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Since the advent of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem,

1974) two models, the Androgyny and Masculinity model, have

been advanced to explain the sex role literature. This

study attempts to rectify several methodological issues by

experimentally controlling for the effects of self-esteem

and using a quartile-split procedure for sex role type

assignment. Two experiments were conducted to evaluate

interpersonal problem solving ability among sex role types

and to compare the predictions of the Androgyny model and

the Masculinity model. The results of both experiments

implicate the crucial role of self-esteem in sex role

research. Self-esteem, rather than sex role type, appears

to be more predictive of adequate psychological adjustment.
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Sex Role Types and Psychological Adjustment:

Androgyny, Masculinity, or Self-esteem

Early perspectives of traditional masculine and

feminine sex roles assumed that these roles were indicative

of, and a prerequisite for, adequate psychological

adjustment. The appropriately sex-typed person was viewed

as motivated to keep his or her external behavior consistent

with an internalized, gender matched, society-defined, sex

role standard. Deviation from one's appropriate role was

considered maladaptive and undesirable (Kagan, 1964;

Kohlberg, 1966).

In the early 1970's, Bem (1974) challenged the

assumption that the traditionally sex-typed individual

typifies mental health and adjustment. Bem maintained that

persons with high levels of both masculine and feminine

traits (defined as androgynous) were more interpersonally

adaptive insofar as they are able to exhibit masculine or

feminine behaviors depending on the demands of a given

situation. The traditionally sex-typed, or non-androgynous,

sex role was viewed as seriously restricting the range of

behaviors available to the person as he or she confronted

problems in everyday life (Bem, 1975). More recent

formulations (Bem, 1981b, 1982, 1983, 1985) have viewed sex

role behaviors partially as a function of an individual's
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readiness to process information along gender dimensions.

This gender based schematic processing is assumed to

organize the person's perceptions and subsequently guide his

or her behavior.

Recent sex role assessment scales (e.g., Bem Sex Role

Inventory: Bem, 1974; Personal Attributes Questionnaire:

Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974) have conceptualized

masculinity and femininity as two independent dimensions to

be assessed separately. These scales have identified four

different sex role types based on a person's self-

endorsement of Masculinity (M) and Femininity (F) scale

items: (a) masculine, high M and low F; (b) feminine, low M

and high F; (c) androgynous, high M and high F; and, (d)

undifferentiated, low M and low F. With the advent of

research using the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the Personal

Attributes Questionnaire, it was the androgynous individual

who became the hallmark of psychological health and

adjustment. In the current practice of psychology,

psychotherapists have proclaimed the androgynous individual

as the prototype of mental health and adjustment (Thomas,

1985).

In support of this theoretical perspective, a

substantial body of research has indicated that androgynous

persons compared to sex-typed individuals: (a) have higher

self-esteem (Bem, 1977; Hinrichsen, Follansbee & Ganellen,

1981; Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1975); (b) show greater
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behavioral adaptability across situations (Bem, 1975;

Orlofsky & Windle, 1978); (c) exhibit more independence when

under pressure to conform (Bem, 1975); (d) are better liked

and perceived as most adjusted by their peers (Major,

Carnevale & Deaux, 1981); (e) are more creative and

cognitively flexible (Carter, 1985); and, (f) display more

adaptive ego development and more effective resolutions of

psychosocial crises (Prager & Bailey, 1985). Additionally,

androgynous individuals report more scholastic awards and a

lower incidence of childhood illness than other sex role

types as indicated by autobiographical correlates

(Helmreich, Wilhelm, & Stapp, 1975).

Despite early findings which demonstrated the superior

adjustment of the androgynous individual, many studies have

failed to differentiate between androgynous and masculine

typed individuals. Kelly and Worell (1977) reviewed

numerous studies (e.g., Eisler, Hersen, Miller, & Blanchard,

1975; Kelly, Caudill, Hathorn, & O'Brien, 1977) which found

that both androgynous and masculine typed individuals

exhibited better psychological adjustment whereas

undifferentiated and feminine persons exhibited poorer

adjustment. On a variety of measures, including indices of

neuroses (Eysenck Personality Inventory), introversion-

extraversion (Eysenck Personality Inventory), self-esteem

(Coopersmith, 1967), problems with alcohol (The Alcadd

Test), and helplessness, Jones, Chernovetz, and Hansson
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(1978) concluded that it was the masculine characteristics,

as opposed to the feminine characteristics, that were

associated with behavioral flexibility and psychological

adjustment.

In addressing the possible explanations for the

discrepant results reported in the androgyny literature, it

became necessary first to consider some methodological

issues. Many studies (Baldwin, 1984; Nicholls, Licht, &

Pearl, 1982; Wolff & Watson, 1983; Jones et al., 1978) have

used sample medians, as opposed to Bem's normative medians,

to assign subjects to each of the four sex role type

categories. This procedure, which uses sample median cut-

offs for sex role group assignment, may have obscured the

effects of the relative contribution of masculinity and

femininity in several ways: (a) samples with different

sample medians yield different sex role classification;

(b) restricted samples yield unreliable indices of sex role

types. Insofar as many studies have categorized sex role

types on this basis, results should be viewed with caution

(e.g. Adams & Sherer, 1982; Adams & Sherer, 1985; Carter,

1985; Hinrichsen et al., 1981). Sedney (1981) advocated the

use of median scores reported in Bem's original sample to

maintain generalizability to other studies.

When scores between the androgynous and the other sex-

typed categories are only marginally different, another

methodological problem can arise. Bem's median split
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procedure (1977) assigns sex role categories as follows:

(a) masculine sex role type is operationalized as a score

above the median on the Masculinity (M) scale and below the

median on the Femininity (F) scale; (b) feminine sex role

type is operationalized as a score above the median on the F

scale and below the median on the M scale; (c) androgynous

sex role type is operationalized as a score above the median

on both the M and F scales; and, (d) undifferentiated sex

role type is operationalized as a score below the median on

both the M and F scales. This classification procedure can

classify similar people as dissimilar and dissimilar people

as similar. For example, a person scoring just above the

median on both scales may be similar to the person scoring

just above the median on one scale and just below the median

on the other. However, these two individuals would be

assigned to different sex role categories. Likewise, the

procedure can classify dissimilar people as similar as in

the case where a person scoring at the top of the

Masculinity scale and the bottom of the Femininity scale is

assigned to the same group as the person whose scores fall

just above the median on the Masculinity scale and just

below the median on the Femininity scale (both categorized

as masculine).

In summary, the median split procedure may result in a

significant loss of information, since the varying

contribution of masculinity and femininity within a sex role
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type is evaluated only globally. It is not always possible

to examine differences in the magnitude of masculine and

feminine characteristics and their relative contribution to

measures of mental health and adjustment. This loss of

information may have obscured the differences between

androgynous and masculine sex-typed persons in previous

studies and contributed to the contradictory findings.

Since most studies simply report the use of the median split

procedure without specifying the parameters of the

assignment to sex role categories, to conclude that

masculinity is the crucial component to psychological

adjustment may be premature.

In addition to methodological considerations, the

discrepant results reported in the androgyny literature may

be due to conceptual problems rather than to a failure in

theoretical prediction. Several studies have suggested that

the masculine scale is confounded with self-esteem (Baldwin,

1984; Wolff & Watson, 1983; Nicholls et al., 1982; Jones et

al., 1978). As a result, there may be an artificially

inflated relationship between masculinity and psychological

adjustment.

As noted earlier, research has consistently indicated

that androgynous and/or masculine sex-typed individuals

exhibit superior psychological adjustment on a variety of

indices compared to undifferentiated and feminine sex-typed

individuals. According to Jahoda (1958), one of the major
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factors in psychological health and adjustment involved the

individual's ability to admit problems, make decisions, and

take action. He suggested that this problem solving process

is a significant element in positive mental health and

adjustment.

Early investigations of human problem solving focused

predominantly on the measurement of cognitive styles and

abilities when the individual was confronted with

intellectual tasks such as puzzles and anagrams (e.g., Gray

& Miller, 1967; Simon & Newell, 1971). Spivack and Shure

(1974) have stressed the necessity of distinguishing between

the processes required by impersonal problem solving

(intellectual tasks) and interpersonal problem solving

(social tasks).

Means-ends thinking has been identified as one of the

most significant skills in interpersonal problem solving,

and subsequently the skill most clearly related to

psychological adjustment (Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976;

Platt, Siegel, & Spivack, 1975; Platt & Spivack, 1972; Platt

& Spivack, 1974). Unlike alternative options thinking,

means-ends thinking involves the careful step-by-step

planning needed to reach a stated goal. Means-end thinking

involves forethought to circumvent potential obstacles and

having available alternative means if an obstacle is

realistically insurmountable.
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While psychiatric patients and behaviorally maladjusted

individuals (compared with normals) were able to recognize

effective and socially appropriate means of solving

interpersonal problems, they were deficient in their ability

to generate means-end thought when called upon to do so

(Platt & Spivack, 1972; Platt & Spivack, 1974; Platt et al.,

1975). Spivack and his associates (Siegel & Spivack, 1973;

Platt, Spivack, & Swift, 1974; Platt & Spivack, 1976) have

successfully developed therapy programs for psychiatric

patients, behaviorally disordered adolescents, and

hyperactive children using interpersonal problem solving

skills as a method of effecting behavioral adjustment.

A recent and promising use of Spivack's problem solving

technique involves teaching problem solving to families with

schizophrenic members (Falloon, Boyd, & McGill, 1984).

Problem solving, as a primary component of therapy, is

employed to teach all family members more effective methods

of coping. This problem solving approach is used as a means

of reducing environmental stress and as a framework for

enhancing the social functioning of all family members.

Applications of a problem solving approach in therapy also

have been suggested by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971); Haley

(1976); Graves, Meyers, and Clark (1987); and, Kazdin,

Esveldt-Dawson, French, and Unis (1988).

Other recent attempts to link personal problem solving

ability to psychological adjustment have been reported by

0 w WA Ww# 4 NO#
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Heppner (1978, 1986) and Heppner and Anderson (1985). The

term "problem" in this type of problem solving Is defined as

personal problems that people are likely to encounter in

daily living such as emotional conflicts, interpersonal

conflicts, or vocational conflicts. Ineffective problem

solvers have been identified as scoring more negatively on a

general index of psychological adjustment (sum of the MM PI

clinical scales) compared with effective problem solvers

(Heppner & Anderson, 1985). The growing body of literature

has indicated that effective problem solvers: (a) report

fewer dysfunctional thoughts and irrational beliefs

(Heppner, Reeder, & Larson, 1983); (b) are more

interpersonally assertive, and use a more rational and less

intuitive decision making process (Neal & Heppner, 1982);

and (c) report lower levels of depression, both short-and

long-term (Heppner, Baumgardner, & Jackson, 1985; Nezu

1985). In reviewing the current literature, Heppner (1986)

concluded that a person's appraisal of his or her problem

solving capacity plays an important role in the ability to

cope with problems.

Statement of the Problem

Sex role types have been found to be associated with a

variety of psychological adjustment indices. Androgynous

and masculine sex role types consistently have been

positively related to adjustment, while feminine and

undifferentiated sex role types have been negatively related
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to adjustment. The Androgyny model, as originally advanced

by Bem, predicts that both masculine and feminine

characteristics maximally contribute to positive outcomes on

measures of psychological health and adjustment. Thus, the

androgynous individual is assumed to be better adjusted than

the other sex role types. The Masculinity model predicts

that masculine characteristics contribute to positive

outcomes and femininity makes little or no contribution on

measures of psychological health and adjustment. The models

are in agreement regarding the negative relationship found

between adjustment and the undifferentiated sex role type.

In terms of psychological adjustment, there is a growing

body of data indicating that persons who are effective

interpersonal problem solvers exhibit better psychological

adjustment. The purpose of this study was twofold:

1) To examine the relationship between sex role types

and psychological adjustment as measured by (a) self-

perceived problem solving ability, and (b) responses to

interpersonal problem situations.

2) To compare the predictions of the Androgyny vs. the

Masculinity model while controlling for a number of

methodological variables which may have camouflaged the

relationship between androgyny and adjustment in previous

research. Specifically, to control for the confounding

effect of self-esteem, only subjects scoring within the

median range of self-esteem were used. Thus, any
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differences in psychological adjustment between the sex role

groups should be a function of sex role type rather than

varying degrees of self-esteem. To address the deficiencies

inherent in using the median split procedure for assigning

sex role types, more stringent criteria for sex-role type

assignment were employed. A more nearly homogeneous sample

of sex role categories was obtained by utilizing the

normative data reported in the Bem Sex Role Inventory Manual

(Bem, 1981a; Sedney, 1981) and using a quartile split

categorization procedure (Kelley, 1986).

General Method

To examine the relationship between sex roles and

problem solving ability and to compare the predictions of

the Androgyny versus the Masculinity models two experiments

were conducted. The general method section describes the

procedures common to both studies. Information specific to

either Experiment 1 or Experiment 2 is described under that

heading.

Subjects

One thousand two hundred and fifty-seven college

students, recruited from the University of North Texas,

completed four questionnaires (see Measures section). The

subjects received nominal course credit for their voluntary

participation in the study. Treatment of subjects was in

accordance with the ethical guidelines of the American

Psychological Association (1982).
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Measures

All subjects completed an information sheet, the Bem

Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974), the Texas Social

Behavior Inventory (TSBI; Helmreich, Stapp, & Ervin, 1974),

and the Problem Solving Inventory (PSI; Heppner & Petersen,

1982). Subjects meeting selection criteria on the Bem Sex

Role Inventory and the Texas Social Behavior Inventory were

asked to return and complete the Means-Ends Problem Solving

Inventory (MEPS; Platt & Spivack, 1975).

Information Sheet

Developed by the investigator, this questionnaire

consisted of 10 questions for the purpose of collecting

demographic information on the following variables: age,

gender, race, marital status, number of children,

socioeconomic status, hometown population, number of

siblings, college classification, and college major.

BEm Sex &le Inventory

Developed by Bem (1974), the Bem Sex Role Inventory

(BSRI) is a 60-item Likert (7-point) scale which classifies

individuals into one of four sex role groups based on their

item endorsement on the Masculinity scale (20 items) and

Femininity scale (20 items). The BSRI is one of the most

widely used sex role inventories (Worell, 1978; Hinrichsen

et al., 1981; Taylor & Hall, 1982; Worell, 1973). The

scoring manual (Bem, 1981a) provides normative data that can

be utilized to generate the quartile and median cut-off
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scores used for sex role type assignment. This quartile

split procedure permits more nearly homogeneous sex role

categories to be selected. The cut-off scores that were

used as the defining parameters of the quartiles are shown

in Table 1. Next, the quartiles were used to form the

operational definitions of the sex role types (see Table 2).

Table 1

BeM Sex Role Inventory Quartile Gut-of fs for Sex Role

Classi f icat ion

Sex Masculinity Femininity

Score Score

Males

Quartile 1 94 or less 85 or less

Quartile 2 95 - 101 86 - 91

Quartile 3 102 - 110 92 - 98

Quartile 4 111 or more 99 or more

Females

Quartile 1 86 or less 94 or less

Quartile 2 87 - 95 95 - 101

Quartile 3 96 - 105 102 - 108

Quartile 4 106 or more 109 or more
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The BSRI was developed and normed on college

populations. The internal validity, as determined by

coefficient alpha, ranged from .75 to .87 (Bem, 1981a).

Test-retest reliability over a four week period, ranged from

.76 -.94 (Bem, 1981a). Scores on the BSRI are unrelated to

tendencies to respond in a socially desirable manner (Bem,

1981a).

Table 2

Sex Role Types Operationally Defined Using A Quartile Split

Proced ur

Sex Role Type Masculine Feminine

Quartile Quartile

Experiment 1

Androgynous Q4 04

Masculine Q 4 1

Feminine oi 4

Undifferentiated 0 1 Q 1

Experiment 2

Androgynous Q4 0 4

Masculine/high feminine Q 4 0 2

Masculine/low feminine Q 4 0 1
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Texas Ocial B2haQiiflInventory

Developed by Helmreich, Stapp, and Ervin (1974), the

Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI) is a 32-item multiple

choice scale. This instrument was designed to assess self-

esteem and was used in this study to control for the

potentially confounding effect of self-esteem on measures of

psychological adjustment. Subjects who scored within the

median range, 66-101, were included in these experiments of

this study.

The TSBI was normed on college populations and has

been used as a measure of self-esteem In several studies

(e.g., Spence et al., 1975; Bem, 1977; Kelley, 1986). Test-

retest reliabilities were .94 for males and .93 for females

indicting a highly reliable inventory (Helmrelch et al.,

1974). Correlations between the Texas Social Behavior

Inventory and the California Personality Inventory self-

esteem scale were .50 for males and .51 for females

indicating adequate concurrent validity (Helmreich et al.,

1974). Social desirability correlations indicated a modest

relationship for females whereas there Is no evidence that

males endorse socially desirable responses (Helmreich et

al., 1974).

The. Problem Solving Inventory

Developed by Heppner and Petersen (1982), the Problem

Solving Inventory (PSI) consists of 32 self-rated items and

assesses an individual's global appraisal of his or her
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personal problem solving ability. The PSI score is the

total sum of the 32 self-rated 6-point Likert items. Low

scores indicate effective problem solving, whereas high

scores indicate ineffective problem solving. The PSI was

developed and normed on college populations. The alpha

coefficient was .90 indicating good internal consistency

(Heppner & Petersen, 1982). Test-retest reliability was .89

over a two week period (Heppner & Petersen, 1982). PSI

scores correlated with the Marlowe-Crowne Social

Desirability scale indicate that scores on the PSI do not

reflect a tendency to respond in a socially desirable manner

(Heppner, 1986).

Means-Ends Problem Solving procedure

Developed by Platt & Spivack (1975), the Means-Ends

Problem Solving procedure (MEPS) measures interpersonal

problem solving skills. It consists of seven different

story roots with each story presenting an interpersonal

problem and the ending to the problem. Subjects are

instructed to make up a complete story that connects the

beginning and end of each scenario and to write one page per

story. Three story roots should be administered to achieve

minimum reliability (Platt & Spivack, 1975). For the

purpose of this study, three scenarios were selected. The

selected stories have high factor loadings for both males

and females as reported in the MEPS manual (Platt &

Spivack, 1975).
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The scoring system outlined in the MEPS manual

(Spivack, Shure, & Platt, 1985) was used. Blind independent

judges rated each subject's story on three dimensions: (a)

the number of means (steps taken to reach a goal); (b) the

number of obstacles (anything that would potentially or

actually prevent or hinder reaching the goal); and (c) any

indication of time (either the passage of time while

reaching the goal or waiting for a propitious moment to

execute a mean). A score is the total sum of the number of

means, obstacles, and time identified in all stories.

As reported in the MEPS Manual (Platt & Spivack, 1975)

the test-retest reliability over a five week period was .64

for males. Test-retest reliabilities were not provided for

females. Coefficients of internal consistency were .84 for

males and .86 for females (using the Spearman-Brown formula

for odd-even reliability). Correlations between the MEPS

and the Problem Solving Inventory were statistically

nonsignificant which may indicate that these inventories

measure different aspects of problem solving (Heppner,

1986). While no information is provided in the MEPS manual

on susceptibility to social desirability factors, the MEPS

scoring system is likely to minimize social desirability

effects. Scores are based on the number of means,

obstacles, and time elements which makes socially

appropriate or desirable story outcomes irrelevant for

scoring purposes. In these experiments the subjects wrote



18

stories of one page In length, as required in the

instructions. Thus, it is not likely that the number of

means, obstacles, and time would be inflated due to

extremely long stories written in a socially desirable

manner.

Procedure

Phase Qne;_ crgeniaD

The subjects were informed that the study examined a

number of personality variables and that their participation

was voluntary. Subjects who agreed to participate signed an

informed consent form (Appendix A) and received a packet

containing the Information Sheet (Appendix B), the Bem Sex

Role Inventory (Appendix C), the Texas Social Behavior

Inventory (Appendix D), and the Problem Solving Inventory

(Appendix E). The Bem Sex Role Inventory, Texas Social

Behavior Inventory, and Problem Solving Inventory were

presented in randomized order. Answer Sheets were coded

numerically to insure the confidentiality of research

participants. Each questionnaire contained specific

instructions regarding its completion and the experimenter

was available to answer any questions. At the end of the

screening session, subjects were told how they could obtain

a report of the results of the study.

Phase Two: Problem Solving

Subjects whose Texas Social Behavior Inventory score

was between 66 - 101 (median range) and whose Bem Sex Role
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Inventory scores fell into the specified quartiles (see

Table 2 for criteria) were eligible for the second phase of

the experiment. As shown in Table 5 (Appendix G), the

screening procedures markedly reduced the number of subjects

available for phase two. Attempts were made to randomly

contact and schedule subjects for participation in this

problem solving phase. However, due to scheduling

difficulties, subjects who declined to participate, and the

small number of persons in some sex role categories, this

was not always possible.

The subjects were given the Means-End Problem Solving

(MEPS) procedure (Appendix F) in small groups consisting of

approximately 3 - 6 same sex members. The experiment was

presented to subjects as a study investigating the way

people approach and handle various situations in everyday

life. Experimenters were blind to the experimental

condition (sex role type) and were always the same sex as

the group being tested. The subjects were seated at large

tables with sufficient distance between them to minimize

interaction (e.g., talking, copying) that could potentially

interfere with a valid administration of the MEPS. After

each subject signed the informed consent form, the

Experimenter read the instructions aloud while the subjects

read along silently. Then, the subjects w ere given the

opportunity to ask questions to insure that all the subjects

adequately understood the instructions. The subjects were
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given as much time as needed to complete the MEPS with the

average time being forty-five minutes. After subjects

completed the MEPS, the Experimenter checked each story for

legibility and sufficient length as indicated in the

instructions.

To insure standardized administration among groups, the

Experimenters were first trained by the principal

investigator. The training was based on the administration

procedures outlined in the MEPS manual (Spivack, Shure, &

Platt, 1985) and included a supervised pilot trial to assess

adherence to standardized procedures. Experimenters were

also given detailed instructions on how to handle any

emergencies should they arise.

Scoring of the MEPS necessitated special consideration.

Scorers (two) were required to read and master scoring

principles outlined in the MEPS manual. Training consisted

of: (a) reading the MEPS manual, (b) group review and

discussion of scoring procedures, and (c) practice scoring

of MEPS stories. Initially, each MEPS protocol was scored

by both scorers and discrepant items were reevaluated so

that a reliable score was obtained. Once consistency

between the scorers was reached, cross scoring was no longer

performed. Scorers did not have knowledge of the subjects'

sex role type when scoring their MEPS stories.
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Experiment I

Metbhoc

SuibJects. Ninety-three subjects (45 males and 48

females) who satisfied the selection criterion on the Bem

Sex Role Inventory and the Texas Social Behavior Inventory

were used. The subject groups were statistically equivalent

on the demographic variables of age, race, class standing,

and marital status (see Table 6, Appendix G). All subjects

were administered the Means-End Problem Solving (MEPS) as

outlined in the General Method section.

Experimental desiaa. The Androgyny model predicted the

androgynous group to have better problem solving ability

whereas the Masculinity model predicted the masculine group

to have better problem solving. Using problem solving as an

index of adjustment, this experiment examined the

differences in problem solving ability between the

traditional sex role types. A 2 x 4 (sex: male and female x

sex role type: androgynous, masculine, feminine, and

undifferentiated) analysis of variance design was used.

Assignment to the four sex role groups was operationalized

as follows: androgynous, both masculine (M) and feminine (F)

scale scores in the fourth quartile; masculine, M score in

the fourth quartile and the F score in the first quartile;

feminine, F score in the fourth quartile and M score in the

first quartile; and, undifferentiated, both M and F scores

in the first quartile (see Table 2).
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To have adequate power (minimum of .88) to detect

differences among the sex role types, the sample size was

set to twelve subjects per group (Kirk, 1968). Due to the

small percentage of subjects who met the experimental

criteria (see Table 5, Appendix G) group size ranged from

10- 12. As indicated in Table 7 (Appendix G), the male

androgynous, masculine, feminine, and undifferentiated sex

role groups contained 12, 10, 12, and 11 subjects,

respectively. All of the female sex role groups contained

12 subjects. Given the unequal cell size per group, an

unweighted-means analysis was used. This technique treats

each cell as if it had an equal number of observations for

computation of main effects and interaction effects (Winer,

1971).

Results and Discussion

When controlling for self-esteem and using homogeneous

sex role types, no group differences were found on either

the Problem Solving Inventory or the Means-End Problem

Solving procedure. Problem solving ability in the four sex

role groups was statistically equivalent.

A 2 x 4 (sex x sex role type) analysis of variance

performed on scores from the Problem Solving Inventory

revealed no significant main effects for sex or sex role

type and no significant interactions (all p-'s > .05).

Similarly, a 2 x 4 (sex x sex role type) analysis of

variance performed on scores from the MEPS revealed no
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significant main effects for either sex or sex role type and

no significant interactions (all p's > .05). Table 3 lists

the E-values for both of the analyses described above.

Thus, the data failed to support predictions of the

Androgyny Model and the Masculinity model. When self-esteem

is controlled, neither the androgynous nor the masculine sex

role type demonstrated superior psychological adjustment

relative to the undifferentiated or feminine sex role types

on either measure of problem solving.

Table 3

Experiment 1; 2 X 4 Analysis of Variance Table

Source DF MS F p.

Problem Solving Inventory

A (Sex) 1 1062.17 3.00 > .05

B (Sex role) 3 690.86 1.95 > .05

AB 3 353.58 1.00 > .05

Means-Ends Problem Solving Procedure

A (Sex) 1 43.46 3.81 > .05

B (Sex role) 3 22.16 1.94 > .05

AB 3 0.46 0.04 > .05
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Experiment 2

Me thod

iJrta. Sixty-five subjects (29 males and 36

females) who satisfied the selection criteria on the Bem Sex

Role Inventory and the Texas Social Behavior Inventory were

used. The subject groups were statistically equivalent on

the demographic variables of age, race, class standing, and

marital status (see Table 6, Appendix G). All subjects were

administered the Means-End Problem Solving (MEPS) as

explained in the General Method section.

EXperimental design. This experiment compared the

predictions of the Masculinity model and the Androgyny model

in terms of the relative contribution that femininity

makes on the two separate measures of psychological

adjustment (Problem Solving Inventory and the Means-Ends

Problem Solving). Three sex role groups which had

equivalent levels of masculinity but varying levels of

femininity were employed (see Table 2). Specifically,

subjects in Group 1 scored in the fourth quartile on both

the Masculinity (M) and Femininity (F) scales (androgynous

classification). Subjects in Group 2 scored in the fourth

quartile on the M scale but in the second quartile on the F

scale (masculine/high feminine classification). Subjects in

Group 3 scored in the fourth quartile on the M scale and in

the first quartile on the F scale (masculine/low feminine

classification). Thus, by holding masculinity constant (all
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M scores in the fourth quartile) the contribution of

femininity to psychological adjustment was evaluated. The

Masculinity model predicts equal performance on both

dependent measures of psychological adjustment for all three

groups. The Androgyny model maintains that both masculinity

and femininity are important for psychological adjustment,

and thus predicts a rank ordering of superior performance on

problem solving for the androgyny group, followed by the

masculine/high feminine group, followed by the masculine/low

feminine group.

A 2 x 3 (sex: male and female x sex role categories:

androgynous, masculine/high feminine, and masculine/low

feminine) analysis of variance design with an unweighted-

means analysis was used (Winer, 1971). To have adequate

power (minimum of .88) to detect differences among the sex

role types, sample size was set to twelve subjects per group

(Kirk, 1968). Due to the small percentage of subjects who

meet the experimental criteria (see Table 5, Appendix G)

group size ranged from 7 - 12. The male sex role groups

contained the following number of subjects per cell:

androgynous group, 12; masculine/high feminine group, 7;

and, masculine/low feminine, 10 (see Table 7, Appendix G).

All female sex role type groups contained 12 subjects per

group.

-imam"
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Regsults and D1igcugsion

As predicted by the Masculinity model, there were no

differences on measures of problem solving ability among the

three groups. Problem solving ability was statistically

equivalent among the different sex role groups.

A 2 x 3 (sex x sex role: Androgynous, Masculine-high

feminine, and Masculine) analysis of variance performed

separately on both dependent measures revealed no

significant main effects and no significant interactions

(all p's >. 05). Table 4 lists the F-values for both

analyses. The data failed to support the Androgyny model

which predicted superior problem solving ability by the

androgynous group.

General Discussion

The introduction of the androgyny concept (Bem, 1974)

has sparked research interest resulting in a rapidly

expanding sex role literature. Typically, research studies

compare the four sex role types (androgynous, masculine,

feminine, and undifferentiated) on measures of psychological

health and adjustment. The large volume of research reveals

a major discrepancy among the findings. A number of studies

indicate that it is the combination of both masculine and

feminine characteristics (androgyny) possessed by an

individual that are vital to psychological adjustment.

Other studies indicate that it is the masculine

characteristics that are important, and feminine
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characteristics have little or no impact on psychological

adjustment. These are known as the Androgyny model and the

Masculinity model, respectively.

Table 4

Experiment 2: 2 X 3 Analysis of Variance Table

Source DF MS Ea

Problem Solving Inventory

A (Sex) 1 456.05 1.19 > .05

B (Sex role) 2 230.46 0.60 > .05

AB 2 115.01 0.30 > .05

Means-Ends Problem Solving Procedure

A (Sex) 1 46.93 3.78 > .05

B (Sex Role) 2 5.07 0.41 > .05

AB 2 2.57 0.21 > .05

The main purpose of these experiments was to compare

the predictions of the Androgyny model and the Masculinity

model as well as to extend the sex-role psychological

adjustment literature by examining a previously unresearched

measure of psychological adjustment, problem solving

ability. Recognition of the important role that problem

solving ability plays in psychological adjustment is not a
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recent phenomenon (Jahoda, 1958). A growing body of

research continues to validate interpersonal problem solving

ability as an integral component of psychological adjustment

(Spivack et al., 1976; Heppner, 1986). The therapeutic use

of problem solving techniques spans a wide range of

applications including short term (crisis) intervention and

long term therapy (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971), family

therapy (Haley, 1976; Falloon et al., 1984), treatment of

antisocial child behavior (Kazdin et al., 1987), and

treatment of childhood obesity (Graves et al., 1988).

The results of Experiment 1 reveal no differences in

psychological adjustment as measured by interpersonal

problem solving ability. The predictions of neither model

were supported. Equivalent problem solving ability across

groups was obtained despite the stringent operational

criteria used to define homogeneous sex role groups. It

can be concluded that self-esteem has an important impact or

effect on sex role types. When self esteem is controlled

(by holding it relatively constant across groups) there are

no differences between groups on psychological adjustment

measures. This finding is consistent with prior research

which has suggested that the Bem Sex Role Inventory,

particularly the masculine items, are confounded with self-

esteem (Baldwin, 1984; Wolff & Watson, 1983; Nicholls et

al., 1982; and, Jones et al, 1978).
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The results of Experiment 2 are clearly inconsistent

with the predictions of Bem's Androgyny model and consistent

with the Masculinity model. Problem solving ability was

unrelated to varying levels of femininity. Since all

subjects had approximately equal masculinity scores and

similar problem solving abilities, it is tempting to

conclude that the data provide definitive support for the

Masculinity model. However, this conclusion must be

tempered by the results of Experiment 1. Prior sex role

psychological adjustment research which supported the

predictions of one model versus the other model did not

control for the effects of self-esteem. Therefore, self-

esteem rather than masculinity may have been the crucial

variable in psychological adjustment.

Taken together, the results of both experiments point

to the crucial role of self-esteem in sex role research. In

both studies, no significant differences on psychological

adjustment measures were found between the sex role types

when self-esteem was experimentally controlled. The

frequently drawn conclusion that certain sex role types

evidence superior psychological adjustment (e.g.,

androgynous type according to the Androgyny model or the

masculine type according to the Masculinity model) is

unfounded because such differences are actually reflective

of self-esteem rather than differences in sex role types.

Unfortunately, a generation of psychotherapists has been
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educated to believe that androgyny represents a standard of

mental health for both sexes (Thomas, 1985).

Before unequivocally accepting the results discussed

thus far, consideration of the factors likely to affect the

experiments' internal validity must precede a discussion of

the generalizability of the results. In this study, power,

group homogeneity, and dependent variable sensitivity are

factors which could affect internal validity.

Sample size is a factor which influences the power of

statistical analyses. The minimal sample size needed to

detect sex role differences was calculated for both

experiments. The sample size in Experiment 1 appears to be

sufficient for adequate power. However, the small sample

size in Experiment 2 was a threat to internal validity.

In any study it is vital that the groups being compared

are actually different. Groups that are not homogeneously

defined in relation to themselves and heterogeneous in

relation to the other groups pose a threat to internal

validity. The present study controlled for self-esteem,

employed Bem's normative data to establish the cut-off

scores, and utilized a quartile split procedure to maximize

both within group homogeneity and between group

heterogeneity. Therefore, the "non-homogeneous groups"

rival altern'tive hypothesis can be eliminated.

After establishing different groups by theoretical

definition (sex role types), it is desirable that the
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dependent variables also detect these group differences. If

the dependent variables are not sensitive enough to detect

differences between the groups, Internal validity would be

threatened. Although the Means-Ends Problem Solving

procedure (MEPS) has been shown to discriminate effectively

between groups of normal subjects and other clinical

populations, it may not be sensitive enough to discriminate

between different sex role groups from a relatively normal

population of university students. On the other hand,

Heppner (1986) reports that the Problem Solving Inventory

(PSI) effectively detects differences between groups of

college students which suggests that the PSI should not pose

a threat to this issue of internal validity. The addition

of a third dependent variable which previously had been

sensitive to differences between sex role types in previous

research would have been useful in this study to help

eliminate the "insensitive dependent variable" alternate

hypothesis.

A comparison of current sex role attitudes and beliefs

with the attitudes and beliefs of other time periods (Kagan,

1964; Kohlberg, 1966) reveals that sex role attitudes and

beliefs undergo modification as history progresses. It can

be seen that sex role attitudes and beliefs held by society

vary on the dimension of rigidity and flexibility which are

likely to vary over time. With these considerations in

mind, the current measurement of sex role types may not be
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as reliable considering the state of flux of sex role

attitudes and beliefs. This could account for the fact that

non-significant differences were found between discrete

homogeneous sex role types in both experiments and

represents a threat to both internal and external validity.

Generalizability of the results of this study may be

limited to college populations or other populations similar

in age (M = 20.29 for this study). It could be misleading

to make predictions about a specific sex role type person or

group without considering the potential developmental

changes sex role types may undergo. A longitudinal study

could address the stability of sex role types over different

life-span developmental changes.

Accepting the limitations of this study as outlined

above, the results can now be placed in a theoretical

context. The Androgyny model was originally advanced by Bem

(1974) as a theory that predicted superior adjustment in

androgynous individuals who possessed high levels of both

masculine and feminine traits allowing more interpersonal

adaptiveness and flexibility. The Masculinity model is an

empirical response to the failure in prediction of the

Androgyny model (Kelly & Worell, 1977). The Masculinity

model is not really a model, but rather a label given to

explain inconsistent research findings. Subsequently, the

Masculinity model does not have a theoretical basis to

explain why masculinity enhances psychological adjustment.
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Various researchers have suggested that masculinity is

confounded with self-esteem (Jones et al., 1978; Nicholls et

al., 1982; Wolff & Watson, 1983; Baldwin, 1984).

In summary, self-esteem plays a crucial role in sex

role research. Previous research has suggested an

interaction between sex role types and self-esteem, or more

specifically between masculinity and self-esteem. In the

present study, no differences were found between the sex

role types when self-esteem was experimentally controlled.

This finding suggests that perhaps the level self-esteem is

far more important than sex role types when considering the

prototype of mental health and adjustment. A clinical

implication of this finding is targeting the increase of

self-esteem rather than the increase of androgynous behavior

in therapeutic interventions. In research, future

modifications of sex role types (e.g., androgyny,

masculinity) should incorporate the variable of self-esteem

into the theoretical model.

Im~ - WARivemom
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Informed Consent Form

I, , agree

to participate in this study investigating the relationship

between a number of personality variables. A fair

explanation of this study has been made to me, and I

understand the following:

(a) No discomforts or risks are anticipated by

participating in this study.

(b) My participation in this study is entirely voluntary

and I may withdraw at any time without penalty.

(c) My responses will be used in such a way that I will

be unidentifiable and confidentiality will be maintained.

(d) This study is being conducted by a graduate student

in clinical psychology under the supervision of Michele

Steigleder, Ph.D. and Francis Terrell, Ph.D.

Participant signature/date
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Demographic Sheet

Age

Gender
female
male

Marital Status
single
-married
divorced

Number of Children

Race

Home town population
.-under 50,000
50,000 - 100,000
-over 100,000

Phone Number

Classification
freshman
sophomore
junior
senior
graduate stu.

Major

Combined family income
under $10,000
$10,000-$20,000
$20,000-$30,000
$30,000-$40,000
$40,000-$50, 000
$50,000-$60,000
over $60,000

Number of siblings
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PLEASE NOTE:

Copyrighted materials in this document have
not been filmed at the request of the author.
They are available for consultation, however,
in the author's university library.

These consist of pages: 39-40, Bem Sex Role Inventory

42-43, Texas Social Behavior Inventory

45-47, Problem Solving Inventory

49, Mean-Ends Problem Solving Procedure

UM-I
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Bem Sex Role Inventory

For each characteristic, select a number from the scale
below which most accurately describes how You = e yqourgelf.
Write the number In the space provided. Please respond to
the items in numerical order.

1 = never or almost never
2 = infrequently
3 = occasionally
4 = half of the time
5 = often
6 = frequently
7 = always or almost always

1. self-reliant
2. yielding
3. helpful
4. defends own beliefs
5. cheerful
6. moody
7. independent
8. shy._
9. conscientious

10. athletic
11. affectionate
12. theatrical
13. assertive
14. flatterable
15. happy
16. strong personality
17. loyal
18. unpredictable
19. forceful
20. feminine
21. reliable
22. analytical
23. sympathetic
24. jealous
25. has leadership abilities
26. sensitive to the needs of others
27. truthful
28. willing to take risks
29. understanding
30. secretive
31. makes decisions easily
32. compassionate
33. sincere
34. self-sufficient
35. eager to soothe hurt feelings

awAramum, ilvlvw -gloom
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36. conceited
37. dominant
38. soft spoken
39. likable
40. masculine
41. warm
42. solemn
43. willing to take a stand
44. tender
45. friendly
46. aggressive
47. gullible
48. ineEfficient
49. acts as a leader
50. childlike
51. individualistic
53. does not use harsh language
54. unsystematic
55. competitive
56. loves children
57. tactful
58. ambitious
59. gentle
60. conventional
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Texas Social Behavior Inventory

DIRECTIONS: Fill in the blank beside each question by
deciding which letter is the best answer for a each question
using the following alternatives:

A: not at all characteristic of me
B: not very characteristic of me
C: slightly characteristic of me
D: fairly characteristic of me
E: very much characteristic of me

I. I am not likely to speak to people until they speak
to me.

I2. would describe myself as socially unskilled.

3. 1 frequently find it difficult to defend my
point of view when confronted with the opinions of
others.

4. 1 would be willing to describe myself as a pretty
"strong" personality.

5. When I work on a committee I like to take charge of
things.

6. I would describe myself as self-confident.

7. 1 usually expect to succeed in the things I do.

8. 1 feel confident of my appearance.

9. 1 am a good mixer.

10. 1 feel comfortable approaching someone in a position
of authority over me.

11. 1 enjoy being around other people, and seek out
social encounters frequently.

12. When in a group of people, I have trouble thinking
of the right thing to say.

13. When in a group of people, I usually do what the
others want rather than make suggestions.

14. When I am in disagreement with other people, my
opinion usually prevails.
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15. I feel confident of my social behavior.

16. 1 feel I can confidently approach and deal with
anyone I meet.

17. 1 would describe myself as one who attempts to
master situations.

18. 1 would describe myself as happy.

19. Other people look up to me.

20. 1 enjoy being in front of large audiences.

21. When I meet a stranger, I often think that he is
better than I am.

22. 1 enjoy social gatherings just to be with people.

23. It is hard for me to start a conversation with
strangers.

24. People seem naturally to turn to me when decisions
have to be made.

25. 1 make a point of looking other people in the eye.

26. 1 feel secure in social situations.

27. I like to exert my influence over other people.

28. I cannot seem to get others to notice me.

29. 1 would rather not have very much responsibility for
other people.

30. 1 feel comfortable being approached by someone in a
position of authority.

31. 1 would describe myself as indecisive.

32. 1 have no doubts about my social competence.
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Problem Solving Inventory

DIRECTIONS: This inventory asks how you normally react to

personal difficulties and problems in your day to day life.

We are not talking about math or science problems, but
rather about personal problems that come up from time to

time, such as feeling depressed, getting along with friends,
choosing a vocation, or deciding whether to get a divorce.

Please respond to the items as honestly as possible so as to

most accurately portray how you handle such personal

problems. Do not respond to the items as you think you
should in order to solve problems-- rather respond to the

statements as honestly as you can, and in such a way that
you most accurately reflect how you actually behave when you
solve personal problems. Ask yourself: Do I ever do this
behavior?

Please read each statement below, and indicate in the space
next to each item number the extent to which you agree or
disagree with that statement, using the following
alternatives:

1 means STRONGLY AGREE
2 means MODERATELY AGREE
3 means SLIGHTLY AGREE
4 means SLIGHTLY DISAGREE
5 means MODERATELY DISAGREE
6 means STRONGLY DISAGREE

1. When a solution to a problem was unsuccessful, I do
not examine why it didn't work.

2. When I am confronted with a complex problem, I do not
bother to develop a strategy to collect information so that
I can define exactly what the problem is.

3. When my first efforts to solve a problem fail, I
become uneasy about my ability to handle the situation.

4. After I have solved a problem, I do not analyze what
went right and what went wrong.

5. 1 am usually able to think up creative and effective
alternatives to solve a problem.

6. After I have tried to solve a problem with a certain
course of action, I take time and compare the actual outcome
to what I thought should have happened.
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7. When I have a problem, I think up as many possible
ways to handle it as I can until I can't come up with any
more ideas.

8. When confronted with a problem, I consistently
examine my feelings to find out what is going on in a
problem situation.

9. When I am confused with a problem, I do not try to
define vague ideas or feelings into concrete or specific
terms.

10. 1 have the ability to solve most problems even
though initially no solution is immediately apparent.

11. Many problems I face are too complex for me to
solve.

12. I make decisions and am happy with them later.

13. When confronted with a problem, I tend to do the
first thing that I can think of to solve it.

14. Sometimes I do not stop and take time to deal with
my problems, but just kind of muddle ahead.

15. When deciding on an idea or possible solution to a
problem, I do not take time to consider the chances of each
alternative being successful.

16. When confronted with a problem, I stop and think
about it before deciding on a next step.

17. 1 generally go with the first idea that comes to
mind.

18. When making a decision, I weigh the consequences of
each alternative and compare them against each other.

19. When I make plans to solve a problem, I am almost
certain that I can make them work.

20. 1 try to predict the overall result of carrying out
a particular course of action.

21. When I try to think up possible solutions to a
problem, I do not come up with very many alternatives.

22. In trying to solve a problem, one strategy I often
use is to think of past problems that have been similar.
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23. Given enough time and effort, I believe I can solve
most problems that confront me.

24. When faced with a novel situation, I have confidence
that I can handle problems that may arise.

25. Even though I work on a problem, sometimes I feel
like I am groping or wandering, and am not getting down to
the real issue.

26. 1 make snap judgements and later regret them.

27. I trust my ability to solve new and difficult
problems.

28. 1 have a systematic method for comparing
alternatives and making decisions.

29. When I try to think of ways of handling a problem, I
do not try to combine ideas together.

30. When confronted with a problem, I do not usually
examine what sort of external things in my environment may
be contributing to my problem.

31. When I am confronted by a problem, one of the first
things I do is survey the situation and consider all the
relevant pieces of information.

32. Sometimes I get so charged up emotionally that I am
unable to consider many ways of dealing with my problems.

33. After making a decision, the outcome I expected
usually matches the actual outcome.

34. When confronted with a problem, I am unsure of
whether I can handle the situation.

35. When I become aware of a problem, one of the first
things I do is to try to find out exactly what the problem
is.
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Means-Ends Problem Solving Procedure

Instructions:

In this procedure we are interested in your imagination.
You are to make up some stories. For each story you will be
given the beginning of the story and how the story ends.
Your job is to make up a story that connects the beginning
that is given you with the ending given you, that is you
will create the middle of the story. Tell a complete story.
Include everything that happens between the start and
finish.

Write at least one paragraph for each story.

1. Mr. (Mrs.) C. had just moved in that day and didn't know
anyone. Mr. C. wanted to have friends in the neighborhood.
The story ends with Mr. C. having many good friends and
feeling at home in the neighborhood. You begin the story
with Mr. C. in his room immediately after arriving in the
neighborhood.

2. One day Jim (Jane) saw a good looking girl (boy) he
(she) had never seen before while eating in a restaurant.
He (she) was immediately attracted to her (him). The story
ends when they get married. You begin when Jim (Jane) first
notices the girl (boy) in the restaurant.

3. Sam (Susan) notices that his (her) friends seem to be
avoiding him (her). Sam (Susan) wanted to have friends and
be liked. The story ends when Sam's (Susan's) friends like
him (her) again. You begin where he (she) first notices his
(her) friends avoiding him (her).
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Table 5

Percent g. pf_ Sbjects Meetinc Selection Criteria

Sex Role Type Males Females

Experiment 1

Androgynous 6.5% 5.1%

Masculine 3.9% 3.6%

Feminine 3.9% 4.7%

Undifferentiated 4.1% 4,4%

Experiment 2

Androgynous 6.5% 5.1%

Masculine/high Feminine 2.8% 3.3%

Masculine/low Feminine 3.9% 3.6%
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Table 6

Dem cirahicVariabls 2L atExperimnt1. Ind E r t 2Z

Va r iable Experiment 1 Experiment 2

Age

Raceb

Caucasian

Black

Asian

Hispanic

Class Standingb

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Marital Status'

Single

Married

M= 20.2

82.4%

7.7%

4.4%

5.4%

43.0%

28.0%

18.3%

10.7%

97.8%

2.2%

M = 20.3

84.6%

9.2%

1.5%

4.6%

36.9%

33.9%

13.8%

15.4%

93.8%

6.2%

Note. No significant differences between sex role type

groups on any demographic variable, all p's < .05.

^Analysis of variance performed.

bChi-square performed.
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Table 7

Cell izesnLa IExpiMnt I and I- Expueimnt 2.

Sex Role Type Males Females

Experiment 1

Androgynous 12 12

Masculine 10 12

Feminine 12 12

Undifferentiated 11 12

Experiment 2

Androgynous 12 12

Masculine/high Feminine 7 12

Masculine/low Feminine 10 12
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