 7 33 

Undifferentiated 
n = 21 

-
N \ 

21 100 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 5 
J 14 
2 10 
3 14 
4 19 
5 24 
3 14 

00 
....J 



Personal Characteristic Sample Androgynous 
n = 91 n = 25 

N % N \ 

Children 
Girls/Boys 

0 0 10 11 3 11 
0 1 5 6 2 7 
0 2 17 19 5 19 
0 3 1 1 1 4 
1 0 8 9 2 7 
1 1 20 22 5 19 
1 2 6 7 1 4 
1 3 1 1 1 4 
2 0 7 8 3 11 
2 1 8 9 0 0 
2 2 1 1 1 4 
2 3 1 1 0 0 
3 0 2 2 0 0 
3 1 3 3 2 7 
3 3 1 1 1 4 

Feminine Masculine 
n = 24 n = 21 

N \ N \ 

3 13 4 20 
0 0 2 10 
4 17 2 10 
0 0 0 0 
3 1) 1 5 
9 39 3 15 
0 0 1 5 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 3 15 
3 13 3 15 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 4 0 0 

0 0 1 5 
0 0 0 0 

Undifferentiated 
n = 21 

N % 

0 0 
1 5 
6 29 
0 0 
2 10 
3 14 
4 19 
0 0 
1 5 
2 10 
0 0 
1 5 
1 5 
0 0 
0 0 

(X) 
(X) 



Personal Characteristic Sample Androgynous 
n = 91 n = 25 

N % N % 

Religious preference 
Baptist 36 40 11 44 
Catholic 11 12 4 16 
Christian 7 8 5 20 
Church of Christ 3 3 1 4 
Methodist 14 15 2 . 8 
Lutheran 1 1 0 0 
Presbyterian 1 1 0 0 
Prostestant 10 11 2 0 
Cumberland 

Presbyterian 1 1 0 0 
Nondenominational 2 2 0 0 
None 5 6 0 0 

Feminine Masculine 
n = 24 n = 21 

N % N % 

13 54 5 24 
2 8 4 19 
1 4 0 0 
1 4 1 5 
2 8 2 10 
1 4 0 0 
1 4 0 0 
1 4 4 19 

0 0 1 5 
1 4 1 5 
1 4 3 14 

Undifferentiated 
n = 21 

N \ 

7 )3 
1 5 
1 5 
0 0 
8 38 
0 0 
0 0 
3 14 

0 0 
0 0 
1 5 

(X) 

\0 



Personal Characteristic Sample Androgynous 
n = 91 n = 25 

N \ N \ 

Occupation 
None 14 - 15 4 16 
Health care 22 24 6 24 
Education 16 17 6 24 
Clerical 16 17 5 20 
Business/ 

Professional 13 13 4 16 
Factory work 1 1 0 0 
Service 9 10 0 0 

Employment status 
Not working 19 21 5 20 
Part-time 6 7 0 0 
Full-time 61 67 18 72 
Retired 5 6 2 8 

Feminine Masculine 
n = 24 n = 21 

N \ N \ 

J lJ 4 19 
4 17 5 23 
4 17 4 19 
7 29 1 5 

2 8 4 19 
0 0 0 0 
4 17 ) 14 

5 21 4 19 
2 8 1 5 

16 67 15 71 
1 4 1 5 

Undifferentiated 
n = 21 

N \ 

J 14 
7 31 
2 10 
J 14 

3 14 
1 5 
2 10 

5 24 
3 14 

12 57 
1 5 

\0 
0 



Table 5 

Summary of Multiple Regression Results for Impact of Personal Characteristic Variables on 

QuestiQnnaires' Scales 

Multiple R- Adjusted F Significance 
Scale step R Square R-Square Equation of F 

Personal 
Masculine 

Employment 
status 1 .26J9 .0696 .0592 6.662 .011 

Educational 
level 2 .3475 .1208 .1008 6.043 .003 

Feminine 
Religious 

preference 1 .2253 .0508 .0401 4.761 .032 

American Society 
Feminine 

Employment 
status 1 .2419 .0585 .0480 5. 534 .021 

\.0 
I-' 



R-
Scale Step Change 

Personal 
Masculine 

Employment 
status 1 .0696 

Educational 
level 2 .0511 

Feminine 
Religious 

preference 1 .0508 

American Society 
Feminine 

Employment 
status 1 .0585 

F Significance 
Change of Change 

6.662 .011 

5.116 .026 

4.761 .032 

5.534 .021 

Beta 

.2639 

.2265 

-.2253 

. 2419 

Correlation 

.2639 

.2412 

-.2253 

.2419 

\0 
N 



As Table 6 shows, the second position masculine scale 

score for each questionnaire was influenced by its 

position. A discriminant function analysis subsequently 

was performed, and the results are reported in Table 7. 
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The correlation between the order of appearance in the 

packet and the masculine scale score for the American 

Society questionnaire was positive, but the correlations 

between the remaining masculine scale scores and the second 

position were negative. The squared standardized 

discriminant function coefficients for the personal 

masculine scale (.5939), American society scale (.5637), 

and vignette scale (.7558) demonstrate that the second 

position accounted for a considerable amount of the 

variance in the respective scores. The opposite was true 

of the squared standardized discriminant coefficients for 

the feminine scale scores1 which were .0200 for the personal 

feminine scale, .0001 for the American society feminine 

scale, and .0000 for the vignette feminine scale. The 

second position in the questionnaire packets exerted very 

little influence on the feminine scales. 

Androgynous Group 

The androgynous subject paralleled the typical study 

participant in terms of age, ethnic background, marital 



Table 6 

Summary of Multiple Analyses of Variance of Feminine and Masculine Sc::ate ScorE?s of 

All Questionnaires Based upon Order of oue~tionnaire$~in Packet 

Order 

1 

2 

3 

Wilks 
Lambda 

.60567 

.45552 

.58031 

Approximate 
F 

1. 17491 

1.90471 

1. 28146 

Hypothetical 
OF 

36.00 

36.00 

36.00 

Error 
OF 

349. 67 

349.67 

349. 67 

Significance 
of F 

.232 

.002 

.135 

r, ..,..,.,. 

'-0 
~ 



status, number of children, religious preference, 

occupation, and employment st~tus. None were employed in 

Table 7 

Summary of Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 

for Masculine and Feminine Scales of All Questionnaires 

Appearing in Second Position of the Packets 

Scale 

Personal 
Masculine 
Feminine 

American Society 
Masculine 
Feminine 

Vignette 
Masculine 
Feminine 

R-Function 1 

-.77066 
.14126 

.75083 

.01017 

-.86938 
.00212 

R-Square 

.5939 

.0200 

.5637 

.0001 

.7558 

.0000 

service or factory positions. The androgynous group 

differed in that their educational level was above high 

school with the greatest number having college credit if 

not a baccalaureate or master's degree. 

Feminine Group 
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Feminine subjects tended to be older with the range 

from 38 to 47 years accounting for almost half of the women 



in this group. Like the androgynous participants, most 

were Caucasian, married with two children, and Baptist. 

Two-thirds worked full-time, and clerical occupations were 

the most common with health care, education, and service 

options following. Feminine subjects were predominantly 

high school graduates, although one-fourth had bachelor's 

degrees. 

Masculine Group 
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Like the androgynous subjects, the majority of 

masculine participants followed the overall pattern in age, 

marital status, ethnic group, religious preference, 

employment status and career choices. Several listed no 

preference in terms of religion. The group departed from 

the typical study participant in the number of children 

since most had not started families. The masculine group 
\ 

was the best educated of all groups with one-third of the 

participants in this group educated at the master's level, 

accounting for the largest number with that degree. 

Another 25% had baccalaureate degrees. 

Undifferentiated Group 

Undifferentiated subjects were similar to the other 

groups in age, marital status, number of children, ethnic 

background, and employment status, but several differences 
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were notable. The Baptist religious preference was second 

to that for Methodist, and the largest number of women from 

48 to 57 years in age appeared in the group. Associate 

degree education and employment in health care occupations 

were most common, and the group accounted for half of all 

individuals with associate degrees. 

Findings 

Each of the hypotheses was tested individually using 

the multiple analysis of variance. The results of each 

statistical analysis are reported in the following 

sections. 

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis focused on the feminine group and 

stated: Women classified as feminine on the BSRI will not 

vary their selection of gender-appropriate attributes for 

individuals in general and in specific situations. The 

analysis of the hypothesis using MANOVA did not yield 

significant results (F(lS,42.91) = 1.30322, E = .234) for 

the feminine groups indicating that no significant 

differences existed in the selection of attributes on the 

basis of ·the sex of the individual or situation involved. 

The null hypothesis was accepted. Table 8 provides the 

means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for the 
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Table 8 

Feminin~Group Summary Data for the Masculine and Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the 

Sex/Vignette CQIDbinations 

Questionnaire Personal American Society Vignette 
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine 

Woman/Home (n = 4) 
Mean 84.50 108.50 91.50 85. 00 -- 90.00 85.75 
standard Deviation 9.04 5.26 17.82 32.26 29.17 28.02 

Woman/Work (n = 4) 
Hean 84.75 105.50 96.75 94.50 113. 00 91. 75 
Standard Deviation 7.89 4.20 14.32 11.12 14.38 15.88 

Man/Home (n = 11) 
Hean 72.18 107.18 103.55 93.18 95.09 90.18 
Standard Deviation 11. 77 6.48 12.75 14. 70 , . 13. 42 13. 73 

r :. 

Man/Work (n = 5) 
Mean 82.40 106.40 99.80 96.60 94.20 81.40 
Standard Deviation 2.51 3.85 12.70 5.86 15.16 14.22 

Total (n = 24) 
Mean 78.46 106.96 99.63 92.75 97.04 87.88 
standard Deviation 10.75 5.25 13. 68 16.31 17.68 16.35 

\.0 
CX) 
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feminine groups, and Table 9 summarizes the MANOVA results 

for the first hypothesis. No post hoc tests were performed 

since the results were not significant. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis centered on the masculine group 

and stated: Women classified as masculine on the BSRI will 

not vary their selection of gender-inappropriate attributes 

for individuals in general and in specific situations. As 

in the analysis of hypothesis 1, the results of the MANOVA 

were not significant (F(lB,34.43) = 1.30078, E = .247), and 

the participants did not differentiate significantly 

between the sex of the individual or the situation 

involved. The null hypothesis again was accepted. The 

feminine and masculine scale score means and standard 

deviations and the sample sizes for the masculine group are 
\ 

reported in Table 10. MANOVA results for the second 

hypothesis appear in Table 11. Absence of significant 

results precluded performance of any post hoc analyses. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 addressed the differences of the 

androgynous group and stated: Women classified as 

androgynous on the BSRI will not vary their selections of 

attributes for individuals in general and in specific 



Table 9 

Feminine Group Multiple Analysis~of~Vari~nce R~sults~for the Masculine 

and Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the Sex/Vignette Combinations 

Feminine 

Wilks 
Lambda 

.29128 

Apprpxima te 
F 

1. 30322 

Hypothetical 
DF 

18.00 

Error 
DF 

42.91 

Significance 
of F 

.234 

..... 
0 
0 



Table 10 

Masculine Group summary Data for the Masculine and Feminine Questionnai~e~~cales of the 

SexLY.ignette Combinations 

Questionnaire Personal American Society Vignette 
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine 

Woman/Home (n = 7) 
Mean 105.86 89.29 97.86 88.57 85.86 91. 29 
Standard Deviation 10.89 5.53 12.97 10.21 8.21 4.57 

Woman/Work (n = 7) 
Mean 104.00 90.71 107.00 91.43 108.43 75.00 
Standard Deviation 10.97 7.18 6.56 11.22 12.05 18.84 

Man/Home (n = 2) 
Mean 99.50 90.00 103.50 100.50 108.50 97.50 
Standard Deviation 3.54 4.24 9.19 2.12 3.54 10.61 

Man/Work (n = 5) 
Mean 103.40 86.80 112. 40 94.20 97.80 88.60 
standard Deviation 8.23 7.66 6.84 6.87 26.13 7.06 

Total (n = 21) 
Mean 104.05 89.24 104.91 92.00 98.38 85.81 
standard Deviation 9.44 6.29 10.96 9.56 17.37 13.98 

t--' 
0 
t--' 



Table 11 

Masculine Group Multiple Analysis of Variance Results~for the Masculine 

and Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the Sex/Vignette Combinations 

Masculine 

Wilks 
Lambda 

.23048 

Approximate 
F 

1. 30078 

Hypothetical 
OF 

- 10.·oo 

Error 
OF 

34.43 

Significance 
of F 

.247 

I-' 
0 
N 



situations as the sex of the individual involved changes. 

Although the MANOVA analysis neared significance 
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(F(l8,45.74) = 1.6189, E = .095), the null hypothesis was 

accepted for the androgynous subjects. Results did not 

show that the androgynous subjects used situational needs, 

and not an individual's sex, as the basis of 

differentiation in selection of attributes. Tables 12 and 

13 present the androgynous feminine and masculine scale 

means, standard deviations, and group sizes, and a summary 

of the MANOVA analysis, respectively. Since the results 

did not achieve significance, post hoc analysis was not 

executed. 

Hypothesis 4 

The final hypothesis focused on the undifferentiated 

group and was stated as: Women classified as 

undifferentiated on the BSRI will not vary their selection 

of attributes for individuals as the sex or situation 

changes. As in the other hypotheses the MANOVA results 

were not significant (F(l8,34.43) = 1.42321, £ = .182) 

indicating that the women in the undifferentiated group did 

not use sex or situational needs as a means of 

differentiation in the attributes selected. The null 

hypothesis was accepted. The undifferentiated feminine and 

masculine scale means, standards deviations, and group 



Table 12 

Androgynous Group Summary Data for the Masculine and Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the 

Sex/Vignette Combinations 

Questionnaire P":!rsonal American Society Vignette 
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine 

Woman/Home (n = 3) 
Mean 1ro. oo 110.00 115. 33 104.67 88.00 86.67 
Standard Deviation 6.93 7.21 8.02 4.16 24.33 14.36 

Woman/Work (n = 11) 
Hean 101. 64 108.82 105.00 98.73 105.55 89.00 
Standard Deviation 6.68 5.76 9.25 7.86 17.53 15.18 

Man/Home (n = 4) 
Mean 96.71 110.50 102.50 98.50 89.00 89.75 
Standard Deviation 10.72 7.55 10.47 18.70 8.68 24.09 

Man/Work (n = 7) 
Mean 98.71 107.14 116.00 91. 71 114. 29 81.14 
Standard Deviation 4.07 7.29 7.42 14. 47 11.57 19.66 

Total (n = 25) 
Mean 101.04 108.76 108.92 97.44 103.24 86.64 
Standard Deviation 7.48 6.33 10.11 11.84 17.92 17.19 

._., 
0 
,l::a 



Table 13 

Androgynous Group Multiple Analysis of Variance~Results for the 

Mascul imLand Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the Sex/Vignette 

combinations 

Wilks 
Lambda 

Androgynous .24804 

Approximate 
.f 

1. 61886 

Hypothetical 
DF 

18.00 

Error 
DF 

45.74 

Significance 
of F 

.095 

...... 
0 
U1 
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sizes appear in Table 14, and Table 15 provides the summary 

of the analysis using MANOVA. In the absence of 

significant MANOVA results, post hoc analysis of the data 

for the undifferentiated group was deferred. 

Summary of Findings 

Four groups of women participating in the study were 

obtained following classification of the masculine and 

feminine scale scores on the personal version of the BSRI 

for the entire sample. Multiple regression of the feminine 

and masculine scale scores for the overall sample indicated 

that personal characteristics could be predictive for three 

of the scales. A relationship was demonstrated between the 

personal masculine scores and employment status and 

educational level., between personal feminine scores and 

religious preference, and between American society feminine 

scores and employment status. The sample scores on the 

masculine scales of all three questionnaires were found to 

be related to the placement of the questionnaire in the 

packet when the questionnaire appeared in the second 

position. Evaluation of the masculine and feminine scale 

scores for each group on all of the questionnaires using 

multiple analysis of variance yielded no significant 

differences, and the null hypothesis was accepted for each 

of the groups. 



Table 14 

Undifferentiated Group Summary Data for the Masculine and Feminine Questionnaire 5cales~of 

the Sex/Vignette C~mbinations 

Questionnaire Personal American Society Vignette 
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine 

Woman/Home (n = 5) 
Mean 83.40 93.20 100.00 90.40 91.60 87.80 
Standard Deviation 11.~6 3.56 7.87 6.43 7.77 4.44 

Woman/Work (n = 5) 
Mean 79.20 86.80 105.60 95.20 107.00 83.80 
Standard Deviation 21.99 22.32 7.64 11.86 11. 58 19.59 

Man/Home (n = 7) 
Mean 77.86 83.71 100.86 88.14 85.14 92.57 
Standard Deviation 12.02 11.83 17.45 20.66 16.48 18.98 

Man/Work (n = 4) 
Mean 78.50 91.50 109.50 97.75 95.75 80.75 
Standard Deviation 9.57 4.66 13 .10 12.84 12.84 10.53 

Total (n = 21) 
Mean 79.62 88.19 103.43 92.19 93.91 87.10 
Standard Deviation 1J. 57 12.78 12.45 13.43 14.72 15.06 

I-' 
0 
..J 



Table 15 

Undifferentiated Group Multiple Analysis of Variance Results for the 

Masculine and Feminine Questionnaire Scales of the Sex/Vignette 

Combinations 

Wilks Approximate 
Lambda - F 

Undifferentiated .20735 1. 42321 

Hypothetical 
OF 

8.00 

Error Significance 
DF of F 

34.43 .182 

I--' 
0 
00 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 

Views of gender role theory include the structured and 

symbolic interactionist perspectives. The Bern Sex Role 

Inventory addresses both perspectives in that individuals 

with structured perceptions of gender role are classified 

as either masculine or feminine, and individuals with 

symbolic interaction perceptions are labeled as either 

androgynous or undifferentiated. Valid research using the 

BSRI requires proof of the validity of the instrument. 

While a number of earlier studies appear to support the 

validity of the instrument, the number of studies obtaining 

inconsistent or unanticipated results emphasize the need 

for re-evaluation of the BSRI's validity. A summary of the 

study will be followed by' discussion of the findings, 

development of conclusions and implications drawn from the 

results, and recommendations for further study. 

Summary 

An examination of the problem of the BSRI's validity 

was cond~cted in two parts which included evaluation of the 

consistency in structured women's selection of useful 

attributes as the needs of situations changed and the 

consistency in symbolic interactionist women's flexibility 

109 
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in the selection of useful attributes as the sex of the 

individual varied. The descriptive study with an 

interaction comparisons design used a sample of women . 

volunteers from a large women's health issues conference in 

a small southeastern city. To qualify for the study the 

women had to be over the age of 18, able to read and write 

English, and willing to participate. Following a verbal 

explanation of the study during the second day of the 

conference, questionnaire packets were distributed to 263 

volunteer participants. 

Each packet contained a letter of explanation; a card 

for requesting a copy of the results; a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope; a background information sheet; and three 

versions of the BSRI which included a personal description, 

their views of men or women in general in American society, 

and their views of a man or woman in a specific situation. 
' 

The sex for the American Society and vignette 

questionnaires remained constant in each packet. The 

packets were identified only by a random four-digit number 

allowing the participants to remain anonymous. The women 

completed the questionnaires at home and used the envelope 

to mail the completed questionnaires back to the 

researcher. The study qualified for exemption from formal 

review by the Human Subjects Rights Committee, and return 
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of the completed questionnaires was interpreted as consent 

to participate. A total of 91 completed sets of 

questionnaires was returned representing a return rate of 

34%. 

A view of feminine role superimposed on general role 

theory was used to guide the study. Using a median split 

scoring method, each woman was classified as feminine, 

masculine, androgynous, or undifferentiated on the basis of 

her personal BSRI responses. Separate null hypotheses were 

developed for structured women classified as feminine or 

masculine using the BSRI to test their respective sel~ction 

of. gender appropriate or inappropriate attributes for 

individuals in general and in specific situations. Two 

additional hypotheses were generated for symbolic 

interactionist women classified by the BSRI as androgynous 

or undifferentiated to test variation in the selection of 
' 

attributes as the sex of the individuals changed in general 

and in specific situations. 

Data analysis included multiple regression on the 

personal characteristics and masculine and feminine scale 

scores for all of the questionnaires, multiple analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) on the order of appearance in the packet 

and the questionnaire scale scores, and MANOVA on the 

questionnaire scale scores and sex/vignette combinations 
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for each of the sample personal BSRI classification groups. 

The multiple regression indicated that several personal 

characteristics influenced one masculine and two feminine 

scale scores. Employment status influenced both personal 

masculine and American society feminine scores. 

Educational level was predictive of personal masculine 

scores as well. Religious preference was found to have a 

negative impact on personal feminine scores. The greatest 

amount of variance accounted for by the personal 

characteristics was the 12% achieved collectively by the 

combination of employment status and ; educational level on 

the personal masculine scores. 

The second position of a questionnaire in the packet 

was found to lead to significant variation on the three 

masculine-scales. The discriminant function analysis 

performed subsequent to the MANOVA demonstrated that over 

50% and as much as 75% of the variance on the three 

masculine scales in the second packet position could be 

attributed to the questionnaire's placement. In contrast 

the feminine scales exhibited extremely low values when the 

standardized discriminant function coefficients were 

squared. 

MANOVA results for each of the four hypotheses were 

nonsignificant, leading to acceptance of the null 
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hypothesis in all cases. Feminine and masculine women with 

the theoretical structured view of role were not found to 

discriminate between attributes for men and women on the 

basis of sex. Androgynous and undifferentiated women in 

their theoretical symbolic interactionist perceptions of 

role did not exhibit significant differences in the 

attributes selected for men and women when the situational 

needs changed. Planned post hoc discriminant function 

analyses were not conducted in the absence of significant 

results. 

Discussion of Findings 

The problem of study was developed in two parts, 

consistency in BSRI responses on the basis of gender and 

consistency on the basis of situational needs. The BSRI 

theoretically and operationally involves both themes, and 

discussion of the study's results will address each in 

turn. An evaluation of the reflection of the study's 

findings on earlier studies will follow. 

Gender Responses 

The BSRI refers to feminine women as gender-typed 

individuals who according to structured role theory tend to 

manifest attributes that are feminine in nature and select 

actions based upon the gender connotation carried by the 
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action regardless of the situation's needs (Frieze et 

al., 1978) .• Masculine women are viewed as gender cross

typed individuals who also follow structured role theory, 

but tend to select actions which are labeled as masculine 

instead of feminine. Theoretically, the study should have 

achieved significant differences in the attributes selected 

by the masculine and feminine participants when women and 

men in American society and in the vignette situations were 

compared. Neither group achieved a significant difference 

and did not provide support for the BSRI's 

conceptualization of mascul~nity and femininity for the 

women in the population studied. 

In theory, androgynous and undifferentiated women 

should not distinguish between the sexes when selecting 

attributes for men and women in American society and in the 

vignette situations since situational needs, and not gender 

connotations ascribed to actions, are the basis of their 

decisions. The absence of a significant difference on the 

basis of the sex of the individuals in the questionnaires 

for the androgynous and undifferentiated groups supports 

the BSRI's conceptualization of androgynous and 

undifferentiated women in the population studied. 
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Situational Needs Responses 

Mixed results again were achieved when the scores were 

contrasted on the basis of vignette setting. Significant 

differences should have been achieved between the home and 

work vignette setting scores for the androgynous and 

undifferentiated groups since the situational needs serve 

as the determining factor for selection of attributes in 

the two groups. The lack of significant results did not 

provide support for the validity of the BSRI with the women 

in the study's sample. No significant differences on the 

basis of vignette setting w~re hypothesized for the 

feminine and masculine groups and none were obtained, 

supporting the validity of the BSRI for the gender-typed 

and gender cross-typed groups. 

Previous Studies 
\ 

Comparison of the results of the study with previous 

studies must take several factors into consideration. 

First, the use of a descriptive design precludes making any 

inferences beyond the population studied. Second, the 

impact of several personal characteristics as predictors of 

the personal masculine and feminine scale scores and the 

American society feminine scale scores cannot be overlooked 

as possibly influencing the overall results. Finally, the 

strong negative correlation between the masculine scores on 
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the personal and vignette questionnaires and the strong 

positive correlation between the masculine scores on the 

American society questionnaires when they appeared in the 

second position in the packet also may have influenced the 

overall results. With these facts in mind, several points 

can be gleaned from evaluation of the study's results in 

the light of previous research. 

The failure of masculine and feminine women in the 

study to differentiate between men and women on the 

American society and vignette questionnaires provides 

another sample for which the actual findings obtained using 

the instrument are inconsistent with the anticipated 

findings. The results support three studies in which 

responses by feminine women were not in the direction 

hypothesized. Two studies involved acceptance of self and 

others (Andersen, 1978) ~nd interaction with a kitten (Bern, 

1977). In the third study, Johnson and Black (1981) found 

that feminine women, not masculine women as hypothesized, 

perceived their locus of control to be internal. Although 

the hypothesized difference was achieved with feminine 

women in other studies, including studies by Bern and Lenney 

(1976), Hansson et al. (1977), and one by Bern et al. (1976) 

in which the kitten was replaced with a baby, the 

continuing achievement of inconsistent results cannot be 
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ignored. The absence of distinction between the masculine 

and feminine scale scores for the different vignette 

settings in the current study indicates that androgyny may 

have a different meaning for women within a group in 

addition to the differences in meaning noted by Andersen 

and Bern (1981) between men and women. 

The lack of significant differences in terms of gender 

and the predictive influence of several personal factors 

may provide support for the results of the factor analyses 

of the BSRI in that the masculine and feminine scales may 

not be distinguishing the women in the study solely on the 

basis of the two dimensions included in the scale. 

Andersen's (1978) recommendation that androgyny's 

antecedents be identified is emphasized. The results also 

may indicate that Levine-Shneidman and Levine (1985) and 

Cowan and Kinder (1985) a~e correct in asserting that 

femininity is being redefined in the 1980s. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The results from the study provide further evidence 

that validity of an instrument must be established for each 

population with which it is used. Although an absolute 

conclusion that the BSRI is not valid for use with the 

population sampled in the study cannot be inferred, 

validity of its use with that population has not been 
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demonstrated. Prior to establishing validity for the women 

in the study, further examination of the influence of the 

personal characteristics and questionnaire order in the 

packets would need to transpire. 

When the findings of the study are viewed in 

connection with earlier research studies, a number of 

concerns again surface. The continuation of inconsistent 

or unanticipated results in addition to the changes in 

perceptions of gender roles occurring since the 

instrument's development in the early 1970s, lead to 

questions about the relevance of the attributes included in 

the questionnaire, or its content validity, in the 1980s. 

The continued identification of multiple dimensions, rather 

than only masculinity and femininity, poses further 

questions about the construct and content validity of the 

BSRI. The results of th~ study did not provide the answers 

to these questions nor did they demonstrate any purpose for 

distinguishing between individuals on the basis of gender 

role orientation. With the blurring of gender roles in the 

1980s, a reasonable conclusion may be that masculinity and 

femininity no longer serve any useful purpose. 

Nursing's expansion of research methodology to include 

phenomenology and the profession's need to examine the 

mental and physical health status of women in the context 
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of the changing social scene provides an opportunity for 

nurse researchers to determine whether masculinity and 

femininity actually exist as unique constructs. If no 

clear distinctions can be discerned, then nurse researchers 

can help to educate other researchers about the lack of 

_validity for instruments using the constructs and channel 

research studies into other areas. If distinctions are 

shown to exist, nurse researchers can establish definitions 

to be used in testing the BSRI and other gender role 

instruments as well as in the develop~ent of new research 

instruments. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Further research needs to be conducted in the 

following areas: 

1. A phenomenological study to investigate the 

. . . ' meaning of fem1n1n1ty among women. 

2. A phenomenological study to investigate the 

meaning of masculinity among women. 

3. A descriptive study of women asked to describe 

themselves on the personal version and in both vign~tte 

versions of the BSRI to determine the impact of knowledge 

of two distinct situations on the masculine and feminine 

scale scores. 
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VERBAL EXPLANATION 

My name is Victoria Strickland, and I am a doctoral 

student in the College of Nursing at Texas Woman's 

University. As both a nurse and a woman, I have become 

interested in women's views of the roles of men and women 

in today's world. My dissertational research study focuses 

on that topic, and my purpose today is to ask for 

volunteers to participate in the study. 

As a participant you will be given a packet with a 

personal information sheet and three questionnaires. Each 

questionnaire has directions attached and will take 

approximately 10 minutes to complete. There are no right 

or wrong answers. Women's views may differ. As you 

complete the questionnaires, you may become more aware of 

your own thoughts, feelings, and actions. Such increased 
I 

awareness can be experienced as pleasant, uncomfortable, or 

a mixture of both sensations. 

If you decide to participate, you simply will complete 

the questionnaires and return them by mail in the 

self-addressed stamped envelope provided. You will not put 

your name on any of the questionnaires. Each packet will 

be assigned a number--only you will know the number. If 

you decide at any time you wish to withdraw from the study, 

all you will need to do is to notify me of your code number 



and your wish to withdraw. The information in the study 

will be grouped when it is reported so that no individual 

can be identified by the report. 

If you are willing to participate, please see me at 

the door to pick up your packet. Thank you for your time 

and consideration. 
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LE'ITER OF .INFORMATIOO 

Dear Participant, 

As a graduate student at Texas Woman's University, College of 
Nursing, I am studying the way today's women view the roles of men and 
women. Your participation in the study will require about 30 to 40 
minutes of your time. There are three questionnaires and a personal 
information sheet each of which will take approximately 10 minutes to 
complete. Please complete them in the order in which they appear in 
the packet. 
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As your canplete the questionnaires, you may becane more aware of 
your own thoughts, feelings, and actions. Such increased awareness can 
be experienced as pleasant, uncanfortable, or a mixture of both 
sensations. There are no right or wrong answers. People differ in 
their views. Your response is a matter of your personal opinion. 

Your participation in the study is voluntary. You are in no way 
obligated to participate, and you are free to withdraw at any time. No 
names will appear on any of the information, and there is no way to 
identify any individual in the reporting of the findings. Please do 
not include your name on any of the sheets in the packet. The number 
appearing at the top of this page is your code number, so you will need 
to keep this letter as a record of your number. After you have 
canpleted the questionnaires, please place them in the stanq;,ed self
addressed envelope and return them to me via mail as soon as possible. 

If you would like a copy of the group findings, canplete the 
information on the enclosed three-by-five card and place it in the 
packet with the questionnaires. It will be removed and filed prior to 
removing the questionnaires. ,The findings will be available in the 
summer of 1988. 

If you have any questions regarding the study, please contact me 
or my study chairman at: 

Victoria A. Strickland 
420 Moody Avenue 
Martin, TN 38237 
(901) 587-4053 

Thank you for your time and 

Sincerely, 

Victoria A. Strickland, MSN 

Dr. Anne M. Gudmundsen . 
Dean, College of Nursing 
Texas Woman's University 
Denton, TX 76204 
(817) 898-2401 

consideration. 



ENCLOSURE TO THE LETTER OF INFORMATION 

If you would like a copy of the findings, please complete 

the following: 

NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

CITY, STATE, ZIP: 
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PERSONAL INFORMATION 

The following information will be used only for the purpose 
of grouping the results. None of the information will be 
used to describe specific individuals. 

Age 

Ethnic group --------------
Marital status -------------
Number of children: 

Girls ----------------
Boys 

Religious preference 

Highest educational 
level achieved -----------

Occupation 

Current employment status -------



PERSOOAL ~IOONAIRE 

DIREx:'TIOOS 

On the following page, you will find listed a number of personality 
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics to 
describe yourself, that is, we would like you to indicate, on a scale 
fran 1 to 7, how ttue of you each of these characteristics is. Please 
do not leave any characteristic unmarked. 

Exanple: sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or a.lrrost never true that you are sly. 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever true that you are sly. 
Write a 3 if it is sanetinies or infrequently true that you are sly. 
Write a 4 if it is occasionally true that you are sly. 
Write a 5 if it is often true that you are sly. 
Write a 6 if it is .usually true that you are sly. 
Write a 7 if it is always or al.Jrost always tl:1le that you are sly. 

Thus, i! you feel it is saiietimes but infrequently true that you are 
"sly," never or alnost never true that you are "malicious," always or 
alrrost always true that you are "irresponsible," and often true that 
you are "carefree," then you would ·rate these characteristics as 
follows: 

Sly 3 Irresponsible 7 

Malicious l Carefree 5 

Reproduced by special penni.ssion of the Publisher, Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94306, £ran BSRI by 
Sandra L. Bern © 1978. Further reproduction is prohibited without the 
Publisher's consent. 
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DESCRIBE YOORS'El,F 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Never or Usually Some t i ffll!S bU t Occasionally Often Usually ,\J.vays or 

almost never not inf rpqucnlly true true true almost 

true true true alvays true 

SC?I r-rclinnt ,...Ices decisions easily 

Ylelulnq CO!lpassionate 

llr.lpCul Sincere 

11err.ncts ovn ooUcfs Self-su!! ic:imt. 

Oiecrru1 Eager to 1100the hurt feelings 

ttxxty Conceited 

I ndependt?n t Dtninant 

Shy Sof t-spol(en 

Conscientious Likable 

l\thlctic Hasc:uline 

Mrr-t:tlon.1tc Wann 

11,aotricnl Solem 

Assartive Nilling to take a stand 

F'lottarahlo Tender 

n.,ppy Friendly 

Strong par~on,ility t,qgressiw 

lnyal Gullible 

IJnr,r~H ct .. ,bl C! Inefficient 

F'orccful Acts as a leader 

' FCW1inine 01ildlik1t 

Rolinblo Maptable 

An.,tyticll Individualistic: 

Sr-,,.,t.llf!tlc COes not ui,e harsh language 

,Jcnlous Unsystematic: 

IL,s lenrlorship abllitir?s Ccrnpeti ti w 

Sonnit.ive to t.he neods or others tDves children 

Trut.hCul Tactful 

Willing to take ri111Cs ,-,1uous 
Under:iu.nd i ng Gentle 

~,c.,,crct.lw 0:xtwntional 

@cnmntlt.lng l"!tycfW>lOlli:'Ct.9 ~. Jnc. 
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WOMEN IN AMERIC~N SOCIETY QUESTIONNAIRE 

DinECTIONS 

On the following p11ge, you will find listed a number of personality 
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics to describe 
women in l\merican society, that is, we would like you to indicate, on a ■cale 
fron, l to 7, how beneficial for women in American society each of the ■ e 
characteristics is. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked. 

Example: sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or almost never beneficial for women in American 

suciety to be sly. 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever beneficial for women in American 

society to be sly. 
Write a J if it is sometimes or infrequently beneficial for women in 

American society to be sly. 
Write a 4 if it is occasionally beneficial for women in American society 

to be sly. 
Write a 5 if it is often beneficial for women in American society to be 

sly. 
Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for women in American society to be 

sly. 
Write a 7 if it is always or almost always beneficial for women in 

l\merican society to be sly. 

Thui;, if you feel it is son,etimes but iufrequently beneficial that women in 
Americnn aociety are "sly,• never or almost never beneficial that women in 
J\n,erican society are "malicious,• always or almost always beneficial that 
women in American society are "irresponsible," and often beneficial that 
won,en in 1\meric11n society are "carefree,• then you would rate these 
characteristics as follows: 

Sly 3 Irresponsible 7 

Malicious 1 Carefree 5 . 

neproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists 
Press, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94306, from BSRI by Sandra L. Bem €) 1978. 
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's consent. 



DESCRIBE WOMEN IN N1!RICAN SOCIETY 

N!>vrr or 1.h11., I I y 
., lmoo;l n,.vrr not 
~,..,.rlci:il ~ni-ClcJ,,1 

SclC-r,.11:mt 

Yl.,ldln'J 

_ llr!lpf•tl 

ticrc,KIS ""'' l~llef!" 

r.lK'<?rful 

ltoc,rly 

l,wll'!pt>flrK'llt 

Shy 

r.on=lr11tlot1s 

1\1.hlr.tlc 

/IC feet lon,,t.e 

'11r,,tr lr..:il 

ll~~crtlVI'! 

n:itt.cr,,hl,. 

!Lippy 

5trong pcro;on:illt.y 

l.oynl 

llnpr~kt:ihtc 

F'orr.!'Clll 

F'C'llllnln-, 

Rcllrible 

Mi I yt.lc.i l 

Syw,p,,U,ctlc 

Je:ilo11s 

ILis leadership ahlllt.lr.s 

5cnslt\ve lo t.he needs of 

Truthful 

WI 11 lng to t.n~e rloks 

Und<?rittand Ing 

s«rr.llva 

r,,....,.t.imc!" hut 
lnrrc:-~u•mlty 
~ll'flcial 

others 

\ 

6 

Or.caslonally on~ Us11111ly Alvays or 
beneficial beneficial beneficial almost 

H.ikes decilllons easlly 

CCll!pal!IS Iona te 

Sincere 

Setr-sufCklent 

Eager t.o 900the hurt feelings 

Conceited 

Oc:11,lnant 

So ft- Spol(ffl 

Likable 

~tascullM 

Wat111 

Solem 

Willing to t.ako a stand 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggresalw 

Gullible 

lne?Cflcifflt 

h:ts as I leader 

O,lldllke 

Maptabl• 

JncH viduallstic 

Does not. use harsh language 

t)\sy■t.111111tic 

Conpetitive 

l.oYe9 children 

Tactful 

lft,ltlOUIJ 

Gent.1• 

Ccnwnt.ional 

alvays 
benefic:ial 
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HEN IN ~HERICAN SOCIETY QUESTIONNAIRE 

DIRECTIONS 

On the following page, you will find listed a number of personality 
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics to describe 
men ir, American society, that is, we would like you to indicate, on a scale 
from 1 to 7, how beneficial !or men in .American society each of these 
characteristics is. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarlted. 

Example: sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or almost never beneficial for men in American 

E1ociety tobc sly. 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever beneficial for men in American 

society to be sly. 
Write a 3 if it is sometimes or infrequently beneficial for men in 

American society to be sly. 
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Write a 4 i! it is occasionally beneficial for men in J\merican society to 
be sly. 

Write a S if it is often beneficial for men in American society to be 
sly. 

Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for men in American society to be 
sly. 

Write a 7 if it is always or almost always beneficial for men in 
~merican society to be sly. 

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently beneficial that men in 
J\merican society are "sly," never or almost never beneficial that men in 
American society are "malicious," always or almost ·alway~ benefi~ial that men 
in ~merican society arc "irresponsible,·" and often beneficial that men in 
American society are "carefree," then you would rate these characteristics as 
follows: 

Sly 3 Irresponsible 7 

Malicious l Carefree s 

R~produced by Arecial perniission o~ the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists 
rress, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94306, from BSRI by Sandra L. Bem © 1978. 
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's consent. 



Dr.SCRI~E Mr.NIM AMERICAN IOCIZTT 
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llitlpful 
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WOMI\N IN HOME VIGNETTE QUESTIONNJ\IRE 

SITUI\TION 

'A woman llnd mlln tliscovcr their 14-yellr-old child smoking cigarettes. They 
di~agree over how to handle the incident. One pllrent wants to discipline the 
child while the other parent Wllnta to di■cuss the incident with the child. 

In resolving the situation, how beneficial would the characteristics on the 
followi11g page be for the wornlln? 

DIRECTIONS 

On the following pAge, you will find listed ll number of personality 
chornctcristics. We woulu like you to use those characteristic■ to describe 
the woman in the outlined situ,ition, that is, we would like you to indicate, 
on a scAlc from 1 to 7, how beneficial for the woman in the situation each of 
thcat. characteristics iR. rlcnse do not . leave any characteristic unmarked. 

E:l<o1nplC': sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or almost never beneficial for the woman in the 

situl'ltio11 to be sly. 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever beneficial for the woman in the 

situation to be sly. 
Write a 3 if it is sometimes or infrequently beneficilll for the woman in 

the situation to be sly. 
Write a 4 if it is ·occasionally beneficial for the woman in the 

situation to be sly. 
Write a 5 if it is often beneficial for the woman in the situation to be 

sly. 
Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for the woman in the situation to 

be sly. 
Writr ll 7 if it is always or lllmost always beneficial for the woman in 

the situation to be sly. 

Thu!', if you feP.l it is Rometin,es but infrequently beneficial that the woman 
i11 the situation is •sly,• never or almost never beneficial that the woman 
i11 the si tuatic,n is "malicious," always or almost always beneficial that the 
wom~n in the situbtion ia "irresponsible," and often beneficial that the 
woman in the situation in •carefree,• then you would rate these 
choracteristics as follows: 

Sly J' Irresponsible 7 

Holicious Carefree 5 

RP-produc~d by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologi ■ ta 
rreru,, Inc., Palo l\lto, Cl\ 94306, from BSRI by Sandra L. Bern @ 1978. 
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's con■ent. 
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DtSCR1B£ 1111': ~ IN 111£ Sl1\JI\TlON 

Nt!ver or 
al"'9t ~-r 

ben<!f lclal 
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Shy 
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TruthCul 
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Secretive 
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Col,passiona te 

Sincere 
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Conlnant 
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Wann 

Solenn 
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1,gqresalve 

GUlUble 
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feta H • leader 

Childlike 

Maptable 
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Doe■ not 11ft harsh language 
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toves children 

Tac::tru1 

~ltlous 

Offltle 
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.· 
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H1\N IN HOME VIGNETTE QUESTIONNAIRE 

SITUATION 

1\ man and woman discover their 14-year-old child smoking cigarettes. They 
disagree over how to handle the incident. One parent wants to discipline the 
child while the other parent wants to discus ■ the incident with the child. 

In re~olving the situation, how beneficial would the characteristics on the 
following page be for the man7 

DIRECTIONS 

On the following p~ge, you will find listed a number of personality 
charact~ristJcs. We would like you to use those characteristics to describe 
the man in the outlined situation, thnt is, we would like you to indicate, on 
~ scale lrom I to 7, how beneficial for the man in the situation each of 
these characteristics is. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked. 

Example: sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or almost never beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly, 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly. · 
Write a 3 ir it is sometimes or infrequently beneficial for the man in 

the situation to be sly. 
Write a 4 if it is occasionally beneficial for the man in the situation 

to be sly. 
Write a 5 if it is often beneficial for the man in the situation to be 

sly. 
Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for the man in the situation to be 

sly. 
Writ~ a 7 if it Js always or almost always beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly. 

Thn,;, JC you feel it is sometimes but infrequently beneficial that the man in 
the Yituation is •sly,• never or almost never beneficial that the man in the 
situation is •malicious,• always or almost always beneficial that the man in 
the situation is •irresponsible,• and often beneficial that the man in the 
situation is •carefree,• then you would rate these characteristics as 
followss 

\ 
Sly 3 Irresponsible 7 

Malicious 1 Carefree 5 

Reproduced by special pcrndssion of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists 
Press, Inc., Palo Alto, C~ 94306, from BSRI by Sandra L. Bem © 1978. 
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's consent. 
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DESCRIBE THE MAH IH THE SITUATION 

~er or 
II IIO'OSt l"l('\l'f'C 

ben.,fldal 

SelC-rellant. 

Yleldlng 

llel r,ful 

~u111ly 
not 

benefleial 

~Cl?nds ovn beliefs 

Ct""-'rful 

~y 

Independent. 

Shy 

Con"clent.lous 

M.hletlc 

Arrr.ct.lonate 

11it>atr teal 

A1isertlve 

Flllt.tf!rlll>le 

ll1'PPY. 

Strong f"?C!;Onll 11 ty 

loy11I 

Unpr~ll ctn bl e 

Fort't'Clll 

Fe..lnh,. 

Rel lable 

Analytical 

S)""l)at.hct.lc 

Jealous 

llas leadership 1bl1Jtlc11 

~tJllll!s hut 
Infrequently 
beneCklal 

Sensltlve to u,. l1l!eds or others 

Trut.hrul 

Wl 11 lng to t.lllte risks 

l)lderstandlng 

Secretive 

@consnlt.lng l'sychol09l11ta Press, Inc, 

6 7 

oc:aslonally Oft.en Usually Al.Vllys or 
ti.neflcial bene!lchl beneficial allllO!llt 

Hakes decisions easily 

Compesslonat.e 

Sincere 

Self-suff lclent 

?.ager to eoothe hurt feelings 

Ccncelted 

D::nlnant. 

~rt-apc,lcen 

Likable 

nasc:ullne 

War,11 

Solem 

Willing to take a at.and 

Tender 

Friendly 

/lg9ressi ve 

Gullible 

Inefllc:lent 

h:ta as • lHder 

Oiil d ll Int 

Maptable 

lndividuall11tlc: 

Does not . UN harsh lanquage 

Unsyatema tic 

Conpetl U ve 

1.ovH chi ldrffl 

T1tctru1 

AlllblUOWI 

Gent.le 

Ccrmmtional 

BlV9yS 
betwflcial 
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WOMI\N IN WOR~ VIGNETTE QUESTIONNAIRE 

SITUI\TION 

I\ woman ,ind man have worked togPther on a project which is to be presented 
the following day to the m11n~gement of the company employing them both. They 
disagree over who should do the presentation. 

In resolving the situation, how beneficial would the characteristics on the 
following page be for the woman? 

OIRECTIONS 

On thP. following page, you w.i ll find listed a number of personality 
char~cteri~tics. We would like you to use those characteristics to describe 
the woman in the outlined situ11tion, that is, we would like you to indicate, 
t 1 11 n sc,ile fron, J to 7, how bcneficil'l for the woman in the situation each of 
thcs~ cha1·acteri1:1tics is. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked. 

~xampJe: sly 
Write a 1 if .it is never or almost never beneficial for the woman in the 

uituation to be ~ly. 
Write a 2 if it is u~ually not ever beneficial for the woman in the 

situation to be sly. 
Write a 3 if it i~ Aomet.irnes or infrequently beneficial for the woman in 

the situation to be sl)•· 
Write ft 4 if it is occasionally beneficial for the woman in the 

situation to be sly. . 
Write a 5 if it is often beneficial for the woman in the situation to be 
sly. 
Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for the woman in the situation to 

be sly. 
Write a 7 if it is alw11ys or olrnost always beneficial for the woman in 

the situation to be sly. 

1'1ms, if you f~el it is somet.in,es but infrequently beneficial that the woman 
in the situation is •sly,• never or l'llmost never beneficial that the woman 
in tl,e situation iu "malicious,• always or almost always beneficial that the 
woman in the situl't.ion is "irresponsible,• and often beneficial that the 
womi!n iu the situation is •carefree," then you would rate these 
charecteristics as follows: 

Sly J Irresponsible 7 

Malicious l Carefree s 
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DESCRIBE TIIE ~ IN 111E Sl'TUATION 

Nr-v"r or 
••-t. n--.r 

bencr lcl11l 

Self-reliant 

YleJdlng 

llelf'[Ul 

UsWtlly 
not 

beneficial 

Dl!rends own beliefs 

C1'K!1?rCu1 

Hoo<iy 

lnderendent. 

Shy 

Consclentlous 

Athletic 

Mff'Ct.lonat.e 

11ie11trlc:.1l 

"3!1P.rtl ve 

rlatternhle 

llllppy_ 

Strong pP.rsonall ty 

l.oynl 

Ul,predlctable 

fort"t!Cul 

fl!llllnlne 

Rellllble 

"'1.Jlytlcal 

Sy1!lpllthetlc 

Jealous 

llas le11dcrshlp abllltlC!s 

Snnll!t.l.,.11 hut 
lnrrequently 
bene!lclal 

Sensitive to the needs or others 

Truthful 

WI ll lng t.o toke risks 

thterstandlng 

Secretive 

(s)cons11l ting rsychologl1t1 Press, Inc, 
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7 

Occ1tslonally Oftffl Usually ,.lV11ys or 
~f lchl benerlclal beneficial alll'DSt 

Hakes ct.cl1lons easily 

Callplss Iona te 

Sincere 

SeH-sufflclent. 

Eager t.o B00the hurt feelings 

eonc:..lted 

D01dn1nt 

Soft.-epoken 

Likable 

tlascullne 

Wam 

Solein 

Wllllng to take I stand 

Tl!nder 

Friendly 

l\ggresslff 

ClUllible 

tnef f lcient 

Acts HI leader 

Chlldlike 

Mapt.1bl1 

lndlvlduallstlc 

tloes not UN harsh larqu199 

t)\sy9tR11tlc 

Canpeti tl.,. 

Lona chl ldren 

'hcttul 

,,_,ltlous 

Oentl• 

Conwnt lonal 

1l'V11f9 
beneficial 
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HJ\N IN WORK VIGNETTE QUESTIONNAIRE 

SITUI\TION 

~ man and woman have worked together on a project which is to be presented 
the following day to the management of the company employing them both. They 
disagree over who should do the presentation. 

In resolving the situation, how beneficial would the characteri■ tics on the 
following page be for the man; 

DIRECTIONS 

On the following page, you will find li ■ ted a number of personality 
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics to deacribe 
the n,an in the outlined situation, that ia, we would like you to indicate, on 
fl scale from 1 to 7, how beneficial for the man in the aituation each of 
these characteristics is. Please do not leave any characteri■ tic unmarked. 

T.xample: sly 
Write a 1 if it is never or almost never beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly. 
Write a 2 if it is usually not ever beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly. 
Write a 3 if it is sometimes or infrequently beneficial for the man in 

the situation to be sly. 
Write a 4 if it is occasioua lly beneficial for the man in the situation 

to be sly. 
Write a 5 if it is often beneficial. for the man in the situation to be 

sly. 
Write a 6 if it is usually beneficial for the man in the situation to be 

sly. 
Writ~ a 7 if it ls always or almost always beneficial for the man in the 

situation to be sly. 

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently beneficial that the man in 
the situntion is •sly,• never or almost never beneficial that the man in the 
situation is •malicious,w always or almost always beneficial that the man in 
the situatio" is •irrePponsible,• and often beneficial that the man in the 
situation ia •carcfree,w then you would rate these characteristic• aa 
follows: 

Sly J Irresponsible 7 

Malicious Carefree 5 
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DESCRIBE THE HAN IN THE SITUATION 

•►.Yer or 
alimst ne-r 

b@noClelal 

SelC-rellant. 

Ylt'ldlng 

lk?l pful 

lklllllly 
not 

tieneflchl 

O?fl'.'nds own beliefs 

... ,-.rru1 

Hoody 

Independent 

Shy 

Coni;c lent. l 011s 

f.thletle 

11rrr.ctlonat.e 

,il'!'atrlcal 

h:Js1?rtlV1? 

fli'ltteri'lhle 

11:ippy_ 

Strong personallty 

l.oy11l 

l.)1r,r~fl ct11bl e 

Forceful 

Ft'ffllnlne 

Rel I able 

hlalytlcal 

Syw,pathotlc 

Jealous 

llas lc11dershlp abilities 

~th11es hut 
lnfrl!!qUl!!ntly 
benefleh1l 

Sensitive to tht! needs or ot.t.rs 

Truthful 

Wllllng to t.llke rlstts 

l),morstand l ng 

Secretive 
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Occasionally Often Usually IUVl'lys or 
~flclal t.neflchl banerlcial alll'OSt 

Hakes decl!ions easily 

Compass Iona te 

Sincere 

Self-sufficient 

Eager to -,c,the hurt fHllnqs 

Conc:wited 

Dtninant 

Soft-epoken 

Likable 

HHc:ullne 

Wal'l'II 

Soll!!ll'n 

Willing to take a st.and 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggressive 

Gullible 

Ineff lclent 

fcts as a leader 

01ildllke 

Maptable 

' 
Indi vlduallstlc 

Doe• not UN harsh l■nquaqe 

t.mry■tematlc 

Cotipet. l t. iv• 

Loves children 

Tactful 

Aiit,lt.l0U8 

Gentle 

Oonwnt tonal 

alVllyS 
beneficial 
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CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS, INC. 
577 CoJJege Ave. (P.O. Box 60070), Palo Alto, California 94306 (415) 857-1665 

I. Victoria Anne Strickland 
420 Hoody Avenue 
Martin, TN 38237 

L 

In response to your request of September 8, 1987 permission is hereby granted you to 
(Date) 

reproduce approximately 1200 copies, in various forms, of the original 
Bern Sex Role Inventory for use in your doctoral dissertation research 
study, as per your letter to me, 

subject to the following restrictions: 

(a) Any material used must contain the following credit lines: 

"Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., 
Palo Alto, CA 943()_6, . 

from ___ B_e_m_S_e_x_R_o_l_e_I_nv_e_n_t_o_r.:.y__,;.( o_r....:.y_o_u_ma......;y __ u_s_e_BS_R_I_)---____ _ 

by Sandra L. Bern c, 1978 
C111thorl 

Further reprcxluction is prohibited without the Publisher's consent." 

(b) None of the materials may be sold or used for purposes other than those mentioned above. 

(c) One copy of any material reproduced will be sent to the Publisher. Rec'd 9/87 Thank you• 

' (d) Payment of a reproduction fee of $ .09 per copy x 1200 was received. Thank you. 

(e) I must compliment you on your organization and clarity. I have never 
received such an organized request. Good luck with your study! 

Please remit without further notice and mail to my attention. Be sure to identify material 

for which payment is made .. 

Date _9_/_1_6_/8_7 ____ _ 
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