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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The universality of sex-role stereotypes in 

American society has been well documented. Moreover, 

the male role is almost always seen as preferable to the 

female role. Men are often seen as mentally healthier 

than women. Men, however, tend to be more narrowly sex­

typed than women, with fewer behavioral options open to 

them as a consequence. Recent studies indicate that sex 

typing, heretofore considered essential for proper psy­

chological development, may actually diminish the ability 

of adults to cope with a variety of situations and may be 

associated with lower self-esteem than that of individuals 

who are not sex typed. Psychological androgyny, the simul­

taneous manifestation of masculine and feminine character­

istics, appears to be associated with higher self-esteem 

and a greater range of potential behaviors. 

In recent years, women have become more active in 

seeking to become androgynous in the sphere of work, and 

to share with men more of the duties at home. Men seem to 

be accepting these changes more slowly than women, and seem 

to be moving in the direction of androgyny for themselves 

more slowly also. 

1 
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The present study explored the relationship between 

self-esteem and projected androgyny--that is, the ability 

to produce a profile of a more androgynous person when 

asked to describe a liberated person of the same sex. The 

study also explored differences in men and women in how 

androgynous they see themselves, how androgynous they 

would like themselves or the opposite sex to be, and how 

androgynous they think liberated men and women are. It is 

hypothesized that men are lagging behind women in the move­

ment toward androgyny for both men and women. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Prevalence of Stereotypes 

Sex-role stereotypes, or "consensual beliefs about 

the differing characteristics of men and women," (Braver­

man, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972, p. 

64) are prevalent in American society, as several investi­

gators have conclusively shown over the past few decades. 

Sherriffs and Jarrett (1953) administered a 58-

item scale, consisting of 17 items judged characteristic 

of men, 17 items judged characteristic of women, and 24 

items judged neutral, to a group of men and women. Half 

of the items in each category were favorable personality 

characteristics, while half were unfavorable. The subjects 

were instructed to indicate whether each item was more 

characteristic of men or of women. The researchers found 

a remarkable degree·of agreement among men and women about 

which sex each item should be assigned to, concluding that 

"there are remarkably few behaviors and attributes which 

are not uniformly ascribed by both men and women to one or 

the other of the two sexes" (Sherriffs & Jarrett, 1953, 

p. 167). 

3 
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This universality of sex-role stereotypes was con­

firmed by Bieliauskas, Miranda, and Lansky (1968). These 

authors administered two tests of masculinity-femininity 

(MF) to a group of college men and women. The first was 

the Fe scale of Gough's California Psychological Inventory 

(Gough, 1957), a scale designed to differentiate appro­

priately sex-typed individuals from inappropriately sex­

typed individuals. The second was Franck's Drawing Com­

pletion Test, a projective device designed to discriminate 

male and female sex typing. Subjects completed these tests 

under three sets of instructions: standard (as oneself), 

as a college man, and as a college woman. Under the latter 

two conditions, both men and womeri were able to produce 

very similar masculine and feminine sets of responses on 

the Fe scale. Furthermore, each gender's responses under 

opposite-sex instructions were more sex typed than under 

same-sex instructions, indicating that men and women view 

the opposite sex more stereotypically than their own. On 

the Drawing Completion Test, men were able to produce a 

feminine set of responses, but women were unable to pro­

duce a masculine set of responses. This study showed that 

men and women have clear ideas of what is·considered mas­

culine and what is considered feminine in our society. 

Lunneborg (1970) administered the Edwards Person­

ality Inventory to college men and women with instructions 
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to reply as most men or women would. The responses were 

compared to the responses of the normative college sample, 

and were found to be very consistent with the normative 

self-descriptions, regardless of the sex of the respondent. 

The stereotypic responses were more extreme than the self­

descriptions, again indicating that American men and women 

hold strong, persistent sex-role stereotypes. 

Valuation of Male and Female Roles 

Not only do Americans hold these stereotypes, but 

there is much evidence to indicate that they value the 

masculine and feminine stereotypes differently. The lit­

erature indicates that the male stereotype is valued more 

highly than the female stereotype by both sexes. McKee 

and Sherriffs (1957) administered Sarbin's Adjective Check 

List to 100 college men and 100 college women. The sub­

jects responded under four sets of instructions: as them­

selves, as they would ideally like to be, as the ideal 

member of the opposite sex, and as they thought the oppo­

site sex would want the ideal person of their same sex to 

respond. The results indicated that women's ideal self 

is less sex-typed than men's, while women's real self is 

more sex-typed; women are further away from their ideal 

than men. The men reserved their highly valued masculine 

characteristics, such as action, vigor, and achievement, 

for themselves; they did not attribute them to women. 
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At the same time, the women thought that men's ideal woman 

was more sex-typed than the men's ideal woman actually was. 

The authors concluded that while men and women were egal­

itarian on the surface, both sexes still valued the male 

role more highly. 

In a subsequent study, the same authors (McKee 

& Sherriffs, 1959) obtained virtually the same results. 

Men were thought of more highly than women, and men empha­

sized their own positive characteristics, while women em­

phasized their own negative characteristics. This indi­

cates the low image women have of the feminine role, and 

the high image that men have of the masculine role. 

Osofsky and Osofsky (1972) and Braverman et al. (1972) 

both stated that the literature consistently shows that 5 

to 12 times as many women as men have consciously wished 

at some time that they were of the opposite sex, again 

indicating the greater value attached to the male role. 

According to the latter authors, males are preferred to 

the extent that couples are more likely to have a third 

child if the first two children are girls than they are 

if they already have a male child. 

Mental health professionals apparently share this 

preference for stereotypic male characteristics. Braver­

man, Braverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz, and Vogel (1970) 

asked a variety of mental health professionals to complete 
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a rating scale regarding a mentally healthy male, a men­

tally healthy female, and a mentally healthy adult (sex 

unspecified). The ratings for the mentally healthy male 

were quite similar to those for the mentally healthy adult, 

which were unlike those for the mentally healthy female. 

Thus, mentally healthy females do not behave like mentally 

healthy adults, according to this group of clinicians, 

while mentally healthy males do. 

Johnson (1974) confirmed this male preference of 

mental health professionals. He administered a shortened 

version of the Stereotype Questionnaire to a group of 

psychiatrists, psychiatric social workers, psychologists, 

and counselors. The subjects completed the questionnaire 

under four sets of instructions: as a well-integrated male 

and female, and as a poorly-integrated male and female. 

Results indicated that the profiles of the well-integrated 

male and female both resembled the usual profile of the 

stereotypic male, while the profiles of the poorly-inte­

grated male and female resembled that of the stereotypic 

female. In short, well-integrated behavior on the part 

of either sex was seen as masculine in nature, while 

stereotypic feminine behavior was defined by the clinicians 

as dysfunctional. 

Broverman et al. (1972) summed up by stating that 

"these sex-role differences are considered desirable by 
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college students, healthy by mental health professionals, 

and are even seen as ideal by both men and women" (p. 61). 

In other words, a wide variety of groups sees sex roles as 

the norm, or even as the ideal way in which social rela­

tions should be set up. Furthermore, all of these groups 

place a greater value on men and masculine characteristics 

than on women and feminine characteristics. 

Androgyny 

In recent years, the desirability of sex-role 

stereotypes and the preference for masculinity have been 

challenged. Bern (1972) stated that traditional masculine 

behavior is instrumental, emphasizing traits like asser­

tiveness, perseverance, self-confidence, and independence. 

Traditional feminine behavior, on the other hand, requires 

expressive, nurturant behaviors like tenderness, nur­

turance, sensitivity, and the ability easily to express 

emotions. Bakan (1966) characterized the two orienta­

tions as "agency" for men and "communion" for women. Both 

authors pointed out that it has been assumed in the past 

that each set of behaviors is appropriate for one sex, 

whereas it may actually be the case that each set of be­

haviors is appropriate for particular types of situations. 

From this speculation emerges the concept of androgyny: 

"having the characteristics of both sexes: being at once 

both male and female" (Webster's third new international 
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dictionary of the English language, 1971) . 

Many studies have indicated that traditional sex 

typing may not be the best avenue to adjustment and ad­

aptability as an adult; these studies suggest that an­

drogyny is associated with better adjustment and adapta­

bility. Vincent (1966) administered the California Psy­

chological Inventory to a group of male and female high 

school students. He found that females who scored less 

feminine and males who scored less masculine on the Fe 

scale also tended to do better on the other scales meas­

uring such attributes as poise, ascendancy, self-assurance, 

socialization, maturity, responsibility, achievement po­

tential, and intellectual efficiency. 

Harford, Willis, and Deabler (1967) administered 

a battery of tests which measured sex-role stereotyping to 

a group of normal male volunteers. Men who were not highly 

sex typed had better mental capacity and better verbal 

skills than men who were highly sex typed, while the latter 

tended to experience emotional distress, guilt proneness, 

and neurotic tendencies. 

Androgyny and Self-Esteem 

Androgyny appears to be related to self-esteem in 

addition to psychological adjustment. Block (1973) found 

that less sex-typed individuals (those who endorsed more 

adjectives usually endorsed by the opposite sex) tend to 
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show greater maturity, as measured by Kohlberg's Moral 

Judgment Test, than more sex-typed individuals. Miller 

(1974) administered a self-esteem measure and a scale of 

attitudes toward women's liberation to a group of college 

students at five different Northeastern United States in­

stitutions, as well as to a noncollege population. Men 

who accepted the women's liberation movement tended to have 

higher self-esteem than men who did not accept this move­

ment. This was especially true at the most conservative 

of the colleges. Doyle (1975), using a sample of 50 male 

subjects, found a significant positive correlation between 

self-actualization, as measured by Shostrow's Personal 

Orientation Inventory, and favorable attitudes toward 

feminism, as measured by Kirkpatrick's Feminism-Anti­

feminism Belief-Pattern Scale. 

Similarly, Spence, Helrnreich, and Stapp (1975) 

administered the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (a self­

esteem measure), the Attitudes Toward Women Scale, and 

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire to a large group of 

males and females. Androgynous subjects, as ~easured by 

the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, had significantly 

higher self-esteem than all others. Next in self-esteem 

carne masculine subjects, then feminine subjects, followed 

by undifferentiated individuals, who endorsed neither 

masculine nor feminine attributes. 
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Androgyny and Adaptability 

Not only do androgynous individuals appear to have 

higher self-esteem than sex-typed individuals, but they 

also appear to be more adaptable in a wider variety of 

situations. Kanner (1976) compared sex typing in creative 

male architects and uncreative male architects. He found 

that the creative architects were androgynous, while the 

uncreative architects were not, with the former no lower 

in masculinity than the latter. 

Strodtbeck, Beydek, and Goldhamer (1970) studied 

men's responses to a hypothetical community problem, which 

was presented by a speaker as serious or unserious, and 

solvable or unsolvable. After hearing the presentation of 

the problem, the subjects were asked how much they would 

be willing to try to do to solve the problem. The results 

indicated that masculine men were much more likely to 

attempt to solve the problem only if they perceived it as 

solvable, whereas less masculine men responded to the per­

sonal effects of the problem rather than to its perceived 

solvability. Masculine men apparently find it a waste of 

time to expand energy on problems which they are not 

reasonably sure they can solve. 

Bern (1975) placed college students in two situa­

tions, one calling for masculine, independent behavior 

(rating a funny cartoon as funny when confederates of the 



12 

experimenter all said that it was not funny) and the other 

calling for feminine, nurturant behavior (spontaneous play 

with a kitten). Masculine males (as measured by the Bern 

Sex-Role Inventory) were able to perform only the former 

task, feminine females were able to perform neither task, 

and androgynous subjects were able to perform both tasks. 

The discrepant finding about the feminine females led the 

author to speculate that the task required too much as­

sertiveness for that group of subjects. 

Bern and Lenney (1976) asked 24 sex-typed, 24 sex­

reversed, and 24 androgynous college students of each sex 

to choose between a cross-sex or same-sex activity. They 

were always paid more, and they were aware they would be 

paid more, if they chose a cross-sex activity. The sex­

typed individuals chose the same-sex activity signif..;. 

icantly more often than the sex-reversed or androgynous 

individuals, who did not differ from each other. In other 

words, sex-typed individuals were unable to choose a cross­

sex activity as often as androgynous individuals, even 

though their decision cost them money. In addition, after 

all the subjects had been forced to perform three cross­

sex activities (as well as three same-sex activities and 

three neutral activities), sex-typed subjects felt worse 

about themselves and more negatively about the tasks than 

either androgynous or sex-reversed individuals. Thus, 
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sex-typed individuals are reluctant to perform cross-sex 

activities, and are disturbed when they do so. 

Bem,Martyna, and Watson (1976) placed 84 college 

students, equally divided into groups of masculine, fem­

inine, and androgynous, into two situations calling for 

feminine behavior. The situations involved being left in 

a room with a baby who was neutrally dressed and alter­

nately introduced as David or Lisa, and talking to a 

lonely student (who was actually the experimenters' con­

federate). In both cases, feminine and androgynous in­

dividuals showed the same amount of nurturance, which was 

significantly higher than that shown by masculine in­

dividuals. 

Some research has not borne out the relationship 

between androgyny and self-esteem outlined above. For 

example, Gill (1976) classified college women as high, 

moderate, or low in femininity, according to scores on the 

Fe scale of the California Psychological Inventory. Self­

actualization of the subjects was based on the Personal 

Orientation Inventory and attitude toward the feminine role 

was measured by the Fand Role Inventory. There were no 

significant differences in self-actualization among the 

women in the three levels of strength of sex-typing. 

Romano (1976) measured self-esteem (using an identity con­

fusion inventory) and sex-role perception (using an 
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inventory of feminine values) in freshman college women. 

He found no correlation between self-esteem and attitude 

toward the feminine role, but cautioned against generali­

zation of the findings because of the limited sample of 

subjects (all were freshman women in the first co-ed class 

of a college) and the exclusive use of inventories. 

Despite these disparate findings, most research 

indicates a strong positive correlation between androgyny 

and self-esteem, and most research indicates that sex­

typed individuals have lower self-esteem than androgynous 

individuals. 

Narrow Sex Typing of Men 

In general, little research has been undertaken on 

changing sex roles for men, according to authors who have 

reviewed the literature (Hochschild, 1973; Mednick & 

Weissman, 1975). Many studies have indicated, however, 

that boys are more narrowly sex typed than girls; that is, 

the range of activities in which boys are expected to en­

gage is narrower than that for girls. Hartup, Moore, and 

Sage (1963) presented males and females between the ages 

of 3 and 8 with a choice between attractive, sex-inappro­

priate toys (e.g., doll, purse, football, bulldozer) and 

unattractive, neutral toys (e.g., pegboard, puzzle with a 

piece missing). Even with the blatant unattractiveness of 

the neutral toys, all of the children were reluctant to 
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play with the sex-inappropriate toys. The boys in par­

ticular tended to avoid the cross-sex toys when an experi­

menter was in the room. 

Lynn (1964) claimed that over the past 60 years, 

boys have shown a lowered preference for feminine games; 

she pointed out that boys are consistently taught not to 

engage in feminine behavior. Lansky (1967) administered 

a questionnaire to the parents of 98 upper-middle-class 

children at a private preschool. They were asked how they 

would react to their child's preference for a sex-inappro­

priate activity, in dichotomies such as gun vs. doll, 

shaving vs. playing with cosmetics, and building vs. cook­

ing. Parents were consistently less happy when boys chose 

a sex-inappropriate behavior than when girls did; this was 

especially true of fathers. 

Stein, Pohly, and Mueller (1971) found that sixth­

grade boys focused on masculine-labeled tasks more than 

girls focused on feminine-labeled tasks when both were 

presented with masculine, feminine, and neutral tasks. 

Also, actual achievement on the tasks varied according to 

the sex-typed labels for the boys, but not for the girls. 

The authors suggested that boys experience greater pressure 

for sex-appropriate behavior from parents and society than 

do girls. 

Fling and Manosevitz (1972), in a study of nursery 



16 

school children, found a nonsignificant trend for boys to 

show more sex-role orientation, preference, and adoption. 

They also observed that boys experienced more pressure to 

behave according to sex roles than girls. 

Seyfried and Hendrick (1973) had male and female 

college students rate their attraction for males and fe­

males who had supposedly filled out a sex-role questionnaire 

resulting in either a sex-appropriate or sex-inappropriate 

profile. The female subjects preferred the masculine male 

to the feminine male, while the male subjects did not 

differ in their preference for the feminine female or the 

masculine female. Furthermore, " ... the feminine male 

was disliked [by males] significantly more than any other 

stranger" (Seyfried & Hendrick, 1973, p. 19). These re­

sults indicate both the greater latitude of behavior per­

mitted to females and the greater stigma attached to the 

male who crosses sex roles. 

In a study similar to that of Hartup et al. (1963), 

Bern and Lenney (1976) paid college students more money to 

engage in a cross-sex activity than a same-sex activity. 

The subjects were sex typed, sex reversed, and androgynous 

individuals of each sex. Examples of activities were pre­

paring formula (feminine) and oiling metal (masculine). 

The study revealed that the males were less likely to 

prefer to perform cross-sex activities, even though this 
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stance cost them money and even though they had tried pre­

viously to maximize their earnings when engaging in neutral 

activities. This clearly indicates the great difficulty 

that males have in behaviorally overcoming the restricted 

roles which they have been taught. 

Not all researchers agree that men have more trouble 

incorporating both the masculine and feminine roles. Block, 

Von der Lippe, and Block (1973) studied a group of males 

and females between the ages of 30 and 40 who had been 

administered the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 

1964) as part of a larger study. The subjects were grouped 

into sex-role and socialization groups according to their 

scores on rhe femininity (Fe) Scale and the Socialization 

(So) Scale of this inventory. All the subjects were then 

interviewed and described by a clinical psychologist. 

Their findings were that highly socialized men incorporate 

the positive aspects of the masculine sex role (for highly 

masculine men) or of the feminine sex role (for less mas­

culine men) . This group of researchers concluded that 

" ... for men, socialization appears to expand the per­

sonal options available" (Block et al., 1973, p. 337). 

They found, further, that highly socialized women, whether 

highly feminine or less feminine, were more constricted in 

their behavior. The low socialization/low feminine group 

of women was more likely to manifest androgynous behavior 
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than any other group. Block et al. concluded that social-

ization expands the behavioral options for men, while it 

constricts options for women because they are forced to re-

nounce autonomy. Other interpretations of the data of 

Block et al., more consistent with the findings cited 

earlier, seem possible: the occupational classes of the 

two highly socialized male groups and the two highly 

socialized female groups appear to be either traditional 

(for the highly sex-typed individuals) or fairly neutral 

(for the less sex-typed individuals) . Furthermore, it 

appears to this reader that the occupational choices of the 

high feminine/high socialization women are less traditional 

than those of the high socialization/high masculine men, 

which would support the hypothesis of more narrow sex 

typing in the socialization of men. 

Faster Sex-Role Changes 
in Women 

In general, women seem to be more liberal in re-

gard to changing sex roles than men. Bayer (1975), in a 

study of 188,000 college freshmen in 1972, found that 41 

percent of the males and 19 percent of the females felt 

that a married women should confine her activities to her 

home and her family. There was a steady decline in these 

percentages since 1970, yet the women consistently had a 

much lower percentage endorsing this notion than the men. 
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Tavris (1973) gave a survey on sex roles to a large 

sample of readers of Psychology Today, a presumably liberal 

sample. She found that women were more liberated than men 

in terms of personal issues: for example, women were hap­

pier if the housework in their horne was distributed in a 

more egalitarian fashion between themselves and their hus­

bands while men were less happy if the housework was so 

distributed. Tavris found that while 73 percent of the men 

surveyed approved of equality in housekeeping and child 

care, only 15 percent of them actually shared in these 

activities. While most of the men approved of working 

wives, Tavris found that most of them would not be in­

fluenced by their wives' unhappiness in making a career 

decision (such as a geographic relocation). Furthermore, 

most of the men believed that men are unconscious sexists, 

yet 25 percent of them did not find an intellectual female 

attractive. In short, this liberal sample of women was 

translating its nonsexist beliefs into action while the 

men's behavior fell far short of their stated nonsexist 

attitudes. Tavris concluded that there were very few truly 

liberated men in her sample. 

Kornarovsky (1973) surveyed 62 male college seniors 

from an Ivy League all-male college. The respondents were 

interviewed for six hours each, and they completed several 

questionnaires. The author, who was investigating this 
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assumed liberal sample's reactions to changing sex roles 

for women, found that about one-third of the respondents 

felt uncomfortable with a woman who was their intellectual 

equal. Almost half of the men felt that men's reasoning 

ability was superior to that of women. Most of the men 

were not feminists. They favored a pattern for their 

future wives in which the latter would work, withdraw from 

work to engage in child rearing, then work again. They 

felt that there is no substitute for a mother for young 

children. While they were willing to help their future 

wives, they often excluded tasks like diapering and laundry 

from their offers. Most of the subjects felt that the man 

should be the superior achiever in a couple. Most of the 

men thought that housewives are boring, but most wanted 

their wives to stay home. Komarovsky (1973) summarized the 

findings thus: 

In sum, the right of an able women to a career of her 
choice, the admiration for women who measure up in 
terms of the dominant values of society, the lure but 
also the threat that such women present, the low status 
attached to housewifery but the conviction that there 
is no substitute for the mother's care of young chil­
dren, the deeply internalized norm of male occupational 
superiority pitted against the principle of equal op­
portunity irrespective of sex--these are some of the 
revealed inconsistencies (p. 881). 

Most of the men, when confronted with these inconsistencies, 

did not report any feelings of stress; Komarovsky pointed 

out that the issues do not affect the men as directly as 

they affect women. 
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Hoffman (1977) pointed out that the new, more 

androgynous roles are not as strange for women as they are 

for men, because the work arena has become more and more 

interpersonally oriented, drawing on women's traditional 

interpersonal skills acquired through socialization. The 

fact that androgynous roles are stranger to men might help 

account for their slower adoption of these new roles. 

Epstein and Bronzaft {1972) administered the Col­

lege Student Questionnaire to over 1,000 women entering a 

4-year liberal arts ccrllege under a new open admissions 

policy. The sample was thus predominantly from the lower­

middle and working classes. The researchers were inter­

ested in the respondents' future projected roles as women. 

A full 48 percent wished to become married career women 

with children, while 28 percent wished to become house­

wives with one or more children. The respective figures 

in 1965 were 42 percent and 35 percent, indicating a trend 

for women even of lower-class backgrounds to reject the 

traditional female role. 

Doyle (1975) administered the Feminist-Antifem­

inist Belief Pattern Scale and the Attitudes Toward Women 

Scale to a group of men and women. Measuring self-ac­

ceptance using the Personal Orientation Inventory, Doyle 

found that men who accept themselves have more profeminist 

attitudes than men who are not self-accepting. He 
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theorized that men's narrow sex typing leads to a lack of 

self-acceptance which in turn leads to antifeminist at­

titudes. 

Broverman et al. (1972), as previously mentioned, 

pointed out that many more women than men have expressed 

a desire to be a person of the opposite sex. This could 

be interpreted to mean that women have a greater desire to 

change their sex roles than men, while men are more com­

fortable with the roles for which they have been social­

ized. 

Stanford (1975) administered the Attitudes Toward 

Women Scale to men and women, and found that males who 

were brought up traditionally as far as sex roles were con­

cerned were more sexist than women who were reared in this 

fashion. This would support the notion that men's social­

ization disposes them toward more conservatism in regard 

to sex roles later on. 

Some authors contradict this general finding that 

women's roles and attitudes are changing more rapidly than 

men's. Hochschild (1973), for example, concluded that 

women are in fact usually quite willing to let a man's 

work assume more importance than their own, thus putting 

the men in the traditional dominant position. Dorn (1970) 

administered a questionnaire to 70 juniors and seniors in 

college. He found that more men than women felt that more 



23 

egalitarian relationships were occurring; this could be 

interpreted to mean, however, that men perceived women's 

roles changing faster than their own while women did not 

feel this was the case. 

Sex-Role Expectations 

While women's roles appear to be changing more 

rapidly than men's, some researchers have undertaken more 

direct studies of what men and women really expect from 

themselves and each other as far as sex roles are concerned. 

Steinmann and Fox (1966) administered the Inventory of 

Feminine Values to about 800 women and 400 men, including 

persons from a wide range of backgrounds and occupations. 

The women were instructed to respond as themselves, as 

their ideal woman would respond, and as they thought men's 

ideal woman would respond. The men were instructed to re­

spond as their ideal woman would respond. In essence, 

the results showed that women saw themselves as balanced, 

their ideal woman as somewhat more active, and men's ideal 

woman as passive and family-oriented. However, men's ideal 

woman was much closer to the balanced self-perceptions of 

the women, suggesting a lack of communication between men 

and women regarding how men want women to be. Of par­

ticular significance was the finding that men's ideal 

woman would raise children to believe in the equality of 

the sexes. However, in examining men's ideal woman more 
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closely, the authors found contradictions similar to 

those mentioned in other studies. While men want women to 

fulfill themselves outside the family, they do not feel 

that a woman's self-realization should ever be the most 

important aspect of her life. Thus, while espousing a 

generally liberal position, men become more conservative 

when it comes to women actually acting out the new posi­

tion. Apparently men's ideal woman is liberated as long 

as her liberation does not affect the man personally. 

Fay (1970), in a cross-cultural study! found that 

ideal ratings of males and females among both male and fe­

male Americans tended to converge, with the ideal male be­

coming slightly more feminine than the typical male, and 

the ideal female becoming somewhat more masculine than the 

typical female. 

Ellis and Bentler (1973) administered a sex­

stereotype questionnaire and a personality questionnaire 

to a group of 152 male and female college students. They 

found, like Fay, that the ideal males and females had both 

male and female characteristics, rather than the stereo­

typed ones. Furthermore, each sex thought that the op­

posite sex's ideal of them was more traditional than it 

actually was, again indicating a lack of communication. 

McKee and Sherriffs (1959) administered the Serbin 

Adjective Check List to 100 unmarried college men and 100 
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unmarried college women. They were instructed to respond 

as themselves, as they would like to be, as they would like 

the opposite sex to be, and as they thought the opposite 

sex would like them to be. The most significant finding 

was that while women's ideal man had as many favorable 

feminine characteristics as it did favorable masculine 

characteristics, men's ideal woman had considerably fewer 

favorable masculine characteristics than favorable feminine 

characteristics. This appears to indicate that while 

women desire androgynous men, men still desire basically 

feminine women. These researchers also found that women's 

ideal self was less sex typed than men's ideal self, mean~ 

ing that women desire androgyny for themselves more than 

men do. Curiously, these authors predicted that since men 

have higher status in society, they would sooner be able 

to expr~ss overt sex-role change; the present writer, on 

the other hand, predicts just the opposite, because men 

appear to have more to lose by showing overt sex-role 

change. 

Stericker (1976) administered the Bern Sex-Role 

Inventory (BSRI) to 124 female and 107 male introductory 

psychology students at the same university at which the 

present research was conducted. She found that males de­

scribed themselves as more masculine than females, females 

described themselves as more feminine than males, and 

neither sex was more androgynous than the other. 
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In short, the literature suggests that while men 

and women are still respectively masculine and feminine, 

the gap is closing. It appears that women want men to 

become more androgynous than men want women to become. 

Measures of Masculinity-Femininity 

Sex-role researchers have used a variety of scales 

in obtaining measures of masculinity and femininity. 

Chief among these is the Fe Scale of the California Psycho­

logical Inventory. Bieliauskas, Miranda, and Lansky (1968) 

administered the Fe scale to a group of college males and 

females with instructions to respond as typical college men 

and college women would. The scores were respectively mas­

culine and feminine. The authors felt that these results 

indicated that the Fe scale was obvious to both men and 

women, and they questioned its utility. Furthermore, the 

stereotypes of the opposite sex were found to be stronger 

than those of the same sex, largely because the opposite­

sex instructions were more stereotyped than the standard 

same-sex instructions. 

Constantinople (1973) reviewed the following MF 

scales: the Terman and Miles Attitude-Interest Analysis 

Test, the MF scale of the Strong Vocational Interest Blank, 

the MF scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality In­

ventory, the Fe scale of the California Psychological 
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Inventory, and the Guilford Masculinity Scale. She 

pointed out that the item selection for all of these 

instruments is based on the items' ability to discriminate 

males from females. This method assumes that "masculinity" 

and .,femininity" are bipolar traits; that is, they repre­

sent opposite extremes, which cannot exist concurrently in 

the same person. These scales also assume the unidimen­

sionality of masculinity-femininity, measuring it by one 

score only. Constantinople pointed out that correlational 

and factor analytic studies have shown that MF is multi­

dimensional, rendering inadequate all the commonly used 

MF scales. 

Pleck (1975} discussed the concepts of masculinity 

and femininity and the assumptions upon which they are 

based; his conclusions were similar to those of Constan­

tinople. Pleck pointed out that there is a low correlation 

among various MF scales that are popularly used. Further­

more, most MF scales are unidimensional (as previously 

mentioned) while MF is multi-dimensional, including em­

pirically unrelated components, such as emotionality, 

interests, and abilities. The available MF scales do not 

show convergent validity. furthermore, Pleck pointed out, 

MF scales generally comprise a limited number of secondary, 

rather than central, personality traits, which limits their 

utility. 
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Bern (1974), responding to these criticisms of most 

MF scales, produced the Bern Sex-Role Inventory, which 

treats masculinity and femininity as separate dimensions 

rather than as opposites on a continuum. Bern pointed out 

that masculinity and femininity are logically as well as 

empirically independent, necessitating this treatment. 

The scale contains 20 masculine adjectives, 20 feminine 

adjectives, and 20 neutral adjectives, chosen on the 

basis of sex-typed social desirability as decided by a 

group of judges, rather than on the basis of differential 

endorsement by males and females. Thus, the subject is 

not forced to choose between masculine and feminine char­

acteristics; the subject can score high on masculinity, 

high on femininity, high on both masculinity and femin­

inity (which puts him or her in the "androgynous" cate­

gory), or low on both masculinity and femininity (which 

puts her or him in the "undifferentiated" category) . Be­

cause the Bern scale solves many of the problems associated 

with other MF scales (particularly the problems of bi­

polarity and unidimensionality), it has become popular in 

sex-role research, and is the focal instrument of the 

present study. 

Hypotheses 

The research reviewed above suggests several hypoth­

eses regarding the changing sex roles for men and women 
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in our society. Those that were addressed by the present 

study follow. Hypothesis A states that women are less sex 

typed (more androgynous) than men. Given previous re­

search indicating the more narrow sex typing experienced 

by males during development, as well as greater acceptance 

of equality by females, it seems that women would present 

themselves as more androgynous than men. 

Hypothesis B states that higher self-esteem is 

positively correlated with greater ability to describe an 

androgynous person of the same sex. Previous research 

has indicated a positive correlation between androgyny and 

self-esteem. It seems to the author that individuals who 

can more readily describe an androgynous person of the same 

sex would probably be nearer to becoming androgynous them­

selves than individuals who can less readily describe such 

a person. Therefore, the former individuals would also be 

expected to have higher self-esteem. 

Hypothesis C states that individuals of both sexes 

view liberated females as more androgynous than liberated 

males. In addition to the finding that girls are less 

narrowly sex-typed, it seems that both sexes are exposed in 

their development and in the media to liberated women who 

incorporate both masculine and feminine characteristics, 

while there is very little exposure to liberated men. In 

fact, the term "liberated man" is one that most people 

seen never to have heard of. 



30 

Hypothesis D states that women describe a liber­

ated male in more androgynous terms than do men. Pre­

sumably, women, who are engaged in the process of becoming 

free of stereotypic sex roles, are more aware than men of 

what a male who is also free of stereotypic sex roles is 

like. 

Hypothesis E states that women describe the ideal 

male in more androgynous terms than do men. Again, it 

seems that as women change, they would like to see men 

change also, while men's desire to become androgynous seems 

limited. 



CHAPTER III 

HETHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects were 71 male and 71 female college 

students enrolled in either an introductory psychology 

course or in an introductory course in research methods in 

psychology. The introductory psychology students (49 

males and 53 females) were members of the "subject pool," 

and participated in the study as partial fulfillment of a 

departmental requirement. The research students (22 males 

and 18 females) participated at the request of their in­

structor. Data were actually collected on 77 females and 

71 males; 6 females were randomly eliminated to ensure 

equal Ns in the male and female groups. The mean age for 

the 71 males was 19.3 years; for the 71 females it was 

19.2 years. This difference was not statistically sig­

nificant, ~(140) = .28, n.s. 

Measures 

Self-esteem was measured by Short Form A of the 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich & Stapp, 

1974). This is a 16-item, 5-point, self-report scale which 

correlates highly with its parent scale, the Texas Social 

Behav.ior Inventory (TSBI), a widely used measure of self-

31 
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esteem. Each response is assigned a score from 1 to 5, 

with 1 standing for the response associated with lower 

self-esteem and 5 standing for the response associated 

with higher self-esteem. Each subject thus receives a 

mean self-esteem score between 1 and 5. See Appendix A 

for a copy of this measure. 

Androgyny was measured by the Bern Sex-Role In­

ventory (BSRI; Bern, 1974), which was described above. 

Since the author was interested in the degree of an­

drogyny in various groups rather than in classifying in­

dividuals in terms of their sex roles, Bern's sex-role 

categories (e.g., masculine, feminine, androgynous) were 

not used. Furthermore, since the focus was on the degree 

of androgyny, Bern's androgyny difference score (each sub­

ject's mean femininity score minus his or her mean mas­

culinity score), which indicates to what degree a sub­

ject's sex role is in one direction or another, was not 

employed. Rather, the author used the absolute value of 

the androgyny difference score, which indicates the degree 

of androgyny, but not the direction (masculine or feminine) 

of the sex role. Because of what it measures, and for the 

sake of brevity, the absolute value of the androgyny dif­

ference score will hereafter be referred to as ANDRO; when 

a group of such scores is averaged for a group of subjects, 

the average score will be referred to as MEAN-ANDRO. 
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Procedure 

Subjects were given a packet of materials, which 

included the following: a face sheet for personal data, 

Short Form A of the Texas Social Behavior Inventory, and 

the Bern Sex-Role Inventory with five different sets of 

instructions (describe yourself, an ideal college male, 

an ideal college female, a truly liberated college male, 

and a truly liberated college female) . See Appendix A 

for copies of all the materials that the subjects com­

pleted. The order of presentation was as above, except 

that the two "ideal" response sheets were counterbalanced 

within each sex of respondent, and the two "liberated" 

response sheets were counterbalanced within each sex of 

respondent. Subjects completed the packets in a quiet 

classroom with other subjects present. There was no time 

limit; most subjects completed the packets in about a 

half hour. 

A variety of statistical procedures was employed. 

For Hypothesis A, the MEAN-ANDRO scores for males and fe­

males, when describing themselves on the Bern Sex-Role In­

ventory, were compared using a !-test. For Hypothesis B, 

the MEAN-ANDRO scores for subjects describing a truly 

liberated college student of the same sex on the Bern 

Sex-Role Inventory were correlated with the same subjects' 



34 

self-esteem scores on Short Form A of the Texas Social 

Behavior Inventory, using the Pearson product moment cor­

relation coefficient. For Hypothesis C, for both males 

and females, each sex's MEAN-ANDRO score when describing 

a truly liberated college female was compared to its MEAN­

ANDRO score when describing a truly liberated college 

male, using Sandler's A for correlated samples (Runyon 

& Haber, 1971, p. 210). For Hypothesis D, the two sexes' 

MEAN-ANDRO scores when describing a truly liberated col­

lege male on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory were compared 

using at-test. For HypothesisE, the two sexes' MEAN­

ANDRO scores when describing the ideal college male on the 

Bern Sex-Role Inventory were compared using a t-test. 

For all of the hypotheses, the subject pool group 

and the research class group were compared within each 

sex (because males and females were always analyzed sep­

arately within hypotheses) , using a !-test, to rule out 

differences by class. The two groups were analyzed to­

gether, except in one case. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In only one case (the male subjects' description of 

a liberated male) did the subject pool subjects differ 

significantly from the research class subjects. In this 

case, the r1EAN-ANDRO score for subject pool males was 

1.64 (SD = .82), while the MEAN-ANDRO score for research 

class males was 1.02 (SD = .72), !(69) = 3.02, E < .01 

(see Table 1). Separate analyses for the two classes of 

males were therefore performed for Hypotheses c and D, 

both of which involved the comparison of another measure 

with the males' liberated-male ratings. 

Hypothesis A 

Contrary to the prediction, there was no signif­

icant difference in androgyny between male and female sub­

jects; their MEAN-ANDRO scores were identical when rounded 

to the first decimal place (MEAN-ANDRO for males = .89, 

SD = .58; MEAN-ANDRO for females = .90, SD = .61). Each 

sex tended to respond in the direction of its sex-role 

stereotype: males were more masculine and females were 

more feminine. Both the males' and the females' mean 

androgyny difference scores approximated those obtained by 

Bern (1974; see Table 2). Her subjects and those in the 

35 
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Table l 

Summary of Comparisons Between Subject Pool Group 

and Research Class Group for MEAN-ANDRO Scores 

Subject Pool Research Class 

(SD) t 

Females 

Yourself .85 ( . 53) l. 03 (. 8 2) 1.06 
Ideal Male l.ll ( • 7 2) 1.03 ( • 8 3) .69 
Liberated Male l. 83 ( • 9 7) 1.53 ( • 9 7) 1.12 
Liberated Female l. 44 ( l. Ol) 1.45 ( • 8 3) .04 

Males 

Yourself .91 • 56) .85 ( • 6 2) .40 
Ideal Male 1.29 • 7 5) 1.06 ( • 6 9) 1.20 
Liberated Male l. 64 . 82) 1.02 ( • 7 2) 3.02* 
Liberated Female 1.35 .90) .87 ( • 6 5) l. 77 

* E. < .01 
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Table 2 

Summary of Comparisons Between Bern's (1974) College 

Subjects and the Present Subjects for Androgyny 

Difference Scores ("Yourself" Instructions) 

Bern Present Study 

M (SD) M (SD) t df 

Stanford 
University 

Males -.53 ( . 8 2) -.68 ( . 8 2) l. 43 513 

Females .43 ( . 9 3) .58 ( . 9 2) l. 22 348 

Foothill Junior 
College 

Males -.34 ( . 9 7) -.68 ( . 8 2) 2.56* 186 

Females .53 ( . 9 7) .58 ( . 9 2) .32 146 

* E. < .02 
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present study are therefore similar in degree of androgyny. 

The lone exception is in the comparison between Bern's Foot­

hill Junior College males (~ = -.34, SD = .97) and the 

males in the present study (~ = -.68, SD = .82). The lat­

ter group was significantly less androgynous than the for­

mer, !(186) = 2.56, E < .02. 

There were no undifferentiated (i.e., neither mas­

culine, feminine, nor androgynous) subjects in the present 

group, as defined by having both the masculinity and fem­

ininity means on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory falling at 

least one standard deviation below the means for Bern's 

(1974) Stanford University sample. Apparently the cul­

tural forces experienced by this population during both 

earlier and current development have not, at least as yet, 

differentially affected the two sexes as far as a balance 

between masculine and feminine characteristics is con­

cerned. Whether both the males and the females in the 

present group have both been affected by these cultural and 

developmental forces, and have moved closer to androgyny 

than individuals of similar social and cultural backgrounds 

were ten years ago, is not known. We do know, however, 

that the present group, several years after the study of 

Bern's group, is not more androgynous than her group was, 

and, at least for some of the subjects, is in fact less 

androgynous. It may be that current students at Stanford 
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University and Foothill Junior College have become more 

androgynous than they were when Bern first studied them. 

If this is true, they would probably be considerably more 

androgynous than the present subjects. It may be noted 

that the present subjects all attend a rather traditional, 

conservative, Roman Catholic, midwestern college, which 

may in part account for the fact that they are not more 

androgynous even than Bern's groups of several years ago. 

Hypothesis B 

Contrary to the prediction, for male subjects, 

higher self-esteem was not correlated with a more androg­

ynous profile under the liberated college male instructions. 

In fact, there was a significant correlation in the oppo­

site direction, £ (69) = -.29, E < .02. One of the pos­

sible conclusions that one can draw from this result is 

that males who are aware enough of their feminine charac­

teristics to attribute them to a liberated male have a 

lower self-concept than those who are not as aware of their 

feminine characteristics. This finding could be explained 

by the narrow sex typing that males experience, which 

teaches them that it is shameful and unmanly for them ever 

to cross sex-role boundaries. 

On the other hand, this finding could be an arti­

fact of the self-esteem measure employed in the study: 

the Texas Social Behavior Inventory has many statements 
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about assertiveness in social situations that contribute 

heavily to the subject's self-esteem score. It may be 

that men who are more in touch with their feminine aspects 

are simply less assertive than men who cannot readily admit 

their feminine aspects; the former may not, in fact, have 

lower self-esteem. Moreover, these men may simply admit 

their faults and self-doubts more readily than men who are 

less aware of their feminine aspects. In other words, the 

lower self-esteem scores obtained by the men who described 

a liberated college male in more androgynous terms may be 

an artifact of their being less assertive, or of their 

being more willing to admit doubts about themselves, rather 

than of their actually having lower self-esteem. 

For females, on the other hand, the correlation be­

tween self-esteem and a greater degree of androgyny as a 

liberated college female was in the expected direction, 

~(69) = .20, E < .02. Thus, college women who perceive 

their liberated peers as more androgynous have higher self­

esteem (or, perhaps, are more assertive) than those who 

perceive their liberated peers as more masculine (as the 

vast majority of females did). The fact that perception 

of the liberated female as masculine was associated with 

lower self-esteem seems to indicate that higher self-esteem 

is necessary for a female even to consider integrating the 

masculine and feminine sides of her personality. It seems 
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that if her self-esteem is not high enough, she is more 

likely to dismiss liberated women as masculine, not an­

drogynous. 

All of these conclusions can be questioned when 

one looks at the task that the subjects encountered: to 

describe a truly liberated college male or female. Both 

sexes of subjects, when looked at overall, described the 

liberated person of the same sex and of the opposite sex 

in masculine terms; in fact, these descriptions are more 

masculine than those of almost all the other individuals 

they were asked to describe. Although the author under­

stands "liberated'' to mean "free from stereotypic sex 

roles," i.e., androgynous, apparently these subjects view 

the concept as meaning "more masculine." This is under­

standable, in light of the fact that most of the exposure 

they have had to liberated individuals has been to liber­

ated women seeking to gain recognition in previously mas­

culine activities. There has been little or no exposure 

to the concept of the liberated man, so apparently the 

subjects concluded that this individual is also someone 

exhibiting masculine characteristics. Further research is 

needed to clarify how male and female subjects define lib­

erated men and women, on whether the subjects differ in 

their definitions according to their own sex, and on 

whether the definitions differ according to the sex of the 

liberated person being defined. 
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Hypothesis C 

For this hypothesis, since the MEAN-ANDRO scores 

differed significantly for the subject pool and the re­

search class males, their data were analyzed separately. 

For the subject pool males, the liberated female 

(MEAN-ANDRO = 1.35, SD = .89) was, as predicted, described 

as more androgynous than the liberated male (MEAN-ANDRO = 

1.64, SD = .82), Sandler's ~(48) = .222, E < .05. For the 

research class males, there was no significant difference 

between their liberated female (MEAN-fu~DRO = .87, SD = .66) 

and their liberated male (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.02, SD = .72), 

~(21) = 1.267. These differing results for the two classes 

suggest that the more experienced (at least in terms of 

education in psychology) group of males was thinking more 

in terms of androgyny for both sexes, while the less ex­

perienced group had a more difficult time imagining an­

drogynous men. The former group may on the whole be more 

open to new ideas than the latter. The results for the 

subject pool group do seem to indicate that it is easier 

for male subjects to imagine an androgynous female than an 

androgynous male. 

For the female subjects, the liberated female 

(MEAN-ANDRO = 1.44, SD = .97) was more androgynous than the 

liberated male (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.75, SD = .99), ~(70) = .102, 
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P < .01. The women presumably have been exposed to many 

more models of androgynous women than models of androgynous 

men. Thus, while they viewed both liberated women and lib­

erated men as masculine (as noted by inspection of the mean 

masculinity and femininity scores, the former of which is 

higher in each case) , they viewed liberated men as even 

more masculine (less androgynous). Apparently, they see 

liberated women as crossing sex-role boundaries, while 

liberated men do so less. It is easier to describe a 

woman who integrates both sex roles than it is to describe 

a man who does so. On the other hand, the problem of how 

the subjects are defining "liberated" may be confounding 

these results: if liberated means more masculine, it may 

be that the female subjects saw the liberated \voman as much 

more masculine than they saw themselves, while the liberated 

man was seen as simply more masculine than men in general 

were thought to be. In this interpretation, liberated 

women are not really seen as more androgynous: they are 

just seen as less masculine than liberated men, but much 

more masculine than women see themselves. In this sample, 

in fact, women did describe the liberated woman as much 

more masculine than they described themselves, A(69) = .021, 

E < .001. 

Hypothesis D 

Since this hypothesis again involved androgyny 
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scores for liberated males, the data for the two classes 

of male subjects were analyzed separately. 

There was no significant difference between the 

subject pool males (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.64, SD = .82) and all of 

the females (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.75, SD = .99) in the degree of 

androgyny ascribed to liberated males, !(118) = .66. 

Both groups described these <liberated males as quite mas­

culine. 

The hypothesis was also not confirmed when the re­

search class males (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.02, SD = .72) were com­

pared with the females in their descriptions of the lib­

erated male. In fact, a significant result in the opposite 

direction was found, !(91) = 3.70, £ < .001. In this case, 

then, the females rated liberated males as more masculine, 

rather than as more androgynous, then the males rated them. 

This fits with the earlier finding that the research class 

males seemed to view a liberated male as about equal in 

degree of androgyny to a liberated female. Apparently, 

these more experienced males did not view the liberated 

male in terms as masculine as those of the female subjects. 

Perhaps the female subjects are so accustomed to men put­

ting up a front of masculinity that they could not even 

imagine men beginning to cross sex-role boundaries, while 

the more experienced men, perhaps aware of this front, were 

more able to picture men who might begin to show less 
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masculine sides of their personalities. Furthermore, it 

is possible that the females, who are beginning to become 

free of stereotypic sex roles themselves, perceive changing 

men as a threat to them, and thus would rather that men not 

move toward androgyny at the same time that they themselves. 

are doing so. 

Hypothesis E 

The females' ideal male (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.09, 

SD = .76), contrary to the prediction, did not have a 

significantly more androgynous profile than the male sub­

jects' ideal male (MEAN-ANDRO = 1.22, SD = .74), !(140) = 

1.03. At least for this sample, the ideal male for women 

was no more androgynous than he was for men. One could 

speculate either that the men in this sample want to be 

just as androgynous as the women want them to be, or that 

the women do not really want the men to be androgynous. 

This is consistent with the findings on Hypothesis D, in 

which the women seem neither to be hoping for nor imagining 

men who deviate from their masculine sex typing. Despite 

protestations to the contrary, the women may find security 

in masculine men while they themselves are changing. An­

other factor may be the age of these women; they are still 

in late adolescence, and thus have not formed a solid sense 

of identity. To want men to assume some of the traditional 
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characteristics of women may be too threatening to their 

beginning sense of identity as women. It may be that 

older female subjects, more secure in their own identities, 

wish more strongly than these subjects for men to move 

towarq androgyny along with them. 

Conclusions 

The results of the study did not, as a whole, sup­

port the main conceptual hypothesis that women are moving 

toward sex-role change more quickly than men, at least 

within a fairly conservative college population that is at 

the beginning of its college career. Nor did the women 

in this group seem to think of either a liberated male or 

an ideal male in more androgynous terms than the men, 

which leads the author to speculate that this female popu­

lation is no more ready for androgynous men than the males. 

In fact, the males in this group who were members of a 

more advanced class seemed to perceive liberated males in 

more androgynous terms than the females perceived them, 

suggesting that, as males become more experienced, they 

are more able to imagine themselves functioning in a less 

stereotypically sex-typed manner. 

The interpretation of the relationship between 

projected androgyny (androgyny in a same-sexed liberated 

person) and self-esteem was hampered by two factors: the 

nature of the self-esteem measure that was employed and 
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the expectation that the subjects would understand the 

word "liberated" in the same manner as the author. The 

self-esteem measure, the Texas Social Behavior Inventory 

(Short Form A), is heavily loaded with measures of dom­

inance and social competence which may or may not reflect 

respondents' self-concept. Furthermore, the measure seems 

to have a rather significant capacity for being faked, so 

that subjects who wish to appear self-confident may receive 

higher scores than those who are more honest about them-

selves. There also seems to be a strong cultural emphasis 

on assertiveness, and assertive responses are given higher 

self-esteem scores. Further research, using a different 

measure of self-esteem, could begin to answer this question. 

One of the more difficult problems in the present 

research was the subjects' interpretation, or misinterpre­

tation, of the word "liberated." This is a word that has 

come into common parlance in regard to women, but that has 

hardly been heard in regard to men. The author knows of 

no research investigating the meaning of this word to 

people when it is applied to men or to women; it would 

seem necessary to conduct such research in future studies, 

in order to avoid the problems encountered in the present 

investigation. 

Most of the subjects in the present study were in 

their first two years of college, which is often a time 
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of turmoil in terms of identity formation. While these 

males and females did not differ in their current level of 

androgyny or movement toward androgyny, it may be that 

older, more experienced individuals would differ in this 

regard. Future studies might use college seniors or other 

adults to investigate differences in degree of androgyny 

within different age groups. Another kind of study, which 

might help to clarify the issue of differential degrees of 

androgyny in males and females, would be a longitudinal 

study of the degree of androgyny in people over a time span 

of several years, particularly during young adulthood when 

many attitudes are forming. These kinds of studies could 

give a clearer picture of how different in degree of an­

drogyny males and females are at different ages, and of 

how they change differentially in degree of androgyny as 

they get older. 

Another question not answered in the present study 

is the degree of androgyny desired in themselves and in the 

opposite sex by both males and females. While the liter­

ature suggests that women desire less stereotypic sex­

typed behavior on the part of men than men desire for them­

selves, the present study did not confirm this. Discrep­

ancies between men and women in the desire for androgyny 

in themselves and/or in the opposite sex would be worthy 

of further investigation; if there are significant dis-
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crepancies, increased lack of meeting of expectations of 

each other would result. 

There seems to be a general public consensus that 

women have changed rather significantly over the past 

decade in terms of their attitudes about their stereotypic 

sex role. Very little is empirically known in this re­

gard, however; even less is known about any corresponding 

changes in men, and the public does not seem nearly as 

interested in the men's side of sex-role change. The 

present study attempted to contribute to compensating for 

this deficiency, and the author, believing androgyny to be 

a growing aspect of life for both men and women, hopes 

that other investigators will continue to perform research 

on androgyny and its correlates in both sexes. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

Different sex roles for men and women have long 

been an accepted part of our culture, and psychological 

theorists and practitioners have long considered appro­

priate sex-role identification (masculine or feminine) 

essential for psychologically healthy development and 

functioning. Recent cultural developments, as well as 

recent empirical investigations, have thrown into question 

the need for and the efficacy of these traditional roles. 

A new model for psychological and behavioral functioning, 

androgyny, has emerged as an alternative to different and 

stereotypic roles for the two sexes. Several studies have 

linked the presence of androgyny in individuals with higher 

self-esteem; other have suggested that androgyny is be­

coming more prevalent in women than in men. 

The present study explored further the relationship 

between androgyny and self-esteem, differential degrees of 

androgyny in men and women and in people's conceptions of 

liberated men and women, and differential desires in men 

and women for sex-role change in men. The results were 

mixed: there was no difference in present degree of an­

drogyny in the men and women in the sample, nor was there 
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a difference in their desire for androgyny in men. Lib­

erated men and women were both described as quite masculine 

by both men and women (although liberated women were gen­

erally seen as less masculine than liberated men) , suggest­

ing that the subjects interpreted the word "liberated" as 

indicating a movement toward a greater amount of stereo­

typic masculine characteristics,increased self-determina­

tion, and/or perhaps the freedom and power associated with 

the male role. The relationship between self-esteem and 

the description of a same-sexed liberated person was un­

clear: there was a positive relationship only for women. 

Further research was suggested to clarify the 

issues that were explored. The author believes that dif­

ferent degrees of androgyny, or different rates of move­

ment toward androgyny, in men and women could have a 

strong influence on how the two sexes relate to each other. 

The relationship between androgyny and self-esteem also 

needs clarification: research in this area could have pro­

found effects on theories of child development, on parent­

ing methods, and on conceptions of mental health. 
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PERSONAL DATA 

Please note that this information is being collected 
anonymously, and will be treated completely confidentially. 

Age ____________ _ Sex: Male Female Year in College ---

Marital Status: Single Married Other 

Religious background: Catholic Protestant Jewish 

Other None 

Current religion: Catholic Protestant Jewish 

Other None 

Do you practice this religion? Yes No Sometimes 

Father's educational level ------------------------------
Mother's educational level ---------------------------
Mother's occupation _______________________________________ _ 

Father's occupation ______________________________________________ _ 

Major ____________________________________________________________ _ 
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Please circle the letter corresponding to t~e description t~at best suits yourself, 
according to the following scale. 

a b c d a 
Not at all Not very Slightly ?airly ~7ery much 

characteristic characteristic characteristic characteristic characteristic 
of l;le of r!le of ::~e of Me of :ne 

1. I am not likely to sneak to people until they speak to me. 
a b c d e 

2. I •.-auld dP.scribe myself as self-confident. 
a b c d e 

3. I feel confident of my appearance. 
a b c d e 

4. I am a good mixer. 
a b c d a 

S. 'lhan in a group of peoplz, I have trouble thiru,ing of the right things to ~ay. 
a 1:> c d e 

5. wnen in a group of people, I usually do what the others ·~ant rather than :nake 
suggestions. 

a b c d a 

7. When I an in disagreell!ent with other people, oy opinion usually prevails. 
a b c d a 

3. I ;·10uld describe 1:1yself as one Hho attempts to master situations. 
a b c d '" 

9. Jther people loor.. up to ::~e. 

a b c d 

10. I enjoy social gatherings just to be •.-ith p'!ople. 
a b c d 

11. I make a point of looking other people in the eye. 
a b c d e 

12. I cannot seea to get others to notice me. 
a b c d 

13. I (~auld rat!:\er not have very much rosponsiblility for other ?eople. 
a b c d 2 

l~>. ~ feel comfortable baing approached by someone in a position of aut~ority. 
a b c d e 

1 -.;). I would describe myself as indecisive • 
a b c d i! 

1' • o. r :1ave no doubts about my social competence • 
a b c d e 
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On the following page, you will be sh~Nn a large number of personalitY 
characteristics. l-7e would like you to use those charactaristics in order to 
dascribe yourself. That is, ••e would like you to indicate, on a scala from 
1 to 7, how true of you these various characteristics are. Please do not leave 
any characteristics unmarkad. 

liar!-: a if it is :1EVER OR AU10ST tfEVER TRUE that you are sly. 

lfark a 2 if it is USUALLY ~OT TRUE that you are sly. 

~~rk a 3 if it is SOHET!NES BUT !lT!RE"lUEli'!LY TRUE that you are sly. 

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

:iark a 5 if it is OFTEU TRl~ that you are sly. 

:rark a 6 if it is USUALLY TRUE that you ar~ :;ly. 

Mark a 7 if it is AI.m.YS OR AL.'!OST ALHAYS TRUE that you are sly. 

!:Ius, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently true that 70u are "sly,"~ 
o-.: <:lmos t never true that you are "malicious, '1 alwavs or almost alway.s true that 
1 ;u ara irresponsible," and of tan true that 70u ara 11 carafree, '1 th.en you would 
rata th~sa charactarist~cs as follows: 

~-
_, 

I I '7 I 
.... Irresponsible I 

I 
I 

I I f _ _r I I ~!alicious I I Carefree 



1 2 
NEVER. OR 
AU!OST 
NEVER TII.UE 

USUALLY· 
ROT 

TRUE 

Salf reliant 

Yielding 

!ielpful 

nefends own 
beliefs 

Cheerful 

~loody 

I.ndependene 

r Shy 

Conscientious 

Athletic 

I Affectionate 

7heatrica1 

r Assertive 

~-Fla.tt~rabla 
l Happy 
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3 4 5 
SOMET:C!ES 3UT OCCASIONALLY OFTEN 
I.HFREQUEN'l'L Y TII.UE TRUE 

TP.UE 

YOURSELF 

Reliable 

6 
USUALLY 

TRUE 

Uarm 

Analytical 

~ 
jsolemn 

Synpathetic ! 

7 
AL!~AYS OR 

AU!OST 
ALI1AYS TRUE 

take 

.t-
Jealous 

i 

'~illin,z to 
a stand 

I 

l 

I 

I 

Has leadership I abilities 

Tender 

Friendly I 
Sensitive t:o the I Aggressive I 

needs of others ! 
I 

I 

Truthful I i 

Willing to cake 
,.i .. ~.-;; .. 

I 

Gullible I 

Inefficient I 
Acts as a leader ! 

Understanding I 

Secretive I 

I 
I 

Childlike I 
I 

I 

I :rakes decisions ! !Adaptable r -"'~ .. i 1v 

1 
Compassionat~ 

I Sincere 

Individualistic i 
I 

Does not use ! I 
harsh langua~e I 

I 
I 

I 

!Unsystematic 

I Strong personality i 

r Self-•uffioiono 

Eager to soothe J 
. hurt feelings I 

iCompatitivc 

!Lovas children I 
I :oynl 

- ....1....--
i : C"npred:!.ctabla : 

I ?orcefu1 
; 

I ?e:1inine 

' 

I Conceited 

j Dominant 

Soft-spoken 

LiJ.-.abla 

!lasculine 

l I 
: I 

I 
I 

[Ambitious 

bantla 

~Convan t ional 

! 

! 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NEVER OR usu.\LI.Y SOMETn1ES BUT OCCASIONALLY OFTEN USUALLY ALHAYS OR 
~10ST NOT mrn:::qmmnY TRUZ TRUE TRUE AU!OST 
:lEVER T!!.UE TRUE T1";.l:L AUIAYS 

On this page you will find the sace set of personality character­
istics, only this time you are !:o describe the IDEAL COLLEGE HALE. 
Indicate by your raeings •,1hat you thin!' he is like. 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

Iielpful - ~---Defends own I 

beliefs 

Chee=ful I 

' -
::oociy 

i Independent I 

1 ' 
l 

Shy 
I ---;--
I 

I 
::cnscientious 

! -\.thletic 
! ·-

I 
I .:cffect!onate 

i -;haatrical 

I :,ssertive 
1-I "'lat:te:able 

I_ :~appy 

I 
Stro~g oersonality .: I 

I ----
I :..:y.::.l I 

IDEAL COLLEGE ·~ 

Reliable 

Analytical 

Synpathetic : 

Jealous 

:las leadership II abilities I . 
Sensitive to tha ,I n.eads of others 

Truthful I I 

Wil-ling to 
,.. ... t.-.. . . 

~aka 

I i 
n I 1 understandl.ng 

I Secretive 

i :iakes decis!ons 
f-......... l'-----+---i-

Sine era 
I 

1-· Self-sufficient 

[ Eager to soothe 
~ hurt f~alin~s 

I 
I 

.I 

r-·-------+-
~ I Conceited 

I 
I Jominant 

~
7

_0_=_::_a_£_u1 __________ ~--~ I Soft-spoken 

I l Likabb 
· _:_~_::l_::.r_,::._·n_e _______ '---l.1 I ~~.asculine 

---~~~-----------~ 

~!arm 

tsolcon 

'·Tillin~t to take 
a stand 

Tender 

Friendly 

!Aggressive 

Gul.;.ible 

Inefficient 

Acts as a leader 

Childlike 

!Adaptable 

Individualistic 
I 
~Does not use 

harsh l~nguage 

I 
Unsyst~atic 

Cor:rpatitivc 

·A::lbit:ious 

1Con1Tcntional 

I 
l 
I 

! 
i 

i 

I 
I 

Tn.UE 
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2 3 4 5 6 7 
NEVER OR 
AL.'iOST 
:lEVER TRUE 

USU•\LLY 
NOT 

TRUE 

SOMETIMES BUT 
UlFREQUENTLY 

T!U.:E 

OCCASIONALLY 
TRUE 

OFTEN 
TRUE 

USUALLY 
TRUE 

AI.t.JAYS OR 
AL.'10ST 

ALWAYS TRUE 

On this !)age you will find the same set of personality character­
istics, only this tine you are to describe the IDEAL COLLEGE F~~E. 
Indicate by your ratings what you think she is like. 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

Helpful 

Defends own ~-
I 

beliefs 
I 

Cheerful : 
'·-

;!oody 

I:ldependent 

' Shy 
J 

Conscientious 

Athletic 

.~.ff ectionate 

I. 7heatrical 

I Assertive 

Flatt>lrable 

Happy 

!Strong personality I 

, :.oy.:tl 
.. .....____ :-

: r:nored < r:n -c blo : 

:?orceful 

?eminine 

!!lEAL COLLEGE F~1ALE 

Reliable 

Analytical 

Synpathetic i 

Jealous : 

.l.-

aas leadership 
abilities 

Sensitive to the 
needs of oth.ars 

Tr1..thful I 

Wil-ling to t~ka f ,...;,.],.;; .. 
! Understanding J 

Secretive l 
I ;fakes decisions I 
t """'-n" I 

i Compassionate 

! I Sincere I 

I Self-sufficient 

Eager to soothe J 
! hurt feelings I 

I 
Conceited 

)ominant 

Soft-sookcm 

I ~fasculine 

) 

I 

i 

I 

Harm 

Solemn 

TUllin!Z to take 
~ stand 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggressive 

Gullible 

Inefficient 

Ac:s as a leader 

Childlike 

·Adaptable 

Individualistic 

Does not use 
harsh l:ln57,ua~e 

Unsysc::=matic 

Competitive 

~Loves childr~n 

~Tactful 

I 
;Aobitious 
I 
~r ~"~, e 
r"··~ ... 
,Convant ional 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

J 
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2 3 3 6 7 
NEVER OR 
AL.'10ST 
ilEVER TRUE 

USU;\LLY 
NOT 

TRUE 

SOMETIMES 3UT 
IUFREQumm.Y 

TnL"'Z 

OCCASIONALLY 
TRUE 

OFT~ 

TRUE 
USUALLY 

TRUE 
AlMAYS OR 

AU!OST 
AUlAYS TRUE 

On this page you ~ill find the same set of -personality character­
istics, only this tine you are to describe the TRULY LITIERATED 
COLLEGE !~. Indicate by your ratings what you th~~k he is like. 

S<illf reliant 

Yielding 

lielpful 

Defends o~ ! 
beliefs 

I 

Cheerful I 

I --
~!oody 

1--· 
Independent 

I ' Shy 

I Conscientious 
I 

I Athletic -
! Affectionate 
I 

7heatrical 

.' • .ss~rtive 

Flatt arable 

Happy ' 

1 Strong personality I 

I Loy.<tl 
--4---i-.. ·cn()red::.ctnolc 

7orce£ul 

?·a:J.inine 

Trr:JLY LIJ3ER.I\TED COLLEGE :t<\.LE 

Reliable 

Analytical 

' 
Synpathetic t 

Jealous : 

Has leaciershir> ~~ 
abilities 

Sensitive to the 
neccis of others 

-I 
Truthful I 

Wil-ling t.O t:~ka I ri s 1 .. s 
1 
' 

I Understanding 

I Secretive J 
I iiakes decisions I I "'~"nv r· 
i Compassionate 

! 
j Sincera 

Self-sufficient 
I 

Eager to soothe J 
<>~ l:urt f o;~lin2;s 

Conceited 

I Joninant 

I Soft-s-poken 

[_L~i_k_n_b_l_~----------~--~ 
I !!asculine 

!!arm 

I solemn 

'·lillinll to take 
'! stand 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggressive 

Gullible 

Inefficient 

!Acts ilS a leader 

Childlike 

1Adaptable 

Individualistic 

looes not use 
harsh lan~a~e 

Unsystamatic 

Compatitivc 

Loves o:hildr:m 

"·, 
I 

,A.-:~bit:ious 

i 
~c!!:le 

!conventional 

I 

1 

l 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I I 
! I 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NEVER OR t!SUAU.Y SOMETI:;1ES 3UT OCCASIONALLY OF!:=i USUALLY AL~In.YS OR 
AL:K>ST t!OT Il!FREQUEN':'LY !RUE TRUE TRUE AU·103T 
:lEVER TRUE TRUE rm;:c: AI.::,ws TRUE 

On this pag~ you will find the same set of personality character­
istics, only this time you are to describe the ~RVLY LIBERATED 
COLLEGE fEUAL.E. Indicate by your ratings Hhat you think she is like. 

Tl\LJ!..Y LIBERATED COLLEG': FE!tALE 

Self reliant 

Yielding 

Iielpful 

Defends o~m r-
; 

beliefs 

Ci:.:lerful : 
I --

:1oody I 
1--- j Independent 

Shy 
I 

Sonscientious I 
j Athletic 

- I 
I 

1 
.~f!:ectionate 

,-:heatrical 

Assertive 
-
Flatt~rable 

I 

l'!appy ! 
I 

person'!.lity I 

I 
Strong ----
: 110_1 

f!::.predict<lbl<:! 

I 

2orceful 

Reliable 

Analytical 

' 
Syro:?athetic . 
Jealous 

-+-
Has leadershi:' 

abiliti<:!s 

Sensitive to tha 
necns of oth~rs 

Truthful I 

f Wil-ling c.o t: a~e 
t ri eks 

! Understanding 

I Secretive \ 

I :rakes dacisions 
f ~~Qn,. 

i Compassiomu:e 
I 

1 Sincere 

s~lf-sufficient 

Eager to soothe 
hurt fe~lin~s 

Conceited 

')ominant 

Soft-spokan 

[ Likab~~ 
i \,# , • 
1 •• ascu .. ~ne 

I 

J 

I 

i 
! 
I 

~!arm 

!Solemn 

'Til lin!! to take 

"' stand 

T.,;nder 

Friendly i 
!Aggressive 

I 
Gullible I 

lr:v~fficicnt 

Acts ilS a lua.d:ar I 
I 

Childlika I 
I 
iAJaptable 

! 

Individualistic I 
I 

Does not use I 

I hnrsh lanS?;ua"e ! 
1. I 
;unsystamat:ic I 
I, !._c_o_o_n_~_ti--ti_v_c ________ ~~ 
ILo•r~s childr~n I 1 

t~Oiticus 

:Conventional ______ __, 
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