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CHAPTER T
THE LITERATURE REVIEW
The Purpose of the Study

In the complexities of daily living, the vast quantity of input
that the sensory system processes gives rise to the probability that
some informstion will be lost in the encoding as well as the mediation
of the output. The implication of this for the perception of people
and events 1s that some individuality and uniqueness is lost to the
percelver. To be capable of handling as much of the sensory field as
possible, the individual tends to use categories, i.e. to group certain
stimuli together. From these categorical processes, the percelver
teases out useful generalizations about the relationship among these
grouped stimuli. All peopls use categories to some extent in their
perception of people and events; the extent to which categorles are
used and the size of the categories vary for different persons,

Bower (1970) in discussing linguistic encoding states that this
becomes a preferred encoding because 1t frees the cognition from imme.
diste sensory "ii‘mpression and concreteness of experience, thereby allow-
ing more abstract groupings to be used in strucj;uring the diversity in
direct experience. The course of development may lead to gradual
withering away of imaginal processes. Visual impressions are no longer
remembered in full; vivid richness; but rather become conventlonalized

in terms of conceptual stereotypes.



Social stereotyping can be defined as the general inclination to
place persons in categories according to some easily and quickly iden-
tifiable characteristics and then to attribute certain qualities és
typical of members of that group. Vinacke (1956) viewed stereotyping
as a conceptual process whose crﬁcial aspect 1s the involvement of
personality traits as well as the physical traits in the formation of
the concept. Extending this view, stereotyping becomes an inevitable
consequence of social learning whereby individuals are clsssified on
the basls of perceptual properties thus facilitating for the perceiver
meaningful responses to these indivi@ualso As a categorical process,
stereotyping of persons serves an adsptive, perhaps essential, function
for the perceiver.

The purpose of this thesis was to examine more closely a specific
area of soclal stereotyping, that of sex stereotypes. The existence of
sex stereotypes has been a consistent and well documented finding in
the psychological literature over the past thirty years. Two factors,
however, necessitates a reevaluation of work in the ares of sex stereo-
typing research. One is the recent criticisms and suggestions directed
toward the methods and procedures used in stereotyping research in
general (Brigham, 1971; Ehrlich and Rinehart, 1965). Secondly there
‘has been in the last decade an emphasis on new views, attitudes, and
approaches to sex differences and sex roles. This influence needs to
be evaluated. These above factors, the history of sex stereotyping
research will be discussed largely in terms of methodological problems
since it is these problems that this thesis was designed to investi-

gate,



History of Sex Stereotypes

The socinl scientist has not been hesitant in his study of stereo-
types to focus on the negative connotation of the process that has
developed. Even the man who introduced the concept of stereotyping,
Walter Lippmann, was clear in his criticisms of the process as unde-
sirable because of the incorrect content of the stereotype (Lippmann,
}922)0 Along this same line, Campbell (1967) discussed the commonly‘
accepted idea that stereotypes of group differences are false and thus
implicitly that all groups are identical. He continued to point out,
however, that the overall erroneous of stereotypes can be ocutlined
without claiming that all groups are identical, Briefly Campbell
mentioned four possible sources of errors found in stereotypes. The
first is the phenomenal absoluteness of the ingroup members! imagery
of the outgroup or target object. An awareness that one's cwn pre-
occupations contribute projectively to the content of the perception
and, thus, invalldating the image, is_ lacking in stereotyping. An- |
other source of error is the exaggeration of the homogeneity with
which the ingroup or ocutgroup possess the attribute in qge;étion.,

There is a tendency to underestimate the amount of overlap between

the Ingroup and the target object. A third error of stereotyping is
an erronecus causal attribution by the perceiver. Race or sex rather
than environmental influences are seen as causes for group differences.
Finally, Campbell viewed the mosi important soufce of error as the
relationship of the content of the stereotype and the hostility felt
toward the group. The naive observer perceives the outgroup's differ-

ent characteristics as causing his hostility; if it were not for these



desplcable traits, the outgroup would be loved., The soclal scientist,
however, sees the hostility as existing first; then in service of the
hostllity all the possible differences are seen as desplcable. As
Campbell notes, "So flexible is our emotional language that a differ-
ence in almost any direction can be anathematized" (1967, p. 825).

The social scientist, as previously mentioned, has tended to\
approach stereotyping as inappropriate because of the inherent errofg
in the process. Yet as Brigham (1970) pointed out, criteria for
assessing the degree to which the stereotype has met these standards
of inappropriateness have been for the most part unaveilable, Given
these possible sources of error in the process of categorical percep-
tion and the awsreness that the possibility exists, overcoming such
enculturation becomes a deeply experienced revelation. In the attempt
to communicate such a revelation, it becomes probable that the experi-
encer becomes somewhat overzealous and vague in his criterion. . This
raises the same question that Brown (1958) ssked:

Is it possible that the social psyc@ologis? has
of viioh he AiTHSRTE e which he doss Bot
know to be false? Has he perverted his secience
to achieve a moral purpose? (p. 366)

Further questions arise when this attitude is carried over into
the methodological approaches to stereotyping. Katz and Braly's
(1933) paradigm of the adjective checklist has been the most frequently
used method in stereotyping research. Criticism has been directed,
however, at findings from such studies in thst they have created some-
what unrealistic accounts of the distribution, acceptance, and content

of racial or ethnic stereotypes (Ehrlich and Rinehart, 1965). These

authors attribute two types of errors in using the adjective checklist



In studying intergroup imsgery. First, answers or responses so ob-
tained fall to permit the resesrcher to distinguish between the sub-
Ject's knowledge of the group's stersotype and his own personal
endorsement. Second, it fails to tep the salient and personal aspects
of the subject's intergroup imagery. Ehrlich snd Rinehart further
state:

Verbal expressions of opinions, including those

called national stereotypes, may be either spon-

taneous, that is for some reason thought de-

sirable or appropriate or it may be provoked or

elicited for the purpose of research....Purpose

of sclentific technigue is not to create new

stereotypes in respondents, it is only to dis-

cover the already existent ones. It is not
always certain that they succeed in doing so

(1965, p. 565).

If the social scientist had a moral purpose in studying ethnic
stereotyping, even a2 greater objectivity and caution is expedient in
relation to sex stereotyping research. The imagery of sex sterso-
types has implications fer a wide range of social structures: family,
vocation, and even the health fields. Since attitudes toward sex and
sox roles form much of the core of the self.concept, 2 self-fulfilling
prophecy phenomena in the research on sex stereotypes is fery probable.
Research is necessary to discover the already existing stereotypes,
not to create new ones or to measure a subject's knowledge of a pre-
existing societal stereotype. It is here that Ehrlich and Rinehart's
(1965) criticisms on methodology has much pertinence for sex stereo-
typing research,

In surveying the research done on sex stereotyping two points
should be kept in mind while formulating any conclusions. The first

is the comparative scarcity of situndles specifically dealing with sex



stereotypes, perhaps less than 20 in the last 30 years. Mare important
is the small number of researchers involved. Ten studies will be
reviewed which ean be consldered as stereotyplc ressarch. Six of

these were done by only two resesrch teams. In the 1950's, Sherriff
and his associstes at the University of Califernis produced four
studies relating to sex stersotypes (Sherriff and Jarrett, 1953;
Sherriff and McKee, 1957; McKee and Sherriff, 1957; McKee and Sherriff,
1959). The other team is Rocsenkrantz and his associates whose work
first began in 1968. The work of these two teams constitutes the
greater percentage of research on sex stereotypes.

A second point is that, with few exceptions, studies on sex
stez;‘:eotwpes have been done in a college setting with éollege students,
usually introductory psychology students, who were instructed to
describe males, females, and self. Two recent exceptions will be re-
ported in this paper (Jenkin and Vroegh, 1969; Clarkson, Vogel,
Broverman, Broverman and Resenkrantz, 1970)., Since college students
in general sre not a truly random sample of the population generalized
to, further doubts must be raised concerning the validity of sex
stereotypes farmed from responses of such a sample. There are two
ideas involved in this comment. The first is that it is well accepted
that sex and sex roles and expectations are more salient aspeets of
the college student!s life., Inherent in any study dealing with sex
and sex stemotypmé are such demend characteristics as "be normal® or
at least "do not be abnormal.® The second idea is the problem that
gollege stadents must have fourmed, derived or adopted stersotypiec

ideas from some source. To date this component of stereotypes has



escaped study. No longitudlnal studies exist which give any indication
of the development of change in stereotypes held about sex differences
or sex roles. Developmental psychologists provide some informatlon
about sex preference snd ildentification but it is not known if stereo-
typing is & similer process. Much related woerk in terms of sex roles
has been done in the last decade, yet little is directly connected
with stereotyping. The recent criticisms of ethniec stereotyping re-
search have not yet been integrated into the methodologies of sex
stereotypes (Brigham, 1971; Campbell, 1967; Ehrlich and Rinshart,
1965).

Psychological literature on sex stereotyping began appearing
sparadically in the 1940's. (In terms of & total gestalt, the in-
creased mumbers of women'in jobs previously held by men during the
second World War can be considered as a possible reason,) Fernberger!'s
(19L8) study on the persistence of stersotypes concerning sex dii‘fersﬂ
ences Set the tone for resesrch findings to follow. These findings
appear to be that males have superiarity in almost all categories.
Although the theoretical comments in Sherriff and Jarrett (1953)
are thought-provoking their method, as is Diamond's (1955), is scme-
what disccuraging. These two studies used an instrument which con-
sisted of a series of statements that the subjget was to identlfy as
being more _@haracteristic of malgs or femslaes. & neutral or undecided
response was permitted in the Diamond study and scored as a half choice
for each sex. The interesting point about the neutral response was
that 1t became necessary to completely discard some of the data for
subjects whc used the response almoet exclusively. Diamond felt the

response of neutral was ngoubtless in & militant defense of sexusl



equality" (1955, p. 385). Furthermare, the criterion used to establish
a sterectypic response were not clearly stated.

Sherriff and Jarrett (1953) had prejudged the items in their
instruments. Seventeen were found te be male cultural stereotypes
and 17 were female stereotypes; the remaining 2L items were judged to
be irrelevant to cultural stereotypes. Half of all items were seen
as favarable and half as unfavorable. Significant differences were
obtained as well as a preference for the male stereotypic items. This
study contains mare information regarding the formation of stereotypes
than does the more recent literature.

Subjects learn that there are a number, perhaps
relatively small number, of rather general traits
which characterize behavior of men (wamen). This
learning may be by way of direct personsl experience
with men and women (this is perhaps most impartant
ronte) though for other attitudes this might be so,
or by way of experience with verbalized beliefs and
sttitudes of their assoclates. In either case each
of the behaviors or attributes on our list is relat-
ed by association with one or more of these general
traits and by way of association also assoclated
with either men or women, It is this pattern of
general traits which properly constitutes the stereo-
type (Sherriff and Jarrett, 1953, p. 161).

The findings from this study on sex differences in attitudes led
to further studies by Sherriff and McKee. The first of these 1s the
differential evaluation aspect of stereotyping of sex differences
(McKee and Sherriff, 1957) and a second deals with the qualitative
aspects (Sherriff and McKee, 1957). Since the methodology of the two
are essentially _‘ghe same, the discussion will treat them as one study.

» A rating scale was employed to measure the subject!s view of the

relative overall general worth, merit; or value of men and women. The

question posed was whether a neutral point on the scale made s differ-



ence in the ratings. Indeed, & highly significant differenee in the
evaluatlons of a slx polnt as opposed to a seven point was found,
With the nsutral point, subjests expressed equaliterlen feelings or
attitudes, Whether this was a more valid indication of the subject's
true attltudes or an artlifsct of the instrument and the opportunity
to express a mcre soclally desirsble pesition 1s left unenswered.

The authors used Sarbinfe adjective checkllst consisting of 200
ltems. Two different proczedﬁres werre adopted for use with the list,
Synforced® and the other “forcsd® cholee. The unforced progedure
éonsis‘bed* of a card on whi«.gh the ltems were printed and passed to the
subjects. Subjects were then told to check those items which were in
generally true of men {or women).  Half of the subjects began with men
and half with women. After finishing the first card, a second card
was glven to the subJects with the same Instructions for the opposite
Bex. A thlrd card was then given to all subjects with the instructions
to mark for esch ltem whether 1t was more characteristic of men ar
women, This portion of the procedure was referred to ag the farced
choice.,‘ Note that the same S‘ub;je@ts underwent both c¢onditions., In
the first study dealing with evaluation the correlation between the
two proceduress (based on preference shown for one sex) was +,6l for
men and #,.70 for wemen subjects. This was forg the same subjects with
no time lapse betwesn testing perlocds. Generally, the forced cholce
accentuated preference for assigning iltems.

Stereotype was defined by Sherriff and McKee (1957) m the basis
of difference in frequency with which the adjectlves ware ascribed to
men and women. Again s tendency to bellsve that soms things are more

characteristic of one group than of the other did ocour. Using ths
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criterion of Sherriff and McKee two important conclusions emerge:
(1) the method eliminates adjectives which are ascribed to each sex
equally often, even though the item may be high in frequency, and (2)
it leads to the inclusion of 1tem§ mentioned infrequently but which do
show a difference in attribution. More emphasis was placed on the
unforced choice responses on the basis thats

«.ofroely ascribed characteristics are probably

close to the central core of the stereotype;

characteristics which subject® asslgn to one sex

or the other only when forced to do so are pre-

sumably less salient and less strongly sssoclated

with ths label (Sherriff and McKee, 1957, p. L52).

Under the open-ended procedure followed in the two studies, sub-
jects were told to list ten of the behaviars and characteristics of
men and ten of women., First, the traits were judged into categories
of favorsble, neutrsl, snd unfavorsble. Raters were instructed to
Judge the items as to the desirabiliity when applied to men snd women.
In the second study, these traits obtalned under the open-ended pro-
cedure were sorted into categories. The only tralts that emerged from
the open-ended procedure that were not comparable to those found in
the sdjective checklist were physical attributes, drientaﬁion to home
and hearth, and talkative,

Sherriff and McKee (1957) extended their study one further step
by asking whether the obtained stersotype was valid, i.e. were the
items that constituted the stereotypes of men and women equivalent to
the items used by the subjects to describe themselves, Again the
adjective checklist was used in which the subjeets checked items

thought to be characteristic of themselves. The most noticeable

difference was the marked reduction of the nmumber of items ascribed
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significantly more often by one sex or the other. Instructions to
describe men or women in general is actually encouraging subjects to
dismiss individusl differences and uniqueness while describing oneself
tends to emphassize such individuslity. This is the explsnation offered
by Sherriff and McKee to explain the reduction in the number of items
used. The opposlte expeciation may be argued. If the individual
dii'ferenc;es, are dismissed; then the core structure of the character-
istlics of the target group should remain. Then in teking into consi-
deration many subjects desoribing themselves, there should be 2
definite incresse in the mumber of iltems employed to illustrate these
individual differences instead of a reduction as reported by Sherriff
and McKee. Another alternative explanatlon is the subjects may not
have been describing themselves as they percelvad thelr uniqueness but .
rather were responding with socinlly deslrable treits, which could
result in a reduction of items used.

The conclusion reported is that projection is only part of the
story of sccisl stereoty*pes,, To some extent stereotypes are a dis-
tillation of cultural beliefs which have arisen from various sources.

Reality, of course, includes behaviors which
result from conformity to cultural stereotypes
28 well as atiributes which are naive. dJust
what characteristics in the stereotype derive
primarily from reality, which from projection,
and which from othéer sources is difficult to
say (Sherriff and McKee, 1957, p. L62}.

Another conclusion drawn from the data was the significantly
greater degree tc which women described themselves in terms of the
stereotypes of their own sex;, both favorable snd unfavorable. Items

used by women centered around what the authors called “women's

neuroticism,” (e.g. passive-dependencs syndrome). What is still un-
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resolved is whether the finding implies a resl difference between the
sexes in personality, or a greater tendency for women to conform to
social expectations,

More recently in the literature clinicians have been examining
the sex stereotypes, phrased however in terms of masculinity and femi-
ninity, Jenkin and Vroegh (1969) proposed that masculinity and femi-
ninity are not a single bipolar wvariable but rather two separate
continuums with masculinity having referencg to males and femininity
to females. An adjective checklist and semantic differential were
used s instruments. Endorsement by 66 percent of the respondents was
set as criterion for designating an 1ltem as stereotypic. Six differ-
ent stimuli were used, one of which wes written at the top of each
instrument. The stimuli were: (i) most males, (2) most females, (3)
mgst masculine person you c¢an imsgine, (L) most feminine person you
can imagine, (5) least masculine person you can imagine, and (6) least
feminine person you can imagine. A counterbalanced design was used
for the persentation of the first two stimull and the order of pre-
sentation of the instruments. The first two stimuli (males and females)
were always presented first with = randomized order of the four remain-
ing stimuli. Two points from this study are of importance to sex
stereotyping research, The analysis of the sementic differential was
done in terms of three factors; evaluative, potency, and activity. No
other research has taken this approach in stereotyping. There were
significant differences among theﬁstimuli when each was separated by
these three factors. An additional important finding is that mascu-
linity and femininity elicit similar descriptions but distinct per-

sonality differences. The similarity in the two descriptions was that
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the iltems common to both sexes are ltems besically high in social de-
sirability, i.e. the soclal acceptability that both men and women enjoy.

The point of social desirability sppears in Iunneberg (1970). The
question she asked was how do we know when a2 masculinity-femininity
scale assesses 8 person's own psychological masculinity-femininity and
not his or her awsreness of the correct stereotyplc responses. Four-
teen scales of the Edwards Personality Inventory (EPI) were given to
two different groups, one of which recelved the standard instructions
for the EPI thus serving as a normative’self-description group. The
other group received the following introduction: "Msny EPI items are
answered in opposite directions ‘by men and women. In order to refine
the test, additional evidence of the sex stereotype of items 1s need-
ed" (p. 13). Subjects were further instructed not to describe them-
selves but rather predict the answers most women _(_men) would give in
describing themselves. An important methodological question is whether
another control group if asked to predict answers of men (women) would
give similar responses if they did not receive the introduction set of
stereotypic responses. Sex differences appeared on all but one scale
88 a result of the stereotypic instructions. The stereotypic respond-
ing exaggerated existing sex diffefences as shown by the normative date
28 well as created differences {vhich were not acknowledged by the con-
trol group, Over half of the stereotypic items were in three scales:
(1) conforms, (2) is a leader, (3) worries about msking a good im-
pression. Those scales truly discriminating the sexes in normstive
group were: (1) intellectuslly oriented, (2) hss cultural interests,
(3) is 2 leader.

Lunneborg concluded that knowing the degree and kind of a person's
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stereotyplic thinking about mascullnlty-feminity 1s possibly the best
correction for defensiveness in self-description, Of social desir-
abllity, Iunneborg stated that if a2 dimension which 1s generally re-
cognlzed as differing between the.Sexes does not discriminate on a
paper-pencil task, the probable éxplanatien is that the dimension is
soclally desirable; thus both mrles and females claim tralt possession.
By the same remsoning, if an item is again a discriminator between
males and femnles but does not do so, it may be that the item is un-
desirable. Given the unforced situation, both groups may choose to
ignore the item in their descriptions.

Social desirability plays a large role in the recent studies
specifically dealing with sex stgreotyping by Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee,
Brovermen, and Broverman (1968) snd by Brovermsn, Broverman, Clarkson,
Rosenkrantz, and Vogel (1970). This tesm began with the assumption of
existing sex stereotypes based on the past literature including that
of Sherriff and McKee., The purpose of the former paper was to examine
the relatlon of self-concept to the differential valued sex stereo-
types. Broverman et al. (1970) extended this finding to clinical
judgments on mental health and Clarkson et al, (1970) related sex
role stereotypes to family size.

Beginning in 1968 the instrument used in research was the Stereo-
type Questionnaire developed by Rosenkrantz et al. (1968). The
Questionnaire consisted of 122 items arranged in bipolar form with the
poles separated by 60 points. Social desirability ratings were obtain-
ed from independent samples who were told to indicate which pole of the
item represented the more socially desired behavior for the population

In general, not for one sex or the other. All subjects were given the
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Questionnaire in group sessions with the instructions "to imagine you
are going to meet someone for the first time and the only thing you
know in advance is that person is an adult male" (p. 288). Subjects
marked each 1ltem as they thought it would characterize an adult male.
After hav}ng finished, subjects were asked to de the same thing for an
adglt female., The third time subjects marked 1tems as they thought
characterized themselves,

Sex stereotyping implies extensive agreement among people as to
characteristic differences between men and women. Seventy-five percent
agreement was set by Rosenkrantz et 21. (1968) as the criterion to indi-
cate the presence of » stereotype for sny given item.  They found Ll of
the 122 items to be steredtypic. = As found in previous research, stereo-
typic masculine traits were perceived as socially desirsble signifi-
cantly more often than feminine traits. Despite the large significant
differences between the mesns of the masculine and feminine responses,
variations in both responses wefe a function of social desirability.
Variations is responses, then, sre sensitive to social desirability
while differences in méans reflect stereotypic notions of sex differ-
ences., The self-concepts of both men and women subjects were less
extreme than the stereotypes for their sex, and as found in the stereo=-
types for men and women, the self-concepts scores were affected by
social desirability.

The last two studies to be discussed are included for the applied
purposes they illustrate rather than the methodological reasons,
Broverman et. al. (1970) =nd Clarkson et al. (1970) reveal the vast
implication stereotypes hold for people not only in perceptusl pro-

cesses but also in judgments and basic life decisions. In the study
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dealing with cliniecal judgments, cliniclians were given the Stereotype
Questionnaire under three stimulus conditlons: femsle, male, and
adult. Instructions weres

Think of a normal adult man (woman) and then

indieate on each item the pole to which a

mature healthy soclally competent adult man

(woman) would be closer (Brovermen et. al.,

1970, p. 2).
For the adult condition sex was not mentioned. Only the Ll stereo-
typic items that Rosenkrantz et al. (1968) found as stereotypic were
analyzed. The general findings were of a double health standard, i.e.
general adult standards apply only to men;‘ healthy women were per-
celved significantly less healthy in comparison to the adult standard.
Further, these differences were found for both male and female cli-
nicisns, and parallelled the sex role stereotypes prevalent in present
socilety. Thus what this study concluded wes for a woman to be con-
sidered healthy from an adjustment viewpoint she must adjust to and
accept the behavioral norms of her sex even though these behaviors are
generally less sociaily desirable and conslidered to be less healthy
for a competent adult.

The general hypothesis of Clarkson et al, (1970) was that a
critical psychological factor affecting th‘e'm,‘number of children a woman
desires and achieves is her acceptance or rejection of the feminine
stereotypic social roles prevalent in our society (p. 390). The Ques-
tionnaire was given to 96 mothers of college sge men., Two self concept
scores were obtained; responses to the male valued stereotypic items
and those to the femnle items. The male-valued pole described a

rational competent mature individual which the authors labeled as the

competency cluster; the femnle as the warmth and expressiveness cluster.
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By dividing the group of women into a high and low competency groups,
no differences were found in the level of educstion or the number of
years worked. The high competency group, however, had significantly
fewer children than the low group. In general it wss shown that in-
corporation by women of the male~valued stereotyplc characteristics
implies an enhancement of the self-concept along & dimension of mental
health, meturity, snd self.actuslization.

Similar findings were reported by Rend (1968) in a study desling
with college freshmen women. A group of 848 freshmen were divided into
two conditions on the basis of thelr reply to questions of what they
hoped to obtain from attending college. The American College Survey
was the only instrument given to the women. The two groups were com-
posed of one section who stated that finding » husbsnd wes thelr
greatest expectation and the second, whose expectation was » higher
degree e.g. M.D., LLB, DDS, or PhD). The findings showed that those
women who deviated from the traditional sex role expectations did
possess more masculine traits and characteristics; thereby, redefining
their sex role to include those characteristics and behaviors appro-

priate to both sexes in our culture.
Conclusions Drawn from Literature

The most frequent problems in stereotyping research center around
the subjects! reactions to the instruments and the experimental set-
ting. Sex of the subject serves as =an experimental variable in itself.
Sequence or order in which the subject describes male or femsle can be
a problem. However, by counterbalancing the order for half the sample

this problem is reduced. The problem of the instrument however, is
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not so essily solved. In a forced choice form, what the subject has
to choose from will determine what responses are probable, even what
responses are possible, The question of ssliency and personal endorse-
ment rather than mere acknowledgment of stereotypic items remain ques-
tlons to be answered. There remains slso the question of Inherent
dem and characteristics of requesting a subject to describe male and
female adults. College students for the most part are sophisticated
enough to hypothesize in such experiments that what the experimenter
is looking for is a difference between males and femnrles; whether he
will be a "good subject' and give that difference is perhaps the
question most stéreotyping research is really measuring (Rosenthal,
1961; Orne, 1961).

Recent applied work in sex stereotyping shows the vast implication
that sex roles and expectations do have in functioning in the soclety.
Social psychologists and clinicians have an important role to perform
in the study of stereotypes in relstion to interacting with those
people who come seeking help in this area of their social functioning.
However, there still remnin unanswered questions about the why and hows
of stereotypes and techniques still undeveloped or at least not in use
to answer these questions. It is the purpose of this resesrch to
exémine more closely some of the methodological problems in sex stereo-
typing in the hope that what will be learned can help in relating to

people about sex differences and sex role expectations.
Statement of Hypoﬁheseé

From conclusions drawn from the literature, it is hypothesized

tha ts



(1)

(2)

(3)
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there will be a difference in tralt attribution to
males and females,

the set of sterectypic items for esch instrument will
differ in content. In addition, the image projected

by each instrument description will elicit different
responses from subjects in the validation procedure,
when responding, subjects are in fact describing some-
one specific and not some generalized conceptualization

of male/femnle.



CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY

There were essentially two phéses of data collection. Phase 1
wes the collection of stereotypic items for the different instruments.
Phase II was the validation of those ltems. Since different subject
samples and different procedures were used in the two phases, the

methodology of each phase will be presented separstely.

Phase I: Collection of Stereotyplc Items

Subgects

Two hundred sixty-four undergraduate students in four different
sections of Introductory Ps‘ychology at Oklahoma 'Stn te University
served as subjects (_S_s). All E_s were randomly assigned to one of
twelve cell conditions giving 22 Ss per cell. These 12 conditions are

described in the following section.

Des i@

The dependent varisble was the Ss! responses to the following
stimulus which was the ssme for male and femsle stimuli except for the
pronoun gender.

Imagine you are going to meet someone for the
first time and the only thing you know in advance

is that he /She/ is an adult.

Mare specifically, the varisble was the proportion of Ss responding to
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ltems of the instruments under the 12 conditions. There were three
independent variables manipulated; sex of S, sequence of stimulus pre=-
sentation, and the instrument used, The instrument wes the varileble

of primery Interest. Sex of 5 and sequence affects were examined -
separately for each Instrument. An arbitrsry criterion of less than
five percent of the total 1ltems for an instrument showing sex of S or
sequence affects was used as defining no sequence or sex of S affects
for that instrument. If less than criterion showed affects, the cells
for sex of 8 and sequence were collapsed yielding 88 Ss per instrument.
The design consisted of two sequence combinations (male lst - female

2nd and female lst - male 2nd), two sex of Ss, and three instruments.
Instruments

Three different instruments were used in the collection of sex
stereotypes; the Adjective Checklist, Stereotype Questionnaire, and
Open-Ended form, Different response styles were required by each
instrument. The Adjective Checklist developed by Gough and Helburn
(1965) consists of 300 items. A copy of the Checklist is found in
Appendix A. Subjects were instructed to circle those items on the
Checklist which the § chose in describing the stimilus person. In
filling out the Checklist, if a tralt were present in the description
of the stimulus, the §.circied it; if not, no response was made to the
item on the farm. .

The second instrument used was the Stereotype Questionnsire de-
vised by Rosenkrantz et al, (1968) in its short form which contains 82

items (ﬁee Appendix B). The Questionnasire is more of s forced choice

form than the other instruments used. Subjects are "forced" into re-
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sponding quantatively to each 1tem along = scele of 10 to 70.

For the third instrument, » simple open-ended formet wes used in
which the S was asked to describe the stimulus person. Nothing else
appesred on the page except the request for the description. This was
the most unstructured form and it wes assumed any description given by
a S would be salient for that S,

Following the completion of one of the above instruments each S
responded to # set of questions dealing with ﬁisual imagery exper-
lenced while the S was describing the stimulus person (Sge Appendix
D). These questions were included to optain some information as to
whether Ss were responding in terms of a generalized conceptualization
of male~femnle or if some specific person was being described.

Any onewg rece;ved”only one instrument which was in response
booklet containing = statement concerning tﬁe sex of the gtimulus per-
son. A response booklet was compiled for esch S in each condition.
The response bocklet consisted of: (1) first set of instructions or
first stimulus, (2) first copy of the instrument of that condition,
(3) first copy of imagery questiomnaire, (L) second set of instructions
or second stimulus, (5) second copy of the same instrument, and (6)
second copy of the imagery questidnnaire. “An.example of the response
booklet used in the open-ended procedure can be.found in Appendix E.

The subtle stimuli of -the pronouns he and she and the two coples
of the instruments were used in order to reduce the demand character-
istics of a direct contrast of male and fem;le° By responding on a
second form the S is not confronted overtly with his first set of re-
sponses and thus experiencing the greater contrast if there were only

one form for response of both manle and female descriptions.
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Procedure

The collection of stereotypic items wes conducted in the class-
room of the specific sectlon of Introductory Psychology being tested.
Response booklets had been srranged so that no two identleal forms
were glven to Ss seated side by side. All dats were collected the
same day by the same femeale experimenter. Subjects were glven the
following informetion before the booklets were distributeds

We are collecting reliability data on different
instruments used in research on impression for-
mation. To make it essier and quicker to sart
the data for machine scoring, we have color-
coded the forms according to sex. Men, please
take the white forms and women the green. Please
fill out the forms completely, following the
instructions given in the booklet. There are
different instruments so some of you will finish
before others, When you do finish check over
your responses, making sure you answered =1l
questions you intended to answer. TYou may leave
when you finish.

Nothing else was said to the Ss. Booklets were collected as the S

turned them in.

Dats Analysis

To test for sequence and sex of S effects, item analyses using
the Iawshe-Baker Nomograph were carried out for the Checklist and the
Stereotype Questionnaire (Downie and Heath, 1965). The responses on
the Open-Ended form were content analyzed snd cetegorized into three
dimensions: physical traits, personality-social tfaits, and work. If
no sequence or sex of S affects were obtained, the data were combined
for the instrument. A criterion of hQ percent consensus among the

combined total §_s for an instrument had to be resched before an item
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w28 included in the second phase.

Phease IT: Vallidation of the Stereotyplc Items

Subjects '

Three different sections of Introductory Psychology not used in
the collection phase provided the 180 Ss for the validstion of the
stereotypes. There were L5 Ss per condition in the four conditions.
(As no sex differences were found in the collection phase; no attempt

was made in the validation to consider sex of $ ss » factor.)
Instruments

Only the Adjectlve Checklist and the Stereotype Questionnaire
were used in this phase, As will be discussed in Chapter III,Mno item
reached criterion on the Open-Ended form. The Questionnaire wss marked
with the mean scores for each item, i.e. the scale for each item was
marked with a slash on the mean nmumber for that item for that stimulus.
Two sets of forms were marked, one for male stimulus description and
one for femzle stimulus description.

Two sets of the Checklist were marked; one for male and one for
femnle stimulus description. All items which had been used by ot
least LO percent of the collection sample in describing both male and
female were circled on both the mnle and female forms. Then those
items which differentiated male and femesle stimulus at the .0l level
were marked on the appropriate sex form (See Appendix A, B, and FZ,

There were, however, sn exception to this criterion on the vali-

dation forms. On the Checklist, the adjectives masculine =nd feminine
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were not marked although they did definitely resched criterion., The
ltems "very mesculine" and "very feminine" on the Stereotype Question-
neire were omitted 2ltogether from the valldation form so that the
form had only 80 Litems. It wes felt by the experimenter that these
1tems would be cues enough to eliclt a response of mele or female and
1t was the"other stereotypes that were lof Interest in the wvalidation
phase. )

A set oif‘il‘lquestions in a multiple-choice farmet were used to
obtein the validation informstlon '(See Appendix F for Validmtion
Questionnaire). Of specific interest was question #6 asking for the
sex of the stimulus person. If the stereotypic items can be considered
as valid reflection of pieces of informstion used to categorize people
into male-femnle, then there should be high percentage of correct re-

sponses for that form. Other questions served as filler questlons and

incidental information.
Procedure

There was no specific information given to the Ss before receiving
the questionnsire and the computer card on which the snswers were
directly recorded. Sﬁb;jects reSpoi:xded only to one stimulus descrip-
tion., The group was informed that they had an opportunity in which to
participate in a psychological experiment for extra credit if they so
desired. The wvast majority of the classes did psrticipate. The in-
structions on the questionnaire were as followss

This is a second part of a study on impression
formation. We had previously asked a group of
subjects to describe various people by filling

out a response form, We would like you to study
the responses on this attached form which were
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used to describe these different people. Then

on the basis of these responses and your im-

pression, please answer the following questions

by marking the sappropriste circle on the IBM

card.
There were four different forms; Stereotype Questionnaire with re.
sponse marked for male stimulus, one marked for female, and the Check-

list marked for mele and one for femzle.

Data Analysis

Responses were scared by computer giving the number of Ss choosing
the various alternative answers for the 11 questions. Tests for difa
ferences in proportions were done by the use of Lawshe-Baker Nomograph

and Pearson Chi-Square.



CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Collectlion of Stereotyplc Items

The hypothesls of difference in trait attribution to male and
female stimull wss supported for the instruments, Adjectlve Checklist
and Stereotype Questionnaire, Differences in traits for mele and

femnle stimuli were not obtained in the open-ended procedure.

Adjective Checklist

A test for correlated proportions (Downie and Heath, 1965, p. 151)
was used to determine differentiation in items attributed to male and
femnle stimuli. The test revealed 11 items that were sattributed to
males significantly more often than to females; 11 items were also
used more often in describing females than in describing males. Table
I contains those items which differentiate male and female stimuli at
the .0l level of significance and which are also endorsed by at least
LO percent of the subjects for either male or female stimuli. Also
found in the table are the L2 items used by 2 minimum of LO percent of
the subjects in thelr description of both male and femsle.

Although fewer items than would be expected by chance were found
to exhibit sequence or sex of subject effects at the .Ql level, of the
12 items which did so, seven are stereotypic items. Tables II snd III

show these items with the frequency of the S's responses.

"o



The item analysis for the Checklist is found in Appendix G. It
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should be Eoted“in looking at the z-scores that there are items which

differentiate males sand females at the .0l level of significance which

are not included in Table I.

of use by LO percent of the sample.

TABLE I

ADJECTIVES ON THE CHECKLIST REACHING CRITERION

These ltems failed to resch the criterion

FEMALE

MALE AND FEMALE STIMJLI MALE

Active Honest Adventurous Affectionate
Alert Humor ous Aggressive Attractive
Apprecilative Independent Ambitious Cheerful
Caln Intelligent Confldent Emotlional
Capable Interests Wide Determined Feminlne
Charming Meture Frank Gentle
Clear-thinking Natural Handsome Kind
Clever Outgolng Imaginatlve Pleasant
Considerate Patient Masculine Soft-hearted
Dependable Reasonable Practical Warm

Easy Golng Relaxed Strong Understanding
Efficient Rellable

Energetic Responsible

Enthusisstic Self-confident

Fair-minded Sensitive

Forgiving Sincere

Friendly Sociable

Gener ous Talkative

Good-looking Thoughtful -

Good-natured Witty

Healthy

Helpful




TABLE II

FREQUENCY OF SUBJECTS! RESPONSES FOR CHECKIIST
ITEMS EXHIBITING SEQUENCE EFFECTS
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MALE 58 “FTIMALE ©8
ITEM MeTe Temale Vale Temale
Ist|2nd | lst]2nd || ist]2nd | 1st | 2nd
Dependent N 1 1 9 2 2 3 3
Gentle* 5 9 13 13 9 7 5 1k
Understanding# 8 6 11 3 15 10 14 10
Wise 10 7 17 7 7 9 9 6

# female stereotypic item

ne= 22

TABLE III

FREQUENCY OF SUBJECTS' RESPONSES FOR CHECKLIST
ITEMS EXHIEBITING SEX OF SUBJECT EFFECIS

- MALE S8 FOIALE o8
ITEM PFtimuilus | Male | rFemsle Male | Female
Affectionate 9 2L i 12
Artistic 8 18 L 5
Attractivex 13 37 26 30
Cheerfuls 15 27 27 28
Good-looking 21 30 29 17
Sexy 5 28 17 5
Strong+” 15 6 29 8
Understanding 1L 1, 25 2L

# female stereotypic items
+ male stereotypic iltems

n =LY
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Stereotype Questionnsire

Data analysis weas by the statistlcal procedure used by Rosenkrantsz
et al. (1968). For an item to be defined as stereotypic, the cri-
terion z-score was set at the .0l level rather than the .00l as used
by Rosenkrantz et al. Using this lower criterion, only ten items
were found to differentiate mrnle and female stimuli., Six more items
were stereptypic if the 005 level was used as criterion. Table IV
presents these 16 items reaching significsnce as differentiators. This
number of stereptypic items is considerably lower than the 53 items
that are reported as significant differentiators at the .00l level
(Rosenkrantz etg al,, 1968; Brovermsn et‘ﬂ‘. al., 1970; Clarkson e't-& al,,
1970).

There were only two items that were affected by sequence of stimu-
lus presentsation, items #21 and #6L4 (excitable in minor crisis and very
ambitious, respectively). Both items were rated towsrd the desirable
pole when femnle Ss rated femsle stimulus second rather then toward
the undesirable pole as when the female stimmlus was described first.
No sex of subject affects were found.

The item analysis data in Appendix H shows the mean responses for
both male and female stimuli, the number of M>F and FOM respanses with

the z=scores for the items.

Open-Ended Instrument

For an item to be considered as stereotypic, it has to be used by
at least L0 percent of the sample In the descriptions. As can be seen

in Tables V and VI no adjective in the open-ended procedure reached
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DIFFERENTIATING ITEMS ON THE
STEREOTYPE QUES TIONNAIRE
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ITEM DIRECTION
Not at 21l independent...Very dependent FoM 3¢
Very emotional...Not at all emotional MIF 36
Does not hide emotions,,.Almost always hides emotions MoF 0%
Not at a1l excitable in major crisis...Very excitable

“in major crisis FoM %
Not at all skilled in business...Very skilled in business MIWF 6%
Never cries,..Cries very easily FoM s06¢
Does not enjoy art and literature at all...Enjoys art and

literature very much FoM mex
Thinks men are superior,,.Does not think men are superilor FoM ¢
Very masculine...Not at all masculine FoM 6t
Very feminine...Not at all feminine MOF sae%
Always thinks before acting...Never thinks before acting FoM %
Dislikes math and science very much...Likes math and

‘science very much ‘ MF
Not at all excitable in minor crisis...Very excitable in

minor crisis FoM *
Very gentle...Very rough M
Very logical...Very illogical FoM *
Not 2t all restless...Very restless FoM

4% pe, 001
¥ p<.OL

* p(.,OS
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this criterion. There are small differences in the items used to
describe male and femnle. The main difference in this open-ended con-
dition is the difference in the percent of responses using the adjec-

tives attractive, tall, and easy to talk to for male and female

stimulus. In terms of the totsl adjectives used in the descriptions
as can be seen in Table VII there wss only a difference of four items.
It was concluded from the resultsv of the Open-Ended form that there
were no stereotypic items elicited by the instructions.

From examining the Tables II through VII, it appears that the
different instruments do produce different stereotypic items, the Open-

Ended form producing no marked stereotypic items.

TABLE V

PERCENT OF SUBJECTS INCIUDING MOST FREQUENTILY
USED ADJECTIVES IN OPEN-ENDED DESCRIPTIONS:
PHYSICAL TRAITS

MALE STIMULUS FRMALE STIMUIUS
Attractive 5.6 Attractive 22.7
Well-dressed 17.0 Well-dressed 11.0
Hair 10,0 Hair 1.7
Tall 22.7 Tall 8.0
Average Build 6.8 Average Build 11.0

Average Height 11.0




TABLE VI

PERCENT OF SUBJECTS INCIUDING THE MOST FREQUENTLY
USED ADJECTIVES IN OPEN-ENDED DESCRIPTIONS:
PERSONALTI TY-SOCIAL TRAITS

MALE STIMULUS FEMALE STIMULUS
Intelligent 19.3 Intelligent 19.3
Easy to talk to 13.6 Ensy to talk to 19.3
Friendly a 11.0 Friendly 10.2
Basy to get along 8.0 Easy to get along 5.6
Athletic 8.0 Polite 9.0
Polite 6.8 Outgoing 9.0
Mature 6.8 Hag godd time 90
Likable 6.8 Personality 8.0
Educated 6.8 Knowledgable 6.8
Considerste 5.6 Pleassnt 6.8
Nice 5.6 Mature 5.6
Quiet 5.6 Helpful 5.6

Kind 5.6
TABLE VII

TOTAL NUMBER OF DLFFERENT ADJECTIVES USED
IN OPEN-ENDED DESCRIPTIONS

Dimension Male Female
Physical Traits — 12 12
Personality-Social 86 82
Work 9 9

Total 107 103
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Imagery Questionnsire

The data from the imagery questionnaire supports the hypothesis
that Ss describe specific persons when responding to the male and
femsle stimull. Using Perason's Chi-Square to test for the difference
between expected and observed frequency of reported imagery, 2 signi-
ficant Chi-Square was found beyond the .OL level (X2 = L1.L, af = 1),
As the Chi-Square indicatés, significantly mare Ss were thinking or
visualizing specific persons while responding to the mele snd female
stimull than would be expected by chance alone., Table VIII below con-
tains the number of "No imagery" responses by sex of S and sex of
stimull. The only subject difference was in the imsgery dealing with
the male stimul};}s. A significantly larger number of male Ss than
female Ss indicated that they did not visuellze = specific person when
describing the msle stimulus. There were no differences in stimulus

conditions.

TABLE VIII

FREQUENCY OF NO IMAGERY BY SEX OF SUBJECT,
STIMULUS, AND INSTRUMENT

JPemale SLimuius

INSTRUMENT Gl
Open-Ended 20 15 18 16
Checklist 20 15 13 15
Queg tionnaire 23 16 8 11
Total ‘ 6333 L6 39 - ug

F#p<. 01 testing difTerence in proportion of no Imagery for male and
femsle S describing male stimulus on the Lawshe-Baker Nomorgraph
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e

stle__‘IX reports the frequency of the persons belng described by

the §s in all Instrument condlitlions for male and femsle stimuli.

TABLE IX

PERCENT OF SUBJECTS! RESPONSES REGARDING THE
REIATIONSHIP OF THE IMAGERY PERSON

RELATION 18 Keamale

) Female
Stimulue | Stimulus

| Stimulus | Stimulus

Stimilus | Stimulus

Authority 5.8 6.1 13.1 L.6 21.6 9.6
Parental 20,2 13.6 1.7 13.8 16.6 12.9
Family 8.4 6.1 6.5 6.1 13.3 1L.5
Spouse 2.9 .31 11.4 1.5 5.0 1.6
Boyfriend 23.2 0.0 24.6 0.0 8.3 0.0
Girlfriend 2.9% 30,0 0.0 16.9 1.6 16.1
Péer 20,2 25.8 19.6 40.0 16.6 29.0
Mass Medis 7.2 L.5 1.6 3,0 3.2 1.6
Other 8.4 10,6 8.1 13.8 13.3 14.5
No Imagery 37.5 34.0 35.2 31.0 L3.0 35.0

¥It is possible that these Ss missed the stimulus cue, He.

Validation of the Stereotypic Items

The degree to which the ster‘e_otypic items on the Adjgctive Ch-eck;.
list and the Stereotype Questionnaire conveyed the information regard-
ing the sex of the stimulué description was indicated in the responses
of the Ss to questions #6 and #7 on the Validation Questiomnaire.
Table X presents the percentage of "correct," "incorrect," and "not

enough information" responses to the question of the sex of stimulus. de-
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scription, In Addition, the percentege of Ss who reported that they were
fairly confident (40-100 percent co;fidence) of their responses are
reported in the same teable., In comparing observed frequency of
"correct," "incorrect," snd "not enough informetion" responses with

the expected frequency using Pearson's Chi-Squsre, =11 description

forms except the Adjéctive Checklist for female description signifi-

cantly depsrted from what would be expected by chance (p<.0l).

TABLE X

PERCENT OF RESPONSES FOR QUESTION OF SEX OF
STIMULUS DESCRIPTION WITH CONFIDENCE
RATINGS OF 60% TO 100 %

INSTRUMENT © . |CORRECT |Conf. {Incorrect |conf.|INot Inf.{Conf) x2
Male Questionnaire 62.2 6L 22,2 L5 15.5 100 (17,2
Fémale Questionnsire 57.7 58 26.6 75 15.5 7L 112,93
Ma1lé Checklist 68.8 60 6.6 33 22.2 83 [|27. 7wt
Femole Checklist 51.1 65 28.8

L6 " 20.2 77 | 6.9

sp<, 01, x22= 9.21, df = 2.
#p<. 001, X© = 13,8, df = 2

The validstion dat» were further exsmined through the use of an
index of predictive associsation, lambda. This index shows the pro-
portional reduction in the probability of error afforded by specifying
values of variable "A." A lambda value (range 0 to 1.0) is found by

subtracting the probability of error with "A" values known from the
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probabllity of error with "A" uniknown and then dividing by the proba-
bility of "A" uninown, 4s Hays (1963) points out, 1t is possible for
a statlstlcal assoclation to exlst even though lambda 1ls zero. In
such a case, the varisbles are not independent, but the relatlionshilp
1s such that glving velues of one varilable does not cause a change in
estimate of the other variable.

There was no reduction in error in predicting the Ss' responses
to question #6 when information was given ss to what instrument was
used; there wes only = i percent reduction in error of  predictlon when
the S's response was used to predict which ;nstrumenf was employed in
the description, Thus, 1t was concluded that there wes little asso-
clation between the }nstrugents used, the Adjectlve Checklist and the
Stereotype Questionnaire, sand the §§] responses of ®correct," "in-
carrect," and "not enough Information* in the attributlion of the sex
of the stimulus description., However, in predicting the sex of the
stimlus the S rated, information conéerning the S's responses re-
duces error in prediction by 1L percent.

Also to be noted in Table X is the Ss who incorrectly answered
the question of sex of the stimulus report lower confidence in their
answers (the female description on the Stereotype Questionnaire is an
exception). Those S8 responding 'not enough information" report
higher confidence than the other two response categories. Responses to

the other questions on the validation form csh be found in Table XTI,
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TABLE XI

ALTERNATIVE FOR VAIIDATION QUESTIONNAIRE

PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS RESPONDING TO EACH

On

QUES TLONNAIRE

“Yemale
Stimalus

" Male
Stimlua

VeTle ~ Female

QUESTION

Stimlus

Stimlus

Question #2:

15-19

Age

20-2l
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30-40

40~

Confidence
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Occupation

Question #L:
Not working

Student

Blue Collar
White Collar
Not Information

Confidence

Question #5:

0-20
20-40
1,0-60
60-80
80-100

Sex

“Question #6:

Male

28.8
51.1
20.0

Not Informatlion

Female

Confidence

Question #7s

h,683
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IO m

Faam
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80-100
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XI (Continued)
QUESTIONNAIRE CRECRLIST
QUES TION Mele Female Male Female

Stimlus Stimlus Stimulus Stimmlus

Question #8: Desirability

Desirable 82,2 Se 8L.L 3,3/
Neither™ 11.1 ' A??? 8.8 péo
Undesirable L.k 6.6 6.6 0,0
Question #9: Adjustment

Well-adjusted To7 33, 27 5.5 8u.%7**
Adequately 57,7 55, 20,0 8,
Poorly 2.2 8.8 0,0 0.0
Not Information 0,0 2,2 L.L 6.6
Question #10: Imagery

Yes Inmagery 2,2 53.3 55,5 55.5

No Imagery ~ 37.7 L6.6 Lh.h Ll L
Question #11: Relation

Family 11.9 7.1 17.5 13.9
Boy/Girl Friend 19,0 7.1 12,5 19,4
Peer 16,6 19,0 12.5 19.L
Other ' 16.6 21, 17.5 19.4
Not Applicable 35,7 Ls.2 L0.0 27.7

##p<. 0L testing for differences in proportdons by Lawshe-Baker
Nomograph

Responses for the four forms. should be noted on questiqns eight
and nine concerning desirability and adjustment, respectively. The
female desc_;ription on the Steréotype Questionnaire is significantly
less desirable than the three other descriptions (test for difference
in proportions by Iawshe-Baker Nomograph n = L5). On the adjustment
dimension, both male and female descriptions of the Adjective Check-
list are rated higher than t}'}e desc;:’iptions: on the Stereotype Ques~

tiomnaire. Agein the test weas by Lowshe-Baker Nomograph for differ-
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ences in proportimms (n = 90), Of qpecial interest 1s the difference
on these two dimensions for the female descriptions on the different
instruments, the Checklist and the Stereotype Questionnaire., Again 1t
appears that the instruments do elicit different imsges, especlally in

relation to female adult,

Imagerz

It wes hypothesized that in the validation procedure the different
Instrument descriptions would eliclt different images and thus differ-
ent responses to the val}datiog questio_r}s° A Chl.Square comparing the
frequency of reported Imagery and no imagery by instrument description
showed no sign}ficant differences in imagery reported than would be
expected by cheance (X2 = .0, df = 3), However, knowing whether Ss
reported imagery was found to reduce error in predicting which instru.
ment description the S responded to by 1l percent as indicated by
lambds .

In testing the reported frequency of lmagery on the valldation
questionnaire for all descriptions combined, there wes not a signifi-
cantly larger number of S using imagery than would be expected by
chance alone (X2 = 3,2, df = 1), However, when examining the frequency
of reported imagery in conjunction with the Ss' response to the sex of
the stimilus description; there emerge two relsationships. Imagery was
found to be related to: (1) correct attribution of sex of stimuli,
and (2) grester confidence in that response. In regard to this first
relationship, it can be seen in Table XII that significantly more
correct responses are paired with visuallimngery than correct response

paired with no imagery (p€.0l on Lawshe-Baker Nomograph for tests of
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difference between propartions, n = 117).

TABLE XIT

PERCENT OF IMAGERY REPCRTED BY RESPONSE ON
ATTRIBUTION OF SEX OF THE
STIMULUS DESCRIPTION

: SORNICT TRoorrest | Not Emough Tnvo.
INS TRUMENT magery | NO Hﬁxagerﬂ No _nilmagery] No
Mal6 Questiomnaire || L2.2 19.9 ! 15.5 8.8 || L.L 8.8
Female Questiomnairel] 37.7 19.9 || 11.1 15.5 L. 11,1
Malé Checklist . 31.1 35.5 8.8 0.0 17.7 6.6
Female Checklist 31,1 19.9 {| 15.5 13.3 8.8 11.1
Total f*z;b,o Lo.O7f 56.0 LL.O || L7.0 53.0

##p.01 on Lawsge-Baker Nomograph for testing differences between
proportions. The total percentages are based on the number of S
responding in that category not on n = L5 as the instrument form
percentages are,

With respect to the second relationship; Table XIII hés infom‘ma;
tion of imagery and response of sex of stimull broken down into levels
of confidence in the Ss '“attyxjibut'ion of sex of stimuli, Across all
instrument descriptions and all responses on question #6, looking only
at 60 percent to 100 percent confidence ratings, Cp_i-Square test for
frequency or reported imagery versus no irr:agery revealed no significant
differences (X2 = },6, af = 1). However, for those Ss who answered
question #6 correctly and who had confidence ratings of 60 percent to

100 percent, there was significantly more imagery than would be ex-



TABLE XIII

CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR RESPONSE, IMAGERY, AND
CONFIDENCE, OF RESPONSE FOR SEX OF
STIMJLUS DESCRIPTION :

CORREOT TRCORRECT NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION —
Tmegery Wo Tmagery No Tmgery ~No

0=TOD-50p0=0080= [ 0=T00-50B0-B0B0=0=T0f0-50B0-B0p0- | 0= H0-5060-BB0=] [0=I0~E0p0-B0p0~ -0 -60B0-B080-_
Male Questiomnaire o 5 5 92 3 1 32 2 3 o1 1 o o o 1 1o o 1 3
Male Checklist 2‘ 1 7 43 6 5 21 1 o U0 0 0O o 2 o 6lo o 1 3
Female Questiomnmire 1 5§ 5 62 - 3 3 2 o o 3to 1 L 0o 0 ©O0 142 o0 1 3
Femsle Checklist 1 4 3 6}j1 2 4 231 2 2 22 2 1 0o 0 1 3{0 2 2 1
Total L 15 20 2518 1 13 8i6 5 5 613 L 5 0 2 2 mio 2 5 10

60% - 100% Gonfidence s /T5 217 11 10 13 | 15

<01, X2 = 8,7, df = 1
*Hp s s

A e
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pected by chance (12 = 8.7, af = 1), On the other hand, for Ss who
answered correctly but reported low confidence (less than 60 percent),
there wes not a significantly lerger nmumber using imsgery than would be
expected by chance alone (X% = 2,1, df = 1),

In summry, from the date collected, it can be concluded that
there are differences in tralt attribution far female and male stimli
on the Adjective Checklist and the Stereotype Questionnaire, but no
differences in the Open-Ended form, Theré ié a difference in the
content of stereotyplc ltems that emerged from the Adjectiﬁg Checklist
and Stereotype Questionnaire instrum_gnts, This difference also can be
geen from the responses on the validation questionnaire concerning
percentage of correct attribution of sex of stimlus description,
ratings of confidence, and ratings of adjustment and desirability,

This difference of items will be discussedfurtké¥ih Chapter IV,

Imagery data in both the collectlion of stereotypic items and in
the validation phase indicate that Ss when_asked to adscribe an adult
male and/or female, picture dr visually imegine specific persons. This
imagery appears to play some role in correct sttribution of sex of
stinnilus and in greater confidence in that attribution.

‘It is thus concluded that the hypotheses of this research were
suppdrted; There arekdifferent traits attributed to males and females,
different instruments elicit different stereotyplc items, and visual

Imagery does pley a role inisex stereotypes.,



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION AND GONCLUSIONS

This research was designeduto study m_ethodological problems ine
volved in sex stereotyping research. It was not intended solely to
gather information as to present sex stereotypes. Rather it was in-
tended to examine the question of whether sex stereotypes can be
measured by paper snd pencil tasks. The maln thrust of this research
was to determine whether sex s.tereoty'pes are sn artifact of the pro-
cedure and instrument used in collecting the stereotypic items, i.e.
do different instruments and different procedures elicit different

stereotypic items.
Collection of Stereotypic Items

Before this question of aftifactnéés could be carefully examined
there were other problems cent.‘rai to the procedure which had to be
controlled. These were thé stimuli used to elicit the responses and
the manner in which the responses were collected. In previous litera-
ture these have been the greatest source of demsnd characteristics,
The subtle stimulus cues of he and she may eiicit very different
stereotypic items than stimuli such as "adult men" or "most women."
Using two forms or copies Aof an ins.trument for each S responses may
greatly reduce the contrast of the two stimuli. These problems were

arbitrarily controlled rather than manipulated as varisbles., However,
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the subtle stimull and the two forms provide what appesrs to be a less
obtrusive attempt of asklng college students how they expect men and
women to differ. This less obtrusive approach mey allow the Ss more
of an opportunity to respond with items that are more salient for him
as an Individual.

It may be these differences in procedure which resulted in the
discrepancy between the findings of this research snd that of some
previously cited studies. For an example, the Stereotype Questionnaire
revealed only ten items as significant differentiators as compared with
Rosenkrantz's 53 items. For the most part, there is an absence of
negative itéms asslgned to male and female, especially the femsle,
which 1s inconsistent with other literature.

While it first appeared that differences in trait attribution to
moles and femsles on the Open~Ended form would be more salient for the
S than on the other more structured forms, no significant differences
emerged for male and femnle stimuli, and very little consensus was
reached among the Ss. In the situation where the cognitive process
of stereotyping should be most evident it was not. The less obtrusive
cues discussed above may be the reason for the absence of stereotypic
items. However, examining the z-scores for the items masculine and
feminine on the Checklist and Stereotype Questionnaire (items #86,
#1(1{7 in Appendix G and items #79 and #80 in Appendix H), it is clear
that Ss in the overall sample responded appropriately to the cues he
and she., Thus it did not appear to be = pro‘blem of missing the cues
of sex of stimuli but an actual difference in perception.

Sherif and Sherif (1969) stated 12 basis propositions or prin-

ciples in the study of social behavior, two of which are directly
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applicable to what is being discussed. The first is that the more un-
structured the stimulus situstion, the greater the contribution of in-
ternal factors, In this research the internal factors would be the

S's own stereoﬁypes. The second proposition is that the more unstruc-
tﬁred the stimulus situation, the grester the effectiveness of external
social influences that offer alternatives to the psychological pattern-
Ing. It is proposed that the structure and content of an instrument

provides thils external influence in the collection of stereotypes.

Validation of the Stereotypic Items

In the walidation deta there are three importent points that pro-
vide further support of the view of stereotypes as artifacts of the
instruments used., First, the differences in response to the question
as to the sex of the stimulus description showed that more Ss felt the
Checklist provided less information concerning the sex of the stimulus
than the Stereotype Questionnaire. There does appesr to be a greater
influence or difference in responses to the question by the sex of the
stimulus description than by inétru.ment. Even so, the Stereotype
Questiomnaire exhibits less difference between male and female descrip=-
tlon across a2ll responses than does the Adjective Checklist,

Second, 1s the information received by the Ss from the instruments
in response to questions #8 and #9 on desirability and adjustment.
Clearly, the two instruments reflect differential information as to
these two dimensions especially in regard to the female stimulus which
was seen more desirable and better adjusted on the A/djective Cheeklist
than the Stereotype Questiomnaire.

Third is the use of imagery. As stated in Chapter III, there is
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a reduction in the amount of error msde in predicting which instrument
a S used 1f it is known whether the 5 reported imagery. It thus appears
that the different Instruments eliclt a different smount of imagery by
ss.

From the validation data, it can be further concluded that stereo-
typlc descriptions and Ss' responses ﬁo those descriptions are very
much related to how those descriptions were inltially messured, i.e.
stereotypes are srtifacts of instruments and procedure used to obtain
the items. This 1s not to deny the existence of sex stereotypes. It
is to suggest, however, that the most important sspects of stereotypes
have gone unnoticed because social scientists have been too closely
tied to their instruments and procedure. Questions of development
and function of stereotypgs are still unanswered. By limiting the
study of stereotypes to paper and pencll tasks it is possible that

these questions will remain unanswered.
Visual Imagery

The findings of this research relating to visual imagery offer o
beginning point for more profitable avenues of exploration in the
process and function of sex stereotypes. The role of imagery in stereo-
typing has not been examined before now. What this resesrch has shown
is that imagery is present while Ss are responding to the stimulus; is
significantly less when males are déscribing males; is significantly
more likely in Ss who attribute correctly the sex of the stimulus
description; and is related to greater confidence in correct attribu-
tion of sex of spimulusu

As stated early in the paper, stereotypes are considered as cate-
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gorical process in which groups of people are placed and associsted
with certsin physical traits and personality charscteristics, Same of
the associated traits mey be valld or true reflection of existing
group differences or they may be unjustified genersalizations. In
elther case, cognitively the stereotype serves the function of storage
of patterns of general traits associated with that group (Sherriff and
Jarrett, 1953). It may be that the role visual imagery plays is a
releasing of this information from storage for the perceiver or S to
once again process the information ar review it in order to make 2
Judgment or response to the stimulus object. If this is the case, it
would be expected that S8 who report visual Imagery would have more
correct responses with greater confidence,

The literature of visual imagery indicates that people who report
visual imagery are more accurate in recall of » task as long as the
image persists and that people who visualize are more confident in
their recall of » picture they have seen (Neisser, 1967). These find=
ings support the possible role that imagery performed in this valida-

tion of the sex stereotypes.
Implications of the Research

There are two major implicstions resulting from the findings of
this resesarch., First, it has been established that sex stereotypes
are an artifact of the experimental situstion;, i.e. the instrument and
procedure. In crder to study sex stereotypes realistically, it mey be
necessary to go to more naturalistic observations., Individusl testing
with detailed debriefing may provide much needed information concern-

ing the process of sex stereotyping for the individual and its function.
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What needs to be done is a reevaluation of sex stereotyping research
and its techniques. It 1s suggested that a move away from collection
of stereotypes of the population 1s called for with a move toward the
study of process and function for the individusal.

The segoﬁd implication hss to do with visusl imagery. As viewed
in a‘clinical setting, it is suggested that imagery may serve an im-
portant function for the individual in the processing and incorporating
of therapeutic materisal, If the confidence In responding, previously
noted, is found for those who experience imagery in the therapsutic
setting, it may well have much implicetion for future developments in

therapeutic techniques.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

This research was designed to examine methodological problems of
sex stereotyping research. Three instruments used in passt resesrch
served as instruments:; Gough and Heiburn (1965) Adjective Checklist,
Stereotype Questionnaire (Rosenkrsntz et al., 1968) and an open-ended
form. Sequence of stimulus presentatlon =nd sex of subject were in-
cluded as variables, When item snalysis by Lawshe-Baker Nomograph
revealed no significant sex or sequence effects, the data was combined
for instruments producing 88 subjects per instrument. There were 2
total of 132 mrle and 132 fem?le undergradustes who served as subjects
in the collection phase.

In the validation phase, those items which hod been found to dif-
ferentiste merles and femnleg on the Adjective Checklist and those items
used by LO percent of the sample to describe either or both sexes were
included on the validation questionnaire. Mean scores for the Stereo-
type Questionnsire for meles and femnles were marked on the validation
form for the Ster§otype Questionnaire. A sample of 180 subjects were
tested in this phase.

Three major hypotheses were tested =and supported at the .0l level.
First, there wns a difference in trait attribution to male =nd femoles
on the Adjective Checklist, and the Stereotype Questionnaire but not

on the Open-Ended form. Second, there was a difference in the descrip-
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tion of the stimulus depending upon which of the two Instruments was
used. This wns supported by the 1ltems which emerged ss stereotyplc
and from the responses on the validation questionnaire for the differ-
ent instruments, Third, when asked to describe a male or femsle adult,
subjects did picture specific persons whille they were responding to the
stimulus., Thls wes found both in the collection and the validation
phases. Visual imagery was found tb be related to accuracy in attria
bution of sex of stimulus description and to confidence in- the response,
It wes concluded that paper and pencil test will yield stereotypic
items which sre, to some extent, artifacts of the instrument used.
Further investigation is called for on the role of visusl imagery in

stereotyping.
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PLEASE CIRCLE EACH ITEM THAT YOU FEEL DESCRIBES THE STIMULUS PERSON.

1, @bsent-minded 51.

2. active 52.

3. Adaptable 53.

L. adventurous sh.

5. affected 55.

6. affectionate 56.

7. aggressive 57.

8. alert 58,

9. aloof 59.
10. ambitous 60,
11. anxious 61.
12, apathetic 62.
13, sppreciative 63,
1), argumentative 6l
15. arrogant 65,
16, ortistic 66.
17. assertive 67.
18, attractive 68.
19. autocratic 69.
20, awkward 70.
21, bitter 1.
22. blustery 72.
23. boastful 73.
2l,. bossy 0.
25, caln 5.
26. capable 76.
27. careless 7.
28. cautious 78.
29. changeable 79.
30. charming 80.
31. cheerful 81.
32. civilized 82.
33, clesr-thinking 83.
3. clever 8L,
35, coarse 85.
36. cold 86.
37. commonplace 87.
38, complicated 88,
39. complaining 89.
L0. conceited 90,
L1. confident 91.
L2. confused 92,
L;3. conscientious 93,
Ll. conservative olk.
L5. considerate 95.
L6, contented - 96.
L7. conventional 97.
L8. cool 98,
L9. cooperative 99,
50. courageous 100.

cowardly
cruel
curilous
cynicel
daring
deceitful
defensive
deliberate
demanding
dependable
dependent
despondent
determined
dignified
discreet
disorderly
dissatisfied
distractible
distrustful
dominant
dreamy

dull

easy going
effeminate
efficlient
egotistical
emotional
energetic
enterprising
enthusiastic
evasive
excltable
fair-minded
fault-finding
fearful
feminine
fickle
flirtatious
foolish
forceful
foresighted
forgetful
forgiving
form=1
frank
friendly
frivolous
fussy

gener ous
gentle

101,
102.
103.
10L.
105.
106.
107.
108,
109.
110,
111,
112,
1313.
11k,
115.
116,
117.
118,
119,
120,
121,
122.
123,
12).
125,
126,
127.
128,
129.
130,
131,
132.
133.
13L.
135,
136.
137.
138,
139,
lh‘oo
W1,
L2,
143,
k.
5.
146,
147,
148.
1L9.
150,

gloomy
good=-looking
good-na tured
greedy
handsome
hard-headed
hard-=hearted
hasty
hesdstrong
healthy
helpful -
high-strung
honest
hostile
humor ous
hurried
idealistic
imaginative
imms ture
Impa tient
impulsive
independent
indifferent
Individualistic
industrious
Infantile
informal
ingenious
inhibited
initiatilve
insightful
intelligent
interests narrow
interests wide
intolerant
inventive
irresponsible
irritable
Jolly

kind

lagzy
leisurely
logicoal

loud

loy=1
mannerly
masculine
mature

meek
methodical



151,
152,
1530
15k,
155.
156.
157.
158,
159.
160;
161.
162,
163.
16L.
165,
166,
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
17L.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180,
181.
182,
183.
18L.
185,
186.
187.
188,
189,
190,
191.
192,
193.
194,
195,
196,
197,
198,
199.
200,

mild
mischievous
modera te
modest
moody
nagging
natural
nervous
noisy
obliging
obnoxious
opinionated
opportunistic
optimistic
organlized
original
outgoing
outspoken
peinstaking
patient
penceable
peculisr
persevering
persistent
pessimlstic
planful
plessant
plessure-seeking
poised
polished
practical
praising
precise
prejudiced
preoccupied
progressive
prudish
quarrelsome
queer

quick

quiet
quitting
rational
rattlebrained
realistic
reasonable
rebellious
reckless
reflective
relaxed

201,
202.
203,
20L.
205,
206,
207,
208.
209,
210,
211,
212,
213,
2l
215,
216.
217,
218,
219,
220,
22l.
222,
223-
224,
225,
226.
2217.
228,
229,
230,
2310
232,

1233,

23L.
235.
236,
237.
238,
239.
2L,0.
2ll.
2l2,
2L3.
2L,
2L5,
216,
2L7.
248,
2L9.
250.

reliable
resentful
reserved
resourceful
responsible
restless
retiring
rigid

robust

rude
sarcastic
self-centered
self-confident
self-.controlled
self.denying
self-pitylng
self.punishing
self-seeking
selfish
sensitive
sentimental
serious
severe

sexy

shallow
sharp-witted
shiftless
show-off
shxewd .«

shy

slilent

simple
sincere
slipshod
slow

sly

smg

snobbish
sociable

sof t-hearted
sophisticated
spendthrift
spineless
spontaneous
spunky
stable

steady

stern

stingy
stolid

251,
252.
253.

255

269

2170,

271.
272,
273,
274,
275.
276.
277,
278.
279.
280,
281.
282,
283,

28L.,
285.
286.
287.
288.
289,
290.
291,
292,
293,
29L.

295,

296,

297.

298.
299.
300,

57

strong
stubborn
submissive
. suggestible
sulky

. superstitious
. suspicious

sympathetic
tactful

» tactless
. talkative

. temperamental
. tefise

. thankless

. thorough

. thoughtful
. thrifty

timid
tolerant
touchy

tough
trusting
unaffected
unambitious
unassuming
unconventional
undependable
understanding
unemotional
unexcitable
unfriendly
uninhiblted
unintelligent
unkind
unresalistic
unscrupulous
unself'ish
unstable
vindicative
versatile
warm

wary

weak

whiny
wholesome
wise
withdrawn
witty
worrying
zany
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STEREOTYPE QUESTIONNAIRE



ON EACH SCALE, PLEASE PUT A SLASH (/) ACCORDING TO WHAT YOU THINK THE STIMULUS PERSON IS LIKE.

4___qu"example:

Strong dislike for -

strong liking for

color red 10090.6.0l2.ll‘°0.l..3.._“/....halll...l.sl.0‘..‘.060.....0007 color red

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES ARE A NUMBER OF SCALES LTKE THE ONE ABOVE.
SCALE, NOT JUST AT THE NUMBERS. PLEASE BE SURE TO MARK EVERY ITEM.

1. Not at all aggressive l.iic..2issssc3escecaliocnaiaSicnas bonn
2. Very irrational | DI S Y PRI Z N p
3. Very practical YRR NP R TS- PR
L. Not at all independent l......2.00s0030000siliecaaiBaiassibon,
5. Not at all consistent L..cu.s2es.se3ecansnliiiiiiiboiii 6bae,
6. Very emotional ) I - DI PP | PP SR - TS
7. Very realistic LoeeeseZeveses3ensoeslosraesbiniiiiban,
8. Not at all idealistic L......2......30e-000lieiii50inibon,

9. Does not hide emotions

YOU MAY PUT YOUR SLASH ANYWHERE ON THE

«+s7 Very aggressive
.o.7 Very rational
...7 Very impractical
+s-1 Very independent
.o+ Very consistent

eeel Not at 2ll emotiomal
+..7 Not at a1l realistic
<o 7 Very iden 1_]‘_.stic

Almost always hides

at all i ) lllOl“2l‘...l3“lll.hl....ls.‘ll'.éllb...? emotlims

10. Very subjective liveeesZeuases3esaoeelioesseebesseesbinens.T Very objective

65



11.
12.
13.

1h.
15,
16.

17.
18.
19,

20,
21.

22,
23.
2k,

Mainly interested in

det-?ils 110000.02700050'30lon0"4.00-0-5:0*.10601'1107

Always thinks before
actipg .10000002.0..ll3l.ll‘.h.i3.°l5|‘.l‘.6!‘!.0‘7
Not at all easily
influ.en(?ed 100100520006063l..li.h.l...nsil.0.!‘60!.0}‘7

Not ?t all talkative lo-aoo-2-noo-o3-aaooohaconeaSoaoaccéuooeoe?

Very grateful 168l.l623000003.0.°.8h.l0'..5!..0..60!00907

Doesn't mind at all when :
ﬂlings are not Clear 1006060206 COCGBOOOOOCh.OOOOCSGI o o e .6..‘6 .07
Very donlinant l‘..‘..2....."3‘.0.0.h..l...S..‘lllé.‘O‘cﬂ?

Diélikes math and science o
VerymIICh la‘c.-o2-cc‘ao.3loc-coh.oolloSoo-u--éo-a‘}l?
Not at all reck:]-ess A‘lll....2..l.OCBOOOCOOhOCOOIOSOO...06‘....07

Not at all excitable in
a mjol. crisis 4‘10.l.l.2l"'0.3.‘...lh"’.“s..9‘006‘l000‘7

Not at 211 excitable in

a2 minor crisis ) I S PRI DL S M (
Not at all strict ) P [P PP PPN ¢
Very weak persomality Ll......2..ee0u3cc0eeclioiiiiiBoniiiiboenll7
Very active ) I - JPPIPA PURPINDIY [ DIPUPI PO TR ¢

Mainly interested in
generalities

Never thinks before acting

Very easily influenced
Very talkative
Very ungrateful

Minds very much when things
are not clear

Very submissive

Likes moth and science very
much

Very reckless

Very exciteble in 2 major
crisis

Very excitable in a minor
crisis

Very strict
Very strong personality

Very passive

09



250

26.
27.
28,
29°
30,
31.
32.
33.
3L,
35,
36.
37.

38.

39.

Not at all able to devote self -
completely to others 1......2......3......

-
.
-
.
.

veryblmt lol¢00020006003000005

Very gentle leocunuZooo.aoBouoolo

Not at all competitive loseeeo2isssso3eonans

Very logical ! o lcoooaoZouoooane-ioc oo--oo7

L 5 6
L 5 6
L 5 6
Very helpful t0 others losseeo2oececa3eenoncleneicBuiieibun.n
L 5 6
L 5 6
Not at all compeﬁent looeaoe2ooossodeceasalt 5 6
' bererseBarnnss6

vez‘y'worldly ' . .ld.GOG.z.O‘G.OB‘.U“. o 6 ¢ 8 9 0 o0 a0 40 .0.9007
Not &t all skilled in

business 1.9‘00‘2...Ol.3...‘°‘h......5....0.6.‘.'.07
V?ry direct i l.“'°‘2‘..l053°‘l..Ch...‘.'50..'..6..'.0.7
Known the ways of the

World . i ey 100000020000053000000)-‘-06-.l‘5l0000060500¢.7
Not at all kind . ll..‘..2..‘0.‘3“.‘l.h‘..‘..5.“...6.‘..."‘7

Not at all willing to
accept change ll...‘Oz‘bl..‘Bll...lh.“'..5'0..0‘6“00.07

Feelings not easily
hurt o . . ’l‘B.l‘O2C.l.l.3...‘..’-‘-“0...5.0..0'6“.!007

Not at gll deenturous ls0000020000003005000)4‘0004050¢0I006ooosl.7

Able to devote self completely
to others

Very tactful

Very_Arnghf

Not at all helpful to others
Very competitive

Very illogical

Very competent

Very home oriented

Very skilled in business
Very sneaky

Does not know the ways of the
world

Very kind

Very willing to accept
change

Feelings easily hurt

fiery adventurous



).I.Oo

L1,
L2,
L3.

Lb.

L5.
Lé.
L7.

L8,
L.

50,
51,
52.
53.
Sk

Very aware of the feellngs
Of o‘t‘hex.s 1“...02‘0‘.‘.3.0....hl‘....5.0.!..6......7

NOt Ht all religi@usd ll000002000lolBloooloh.olaaosca.00060001007

Not at all iptelligent }00000020000‘lBol.l“h.‘.Q"Sl“.lléll.l.l?

Not at all interested in
OW'n appearar}ce looenoozolaoooBcncouohao.oncScounncéooocuol?

Can make decisions

GBSily leaaooazlcooeaBonuooeho.eloos;o000060000007

Gives qp very easily leoeooazeoooe0300000oho-.ooe;-eooo.éo:e.oo?

very Shy_' 4 '.]-.0300002".8.DOOB..OOD.h..C...SO!060.6‘.66607

Alwajs does things without’
bei—rlg told 1.0.'.‘2‘l.o'ﬁ.3.‘..00&.‘.‘..5.'D.l.6‘ﬂ‘.‘.7

- 1-50000206OGOOBOCJQGOhCOJOOCSIQ-..-60000.97

Never cries.

Alﬁiost never acts as -
lea-d.eIl 1.-‘...2.’.’..3....09

ao0e s )csss0 0

Neverﬂworried . Levieoes2e0vsss3decnnee

Very neat in habits 1-.....2.-.00.300.¢ao

Very quiet

o8 0888 400000

N
N
N
Not at 2ll intellectusl Llosseo2icssse3esaasslt

N

10!0000200.60& cee oo so000 s

5 6
5 6
N PRI - R |
5 6
5 6
5 6

Very careful

Not at all aware of the
feelings of others

Very religious
Very intelligent

Very interested in own
appearance

Has difficulty making
decisions

Never gives up easily
Very outgoing

Never does things without
being told

Cries very easily

Almost always acts as =
lea“der

Always worried

Very sloppy in habits
Very loud

Very intellectual

Very careless

9



55,

56.
57,

58,

59.

60,

61,

62,

63.

6h.
65.

66,

Not at 211 self-

con-fident ld..l..z.‘.ll.3...‘..h.lll.l5l..lll60ll.l‘7

~

Feels very supex‘i‘?l’ l..‘0l9.2l0....3.....‘h5.°0005l...l06l...l.7
Always sees self as running
the ?hcw 10000002.0‘0503..0‘..h.0040050000006.000007

Not at 2ll uwncomfortable
?bo‘ltbeing agg‘essive lcIO..l20..l°.3..0.°.h0.00.05...500‘.60l00007

Very good sense of
hum(r : 100600926005003.00.0lh90ﬂ0005.0009l6°°0°007
Not at all understanding

of oﬂlel's lceaoonzonooluB..cnn‘hoco000500000060000007

Very warm in relations ‘ :

Wiﬂl Otrlers v10069..,2...'..3'.!¢..h0..‘005...0..6ll...l?
Doesn't care about being

inﬁ g‘oup ld000002.B.O0.3..6...h0.....5......60.9‘..7

Very little need for
security l..ﬂ.'.z‘.....3...‘.‘h....“5...‘.'6.....'7

Not at all ambitiolls 1'.“..2.....'3.‘.ll.h...‘.lsll..l‘é.“.l‘?
Very rarely takes extreme
positions ”."A _ . J-..lllilzl.ll“3.ll‘.lh".J.lSl‘..lléll.l..?
Able to Separate feelings
from. ideas lo-00902100u003ouohooh0000005.0-0006-;-0-07

Very self-confident
Feels very inferjjor

Never sees self as running
the show

Very uncomfortable about
being aggressive

Very poor sense of humor

Very understanding of others

Very cold in relations with
others

Greatly prefers being in a
group

Very strong need for
security

Very ambitious

Very frequently takes extreme
positions

Unable to separate feelings
from ideas



67.
68,

69a

70,

T1.
72.
73,
7l
75.
76.
7.
785

79.

80,

NOt at all dependent ) l‘llll‘2‘lll‘.3.!.0.0hl'..OIS..!ID.éDO.'Ol?

Does not enjoy art and
literature at all .ll0000.2000.0'3...0.‘h“..‘.5‘0‘.0'6...'0!7
Seeks out new ,
expe?ie?}ces llll..‘200‘0003......h.0.0..5...0..60...557

Not atrall reSPless 1.-.5--2.-00..3-.00o-h.--oooSennlouéoaoooe'?
Very uncomfortable when people
express emotions laoao-o20¢o--.3ao--cohueta..Soeoon-6000.057

Easily expresses tender : »
feelings l¢0t050200900030.octohcctucuSoanocoéaoocco?
Vérywcénceited about : -

appearance Hlcan5012.000l=30500.nho-o;.o;no.oan6¢¢oc697

Rétiring 1.6.0.02......3...e..h.....-S......é...)a.?

Thinks men are Superior

to women I s T P T TR - T
Very sociable Licevas2esneaa3ennnsaliincas5uniiiibnna. 7
Very affectionate ) I RS PO [P S - T
Very conventional ) I B T S I |
Very masculine Loveees2evesnsdenconslbinsessBaniasboniaa?
Very feminine ) I N DN [ SR T |

Very dependent

Enjoys art and literature
very much

Avoids new experiences
Very restless

Not at all uncomfartable when
people express emotions

Does not express tender

feelings easily

Never conceited about appearance
Forward

Does not think men are superior
to women

Not at 21l socisble
Not at all affectionate
Not at 211 conventional
Not at 211 masculine

Not at all feminine

9



81.

820

Very asseI‘t.lve 1.'.“l2....‘.3‘.‘.“11‘."...5‘.".‘6“.‘..7 NOt at all ﬂssertive
Very impulsive Clicieee2000ied300iin b 5ei s 600ul. T Not at all impulsive

*(Note: the space between each digit on the item Scale represents ten units of measure,
- eﬂgo 1nocooooc<502=oo'e.05oo0315ollobalo’-‘.ooiloo.oooSo.ncooooDoéooeooooooc?)

59
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BELOW DESCRIBE THE PERSON UNDER CONSIDERATION AS YOU WOULD EXPECT THAT
PERSON TO BE LIKE



APPE:NDI_X D

IMAGERY QUESTIONNAIRE

el



69

WHILE YOU WERE DESCRIBING THE STIMULUS PERSON DID YOU IN YOUR MIND'S
EYE PICTURE ANYONE PERSON(S) AS YOU WERE RESPONDING?

YES NO

IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO THE QUESTION ABOVE, PLEASE INDICATE THE RELATION
THAT PERSON IS TO YOU,

Author _i:ty Figure
Par ental Figur e
Family Relation
Spouse

Boyfriend

Girlfriend

T

Peer
Mass Medis Figure

Other

!

PLEASE INDICATE THE AGE AND OCCUPATION OF THE REIATIONS YOU CHECKED
ABOVE, :



APPENIIX E

RESPONSE BOOKLET FOR OPEN-ENDED PROCEDURE

70
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WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW SOMETHING ABOUT PEOPLES' FIRST IMPRESSIONS.
IMAGNE YOU ARE GOING TO MEET SOMEONE FOR THE FIRST TIME AND THE
ONLY THING YOU KNOW IN ADVANCE IS THAT SHE IS AN ADULT. WHAT

- .. WOULD YOU EXPECT THIS PERSON TO BE IIKE?

NOW TURN THE PAGE AND FOLLOW THE INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN AT THE TOP
OF THE PAGE., TAKE YOUR TIME IN RESPONDING WORKING THROUGH THE
BOOKLET. WE REALLZE THIS MAY SEEM TO BE A DIFFICULT TASK BUT

PLEASETRY"TO RESPOND AS YOU THINK THE PERSON UNDER CONSIDERATION
WOULD BE IIKE.,



72'-

BELOW DESCRIBE THE PERSON UNDER CONSIDERATION AS YOU WOULD EXPECT THAT
PERSON TO BE LIKE



13

WHILE YOU WERE DESCRIBING THE STIMULUS PERSON DID YOU IN YOUR MINE'S
EYE PICTURE ANYONE PERSON(S) AS YOU WERE RESPONDING?

YES NO

IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO THE QUESTION ABOVE, PLEASE INDICATE THE RELATION
THAT PERSON IS TO YOU,

Author :'._ty Figure
Parental F:.gur e
Family Relation
Spouse

Boyfriend
Girlfriend

T

Peer
Mass Media Figure

Other

PLEASE INDICATE THE AGE AND OCCUPATION OF THE REIATIONS YOU CHECKED
ABOVE.



NOW WE WOULD IIKE FOR YOU TO GO THROUGH THESE SAME ITEMS A

SECOND TIME. AGAIN IMAGINE YOU ARE GOING TO MEET SOMEONE FOR
THE FIRST TIME AND THE ONLY THING YOU KNOW IN ADVANCE IS THAT
HE IS AN ADULT. WHAT WOULD YOU EXPECT THIS PERSON TO BE LIKE?

NOW TURN THE PAGE AND FOLLOW THE SAME INSTRUCTIONS AS BEFORE.

Th



75

BELOW DESCRIBE THE PERSON UNDER CONSIDERATION AS YOU WOULD EXPECT THAT
PERSON TO BE LIKE



7€

WHILE YOU WERE DESCRIBING THE STIMULUS PERSON DID YOU IN YOUR MIND!'S
EYE PICTURE ANYONE PERSON(S) AS YOU WERE RESPONDING?

YES NO

IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO THE QUESTION ABOVE, PLEASE INDICATE THE REIATION
THAT PERSON IS TO YOU.

Authority Figure
‘Pgr ental szgure
FPamlly Relation
Spouse

Boyfriend

Girlfriend

T

Peer
Mass Media Figure

Other

‘

PLEASE INDICATE THE AGE AND OCCUPATION OF THE REIATIONS YOU CHECKED
ABOVE,



APPENDIX F

VAIIDATION QUESTIONNAIRE
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THIS IS A SECOND PART OF A STUDY ON IMPRESSION FORMATION. WE HAD PRE-
VIOGUSLY ASKED A GROUP OF SUBJECTS TO DESCRIBE VARIOUS PECPLE BY FILL-
ING OUT A RESPONSE FORM. WE WOULD IIXKE YOU TO STUDY THE RESPONSES ON
THIS ATTACHED FORM WHICH WERE USED TO DESCRIBE THESE DIFFERENT PEOPLE.
THEN ON THE:BASIS OF THESE RESPONSES AND YOUR IMPRESSION, PLEASE
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY MARKING THE APPROPRIATE CIRCLE ON
THE IBM CARD.
1. The letter in the upper corner of this page is:

(a) (v) (e} (a)
2. The person described in this form is of what age?

a) 15-19 years Db) 20-2L c¢) 25-30 d) 30-LO0 e) LO-
3. How confident are you of your above answer?

a) 0-20% b) 20-40F c) L0-60% d) 60-80% ) 80-100%
L. The person's occupation is:

aa

a) not working ©b) & student c¢) blue collar d) white collsr
e) not enough informstion

5. How confident are you of your above answer?

a) 0-20% b) 20-LOF c) LO-60% d) 60-80% e) 80-100%
6. The person is a: |

a2) mle D) female c¢) not enough information
7. How confident are you of your above answer?

a) 0-20% b) 20-40% ¢) LO-60% d) 60-80% ) 80-100%
8. This description is:

a) desirable b) neither desirable nor undesirable
¢) undesirable

9. Do you consider this described person as:

a) very well-adjusted b) adequately adjusted c) poarly
adjusted d) not enough informstion



10.

11,

While you were studying this description did you in your mind's
eye picture any one person? '

a) yes b) no

If you answered yes to the question above which of the following
is that person in relation to you:

a) family relation b) boyfriend or girlfriend c¢) peer
d) other e) does not apply



APPENDIX G

ITEM ANALYSIS FOR ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST
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Frequency
le & ) - e
Item # Mrle|Femole|Female |Z-Scores|| ITtem # Male |Female|Femnle|Z-Scores
1 0 6 2 2,145 50 13 2 8 2.84+
2 20 13 35 1,02 51 0 0 0 0.00
3 6 10 17 1,00 52 2 0 1 1.41
L 26 . 6 25  3.53#M 53 10 15 9  1.00
5 2 L 1 .82 . 5L 3 0 0 1.73
6 8 22 1 2.58%F 55 17 9 5 1.57
7 21 5 7 3,13%M 56 5 1 0 1.63
8 18 16 2l .33 57 9 5 N 1,07
9 3 I 2 .37 58 8 1 N 2.33
10 2L 9 32 2,608 59 10 5 N 1.29
11 11 8 3 .68 60 17 12 36 .93
12 3 5 0 71 61 6 13 3 1.61
13 21 15 19 1.00 62 0 1 0 1.00
1 9 N I 1.33 63 18 N 17 2.98xM
15 8 N 3 1.15 6L 16 9 12 1.40
16 5 16 7 2.40 65 3 3 5 0.00
17 5 2 2 1.13 66 3 2 1 U5
18 10 38 28 L. OLxF 67 6 N 1 .63
19 5 1 1 1.63 68 1 1 0 0.00
20 1 8 0 2.33 69 3 2 1 L5
21 3 1 0 1.00 70 21 N 6 3. 40+
22 0 0 0 0.00 71 1 8 2 2 33
23 12 1 2 3,05+ 72 =l 1 1 1.3L
2L 8 7 0 .25 73 13 10 27 .63
25 19 15 18 .68 T4 0 9 0 3,00+
26 11 9 L A5 78 1 10 21 .82
27 3 N 0 .38 76 9 1 1 2.53
28 15 18 8 .52 7 3 30 1 L. TO%F
29 16 11 13 .96 18 1 13 27 .19
30 8 33 15 3.90%F 79 13 5 9 2.82+
31 11 2l 31 2.19 80 18 11 18 1.61
32 10 9 21 .23 81 0 2 3 1.L1
33 12 10 36 A3 82 13 17 11 K
3, . 18 11 17 1.30 83 11 16 19 .96
35 5 0 1 2,23 8l 55 6 0 1.80
36 L 3 3 .38 85 0 i 0 2.00
37 3 3 2 0.00 86 0 L6 4 6.784F
38 6 8 l .53 87 4 5 0 $33%
39 1 3 0 1.00 88 -2 16 2 3,30+
) 8 I 0 1,15 89 1 8 0 2.33
L1 27 13 26  2.21 90 16 1 2 3.6L+
L2 I 6 1 .63 91 12 2 7 2,67+
L3 10 13 1 .63 92 1 7 1 2.12
Lk 12 15 I .58 93 15 1Y 22 .18
L5 17 18 2l .17 ol 3 3 1 0.00
L6 6 13 1 1.60 95 2L 7 15 3, 053%M
L7 7 L 5 .90 96 15 16 L5 .18
L8 1 11 16 .60 97 2 6 1 1.l
L9 12 11 15 .21 98 0 6 2 2.45



82

( Frequency | Frequency
Male & ' Male &

Item # lM:vle Female|Femoale|Z-Scores|| Item #IM;ale Female|Female |Z-Scores

99 10 15 21 1,00 1,8 20 10 3l 1.82
100 7 22 23 2.78%F 149 1 5 1 1.63
101 0 2 1 1.4 150 3 2 1 5
102 16 12 3L .76 151 6. 12 N 1.41
103 16 12 30 3h o 152 10 8 N A7
104 2 1 1 .58 153 8 6 1 .53
105 33 0 2 S.7hM 154 3 17 7 3,13+
106 9 N 1 1.38 155 I 8 1 1.15
107 1 2 1 .58 156 2 2 N .82
108 2 2 1 0,00 157 9 1L 28 1.04
109 11 8 3 1.43 158 N 5 2 .33
110 15 15 3k 0,00 159 5 1 0 1.63
111 12 1L 2l .39 160 6 5 6 .30
112 6 6 - 2 0.00 161 L 2 0 .82
113 10 10 39 0.00 162 12 8 8 .89
114 0 0 1 1.1 163 13 0 L 3.60+
115 16 1 27 .36 164 12 11 18 .21
116 N 8 1 1,15 165 13 15 18 .38
117 10 11 6. .22 166 12 8 1 .89
118" 18 5 18 2.7L¥M  -167 17 9 2L 1.57
119 1 7 1 2,12 168 12 5 7 1.69
120 g 6 2 .30 169 3 0 2 1.73
121 N 9 3 1.39 170 13 1 23 .19
122 17 11 19 1.13 171 6 15 16 1.96
123 2 0 1 1.4l 172 1 3 1 1.00
12 15 9 16 1.22 173 5 6 3 .30
125 15 N 11 2.52 174 15 5 6 2.2
126 0 1 1 1.00 175 5 1 0 1.63
127 7 12 5 1.15 176 12 L 3 2.00
128 9 5 2 1.07 177 12 28 22 2.53
129 2 1 1 .58 178 15 1 15 .23
130 9 2 5 2.11 179 8 22 9 2,56
131 7 2 1 1.67 180 9 5 2 1.07
132 11 13 39 Nhl 181 20 6 17 2.75%M
133 N 6 2 .63 182. 8 5 N .83
134 16 10 35 1.18 183 7 6 3 .28
135 N 0 1 2,00 18L 7 3 2 1,26
136 13 5 10 1.89 185 2 6 2 1.4h1
137 0 2 1 141 186 1l N 10 2,36
138 N 1 1 1.3k 187 0 7 0 2,6L+
139 9 7 15 .50 188 7 0 0 2.6l
140 9 20 31 2,04, 189" 0 0 0 0.00
11 2 2 1 0.00 190 15 N 10 2.52
142 5 12 6 1.69 191 3 9 L 1.73
143 13 6 17 1.61 192 0 0 0 0,00
1Ll 5 1 2 1.63 193 13 N 13 2.18
145 12 12 15 0.00 194 2 L 1 .82
146 13 1 17 .19 195 16 11 15 .96
17 56 0 1 7.L8%M 196 11 9 26 NI



Frequency

| Frequency
' — 1 . [l & ale &
Item # Male|Femnle|Female]Z-Scoreq| Item # IMale Female| Female|Z-Scores
197 5 3 2 i 2L6 10 6 9 1.00
198 2 2 1 0.00 2L7- 19 8 11 2.12
199 6 2 2 1.41 21,8 8 2 3 1.89
200 17 12 22 .93 2L9 3 1 0 1,00
201 12 10 L1 L3 250 3 2 0 L5
202 2 3 0 1,13 251 . 35 5 9 L, 7l
203 9 10 2 .23 252 7 L 2 .90
20L 12 10 15 43 253 1 7 2 2,12
205 12 12 31 0.00 25l 7 L 6 .90
206 L 7 1 .90 255 0 3 0 1.73
207 0 1 0 1,00 256 3 2 0 L5
208 3 1 1 1.00 257 3 3 N 0,00
209 10 L 3 1.60 - 258 11 22 11 1.6
210 5 2 0 1.13 259 15 8 18 1.46
211 6 1 3 1.89 260 3 1 1 1.00
212 11 L 2 1.81 261 11 20 20 1.62
213 21 12 27 1.57 262 L 11 2 1.81
21k 15 12 17 .58 263 L 7 2 .90
215 2 6 3 1.41 26l 0 1 1 1,00
216 0 3 1 1.73 265 9 11 5 L5
217 2 1 2 .58 - 266 1L 13 30 .19
218 8 N N 1.15 267 6 13 6 1,61
219 L 3 1 .38 268 £ 2 8 0 1.89
220 8 1l 25 1.28 269 16 10 1l 1.18
221 8 21 13 2.41 270 5 5 L 0.00
222 15 7 15 1.71 271 10 2 N 2.31
223 1 1 0 0.00 272 1 13 20 .19
22l 1} 25 8 1.76 273 3 1 0 1,00
225 3 2 0 A5 27l 1 0 0 1.00
226 15 7 8 1,71 . 275 2 N 1 .82
227 0 1 0 1.00 276 2 5 0 1.13
228 g N 3 .33 277 1 1 0 0.00
229 9 2 3 2,11 278 8 17 31 2.20
230 1 1 1 3.36+ 279 5 1 1 1.63
231 5 9 1 1.07 280 3 2 0 LS
232 L 11 7 1,81 281 3 0 0 1.73
233 12 16 26 .76 282 5 g 6 0.00
234 1 0 0 1.00 283. 0 0 1 0,00
235 0 1 1 1,00 28l I 0 0 2.00
236 2 0 2 1.1 285 1 L 2 1.34
237 1 2 1 .58 286 1 1 1 1.00
238 L 3 3 .38 287 11 12 15 .21
239 10 1l 26 .82 288 1 2 1 .58
24,0 6 25 10 3.L1%F 289 1 0 0 1.00
21 9 9 9 0.00 290 17 13 1 .73
212 6 2 2 1.41 291 5 25 3k 3.65%F
243 1 2 0 .58 292 3 1 2 1,00
2l N 6 8 .63 293 1 2 0 .58
245 7 10 3 .73 29) 0 2 0 1.4



[ Frequency
Male
Item # [Male Female|Female |Z-Scores
295 7 16 13 1.88
296 16 12 17 .76
297 1 1 0 0.00
298 18 9 20 1.73
299 3 9 0 1.73
300 2 5 2 1.13

¥ = Mole stereotype, p&.0Ol as well as reaching criterion of LO percent

_ use by sample

#F = FPemnle stereotype, pg.0l as well as reaching criterion of LO per-
cent use by sample .

+ = p¢.0l, but item did not reach criterion of LO percent use by sample
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Item# | Male X

1 L3 L1 L0 L1 -.73

2 L8 Lk 51 3L 1.38

3 36 37 3L L3 -.106
N 51 L6 59 2L 3.09¢
5 L8 Ly 51 3L 1.38

6 L3 31, 69 18 5. 23
7 32 37 34 51 -1.38

8 L2 Ls - 33 L5 +,106
9 L5 35 62 22 3,73
10 L6 L1 L5 34 +,106
11 L1 38 L1 38 -.53
12 30 35 28 55 2.23%
13 36 L1 31 L8 7L
1l L5 50 29 L6 .32
15 33 31 o1 31 1.38
16 L9* L7 L2 39 .32
17 33 39 28 52 1.59
18 LhL 37 55 29 2.23%
19 35 36 38 L5 -.106
20 35 L5 22 57 2.66%%
21 31 38 23 55 2,23%
22 39 39 L1 39 -.73
23 51 L9 Ll 3L 0.00
2L 29 34 31 52 1.59
25 L6 L7 35 51 1.38
26 L2 L3 )l Lo -.73
27 36 30 5l 2l 2.02%
28 28 28 36 37 -1.38
29 52 L6 52 28 1,59
30 28 -3 28 55 2.23%
31 52 . 50 L 33 .106
32 39 Ll © 30 49 .95
33 50 L2 59 2l 3.9l
3L 29. 33 29 148 .Th
35 31 36 27 50 1.17
36 52 55 29 51 1.59
37 L7 L6 38 39 -.95
38 39 L 28 53 1.81
39 L3 L8 53 28 1.81
10 31 29 . L2 36 -o31
L1 L3 L6 31 L8 i
L2 50 51 38 o) -.95
L3 52 52 28 L9 +.95
L 31 37 36 43 -.106
L5 53 148 L9 28 .95
L6 L8 L5 L7 31 .53
L7 3L 35 33 L8 N
1,8 3L Ll 13 68 5, 0Ltk
L9 L9 Lh 53 26 1.81
50 39 L2 35 L7 .53
o1 32 28 L9 39 .95
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Item# | MleX || FemsleX || MF )| PM || z-Score
52 Il Il L5 3k .106
53 L9 L8 38 3L 1.17
Sl 33 31 il 38 -.73
55 [l L6 L1 32 -.73
56 37 38 36 37 1.39
57 Lo il 31 Ll 0.00
58 38 39 3L L6 .31
59 25 30 28 50 1.17
60 51 50 L2 36 -.53
61 27 27 L6 L3 .31
62 L1 39 L1 36 -.73
63 L3 L9 25 52 1.59
6l 52 L9 Lk 30 0.00
65 L1 L0 L6 35 .31
66 3L 39 27 51 1.38
67 39 L2 32 51 1.38
68 L1 L8 20 "~ 59 3., 9l
69 27 33 25 L8 .Th
70 L3 Lo L sl 2,02%
71 L2 Lh 33 L3 -.106
72 3L 30 L5 36 +,106
73 Lk L3 L5 35 +.106
Th L7 Lk L3 31 -.106
75 Lk L3 27 58 2,87
76 29 30 37 37 0.00
77 32 28 L8 33 v
78 35 37 27 1,8 i
79 26 58 7 75 6.50%
80 57 2L 78 9 7. Lo
81 3L 39 30 Lk 1.59
82 37 37 37 39 -.95

#p<.05, Z = 1,90
Wipg.0l, Z = 2,58
#¥#pc 001, Z = 3,33
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