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CHAPTER· I 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Sex-Role Stereotypes 

Many investigators have shown evidence for se~-role 

stereotypes of highly consensual norms and beliefs about the 

differing characteristics of men and women (Braverman, Bra

verman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz~ & Vogel, 1970; Elman, Press, 

& Rosenkrantz, 1970; Fernberger, 1948; Komarovsky, 1950; 

McKee & Sheriffs, 1957; Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Braverman, 

& Braverman, 1968; Sheriffs & Jarrett, 1953). Sex stereo

types and traditional sex-determined role standards appear 

to reinforce each other. The stereotypes result in judg

ments that males and females are ''suited" for different 

roles. Differential social expectations exist for men and 

women and beginning at birth a person's behavior is shaped 

and reinforced to conform to what his or her society con

siders appropriate sex-role behavior. 

Society generally regards "masculinity'' as including 

the basic attributes of dominance, assertiveness, r~tional

ity, achievement orientation, ego strength, intelligence, 

creativiity and bravery. "Femininity'' is thought to include 

passivity, emotionality, kindness, nurturance, dependence 
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and selflessness. However, in dis~ussing sex roles it is 

important to keep in mind that we are born male or female 

and we are taught to be "masculine" or 11 reminine." Maleness 

and femaleness are simple biological facts while masculinity 

and femininity are complex psychological concepts (Symonds, 

Moulton, & Bada~acco, 1973). This learning to be a "psy-

. chological'' male or female has been described as the first 

and most pervasive task imposed upon the individuai in the 

socialization process (Angrist, · 19 69.; Banton, 196 5; Parsons, 

1942). Therefore it is not surprising that much research 

and theory has been generated in attempting to understand 

the developmental process whereby little girls become "fern-

inine" and little boys become "masculine." The three major 

theories of sex-role development are social learning theory 

(Mischel, 1970), identification theory (Kagan, 1964) and 

cognitive-developmental theory (Kohlberg, 1966). 

As Bern (1972) points out, the implicit assumptiort in 

most of this literature is that sex-typing is a desirable 

process; these theorists imply that: 

... it is good for girls to inhibit aggression 
and for boys to inhibit dependency; that little 
girls ought to concern themselves with attrac~ 
tiveness and that little boys oug~t to concern 
themselves with achievement (p. 3 • 

Mussen (1969) makes explicit the assumption that chil-

dren will be "better off" if they conform to the stereo

types of sex-appropriate behavior. He states that parents 

have two major tasks in promoting their child's sex-typing. 

The first is teaching the child appropriate sex-typed re-
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sponses through punishments and rewards. That is, rewarding 

and encouraging sex-appropriate behavior and attempts to 

initiate opposite-sex responses. The second is providing 

a model of the "proper" general attitudes and personality 

characteristics for the child to emulate. 

Recent Developments 

Until recently this advocacy of sex-role ~tereotyping 

has rarely been,q~e~tioned by most investigators. Investi~ 

gators have now begun to find that the persistence of tra

ditional sex-defined role standards may. have undesirable 

effects. Several investigators have found that differential 

esteem is accorded the two sexes (McKee & Sheriffs, 1957; 

McKee & Sheriffs, 1959; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968; Sheriffs 

& Jarrett, 1953). Elman, Press, & Rosenkrantz (1970) found 

that sex stereotype~ are at variance with people's concep~ 

tions of what "ideal" males and females would be like, 

therefore.suggesting that people are dissatisfied with 

~raditional sex-determined role standards. However, others 

(McKee & Sheriffs, 1959; Steinman, Fox, & Farkas, 1968) 

found that .men and women have mistaken impressions of how 

the opposite sex would like them to be, thereby retarding 

the apparently desired change. 

There is also a large literature suggesting that tra

ditional sex-determined role standards are not only.non

functional but perhaps dysfunctional for both sexes. For 

example, Baruch (197ij) found that perceiving one's self as 
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having traditional feminine traits is not accompanied by 

high self-esteem, and Connell & Johnson (1970) found that 

the higher a girl's score on a standard test of femininity, 

the lower her self-esteem. 

In the only large scale study of masculinity ever con~ 

ducted Mussen (1961) found that high-masculine adolescent 

boys did seem to be better adjusted, although they were no 

more "instrumental'' and somewhat less. "expressive" than the 

low-masculine boys. However in his twenty year follow-up 

of these adolescents, the picture changed radically. Twenty 

years later, the high-masculine group showed more ego con

trol than the low-masculine group, but they also showed 

less dominance, less capacity for status, less s~lf

acceptance, and more. need for abasement. Although the high

masculine group was rated by interviewers as more self

sufficient, more adaptive to stress, and having a better 

sexual adjustment, they were also nated as less introspec

tive, less self-accepting, less sociable, less self-assured, 

and less likely to be leaders. 

In a later study (H~rfond, Willis, & Deabler, 1967) 

this same picture of the high-masculine adult male was 

found to exist. High masculinity was positively correlated 

with anxiety, guilt-proneness, tough poise, neuroticism, 

and suspectingness; while low masculinity was. correlated 

with warmth, brightness, emotional stability, sensitivity, 

bohemianism, and sophistication. 
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In general, many writers have suggested that a high 

level of sex~appropriate behavior does not ned@§SaPfly fa

cilitate a person's general psychological or social adjust

ment, and some go on to suggest that traditional sex-role 

standards produce unnecessary internal conflicts and are 

incompatible with both individual and societal interests 

(Bern, 1974; Braverman, et al., 1970; Cosentino S Heilbrun, 

1964; Goode, 1968; Heilbrun, 1968; Komarovsky, 1946; Par~- J 

sons, 1942). 

Some Problems for Psychotherapy 

In spite of the above problems asso6iated with tradi

tional sex-determined roles, many in psychology still carry 

around the same prescriptive stereotypes, and they use them 

in.making professional judgments. An extensive series of 

studies conducted by Broverman·and her colleagues has become 

standard reference· in sex-role research as well as in pop

ular feminist literature. In an early study (Braverman, et 

al., 1970) seventy-nine clinically trained psychologists, 

psychiatrists, and social workers, both male and female, 

showed a double standard of mental health, i.e.' general 

adult standards apply only to men; healthy women. were ~er

ceived significantly less healthy in comparison to the 

adult standard. According to these clinicians a woman is 

to be regarded as healthier and, more mature if she is: more 

submissive; less competitive, more excitable in minor cri

ses, more susceptible to hurt feelings, more emotional, 
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more antagonistic toward math and science; exactly the same 

description which these cliniciahs used to characterize an 

unhealthy, immature man, or an unhealthy, immature adult, 

sex unspecified. This double standard bears a striking 

similarity to the sex-role stereotypes prevalent in present 

society. In a review of their own work Braverman et al. 

(1972) concluded that stereotypic thinking about sex-role 

related personality traits is pervasive. 

In a later replication of the work done by Braverman 

et al. (1970; 1972) Fabrikant (1973, 1974) found that the 

perceptions of male and female sex-role characteristics are 

still seen the same by psychotherapists, with male role 

characteristics seen as positive and female characteristics 

seen as negative. Thus to be considered mentally healthy a 

woman must show behavior that no male would want to manifest. 

For a woman to show "masculine" behavior such as , :-:. 

aggression, initiative, competition~ self-assertion, is to 

risk being labeled as abnormal. A woman in therapy is 1n a 

double bind: if she acts according to the dictates of so-

ciety and psychology she may feel foolish, but if she acts 

differently she runs the risk of being labeled pathological. 

Other~ problems for women involve the limitations in-

valved in viewing the w~fe-mother role as the only accep-

table ~ole for women. Self-esteem problems often become 

especially severe for family oriented women as their chil-

dren,become less dependent. Birnbaum (1971) compared a 
. ' 

group of these women, 1n their mid-thirties to a group of 



of career committed women-and found that the domestically 

oriented group felt less attractive as well as less compe

tent, had· lower self-esteem, and were less satisfied with 

their lives~ 
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The m~le also suffers from the role constrictions pla

ced on him, and in many instances thes~ limits are less . 

flexible than for the woman. Men-have typically been more 

fully able to exercise and experience their creativQty in 

their occupations, but as Miller, Gershman, & Yachnes (1973) 

note_, if men can only use their occupational strivings for 

self~fulfillment they will continue, as in the past, to in

vent "Things" with which to express themselves. Psycho

therapists· see many ostensibly succef3sful men- in mid-life ._;' 

crises where they become depressed and caught up in a sense 

of waste. They may long for a change in career, wife; 

house, anything that will offer more personal satisfaction 

(Zinberg, 1973). 

However, going into therapy because of intense frus

tration concerning role conflict or role limitations may 

merely be asking for trouble. A man or a wom~n fuay be con

fronted_:for not fulfilling the role of a "normal" man or 

woman. Labeling role conflict as psychopathological and 

interpreting it in intrapsychic terms further advocates an 

adjustm~nt notion of mental health. Th,is-notion further 

fails to take into account the social context of the situa

tion. 



A New Perspective on Mental Health 

It has been suggested that a careful questioning of 

role is a healthy, rather than a pathological, process for 

a woman or for a man. As Rice and Rice (1973) state: 

Such role. examination would lead, we hope, to 
greater ultimate happiness and self-satisfaction 
and not to a lasting feeling of abnormality. In 
fact, if there were a healthy societal acceptance 
of role questioning and the concept of flexible 
role. change,- the process would occasion little 
anxiety and turmoil (pp. 192-193). 

A well-adjusted male may enjoy being a responsible 
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businessman, but he may also--or instead--enjoy being nur

turant and caring, or possibly enjoy doing the housework or 

take pride in caring for the children. A well-adjusted fe-

male may similarly enjoy working full time, and sharing 

household duties with her husband or having him take re-

sponsibility for them. Restricting assertive, competitive, 

and independent behavior to men and dependent, passi~e, and 

nurturent behavior to women not only restricts human func~ 

tioning unnecessarily, but reinforces the status quo, and 

thus the label of pathological when peopl~ attempt to change 

roles. 

Bern (1974; 1975) proposes that the breadth or narrow-

ness of an individual's sex-role limits the range of beha-

vior available to that person from situation to situation. 

She proposes the concept of an androgynous person as one 

who endorses both masculine and feminine attributes, and 

thus has an expanded role sphere. In her work with the 



Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), which she developed, Bern 

(1975) found: 

... that androgynous subjects of both ~e~es dis
play "masculine" independence when under pressure 
to conform and "feminine'' playfulness when given 
the opportunity to interact with a tiny kitten. 
In contrast, all of the non-androgynous subjects 
were found to display behavioral deficits of one 
sort or another, with the feminine females showing 
perhaps the greatest deficit ofnall (p. 1). 

In other words the androgynous subjects had a self-

concept which was broad enough to allow th:em to freely en-

gage in both "masculine" and "feminine" behaviors. This 

concept of an androgynous person as one having an expanded 
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role sphere corresponds to Hekel's concept of role flexibil-

ity as being a major criterion.of emotional health (Hekel, 

1972). Hekel describes th~ neuroti6 i~di~idual· as one who 

develops rigid patterns of response and encounters diffi-

culty in shifting between roles even when the situation 

might not seem to be the sex-typed individual who typifies 

mental health, but rather it is the person who can develop 

skills in accordance with his or her abilities, and be 

flexible in shifting roles as the situation demands. 

As Schonbar (1973) has as~erted, the healthy person 

with high self-regard is less likely to be threatened in 

his or her sense of identity, which includes the valuing of 

himself as a man or herself as a woman. She states: 

The ass~rtive woman and the tender man with 
truly high self-esteem need not concern themr?· • 
selves with self-doubt in this area. But the 
individual whose growth has b_een :trampe~red and ,-~~ -~ 
whose sense of self is in doubt will also 
doubt his or her adequacy as man,or woman. 



Under these conditions, she may be a receptive 
woman and he an aggressive man, and, though 
they conform to society's norms, they may 
nevertheless question how they measure up to ( 
other members of their own sex, and may express 
contempt, hate, fear, and/or envy of m~mbers 
of both sexes (p. 542). 
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However, Schonbar proposes that if, through therapy, self-

esteem is increased, then the above difficulties decrease. 

Implications for Psychotherapy 

At present there are a number of published articles 

concerned with the implications of feminism for psychother-

apy (Brown, 1972; Fabian, 1973; Krause, 1971; Rice & Rice, 

1973; Shainess, 1969; Wesley, 1975) as well as several 

books (Chesler, 1972; Franks & Burtle, 1974; Strouse, 1974). 

Many of these authors address the feminist issue in ~sycho-

therapy in extreme terms. Chesler (1971) summarizes the 

Braverman work referred to earlier (Braverman et al., 1970), 

and from her research and clinical work concludes: 

It is difficult for me to make practical sug
gestions for improving treatment as long as it 
keeps its present form and structure .... How can 
a woman learn to value being female from a ther
apist who devalues and misunderstands that ~ 
sex .... She cannot. It therefore seems to me 
that some far-reaching changeq will have to take 
place both in the attitudes of clinicians and 
in the nature of the therapy they dispense 
(p. 98). 

There is strong feeling in many feminist circles that 

psychotherapy may actually be destructive to the.human po-

tential of women. Various groups have established lists of 

accredited, feminist therapists, who are considered to have 

fewer exploitative biases toward women.than traditional 



therapists. Mednick and Weissman (1975) cite the many 

therapy substitutes that have begun to take the place of 

traditional individual psychotherapy: 1. consc1ousness-
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raising groups originally developed by the National Organ

ization for Women, but now burgeoning in other institutions; 

2. assertiveness-training groups, generally using behavior 

modification techniques such as modeling, role-playing, 

desensitization, etc.; 3. continuing education programs 

which combine vocational and sensitivity training; 4. en

counter and sensitivity training groups focusing on women; 

and 5. associations of para-professionals stressing sup

portive, assertive, and <:lonfnCDnt,ai:tikrnaQl methods. 

If traditional psychotherapy is not always appropriate 

for the working out of sex-role conflicts in women, it also 

seems questionable as a method for males who may have sim

ilar conflicts. Only two articles are found in the litera

ture which deal with the therapeutic implications of chan

ging sex-roles for both men and women. However, we cannot 

afford to ignore the struggles and conflicts men face re

garding the changing sex-role status quo. While it is 

hoped that a new sex-role flexibility will enable people 

to make more creative use of their potential, this new 

flexibility may cause some anxiety and problems in the 

transition period, as do any maJor changes in societal 

norms. In the male, loss of such things as economic domi

nance, soilie authority in family and business matters, and 

complete responsibility for sexual initiation, are bound to 
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cause conflict. However, the galns would seem to outweigh 

the losses. For as the woman matures, the man too, is for~ 

ced to develop. Role flexibility for men means allowing 

them to express sensitivity, tendBrness and sentiment, just 

as it means allowing women to express assertiveness, courage 

and perseverence. Some methods suggested by Rice and Rice 

(1973) to facilitate these changes include those suggested 

earlier for women: consciousness raising groups, sensitiv

ity or encounter groups and couple or group therapy with 

male and female cotherapists. 

Implications for Group Therapy 

Group therapy seems to be a millieu especially appro

priate to the working out of problems related to sex-role 

stereotypes and role conflict. Yalom (1970) has suggested 

that a group provides a social microcosm which allows for a 

corrective emotional experience while trying out new beha

Vlors. He also contends that one is given the opportunity 

to give help to others in a group setting, which itself can 

be therapeutic. When men and women meet in a group they may 

diScover that the other sex experiences the same feelings, 

desires, uncertainties, self-doubts and hates. Group ther

apy can also provide the opportunity to see that there are 

many ways of being a man or a woman, just as there are many 

ways of being a person, and at the same time provide an 

opportunity for trying out these new behaviors. Bednar and 

Lawlis (1971) in their review of empirical research in group 
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psychotherapy found results consistent with the v1ew that 

group therapy is an effective means toward client improve

ment. 

Operant conditioning principles have been applied to 

group interaction very successfully. Liberman (1970, 1971) 

made a direct application in studying the development of 

intermember cohesiveness. In the experimental group the 

therapist used. social reinforcement techniques to facilitate 

cohesiveness; while in the comparison group, a therapist 

matched along several traits with the first therapist used 

a more conventional approach. The experimental group mem

bers showed more signs of cohesiveness, independence from 

the therapist, quicker symptom remission, and greater per

sonality change than did patients in the control group. 

Most of the group studies have used the therapist or 

group leader to reinforce the responses of the group members. 

However, Wolf (1961) has suggested that the presence of a 

therapist may lead to an antitherapeutic dependency on the 

therapist. Furthermore, Salzberg (1961) found that verbal 

interaction by group members is inversely related to the 

frequency of the therapist's verbalizations~ Of course it 

is also difficult to control for therap~st differences and 

biasing effects in research. Therapists differ greatly in 

theoretical orientation and specific techniques and goals, 

not to mention personality subtleties. Biasing effects, 

although unintentional; may occur also when the same ther

apist participates over several experimental conditions. 
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As a result there have been attempts to replace the thera

pist with a mechanical feedback apparatus as the reinforcer. 

Hastorf (in Krasner and Ullman, 1968) used sets of 

lights to manipulate the leadership heirarchy of four per

son groups that were given the task of "solving problems in 

human relations." Each subject had a red and a green light 

in front of him. Subjects were told that their green light 

would go on when they made a facilitating statement, and 

that the red light would light up when their statements hin

dered group process. Actually the experimenters were con

trolling the lights in such a way that the target person was 

manipulated into leading the group. 

Modification of "Here and Now" Affect, 

Feedback and Empathy Verbalizations 

in Leaderless Groups 

Truax and Carkhuff (1967) have gathered a great deal 

of support for the contention that interactions character

ized by empathy, non-possessive warmth, and genuineness are 

the most significant factors related to client improvement 

in either individual or group psychotherapy. Yalom (1970) 

has empathized that group members need to express their 

feelings toward others in the group as they arise (here and 

now), and to provide feedback for each other as they test 

the apporpriateness of their behaviors. 

With these curative factors ln mind, Fromme, Whisenant, 

Susky, and Tedesco (1974) sought to use the techniques of 
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verbal conditioning in a group setting to enhance the inter

personal interaction process. Five categories of verbal 

responses were selected that could be easily and reliably 

judged. These included "here and now" expression of feel

ing, giving and asking for feedback about the effects of a 

person's behavior, and the use of empathic statements. 

Four-person groups of college students were instructed to 

engage in interpersonal interaction according to these five 

categories. These instructions were considerably detailed, 

and a summary of the response categories was listed on an 

index card in front of each subject. In the experimental 

condition a digital counter and red light was in front of 

each subject, as well as the instructions. Whenever a sub

ject said something that corresponded to one of the rein

forceable categories, his counter was advanced one digit. 

The counter made an audible click so that the other group 

members could learn vicariously what was expected of them. 

If three minutes elap~ed in which no one in the group got 

a reinforcement, all four red lights momentarily flashed on. 

If one group member fell behind the person having the high

est humoer" of counts by ten, the light of that person who 

was behind was turned on until that person caught up. The 

groups were given the same instructions and observed for 

the same period of time. A, tally of the number of rein

forceable:responses was made during observation of the con

trol groups and compared with the data from the experimen

tal groups. 
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Results over one session for each group indicated as 

predicted that the experimental groups with the feedback 

apparatus did emit significantly more of the categorizeable 

responses, an average of 9.75 per person. In fact, the sub-

j ects in the control condition ce.TID.<itt,~d scarcely any respon

ses that would have been reinforceable, 0.85 per person. A 

test bf the reliability of the response categories yielded 

an index of 93% interjudge agreement, suggesting that these 

categories can be reliably judged. 

In a partial replication of this study, Fromme and 

Close (1974) found similar results adding a warm-up proced~_~ 

ure to the instructions. Groups with the feedback apparatus 

averaged 10.04 responses per person; groups withou~ feed

back averaged 2.58. A major finding of the Fromme et al. 

studies was that detailed instructions and warm-up alone 

were not sufficient to evoke extensive use of the categories. 

This result seems closely related to task structure and the 

amount of information and incentive provided in the exper

imental condition. 

Sources of Information and Incentive 

Nearly all of the verbal conditioning studies to date 

have been designed in such a way that subjects were given 

no prior knowledge of the response-reinforcement contingen

cles. Because many subjects have gained some awareness of 

these contingencies during the course of such studies, a 

controversy has arisen as to whether awareness is necessary 



for verbal conditioning to take place. Considerable evi-

dence has been marshalled in support of the opposing v1ews 

(see Kanfer, 1968 and Speilberger and DeNike, 1966 for re

views). 

17 

However, Fromme et al. (1974) sought to make each sub

ject aware of the desired response categories, and to direct 

the subject's attention to the content of the categories. 

In this respect their method differed greatly from the 

traditional verbal conditioning paradigm. Inst~uctions, 

application ·of reinforcement, and modeling effects are the 

three most important sources of information and incentive 

found in the Fromme et al. studies and the current one. 

Whalen (1969) demonstrated the importance of modeling 

and detailed instructions in eliciting interpersonal open

ness from subjects in a group setting. With no reinforce

ment given during the sessions, 128 subjects were divided 

into groups under four conditions. Under two conditions 

the groups were shown a film of four people interacting in 

an open fashion,with one condition receiving additional 

detailed instructions. Two groups saw no modeling film, but 

were given the same detailed and minimal instructions, re

spectively. Results indicated that only subjects in the 

group exposed to both film and detailed instruptions tended 

to engage in the desired behavior, according to 14 cate

gories devised to include ~11 types of interaction. 

In the Fr.omme et al. studies the detailed instructions 

served both an exhortative and descriptive function. They 
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.were designed both to iniii~te or faciiit~te "iriteniion 'to 

perform and to direct the subjects' attention to the content 

of the response categories, thereby maximizing awareness. 

Modeling effects are presumed to have been present in the 

examples (symbolic models) mentioned within the instructions 

and in the opportunity for the subjects to observe each 

others' use of the response categories. 

And yet, in the a,bs·ence of the feedback apparatus, 

groups made scarcely any use of the categories. This lack 

of effect of detailed instructions alone can perhaps be 

accounted for by the novelty and complexity of the response 

categories. It is also possible that subjects were not , 

easily persuaded that expression of "here and now" affect 

would not bring aversive consequences. Instructions to en

gage others in an open and personal fashion in the experi

mental situation was possibly threatening and embarrassing. 

Reinforcement of the correct responses in these studies 

served an important informational function. Skinner, in a 

personal communication cited in a paper by Matarazzo, Sas

low and Paresis (1960) considers the response plus the rein

forcement to act as a discriminative stimulus, conveying 

primarily information to the subjects. Another function of 

the feedback apparatus was motivational in the more usual 

sense of "reinforcement." Also the counters and lights, 

visible to all the subjects, made the situation a competi

tive one and kept the subjects mindful of the experimenter's 

earlier exhortations. 



Schedules of Reinforcement 1n Verbal 

Conditioning 

19 

A very important consideration in operant conditioning 

research is the effect of various schedules of reinforce-

menton the functions.of acquisition and extinction. Com-

plex classes have produced much more varied results than 

early studies using simple response;classes. Salzinger and 

Pisoni conditioned self-references in an interview with 

schizophrenics (1968) and normals (1960). The response 

class consisted of all statements beginning with the pro

nouns "I" or "We" which were followed by an expression of 

affect. Reinforcers were verbal agreements; "mhinm," "I see" 

or "yeah." A continuous schedule was used, and both acqul

sition and extinction were completed in one session of 60 

minutes. Results showed a linear relationship between num

ber of reinforcements and number of responses in extinction. 

Williams and Blanton (1968) used the same response 

class, but found that acquisition was more gradual and oc

curred over several sessions. Moos (1963) conditioned ln

dependence and affection statements in an interview with 

head nods and "mhmm" as reinforcers. A session without the 

reinforcement conducted 24 hours later showed no evidence 

of an extinction effect. Rogers (1960) conditioned positive 

self-references with head nod and "mhmm," and found that 

extinction was retarded. 
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Heckmat (1971), using the same reinforcers as Salzinger 

and Pisani (1960), employed intermittent and continuous 

schedules in an interview situation. Under continuous rein

forcement, acquisition and extinction were quite similar to 

earlier studies. Intermittent schedules, however, showed 

no significant effect on rate of acquisition, but were 

found to be significantly more resistant to extinction. 

Stommel (1974) used nine sessions in observing acqui

sition and extinction of the Fromme et al. response classes. 

The nine sessions were divided into four phases: baseline; 

acquisition; extinction; and reacquisition. It was found 

that acquisition in the partial reinforcement group was re

tarded by the 33% schedule, with response rate dropplling off 

sharply in the extinction phase. The continuous reinforce

ment group, on the other hand, showed no extinction effect, 

plus a significantly higher response rate in sessions four 

(3rd acquisition) through seven (3rd extinction). It was 

concluded that resistance to extinction did not require use 

of partial schedules with these particular response classes. 

Duvall (1974) using the Fromme et al. method, further 

demonstrated that conditioning of complex affective verbal 

responses fostered behavior capable of generalizing to ano

ther setting. Additionally, he found that the trained sub

jects' presence in the new groups acted to raise the un

trained subjects' level of responding. 



Implications for Modification of 

Sex-Role Stereotypes in 

Group Therapy 
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Sherif and his associates have done. a number of studies 

on the experimental formatiqn of norms. Sherif and Sherif 

(1969) conclude from these studies that the psychological 

basis of establi?hed social norms, such as sex-role stereo

types, is the formation of common reference points or an~ 

chorages as a product of interaction among individuals. 

Thus, if sex-role stereotypes are formed as a result of 

interaction, it would seem that changing them should follow 

the same interactional process. 

Kurt Lewin (1947, 1965) and his associates initiated 

a series of experiments during World War II to contrast 

the situation in which the person is viewed as a passive 

target for communication directed at him (by lecture) and 

that irr which he becomes an active participant in interac~ 

tion focused on the communication. 

In the first experiment the objective was to change 

food habits to include meats not ordinarily included in the 

diet of American families, such as sweetbreads, beef hearts, 

and kidneys. Three groups of volunteers heard a lecture 

exhorting the audience to use the meats, linking their use 

with the war effort (there was a meat shortage) and provid~ 

ing information on their preparation, as well as their 

health value and economy. Mimeographed sheets containing 
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instructions for preparation and recipes were distributed. 

In another three groups essentially the same information was 

presented and th~ sam~ mimeographed sheets were distributed. 

Also, the women we~e asked to discuss ''whether housewives 

could be induced to participate in a program of change." 

Some time later, all of the women were asked whether 

they had included the food items in their meals. Only 3 

percent of those who heard the lectures had tried any of the 

food items as compared with 32 percent of the women in the 

discussion groups. A second study aimed at increasing con

sumption of milk showed the discussion groups to be clearly 

superlor to the lecture groups. In addition, the change 

was maintained from two to four weeks. 

It would seem-that the social desirability of uslng the 

foods in the experiments above led to greater use of the 

foods. In a similar way the social desirability of expres-

sing non-sexist attitudes would be likely to operate with 

subjects discussing personal feelings about being a male or 

a female, especially in a mixed sex group. An atmosphere 

which would encourage liberalization of sex-role attitudes 

would then be expected to lead to more long-term attitude 

changes that could be measured. 

The Present Study 

The purpose of the present study was threefoJd: 

1. To investigate whether use of the Fromme et al. 

method of verbal conditioning of certain affective 



response ,categories could be applied to the specific area 

of discussing feelings about being a male or a female; 
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2. To observe whether sex-role stereotypes would 

change on pre and post discussion administration of the Bern 

Sex Role Inventory and the Semantic Differential as a re

sult of the open affect-directed discussion; and 

3. To compare the possible effects of continuous and 

no reinforcement on response levels as well as later sex

role stereotypes. 

Because it seems desirable to reduce tne goals of 

group therapy to observable sub-goals, response categories 

were chosen which seemed therapeutic in nature and .of some 

universality in terms of generally adaptive interpersonal 

behavior. The original response categories and general 

method of Fromme et al. (1974) were used, but together with 

categories modified to incorporate feelings about being a 

male or a female. Instructions were highly detailed in or

der to facilitate awareness, and mechanical, counters and 

lights were used to provide reinforcement and discrimina

tive cues to increase response rate. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects participated ln four phases of data collection. 

Phase I was the collection of subject responses to the Bern 

Sex-Role Inventory and the Semantic Differential. Phase II 

was the group experience, and Phase III was the re-; 

administration of the original tests. Phase IV was the 

post-experimental interview. 

Phase I: Collection of Test Data 

Subjects 

Sixty-nine male and 103 female students in three dif

ferent sections of Introductory Psychology and one section 

of Abnormal Psychology served as subjects. 

Instruments 

Two different instruments were administered to assess 

sex-role stereotypes: the Bern Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) and 

the Semantic Differential. The BSRI, developed by Bern 

(1974), composed of 60 items, characterizes a person as mas

culine, feminine or androgynous as a function of the differ

ences between his or her endorsement of masculine and femi-

24 



nlne personality characteristics. Subjects were asked to 

indicate on a 7-point scale how well each of the 60 mascu

line, feminine, and neutral personality characteristics 

described himself or herself. The scale ranges from l 

("Never or almost never true") to 7 (."Always or almost al

ways true") and is labeled at each point. A copy of the 

BSRI is found in Appendix A. The BSRI yields four scales: 
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Masculinity, Femininity, Androgyny, and Social Desirability. 

The Semantic. Differential, used to further assess sex

role stereotypes, (Osgood, Sucii, & Tannenbaum, 1957) is com

posed of 12 different adjective pairs designed to rate the 

follow~ng concepts on a 7-point Likert-type scale: Self, 

Ideal Woman, Ideal Man (see Appendix B). The subject's at

titude on each concept was inferred from (l) the direction 

(good-bad) and (2) the polarity of the ratings (from 1 to 7). 

It was assumed that the more extreme the rating in either 

direction, the more intensely the subject held an attitude 

1n the indicated direction. 

The different adjective pairs have been classified into 

one of three universal features of human semantic systems: 

Evaluation, Potency, and Activity (Osgood, 1969). So for 

each of the following an Evaluation, a Potency and an Acti

vity score was obtained: Self, Ideal Woman, Ideal Man, 

Ideal Man or Woman (depending 6n sex of subject) minus 

Self. Thus, for each subject there were 12 scores and each 

score was the ·total (from 1 to 7) of all four adjectives 

under Potency, Evaluation, or Activity for each of the above 

concepts. 
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Procedure 

The tests were administered to subjects fun class by a 

female experimenter. Testing materials were arranged so 

that subjects seated side by side took the tests in differ

ent order. Also, all possible orders of the three Semantic 

Diff~rential concepts (Self, Ideal Man, Ideal Woman) were 

used. Instructions prior to distribution of the testing 

materials were given requesting that the materials be taken 

for the purpose of collecting reliability data on the instru

ments (see Appendix C). 

Phase II: Group Experience 

Subjects 

One week after the administration of the test material 

1n Phase I, the same people were asked by a second female 

experimenter to partici_pate in an experiment on "getting to 

know people on a personal basis by participating 1n a group 

experiment." Subjects received class credit for participa

tion. From the 45 females and 44 males who agreed to parti

cipate in the study, test data was available for 38 females 

and 39 males. From.these 12 females and 12 males were ran

domly ~el~pted to participate in the second phase of the 

study. 

Assignment to either experimental or control condition 

for the subjects was random with equal numbers of males and 

females in each condition. The three experimental groups 
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(CR) received continuous reinforcement. The three control 

groups (NR) received no reinforcement. 

Apparatus 

The experimental room was twelve feet by eleven feet 

with a one-way mirror in one of the twelve-foot walls. Sub

jects were seated in a semi-circular arrangement around a 

small table, facing the one-way mirror~ The room had cur

tains at the one window, posters on the wall~ and a carpet. 

Each session's conversi~ion was video-taper~recorded 

and monitored by the experimenter. Subjects were informed 

concerning these observations. Reinforcements were given 

via a four channel relay control panel, with push bottons 

operating a multiple event recorder and remotely controlled 

counters placed before each subject. The audible clicks 

accompanying this feedback were assumed to provide informa

tion to other subjects for modeling or vicarious learning. 

A red light attached to each subjects' counter was used to 

provide two types of discriminative cues in CR groups where 

feedback was provided: (a) All four lights were automati

cally flashed whenever three minutes elapsed with no rein

forcement statements being made, and (b) individual lights 

were turned on whenever any subject fell 10 or more counts 

behind the subject with the highest total, remaining lit 

until he caught up. 



Procedure 

This phase of the experiment was conducted by a second 

female experimenter ln an attempt to separate Phases I and 

III from Phase II. It was hpped that there would be less 

awareness by participants that changes in attitudes as a 

function of group experiences were being measured. So, in 

an effort to prevent measurement of "demand·characteristics" 

associated with awareness of an attempt to change certain 

attitudes, the testing (Phases I and III) was separated from 

the group experience (Phase II). 

Each of the six individual groups met for three 60-

minute sessions spaced evenly over a period of one week. In 

all sessions the CR group received 100% reinforcement (de

pendent upon use of the proper response categories). 

For the CR groups, when reinforcement was. applied, a 

digital counter placed in front of each subject was advanced, 

producing an audible click. For reinforcement a.person's 

digital counter was advanced each time he or she made a 

statement that fit one of the five categories. A red light 

attached to each subject's counter provided additional cues. 

(see above). 

Instructions. 

After being seated prior to session one, all subjects 

were informed of being monitored and observed and that a 

tape would be made of the sessions, but would be completely 
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confidential and would be erased after the sess1ons. Sub

jects were then given detailed instructions (Appendix D) 

suggesting the social desirability of sharing one's feelingg, 

being empathetic and providing feedback. 

Definitions of each of the response categories wane 

explained with illustrative examples. The general task was 

explained as "getting to know one another on a personal ba

sis," and participants were requested to express themselves 

by making use of the response categories. In the CR group, 

where feedback was provided, an explanation of the mean1ng 

and function of the feedback apparatus was given. 

Response Categories 

The verbal categories which were reinforced during the 

first session were similar to those used by Fromme, et al. 

(1974) and are as follows: 

1. Expressing current feelings. Th~s expression must 

be explicit and must be a result of interaction in the group. 

2. Asking about others' current feelings. Asking for 

information from another group member regarding his or her 

feelings as defined in Category 1. 

3. Expres~ing thoughts about someo~e's behavior. 

Giving feedback to another. 

4. Ask~ng what others' think of one's own behavior. 

Asking for feedback about oneself. 

5. Helping someone else express their feelings mo~e 

clearly (as defined in category 1) as a result of interac-.;..:_:x, 
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tion in the current situation. In the sequence of inter

actions, only those statements that added or sought new or 

additional information about the current situation and ac

companying subjective states were defined as reinforceable. 

Current situation was defined as including only those 60 

minutes of interaction pernsession. Instruction cards (Ap

pendix E) summarizing the five response categories were 

taped to the discussion table in front of each subject. 

For the first;session a warm-up procedure similar to 

that of Fromme and Close (1974) was conducted after the ln

structioris were given. The subjects were paired up and 

asked to hold hands and look into each o~hers' eyes for a 

short while, and then to verbalize current affective states. 

Replies were then evaluated in terms of each of the response 

categories to provide a brief learning experience whereby 

the response categories could be more easily recognized. 

After completing the instructions and warm-up, the experi

menter left the experimental room, entered the adjacent ob

servation area and signaled the group to begin. 

In session two, subjects were given detailed instruc

tions (Appendix F) suggesting the social desirability of 

sharing one's feelings, being empathetic and, in addition, 

providing feedback about their being a male or a female in 

the group, which was designed to further aid the process of 

''getting to know one another on a personal basis." Defini

tions of each of the sex-role response categories was ex

plained, with illustrative examples, and the subjects were 
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requested to express themselves by making use of these ca

tegories. The groups receiving reinforcement were again 

reminded of the feedback. 

Sex-Role Response Categories 

In the second and third sesslons subjects were glven 

sex-role response categories as a further way to facilitate 

group interaction. The same response categories were used 

as before, but this time subjects were asked to express cur

rent feelings, giv4ng and asking for feedback on current 

behavior and the use of empathy statements specifically and 

only with regard to beliefs and feelings they and others 

expres~ about being a male or a female in the group. Five 

categories were used, operationally defined as follows: 

1. Expressing current feelings about being a male or 

a female. This expression must be explicit and must be a 

result of interaction in the group. 

2. Asking about others' current feelings about being 

a male or a female. Asking for information from another 

group member regarding his or her feelings as defined in 

Category 1. 

3. Expressing thoughts about someone's own behavior 

as a male or a female. Giv~ng feedback to another. 

4. Asking what others' think of one's own behavior as 

a male or a female. Asking for feedback about oneself. 

5. Helping someone else express their feelings about 

being a male or a female more clearly (as defined in Cate

gory 1)· •. 
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Again, only those statements that added or sought new 

or additional information about the current situation and 

accompanying subjective states were defined as reinforceable 

(see Response Categories above). Instruction cards (Appen

dix G) summariz~ng the five sex-role response categories 

were taped to the discussion table in front of each parti

cipant. 

In the final remaining sess1on subjects were g1ven 

brief instructions reminding them of the task given in ses

sion two. At the end of session three the subjects filled 

out a seven item questionnaire (Appendix H) designed to 

measure subjective perceptions of their own behavior and. 

feelings during the sessions. The FIRO-B was also adminis

tered as an additional measure of personality. 

Scorer Reliability 

An inter-observer reliability check was made on the 

response categories by the experimenter and two other indi

viduals familiar with the system. Videotapes of the first 

session of both categories were used. This material was 

divided into scoreable units (complete thoughts) of which 

328 units were numbered from the response categories and 

independently judged by each scorer as to whether or not 

they fit one of the response categories. There were disa

greements on 18 of the9e units yielding a reliability of 

95%. From the sex-role response categories 560 units wer.e 

numbered and judged. There were disagreements on 44 of 
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these units yielding a reliability of 92%. It should be 

noted that it was not necessary .to determine agreement on 

individual categories because iri the actual experiment this 

discrimination was not made. 

Phase III: Retesting 

Subjects 

Sixty~seven males and 102 females from the same classes 

used in Phase I served as subjects .. This included the 24 

subjects who participated in Phase II of the experiment. 

Instruments 

The BSRI and the Semantic Differential were adminis

tered by the same female experimenter who administered the 

tests in Phase I. 

Procedure 

Phase III was a replication of Phase I and was con

ducted two weeks after the group experience. The testing 

materials were presented as further reliability gathering 

on the instruments (Appendix I). Of the 24 subjects who 

participated in Phase I and II, there were five who were 

not in class when the tests were readministered. These; 

people were asked to take the tests individually later, 

which all of them did. 
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Phase IV: Post-Experimental Interview 

Subjects 

The 24 people who participated ln the group experience 

were interviewed. 

Instruments 

The past-experimental interview consisted of 9 ques

tions designed to fulfill th~ ethical obligation of fully 

explaining therexperiment and the connection between the 

various ph~ses of the experiment. It was also designed to 

assess the extent of "demand characteristics" operating 

and whether the separation of Phases .I and III from Phase II 

was successful (see Appendix J). 

Procedure 

One week after completion of Phase III, those who par

ticipated in Phases I, II, and III were telephoned and given 

the choice of answering interv~ew questions in person or by 

telephone. Of these two chose to come in for the interview. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Response Categories and Sex-Role 

Response Categories 

The to<tal number of responses made.by each individual 

for all three sessions is summarized in Table X (Appendix K). 

Figure 1 presents the mean number of responses for the .NR 

and CR groups over sessions.· 

A 2 x 3 x 2 analysis of variance (AOV) was performed 

using as a dependent measure the individual response totals 

in Session 1 where the response categories were used (see 

Table I). This resulted in significant main effects for the 

reinforcement fact&r, F (1, 4) = 10.00, ~ < .05. The CR 

groups produced significantly more verbal responses which 

fit the response categories than the NR groups. A signifi

cant effect was also found for the group (B) factor, ~ 

E:_ ( 1, 4) = 4. 0 6, E.. < • 0 5. Since group was a random factor 

no further tests were done. 

Individual response totals for sessions two and three, 

using the sex-role response categories; were analyzed by 

means of a 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 repe'ated measures AOV with repeated 

measures on the two sessions (see Table II). This resulted 

35 
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in significant main effects for the reinforcement factor, 

F (1, 4) = 14.62, E.<. 025. Again, the CR groups outperfor

med the NR groups. 

TABLE I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: REINFORCED 
RESPONSES FOR SESSION ONE 

Source df MS 

A - reinforcement 1 988.17 
B - groups (within A) 4 98.83 
c - sex 1 28.17 
AC 1 37.50 
B (within A)x c 4 30.33 
Ss within cell 12 24.33 

'': E.< .05 

F 

lO.oo,•: 
4. 061: 

. 0 9 
1. 24 
1. 2 5 

An additional overall AOV was conducted using as a de-

pendent measure individual response totals for all three 

sessions combined (see Table III). These were analyzed us-

ing a 2 x 3 x 2 x 3 AOV with repeated measures on the three 

sessions. This yielded significant results for the rein-

forcement factor, F (1, 4) = 13.64, E_(.025, and the sessions 

factor, !:. ( 2, 8) = 7. 0 5, E. <. • 0 2 5 .. The CR groups outper

formed the NR groups in the use of both types of response 

categories. The Newman-Keuls procedure was used in making 
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post-hoc comparisons of means to determine differences be-

tween sessions in the use of the response and sex-role re-

sponse categories. Results revealed that use of the response 

categories was highercin session one than in session three, 

~ (3, 8) = 5.39, ~~ .05, the second session in which sex-

role response categories were used, but not for session 2, 

~ (2, 8), the first session in which sex-role response cate

gories were used, although there was a trend in this direc-

tion (see Figure 1). 

TABLE II 

ANALYSIS· OF VARIANCE: • 'REINF0RCED. RESPONSES 
. FOR SESSIONS TWO AND THREE· 

Source df MS 

A - reinforcement 1 1102.08 
B - groups (w.ithin A) 4 75.40 
c - sex 1 10.08 
AC 1 . 8 3 
B .(within A) X C 4 3.02 
Ss within XABC) 12 41.50 
D - sessions 1 60.75 
AD 1 14.08 
B (within A) X D 1 17.10 
CD 1 • 8 3 
ACD 1 2.08 
B (within A) CD 4 6.65 
Ss D (ABC) 12 12.33 

*i: 12..<·025 

F 

14.621n': 
1. 82 
3.34 

.03 

.07 

3.55 
• 8 2 

1. 39 
.01 
.31 
.54· 



TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: REINFORCED RESPONSES 
FOR SESSIONS ONE, TWO, AND THREE 

Source df MS F 

A - reinforcement 1 2048.00 13.54 in~ 
B - (within A) 4 150.11 2. 6 8 
c 1 32.00 1. 60 
AC 1 10.89 .54 
B (within A) X c 4 2 0. 0 3 . 3 6 
Ss within (ABC) 12 56.08 
D 2 145.39 7.as~>n·: 

AD 2 28.17 1. 37 
B (within A) X D 8 20.61 1. 87 
CD 2 3.17 .32 
ACD 2 14.39 1. 44 
B (within A) CD 8 9. 9 9 . 9 0 
Ss D (ABC) 24 11.04 

.. ·: .. ': £<·025 

39 

It should be noted that randomization of the repeated 

factor (sessibns) was not possible. Carry-over effects from 

session to session were important and desirable. Social 

influence factors were also operating during the group meet-

ings; one subject's performance tended to influence the 

output of others in the group. 

In each of these AOV's the A factor was reinforcement 

(CR or NR), the B factor was groups, and the C factor was 

sex of the,subject. In the second and third AOV's the D 

factor was sessions. 
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Questionnaire Responses 

Responses to each item of the questionnaire were given 

a numerical value (see Appendix H) and were treated as seven 

additional dependent variables. These were analyzed in the 

same manner as the primary response meas~re in seven 2 x 3 x 

2 AOVs. Significant I values will be reported at£< .10 due 

to the explo~atory nature of this measure. 

Group responses to the questionnaire items are found 

in Table IV. 

Subjects 

CR groups 

NR groups 

TABLE IV 

ITEM MEANS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONSES 1 - 7 

Item Number 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.67 4.42 5.33 5.50 3. 8 3 

4.50 4.92 4.92. 4.92 4.83 

6 7 

3. 6 7 4.25 

5.25 5.50 

The AOV for item 1 of the questionnaire -- "To what ex• 

tent did you understand the precise meaning of the original 
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response categories?" -- yielded a significant sex effect, 

F (1, 4) = 12.80, £~ .05 (see Table V). Males thought they 

understood the original response categories better than the 

females thought they did (see Table XI; Appendix L, for 

means). For item 2 "To what extent did you understand 

the precise meaning of the male-female response categories?" 

none of the tests were significant (E_' s > . 10). 

Item 3 -- "How har.d did you try to use the original re

sponse categories?" -- resulted in a significant AOV for 

reinforcement x group x sex interaction, ~ (4, 12) = 3.30, 

E. (.05 (T~ble V). Since group was. a random··factor, no fur

ther tests were done. See means in. Table XI (Appendix L). 

For both items 4.and 5 there was a trend toward sig

nificance. Item 4 ... .,.. ''How hard did you try to use the male

female response categories?" -- yiell.ded a main effect for 

reinforcement, F (1, 4) = 4.90, £ < .10. The CR groups 

tried harder to use the male-female response categories 

than the NR groups did. Item 5 -- "To what extent did you 

enjoy using the origi~al~response categories in interacting 

with the others?" -- also yielded a main effect for rein

forcement, F (1, 4) = 4.97, £( .10 (see Table V). Here the 

NR groups reported to have enjoyed using the original re

sponse categories more than did the CR groups. 

The AOV for item 6 - ... "To what extent did you enjoy 

using the male-female response categories in interacting 

with the others?" -- also resulted in a significant main 

effect for r~infor6ement, F (1, 4) = 9.76, £<.05 (see Table 



TABLE V 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE: SUBJECT MEANS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONSES, QUESTIONS 1 - 7 

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 
-

Source df : MS F ratio: MS F ratio MS F ratio 

A - reinforcement 1 .17 .08 1. 50 .42 1. 04 • 6 6 
B - groups (w/in A) 4 2.04· 1. 02. 3. 58 2.26 1. 58 1. 65 
C - sex 1 2.67 12.8Q~'o'¢ . 17 . 0 5 2.04 .64 
AC 1 • 0 0 . 0 0 • 0 0 • 0 0 1. 04 .66 
B (w/in A) x C 4 .21 .10 3.08 1. 95 3.17 3.30~';~':. 

Ss within cell 12 2.00 1. 59 . 9 6 

Question 5 Question 6 Question 7 

A - reinforcement 1 6.00 4. 97~'¢ 15.04 9.76* 9. 3 8 2.14 
B - groups (w/in A) 4:. 1. 21 .97 1. 54 . 8 7 4.38 4.56~b'¢ 

C - sex 1 4.17 2.13 1.'04 .41 .42 .04 
AC 1 1. 50 .77 2.04 • 8 0 .41 .04 
B (w/in A) x C 4 1. 96 1. 57 2.54 1. 42 1. 04 1. 09 
Ss within cell 12 1. 25 1. 80 . 9 6 

Question 4 

MS F ratio 

2.04 4.90* 
.42 .34 

3. 3 8 1. 69 
• 3 8 .19 

2.00 1. 66 
1. 21 

;': E.< .10 
;~ -1: E.< ,;o5 

·l: ~: * E.<-025 

+ 
N 
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V). The NR groups also reported to have enjoyed uslng these 

categories more than the CR groups did. 

A significant reinforcement x group interaction, 

F (4, 1~) = 4.56, £( .05 (Table V), was found for item 7 -

"To what extent were these sessions a worthwhile experience 

for you?''. Again, no further tests were done since groups 

was a random factor. 

Bem Sex Role Inventory 

One 3 x 2 x 2 repeated measures AOV was performed with 

repeated measures on the£ factor (pre and post testing). 

Dependent measures we~e mean scores on th~ BSRI. Signifi

cant F and t values will be reported at l2. < • 0 5. A s ignifi

cant main effect was £ound for factor Q, F (1, 30) = 4.47, 

£ <.05 (see Table VI). Males scored more "masculine" and 

females scored more "feminine." Differences on the sex fac

tor would be expected due to the inherent nature of the BSRI, 

which measures a person's endorsement of "masculine" and 

"feminine" personality traits. 

Since visual inspection of the data seemed to indicate 

consistent changes in subject scores, three matched-pairs 

t tests wer~ done for pre- and post- experimental scores on 

the BSRI, one for the Androgyno~s subjects, one for Near

Masculine and Near-Feminine subjects, and another for Mas

culine and Feminine subjects (Table VII). A significant 

pre~post difference was found for both Androgynous subjects, 

t (11) = 2.28, £< .05, and Near-Masculine and Near-Feminine 
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subjects,! (11) = 2.47, E_<. .025, but not for the Masculine 

and Feminine subjects, t (11) = 1.24i N. S. 

TABLE VI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: SUBJECT RESPONSES 
ON BEM SEX-ROLE INVENTORY 

Source df MS F 

A - reinforcement 2 1941.29 . 2 6 
B - pre-post 1 20.06 .00 
c - sex 1 327240.50 4.47~·~ 

AC 2 84186.25 1.15 
s (AC) 30 73163.94 
BA 2 1534.25 . 2 6 
BC 1 2112.44 0 3 6 
BAC ~ 2 ~ 3865.97 .66 
BS (AC) 30 5843.60 

*:e_<-.05 

Androgynous subjects significantly changed their post-

test scores as did ~ear-Masculine and Near-Feminine subjects. 

However, the Masculine and Feminine subjects' pre and post 

scores were not appreciably different. Of the 12 subjects 

who described themselves as androgynous on the pre-test only 

4 changed to another category on the post-test (Table VII). 

Of the 12 subjects who described themselves as either Mas-

culine or Feminine, only 2 changed to another category. 



Group 

Cr 
NR 
NR 
Control 
Control 
Control 
Control 

CR 
CR 
NR 
Control 
Control 

CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
Control 
Control 
Control 

CR 
NR 
CR 
CR 
NR 
NR 
Control 
Control 

TABLE VII 

BEM··SEX- ROLE INVENTORY: SUBJECT PRE 
AND POST EXPERIMENTAL SCORES 
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Test Scores BSRI .Classification 

Sex Pre Post Pre Post 

M -2.67 -2.41 Masculine Masculine 
M -2.07 -2.31 Masculine Masculine 
M -2.97 -3.10 Masculine Masculine 
M -2.77 -2.56 Masculine Masculine 
M -2.69 - .97 Masculine Androgynous 
F -2.09 -2.51 Masculine Masculine 
M -2.99 -3.24 Masculine Masculine 

F 5. 8 9 3.12 Feminine Feminine 
F 2. 29 1. 2 0 Feminine Nr-Feminine 
F 2. 6 5 3. 9 2 Feminine Feminine 
F 4.89 4.42 Feminine Feminine 
F 2. 6 2 2. 2 9 Feminine Feminine 

F - .55 - .71 Androgynous Androgynous 
M - . 52 2.91 Androgynous Feminine 
F - .10 . 6 6 Androgynous Androgynous 
F - .67 • 50 Androgynous Androgynous 
M - .49 - • 9 5 Androgynous Androgynous 
F . 2 5 . . 86 Androgynous Androgynous 
F .91 1. 3 5 Androgynous Nr-Feminine 
F . 00 .13 Androgynous Androgynous 
M - . 7 5 -2.02 Androgynous Nr-MFtsculine 
M - .. 9 6 -1.16 Androgynous Nr:Masculine 
M . 80 .11 Androgynous Androgynous 
F - . 8 8 - .82 Androgynous Androgynous 

M -1.24 - .54 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
M -1.28 -1.00 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
M -1.79 - .71 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
M -1.65 - .54 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
M -1. 38 -2.46 Nr-Masculine Masculine 
F -1.50 - .72 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
F -1.17 - . 8 3 Nr-Masculine Androgynous 
M -1.86 -1.87 Nr-Masculine Mr-Masculine 
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TABLE VII "Continued" 

Test Scores BSRI Classification 

Group Sex Pre Post Pre Post 

CR F . 1. 74 .89 Nr-Feminine Androgynous 
NR M 1.14 1. 0 5. Nr-Feminine Nr-Te:rhinine 
NR F 1. 84 1. 57 Nr-Feminine Nr-Feminine 
Control F ·1. 26 .39 Nr-Feminine Androgynous 

However, of the 12 males and females who described 

themselves as Near-Masculine or Near-Feminine, 9 changed; 

8 to Androgynous and 1 from Near-Masculine to Masculine. 

These results are somewhat obscured by the fact that 

CR, NR, and Control groups are combined. However, t tests 

were done only when visual inspection of the data suggested 

that something had happened to change subject scores, but· 

was not reflected in the overall AOV. More extensive anal-

yses would have had to be planned prior to the experiment. 

Semantic Differential 

Twelve 3 x 2 x 2 repeated measures AOVs were performed 

uslng as dependent measures mean evaluation ratings for·~ 

Self, Ideal Woman~ Ideal Man, and Ideal Man or Woman (de-

pending upon sex of subject) minus Self for each of the ·L 

three semantic differential systems: Evaluation, Potency 
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and Activity. In each of these AOVs the A factor was rein

forcement (CR, NR, and control), the B factor was the test

ing condition (pre or post group experience), and the C fac

tor was se~ of.subject. From these AOVs, 84 [tests were 

performed, 76 of which were non-significant (leaving only 8 

significant). Thus, any significant F's will need to be 

interpreted cautiously. 

Of the 8 significant [tests, no distinct pattern could 

be seen among them. Five involved two-way or higher inter

actions and post-hoc t tests revealed no significant com

parisons which would help in e~plaining the interactions. 

These AOV's (Table XII) and means (Table XIII) are summari

zed in Appendix M. 

Of 3 AOV's for Ideal Man (Potency~ Evaluation, Activ

tiy) the only one that .contained a significant F was the 

Evaluation variable. There was, a significant main effect 

for sex, [ (1, 30) = 4.30, ~ (.025, and for reinforcement, 

[ (1, 30) = 4.88, £ < .025 (see Table VIII). Males rated 

the Ideal Man as "better" than did women on·the reinforce

ment factor. Post-hoc comparisons us1ng the Newman-Keuls 

procedure revealed no significant differences for all possi-. 

ble pairwise comparisons of means. It was concluded that 

the observed overall significant differences were 1;some 

other combination of comparisons than those of interest. 

There were 3 significant F's on the Ideal Woman, one on 

Potency, one on Evaluation and one on Activity. Of these, 

2 were complex interactions which were not easily interpre-
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table. For Ideal Woman Potency there was a significant re-

inforcement x sex interaction, F (2, 30) = 4.08, £( .05 

(see Table XII, Appendix M). However, out of 9 post-hoc 

tests done using the.Newman-Keuls procedure, none of the 

tested comparisons were significantly different. A signif-

icant reinforcement x pre-post interaction was found on -

Ideal Woman Evaluation, F (1, 30) = 4.23, £< .025. Again, 

post~hoc tests failed to reveal any trend to the data. 

TABLE VIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: SUBJECT RESPONSES 
FOR IDEAL MAN ON EVALUAriON FEATURE 

Source df MS F 

A - reinforcement 2 1. 42 4.87** 
c - sex 1 1. 2 5 4.30~'¢ 

AC 2 . 7 5 2.59 
s (AC) Subj. within groups 30 .29 
B - pr.e-post 1 .87 1.12 
AB 2 .14 .18 
BC 1 .14 .18 
ABC 2 .56 . 7 2 
BS (AC) 30 . 7 7 

':1': £ (. 05 

·l: ~'¢ £< .025 
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There was a significant maln effect for pre-post on 

Ideal Woman Activity, F ( 1, 3 0) :: 5. 2 7 , :12. < • 0 2 5. Both men 

and women in all groups rated the Ideal Woman as more active 

prior to the group experience ~see Table IX). 

TABLE IX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: SUBJECT RESPONSES 
FOR IDEAL WOMAN ON ACTIVITY 

FEATURE 

Source df MS F' 

A - reinforcement 2 .48 .54 
c - seK 1 2.26 2.52 
AC 2 . 8 2 . 9 2 
s (AC) Subj. within groups 30 . 9 0 
B - pre-post 1 1:32 5.27~~ 

AB 2 .42 .17 
BC 1 .54 2.17 
ABC 2 . 66 • 2 6 
BS (AC) 30 7.52 

* J2.<:.05 

There were 3 AOV's on Self. There were no effects on 

the Potency measure, but there-was nne significant F_ each 

on Evaluation and Activity. For Self/Evaluation there was a 

reinforcement x sex interaction, F (2, 30) = 3.97, 2_<.05. 

Post-hoc procedures failed to reveal any significant differ-
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ences on the means compared. The same was true of the rein

forcement x pre-post x sex interaction on Self/Activity 

(see Table XII, Appendix M). 

Three AOV's were also done on the Ideal minus self 

discrepancy for Potency, Evaluation, and Activity. Of these, 

only Ideal minus Self/Activity yielded a significant result. 

There was a reinforcement x pre-post x sex interaction. 

Post~hoc procedures failed to reveal any significant dif~ 

ferences on the means compared (see Table XIII, Appendix M). 

FIRO-B Responses 

Responses to the FIRO-B were treated as three more de

pendent variables, Inclusion, Control, and Affection. Three 

separate 2 x 3 x 2 x 2 repeated measures AOV's were per

formed with repeated measures. Factor-·D was the repeated 

measure. Factors ~' B~ and ~ were the same as in previous 

analyses discussed. Significant I values will be reported 

at £~.05. See Appendix M for group r~sponses to the FIRO-B 

(Table XVI) and AOV summary table (Table XV). 

The AOV for the Inclusion variable resulted in a sig

nificant reinforcement x group x sex effect, F (4, 12) =. 
3. 4 6, £ < . 0 5. Since group was a random factor, no further 

tests were done. 

For the Control variable, none of the tests were sig

nificant (£' s > • 05), but the AOV for 'the Affection variable 

resulted in a significant main effect for the expressed

wanted factor, I ( 1, 4) = 15.75, £ < .025. 
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Post-Experimental Interview 

No statistical analyses were done on the data from the 

post-experimental interviaw. It is presented for heuristic 

value only~ Questiona a~e presented in Appendix J. 

Of the 23 subjects who were interviewed~ 20 answered 

"no", that they had no questions about the experiment that 

had not been answered. The majority of the participants 

thought the purpose of the experiment had to do with obser-

ving the interaction of people, using a restricted set, who 

did not know each other beforehand. None guessed anything 

related to Phases I and III regarding attitude change. 

In describing the experiment, many said it ~as "inter-

esting" (8) or commented on the nqvelty of it (5). Other. 

descriptions included: "hard" or "difficult" (5), "boring". 

(2), and "fun" (2). In general, participants liked the ex

periment and felt that they learned something through the 

interaction with others. Some comments about difficulty 

seemed to center on the limitations which use of the cate-

gories imposed. 

For item 4 comcerning whether subjects might have 

guessed the purpose of the experiment, 10 answered "no". 

Eight answered "yes", but had nothing specific in mind. 

Of the 5 who had specific answer~ n6ne' had to do ~ith the 
~ . . 

actual purpose of the experiment. Twenty-one saw no rela~ 

tionship between the experiment and any other. Only one 

mentioned the questionnaires given in class (Phases I and 
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III). Upon closer questioning (item 6) most still saw no 

relationship between phases. Only ~hree specifically rela~c~ 

ted it to tests given in Phases I and III. 

The remaining three questions were arsk;e.-dl after the 

experiment had been fully explained. Of the 3 who had re

lated the phases, one questioned it during session two, one 

after Phase III, and another saw the relationship during 

our interview. Additionally, three more people said they 

saw a relationship after answering "no" to number. 6. 

Most subjects saw the purpose of the experiment as 

being for research on people's attitudes toward males and 

females. All subjects rated the scales similarly both 

times and showed no systematic method for answering the n 

questions. On the final question, asking if there were 

additional comments, 17 had none. Of the ones remaining 

one felt that it had changed his attitudes toward women, 

becoming more egalitarian. Two cited increased self-ccn 

confidence in interacting with people. One criticized the 

study and said that people were not willing to get into 

"questioning eachcother 1 s sex-role identity in three ses~ 

sions." The other two comments concerned enjoyment of the 

experiment and its uniqueness. 



CHAPTER IV, 

DISCUSSION 

The present data showed that subjects were a:l:3J.e: to use 

the Fromme. et al. (1974) method of verbal conditioning (Ses

Slon 1) and apply this to the more specific area of discus

sing their feelings about being a male or a female in that 

situation (Sessions 2 and 3). However, changed sex~role 

stereotypes due to the discussion and reinforcement occurred 

only for certain subjects. 

The Bern Sex-Role Inventory 

Of the two instruments used to asses~ changes in sex

role stereotypes as a result of the group interaction, the 

BSRI and the Semantic Differential, only the BSRI showed 

statistically significant and important results. Qther im

portant results were found in subject use of the Response 

Categories (discussed below). Whenanalyzed by traditional 

AOV methods the BSRI showed only a significant sex effect 

which would have been expected due to the inherent nature of 

the test. Failure to find more significant .effects such as 

pre and post group changes are probably due to a ceiling 

effect which occurred in subject scores for certain groups. 

By combining groups of subjects who were likely to change 

53 
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with groups who were less likely or unlikely to change, dif

ferential changes in certain groups were obscured, and this 

limited overall AOV effects. However, visual inspection of 

raw scores seemed to show some consistent changes in scores 

for certain groups (see Table VII). To further test out 

these changes subjects were divided into five groups as 

suggested by Bern: Masculine (scores of -2.00 or less); Fem

lnlne (scores of 2.00 or greater); Androgynous (scores of 

-1.00 to 1.00); Near-Masculine (scores of -1.99 to -1.01); 

and Near-Feminine (scores of 1.99 to 1.01). 

The Androgynous subjects changed significantly on pre 

and post group testing, although not to the degree of the 

Near-Feminine and Near-Masculine subjects. Of the 12 who 

described themselves as Androgynous on pre-tests only four 

changed to another sex-role classification. Most changes 

occur within the Androgynous range. As would be expected, 

subject socres close to the mean on the first testing showed 

dispersion about the mean, in both directions, when retested. 

Another explanation of these changes in scores would be to 

attribute them to regresslon toward the mean phenomenon. 

This explanation, however, does not fit in with changes 

which would be expected for the other groups. In regression, 

the greater expected changes would be in groups farthest 

from the mean, Masculine and Feminine, and progressively 

less for the Near-Masculine and Near-Feminine, those closer 

to the mean .. Actually, almost the exact opposite occurred. 
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Of 12 subjects describing themselves as Masculine or Femi

nine on the pre-test, only two changed to another category 

on post-testing. The one who switched to androgynous was 

in the control group and had not had the group experience. 

Therefore, it seems possible that the group experience for 

these people only served to reinforce existing sex-role 

stereotypes. Since these are more extreme scores, but cannot 

be explained in term~ of regression, a possible explanation 

would be that these traits are more ingrained, and thus 

these people are less flexible and open to changes. Looking 

at flexibility to change we would expect less extreme scores, 

Near-Masculine and Near-Feminine, to show more changes be

cause these people are closer to androgynous which is equa~.,~ 

ted with greatest flexibility. This is exactly what hap

pened. In fact these people showed the greatest amount of 

change of all sex-role classifications. Of the 12 subjects 

who described themselves as Near-Masculine or Near Feminine 

nine changed to another category. Eight changed in the 

direction of becoming more androgynous and one in the oppo

site direction, from Near-Masculine to Masculine. 

The present findings are in line with what Bern (1975) 

would predict. As she has found, it is the androg~nous sub

jects who are most flexible and able to adapt to the situa

tion they are in, without regard for whether a particular 

behavior is traditionally masculine or feminine. The self

described Masculine and Feminine subjects were least flex

ible and were not able to switch roles when put in a situa-
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tion which necessitated this role flexibility. Bern does 

not discuss changes in sex-role stereotypes and subsequent 

differential changes in BSRI scores for the five sex~role 

classification groups. However, behavioral flexibility and 

attitude flexibility may be related. If so, it would seem 

reasonable to assume that those subjects who are in the 

middle -- those who are Near-Masculine and Near-Feminine 

might show more behavioral flexibility than those who des

cribed themselves as Masculine or Feminine, and they might 

be more likely to change their sex-role stereotypes and sex

role self-descriptions. 

These Near-Masculine and Near-Feminine subjects show 

the most interesting changes. On first testing they did not 

describe themselves as having the flexibility of the And~o

gynous subjects nor did they describe themselves as being 

as sex-typed as the Masculine and Feminine subjects. It 1s 

hypothesized that these people may be in the process of 

questioning a stereotyped sex-role identity for themselves 

and thus possibly for others. They were the most amenable 

to changes in the Androgynous, or more flexible direction. 

In some respects these groups may be similar to people who 

seek psychotherapy. They are amenable to change and show 

enough flexibility to be able to achieve their change. 

They would seem to be likely candidates for therapy which 

would deal with such issues as sex-role steretoypes. 

Masculine and Feminine people would not be likely to 

seek psychotherapy centering on resolving sex-role issues, 



just as very bigoted people would not be expected to parti

cipate in groups seeking to improve nace relations. They 

would seem more entrenched in their sex-role and not likely 

to question it. As studies by Sherifand $herif (1969) have 

suggested, these people would seem more likely to begin such 

questioning which might lead ~o eventual sex~role ch~nges 

if placed in q·:group composed of others who hold views 

closer to th~ir latitude of acceptance. Since the Near

Masculine and Near-Feminine subjects have already begun this 

questioning, some modeling would seem possible. 

Response Categories and Sex-Role 

Response Categories 

As shown in Figure 1, the CRsubjects made more exten

slve use of both the Response Categories and the Sex-Role 

Categories. Both had a higher rate of responding using the 

Response Categories with response rate dropping off for the 

Sex-Role Response Categories. Thi~ difference was signifi

cant .in comparing Sessions 1 and 3 for both CR and NR ·sub

jects, but the effect was greater for the CR·subjects. 

Thus, both groups had more difficulty with the more specific 

Sex-Role Response Categories, but they were still able to 

make use of them in interacting. 

The CR subjects reported in the questibnnaire (Appendix 

H) that they tried harder to use the Sex-Role Respons~ Cate

gories than did NR subjects. Although nonsignificant, the 

same trend was present for effort with the original Response 
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Categories. The NR subjects reported more enjoyment ln 

using both types of categories than did CR subjects. So, 

essentially the CR subjects were trying harder, but enjoying 

it less than NR subjects. This again points to the diffi

culty involved in using the more specific response categor

ies. Enjoyment in using these categ0vies was likely decrea

sed for CR subjects because they could not just relax, but 

were of nec~ssity more task oriented as a result of the con

tinuous feedback and more powerful demand characteristics. 

CR and NR groups were more different in rate of respon

ding ln Sessi6n 1, but became more nearly alike in Session 

2, and most nearly alike in Session 3. Thus, the difficulty 

imposed by the more specific response categories contributed 

to the lowered rate of responding in all subjects, and even 

reinforcement was not sufficient to prevent this lowering 

from occurring. This difficulty was evidenced by comments 

participants made during Sessions 2 and 3. A frequent ocP 

currance during Session 2, whi6h became more frequent in 

Session 3, was subjects saylng that they had "run out" of 

things to talk about. using the categories. This difficulty 

in using the specific categories appeared to actually s-::;" _l 

strengthen traditional sex-role stereotypes. Statements 

such as, "Do you think I'm acting like a female should act?" 

with a response such as, "Yes, you are acting very appro

priate for a female" were typical of statements which were 

made when subjects seemed to have exhausted all "here and 

now" responses using these categories. 
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A method for improving on the variety of examples used 

ln explaining the Sex-Role categories would possifuly help 

subjects use the categories more frequently and with less 

effort and unnecessary anxiety which might have been present.· 

The difficulty of the task of using the categories was re

flected also in the difficulty which the experimenter exper

ienced in making up plausible non-contrived sounding exam

ples that would allow discussion of feelings about being a 

male or a female while still limiting the discussion to the 

more therapeutic effects present in using "here and now" 

statements. 

Greater variability was se~D in performance for the CR 

groups than for NR groups. One factor which may have contri

buted to this variability was use of the feedback lights. 

During the first session one or more persons had their 

lights turned on because their totals were ten below the 

person having the highest total. These lights were left on ~ 

for varying periodsr of time according to the subjects' re

sponse total and seemed to have quite an inspiring effect 

on the groups' performance. This was observed to be less 

true where it occurred in later sessions. Since lights were 

not present for NR groups, the differential effect upon cer

tain groups was not present. A similar finding was reported 

in early work using the Fromme et al. method by St6mmel 

(1974). 

Use of the red lights may have also produced the group 

effect seen in Session 1. The red lights accentuated the 



group effect when one individual responding at a high rate 

influenced others to respond more in order to prevent their 

lights from com1ng on. Also, one individual responding at 

a slow rate tended to influence the others to stop respond

lng to allow the slow subdect to catch up and thereby turn 

off his red light. Similar results were reported by Marcy 

(1975). 

Such effects point to the many group ·variables that 'C 

must be considered when doing research 1n the group area. 

Fromme and Close (in press) have begun to study such varia

bles as group compatibility and its effects on some types 

of verbalizations. Such studies should help clarify some~ 

of the more complex aspects of group research. 

Other Findings 

Other findings were less important, but these will be 

discussed br~efly. These include: Questionnaire Responses, 

the Semantic Differential, the FIRO-B, and the post

experimental interview. 

In addition to the questionnaire. items already discus

sed above, several others had significant effects. For 

item 1 involving understanding of the Response Categories, 

males either did understand them better or thought they did. 

There is no evidence for the former explanation as they did 

no better in actual use of the categories than did the fe

males. This effect was likely due to social expectations 

that males be more knowledgeable and confident, or at least 

refrain from admitting it, when they may not be. 
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The complex interaction involving effort in using the 

Response Categories may have been the result of the same 

variables that caused the group factor to be significant, 

such as the effects of the red lights and the tendency of 

the leader to set the tone for the group discussed earlier. 

A similar explanation can be given for reinforcement x 

group interaction concerning worthwhileness of the sessions. 

Certain groups reacted differently under the two reinforce

ment conditions to this item. Thus, reinforcement effects 

were obscured by the group effects as discussed above. 

In addition to the BSRI, the Semantic Differential was 

used to assess changes in sex-role stereotypes. In general, 

this instrument failed to reveal any significant findings. 

This may be attributable to several factors. The statistic

al design may not have been sensitive enough to the kinds of 

changes in attitudes which were expected. Again, if subjects 

would have been selected on the basis ~f pre-test scores, 

just as in the BSRI, there might have been more changes in 

particular groups of people, depending on the adaptability 

to change of these people. In other words, there may have 

been actual changes in subjects who had the potential or 

room 1n which to change, but by combining all people to 

analyze the data, the results were obscured. Another possi

bility is that the instrument was not sensitive to any 

changes that occurred. Since some indications of changes 

in sex-role self description occurred when looking at spe

cific categories of people on the BSRI, it would be expected 
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Differential. 
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Although this instrument revealed little in the way of 

changed sex-role stereotypes, th~re were a few findings of 

interest. For the ideal man, male subjects seem to be more 

demanding, and thus perhaps have a stronger stereotype about 

what constitutes the ideal man. As would be expected they 

rate themselves as more potent and active than would women, 

but they also rate men as "better" in terms of goodness, 

again suggesting more idealism for the male subjects and 

more acceptance of the male role. 

The finding that subjects tend to rate the ideal woman 

as more acti~e prior to the group experience is difficult 

to interpret due to the fact that this was more true of the 

control group who did not participate in the group experi

ence. It can be said that although all groups moved in 

this direction, it had nothing to do with the group exper

ience. 

The FIRO-B was included to reveal any interpersonal 

differences in the groups which might account for group 

variability within particular reinforcement conditions. The 

only significant finding was that in general the subjects 

were slightly neurotic in the affection area. They wanted 

more affection than they were willing to express. More 

complex analyses of group variables such as comparibility 

were beyond the scope of this paper. See Fromme and Close 

(in press) for a more extensive look at such variables. 
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The post-experimental interview indicated that·the sep

aration of phases of the experiment was. successful and there 

seemed to have been no adverse effects of .the experiment. 

As discussed above, subjects felt that it was especially 

difficult to use the sex-role categories. But many felt the 

group experience as a whole to be a worthwhile and interest

ing experi:ence. 

A Final Comment 

The subjects were ahL~ to use the general operant method 

of verbal conditioning and apply this to the more specific 

area of discussing their feelings about being a male or a 

female even though these categories were difficult to use 

and responding dropped off for use of them. It appears that 

the method may be one which is applicable to helping cer

tain people change traditional sex-role stereotypes. How

ever, as in any form of psychotherapy, the method is more 

effective for people who are in the process of seeking such 

changes or have room to change. 
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APPENDIX A 

BEM SEX-ROLE INVENTORY 

Name Sex M F 

On the following page you will be shown a large number of 
personality characteristics. We would like you to use those 
characteristics in order to describe yourself. That is, we 
would like you to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 7, how true 
of you these various characteristics are. Please do not 
leave any characteristic unmarked. 

Example: sly 

Mark a 1 if it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that 
you are sly. 

Mark a 2 if it is USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly. 

Mark a 3 of it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE 
~hat you are sly. 

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

Mark a 5 if it lS OFTEN TRUE that you are sly. 

Mark a 6 if it is USUALLY TRUE that you are sly. 

Mark a 7 if it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that 
you are sly. 

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently true that 
you are "sly," never or almost never true that you are "ma
licious," always or aiiTiost always true that you are "irre
sponsible," and often true that you are "carefree," then 
you would rate these characteristics as follows: 

~'-

Sly 3 Irresponsible 7 

Malicious 1 Carefree 5 
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l 
I 

;·JEVER OR 
ill HOS r NEVER 

TRUE 

,_ 
:;elf reliant 

i --

I 
Y i.elding 

Helpful 

Defends own 
beliefs 

--
Cht~erful 

-·~··K~ 

~1oody 

Independent 

Shy 

Conacientioua 

Athletic 

Affectionate 

Theatrical 

Assertive 

Flatterable 

Happy 

z 
I 

USUALLY 
NOT 

TllUE 

Strong personality 

Loyal 

Unpredictable 

Forceful 

Feminine 

3 
I 

DESCRIBE YoURSELF 

4 
l 

SOH!TIMIS BUT 
INPR!QUENTLY 

TRUE 

OCCASIONALLY 
:TRUE 

Reliable 

Analytical 

Sympathetic 

Jealous 

Has leadership 
abilities 

Senaitive .to the 
naada of others 

Truthful 

wn11na to take riaka 

Urulerataftding 

Secretive 

Makaa decisions 
aaaily 

Coapaalionate 

Sincere 

Self -auf U:c ien t 

Eaaar to soothe 
hurt feelinas 

Conceited ; 

Dominant 

Soft-apokan 

Likable 

J(aeculine 

'· 

5 
I 

OFTEN 
TRuE 

6 
I 

USUALLY 
TRUE 

Warm 

Solemn 

Willing to take 
a stand 

Tender 

Friendly 

Aggr .. aive 

Gullible 

Inefficient 

Acta aa a leader 

Childlike 

Adaptable 

Individualiatic 

Doee not uee 
harsh languaaa 

Unsystematic 

Competitive 

Loves children 

Tactful 

Ambitious 

Gentle 

Conventional 
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Name 

APPENDIX B 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

Sex M F 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Fill out each of the following scales -- please check each one 
separately. You should rate the following people on the basis of 
how they seem to ~· 

Here is how ·t.he scales are used: 

If you feel that the person is ~ closely described by the trait 
at one end of the scale you shoura-put your check-mark as follows: 

fair X unfair 

fair X unfair 

If you feel that the person is ouite closely described by the trait 
at one end of the scale (but no~remely), you should place your 
check-mark as follows: 

heavy X light 

heavy X light 

fast 

fast 

If the person is only sli,htly described by the trait at one end of 
the scale (but is not rea«ty neutral), then you should check as follows: 

X slow 
OR 

X slow 

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale,both sides 
of the scale equally descriptive of the person, or if the scale is 
completely irre+evant or unrelated to the person, then you should 
place your check-mark in the middle space. 

complex X simple 

REMEMBER: 

A. Please place your checks in the middle of the spaces, not on the boundaris. 

THIS X not this: 

B. Be sure you check every scale. 

c. Never put more than one check mark on a single scale. 
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Hard 

Bad 

Active· 

Dishonest 

Progressive 

Severe 

Stable 

Weak 

Beneficial 

Cautious 

Calm 

Kind 

IDEAL MAN 

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . -- --- --- --- --- -.-- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . .. . . . . . --- --- --- -- --- -- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- -- -- -- --- -- --
. . . . . . . . . . --- -- -- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . -- -- --- --- --- -- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- -- -- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . 

--- -- --- --- -- -- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- -- --- -- -- --
. . . . . . . . . . . . -- -- -- -- --- -- --
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Soft 

Good 

Passive 

Honest 

Regressive 

Lenient 

Changeable 

Strong 

Harmful 

Rash 

Excitable 

Cruel 



Hard 

~Bad 

Active 

Dishonest 

Progressive 

Severe 

Stable 

Weak 

Beneficial 

Cautious 

Calm 

Kind 

IDEAL WOMAN 

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . 
I I I I I I --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I 
I_ I I I I I --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --.- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . .. . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
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Hard 

Bad 

Active 

Dishonest 

Progressive 

Severe 

Stable 

Weak 

Beneficial 

Cautious 

Calm 

Kind 

SELF 

I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
. . . . . . 
I I I I I I --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
I I I I I I . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- -- ---
. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
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APPENDIX C 

IN-CLASS INSTRUCTIONS PHASE I 

I am collecting reliability data on different instru

ments used in research in psychology. Please fill out the 

forms completely, following the instructions given. When 

you finish, please check over your responses, making sure 

you answered all the questions. This material will be used 

only for· research purposes and will be kept confidential. 

All material will be destroyed when this study is completed. 
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APPENDIX D 

BASIC INSTRUCTIONS 

In this experiment I will monitor the group throughcthe 

one-way mirror and the microphone. What you say will be 

recorded, but will be kept confidential during all the ses

sions. It•will be used only for purposes of analysis in 

this experiment and will then. be erased. 

The purpose of the group is for the four of you to get 

to know each other better in the next hour. I'd like you 

to use a particular way of doing this. The idea is for you 

to interact in a way that is a little different than the way 

you usually interact. It's not quite the same and the dif

ferences is what is important. That's what will be different 

about this group than sitting down and talking in the usual 

social situation. 

These kinds of statements that I want to emphasize arec 

ones that have been shown to be important in establishing 

close relationships~ They are actually the basis of close 

relationships. So, in a nutshell, what I'm asking you to do 

is to express your feelings to each other when you can. 

That is, how you.feel; what's going·on with you at the time. 

That's what I want you to be doing in here. 
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I've got these types of statements which deal with feel

ings classified into five different categories. These are 

listed on the cards in front of you so you can refer to them 

and use them during the hour. I'll try to explain them to 

you so you'll know exactly what I expect. They are: 

1. Expressing feelings (your own current feelings). 

Current means the result of whatctakes place between the 

four of you during this hour. This excludes talking about 

anything that took place in your life before this hour. By 

current I don't mean saying something like, "I feel terrible 

because I just flunked an exam" even-though you may feel 

that way right now. What I do mean is something like, "I 

feel anxious about being in here" or "That made me angry 

when you said that." So, when I say expressing feelings, 

I mean as a result of talking in here. 

2. Asking about feeling (others' current feelings). 

This 1s the opposite of numb~r one. Instead of saying how 

you feel, here you will be asking how someone else feels. 

For ins;tance, "Are you feeling rejected?" 

3. Expressing what you"think about someone's behavior. 

This is like giving feedback to someone. For instance, 

"You're really acting nervous to me." 

4. Asking what others' think of your behavior. This 

is the opposite of number three. Here you're asking someone 

else what they think about your behavior. For instance, 

"Do I appear nervous?", "Do I look angry?". The main idea 

is that in number three you are giving feedback about your

self. 
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5. Helping someone else express their feelings more 

clearly. Number five is a little different than the rest. 

If someone says, "I feel a little unusual" you can say some

thing like, "Do you mean that you feel anxious?". You try 

to understand what they mean and help them express themsel

ves. 

You won't be able to fit every statement that you make 

into one of these categories. The idea is that while you 

try to get to know each other you use these as much as you 

can. Let's practice using these (all participants use one 

of the categories and all of the categories are used). 

Usually when people get to know each other, they ask 

background information like, "Where are you from?", "What's 

your major?". Obviously, those things don't fit in here. 

That's not the,way we want you to try to get to know each 

vOther. In fact, it's found that when people do get to know 

each other well they'll just naturally use statements like 

these five. I'd like you to use these and generally pass 

over the background information. 

These categories may seem awkward to use at first and a 

little bit hokey, but that's natural. As you use them 

they'll get easier. 

For Feedback Sessibns 

Let me explain these counters. Every time you use one 

of these categories, the counter in front of you will make 

a click to let you know that you are in fact using these 
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categories in your interaction. Each counter is operated 

individtially for each person. For instance if you get 20 

clicks you will see a 20 on the counter and that means that 

you will have used one of the categories 20 times. The 

counter registers your total and if anyone falls too far 

behind, the red light on that person's counter will be 

turned on. This will be a sign that either this person may 

need assistance, or that someone is dominating the conversa

tion. If no one gets a click for three minutes, all lights 

will flash on; and they will do so every three-minute period 

until a click is registered. So, if you keep getting a 

flash this will be a sign that the group as a whole is not 

using the categories and that you should change the nature 

of your interaction. The idea is to let you know how the 

discussion is going. 

Finally, I realize that the apparatus makes for a some

what artificial situation, but it's the least distracting 

way to give you information concerning your interactions 

while those interactions are taking place. These counters 

will help facilitate a good group discussion for you. 



APPENDIX E 

BASIC INSTRUCTION CARDS 

I. Expressing feelings (your own current feelings). 

II. Asking about feelings (others' curent feelings). 

III. Expressing what you think about someone's behavior. 

IV. Asking what others think of your behavior. 

V .. Helping someone el~e express'their feelings more 
clearly. 

HERE & NOW 
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APPENDIX F 

SEX-ROLE INSTRUCTIONS 

In the first session some ways were introduced to help 

you get to know each other on a personal basis. The partie-

ular way I asked you to do this was by interacting in a dif-

ferent way than you usually do. That is, instead of getting 

background information I asked you to express your current 

feelings to each other when possible, because this is the 

basis of close relationshi~s. Today I'm going to ask you to 

further get to know each other by expressing your personal 

feelings about being a male or a female in this situation. 
! 

So, today I want you to continue to express your fe'el-

lngs to one another, but you will be expressing your feelings 

specifically about being a male or a female in this group. 

Again, I've got these types of statements classified 

into five different categories which are listed on the cards 

in front. of you. That way you can refer to them and use 

them during the hour. Let me explain them to you: 

1. Expressing feelings (your own current feelings) 

about being a male or a female. Again, current means the 

result of what takes place between the four of you in this 

room. By current I don't mean saying something like, "It 

makes me angry when men say I can't be as good an engineer 
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as they can," even though it may be making you angry right 

now. What I do mean is something like, ''It makes me angry 

when you say that you don't think I can be as good an engi

neer as you can." So, when I say expressing your feelings 

about being a man or a woman, I mean feelings as a result of 

talking in here. 

2. Asking about feelings (others' current feelings) 

about being a male or a female. This is the opposite of 

number one. Instead of saying how you feel about being a 

male or a female in here, you will be asking how someone · 

else feels about being a male or a female ln here. For ln-

stance, "Are you feeling up-tight because you're a male and 

feel like you're supposed to get us to ta.lking?" 

3. Expressing what you think about someone's behavior 

as a male or a female. For instance, "I think you're being 

quiet in here just bec.;:~.use you're a female . .'" 

4. Asking what others' think of your behavior as a male 

or a female. For instance, "Do you think I'm being a domi-

nating male?" So, in number three you are giving feedback 

to someone else about their behavior as a male or a female 

and in number four you're asking for feedback about yourself. 

5. Helping someone else express their feelings about 

being a male or a female more closely. If someone says, 

"I feel uncomfortable around women" that's not specifically 

ab9ut what's going on in here. You can help that person ex

press themselves more clearly and also bring that statement 

into the here and now by saying something like, "Do you feel 

uncomfortable. around us:?> 'L · 
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I know you won't be able to fit every statement·into 

one of these categories either. Again, the idea is to try 

to use them af:) much as possible. Let's practice using them 

(all participants use one of the categories and all cate

gories are used). 

It might be easy to use statements like, "Men should 

be. brave and strong," or "Women should be sweet and femi:- · 

nine;" but these types of statements don't fit in here. 

These aren't personal statements about how you feel about 

being a man or a woman in this situation. So again, I'm 

asking you to pass over the information about other people, 

the past or the future, or how you fe~l about men and women 

in. general and talk more personally about how you feel as a 

man or a woman in here. 

As you used the categories 'last time you saw that it 

got easier. This time I'm asking you to use these categor

ies as you ta1k. These also should get easier to use as 

you go .. 

For F~edback Sessions 

· Let me remind you about the counters. Every time you 

use one of these categories, the counter in. front of you 

will make a click to let you know that you are in fact using 

these categories in your interaction. The counter regis

ters your total and if anyone falls too far behind, the red 

light on that person's counter.will be turned on. If no one 

gets a click for three minutes, all lights will flash on; 
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and they will do so every three-minute3period until someone 

gets a click. Remember, the idea of the lights and counters 

is to let you know how the discussi6n,is golng. 
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SESSION III INSTRUCTIONS 

In the first session I asked you to interact and get to 

know each other on a personal basis by expressing your feel

ings toceach other in this situation. Then in the second 

session I asked you to further get to know each other by ex

pressing your personal feelings about being a male or a fe

male in this situation. 

Today, I want you to continue to express your feelings 

about being a male or a female in-:this group. Let's go over 

the categories again: 

1. Expressing feelings (your own current feelings) 

about being a male or a female. Again, current means the 

result of what takes place between·':the four of you in this 

room. For example, "I feel anxious when you say I should 

be the leader jsut because I'm a male." 

2. Asking about feelings (others' current feelings) 

abm.,1t being a male or a female. For example, "Does being 

ln here with us females make you feel more at easel" 

3. Expressing what you think about someone's behavior 

as a. male or a female. For instance, "I think that since 

we began discussing how we feel as males and females you 

began to talk more." 

4. Asking what others' think of your behavior as a 

male or a female. "Do you think I'm just being a passive 

female?" 
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5. Helping someone else express their feelings about 

being a.male or a female more clearly. If someone says, "I 

feel good about being in here" you might make it fit by say

ing, "Does that mean you like being here with us guys?" 



APPENDIX G 

SEX-ROLE INSTRUCTION CARDS 

I. Expressing feelings (your own current feelings) about 
being a male or a female. 

II. Asking about feelings (others' current feelings) about 
being a male or a female. 

III. Expressing what you think about someone's behavior as 
a male or a female. 

IV. Asking what others' think of your behavior as a male 
or a female. 

V. Helping someone else express their feelings about 
being a male or a female more clearly. 
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APPENDIX H 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Rate yourself by making an X at the appropriate point on 
each scale. 

1. To what extent did you understand the preclse meanlng of 
the original response categories? 

Comp
letely great 

degree 

Ylery Not at 
little all 

'. 

2. To what extent did you understand the precise meaning of 
the male~female respons~ categories? 

Comp- To a To a 
letely great large 

degree degree 

Mod:er- Some
ately what 

Very Not at 
1.li ttle all 

3. How hard did you try to use the original response cate
gories? 

Comp- To a .'Tio a 
letely great large 

degree degree 

Moder- Some
ately what 

Very Not at· 
little all 

4. How hard did you try to use the male-female response 
categories? 

Comp- To a To a 
letely great large 

degree degree 

Moder- Some
ately what 
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Very Not at 
little all 
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5. To what extent did you enjoy using the original response 
categories in interacting with the others? 

Comp
letely 

To a To a 
great large 
degree degree 

Moder- Some- Very Not at 
atEUy what,_ .. little all 

6. To what extent did you enjoy using the male-female re
sponse categories in interacting with the others? 

Comp
letely 

To a To a 
great large 
degree degree 

Moder- Some
ately what 

Very Not at 
·.little all 

7. To what extent were these sessions a worthwhile experl
ence for you? 

Comp
letely 

To a 
great 

To a 
large 

Moder- Some
ately what 

Very Not at 
little alLc. 

Questionnaire item responses were given a numerical 

value in the following manner. Values of one through seven 

were assigned where the response "Completely" was measured 

as seven and "Not at all" was measured as one. For exam-

ple, "Moderately" received a numerical value of four. 
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IN-CLASS INSTRUCTIONS PHASE III 

Several weeks ago I administered some tests to you to 

obtain reliability data on these tests used in psychology. 

Today, as a further part of my research on these tests I 

would like you to take them again. Don't try to remember 

how you answered last time, but just try to take each test 

as if you were taking it for the first time. Please fill 

out the forms completely, following the instructions given. 

When you finish, please check over your responses, making 

sure you answered all the questions. 
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APPENDIX J 

POSTEXPERIMENTAL INTERVIEW 

1. Do you have any questions about the experiment that have 
not been answered? 

2. What did you see as the purpose of the experiment? 

3. How did the experiment strike you? 

4. During the experiment, did you ever have the idea that 
its purpos~ might be something other than what I was 
telling you?· 

5. 'I'li.Ii.nking back to the experiment, did you notice at the 
time any relationship between my experiment and any 
other? 

6. There are a lot of questionnaires and tests being given 
in classes. Did you feel there was a relationship be
tween this experiment and any class experiments or 
questionnaires? If so, which one? 

At this point the purpose of the experiment was ex
plained as well as the connection between the various 
phases. Apologies were given for not being able to re
veal this at the beginning of the experiment, and this 
issue was. explored until the experimenter was satisfied 
that any potential problems had beem discussed. 

7. (A) If you noticed some relationship between this ex
periment and another, is this something you were aware 
of during the experiment or is it something you thought 
of while answering these questions? 

(B) Do you remember when it was that you noticed this? 
(1) right awa~; (2) 1st session; (3) 2rd session; 
(4) 3rd session; (5) during the testing in class; 
(6) other. 

8. What did you think was. the purpose of the rating scales 
at the,time you were filling th$m out, if anything? 
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9. When you were rating the scales how did youcdecide how 
to rate them (A) the first time? (B) the second time. 

10. Do you have any other comments or questions? 



APPENDIX K 

TABLE X 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE TOTALS FOR SESSIONS 

Sess&ons 
Subjects 

1 2 3 

CR Sex Subject 

Group 1 M 01 12 26 13 
M 02 06 08 07 
F 03 24 24 16 
F 04 19 12 10 

Group 2 M 05 25 20 15 
M 06 25 19 20 
F 07 24 17 13 
F 08 35 29 21 

Group 3 M 09 21 19 17 
M 10 30 17 15 
F 11 20 09 13 
F 12 25 21 21 

NR 
Group 4 M 13 08 04 10 

M 14 16 18 10 
F 15 06 14 07 
F 16 19 13 13 

Group 5 M 17 03 01 03 
M 18 09 02 07 
F 19 03 03 06 
F 20 08 06 04 

Group 6 M 21 10 08 03 
M 22 11 09 05 
F 23 10 05 07 
F 24 09 10 04 
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APPENDIX L 

TABLE XI 

MEANS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 1 - 7 

CR Groups NR Groups 

Item Sex 1 2 3 Sex 1 2 3 

1 M 6. 0 0 4.00 5.00 M 5. 50 4.50 4.00 
F 5. 0 0 l:!-.00 4.00 F 5.00 4.50 3. 50 

2 M 5.50 3.00 5.00 M 6.00 5. 50 3. 50 
F 5. 50 4.50 3.00 F 6.00 3.50 5.00 

3 M 3.50 5.00 6.00 M 4.00 6.00 4.50 
F 6.50 4.50 6.50 F 6.00 4.50 4.50 

4 M 4.50 5.50 5.00 M 4.00 5.00 5.00 
F 6.50 5.00 6.50 F 6.00 4.00 5.50 

5 M 4.50 3.00 6.00 M 5.00 5.00 4.50 
F 4.00 3.00 2.50 F 4.50 5.00 4.50 

6 M 5.00 2. 50 5.00· M 5. 50 5.50 4.50 
F 4.00 3.50 2.00 F 6.00 4.50 5. 50 

7 M 4.50 2.50 5. 50 M 6.00 5. 50 5.00 
F 3.50 3. 50 6. 0 0 F 6.00 4.50 6.00 
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APPENDIX M 

TABLE XII 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE: SUBJECTS RESPONSES FOR SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

Self Self Self 
Potency Evaluation Activity 

-
Source df MS F ratio MS F ratio MS F ratio:-: 

tO 
()") A-reinforcement 2 .44 .48 1. 04 2. 2 9 1. 32 1. 7 0 

C-sex 1 2. 3 5 2.54 • 22 .49 . 6 8 . 8 8 
AC 2 2. 52 2. 7 2 1. 8 0 3.97;'~ .54 • 6 9 
S(AC) S w/in gp 30 . 9 2 • 45 • 7 7 
B-pre-post 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 .14 • 0 8 • 2 8 . 91 
AB 2 . 40 . 65 • 16 • 10 . 5 5 • 18 
BC 1 . 12 • 7 7 • 8 7 .52 • 50 1. 63 
ABC 2 • 5 5 .34 • 27 .16 1. 6 6 5. 3 g·lc~':~'c 
BS(AC) 30 .16 • 17 • 31 



TABLE XII (continued) 

I.M. I.M. I. W .. I. w. 
Potency Activity Potency Evaluation 

I (,_, 
'"'1 ' ' 

Source df MS -F r·atio MS F ratio:_ MS F ratio MS F ratio 

A .... reinforcement 2 . 6 9 l. 55 .20 • 3 0 .32 • 6 5 • 3 5 l. 96 
C-sex 1 • 0 0 . 0 0 . 3 8 • 58 • 2 2 .04 • 2 2 l. 25 
AC 2 l. 04 2.34 • 7 8 1.19 2.01 4.08* . 2 6 l. 47 
S ( AC) S w I in gp 30 .45 .66 .49 • 53 
B-pre-post 1 . 3 5 l. 77 .31 1.14 • 7 8 • 0 3 .55 .94 
AB 22 . 6 6 .34 • 2 8 l. 03 .34 .12 .25 4~'22~h': 

BC 1 .50 2. 55 • 2 5 • 9 2 .87 . 00 • 17 2.87 
ABC 2 .42 .21 • 3 7 l. 35 .11 .40 • 18 3.08 
BS(AC) 30 . 2 0 • 2 7 • 2 8 .59 

I-deal-Self Ideal-Self I Ideal; Self 
Potency Evaluation Activity 

A-reinforcement 2 .53 0 0 8 • 6 6 • 2 2 • 19 .34 
C-sex 1 • 7 8 .01 .43 .14 • 2 2 .04 
AC 2 .44 . 7 0 • 6 8 2. 2 6 .19 .34 
S ( AC) S w I in gp 30 .64 .30 .55 
B-pre-post 1 .31 . 7 8 . 15 l. 07 • 7 8 .02 
AB 2 .56 • 2 2 .24 • 18 .49 .11 
BC 1 . 3 8 • 9 5 • 7 0 .51 • 7 8 .02 
ABC 2 . 2 8 .71 .42 .30 2. 7 3 6o08~':;':;': 

BS(AC) 30 .40 .14 .45 
tO 

;'; E.<-05 </; ;'; E.<-025 i: ;': ;': £_<:..01 -...J 
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TABLE XIII 

MEANS FOR SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

ANALYSES 1 - 12 

CR Groups NR Groups Control Groups 

AOV Sex Pre Post Pre Post Pre_u~_Post 

IM/P M 4.04 4.17 4.58 5.08 4.21 4.50 
F 4.54 4.50 4.42 4.42 4.38 4.33 

IM/E M 6.66 6.79 6. 6 3 6. 58 6. 6 3 6. 8 3 
F 6. 50 6.46 5.92. 6.04 6.79 6.83 

IM/A M 4.75 4.63 4.33 4.75 4.58 5.04 
F 3.96 3.71 3. 0 8 3.25 3.75 3. 7 5 

IW/P M 3. 2 5 3.29 3.79· 3.71 3. 6 3 3.63 
F 3.96 3.71 3.08 3. 2 5 3.75 3.75 

IW/E M 6. 7 5 6. 8 8 6.71 6.54 6.46 6. 9 6 
F 6.66 6. 4 2 . 6.42 6.46 6.79 6.88 

,IW/A M 5.16 4.79 4.92 4.38 5.00 4.58 
F 4.50 4.50 4.71 4.71 4.29 4.00 

S/P M 3. 58 3. 7 5 4.38 4.46 3.83 3. 8 3 
F 3. 58 3. 6 3 3.46 3.16 3. 9 2 3. 9 2 

S/E M 6. 2 9 6.42 6.13 6.08 6. 0 0 6.04 
F 6.04 5. 8 8 5.71 5. 58. 6.54 6.54 

S/A M 5.04 4.92 5.00 4.54 4.21 4.92 
F 4.71 4.42 4.83 5. 0 0 4.63 3.88 

I-S/P M .13 .42 .08 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 3 
F . 6 3 . 3 3 . 13 . 58 . 2 9 .08 

I-S/E M .42 .38 . 50 . 50 . 6 6 . 7 9 
F .50 .58 . 50 . 7 9 . 2 5 . 3 3 

I-S/A M .04 -.25 -.50 .42 .46 -.04 
F -.13 .13 .46 -.21 -.17 . 2 5 
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FIRO-B RESPONSES 

TABLE XIV 

VARIABLE MEANS FOR INCLUSION, 
CONTROL,, o AFFECTION 
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TABLE XV 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE: SUBJECT MEANS FOR 
FIRO-B RESPONSES - INCLUSION, 

CONTROL, AFFECTION 

100 

Inclusion Control Affection 

F F F 
Source df MS ratio MS ratio MS ratio 

A-reinforcement 1 18.75 1. 7 5 • 7 5 .14 1. 69 .13 
Br-gps : (w/in A) 4 10.73 1.19 5.25 2.03 13.06 1. 62 
C-sex 1 1. 33 .04 12.00 1. 43 31.69 2. 0 6 
AC 1 14.08 .45 .00 .00 .52 .03 
B (w/in A) X C 4 31. 27 3.46,·~ 8.37 3.24· 15.35 1. 9 0 
Ss w/in (ABC) 12 9.04 2.58 8. 0 6 
D-expressed 

wanted 1 12.00 5.10 • 8 3 • 0 2 20.02 15.75,-n~ 

AD 1 2. 0 8 • 8 9 • 8 3 • 0 2 .21 • 0 2 
B (w/in A) X D 1 2.35 • 52 5.46 .81 1. 27 • 7 7 
CD 1 .oo • 0 0 1. 3 3 .23 .21 .01 
ACD 1 4.08 .91 .91 5. 3 3 6.02 1. 91 
B (w/in A) CD 4 4.48 • 9 9 5. 8 3 • 8 6 3.15 1. 91 
Ss D (ABC) 12 4.54 6.75 1. 65 

.. ': 12..<.05 

.. ·: ~·: £< .025 
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