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A REVIEW OF COMMUNICATION RESEARCH ON PSYCHOLOGICAL GENDFE.
ACTORS, BEHAVIORS AND COUITFXTS

Julie Indvik and Mary Anne Fitzpatrick®

In the past 10 years, the study of sex differences in comrunicaticn has
placed increasing emphasis on the psychological rather than the physiological
gender of the corwwunicators. From the psychological gender perspective,
individuals, whether they are males or females, may exhibit predispositions to
respond to others with aggression, dominance, and leadership or with gentleness,
understanding, and warmth. Such predispositions, rather than the sex cf the
communicator, are believed to direct the individual's encoding and decoding of
messages.

This conceptualization of psychological gender proposes that masculinity
and femininity are orthogonal dimensions rather than mutually exclusive poles
of 2 single continuum {Bem, 1974; Constantinople, 1973; cf. Freimuth 3 Hornstein,
1982). An individual can see him/herself as either masculine, fer:inire, or
possessing a combination of masculine and feninine traits. The reasyrement
developed to operationalize these dimensions draws trait items from the inter-
personal domain (Wiggins & Holzmuller, 1973). The focus of the rasculine or
instrumental traits is to move toward achieving 3 goa) or to corgplete a task
while the feminine or expressive traits emphasize sharing one's inner nature
and feelings in order to develop and maintain relationships {Bales & Slater,
1955; Poulakes, 1974). Psychological gender, conceived and measured thus,
reflects "response repertoires” for obtaining desired social outcores (¥elly &
Horell, 1977). The orthogonality of the two dimensions implies that either,
both, or nefther instrumentality and expressivity may be exhibited by an indivi-
dual, regardiess of sex.

With the public attention devoted to changing sex roles in the Tast 10
years, the concept of psychological gender, with its emphasis on androayny,
filled both an ideological as well as a conceptual niche. Many researchers
jumped on the bandwagon and broad claims were initially made for the coicept's
theoretical and practical utility. In the wake of numerous studies perforred
since Bem's (1974) seninal article, however, the time has core to eschea politics
and closely examine the extant findings in order to assess which clains have
empirical support. The purpose of this article, then, is to review the iesearch
that has employed psychological gender as a predictor of corunication. As we
can sce in Tahle 1, this research can be fruitfully examined by looking at actors,
behaviors, and contexts considered in psychological gender research.

Corrunication Actors

The most basic distinction made in psychological gender research separates
the sex-typed from the none-sex-typed. Sex-typed individuals are prirarily
instrumental (masculine) or primarily expressive {feminine}. MNon-ser-typed
1ndlvidual§ endorse both domains of attributes {androgynous) or reither {undiffer-
entiated).¢ Several issues have emerged as central in the siudy of actors’
psycholagical gender including other self-perceptions, the relative importance
of masculinity and femininity, sex differences, and information processing.
Several problems have also arisen and each of these will be discussed in turn.

*Julie Indvik s a doctoral candidate in the Department of Corvwmication
Arts at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Mary Anne Fitzpatrick is Assoc1a;e
Professor in the Department of Communicatfon Arts at the University of Nisconsin-
Mad{ison,
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Celf-Perceptions

0f all the personalfity research related to psycholegical gender, the most
geirane to cormunication research has been the study of interpersonal attributes
ircluding extraversion (Jones, Chernovetz, & Hansson, 1978) and traits represen-
ting tre eight vectors of an interpersonal circumplex {Wiggins & Holzmuller,
1378). ¥a2les in 211 psychological gender groups reported that they were extra-
verted while arong ferale respondents, nasculine females were more extraverted
tman the androgyncus who exceeded the feminine females (Jones et al., 1978). Of
the 1,710 traits completed by their respondents, Wiggins & Holzmuller (1978)
fourd that interrersonal traits most differentiated the psychological gender
arouns. Masculine males described themselves as dominant and coid in comparison
witk androgynous males who were warm and submissive. Feminine females reported
~sekress and subnissiveness in contrast to andregynous females who endorsed
¢ inance and ectraversion. Androgynous females tended to be more extraverted,
e-ctignal, and acgressive while androgynous males rated themselves as shy,
r3ssive, and unecotional,

In addition to the above studies on personality characteristics, several
studies have heen concerned with self-perceptions of cormunication. Social
s21f-esteen, regsured by the Texas Social Behavior Inventory, reflects an
individuai's self-perceptions of confidence, dominance, and cosmunication
co- netence.  Spence and her colleagues (1975) found the androgynous scored
highast on this measure, followed by the masculine, feminine, and undifferen-
tiated respondents, in that crder. Bem's (1977) results were similar but
differed somewhat by sex. Masculine males' scores were highest, followed by
t~e 3ncroayrous, undifferentiated, and feminine nales. Among females, the
r=sults replicated Spence et al.'s (1975) findings.

Androgynous individuals also perceived themselves as significantly more
adaptive wnile the undifferentiated perceived themselves as least adaptive
{.heeless 3 wheeless, 1981). Talley and Richmond (1980} found that the
andregynous and masculine individuals viewed themselves as significantly more
i rression-leaving, relaxed, and doninant than did the undifferentiated and
fe~inine individuals. Similarly, the feminine and undifferentiated respondents
in Greentlatt, Hasenauer, and Freimsth's (1980) study reported the most communi-
cation apprehension while masculine and androgynous subjects experienced the
Teast.

I'asculinity and Femininity

One question that has arisen on the personality as well as on the
tehavioral findings is whether the separate measurement of masculinity or
feininity accounts for more variance than does the overall psychological gender
szore. Ilasculinity was more highly correlated with social self-esteem than
fe-ininity {Soence et al., 1975) especially for males (Bem, 1977). As an
individual's self-perceived masculinity increased, so too did his/her flexibility
and co-petence (Jones et al., 1978), visual deceding skill (Hall & Halberstadt,
1951), and communicative ease and sharing in both same- and mixed-sex close
relationships (Harus & fischer, 1982).

Although some studies have found that femininity was wore related to
self-reported adaptability (Brunner & Phelps, 1980, cited in Wheeless & Wheeless,
1931; wheeless & Wheeless, 1981), empathy, and rewarding impressions (Wheeless &
furan, 1930, cited in lWiheeless & Wheeless, 1981), the bulk of findings indicateq
that masculinity was primarily responsible for desirable personality and comwwuni-
cation patterns. In addition, respondents desired to increase their masculinity,
although no one desired to increase their femininity (Jones et al., 1978).
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Explanations for the preeminence of masculinity have posited that even in
personal relationships a certain amount of assertiveness is required for dis-
closure, affilfation, and control (Bem, 1977; Narus & Fischer, 1982), that
gathering too many nonverbal cues while listening may simply result in greater
uncertainty rather than inaccuracy (Isenhart, 1980), or that feminine pecple, in
the interests of politesse, are less likely to ohserve the uncontrolled cues
exhibited by others (Rosenthal & DePaulo, 1979).

Sex Differences

One of the innovations of the psychological gender perspective has heen
the idea that masculinity and femininity do not inhere to members of one sex or
the other. In other words, since all individuals may exhibit sone cortination
of the two dimensions, researchers may no longer assume that males are psycholo-
gically masculine nor that femalec are psychologically feminina. Uhile this idea
Ted some researchers to discontinue using sex as an independent variable alto-
gether, many studies have found an interaction between sex and psychological
gender (e.g., Andersen & Bem, 1981; Lafrance & Carmen, 1980; Putnan & M'eCallister,
1980). In general, the adoption of feminine traits by males has negative i-pact
while the adoption of masculine traits by females has a positive irpact beciuse
instrumental behavior holds more value than expressive behavior for both sexes
(Jones et al., 1978). 1lronically, then, psychological gender retearch has
demonstrated both that sex is necessary but not sufficient as an independent
variahle in comunication research.

Information Processing

Cne of the major goals of social science fs to explain social behavior.
To say that men and women differ, even in their orientations to masculinity
and femininity, does not increase understanding of how and why humans behave,
think, and feel as they do. To say that men and women behave differently
because they process social information differently and thus perceive means
and ends differently is an improvement. From there, of course, we can take the
further step of pointing to nature (as sociobiologists would) or to nurture (33
social learning theorists would) for the source of differences in coqnitive
structures. Leaving the search for the source of differences to deveicpiwnta-
Tists, an interest in how men and women differ communicatively has sparied
investigation of the content of cognitive structures pertinent to psycholugical
gender. Knowledge of these cognitive structures can eventually shed 1ight on
decoding and message interpretation in cormunication sitvations (Fitzpatrict &
Indvik, 1979).

A schema is a cognitive structure that permits meaningful encoding of
incoming information by providing a frawework for selectively processing
information in schema-relevant terms {(e.g., Markus, 1977). Ben (1979, l?ﬁl)v
initially proposed the concept of a generalized gender schema which is cfganrzed
around the concept of gender so that information is processed on the basis of
sex-linked associations. In her forrulation, sex-typed individuals' self-concent,
encoding, and decoding are organized on the basis of male and fermale prototypes
with the sex-congruency of attributes or behaviors as one of the more salient
aspects of judgment. Several studies indicated that sex-typed individuals
differentiated stimuli, both about themselves and others, along a gendertrelated
dimension significantly more than did the androgynous (e.g., Ben 1931: tirra,
1977).

Far information about the self, Markus and her colleagues (1962) rgfined
the gender schema fdeas. Their series of studies indicated that masculine
individuals had a self-schema relevant to masculinity, feminine individuals had
a self-schema relevant to femininity, the androgynous had self-scperus‘relEvant
to both, and the undifferentiated were the only truly aschematic individuals
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witrzit knowiedge of the attributes culturally linked to masculinity and

2 nitv. In other words, the androgynous defined themselves in gender-
reieyant terms but responded equally to both domains of attributes while the
undifferentiated did not use masculinity and femininity in thinking about
tre—selves.

Lo
fa

Surary

The findings on cormunication actors indicated that the four groups
utilized different schemas to process information about themselves, The
presence of a masculinity schema had the most impact on a variety of positive
self-perceptions. Masculine and androgynous subjects often scored similarly
as did the feminine and undifferentiated. The gender-related schemas differen-
tially affected self-perceptions according to the individual's sex with androgynous
fe~ales benefitting by the addition of masculinity more than did androgynous males
bty the addition of femininity,

Actor-related Problems

In order to establish the generality of psychological gender patterns, it
is important to have a broad sampling of actors. The large majority of studies
in Table 1 utilized samples from the same population: college students.
Certainly this complaint is almost a cliche, and certainly there have been
psschological gender studies that drew samples from other populations (e.q.,
Indvik & Fitzpatrick, 1982; see Spence & Helmreich, 1979)}. Communication
recesrchers, nonetheless, need to be more attuned to this issue since there is
caod reason to believe that people's instrumentality-expressivity blends change
cver the course of relationships and the life span {e.g., Lowenthal, Thurnher,
% Chiritega, 1975).

Witk any sawle used, however, the interaction between sex and psychological
cender shoyld be a standard test (Worell, 1978). As already noted, neither sex
ror psychological gender appear to be sufficient as predictors in all cases.
nen interactions have been tested, they have usually been found. Further, all
four peschnlogical gender groups should be used routinely. There is a comparative
¢earth of information about the undifferentiated and sex-reversed individuals
thit needs to be corrected tn understand more fully the implications of varying
rebinations of instrumentality and expressivity.

Finally, the scoring issue should be at least broached. How to score the
2eri Sex Pole Inventory {BSRI; Bem, 1974) has been debated from the year following
its introduction (Spence et al., 197%; Strahan, 1975) through the present (e.g.,
tarys % Fischer, 1922; Sednny, 1981, Uheeless & Wheeless, 1961). While no attempt
will be made to settle the dispute here, suffice it to say that until a scoring
precedure is unifornly adopted, the comparability of findings for psychological
yender groups acress studies is seriously weakened.

Each of the currently used procedures is problematic: the t-ratio method
does not distinquish between the androgynous and the undifferentfated; the
redian-split procedure resulting in four categories loses information; and
combining the two in order to include only the more extreme cases eliminates
the bulk of respondents. An effort such as that begun by Wheeless and Wheeless
{1931) to develop a formula that preserves the intervality of the masculinity
and femininity subscores should be further validated.

Corvunication Behavior
The emphasis on instrumentality and expressivity as the dimensions of

psychological gender has meant increased attention to sex roles as sets of social
skills for obtaining desired outcomes (Kelly & Worell, 1977). Since the androgy-
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nous used both masculine and feminine schemas to process information about
themselves (Markus et al., 1932), it was presumed that they would also decode
& broader range of situational cues and display a greater variety of behavior
than the sex-typed. Research concerned with the comunication behavior of the
psychological gender groups has sought to establish differences in flexibility,
decoding, and encoding. Problems occurring in this research will also be
addressed,

Flexibility

Stenming from the finding that androgynous individuals combine instrumental
and expressive self-schemas, it seems reasonable that they would blend behavior
from both dinensions in order to remain consistent with their self-concepts
{Markus et al., 1932), while the sex-typed could be expected to draw on a more
limited range of behavior since they must maintain consistency with only one
gender-related schema. Further, since the androgynous process a larger range
of information about themselves, it was hypothesized that they would also perceive
sex-congruent and sex-incongruent situational cues. This sensitivity would permit
utilization of the androgynes' broader behavioral repertoire in order to meet
situational contingencies more effectively. The sex-typed were presumed to ignore
situational cues and to enact behavior consistent with their gender-related schena
regardless of contextual demands. The androgynes' perceptual acuity and behavioral
flexibility further suggested that they would be more commnicatively competent.
Theoretical predictions have been less consistent for the undifferentiated and
for the sex-reversed.

Across a variety of studies, androgynous individuals have exhibited
intermediate levels of expressive (e.g., Bem, Martyna, & Watson, 1976),
independent (e.g., Montgomery & Burgoon, 1977}, and controlling behavior
(e.qg., E11is & McCallister, 1930). Feninine individuals generally displayed
the highest level of expressive behavior while masculine individuals generally
displayed the highest level of instrumentality regardless of experimental demands.
A1l subjects, however, generally exhibited more expressive behavior in “feriinine’
sttuations and more instrumental behavior in "masculine® situations (LaFrance &
Carmen, 1980; Putnam & McAllister, 1980). The greater "flexibility” of the
androgynous, then, may not mean more variability across situations, but rather,
different levels of instrumentality and expressivity across situations with more
use of cross-sex behavior to achieve comunication goals (Putnam & ticCallister,
1980) as well as less discomfort with cross-sex behavior {Bem & Lenney, 1976).

Decoding

None of the studies actually dealt with a direct Interpretation of either
messages or nonverbal cues within the context of a particular conversation. A
number of perceptual differences, hovever, distinguished the four psychological
gender groups. Androgynous spouses were significantly more accurate about their
partners than were the undifferentiated but not significantly more accurate than
were the sex-typed {Indvik 8 Fitzpatrick, 1932). Androgynous and uncifferentiated
perceivers utilized more dimensions than did the sex-typed perceivers when
depicting their partners {Fitzpatrick & Indvik, 1982c). Additionally, while most
spouses utilized the instrumentality dimension nore than the expressivity dimen-
sion in assessing their partners, sex-reversed perceivers weighted more heavily
the dimension congruent with the partner’'s sex. [n other words, wmasculine wives
used instrumentality in assessing their husbands while feminine husbands consi-
dered expressivity when characterizing their wives (Fitzpatrick & Indvik, 1982a).

When rating contrived protocols of ther individuals, androgynous respondents
perceived androjynous protocols as more attractive while sex-typed perceivers
evaluated sex-typed protocols more favorably {Pursell & Banikiotes, 1978). After
five minutes of conversation, sex-typed partners found each other less attractive
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tun did partners in dyads where at least one member was androgynous {Ickes &
g2rnes, 167¢}.  All perceivers excepting androgynous females, saw allegedly
pnysically attractive interactants as more likable than unattractive partners
{~rderscn & Ber, 1981). Finally, androgynous respondents perceived relational
cartners as rore adaptable than the other three groups did. Teminine, masculine,
ard undifferentiated perceivirs rated their partncrs as adaptable, in that order
(dneeless 5 lheeless, 1981). ‘

Encading

Findings on the four groups' corrunication behavior may be divided into
results cn expressivity and instrumentality. Please refer to Table 1 for a full
listing of the behavioral measures obtained in each study. Beginning with self-
regorted expressivity, the androgyncus males reported the most self-disclosure,
follewed by fe-inine, nasculine, and undifferentiated males. !lasculine females
recsried disclesing more than their androgynous, feminine, and undifferentiated
wounteryarts {Greenblatt et al., 1980). Androgynous males did not vary in the
2 2unt of confidence-sharing done in close same- or mixed-sex relationships.
tut rasculine males shared more with the opposite sex. Similarly, masculine
~ales felt riore 2t ease in mixed-sex relationships while androgynous males
renorted rore communicative ease with other males, although neither difference
was significant (Marus & Fischer, 1932). Eman, Dierks-Stewart, and Tucker (1978)
asked subjects to indicate the litelihood that they would touch a sex-typed or
sex-reversed male or female written target., Androgynous subjects reported higher
Tikelihood of *ouching all targets, followed by the masculine, undifferentiated,
and ferinine subjects, respectively.

In an early experirment, Bem et al. {1976) developed a nurturance index

frem several verbal ard monverbal behaviors. Feriinine and androgynous subjects
both displayed significantly more nurturance than the masculine subiccts but did
rot differ significantly from each other when talking to a "lonely" confederate.
Dyads ccrprised of an androgynous rmale and a feminine female exhibited the most
pesitive affect during initial interaction while dyads composed of a sex-typed
rale and female demonstrated the least {lckes & Barmes, 1978). Dyads with one
andrecgynous member also uttered more verbal reinforcers.

Bern (1961) proposed a heterosexuality subschema defined as “a generalized
readiness to encode al) cross-sex interactions in sexual terms and all members
of the opprsite sex in terms of sexual attractiveness” (p.361). Since an
irportant element of sexual attractiveness is physical attractiveness, Andersen
and Ben (1931) hypothesized sex-typed individuals would interact more responsively
with physically attractive than with unattractive targets. Although responsive-
ness to physical attractiveness was not significantly greater in cross-sex than
in se~e-sex interaction overall, the scx-typed cormunicated significantly more
responsively to physically attractive targets with somewhat higher responsiveness
with cross-sex partners, while the androgynous subjects® responsiveness did not
differ significantly according to target attractiveness.

Feninine females ranked first in "feminine" behaviors whether the topic
was instruvental or expressive; predictably, masculine males displayed these
behaviors least during both conversations, with the one exception of the
androg.nous males smiling slightly less than masculine males during the instru-
rental interaction {LaFrance & Carmen, 196C). Of the five "warmth-attentiveness”
behaviors coded by Putnam and IcCallister (1980), masculine males smiled,
androcynous nales exhibited nods and eye gaze, androgynous females displayed
head neds and mi-hom back channels, and feminine females utilized laughter and
m-ho back channels. Thus, each of the four groups displayed at least some
warnth but utilized different behavioral configurations to do so.

In the instrumental domain, two studies have investigated independence in
the face of influence attempts. The androgynous subjects did not conform
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significantly more than masculine subjects when faced with falsely ccnsens 2l
group judgenents on humor in cartoons. Both groups conformed significacel, lecs
than feminine and undifferentiated subjects (Bem, 1975}, 'rntecrery ard T .r-cze
(1977) teasured subjects’ attitude change on 3 gender-neutral topic after resdiee
one persuasive message. Feminine ferales® attitudes changed significantly rore
than did the androgynous females', while masculine males‘attitudes chanzed siqg-
nificantly less than the andragynous males' views. The feminine females, then,
proved most persvasible, the masculine males deronstrated resistance, while
androgynous subjects ranked intermediately.

Two studies coded the relational aspect of messages in task-oriented
triads in order to determine the control patterns encoded by the four rsvckolo-
gical gender groups. Patton, Jasnoski, and Skercheck's (1377) results irs-cated
that masculine triads exhibited the most dominance messages, mixed triads (with
one masculine nale, one feninine female, and one androjynous individual)
demonstrated the fewest deference messaces, while feninine and androc,n2us triads
displayed the most equivalent messages. In Ellis and McCallister's (1777} study,
masculine males were more likely to respond to any criterion hehavior with 3
dominant message while feminine fenmales were nore likely to exhibit decercnce
or equivalence reqardiess of the previous nessage. In contrast, the a~ir~:.nous
tended to display dominance in response to a dominant or subnissive ressaze and
equivalence in response to a prior equivalence nessage.

LaFrance and Carwen (1980) coded two "masculine” behaviors duriny an
instrumental debate and an expressive discussion. Illasculine riales exhibited
both behaviors more during the instrumental debate while androgynous —ales
exhibited ther more during the expressive conversation, Putna~ and Mcfallister
{1330) coded five "dominance" behaviors during dyadic conversaticns. As w'th
the expressive behavior just discussed, each group tended to utilize sce.bat
different behaviors to attain at least some degree of dominance. !Masculi-c
males exhibited backward shifts, open posture, and frequent but not long turns,
Androgynous males also displayed backward shifts and open posture but terded to
take long rather than frequent turns. Androgynous females utilized long turns
on both topics while feminine females behaved least so as to attain docinance
except for talking more on the feminine topic. Finally, in Klein and #illerman's
{1979) al)-fenale sample, masculine females displayed rore assertive vertal
content and greater floor time, followed by the androgvnous, undifferontiated,
and feminine females in that order. This ranking occurrad in both a “tyepical"
interaction with no special instructions and in a “maximal” interaction wrere
each subject was encouraged to be as dominant as possible.

Surmary

From the findings reviewed, inconplete portraits of the four crours rave
begun to ererge. The androgyncus were less extremely instrunental or expressive
and displayed intermediate levels of both domains across sityations. “re ardro-
gynous were more accurate than the undifferentiated, utilized rove dirensiors
in assessing their spouses' behavior than the sex-typed, and perceived relational
partners as more adaptive. Androgynous subjects were highly nurturant «ith a
“Jonely" confederate, displayed positive affect regardless of a sex-typed or
androgynous partner, and used different behavior configurations to cenvey warmth
than the sex-typed did. In the instrumental domain, androgynes neither
conformed nor resisted persuasion, varied their response to doninant/subrissive
or equivalence messages, and again used somewhat different configuraticns to
achieve dominance than did the sex-typed.

White all subjects varied their bchavior to some degree across situaticns,
wasculine and feminine subjects generally displayed the most sex-congruant and
the least cross-sex behavior regardless of the context. Thus, these groups vere
not less variable than the androgynous but were more extrere in the level of
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szx-congruat behavior exhibited across situaitons. The sex-typed were as
accurate as the androgynous but differentiated their perceptions on fewer
di-ensiens, They viewed relational partners as moderately adaptive and sex-typed
streres s as less attractive after talking for five minutes. Masculine males
stare ; wore and experienced more ease with females than with nales, Feninine
ferajes displayed high nurturance with a "lonely” confederate as well as confor-
rity and persuasibility. PMasculire males actually resisted a persuasive message
and resgonded to any ressage with derinance while feminine females utilized
primarily deference and equivalence messages and the least assertive verbal
rontent.

Least is knoun about the undifferentiated. They perceive their spouses
Tess accurately than the androgynous but used an equal number of perceptual
dirensions. Undifferentiated subjects rated relational pariners as least
adaptive, reported the Jeast self-disclosure, conformed to influence attempts,
and displayed low levels of assertive verbal content and floor time.

Behavior-related Problems

The rajor problem for establishing beth flexibility and decoding differences
has been the lack of investioation of how the groups perceive situational dimen-
sions and other interactants’ mess<ages and nonverbal cues within a particular
conversation. There is not yet any evidence that the androgynous actually
perceive cormunication situations differently or more accurately, or that the
sex-typed ignore situational cues. The flexibility hypothesis, central to the
psycrological gender conceptualization, rests on these deceding hypotheses, but
tney hase not yet been tested in a corrwnication situation (cf., Bem & Lenney,
1976) . )

Little is knmun of how the four groups perceive others' message behavior,
Studies like those by Sillars and Folger (1978) who sought to establish the
reoresantational validity of a coding scheme's interpretations or by Hawes (1972)
who used stirulated recal) after videotaping a conversation to obtain subjects'
reactions to the other person's utterances could serve as models for learning
rore about how the four groups decode. Additionally, future research might
address whether the four groups differ in their schemas about others as they do
in their self-schenas. While the Andersen and Bem (1931) study provided some
initial cupport for the concept of a heterosexuality subschema and the Fitzpatrick
ana Irdvit (1322a, c) studies indicated somewhat differing dimensionality in
scouses’ perceptions of each other, future investigators need to broaden the
available e~pirical base substantially before the four groups' views of others
will te understocd.

Problems with encoding research are somewhat more subtle. As mentiened
earlier, establishing generality about cormunication actors requires adequate
sarpling; this also applies to establishing the generality of behavioral findings.
The dor-ain of instrurentality and expressivity need to be sampled more systemati-
cally, toth for verbal content as well as for nonverbal cues. There has been
more erphasis on noverbal cues than on verbal content in psychological gender
research, and nore attention needs to be given to message conteni.

fnvestigators ernloying nonverbal cues need to consider not only the

function filled by particular cues but the multiple functions that a given cue
may serve {e.g., Fitzpatrick, Fallis, & Vance, 1982). By sampling according to
tre function of behavior rather than according to its past associatibn with males
or ferales, researchers will be more likely tc select a vector of behaviors that
actually sauples a domain of interest. Similarly, verbal content needs to be
cocad with validated scheres that sample the instrumental and expressive domains
rore s;steratically. Attention to the ruliti-functionality of verbal as well as
nonversal ressages permits a more subtle assessment of how the four psychotogical
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gender groups differ in how they blend the two domains. The biending, ratter

than the complete absence of either domain across situations, appears to be tre
present crux of the flexibility issue. As such, the study of configuraticrs ¢f
cues and verbal messages across situations remaing central but with more attention
given to adequate sampling.

Communication Contexts

The work of Mischel (1968) and others sugaests that individuals are far
from consistent between different situations. In the first place, situations
are important determinants of behavior, byt in addition, different peoprle are
affected differently by different situations. In the oft-repeated phrase,
behavior is a function of persons, situations, and person-situation interacticns.
A person brings certain behavioral tendencies to a situation while the situaticn
prescribes and allows certain patterns of behavior. The way these two cobire is
complicated and extremely difficult to separate. Although the major thecretical
claim of the psychological gender approach posits more variance attributable to
the situation for the androgyncus and less for the sex-typed, nc direct test of
such a claim has been made. Partial tests abound.

Within instrumental situations, androgynous and masculine participants
were hypothesized to behave instrumentally, and feminine participants were
expected to behave expressively. Within expressive situations, androgynous and
feminine fndividuals were predicted to behave expressively, while masculine
individuals were expected to behave instrumentally. The basic research paradigm
for testing these predictions has been to develop either an instrumental or 2r
expressive situation, code several instrumental and expressive behaviors, ard
then determine to what extent the groups engaged differentially in various
behaviors. While this approach was not an unreasonable way to begin, it is
clear that communication situations are assessed on more than one dimension
(e.g., Forgas, 1979; Wish & Kapian, 1977). This section will discuss two acdi-
tional situvational factors Lhat have been included in psychological gender
research, characteristics of the interlocutor(s) and the focus of the situation,
as well as some suggestions for future research. [nterlocutor characteristics
refer to the other's sex and psychological gender and the type of relationship
shared by the interactants. The focus of the situations includes the rewards
available in the situation and the topic of conversatien.

Interlocutor Sex

The sex of the other interactants was often treated as a control factor
in the studies reviewed so that all dyads or triads were same- or mixed-<ex
units. In studies where mixed-sex triads were used, the proporticns of the
two sexes were not varied systematically {(cf., Taylor & Fiske, 1075), Severa)
studies, however, did vary the sex of subjects' interlncutors. In Klein and
Willerman's (1979) study, female subjects were assigned to either same- or
mixed-sex confederates and experimenter. Subjects were significantiy less
dominant with maie confederates in problem-solving triads with no special
instructions, but were equally dominant with male and female confederates when
instructions encouraged dominance.- Subjects also talted more with male confe-
derates, particularly in the maximal discussion.

Masculine males shared more and felt more commnicative ease in close
relationships with females. Androgynous males did not vary their sharing
according to the partner’s sex but experienced more cormunicative ez2se with
males (Marus & Tischer, 1982). Among Greenblatt et al.‘s (1980} respondents.
masculine females disclosed most with both same- and opposite-sex others.
Feminine males disclosed most with males while androgynous males disclosad rest
with females. Pursell and Banikiotes' (1978) subjects evaluated contrived
protocols of male and female sex-typed and androgynous targets. Ffemale targets
were generally percelved as more attractive, particularly by male perceiver=.
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In Andersen and Bem's {1981) study, swbjerts interacted by telephone with
tas tarqgets of the cane and two targets of (4 opposite sex, with one interiocutor
of 2ach sex allegedly attractive and the other allegedly unattractive. Sex-typed
percelcers were somewhat wore likely to communicate more responsively with
attractive than with unattractive targets of the opposite cex, whereas androgynous
perceivers were not more likely to differentiate according to attractiveness for
either sex. Female perceivers communicated more responsively overall and did not
vary in responsiveness according to their partner's sex, but males commmicated
significantly more responsively with opposite-sex targets. Ffemale targets also
cerrunicated more responsively overall while male targets appeared more self-
assured. Targets interacting with female perceivers interacted more responsively
than did those with male perceivers. Female perceivers reported somewhat greater
liking for targets, but all percefvers felt greater 1iking when the target was a
rember of the opposite sex,

Interincutor Psychological Gender

The psychological gender of other interactants was often controlled such
that dyads or triads were homogeneous in this respect, or it was not included
as a variable. In Patton et al,'s (1977) study, triads contained masculine
males, feriinine females, androgynes of bLoth sexes, or one masculine male, one
fertinine female and one androgyne. The mixed groups displayed low frequencies
of sytmissive and equivalent messages, and androqynous triads ranked interme-
diately for all three message categories. Ellis and McCallister (1980) also
utilized masculine, feminine, and androgynous triads but did not include mixed
triads. Their resylts, already reported in this article, closely resembled
Fatton et al.’'s,

When subhjects evalvated cootrived protocols, sex-typed targets were
preferred by sex-typed and by male perceivers. Andragyrous targets appeared
rore attraciive to females and to other androgynes (Pursell & Banikiotes, 1978).
fran and her colleagues {1978) also utilized four written scenarios in which
respondents were to hmagine themselves interacting with sex-typed and sex-reversed
wales and feinales. Subjects were then asked to evaluate the desirability of
touching eath target. The feminine female, feminine male, and masculine female
appeared rere aporoachable to subjects than did the masculine male who displayed
anger publicly in a restaurant scenario.

LaFrance and Carmen (1980) emnloyed same-sex dyads who were comprised of
two ser-typed, two androgynous, or one sex-typed and one androgynous partner.
Results indicated feminine female dyads gazed most while spearing and masculine
male dyads exhibited the most filled payses. In Ickes and Barpes' {1978} study,
all dyads ware mixed-sex, and psychological gender was varied to obtain four
dyad types: masculine male/feminine female, androgyncus male/feminine female,
rasculine male/androgynous female, and androgynous male/androgynous female.

The sex-typed dyad displayed lower levels of verbalization, directed gaze,
expressive gestures, facial affect, and post-interaction liking than the other
three dyad types. The androgynous male/feminine female dyad exhibited the most
rositive affect and high levels of verbal reinforcers as did the masculine
male/androgyncus ferale dyads. Oyads with at least one androgynous member wers
ahle to sustain topics while topics were initiated and then quickly terminated
in tm2 sex-typed dyads. Ickes and Barnes (1978) explained their findings by
san3esting that extreme disparity in expressive control may have lead to the
rozvs interaction of the sex-typed dyads. The expressive female initiated
tosics but the highty controlled male did Vittle to maintain them and the
conyarcation foundered. This pattern was not found with the other dyad tyres
sinza +ne "flexible” androgynous partner wes better able to match the other
intaraztant’s level of expressive control so that reciprocity could be main-
tained 2and the conversation sustained.
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Indvik and Fitzpatrick (1982) asked an urban sample of married c-,_les
to rate themselves and their partners using the BSRI. As already rentizrad,
androgynous spouses were significantly more accurate than the yndiffercctiaced
but not than the sex-typed spouses in perceiving the mate. Although t's rerall
sample was only accurate about half the time vegardicss of Yength of rarriage,
the target’s psychological gender affected the perceiver's accuracy about hi-/her.
Not only were the undifferentiated least accurate as perceivers, they aiso
engendered the most fnaccuracy as targets. This may have occurred either tecause
the perceiving spouses did not accept the undifferentiated targat's nejstive
self-perceptions or because the undifferentiated target did not corrmnicate
sufficiently for both mates to share a similar understanding of his/her self-
assessment.

Relationship Type

Most studies utilized undergraduates who were previously strangers to each
other. In several studies, respondents completed paper-and-pencil measures in
reference to particular relational partners, but the data were not analyzed with
relational type as a basis of comparison (Greenblatt et al., 1930; %arus &
Fischer, 1382; Wheeless & Wheeless, 1981). Talley and Richmond’s {1330} under-
graduate respondents interacted for several weeks during regularly schedyled
classroom exercises. Respondents then assessed their own and their pariner's
communication style. While respondents’ psychological gender differentiated
self-reports of communication style it did not differentiate percepticns of the
partner's communication style. Respondents' self-assessment of shyness and
communication apprehensicn accounted for more variance in perceptions of the
partner's style, particularly for the dominant, open, draratic, and ccntentious
factors.

In a3 random sample of married couples, spouses completed the RIP! as they
say themselves and as they perceived thelr partners. While these spoyses’
perceptions of each other were not compared with thnse of any other relaticnal
type, the context of an enduring relationship, as opposed to that cof initial
interaction, appeared to erplain one set of findings. Bem's {1972, 1671} seonder
schema theory would suggest that sex-typed interactants in a hetercserual rontext
would emphasize perceptual dimensions congruent with the sex of the partner vhile
the non-<ex-typed would use instrumental and expressive dimensions atout equally
in thinking about their partners. With the exception of the feminine hysbands
who emphasized the expressivity dimension, all other spnuses weighted irstry en-
tality at least somewhat more heavily in assessing the spouse (Fitzpatrick &
Indvik, 1982a). While thc heavier reliance on instrumentality may to explaired
by cultural preferences fcr instrumentality, two aspects of the ~arite]l context
itself, i.e., the importance of instrumentality in family life {Varter, 1377:
Leik, 1963) and the communication of more "psychological™ or persenal irfar3tion
in an enduring relationship (Miller & Steinberg, 1975), provided rare divert
explanations, This study suggested, therefore, that one boundary cendition of
gender schema theory is the interactants' relationship. When a heterosexu2l
relationship is non-intimate and seryes a primarily expressive functior lac in
Andersen § Bem, 1981), gender schema theory should prove predictive abcut social
information processing; when a heterosexual relationship is enduring and ~ust
serve instrumental, "survival"™ functions as well as emotional ones, gender schera
theory will prove less predictive.

Situational Rewards

An individual's behavior is often shaped by the expectations held by
attractive others since they are in a position to reward apuropriate pehavior
(Rosenthal, 1974). To the extent that the expectations are stereotypicaily
masculine or feminine, the self-fulfilling prophecy hypothesis predicts that
the social actor will engage in stereotypic behavior to impress the pther and
obtain desirable social rewards. Thus do interpersonal situations evchke sec-rcle
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vekavior. [n Zanna and Pack’'s {1975) study, female subjects aitered their
self-presentation of sex-role attitudes and their performance on an intellectual
ability test to conform with a male's attitudes toward women when the male was
"desiranle” (Princeton senior seeking a girlfriend) but not when he was "undesira-
ble” (non-Princeten freshman with a girlfriend). These subjects adapted their
self-presentation when the situation presented the potential reward of intimate
interaction with an available male. Predictions about responses to sex-role
linked rewards should be enhanced, however, when psychological gender is also
considered. ’

In one of the few repeated measures studies reviewed here, Klein and
Willer~an (1979) assigned female subjects to same-sex of mixed-sex triads
containing two confederates. A1l subjects participated in two problem-solving
discussions: a "typical" discussion in which they received no special instruc-
tions about thelr behavior and which presumably reflected typical dominance
levels and a "maximal” discussion in which they were told to try to assume
Jeadership and bte as assertive 3s possible in order to test their dominance
abilities. The maximal situation evoked significantly higher dominance ratings
for verbal content and for floor time fiocm ali four psychological gender groups.
In both situations, masculine and androgynous females displayed significantly
mnre dorinance than did the undifferentiated and feminine females.

By differentially revarding dominance, the two situations evoked different
rerceptions of arpropriate interpersonal behavior. Subjects displayed signifi-
cantly less dominant content with male than with female confedevates in the
typical situation but did not vary according to confederates’ sex in the maximal
situation. Similarly, suhjects took more floor time with male confederates in
the r:3simal condition but did pot vary according to confederates' sex in the
typical situation. This study, then, demonstrated not only that situational
derands had a large effect on women's dominance behavior but also that psycholo-
gical yencer can hone predictions about which Females will display more or Yess
dominance in response to particular situational demands.

Topic

One of the major ways in which situations were defined in psychological
gender research was through varying the topic. In telling subjects what to
discuss, ressarchers determined whether the context of the conversation was to
be interpreted as primarily instrumental (solving a problem) or expressive
{sharing personal information), This imposed situational definition was intended
to elicit the two domains of communication behavior presumably reflected in
psycholongical gender so that researchers could determine the range of these
beraviers, differences among the four groups, and each group's variability
between situations. Only two of the studies reviewed here utilized repeated
measuyres dasigns for these purposes.

In Putnam and McCallister’s (1980) study, dyads discussed “an emotionally-
charged, moralistic situation” (the femipine topic) and a military rescue mission
(the mascaline topic). Feminine and androgynous females and androuynous males
exhibited more conversaticnal dominance durving the masculine topic. feminine
and androgynous females had lower levels of dominance during both topics and less
variahility between topics than the androgynous males who differed widely between
the twe topics and displayed a higher overall level of dominance. Rather
surprisingly, the masculine males displayed more dominance than any other group
with the feminire topic but less than the androgynous males during the masculine
topic. Putnam and McCallister (1980) suggested that the masculine males used
interruptions, long back channels, and postural shifts to compensate for the
ferales’ longer floor time on the feminine topic.

As with conversational dominance, everyone except the masculine males
exhibited more warmth-attentiveness during the feminine topic. Fewinine females
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and an@rogynous males displayed higher levels and more variability in werith

than did the androgynous females. Masculine males demonstrated the lcwest level
of warmth during the feminine topic but increased it slightly during the -asculire
task. Putnam and McCallister {1980} noted that the nonstereotypically bish
frequency of smiles for this group may have functioned as ¢ turn roguost busfer
rather than as an indication of warmth. The results of this study indicated tnat
the topic was a powerfyl situational factor as all psychological §endcr qQrours
varied behaviorally at least somewhat. The androgynous males, however, appezrad
most responsive to this cue.

Lafrance and Carmen (1980) also asked dyads to discuss two topics: to
debate the legalization of marijuana (the instrumental topic) and to share
feelings about starting college (the expressive topic). [In this study all
groups exhibited more “feminine” behavior during the expressive topic, with the
feminine females exhibiting the highest level followed by the androgynous fe=ales,
androgynous males, and masculine males, respactively. With the instru ental
topic, the androgynous males proved the exception to the rule of more rasculine”
behavior during this topic. Masculine males predictably displayed the higrest
level and feminine females the lowest level of masculine behavior. Both groups
of females were less variable in their masculine behavior across topics than
were both groups of males. This study also demonstrated that the topic of
conversation evoked different behavioral configurations from all psycholegical
gender groups included. These results further suggested that sex-typed
individuals displayed sex-congruent behavior at higher levels during the
sex-congruent topic, while the androgynous tended to display more moderate
levels of both domains of behavior across tepics.

Suemary

Sex-typed individuals behaved in a more sex-congruent way with meibers
of the opposite sex than did the androgynous. The presence of a masculine rale
in a dyad or triad decreased submissive and equivalent messages as vell as
expressive cues. The relationship shared by two interactants emerged A< 3
boundary condition for Bem's gender schema Lheovy. Gender schera theory should
be more predictive for nonintimate, primarily expressive heterosexual relation-
ships than for enduring, partially instrumental heterosexual relationships.
Contextually rewarded communication behavior, even if cross-sex, was displayed
by all females, but masculine and androgynous females were more deminant with
or without explicit encouragement. Behavior appropriate to 3 designated topic
was also displayed by all four psychological gender groups. The sex-typed
displayed more sex-congruent and less cross-sex behavior regardless of topic
while the androgynous exhibited intermediate levels of instrumental and erpressive
behavior for all topics.

Context-related Problems

The problem of adequate sarpling is most serious for contexts. Pelatively
few cituations have been employed and those factors included have not been varied
systematically. An exanple of the latter condition orcurs with the sex and
psychological gender of other participants. Mot only should the interaction
between sex and psychological gepder be tested for au actor bu. 31zo for his/her
interaction partner{s) and for the experimenter. Bem and Lenney (197€) fcurd
that the tendency for subjects to engage in sex-congruent activities was higher
in the presence of an opposite-sex experimenter. further, sex-typed subjects
felt less comfortable performing cross-sex activities in front of an oprosite-sex
experimenter while androgynous subjects felt less comfortable daing so with a
same-sex experimenter. While these results suggest specifically that Lhe se:
of the experimenter is important, findings on behavioral differences reported
throughout this paper suggested that the psychological gender of experirenters
ought to be measured and varied systematically as well.
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Arang the dyadic studies reviewed, very few used the dyad as the unit of
an2izsis. Pore light will be shed on communication differences as a function
0° 'y teloyical gender if mutual influence processes in a dyad are examinnd,
rather thar catalovuing differences at the individual level., This also applies
to units larger than d;ads where, additionally, the proportion of members of
either czv ought to be considered as a situational determinant of behavior
(Taylor & Fiske, 1976).

Finally, a broader range of contertual demands in research situations
could extend knowledge of the behavioral repertoires of the psvchelogical gender
groups. Conflict, negotiation, and most relational contexts have so far been
untried,  Messaqge strategies used in contexts calling for inteipersonal influence
and relaticnal termination might also illuminate the varying blends of instrumen-
tality and exprewsivity used by the four groups. It practically goes without
saying that to compare behavior across contexts, repeated measures designs
shnuld te eployed. Gnly when the same individuals respond to different situations
can valid comparisons be made of the variance attributable to the person, the
situation, nr persen-situation interactions,

Conclusion

Based on the research reviewed in this article, psychological gender
refers to the capacity to process information about the self that is related
to instrymentality and e«pressivity. When an individual has a schemay for one
of these dcmains but not for both, shes/he is more likely to emphasize sex-congruent
tehaviors and inhibit cross-sex behaviors across situations. When an individual
kas a schewa for toth domains, she/he displays intermediate levels of instrumental
and expressive behavior acrnss situations. Cress-situational variation occurs,
~enever, in al) psychological gender groups, and no group appears totally devoid
of behavior fron either domain,

These findings modify the initial flexibility hypothesis that predicled
the sev-typed were essentially devoid of cross-sex behavior and would not vary
at all accerding tn situational demands while the androgynous would be highly
«sriable across situations and behave primarily from one domain or the other
deperding on situational cues. What now appears central to the flexibility
hypnthesis is the androgynnus blending of instrumentality and expressivity both
within and across situations rather than simple differences in variability. The
~adificaticn of the fiexihility hypothesis is more consistent with the interac-
tionist perspective in modern personality research which suggests that all
indivicuals vary across different types of situations but behave more consistently
in situations of the same type.

The majer difficulty of the studies reviewed in this article i3 inadequate
serpling of actors, behaviors, and contexts which prevenis establishing
psschalogical gender patterns as general. Apart from the specific sugnestions
alread, rade aboyt saspling, it is important to emphasize that psychological
sender research is perscpality trait research, As such, the way in which this
researcn can prove most beneficial for communication inquiry is to demonstrate
how contextual differences interact with individual differences to produce
corranication patterns. Toward this end, future research neceds to investigate
hew the psychological gender groups interpret situatfonal dimensions and others’
~es5ages and how they respond verbally and nonverbally given their interpretz*funs.
Sincs the main theoretical linchpin of this approach has been situational
ility, Vack of attention to the person-by-situation interaction prevents
A zenclaete testing of the conceptualization.
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1'.:hile the studies sunmarized in Table 1 comprise a large proportion of
cr rynicatine research on usychologisal yender, they by no means constitute an
exhaustive review of the literature.' Convention papers cited were limited to
thcse to which the present authors had access. Published articles were included
in Table 1 only if they met several criteria.

First, the dependent variable concerned cormunication messages, perceptions,
gv gutcores. This requirement eliminated, for example, the frequently cited
study by Pem and Lenney (1976) in which Ss were asked to choose sex (in) congruent
activities, such as ironing a napkin or pounding a nail, to demonstrate their
cross-sex behavigral flexibility. While these activities were sex-role-linked,
they were not cormunicative.

Secondly, psycholoaical gender was the predictor variable. Fitzpatrick and
Indvik {1929t} used a marital typology to predict psvchological gender and sex-
roie orientation, with primary emphasis on the couple types. Conscyuently, their
study vas not included here.

Thirdly, one of the four major instruments that weasure feminity and mascu-
Tinity as orthogonal (BSRI, PAQ, PRF, ANDPO, ACL) was used. Studies that
investigated the integration of instrumentality and expressivity but did not use
one of these scales were thus excluded {e.qg., Albrecht & Cooley, 1980),

2The two rost widely used scales for measuring psychological gender are the
Cen Sex Pole Inventcry {BSRI; Bem, 1974) and the Personal Attributes Questionnaire
'PAQ; Spence ot al., 1975). The BSRI asks individuals to rate themselves on 20
~esculine and on 20 feminine traits that judges determined to be significantly
~are desirable for one sex or the other. There are now shorter versions of the
DSRI available (Bem, 1979; Wheeless & Dierks-Stewart, 1981). The PAQ contains
23 "male-valued" and 18 "female-valued" traits judged as ideal for both sexes
byt as rorve typical of one or the other.

for both inventories, the psychological oender score is determined by
classifying subjects above or below the median of masculinity and femininity
scores.  The method results in four groups: masculine (high masculinity/low
femininity:, feminine (low masculinity/high femininity), androgynous (high
rasculinity/high femininity), undifferentiated (low masculinity/Yow femininity).

JThe frequency of interaction effects for sex and psychological gender
also implies, of course, that psychological gender is not sufficient to stand
alone 35 a predictor. Indeed, several studies indicate that it may not be
necassary. Andersen and Bem (1981) found that responsiveness to another
interactant was related to sex but not to psychological gender, with females
corrunicating more responsively than males. When Jalley and Richmond (19u0)
covaried shyness and communication apprehension in predictions of communicator
style (both self and other), psychological gender accounted for an average
increase of only 17 of the variance. Finally, in Hall and Halberstadt's (1931)
meta-analysis of nonverbal encoding and decoding studies, femininity and mascu-
Yinity were partialled out before correlating sex with both decoding and en-
ceding. Results indicated that the correlations with and without partialling
out psychological gender differed very little. In other words, psychological
gender was less important than sex in predicting nonverbal accuracy.

dln contrast to the above findings, Talley and Richmond (1950) reported
that perceivers' psychological gender did not affect perceptions of targets'
corrunicator style after interacting in classroom exercises for several weeks.
Unfortunately, neither the Isenhart (1980) nonverbal decoding study nor the
Hall ano Halberstadt (1951) meta-analysis of nonverbal skill research compared
the psychological gender groups to each other.
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51ckes and Barnes (1978) defined their research situation as unstructured
Twn subjects who had never met before were asked to wait together until the
experimenter could find more questionnaires. Thus, for this five-minyte intar-
aclion, there weve neither clear contoxtual cues for approps iate behavior nor
were there many conversational cues since this was initial interaction. Jcbes
and Barnes maintained that in the absence of situational cues, individual
differences should account for more variance since subjects will behave congry-
ently with their predispositions when they have no information about how tn
obtain social rewards. It could be argued, however, that in an initial inter-
action situation with no task to accomplish the researchers have irplicitiy
defined the domain from which topics will be selected as expressive. Subiects
without a goal to focus on would be most likely to share demographic infer-ation
and/or discuss the context in which they found themseives (Berger, Gardner,
Clatterbuck & Schulman, 1976). This research situation, then, can be defined
as expressive rather than as a unique type of situation. Since the study did
not imploy a repeated measures design, it will not be discussed further in
section,
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