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George Kelly has stated that persons place interpreta-

tions, or constructs, on what they perceive. Past research 

has indicated that subjects more meaningfully apply their own 

personal constructs to persons and situations than constructs 

supplied from other sources. This study attempted to confirm 

previous findings. Sixty-three university students used 

their own personal constructs, elicited from the Role 

Construct Repertory Test, and supplied instrumental-expressive 

role constructs to interpret and rate 12 actors portraying 

instrumental and expressive behaviors in six videotaped 

scenes. The hypothesis was not supported, because the 

subjects applied the supplied constructs to the videotaped 

scenes in a more meaningful manner than they did their own 

personal constructs. Further exploration of both sets of 

constructs indicated that the supplied constructs were more 

highly organized and less differentiated than the personal 

constructs, when applied by subjects to the videotaped 

scenes. These results indicated that the supplied 

instrumental-expressive constructs shared a great deal of 

commonality among the subjects. This suggests that.the 



supplied constructs in this study may have been personal 

constructs that subjects used when evaluating the behavior of 

persons, with whom they were not acquainted, who were 

portraying instrumental and expressive behaviors. Instru-

mental role behavior portrayed by the actors elicited more 

meaningful application of both sets of constructs than did 

expressive role behavior portrayed by the actors. In addi-

tion, female actors elicited more meaningful application of 

both sets of constructs than male actors. 

Results also indicated that neuroticism, as measured 

by the Neuroticism Scale of the Eysenck Personality Question-

naire, did not share a significant relationships with the 

cognitive organization categories of differentiation and 

integration. Also, there was no significant relationship 

between integration and masculinity and femininity scores 

from the Bern Sex Role Inventory. The implications of these 

findings for counseling and further research were discussed. 
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PERSONAL AND SUPPLIED CONSTRUCTS: A STUDY OF MEANINGFULNESS, 

COGNITIVE ORGANIZATION, NEUROTICISM, AND SEX ROLES 

There has been significant interest in sex-role behavior 

during the last 15 years, particularly in light of questions 

raised by the women's liberation movement. These questions 

focus on whether or not it is necessary to conceptualize 

psychological and behavioral differences between the sexes. 

Many women claim that postulated differences discriminate 

against them, because society values masculine traits over 

feminine traits (Bern & Bern, 1971; McKee 6c Sheriffs, 1959; 

Rosencrantz, Vogel, Bee, Broverman, & Broverman, 1 9 6 8 ) . 

Consequently, societal definitions of masculine and feminine 

characteristics are challenged, and many people are rede-

fining traditional sex roles. 

Psychologists have studied sex-role characteristics for 

many years, attempting to note their effects on individual 

and social behavior. In addition, developmental explanations 

of those characteristics were advanced from several theoretical 

viewpoints (Bronfenbrenner, 1960; Heilbrun, 1973; Kohlberg, 

1966; Mischel, 1966). Despite this interest, however, some 

psychologists consider masculinity and femininity to be, 

theoretically and empirically, "among the muddiest concepts 

in their vocabulary" (Constantinople, 1973, p. 390). Many 



researchers confound aspects of masculinity and femininity, 

often combining gender identification, sex-role preferences, 

and sex-role adoption. Gender identification is the degree 

to which individuals are aware of and accept their biological 

gender. Sex-role preference is distinguished from sex-role 

adoption on the basis of behaviors in which a person prefers 

to engage, versus those he or she actually manifests (Spence 

& Helmreieh, 1978). Recent research, which attempted to 

distinguish between these three factors, particularly focused 

on the separation of gender-related aspects from sex-role 

preferences and sex-role adoptions. Males, then, are not 

assumed to possess or be required to exhibit feminine charac-

teristics, because those characteristics are female-related. 

Rather, sex-role preference and adoption may be separated 

from gender in healthy, adaptive, human behavior. 

Other difficulties also plagued previous sex-role 

research. Constantinople (1973) noted that the prevalent 

masculinity-femininity test construction assumed that mascu-

line and feminine represent the negatively correlated ends 

of a unidimensional continuum. High masculinity implied low 

femininity; high femininity implied low masculinity. Indivi-

duals who scored outside the range of sex-typed behavior for 

their gender were labeled as deviant and maladjusted, 

exemplifying sex-role confusion. This conceptualization 

precluded the possibility of individuals' possessing both 

masculine and feminine characteristics. Instead of viewing 

masculinity and femininity as endpoints of a single bipolar 



dimension, research since 1974 explored the use of two 

independent dimensions, one masculine and one feminine. 

Individuals have been characterized as both masculine and 

feminine (high scores on both dimensions) or sex-typed in 

either direction (high masculine, low feminine; high feminine, 

low masculine) (Bern, 1974; Berzins, Wellings, & Wetter, 1978; 

Heilbrun, 1976; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975). 

Another problem in sex-role research developed, because 

the disciplines of anthropology, sociology, and psychology 

tended to stress different components (Spence & Helmreich, 

1978). Psychologists often did not take these differences 

into account. Anthropologists focused on the normative 

expectations that a given culture or subculture held about 

the position men and women should occupy. Position referred 

to the division of labor between the sexes and societal tasks 

assigned to each within a structured social setting. 

D'Andrade (1966) and Linton (1976) claim that men and women 

not only tend to perform different activities in each culture 

but that men tend to perform particular types of activities, 

whereas women perform others. Maleness and femaleness were 

institutionalized as statuses within cultures. These 

statuses encouraged the development of particular charac-

teristics in males and females, for example, self-reliance 

and achievement in males versus obedience, nurturance, and 

•Responsibility in females. About 80% of known societies 

have followed this pattern (Barry, Bacon, & Child, 1957). 

Despite these assertions, some investigators believe that 



change in the economic system and the advancement of tech-

nology could be primary forces in erasing sex differentiation 

in work activities (Holter, 1971; Murphy & Murphy, 1976). 

Sociologists view sex roles in the context of relation-

ships and role-taking behaviors. These relationships, located 

in groups with varying structures, emphasize socialization 

(Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Parsons and Bales (1955), from a 

sociological viewpoint, suggest that males and females have 

different roles in the family setting. Men, performing the 

instrumental role, are the family's representatives in the 

outside world and act on its behalf. Independence, self-

reliance, and assertiveness are among the necessary skills for 

performing these tasks. Women, performing the expressive 

role, are responsible for attending to family members' 

physical and emotional needs and for also maintaining harmo-

nious interactions among them. These tasks require nurturant 

characteristics and interpersonal skills. Bakan (1966) 

developed ideas similar to Parsons and Bales', using agency 

and communion to describe orientations necessary for group 

functioning. Bakan characterized masculinity as a concern 

for oneself and one's goals (agentic) and femininity as a 

concern for self but in relation to others (communal). 

Psychologists refer to the distinguishing characteristics 

of men and women, when studying sex-role behaviors. These 

characteristics include behavior, personality, abilities, 

and preference (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Attempts to 



empirically investigate sex-role differences, in the past, 

garnered some confusing, but also interesting, findings. The 

lack of a definitive psychology of sex differences encouraged 

much confusion among psychologists, when investigating sex 

roles (Lee, 1976). As recently as 1974, Rosenberg and 

Sutton-Smith concurred that masculinity and femininity 

represent extremely diverse phenomena which are best viewed 

as a loose cluster of imprecisely defined behavioral corre-

lates. Lee (1976) states that Thorndike reached the same 

conclusion 50 years earlier. However, some research findings 

point to interesting trends suggesting different adjustment 

levels for individuals typed as either masculine or feminine, 

regardless of how they were measured. 

Sex Roles and Adjustment: Past and Present 

Sex-role stereotypes have been defined as the sum of 

socially designated behaviors differentiating men and women, 

formed from specific expectations of how men and women should 

ideally behave. Researchers have found that a greater number 

of desirable stereotypic traits are attributed to men rather 

than women (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, & 

Rosenkrantz, 1972; McKee & Sherriffs, 1957, 1959). Posi-

tively valued masculine traits form a cluster of behavior 

which demonstrates competence, rationality, and assertion; 

positively valued feminine traits form a cluster which 

reflects warmth and expressiveness. However, in these 

studies, since more feminine traits were negatively valued 



than were masculine traits, women tended to have more negative 

self-concepts than men. Other research also supports this 

conclusion, suggesting greater anxiety for individuals 

incorporating feminine traits (Cosentino & Heilbrun, 1964; 

Gall, 1969). Recely (1973) concluded that conformity to 

masculine stereotypes is more conducive to the maintenance 

of a high level of self-esteem, and vice versa, than is 

conformity to feminine stereotypes, in both males and females. 

Despite some consistent research findings on stereotypes 

and various measures of adjustment, critical objections about 

the masculinity-femininity construct are raised. The major 

objection is the conceptualization of masculinity and 

femininity as negatively correlated endpoints of a single 

bipolar dimension; a person must be either masculine or 

feminine, but not both (Constantinople, 1973). Bern (1974) 

suggests that this sex-role dichotomy obscures two plausible 

hypotheses: first, many individuals might be androgynous 

(both masculine and feminine, depending on the situational 

appropriateness of these behaviors) and conversely, strongly 

sex-typed individuals might be seriously limited in the 

range of behaviors, as they move from situation to situation. 

In response, Bern constructed the Bern Sex Role Inventory, 

which contains independent masculine and feminine dimensions. 

Individuals scoring high on both dimensions are labeled sex 

typed: those scoring low on both are labeled undifferen-

tiated. This last category was clarified after discussion by 

Spence et al. (1975). 



Bern conducted four major studies on college populations 

to test her hypotheses. In two experiments involving sex-

typed behavioral tasks, she concluded that androgynous subjects 

display greater sex-role adaptability across the tasks than 

do the nonandrogynous subjects. Feminine-typed females 

demonstrate the greatest behavioral deficits. Two other 

studies suggest that cross-sex-typed behavioral demands 

(masculine-typed behaviors for females, feminine-typed 

behaviors for males) are motivationally problematic for 

appropriately sex-typed individuals, and they actively avoid 

it as a result (Bern & Lenney, 1976; Bern, Martyna, & Watson, 

1976). 

Spence et al. (1975) constructed their own androgyny 

measure, the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, and also 

utilized their Texas Social Behavior Invento^/ to assess the 

relationship of self-esteem and sex roles. The Texas Social 

Behavior Inventory focuses on social confidence, social 

dominance, and social competence as components of self-esteem. 

Androgynous subjects obtain the highest level of self-esteem, 

followed by masculine-typed subjects, feminine-typed subjects, 

and undifferentiated subjects. Spence and Helmreich (1978) 

recently replicated these results. Bern (1977) utilized the 

Texas Social Behavior Inventory to assess self-esteem and 

the Bern Sex Role Inventory to categorize sex roles. Bern's 

results were similar to those of Spence and her research 

group. Wetter (1975) used the Personality Research Form 
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Andro Scale, a sex-role inventory constructed from the 

Personality Research Form, and the Self-Esteem Questionnaire, 

to assess the relationships of sex roles and self-esteem. 

Positive self-evaluation in four broad areas defines self-

esteem: interpersonal relations, intellectual functioning, 

ethical and moral behavior, and overall self-regard. Wetter 

obtained results similar to those of Spence's group and Bern. 

LaFrance and Carmen (1980) conducted a study to determine how 

individual differences in sex-role orientation, as assessed 

by the Bern Sex Role Inventory, are related to subject's 

display of a number of nonverbal behaviors. Feminine beha-

viors (smiling, gazing) and masculine behaviors (interrupting, 

filled pausing) were coded for sex-typed males and females 

and androgynous males and females assigned to either an 

instrumental or an expressive situation in same-sex dyads. 

Results showed that androgynous persons demonstrate a blend 

of masculine and feminine behaviors. In contrast, sex-typed 

subjects manifest more avoidance of cross-sex nonverbal 

behaviors and a tendency toward more extreme displays of 

sex-consistent nonverbal behavior. 

In summary, these studies suggest that an androgynous 

sex-role orientation facilitates behavioral flexibility. 

Androgyny is also associated with a greater amount of self-

esteem than is a sex-typed orientation, as measured by the 

Texas Social Behavioral Inventory (Spence et al., 1975) and 

the Self-Esteem Questionnaire (Wetter, 1975). 



Difficulties with Current Sex-Role Conceptualizations 

Despite studies which demonstrate a positive relation-

ship between psychological androgyny and various measures 

of adjustment, several criticisms and questions were raised. 

Kelly and Worrell ( 1 9 7 7 ) claim that it is not clear whether 

the various sex-role inventories measure the same character-

istics. By virtue of being constructed differently, the Bern 

Sex Role Inventory (Bern, 1 9 7 4 ) , the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (Spence et al., 1 9 7 5 ) , the Personality Research 

Form Andro Scale (Wetter, 1 9 7 5 ) , and Heilbrun's ( 1 9 7 5 ) 

inventory may not comparably define the sex-role categories,: 

since they perform median splits on the masculinity and 

femininity subscales. Although these scales share a common 

variance, they are by no means interchangeable. In fact, some 

persons can be categorized discrepantly by any pair of 

sex-role scales (Kelly, Furman, 6 c Young, 1 9 7 8 ) . These 

considerations suggest that much work is still necessary to 

define the androgyny construct, and generalizations concerning 

adjustment and psychological well-being need to be confined 

to the particular sex-role instrument used (Lenney, 1979; 

Worrell, 1 9 7 8 ) . 

Some research findings suggest that the androgyny and 

adjustment relationship discussed earlier might not be valid 

for all individuals. Jones, Chernovitz, and Hansson (1978) 

compared androgynous with sex-typed and opposite-sex-typed 

persons (Bern Sex Role Inventory categories) along several 
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attitudinal, personality, and behavioral dimensions. Contrary 

to their expectations, flexibility and adjustment are generally 

associated with masculinity rather than with androgyny for 

both males and females. Deutsch and Gilbert (1976) used Bern 

Sex Role Inventory categories and the Revised Bell Adjustment 

Inventory to measure personal adjustment, finding that mascu-

linity is more adjustive than femininity for females. These 

results and Bern's results suggest that feminine behaviors are 

still less socially valued than masculine-typed behaviors. 

Masculine, instrumental behaviors have a greater impact on 

high adjustment level than feminine, expressive characteris-

tics. Therefore, the androgyny and adjustment relationship 

may be more a function of how high an androgynous person's 

masculinity level is, rather than how high his or her mascu-

linity and femininity levels are. Similar findings were 

obtained by Slivern and Ryan (1979). Hoffman and Fidell 

(1979), studying adult women, found feminine women have lower 

self-esteem and are somewhat more introverted than androgynous 

and masculine women; however, feminine women express greater 

satisfaction with their housework activities than do other 

women. Further, feminine women do not make as many health 

visits and score as less neurotic than androgynous and 

masculine women. Mezydlo and Betz (1980) conclude that, 

although feminists and nonfeminists agree in their descrip-

tions of the ideal male in society, they have disparate 

perceptions of desirable characteristics for women. This 
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points to the confusion many women feel about the desirability 

of feminine characteristics, depending on their sex-role 

orientation. 

Another difficulty with current sex-role conceptualiza-

tion is the value judgement that androgyny is more adaptive, a 

judgement made on the basis of empirical research conducted 

mostly with college students. Bern (1975) states that the best 

sex-role identity is no sex-role identity. Research findings 

discussed earlier suggest this might not be true for everyone 

(Deutsch & Gilbert, 1976; Hoffman & Fidell, 1979; Jones et al., 

1978). Phares and Lamiell (1977) add that while it hardly 

seems reasonable to dispute that individuals may vary reliably 

in behavioral flexibility, how one regards such individuals 

may be heavily entangled with personal and social values. 

Theoretical issues present further difficulties with 

current sex-role research. Locksley and Colten (1979) 

criticize the use of personality trait terms to distinguish 

males and females in the Bern Sex Role Inventory and the 

Personal Attributes Qustionnaire. They view stereotypes as 

too global for describing or predicting behavior, because 

those terms can signify to the subject something other than 

the ordinarily understood meanings, depending in which con-

text the subjects place those stereotyped behaviors. Worell 

(1978) also suggests that behavioral prediction from self-

described personality traits is constrained by what one is 

willing and able to do in any particular situation. 
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Generalization of sex-role research findings on the 

basis of the inventories used to collect the data has also 

been questioned. Gross, Batliss, Small, and Erdwins (1979) 

suggest that present sex-role scales are based in the 

instrumental-expressive or agency-communion dichotomies 

presumed to characterize stereotypic differences. Their 

suggestion led to item selection best described as acting for 

self versus feeling for others. They conclude that present 

measures leave out much of what is practiced in everyday 

life. Helmreich, Spence, and Holahan (1979) suggest that the 

Personal Attributes Questionnaire 

is a conventional self-report measure of socioaffective 

instrumental and expressive traits which are internally 

located response predispositions that combine with 

situational variables and other person variables to 

determine behavior but are not themselves identical to 

behavior, (p. 1632) 

Bern hypothesized, however, that the global constructs of mas-

culinity and femininity are manifested in a variety of 

gender-related behaviors, role attitudes, and personal 

qualities collectively identified as sex roles. She appears 

to assume that despite their limited empirical content, the 

Bern Sex Role Inventory and the Personal Attributes Question-

naire are valid measures of these global constructs. Although 

Spence's research group had a more limited view of generali-

zation than did Bern, both acknowledge the role of cognitive 
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factors in their theories. Bern (1979), however, speculated 

more about the nature of cognitive mediation in sex-role 

perception and behavior. She hypothesized that individuals 

of various sex-role orientations differ not only in the 

content of their beliefs about gender differences, but also in 

their cognitive structures for coding and processing gender-

related information. Bern describes these structures as 

action-oriented, organizing, and guiding the processing of 

information on the basis of past experience and cognitive 

set. 

Investigating Cognitive Structures 

Personal Construct Theory, first developed by George 

Kelly (1955), provides a helpful method to explore cognitive 

processes and how they may be employed in the interpre-

tation of sex-role behavior. Kelly suggests that persons 

are distinguished by their capacity not merely to react 

to external events, but also to represent their environ-

ment and anticipate events. Persons represent their 

environment by placing interpretations or what they perceive.. 

Kelly calls this representation "construing the environment," 

and the interpretations he calls constructs. A person's 

actions are guided by the way he or she construes events 

(construction corollary). These constructs are like trans-

parent patterns or templates which he or she creates and then 

attempts to fit over the realities of which the world is 

composed. Kelly asserted that persons differ from each other 

in their construction of events. To the extent that one 
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person employs a construction of experience which is similar 

to another's, his or her psychological processes are similar 

to those of the other person (commonality corollary); to the 

extent that one person construes the construction of another, 

he or she can play a role in a social process involving that 

other person (sociality corollary). Kelly also states that 

constructs have a range of convenience which comprises all 

elements to which a person can apply his or her constructs 

and a focus of convenience which comprises these elements to 

which the person can find the constructs' application 

maximally useful. 

Because Kelly believes that individuals differ from each 

other in their construction of events (individuality corol-

lary) , he developed an ideographic method for eliciting 

constructs, the Role Construct Repertory Test. Subjects are 

asked to supply names to fit various role titles (for example, 

self, mother, father, sister, brother, best friend, etc.) and 

then to suggest some important way in which two or three 

designated persons are alike and different from a third. The 

role titles are defined as elements in the construct system. 

Various triads are chosen among the elements to elicit 

dichotomous constructs which will tap different role relation-

ships and compose the system by which the subject construes 

various role relationships in his or her world. Bannister 

and Mair (1968) concluded, on the basis of summarized evi-

dence, that the Role Construct Repertory Test taps the 
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limited repertoire of constructs which subjects have available. 

Fjeld and Landfield (1961) discovered that, given the same 

elements, their subjects, after a 2-week interval, produced 

similar constructs (Pearson r = .79). In addition, when 

allowed to take the test completely over, with new elements 

considered, subjects reproduced their earlier constructs 

(Pearson r = .80). 

Researchers have developed ways of investigating inter-

personal meaningfulness and cognitive organization within the 

framework of Kelly's theory. A measure of meaningfulness is 

devised from using the dichotomous constructs elicited in the 

Role Construct Repertory Test to form a rating scale. 

Landfield (1971) defines the preference for more extreme 

positions on the rating scale as an index of meaningfulness, 

a definition that other investigators also employ. There is 

considerable evidence that constructs elicited from subjects 

individually are more personally meaningful than constructs 

supplied from other sources. The individual prefers to express 

himself or herself and describe others by using his or her own 

personal constructs (Adams-Webber, 1979; Isaacson & Landfield, 

1965). However, Warr and Coffman (1970) suggest that it does 

not necessarily follow that provided constructs must always be 

less meaningful than elicited constructs. In their study, a 

sample of British subjects rated the same list of persons on 

7-point scales based on 12 elicited constructs and 12 supplied 

constructs; the mean rating extremity scores for both kinds of 
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constructs were essentially identical. Warr and Coffman 

concluded that it is possible through careful selection to 

obtain a set of supplied constructs which do not differ 

significantly from a subject's own elicited constructs in 

terms of personal meaningfulness. Bonarius (1968) suggests 

that the meaning of any construct is dependent on its con-

text, that is, the specific domain of experience within which 

it is ordinarily applied by the individual. He also concluded 

that differences between elicited and supplied constructs 

with respect to rating extremity are greater for personal 

others than for extraneous others. In another study, Bonarius 

(1970) asked subjects to rate paintings that they and others 

had chosen according to constructs regarded as personally 

meaningful when describing and comparing paintings. He 

reported that subjects rated their own choice of paintings 

more extremely on their own personal constructs than on their 

partners' constructs; however, their ratings of paintings 

chosen by their partners were not more extreme on one set of 

constructs than another. 

Besides interpersonal meaningfulness, cognitive organiza-

tion has been investigated within the framework of Personal 

Construct Theory. Landfield (1971) devised the Functionally 

Independent Construction score, a measure of cognitive 

differentiation, to investigate cognitive organization. 

This score is based on a modified Role Construct Repertory 

Test in which the subject rates his or her acquaintances 



17 

within dimensions that are anchored by the subject's own 

social descriptive language, that is, his or her own personal 

constructs. Cognitive differentiation is essentially a mea-

sure of how many constructs are interrelated. Previous 

assumptions about cognitive differentiation were that the 

greater the number of unrelated constructs (a complex system), 

the more adaptive the system; the fewer the number of 

unrelated constructs (a simple system) the more maladaptive 

the system. Landfield (1977) discovered, however, that such 

a measure is limited, because it emphasizes conceptual 

differentiation exclusive of hierarhical integration or 

ordination. Kelly (1955) suggests that people differ in the 

ways they organize their construction of events. Kelly's 

Organization Corollary explains that persons systematize their 

constructs by arranging them in hierarchies and by abstracting 

them further for personal convenience, in anticipating events. 

Landfield and Barr (1976) suggest that ratings on levels of 

meaningfulness are tasks which tap ordering or ordinating 

abilities. They assume that the process of rating others 

on constructs taps a higher order ability to make comparisons, 

order persons and events along dimensions, and make decisions; 

it is a capacity one must have in order to integrate concepts. 

Consequently, Landfield developed a measure of hierarchical 

integration, called Ordination, which he used in conjunction 

with the Functionally Independent Construction score to assess 

cognitive organization. 
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Landfield (1977) suggests that hierarchical integration 

(Ordination) and differentiation (Functionally Independent 

Construction score) can be confusing, because both measures 

involve a process of differentiation on the same rating scale. 

A within-construct differentiation in meaningfulness occurs 

in the integration measure; a between-construct differentia-

tion in type of meaning assessing interrelatedness of 

constructs occurs in the differentiation measure. Although 

these two measures of cognitive organization are derived from 

the same construct scales, the relationship between the 

measures is orthogonal. The Functionally Independent Con-

struction measure is derived, primarily, from sidedness on a 

scale dimension anchored by the individual's personal 

constructs, whereas the Ordination measure is based on the 

degree of response. (See Appendix A for a description of the 

procedure for obtaining Functionally Independent Construction 

score, and see Appendix B for a description of the procedure 

for obtaining the Ordination score.) Landfield hypothesized 

that persons with different levels of integration and 

differentiation differ in cognitive organization and adjust-

ment. He suggests that persons with high differentiation-low 

integration and low differentiation-low integration show 

social adjustment difficulties. The former group experiences 

much interpersonal confusion and is confusing to others in 

interactions. The latter group is characterized by a simply 

organized cognitive system and rigidity in social interactions 

Persons with low differentiation-high integration show no 
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interpersonal confusion and are well understood by others in 

a relationship; persons with high differentiation-high 

integration are characterized as complex people who do not 

experience interpersonal confusion but who are difficult to 

understand at the beginning of a relationship. It appears 

that the most important factor in this conception of adjust-

ment is an individual's ability to integrate his constructs 

hierarchically. 

It appears that to explore the issue of the interpreta-

tion of sex roles and cognitive organization, a study must 

have ecological validity, that is, behaviors assessed must 

relate to how people normally interact in the world (Neisser, 

1976). Neisser suggests that cognition must be studied in a 

context and efforts should be undertaken to understand how 

cognition occurs in the ordinary environment and in the context 

of natural purposeful activity. Perception and cognition are 

not merely operations in the head but are, rather, transac-

tions with the world. 

The purpose of this study is to compare the meaningful-

ness to subjects of stereotypic terms in a sex-role inventory 

to the meaningfulness of the subjects' own personal constructs 

when interpreting typical masculine- and feminine-typed 

behavior. Meaningfulness is defined as the extent to which 

an individual uses more extreme ratings on the dimensional 

scales anchored by personal or supplied constructs (Landfield, 

1971). Specifically, it is hypothesized that subjects' own 
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elicited constructs (derived from the Role Construct Repertory-

Test) will be significantly more meaningful than supplied 

constructs that have been empirically derived from these 

specific social contexts from the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire, when interpreting instrumental-expressive 

situations. 

Secondly, it is hypothesized that persons whose cognitive 

organization is characterized by high differentiation-low 

integration will not apply their own elicited constructs in a 

more meaningful way than the supplied constructs, when inter-

preting instrumental-expressive situations. All other 

subjects, however, will employ their elicited personal 

constructs more meaningfully than the supplied constructs, 

when interpreting instrumental-expressive situations. 

Thirdly, a negative linear relationship is hypothesized 

between neuroticism and the interaction between differentia-

tion and integration. That is, differentation and integration 

will jointly account for a significant level of the variance 

associated with adjustment. 

Finally, it is hypothesized that significant positive 

linear relationships will exist between integration and the 

independent variables of masculinity and femininity. That is, 

masculinity and femininity will each account for a significant 

level of the variance associated with integration. 
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Method 

Subjects 

Sixty-three undergraduate psychology students (30 males 

and 33 females), in various psychology classes, served as 

subjects in this study. Research credit points were given to 

all subjects in exchange for the participation. The sub-

jects' ages ranged from 18 to 39, and their mean age was 

20.63. 

Apparatus 

Videotapes. Six scenes depicting males and females in 

typical everyday behaviors characterized along the instru-

mental-expressive dimension were videotaped. These scenes 

were constructed so that males and females would each be cast 

in three instrumental roles and three expressive roles. 

Heilbrun (1965) noted nine empirically derived traits, drawn 

from the needs list of Murray (1941), that distinguished 

instrumental (achievement, dominance, autonomy, and endurance) 

and expressive (affiliation, deference, succorance, nurturance, 

and abasement) roles. Doster, Matloff, and Samelson (1977) 

employed behavioral descriptions of these traits to differen-

tiate verbal content and speech characteristics of therapists 

who enacted instrumental and expressive interpersonal styles. 

Instrumental and expressive scenes in this study were 

similarly constructed, using these empiracally derived, 

behaviorally descriptive traits as guides. Descriptions of 

each of these traits were drawn from Murray (1941) and were 
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provided to each actor, before he or she acted the part (see 

Appendix G). After the scenes were videotaped, three raters 

rated each participant in the videotapes, according to these 

descriptions of instrumental and expressive behavior. The 

intercoder agreement for dichotomous judgments across 12 

observations (two actors for each of six scenes) ranged from 

tt = . 6 7 to ir - 1 . 0 0 . This videotape is available upon request 

from the Department of Psychology, North Texas State Univer-

sity, Denton, Tx. 

The themes of each scene are as follows: 

Scene 1: This scene focuses on a discussion involving 

marital conflict taking place in a home setting. The conflict 

centers on the husband's desire to work long hours at his job 

in order to advance in his company, while the wife wants the 

husband to work fewer hours and become more concerned about 

their deteriorating relationship. The husband emphasizes a 

task-oriented or instrumental approach to the conflict, 

whereas the wife emphasizes a relationship-oriented or 

expressive approach to the conflict. 

Scene 2: This scene, taking place in a comfortable 

lounge, depicts a woman strenuously debating with a man about 

the Equal Rights Amendment. The man strongly advocates defeat 

of the amendment on grounds that women have all the rights 

they need, whereas the woman strongly advocates adoption of 

the amendment, because the attitudes exhibited by the man are 

very prevalent in society. Both participants demonstrate the 

instrumental role. 
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Scene 3: This scene, taking place in an office, focuses 

on a woman superior in a business firm giving instructions for 

a task to a male subordinate. The subordinate has not ade-

quately followed instructions to contact a potential buyer, 

and the discussion centers on his reasons for not doing so. 

The woman manifests an instrumental approach; the man portrays 

an expressive role. 

Scene 4: This scene, taking place on a couch in a living 

room, focuses on a mother discussing a significant event with 

her son, emphasizing the understanding of his feeling and con-

veying a nurturant attitude toward him. The boy has some 

difficulties in school and is not sure how to regain his 

teacher's favor. Both the mother and her son demonstrate 

expressive roles. 

Scene 5: This scene, taking place in an office, focuses 

on a woman attorney giving instructions to a woman secretary. 

The secretary has not been handling memos or answering tele-

phone calls to the attorney's satisfaction. The attorney 

demonstrates the instrumental role; the secretary demonstrates 

the expressive role. 

Scene 6: This scene, set in a living room, focuses on a 

father arguing with his son about how the son should have been 

selected for his high school basketball team. The father does 

not address expressive, feelings-oriented issues in the 

discussion but, rather, exhorts his son to try harder and 

continually practice, because life is similar to the basketball 
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experience. The father demonstrates the instrumental role; 

the son demonstrates the expressive role. 

Role Construct Repertory Test. This instrument 

(Landfield, 1971) is a modified form of Kelly's (1955) Role 

Construct Repertory Test (see Appendix B). Subjects list 

15 significant other persons, across the columns of the 

matrix, and then, describe similarities and contrast among 

these persons, in the 15 rows of the matrix. 

Two scores are derived from the Repertory Test: the 

Functionally Independent Construction score and the Ordination 

score. Landfield (1976) identifies the former as a measure 

of cognitive differentiation and the latter as a measure of 

cognitive integration. Procedures for obtaining each score 

appear in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively. 

Reliability of this instrument was assessed by Fjeld and 

Landfield (1961). They used 80 subjects and varied the 

conditions of the test administration. Conclusions were 

that, given the same elements, the subjects, after a 2-week 

interval, produced similar constructs (Pearson r = .79). In 

addition, when allowed to take the test completely over, with 

new elements considered, subjects reproduced their earlier 

constructs (Pearson r = .80). Pederson (1958) reported a 

correlation of .77 for role titles over a 1-week period. 

Meaningfulness Rating Scale. This instrument involves 

30 bipolar, 13-point dimensions, constructed on the basis of 

a procedure employed by Craig (1972) (see Appendix E). 
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Fifteen of the bipolar dimensions consist of the subjects' own 

personal constructs elicited from the Role Construct Repertory 

Test. Thus, 15 dimensions of this scale are unique to each 

subject. Fifteen other dimensions are the supplied constructs 

of this scale, and are chosen from the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). The latter instru-

ment (see Appendix D) is divided into three groups with eight 

items per group: masculinity, femininity, and masculinity-

femininity. Because the masculinity-femininity groups of 

items do not figure in the categorization of androgynous or 

sex-typed behavior, those items were not chosen for inclusion 

in the Meaningfulness Rating Scale. Rather, the groups of 

masculine items and feminine items are used as supplied 

constructs for instrumental and expressive characteristics in 

the Meaningfulness Rating Scale. In order to have an equal 

number of personal and supplied constructs, one item of the 

16 masculine and feminine items was deleted. 

An extremity score is calculated from the Meaningfulness 

Rating Scale by summing the absolute values of the 30 ratings. 

Landfield (1971) and Craig (1972) identify higher extremity 

scores from subjects as indicating greater meaningfulness 

to subjects of personal or supplied constructs or both. 

The 30 items in each person's rating scale were ordered 

in a random manner. This instrument was used by the subjects 

to rate characteristics of designated persons interacting in 

typical male-female interactions on videotape. 



26 

Bern Sex Role Inventory. This inventory (see Appendix F) 

consists of 60 personality characteristics, 20 rated as mas-

culine, 20 rated as feminine, and 20 rated as neutral social 

desirability items. Scores on the masculinity, femininity, 

and social desirability items are typically obtained by sum-

ming the scores of the individual items defining each scale. 

Sex-role classification is based on median splits on the 

masculinity and femininity scales. Subjects scoring above the 

median on both scales are classified as androgynous. Those 

scoring below the median on both scales are classified as 

undifferentiated. Subjects scoring above the median on 

femininity, but below it on masculinity, are classified as 

feminine; subjects scoring above the median on masculinity, 

but below it on femininity, are classified as masculine. 

Rather than employing this more typical manner of assessing 

sex-role orientation, a multiple regression analysis to assess 

directly the relative contributions of masculinity and fem-

ininity to the level of measured adjustment was performed 

in this study (as suggested by Kelly, Furman, & Young, 1978), 

Bern Sex Role Inventory normative data (Bern, 1975) 

indicate orthogonal masculine and feminine scores (r = .11 to 

r = .14, depending on sex and sample). The items for each 

scale were selected on the basis of judges' ratings of the 

culturally defined desirability of various attributes for the 

two sexes. Undergraduate judges were asked to rate the 

desirability either "for a woman" or "for a man," of 

approximately 200 personality attributes. No judge was asked 
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to rate both. A personality characteristic was then defined 

as feminine or masculine, if it was judged by four indepen-

dent samples of judges to be significantly more desirable in 

American society for one sex than for the other. 

Eysenck Personality Questionnaire. This instrument is 

the fourth inventory to be developed by Eysenck over several 

years. Predecessors to this inventory are the Maudsley 

Medical Questionnaire, the Maudsley Personality Inventory, 

and the Eysenck Personality Inventory. The Eysenck Person-

ality Questionnaire contains 90 items which compose four 

scales: Psychoticism, Extraversion, Neuroticism, and a Lie 

Scale. 

The Neuroticism Scale was employed as a measure of 

adjustment in this study. Eysenck describes persons scoring 

high on the Neuroticism Scale as being anxious, worrying, moody, 

frequently depressed, and tending to suffer from various 

psychosomatic disorders. In addition, some persons are 

emotionally labile, sometimes acting irrationally and other 

times acting rigidly. 

The Neuroticism Scale comprises 23 of the inventory's 

90 items. Reliability for males is .89, and for females, the 

reliability is .80, providing a total reliability score for 

this scale of .86. The number of subjects employed to obtain 

this data totaled 257 (136 males; 121 females). Standardiza-

tion data for the Psychoticism, Extraversion, and Neuroticism 

Scales were taken from 5,574 subjects (2,312 men; 3,262 

women) ranging in age from 16-69 years old. 
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Procedure 

Sixty-three undergraduate students were recruited to 

serve as voluntary subjects in this study. Before participa-

ting as subjects, each student read and signed a statement 

of informed consent that emphasized the voluntary nature of 

his or her participation and the confidentiality of his or 

her identity in this project (see Appendix H). After com-

pleting a Personal Data Sheet (see Appendix I), all subjects 

were administered the Role Construct Repertory Test. A 

modified form of this test (see Appendix C) allowed the 

subjects to write each of the 15 bipolar constructs as polar 

positions on rating scales which had dimensions ranging from 

-6 to 6, with 0 as the midpoint. After producing 15 

constructs and writing them in as endpoints of the 15 

bipolar dimensions, each subject rated each person listed on 

his or her Role Construct Repertory Test on all 15 bipolar 

dimensions. This procedure provided an assessment of 

cognitive organization (Landfield, 1977). 

Following this session, and before the second session, a 

Meaningfulness Rating Scale (see Appendix E) was constructed 

for each subject, employing the subject's own elicited con-

structs from the Role Construct Repertory Test and 15 

supplied constructs from the Personal Attributes Questionnaire. 

Since the latter had 16 dimensions, one construct was randomly 

withdrawn in order to achieve an equivalent number of personal 



29 

and supplied constructs. Both sets of constructs (elicited 

and supplied) were ordered randomly on the scale. 

In the second session, subjects viewed the six videotaped 

interactions. After viewing the interactions, each subject 

rated each person on the interaction, using all the constructs 

in his or her Meaningfulness Rating Scale for each rating. 

Following completion of these tasks, the subjects were also 

administered the Bern Sex Role Inventory and the Eysenck 

Personality Questionnaire, in counterbalanced order.. 

Instructions for each test were provided in written form and 

were read aloud by the examiner, at the beginning of each 

test. 

Within 3 weeks after the second session, 11 subjects 

volunteered to return for another session. At that time, 

they again rated the same videotaped interactions with their 

Meaningfulness Rating Scale, in order to assess stability of 

their ratings over this time period. Results indicated that 

subjects' ratings for both the personal constructs and the 

supplied constructs were stable (personal constructs, mean 

Pearson r = .75; supplied constructs, mean Pearson r = .70). 

Some difficulties were encountered in the process of 

carrying out the study as described. The most prevalent 

problem was that some subjects had difficulty in under-

standing directions for the Role Construct Repertory Test. 

Even after careful instruction, there were often questions 

from the subjects about whether or not they were filling out 
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the test correctly. The experimenter remained in the room 

with the subjects throughout the administration of the test 

to answer any questions posed by the subjects. As a result, 

it was believed that most subjects correctly filled out the 

test. 

In order to avoid confounding of effects, the actors in 

the videotaped scenes were to be unacquainted with the sub-

jects. This objective was not completely realized. 

Approximately 10 subjects were acquainted with at least one 

of the 12 actors; none of these subjects, however, were 

acquainted with more than two of the actors. Because only 

a few subjects were acquainted with such a low percentage of 

the actors, their results were not discarded. 

Results 

Data for the first hypothesis was analyzed by a 3-

way ( 2 x 2 x 2 ) analysis of variance, with repeated measures 

on the last two factors (Winer, 1971). The factors on which 

the repeated measures were employed were the source of 

constructs (elicited versus supplied) and role orientation 

(instrumental versus expressive) of the actors on videotape; 

the other factor was gender of the subjects. Meaningfulness, 

the dependent variable, was assessed by summing the rating 

scores (absolute value scores) from the' Meaningfulness Rating 

Scale. A summary of the analysis of variance for the first 

hypothesis is reported in Table 1; cell means and standard 

deviations are reported in Appendix J. The hypothesis that 
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Table 1 

The Effect of Subject Gender, Source of Rating 
Constructs, and Portrayed-Role Orientation 

on Extremity of Ratings 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Between subjects 62 

Gender (A) 53,380.31 1 52,380.31 3 .67 

Error a 887,297.36 61 14,545.86 — 

Within subjects 
189 

Source of 
Constructs (B) 43,164.06 1 43,164.06 39 . 19** 

A x B 418.13 1 418.13 0 .38 

Error b 67,226.93 61 1,102.08 

Orientation (C) 24,106.88 1 24,106.88 19 . 08** 

A x C 722.19 1 722.19 0 .57 

Error c 77,069.52 61 1,263.43 — 

B x C 349.38 1 349.38 1 .57 

A x B x C 486.56 1 486.56 2 .19 

Error be 13,540.12 61 221.96 — 

**£ « . 01, 

subjects' own elicited constructs (derived from the Role 

Construct Repertory Test) will be significantly more meaning-

ful than supplied constructs (derived from the Personal 

Attributes Questionnaire), when interpreting instrumental-

expressive situations, was unsupported. Rather, the opposite 
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results were obtained; that is, ratings on the supplied 

constructs were significantly more extreme than ratings on the 

subjects' own elicited constructs, F(l,61) = 39.19, £<.01. 

There was no gender difference in rating extremity, 

F(l,61) = 3.67, £ >.05. However, the role orientation enacted 

in the videotaped scenes had a significant effect on the 

extremity of subjects' ratings, F(l,61) = 19.08, £< .01. 

Specifically, subjects were more extreme in their judgments 

across both personal and supplied constructs, when rating 

actors enacting instrumental roles than they were when rating 

actors enacting expressive roles. 

Further investigation was conducted to assess any 

possible relationships in subject ratings between the role 

orientation portrayed by the videotaped actors and the actors' 

gender. A 2-way (2 x 2) analysis of variance was employed; 

the factors were actor gender (male versus female) and actor 

role orientation (instrumental versus expressive). As in the 

initial analysis, subjects used both elicited and supplied 

constructs to rate instrumental actors with greater rating 

extremity than actors performing from an expressive orienta-

tion in the videotaped scenes, F(1,248) = 4.55, £ <.05. 

However, subjects also used both sets of constructs to rate 

female actors with greater rating extremity than male actors, 

F(l,248) = 10.57, £<.05. No interaction between actor gender 

and actor role orientation was detected, F(l,248) = 0.19, 

£ >.05. A summary for the analysis of variance is reported 
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in Table 2; cell means and standard deviations are reported 

in Appendix K. 

Table 2 

The Effect of Actor Gender and Portrayed-Role 
Orientation on Extremity of Construct Rating 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Actor Gender (A) 46,904. 15 1 46,904. 14 10. 57* 

Role Orientation (B) 20,204. 51 1 20,204. 51 4. .55* 

A x B 858. 67 1 858. 67 0. .19 

Error 1,100,893. 43 248 4,439. 09 — 

*£ < . 05 

Because results of the first hypothesis indicate that 

supplied constructs were used more meaningfully than their 

own personal constructs by subjects, further analysis was 

undertaken to explore the possibility of differing cognitive 

organization manifested by subjects when employing either set 

of constructs to rate instrumental-expressive behavior. That 

is, further analysis attempted to determine the extent to 

which the array of ratings for personal and supplied con-

structs manifested differences in differentiation and 

integration. These questions were explored by treating each 

set of constructs as a separate Role Construct Repertory 

Test--the actors rated from the videotapes served as elements 

in the grid, while each actor was rated on each of the 15 

constructs. These ratings were the same as those from the 
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Meaningfulness Rating Scale. Functionally Independent 

Construction scores (differentiation) and Ordination scores 

(integration) were obtained for each construct set, using 

the same procedure as was used in scores obtained from the 

original Role Construct Repertory Tests (Landfield, 1977). 

A 2-way (2 x 2) analysis of variance, with repeated 

measures on one factor, was employed to assess possible 

differences between personal and supplied constructs in 

cognitive differentiation. Repeated measures were employed 

on source of construct (personal versus supplied); the other 

factor was gender. A summary for the analysis of variance 

is reported in Table 3; cell means and standard deviations 

are reported in Appendix L. A significant difference in the 

Table 3 

The Effect of Subject Gender and Source 
of Rating Constructs on Construct 

Differentiation Scores 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Between subjects 62 

Gender (A) 60. 99 1 60.99 1.37 
Error a 2,706. 08 61 44.36 

Within subjects 63 

Source of 
Constructs (B) 239. 64 1 239.64 18.77** 

A x B 3. 00 1 3.00 0.23 

Error b 778. 82 61 12.77 

< .01 
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Functionally Independent Construction level between personal 

and supplied constructs was noted, F(l,61) = 18.77, £ < .01. 

Cognitive differentiation scores were significantly higher 

for the use of personal rather than supplied constructs. 

Thus, the personal constructs elicited from subjects were more 

functionally independent in their application, whereas this 

set of supplied constructs appears to be more global and 

undifferentiated with respect to one another. 

A 2-way (2 x 2) analysis of variance with repeated 

measures was also employed to assess possible differences in 

hierarchical, cognitive integration between personal and sup-

plied constructs. Repeated measures were employed on source 

of constructs (personal versus supplied); the other factor 

was gender. A summary for the analysis of variance is 

reported in Table 4; cell means and standard deviations are 

reported in Appendix M. Significant differences were noted. 

Cognitive integration scores were significantly higher when 

subjects employed supplied, rather than personal constructs. 

Cognitive integration scores were also significantly higher 

for females than for males. 

The second hypothesis predicts that persons whose cogni-

tive organization is characterized by high differentiation-

low integration will not apply their personal constructs in 

a more meaningful way than the supplied constructs, when 

interpreting instrumental-expressive situations; whereas 

their counterparts will use personal constructs in a more 



Table 4 

The Effect of Subject Gender and Source of 
Rating Constructs on Construct 

Integration Scores 

36 

Source of Variation SS df MS 

Between Subjects — 62 — — 

Gender (A) 823. 25 1 823. 25 5.36* 

Error a 9,369. 52 61 153. 60 — 

Within Subjects — 63 — 

Source of 
Constructs (B) 87. 66 1 87. 66 9.07* 

A x B 6. 67 1 6. 67 .74 

Error b 551. 71 61 9. 04 — 

*£ <.05. 

meaningful fashion than supplied constructs. A 2-way (2 x 2) 

analysis of variance in which the two factors were the cogni-

tive organization categories of differentiation (high versus 

low) and integration (high versus low) was performed. High 

versus low differentiation and integration were determined 

by median splits performed on Functionally Independent 

Construction scores, (Mdn = 10) and Ordination scores 

(Mdn = 44), respectively. The dependent variable in the 

analysis of variance in this analysis was the difference 

between the sum of the rating scores (absolute value scores) 

for the personal, elicited constructs and the sum of the 

ratings scores (absolute value scores) for the supplied 
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constructs. The greater the difference between these two 

scores, the greater the hypothosized difference in meaning-

fulness to the subject between personal elicited constructs 

and supplied constructs. A summary for the analysis of 

variance for the second hypothesis is reported in Table 5; 

cell means and standard deviations are reported in Appendix 

N. No significant results were obtained in the analysis of 

variance. Observation of the means indicates that subjects 

Table 5 

The Effect of Cognitive Organization on Difference 
Scores for Extremity Ratings of Personal 

versus Supplied Constructs 

Source of Variation SS df MS F 

Differentiation (A) 287. 70 1 287.70 0.06 

Integration (B) 7,059. 42 1 7,059.42 1.58 

A x B 128. 99 1 128.99 0.03 

Error 263,153. 71 59 4,460.23 — 

in all the cognitive organization groups applied the supplied 

constructs in a more meaningful way than their elicited 

personal constructs. Because the comparisons to be explored 

were the high-differentiation-low-integration group versus 

the other groups, and because observation of the cell means 

indicated some differences between the groups, a Dunnett 

Test (Winer, 1971), comparing the former group with the 
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latter groups, was undertaken. The overall analysis was not 

significant, F(3,55) = .56, j) > .05. In addition, each group's 

comparison with the high-differentiation-low integration group 

was not significant [low-differentiation-low-integration group, 

t(4,59) = .30, 2. > *05; low-differentiation-high-integration 

group, t(4,59) =1.06, £ > .05; high-differentiation-high-

integration group, t(4,59) = 1.00, p > .05]. 

The third hypothesis proposes a relationship between 

neuroticism and the interaction between differentiation and 

integration, such that differentiation and integration will 

jointly account for a significant level of the variance 

associated with neuroticism. Data for this hypothesis were 

analyzed with a multiple regression analysis. The model 

employed was gender, differentiation, integration, gender x 

differentiation, gender x integration, and differentiation 

x integration. The multiple regression summary is reported 

in Table 6; the means and standard deviations for the variables 

are reported in Appendix 0. The overall model was not signif-

icant, R = .414, F(6,56) = 1.93, £ > .05. Consequently, 

further analysis on the significant contribution of the 

independent variables was deemed inappropriate, in order to 

avoid spuriously significant results (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). 

The fourth hypothesis proposes that significant positive 

linear relationships will exist between integration and the 

independent variables of masculinity and femininity, such 

that masculinity and feminity will each account for a 
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Table 6 

Regression of Gender, Differentiation, Integration, 
Gender x Differentiation, Gender x Integration, 

and Differentiation x Integration 
onto Adjustment 

Variable r R R 2 R2 change 

Gender (A) .20 .20 .04 .04 

Differentiation (B) .03 .20 .04 .00 

Integration (C) -.15 .27 .07 .03 

A x B .11 .28 .08 .01 

A x C .10 .33 .11 .03 

B x C .01 .41 .17 .06 

significant level of the variance associated with integration. 

Data for this hypothesis were also analyzed with a multiple 

regression analysis. The model employed was gender, 

masculinity, femininity, gender x masculinity, and gender x 

femininity. The multiple regression summary is reported in 

Table 7; the means and standard deviations for the variables 

are reported in Appendix P. The overall model was not 

significant, R = .353, F(5,57) = 1.64, > .05. Consequently, 

further analysis on the significant contribution of the 

independent variables was deemed inappropriate (Cohen & 

Cohen, 1975). 
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Table 7 

Regression of Gender, Masculinity, Femininity, 
Gender x Masculinity, and Gender x 

Femininity onto Integration 

Variable r R R^ change 

Gender (A) .02 .02 .00 .00 

Masculinity (B) .32 .33 .11 .11 

Femininity (C) .16 .34 .12 .01 

A x B .15 .35 .12 .00 

A x C .07 .35 .12 .00 

Discussion 

The first hypothesis that subjects' personal elicited 

constructs will be more meaningful than supplied constructs, 

when interpreting instrumental-expressive videotaped situa-

tions, is not supported. Rather, the supplied constructs 

were significantly more meaningful than the personal con-

structs, when subjects interpreted the instrumental-expressive 

situations. 

This result clearly is in contradiction to former 

research findings. Adams-Webber (1979) agreed with Bonarius' 

(1965) earlier conclusion that the research has shown, 

convincingly, that the individual prefers to express himself 

and to describe others by using his own personal constructs. 

When subjects were given the choice of describing their 

personal acquaintances in terms either of constructs elicited 
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from themselves or of constructs elicited from peers, they 

significantly prefered to use their own (Cromwell & Caldwell, 

1962; Fager, 1954). Subjects also consistently ranked as 

more useful the constructs elicited from themselves as 

opposed to constructs elicited from the "target" (Bonarius, 

1965), in describing a particular acquaintance. Similarly, 

Isaacson (1966) found that when rating personal acquaintances, 

subjects' ratings on their personal constructs were signifi-

cantly more extreme than ratings from other sets of supplied 

constructs. In a study which emphasized an interactional 

context, Landfield (1965) concluded that psychotherapy 

client ratings were more extreme in terms of clients' own 

constructs when compared to their therapists' constructs, 

Adams-Webber (1979), however, noted Warr and Coffman's (1970) 

study which suggests that it is possible, through careful 

selection, to obtain a set of supplied constructs which do 

not differ significantly from a subject's own elicited 

constructs in terms of personal meaningfulness. Unless the 

findings of the present study represent a contradictory 

outcome, expectant by chance alone, then there is a need to 

understand the observed deviation from the general flow of 

past research. 

That subjects employed the supplied constructs in a 

significantly more extreme fashion than they did personal 

constructs suggests that this set of supplied constructs are 

a meaningful part of the subjects' cognitive system; that is, 
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they are acquired constructs. Indeed, going beyond the Warr 

et al. (1970) findings, it appears, from the present results, 

that some sets of constructs can be supplied to individuals 

which are a more meaningful part of their construing than 

constructs elicited by the Repertory Grid. The significance 

of the difference that the supplied constructs manifested 

indicates that most subjects employed similar constructions 

of the stimuli and shared a great deal of consensuality in 

their psychological processes, an example of Kelly's (1955) 

Commonality Corollary. However, the results could be an 

admission that Spence et al. (1975), after many years of 

defining instrumental-expressive behavior, define that 

definition better than do subjects, using their own constructs. 

Several suggestions are presented below as possibilities for 

explaining the results of the present study, particularly 

those focusing on the nature of the supplied constructs and 

the videotaped instrumental-expressive scenes. 

One perspective on the results of the present study 

comes from Bonarius (1968), who asserts that personal 

constructs elicited by the Role Construct Repertory Test are 

especially useful for describing an individual's family and 

close acquaintances, particularly since these persons are the 

elements from which those constructs are derived. Conse-

quently, differences between elicited and supplied constructs 

would be greater in regard to rating extremity for family and 

close acquaintances than for persons who are strangers or who 
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are known more superficially. To the extent that context is 

an important factor in defining construct meaningfulness, 

then the meaningfulness of supplied and personal constructs 

in the present study, may be dependent on the constructs' 

sources and their applications to the videotaped scenes. 

Because the supplied constructs in this study were taken 

from the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence et al., 

1975), perhaps they had a more meaningful, although narrower, 

range of convenience than the personal constructs which were 

elicited by the Repertory Grid. Kelly (1955) defines a 

construct's range of convenience or applications as the 

scope of the construct's relevance; a construct does not 

apply to everything. Support for this proposition was found 

in the exploration of the cognitive structure of personal and 

supplied constructs in this study. Results indicate that 

subjects actually organized and employed differently each set 

of constructs. Subjects manifested greater cognitive 

differentiation in their personal constructs than in their 

supplied constructs; that is, personal constructs were more 

varied and had less functional relationship or organization 

among them than did the supplied constructs. This might be 

expected, because the supplied constructs were related to 

each other by virtue of being specifically developed as two 

stereotypes of sex-role behavior, whereas the personal 

constructs presumably covered a much broader and more varied 

range for describing social relationships. The supplied 

constructs defined instrumental and expressive behavior 
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(Spence & Helmreich, 1978); the personal constructs were not 

limited to that dimension. 

The supplied constructs also had a significantly higher 

level of cognitive integration than the personal constructs. 

This suggests that the subjects were much more ordered and 

were more organizing of the meaning of the videotaped stimuli, 

when rating with the supplied constructs rather than the 

personal constructs. The videotaped scenes were the context 

within which the subjects employed their personal and 

supplied constructs. Those scenes were constructed to 

reflect varying dimensions of instrumental and expressive 

behavior by various actors. It seems, then, that the 

instrumental-expressive supplied constructs, which were less 

differentiating and more highly integrated, provided a good 

"fit" with the instrumental-expressive scenes. The differ-

ences, then, between personal and supplied constructs might 

have been less, if subjects had rated personal acquaintances 

in a greater variety of social contexts. It appears that 

Spence et al. (1975) were able, through their systematic 

research, to devise constructs of sex-role behavior, which 

subjects in this study applied more meaningfully than the 

personal constructs. Interestingly, previous studies, the 

results of which showed that personal constructs were 

applied more meaningfully than supplied constructs, did not 

use the sort of specific interpersonal contexts as those 

employed in the present study. 
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Another perspective on the results of the present study 

is that the Role Construct Repertory Test apparently did not 

adequately tap constructs used by subjects to characterize 

the behavior of individuals who were strangers to the subject 

and who were enacting sex-role stereotyped transactions. 

Once again, this conclusion is supported by Bonarius' (1968) 

findings, as previously noted. Although Bonarius' study 

defines circumstances in which supplied constructs function 

as well as personal constructs, it does not explain the 

circumstances in which supplied constructs are more meaningful 

than personal constructs. Based on results of the present 

study, when supplied constructs have a better contextual fit 

than personal constructs, they are likely to function more 

meaningfully for the individual than personal constructs 

elicited by the Repertory Grid. Specifically, it appears 

from the results of this study that the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire (Spence et al., 1975) contains constructs which 

are more useful and tap into constructions of experiences of 

people who obviously share a great deal of commonality or 

consensuality. 

Other considerations must be given to the experimental 

situation of the present study, in order to propose factors 

which might account for cirexamstances which permit a sex-

typed set of supplied constructs to function more meaningfully 

than constructs elicited by the Role Construct Repertory Test. 

A third perspective, based on Steven Duck's (1973) research 
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on. friendship formation, enables one to pX3.cs the results of 

the present study in the context of personal relationships. 

Duck suggests that there are various stages in the process of 

friendship formation which cannot be divorced from personal 

perception. These stages employ differing sets of con-

structs for the evaluation of relationships; different kinds 

of constructs are used, depending upon the stage of friend-

ship most prominent. 

Duck's filter theory of relationship formation suggests 

that persons initially concentrate less on psychological 

construing which describes a character, personality, or 

cognitive attribute of an individual than they do on applying 

constructs to others' physical descriptive characteristics 

and interactional styles. He suggests that these latter, 

lower-level filters may reflect a fitting of others onto 

"stereotype piles," before the person broadens the relation-

ship, following further acquaintance with the others' 

psychological construct system. Although psychological 

constructs are more easily obtained from comparisons of 

known, and often very familiar, acquaintances on the Role 

Construct Repertory Test, they are divorced from the initial 

physical and interactional constructs that persons may place 

on new acquaintances. Rather, the psychological constructs 

are often implications of, or are superordinate to, the 

initially applied constructs. Duck states that evidence 

gathered at early stages in the relationship is used to 
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produce inferences which make it easier to progress to a 

higher level of construing that is more personal and psycho-

logical in nature. The early physical and interactional 

cues lose their force, as the persons later focus more on 

psychological attributes. As the interaction increases, 

descriptions become more heavily loaded with psychological 

import than with manner or physical attractiveness. Yet, 

Locksley and Colten (1979) suggest that sex is an immediately 

perceptible feature of every person. Regardless of one's 

own inclinations, one's sex evokes and elicits sex stereo-

types in others. These investigators consider gender and 

sex roles to be a part of the architecture of experience and 

behavior. 

The results of the present study may have occurred 

within the framework of Duck's (1973) findings and the 

assertions of Locksley and Colten (1979), because subjects 

observing the behaviors of strangers may have relied more 

on physical and interactional cues than on psychological 

cues. In addition, perhaps the supplied constructs more 

adequately provided for the former type of cue, whereas the 

elicited constructs more adequately provided for the psycho-

logical cues which are important to longer term encounters. 

Added support for the predominance of physical and interac-

tional cues comes from the result that instrumental actors 

in the videotaped scenes elicited more meaningful construing 
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than expressive-oriented actors, and female actors elicited 

greater extremity ratings than male actors. 

Previous conceptualization of the intrumental-expressive 

dimension suggested that the instrumental role was more easily-

defined and less relationship oriented. Parsons and Bales' 

(1955) definition of the instrumental role as including 

independence, self-reliance, and assertiveness was more easily 

defined behaviorally and was less relationship oriented than 

the expressive role of attending to family members' physical 

and emotional needs and maintaining harmonious interactions 

among family members. Bakan (1966) chose the words agency 

and communion to describe the two role orientations. Agency 

refers to a concern for oneself and one's goals; communion 

refers to a concern for self, but in relation to others. It 

appears that while the instrumental role emphasizes more 

easily defined physical cues, the expressive constructs are 

more closely related to implications defining more psycho-

logical aspects of relationship. 

Because they are more relationship oriented; expressive 

characteristics may also be connotative implications of 

relationships, rather than the more easily defined denotative 

characteristics (Satir, 1967). The results also indicate 

that the significant difference shown in the ratings elicited 

by the instrumental versus the expressive actors was not 

qualified by any interaction between males and females, 

indicating that the difference in role orientation did not 
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depend on gender. However, females did obtain higher inte-

gration scores than males, across both personal and supplied 

constructs, when rating the instrumental-expressive scenes. 

This might suggest that the construct systems of females in 

this study are more highly organized and focused in relation-

ship to behaviors which are often viewed as sex-role 

stereotyped. Because previous research has suggested that a 

greater number of desirable stereotypic traits were attributed 

to men rather than women (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, 

& Rosenkrantz, 1972), women may have become more attentive 

than men, when encountering a collection of instrumental-

expressive behaviors. If individuals incorporating primarily 

feminine, expressive personality traits manifest greater 

anxiety than persons incorporating primarily masculine traits 

(Cosentino & Heilbrun, 1964; Gall, 1969), and if conformity 

to masculine stereotypes is conducive to the maintenance of a 

high level of self-esteem (Jones et al., 1978, Recely, 1973), 

then it may be more important for females than for males to 

cognitively organize sex-role information to a greater degree 

than males, because that information may have a greater impact 

on how they view and relate to others' needs in their environ-

ment . 

Past research points to the importance of stereotypes 

in initial personal encounters. Wolff and Taylor (1979) 

suggest that persons in all sex-role classifications (Bern 

Sex Role Inventory) are highly aware of sex stereotypes. 
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Snyder, Tanke, and Berscheid (1977) state that many social 

stereotypes concern highly visible and distinctive personal 

characteristics, for example, sex and race. These pieces 

of information are usually the first to be noticed in social 

interaction and gain high priority for channeling subsequent 

information processing and even social interactions. Storms 

(1979) concluded that, in Spence et al.'s (1975) Personal 

Attributes Questionnaire, there is a significant relationship 

between sex-role stereotypes and sex-role attributes. Since 

items from the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, which 

Spence et al. claim reflects instrumental and expressive 

role orientations, were used as the supplied constructs to 

rate the videotaped scenes in this study, subjects may then 

have employed these items as lower-level filters, emphasizing 

the stereotypic and physical nature of the actors, as 

articulated by Duck (1973). 

The second hypothesis is not supported. Cognitive 

organization is not a factor in determining which set of 

subjects applied their personal constructs more meaningfully 

than the supplied constructs. It could be that another set 

of supplied constructs would bring different results. It 

appears that the instrumental-expressive dimensions were so 

salient in describing the videotaped scenes that they were 

used more meaningfully by subjects in all cognitive organiza-

tion groups, rather than the personal constructs. 

The third hypothesis also is not supported; neuroticism 

measured by the nexiroticism scale of the Eysenck Personality 
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Questionnaire, is not related to cognitive organization. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) suggest that a high degree of 

neuroticism interferes with proper adjustment. Flaherty and 

Dusek (1980) suggest that there are a number of aspects of 

self-concept, with adjustment being only one aspect. When 

Landfield and Barr (1976) discovered that persons with lower 

cognitive differentiation scores viewed themselves more 

favorably, they used a rating system by which a person 

rates himself or herself on the basis of personal constructs 

elicited for the Role Construct Repertory Test. Rating 

oneself on one's own constructs may provide a different view 

of adjustment than the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire 

neuroticism scale, in that the person assesses how he or 

she views himself or herself in comparison to his or her 

view of the world. Perhaps either the Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire neuroticism scale is too restricted a measure 

of overall adjustment, or perhaps the scale presents lists 

of supplied dimensions with which subjects have more diffi-

culty describing themselves, as compared to using their 

personal constructs. 

Finally, the last hypothesis is not supported. If 

integration were a function of masculinity and femininity, 

both variables should have been significant in the regression 

model. This is not the case, however, as the overall model 

did riot reach the desired level of significance. Landfield 

and Barr's (1976) results appear to indicate that integration 
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is a significant variable to adjustment; consequently, 

integration might also be related to one's perceived level 

of masculine and feminine traits. The nonsupport of this 

hypothesis may again be a result of the measure of adjust-

ment used by Landfield and Barr (1976), or it may be a 

reflection of the sometimes ambiguous research results which 

have been used to explain the relationships between sex-role 

characteristics and adjustment. 

Implications for counseling may be ventured from these 

results. This study indicates that the instrumental-

expressive dimension is very important for university 

students, as they evaluate specific types of social inter-

action. Whether or not subjects would employ their personal 

constructs more meaningfully than supplied constructs, if 

the subjects got more personally acquainted with the actors, 

as did Duck (1973), was not employed in this study. However, 

the sex-role oriented, interactional constructs were very 

useful to subjects, when describing the behavior of previously 

unknown acquaintances in interactions reflecting instrumental 

and expressive role orientations. Because subjects also 

appeared to interpret agentic, instrumental behavior of the 

actors more meaningfully than the relationship-oriented 

behavior of the actors, it appears that instrumental behavior 

is very significant in the constructing of initial social 

interactions. Instrumental behavior by others seems to have 

more salience for observers than does expressive behavior by 
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others. A person's lack of instrumental behavior in an 

initial social interaction may cause an observer to search 

for more static physical attributes (for example, sex of the 

interactant) with which to construe that behavior, or else, 

to label that behavior in a less socially valued way. If a 

student is lacking instrumental behavior in certain social 

situations, particularly in initial social encounters, 

assertiveness training or social skills training focusing on 

that deficiency may help him or her deal more effectively 

with those kinds of interactions. In addition, counseling 

from a dynamic perspective may deal with previously denied 

issues or distorted constructions of events which lead to 

the lack of emphasis on instrumental behavior or the lack of 

skill in implementing it. 

Another counseling implication is suggested from the 

observation that stereotypes can, and do, channel dyadic 

interaction so as to create their own social reality (Snyder 

et al., 1977). Because of the often confirming nature of 

stereotypes, persons should be aware that construing rela-

tionships initially may be different than how those 

relationships may be construed after a period of time (Duck, 

1973). Awareness of this process may allow easier transition 

into relationships, for people who may find themselves 

discontented after initial encounters with people. In addi-

tion, this awareness can help the person to push toward an 

earlier exploration of psychological construct similarity so 
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that he or she may more effectively play a role in those 

social processes, a reflection of Kelly's sociality corollary 

and Duck's friendship hypothesis. 

Implications for future research may also be ventured 

from these results. Further research may provide more of 

an understanding of the nature of sex roles in the personal 

construal of instrumental-expressive interactions. In parti-

cular, the finding that females' construct systems are more 

highly cognitively organized than those of males, when 

evaluating instrumental-expressive interaction, may provide 

a start toward testing Bern's (1979) hypothesis that persons 

of different sex roles differ "in their cognitive schemata 

for processing gender-related information" (p. 1053). 

In this study, the instrumental-expressive dimension 

defined by Spence et al. (1975) on the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire was very useful for subjects, as they evaluated 

the interactional behavior of videotaped actors with whom 

they were not acquainted. Whether these same constructs 

would continue to be employed by subjects in actual inter-

actions where the subjects could become acquainted with the 

actors would provide further understanding of the range of 

convenience of these instrumental-expressive constructs. It 

is important to note, however, that because of the Kelly, 

Furman, and Young (1978) conclusion that the four major sex-

role inventories are not interchangeable, the masculine and 

feminine scales of the Bern Sex Role Inventory (Bern, 1974), 
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the Personality Research Form Andro Scale (Wetter, 1975), and 

Heilbrun's (1976) inventory may not provide similar results 

to the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, in a replication of 

this study. 

Another difficulty noted earlier that may be faced in 

future research is the problem in providing clear and under-

standable instructions for the Role Construct Repertory Test. 

Generating personal constructs and rating people on those 

constructs were difficult tasks for some subjects. Failure 

of subjects to clearly understand the test directions may 

lead to the generating of constructs that may have little 

meaning to the subjects themselves. Such a situation may 

confound results, where meaningfulness is a dependent 

variable, particularly if personal constructs elicited from 

the Role Construct Repertory Test are compared to a set of 

supplied constructs. 

Finally, studies may also assess the value of instrumen-

tal-expressive constructs in addition to other sets of 

supplied constructs, when compared with personal constructs. 

Furthermore, videotaped scenes which are not keyed to 

instrumental-expressive behaviors may also provide a more 

reliable measure for the relative strength of instrumental-

expressive constructs, in comparison to personal constructs 

when evaluating social interactions. 
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Appendix A 

Obtaining the Functionally Independent Construction Score 

The Functionally Independent Construction score is 

obtained from the Role Construct Repertory Test. Each con-

struct is used to anchor a 13-point scale on which the 

subject rates his or her acquaintances. Although the subject 

may use any of the scale points, the investigator collapses 

each construct scale to three points: first pole, contrast 

pole, and midpoint. Following this, grid-row rating patterns 

are used as operational definitions of descriptive construct 

dimensions, and column rating patterns are used as operational 

definitions of people. Each row-pattern is related to each 

other row-pattern, and each column-pattern is related to each 

column-pattern. After all rows and columns have been inter-

related, these two matrices of relationships are used in 

determining the Functionally Independent Construction score. 

The process of deriving this score from the construct 

relationships begins in determining the criterion for the 

functional equivalence of rows and the functional equivalence 

of columns. That criterion is at least 80% criterion for 

both rows and columns. For example, in a 15 rows x 15 col-

umns Role Construct Repertory Test grid, two rows are 

considered related to each other, or functionally equivalent, 

if 12 out of the 15 column elements are rated on the same 

side of the rating scales for those two constructs. Two 

columns are considered related to each other, or functionally 
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equivalent, if 12 out of the 15 row elements are rated on the 

same side of the rating scales for those two person elements. 

Each cluster of related constructs, which are unrelated to 

other clusters of related constructs, is assigned a score of 

1. This score is totaled, and the same procedure as above is 

applied to the column, or people, elements. The two scores 

are summed to provide the Functionally Independent Construc-

tion score. The final Functionally Independent Construction 

score has a possible scoring range of 2 to 30, if a 15 

(people) by 15 (constructs) grid is employed (Landfield, 1971; 

Landfield & Barr, 1976). A computer program for obtaining 

the Functionally Independent Construction score can be 

obtained by contacting Alvin W. Landfield, Ph.D., Department 

of Psychology, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebraska. 
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Appendix B 

Obtaining the Ordination Score 

In contrast to the derivation of the Functionally 

Independent Construction score, the subject's ratings are not 

reduced to sidedness to obtain the Ordination score. Rather, 

the 13-point scale is reduced to 7 points, that is, 0 to 6, 

using absolute values. To obtain the Ordination score of a 

particular descriptive construct, one multiplies the number 

of different ratings across the 15 people on a particular 

construct by the difference between the highest and lowest 

ratings. A similar procedure is used to assess the Ordina-

tion score for a particular person across all 15 constructs. 

The final Ordination score is obtained by, first, averaging 

the 15 different descriptive construct Ordination scores and, 

then, averaging the 15 different people Ordination scores 

and, finally, combining these two averages (Landfield, 1971; 

Landfield & Barr, 1976). A computer program for obtaining 

the Ordination scores can be obtained by contacting Alvin W. 

Landfield, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, University of 

Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebraska. 
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, REP TEST INSTRUCTION SHEET 

This questionnaire i s comprised o f three sheets: (a) the Response Sheet 
(b) the Role Speci f icat ion Sheet, (c) and the Ins t ruc t ion Sheet. Read a l l 
d i rect ions before beginning. I f the d i rect ions are not completely c lear ask 
fo r more information. 9 

Star t with the Role Speci f icat ion Sheet. Beginning with your mother's 
name, wr i te the f i r s t names of the people described. Write t he i r names on the 
Response Sheet in the numbered blanks in the upper le f t -hand comer. I f you 
know two people with the same name, use a l as t i n i t i a l as we l l . I f you cannot 
remember a person's f i r s t name, wr i te his l as t name or something about him 
which w i l l c lear l y br ing to your mind the person's i d e n t i t y . 

Take your Response Sheet. Note that two ce l l s in Row l 'have c i r c les in 
them. This means that you are f i r s t to consider the two people whose names 
appear on diagonals 1 and 7. Think about these two people. Are these two 
people a l i ke in some one way? Or are the two people d i f f e ren t in some one 
way? I f the two people are a l i ke , is one of your l i s t e d acquaintances d i f f e ren t 
from the two who are al ike? 

I f you f i r s t see that the two people are a l ike in some one way, wr i te 
under Column 1, Row 1, the one way in which these two people are a l i ke (see 
example below). Then, i f you can think of a person on your l i s t who can be 
contrasted with the two people who are a l i ke , wr i te under Column 2 the way 
in which th is person is d i f f e ren t from the two who are a l i ke . Place the number 
of the d i f f e ren t acquaintance a f t e r the contrast ing descr ipt ion. 

RESPONSE SH££T 
Example: Sal Fete Bill • Phil Jill 

Li ow 1 

1 2 3 7 6 

Li ow 1 

0 0 

Column 1 Coluirin 2 

r*on-
honest-6-5-l4-3-2-1 0+1 *2*3*]j*5->6reli£iou5-3 

I f you f i r s t see that the two people are d i f f e r e n t in some way, wr i te 
under column 1 the descript ion of the person in the l e f t c i r c l e and under 
Column 2 the d i f f e ren t descript ion of the person in the r iqh t c i r c l e (see 
example below). v 

Exzjnple: 

itov 1 

RESPONSE SHEET 
Sal 

1 

Pete 

2 

Bill | Phil 

3 I 7 

Jill 

8 

Column 1 
Co iimn 2 

0 I O | 
~ ^ doesnft 
forr.&l-6-5-li-3-2-1 0+1+2-3 + L+5-G c a r e 

After you have completed each of the f i f t e e n comparisons, s ta r t wi th 
Row 1. This time consider each of the f i f t een people with reqard to the des-
cr ip t ions you have wr i t ten in Column 1 and Column 2. For instance, using the 
above example, consider Person 1 (Sal ) : I f Sal is extremely formal, you might 
rate him with -6 or -5; i f he is moderately tormal, you might rate him with 

or - 3 . ; i f he is a l i t t l e formal, you might use -2 or -1. Considering 
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m +2 

Person7 (Ph i l ) , you might rate him +6 or +5 i f you perceive him as "not carinq 
to the extreme; i f he mderately "doesn't care" you might choose a rat ing of 
+4 or +3; and i f he doesn't care jus t a l i t t l e , you might choose to rate hii 
or +1. I f a person in the row cannot be accurately described by a rat inq on 
ei ther descript ion, put a 0 in the appropriate box. Now, go through each person 
in Row 1 and rate him/her according to your rat ing scale, placing your rat inq 
in the box below each person's name. After f in ish ing your ratinqs in Row 1 
n r n r o o n +r» Dou 9 ri-f<-* i ~ t i _. \ * proceed to Row 2, etc. (see example below). 

Examples: RESPONSE SHEET 
Sal Pete B i l l Phil J i l l Column 1 Column Z 

1 2 3 7 8 
now 1 (-;) •2 0 f orrrial-6-5-Jj-3- 2-1 0* 142*3*ij*5*,6hujnorous-2 
itow 2 •3 0 -2 - 3 honest-6-5-Ii-3-2-1 O+i •2*3*u*54,6 .cheater 
iiov 3 •6 -2 0 •2 •2 , humorou s-5-5-1:-3-2-1 0^1^2434"ii+5^ serious 
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REP TEST ROLE SPECIFICATION SHEET 

Do the best you can to find people who fit the descriptions 

below. If you have to depart too far from the type desig-

nated, in order to fill every diagonal, star those names 

which do not fit very well. 

1. Write the first name of your mother or the person who has 
played the part of your mother on the first diagonal line 
on the Response Sheet (after number 1). 

2. Write the first name of your father or the person who has 
played the part of your father on the second diagonal. 

3. Write the name of your brother nearest your own age, or 
the person who has played the part of such a brother. 

4. Write the name of your sister nearest your own age, or 
the person who has played the role of such a sister. 

5. Your wife [or husband, or closest present girl (boy)-
friend]. Do not repeat the name of anyone listed above. 

6. Your closest present friend of the same sex as yourself. 
Do not repeat names. 

7. A person with whom you have worked or associated who, 
for some unexplained reason, appeared to dislike you. 
Do not repeat names. 

8. The person with whom you usually feel most uncomfortable. 
Do not repeat names. 

9. The person you have met whom you would most like to know 
better. 

10. The teacher whose point of view you have found most 
acceptable. Do not repeat names. 

11. The teacher whose point of view you found most objec-
tionable. Do not repeat names. 

12. The most unsuccessful person you know personally. Do not 
repeat names. 

13. The most successful person you know personally. Do not 
repeat names. 

14. The happiest person you know personally. Do not repeat 
names. 

15. The unhappiest person you know personally. Do not 
repeat names. 
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Appendix D 

Masculine and Feminine items in the Personal Attributes 

Questionnaire to be used as supplied constructs in the 

Meaningfulness Rating Scale. 

M Not at all independent Very Independent 

F Not at all emotional Very emotional 

M Very passive Very active 

F Not at all able to Able to devote self 
devote self completely completely to others 
to others 

F Very rough Very gentle 

F Not at all helpful Very helpful to others 

to others 

M Not at all competitive Very competitive 

F Not at all kind Very kind 

F Not at all aware of Very aware of feelings 
feelings of others of others 

M Can make decisions Has difficulty making 

easily decisions 

M Gives up very easily Never gives up easily 

M Not at all self- Very self-confident 

confident 

M Feels very inferior Feels very superior 

F Not at all under- Very understanding of 
standing of others others 

F Very cold in relations Very warm in relations 
with others with others 

M Goes to pieces under Stands up well under 
pressure pressure 
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Appendix E 

Meaningfulness Rating Scale Instruction Sheet 

You will view six videotaped social interactions. There 
will be 2 persons involved in each interaction. After each 
interaction, you will be instructed to rate the 2 participants 
separately on each pair of characteristics below. You will 
use a new rating scale for each participant you rate. 

Each of the 30 items on the next 2 pages consists of a 
pair of contradictory characteristics, with a scale running 
from -6 to +6 between each characteristic of each pair; a 
person cannot represent both characteristics at the same 
time (see example below). 

formal -6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 doesn't care 

For instance, using the above example, if you perceive that 
the participant you are rating is formal, you may rate him or 
her from -6 to -1, with -6 representing "extremely formal" 
and -1 representing "slightly formal." If the participant 
you are rating is perceived as someone who "doesn't care" 
rather than someone "formal," rate him or her from +1 to +6, 
with +6 representing the characteristic "doesn't care" to an 
extreme degree and +1 representing the characteristic 
"doesn't care" only slightly. If the participant cannot be 
accurately described by a rating on either characteristic, 
rate him or her as a "0". 

As mentioned earlier, you will be instructed to rate 
the 2 participants from each interaction separately on 
each pair of characteristics on the scale. You will use a 
new rating scale for each participant you rate. 
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Meaningfulness Rating Scale 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 
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-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

66 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 

-6 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 +6 
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A p p e n d i x F 

B S R I 

Please indicate on a scale of 1-7 how well you feel each of. 
the following personality characteristics describes you. 

1 indicates that the word NEVER or ALMOST NEVER is TRUE. 

7 indicates that the word ALWAYS or ALMOST ALWAYS is TRUE. 

The other numbers indicate other degrees between with if'beinr 
OCCASIONALLY TRUE. 
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Appendix G 

Ins trumental characteris tics 

Achievement 
Accomplish something different. 
Master, manipulate, or organize physical objects, 

people, or ideas. 
Overcome obstacles, and obtain a high standard. 
Excel oneself. 
Rival and surpass others. 
Increase self-regard by the successful exercise 

of talent. 
Work at something important with energy and persistance. 
Strive to accomplish something credible. 
Get ahead in business, persuade or lead a group, create 

something. 
Ambition manifested in action. 

Dominance 
Control one's environment. 
Influence or direct the behavior of others by 

suggestion, seduction, persuasion, or command. 
Dissuade, restrain, or prohibit. 
Try to influence the behavior, sentiments, or ideas 

of others. 
To work for an executive position. 
To lead, manage, or govern. 
To coerce, restrain, or imprison. 

Autonomy 
Get free, shake off restraint, break out of confinement. 
Resist coercion and restriction. 
Avoid or quit activities prescribed by domineering 

authorities. 
Independent and free to act according to impulse. 
Unattached, irresponsible. 
Defy convention. 

Endurance 
Keep at a job until it is finished. 
Complete any job undertaken. 
Work hard at a task. 
Keep at a puzzle or problem until it is solved. 
Work at a single job before taking on others. 
Stay up late working to get a job done. 
Put in long hours of work without distraction. 
Stick at a problem even though it seems no progress 

is being made. 
Avoid being interrupted while at work. 
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Expressive characteristics 

Affiliation 
Draw near and enjoyably cooperate or reciprocate with 

an allied other (another who resembles the subject 
or likes the subject). 

To please and win the affection of a valued person. 
To adhere and remain loyal to a friend. 
Has one or more friends or sociable companions. 

Deference 
Admire and support a superior. 
Praise, honor, or eulogize. 
Yield eagerly to the influence of another. 
Emulate an exemplar. 
Conform to custom. 

Succorance 
Seek aid or consolation. 
Ask, or depend on, someone else for encouragement, 

forgiveness, support, protection, and care. 
Enjoy receiving sympathy, nourishment, or useful gifts. 
Feel lonely in solitude, homesick in a strange place, 

or helpless in a crisis. 
Get some enjoyment out of one's own grief; comfort one's 

self; have self-pity. 
Have one's needs grantified by the sympathetic aid of a 

valued person. 
Nursed, supported, sustained, surrounded, protected, 

loved, advised, guided, indulged, forgiven, consoled. 
Remain close to a devoted protector. 
Always have a supporter. 

Nurturance 
Express sympathy in action. 
To be kind and considerate of the feelings of others; 

to encourage, pity, console. 
To aid, protect, defend, or rescue an object. 
To gratify the needs of a helpless person. 
To be weak, disabled, tired, inexperienced, infirm, 

defeated, humiliated, lonely, dejected, sick, 
mentally confused. 

Assist a person in danger. 
Feed, help, support, console, protect, comfort, nurse, 

heal. 

Abasement 
Submit to coercion or restraint in order to avoid blame, 

punishment, pain, or death. 
Suffer insult, injury, or defeat without opposition. 
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Confess, apologize, promise to do better, atone, 
reform. 

Resign self passively to scarcely bearable conditions. 
Accept injury, blame, criticism, punishment. 
Become resigned to fate; surrender. 
Admit inferiority, error, wrongdoing, or defeat. 
Confess and atone. 
Blame, belittle, or mutilate self. 
Seek and enjoy pain, punishment, illness, and 

misfortune. 
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Appendix H 

Statement of Informed Consent 

I have been informed as to the basic methods of this 

research and do hereby volunteer my participation with the 

understanding that I may terminate my participation at any 

point. 

I understand that information and test data that I 

supply will be confidential in that my identity will not be 

revealed to anyone in connection with the results of this 

study. 

Signature Date 



Appendix I 

Personal Data Sheet 

1. First name: 

2. Telephone number where you can be reached: 

3. Sex: 

4. Age: 

5. Class (Fr., So., Jr., Sr.): 

6. Maj or: 

73 

7. In which class were you asked to participate in this 

study? . 
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Appendix J 

Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations of Extremity of 
Ratings for Subject Gender, Source of Rating 
Constructs, and Portrayed-Role Orientation 

Portrayed-Role Personal Constructs Supplied Constructs 
Orientation M SD : : M . SD 

Males a 

Instrumental 235.20 66.74 263.63 68.33 

Expressive 211.73 53.90 241.03 62.35 

" L 

Females 

Instrumental 260.82 67.03 289.67 68.74 

Expressive 249.73 63.63 268.27 62.72 

NOTE: an = 30; bn = 33. 
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Appendix 1C 

Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations of Extremity of 
Construct Ratings for Actor Gender and 

Portrayed Role Orientation 

Portrayed Role Orientation 

Actor Gender 
Instrumental Role 

M SD 
Expressive Role 
M SD 

Male 245.19 63.11 231.03 65.51 

Female 276.22 74.52 254.57 60.41 
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Appendix L 

Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations of Construct 
Differentiation Scores for Subject Gender 

and Source of Constructs 

Subject Gender 
Personal Constructs Supplied Constructs 

Subject Gender M SD M SD 

Malesa 13.30 5.57 10.30 5.07 

Females^ 14.33 5.16 11.97 5.25 

Note. n = 30; un = 33. 
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Appendix M 

Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations of Construct 
Integration Scores for Subject Gender and 

Source of Constructs 

Subject Gender 
Personal Constructs Supplied Constructs 

Subject Gender M SD M SD 

Males3 31.45 9.65 32.62 9.44 

Females^ 25.97 8.25 38.04 8.18 

Note. an = 30; bn = 33. 
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Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviation of Difference Scores 
of Personal versus Supplied Constructs for 

Differentiation and Integration 

78 

Integration 

Low High 

Differentiation M SD n M SD n 

Low -58.88 80.09 17 -40.46 55.09 13 

High -66.06 62.88 16 -41.88 54.99 17 
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Appendix 0 

Table 13 

Means and Standard Deviations for Adjustment, Gender, 
Differentiation, and Integration in the 

Multiple Regression Analysis3 

Variable M SD 

Adjustment 11.95 5.27 

Gender 1.52 .50 

Differentiation 10.67 5.90 

Integration 42.14 O
O
 

V
O
 

Note. an = 63 
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Appendix P 

Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviations for Integration, 
Gender, Masculinity, and Femininity in the 

cl Multiple Regression Analysis 

Variable M SD 

Integration 42. ,14 8. ,19 

Gender 1. ,52 ,50 

Masculinity 102. ,85 14. ,61 

Femininity 99. ,06 11. ,61 

Note. an = 63 
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