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ABSTRACT

The present study was conducted to investigate ditferences
in item performance, reliability, and scale means of the Bem Sex-
Role 1Inventory when comparisons are made across developmentally
different groups. Analyses were conducted comparing results for
adolescents with results for adults, and further analyses were
conducted comparing results for the adolescents across various -
adolescent gender and age groups. The results tend to support the
a conclusion that the BSRI has reasonable measurement {ntegrity
when used with adolescents, and thus indicate that the measure
may be useful {n exploring developmental changes in sex-role

perceptions as they occur during adolescence.
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In a seminal a:tlcle in the litéréturé‘hqn _pers°na1ity,

i

Constantinople (1973) argued thét'Qérésagwéddfgﬂwab$sess both
characteristics that are 'stereot}bidéliy;&mgféiggé well as
characteristics that are stéredtyblcaily::féﬁglé. Personallty
researchers have come to call such persons' androgynous. Bem
(1975, p. 634) has argued théfﬁﬁa'non-androgynous sex role can
seriously restrict the .range” 65 .behavlors avallable to an
individual as he or she movésgfrém situatlon to situation." Kelly
and Worrell (1977) summarizé studlies that have emplrically tested
the pfoposltlon that ahdronny is an adaptlve personality
characéerlsﬁic; Generally studles support Bem's position, though
some studles (Hellburn, 1984) suggest that the tralt may be more
advantagﬁous to females than to males.

Although several measures oflhhdrogyny have been developed,
the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI) (Bem, - 1974) “has been thé most
frequently used of the recent sex role instruments" (Koenigsberg,
1982, p. 2). However, the BSRI and the methods used to measure
the androgyny construct have both been topics of heated academic
discussion (e.g., Bem, 1979; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979). LT

Studlies of the BSRI measure have been extraordinarily
diverse {n theilr methods and designs. Sample sizes have ranged
from 44 (Bledsoe, 198)3) to 894 (Sassenrath & Yonge, 1979). Powell
(1979) employed 15 samples to cross-validate hls results.
Although many studles have used variations of common factor
- analyslis to evaluate the measure, researchers have also employed
multidimensional scaling (Koenigsberg, 1982), smallest space
analysis (Ruch, 1984), conflrmatory factor analysis (Marsh,

1985), analysis of the wvarlance/covariance matrix (Belcher,

129



Crocker & Algina, 1984), and extractlon_of'secpndfordei'ﬁaééggﬁ-
(Edwards, Gaa & Liberman, 1978). Thompson.(1986)-pte§gn£edi:;.
meta-analytic integration of the varlous factor analytic studE;;.
and concluded that the theoretlcally expected structure under11e§
BSRI data. Even seemingly contradictory results are gqnerally.
supportive of the measure's valldity once solutions are rotated
into a common factor space.

Virtually all of these myrlad studles have examined
statistics that are a function of covarlatlons (e.q.,
covarlances, correlations) among {tem responses. However, these
statistics are insensitive to the influence of central tendency.
For example, two sets of scores can be perfectly correlated when:
(1) both sets each have a mean of 5.0; or (2) both sets each have
a mean of 1.0; or (3) one score set has a mean of 1.0 and the
other score set has a mean of 5.0.

Since structure 1s a function of the relationships among
{tems, a test may have a similar structure |in diverse
populations, but the populations may differ with respect to other
aspects of 1tem performance. For example, Ltem means could be
markedly different across populations even 1f the structures
across.the populations were identical. As Gorsuch (1983, p. 335)
notes,

To the extent that invarlance can be found across .
systematic changes In elther varlables or the
individuals, then the factors have a wider range of ..
applicablility as generalized constructs. - The

)
subpopulations over which the factor occurs could--
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- and probably would<-differ in’thelr imeaniscores or . .

#+- ‘varlances -‘across the"groups,%:but‘the"fpattern ‘of

- relatlonships among the varlables ‘would * be . the

- same.
Knowledge regarding such ‘a dynamic would be important from a
measurement perspective because the process of summing item
scores within a scale also assumes that all the 1items are
reasonably homogeneous with respect to theilr mean values. Thlis
-assumption ‘is 'madé with respect to both |{tem characterlstics 
‘'within ‘a given ‘population’ and item performance across
populations, = {f the test ' is to be  employed 1in various
‘populatlions.-

A ‘‘concrete example may clarify the essentlal character of
this assumption. If the 1item means on a two item test in a

population were both four on-a seven-polint scale, then a person

who : scored "‘five on both scales ls deviating from the expected
{tem means by the same amount, and the scale score of 10 for the}
"person represents a meaningful deviation from the known total
score mean of eight, But say the population mean responses to
ltems one and two were, respectively, six and two. The parson who
scores, respectively, six and two on the ltems |s assigned a
scale score of‘elqht. The person who scores two and six is also
assigned a scale score of elght, even though the two sets of ltem
scores represent very dlfferent responses when compared with
ekpected of averéqe populatioﬁ responses, .

It 1s unfortunate that central tendency has not been}

considered a noteworthy lssue in most of the previous research on}

androgyny measures, The Iinstruments that measure androgyny:
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relevant ltem scores. If means are not comparable across ltems

fon
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typlcally produce Mascullne and Femlnine scale scores by summlng',

CEQR sty

within a glven sample, then scores on ltems deviate‘ about'

different means and adding ltem scores without consldering these
varlatlions may dlistort total scores--the scoresv may lack
measurement validity and studies using the measures may therefore
be invalid. The process of adding item scores without considering
varlations In {tem means requires the critlical assumptidn that
the |{tems afe deviating about the same or at ieast comparable
means so that one 1s not adding "apples and oranges", 1i.e., so
that the addition process is {tself valld.

Even {f ltem means are comparable across {tems within given
sample types, it is important to ascertalin whether the i{tem méans
are also comparable across sample types, e.g., developmentally
actlve adolescent groups versus adult 5amp1es. If differences in
scale means across devélopﬁental groups afe due to a few 1{tems,
the content of those i{tems may have substantive implications or
may raise qQquestions about the validity of those items when used
with certain types of samples.

However, most of the studies in this area have emplerd

college students as subjects. The similar character of most of

the samples 1limits ablility to generalize about the valldityrﬂof‘

the BSRI. As worell (1978, p. 783) notes, "restricting all of the

sex-role research to college students, unfortunately, leaves us

‘with many unanswered questions about the generality of -results.

and the applicability to constrast populations." It is especlally
R _

surprising that so few studies have employed adolescents as
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subjects. Bem (1979, p. 1052) argues that even young chlldren“are
STy - W"‘#)N’ﬂ a'}ﬁl»«}{?"aﬂ Ky

aware_ of sex roles Marsh and Myers (1984) tested adolescent
;lrls. but school offlcials allowed the use of only ‘a subset " of
BSRI ltems. Mills (1980) employed a sample of 418 adolescents
but prlmarlly was concerned with the structure underlylng BSRI
responses rather than wlth central tendency of ltem responses.
The present study was conducted to lnvestlgate differences
lln BSRI results lnvolvlng developmentally dlfferent subject
groups Threel research questions were consldered in the study.
Flrst | how:w comparablefﬁnare ltem means across dlfferent
developmental and sex groups'> The lnfluence of sex was consldered
lslnce there are developmental differences across gender groups
and slnce the BSRI measures sex-role perceptlons that may also

_dlffer across groups_ as‘ an interactlve function of both

developmental group and gender. Second, wilthln a sample of.

adolescents, what are thel influences of age and sex on BSRI
rellablllty coefficlents? IE the test ls reliable when used wlth
| younger subjects, the measure may be an lmportant vehicle for
lnvestlgatlng qchanges in adolescents'ﬁ sex-role perceptlons.
Flnally, what differences ln the two BSRI.scale means are there
across adolescent age and sex grouplings? The analysls of scale
score means may provide some such lnslght‘.regardlng these

changes,

Beaults
Several of the many BSRI valldity studles In the llterature

report 1ltem means for blologically male subjects as agalinst

female subjects. Thus, flve sets of item means from adult samples
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were avallable from previous research. 1In ordéi-to gproviaé,

developmentally different comparison group, ° theuprégeﬁtkg%ak53§;€ .

collected data from 256 adolescents (25% glrls) rand1ngﬁfﬁ”'égé
(mean = 12.9; SD = 1.86) from 9 to 17. These data were analyzed .

in several ways In order_to address the study‘s filrst research
question.

Figqure 1 presents the item means reported In each of the
previous studies. In order to facllitate comparisons, the means
are graphlically presented along the one to seven response scale
employed on the |Instrument. Bem (1981) has proposed that  a
"short form" of her Instrument can be constructed by only scoring
20 of the iltems on the BSRI. These ltems are underlined in Figure
1. Letters "A" through "E", respectively, represent: a) the
.means reported by Bledsoe (1983) in a study involving 44 female
teachers; b) Hoferek's (1981) means from a nationwide survey of
physical educators 1involving 189 women; c) Pedhazur and
Tetenbaum's .(1979) means for 489 female graduate education
students; d) Hoferek's (1981) means for 102 men; and e) Pedhazur
and Tetenbaum's (1979) means for 171 men. The means for the male
adolescents in the study are repesented by pound signs ("#"); thés
means for female adolescents are represented by asterisks ("*").
The means for the two adolescent gender groups are vpresentéd
within thelr 95% confidence intervals, represented by ‘hyphens.
The {tems are sorted first by scale; the 20 BSRI gpmin;nglécale
items follow the 20 Mascullne scale ltems. For each‘ ;tgh, the
mean of the two means for adolescents and the mean of ‘'the flve
means for adults were computed, as was the *deviation of thése two

statistics. This difference score ls presentedlin parentheses for
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- each BSRI -1tem.  Wlthin each scale, the items presentedqin Flgure

:1% have been arranged 1In order of descending dlfferences,,ac:p;s

the two subject groups. | . SRR

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE.

In order to compare the varlabllity of item means across

ltems and across the seven subject groups, on each of the 40

-1tems . a classical sex-by-age-group two-way analyslis of varlance

was. conducted using the ltem means as the dependent varlable.

Table 1“ presents :the -40 BSRI items - in descending order .of

+:varlabllity of the mean scores. .Thus, for example, means on the

- 1tem, "Feminlne", tended to vary most across the seven subject’

samples, For each ltem, Table 1 also presents the sum of squares

-attributable to each effect and the percentage of each {tem's sum

of squares that 1s attributable to each source of varlance in the

- analyslis.,

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE,

The rellabllity coeffliclents presented in Table 2 .-were
computed in order to address the study's second research
question. The table reports the alpha rellabllity coefficlents

for the two BSRI scales across various age and gender groups.:

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE.

Total scale scores within the varlous age and gender groups
represented in the adolescents' data set were compared in order

to address the study's third research questions. Table 3 presents
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the cell means across the subject groups. Table 4 fépoits th;" :

;

results of a two -way analysis of varlance Eor‘ both 'the QSRI

K »'--f -’ YRS A
R e Ty -\u B i)

scales.

INSERT TABLES 3 AND 4 ABOUT HERE.

Discussion,

The analyses reported in Flgure 1 compared means of means in
order to minimize the influence of disproportlonate sample slizes
Ln the wvarious groups. The Figure 1 results 1Indicate that
adolescents tend to score lower across almost all of the BSRI
ltems. In particular, with respect to Mascullne |tems, the
adolescent subjects percelved themselves to be less analytlcal,
self-sufficlent, self-rellant, forceful, {independent, and
forceful. The finding s not surprising, and primarlly reflects
perception of ¢the reallty that adolescents are dependent on
others. The finding that adoloscents consider themselves less
analytical may reflect a percelved obligation to be carefree.

With respect to the Feminine {tems, the adolescents
percelved themselves to be 1less sensitive, compassionate,
sympathatic, tender, warm and gentle. These results suggest a
self-orlentation that may be an adaptive effort to work through
{ssues involving ldentity and role expectations.

These findings do not contradict a view that adolescence is
a time of role exploration (Erikson, 1963, pp. 247-269), but
suggest . that this exploration may prlmarlly be achleved by  the
"doing" of tryling on roles rather than through the "thinking" of

reflection. 1In fact, psychoanalytlic theo¥y (A. Frued, 1972, pp.
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317- 318) suggests that thls dolng may “be an 1mp6rtaﬁ£. compoﬁeht
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of adjustment-
| The character structure of a child at the end Jf
the latency period.;.'fhas to be abandoned to allow
adult sexuallty to Dbe integrated into the
{individual personalrty.- The so-called adolescent
upheavels are'no more than :he external indications
'that such internal adjustments are in ' progress...
- We all know-indlvldual children who as late as the .
. “agé of ‘fourteen, flfteen, or Slxteen show no such
outer ev(dende of innéf“unrest... They are, perhaps
more than any others, in need of therapeutic help.

The results presented in Table 1 provide further insight
regarding the measurement characteristics of individual BSRI
items--the hagnltudes and‘the sources of varlance in the mean
scores from the various ‘‘subject groups are presented. The
varlablitity  (9QS=25.93; V=25.93/6=1.11; g§D=1.,05) of the seven
" 'means on the item, " atheletlic,  was an ‘artifact generated by
Includlng*"dgta from Hoferek's (1961) physical educators, who
péiéeIVed ‘themselves to be more atheletic than other subject
groups. However, 1t 1s clear that there was disproportlonate
varlablility on two other items, feminine (§D=2.08) and masculine
(§D=2.01). These standard deviations are especlally noteworthy
since the response format only ranges from one to seven,

It is disturbing that the 'vast preponderance of the
variabllity on these items was assoclated with gender, as
indicated by the effect sizes of sex for these items. Bem (1981,

P. 14) has not included these {tems in the "short form" portlon
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of her measure: Q e e Ui m e

Note that the terms "feminine" and "mascullne?¢g§xgﬂgﬁﬁgﬁf

themselves been eliminated from the Short Form of ~~.: .

the BSRI. These terms actually reflect "hlgherF

order" tralts and are constructs denoting clustersn

of tralts themselves rather than behaviors.
However, a more parsimonious and thus more likely interpretatlion
would argue that the these two ltems merely measure physical
gender, as suggested by the present analyses. 1I1f so, the
inclusion of these ltems serlously undermines the vallidlty of the
measure, since the measures purportedly evaluates psychological
orientation regarding sex-roles and not physical gender. Thus the
use of these {tems has been criticlzed previously on both
theoretical and empirical grounds (Pedhazur & Tetenbaum,'1979).

Bem (1981, p. 5) notes that "the test s arranged so that

the ¢thirty short-form {tems appear filrst and, where ¢time 1Is
limited, subJects may be 1instructed to stop after the {tem
'conventlional.'" However, the savings in time from uslng. the
short form |s very minimal. Many researchers will be tempted to
employ the original "long form" so that thelr results wl%;‘ be
more comparable with previous research and because thgf._may
presume that the long form will be more rellable sincq. iy; is
longer, However, the two forms are highly correlated?(Bem,N;qel,
p. 15), and the “"short form" Mascullne scale ls . at. lgast\ as
rellable as the "long form" Y scale and the . "short form"
Feminine scale is notlceably moré reliable (Be@{_ 1981): p. 14)

and may well be more valid. The use of the "short form" or of
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the "long form" minus these two items 1is thétéfbiéé~§£§3%§iy

recommended ‘for most research applications. = ERE T

s .

The rehainlhg analyses presented in Table -1 “support the
previbhs"1nferprét;tloh“of Figure 1., For example, ‘large effect
sizes'for a§é wézé found forjthelitems, sensitive, compassionate,
analytical, and other varlables noted previously. Nevertheless,
tﬁe’ variability in {tem mééns across developmental groups was
‘relatively small, was systematlc rather than random, and lnvolved

‘theoretically ' interpretable differences. 'The analysls suggests
'uwéﬁgik’féém:meané’aréaieaﬁonabi}lcbmparable across subject groups,

36 " 'that measurement ° concerns regarding this aspect of test
performance are not appreclably warranted.

The analyseé repbftéd {in Table 2'sugqe3t that the BSRI has
.reasonable iieiiabllity even when used by younger subject groups.
The naSCuline scale reliability cbeff£¢1ent of .82 compares
- favorably with values of about .86 reported by Bem (1981, p. 14).
The Femlinine scale rellabllity coefficlent of .78 compares
"EAVOzably with values of about ,78 reported by Bem (1981, p. 14)
" for several studlas with adults. The Table 2 results also suggest
" that ‘the measure can be reasonably employed even wlth younger age
'groups within' the adolescent age range. The results must ' be
interpreted with some caution, since some age groups included few
subjects, but - the pattern |s consistent across the ages
represented in the study.

The results presented Ln Tables 3 and 4 suggest that_ both
gender groups tend to score somewhat higher on both scales as.
individuals grow older. However, the most noteworthy pattern ls

that males tend systematically to become more Mascullne whlle
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females tend to become systematlically more zemihinéfaﬁféﬁéy__agéafrm

during adolescence..ﬂThe;tabled-resul;s-also¢lndipate-that;mdles

fon - ,» .wu.:&l 3 %;.‘7%“:;-: P Gran o

and females are more comparable with respect tolthg}rYQﬁggqg;ihér
scores than with respect to the;r Feminine scale sco§g§? f;Eis";
suggests that females may be more llkely to become andfogynous
than are thelr male peers. Males may £find androgynyl less
advantageous during adolescence, Jjust as some research ksuggests
that androgyny may generally be more functionally advantageous
for adult females (Hellburn, 1984).

In summary, the results of the ptesent study generally
support the conclusion that scores oﬁ_the Bem Sex-Rdle Inventory
(Bem, 1974) are reasonably rellable aﬁd valid even when subjects
are young adolescents. Although the present results corroborate
previous f£indings that the two {tems, masculine and feminine, do
not have deslrableJmeasuzement‘ characteristics, varlat;on: in
item performance '.acrqss developmentally different groups
generally were relatively small and were predictable., Thus, .the
BSRI measure may be helpful in exploring the development Qf sex-
role perceptions during adolescence, or 1ln tracking the q;fgcts
of culture changes on the sex-role development .process as

socletal expectations and norms change,
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Variéble -

Feminine .2
Masculline 2
Atheletlic
Sensitive*
Competitive
Compassionate*
Analytlical
Sympathetic*
Childlike
Self-sufficlent
Forceful#h
Tender*
Self-rellant
Eager soothe*
Loves children*
Affectionate*
Acts as leader
Independent#
Gentle*

. Warm#*

Loyal 3
Has Leadership# .
Take stand#
Willing risk#
Makes decisions
Understanding*
Soft-spoken
Assertivedh

No harsh lang
Aggresiveid
Individualist
Defends belief
Dominanth
Ambitious
Gullible
Cheerful

Strong personi
Flatterable

Shy

Yielding

~. s Classical sOS Decomposition - v
SOS ' SOS- - Effect SO0S . Effect
Tot Sex Size Age Size:
5.93,25.183 97.12% 0.002 0Q.01%
4.36 23.989 98.48% 0.235 0.96%
6.64 0.922 13.89% 0.138 2.08%
2.56 0.068 2.64% 2,224 86.20%
2.18 0.843 38.67% 0.012 0.55%
2.10 0.044 2.10% 1.773 84.43%
1.97 0.076 3.86% 1.910 96.95%
1.84 0.137 7.45% 1.354 73.59%
1.79 0.253 14.13% 0.014 0.78%
1.76 0.010 0.57% 1.537 87.33%
1.686 0.163 9.70% 1.417 84.35%
1.61 0.136 8.45% 1,238 76.89%
1.53 0.000 0.00% 1.382 90.33%
1.48 0.259 17.50% 0.803 54,26%
1.46 0.287 19.66% 0.282 19.32%
1.42 1 0.228 16.06% 0,823 57.96%

.1.36 0.311 22.87% 0.496 36.47%
1.33 0.003 0.23% 1.048 78.80%

©1.32 0.057 4.32% 0.934 70.76%
1.25 0.067 5.36% 0.979 78.32%
1.22 0.083 6.80% 0.913 74.84%
0.90 0.233 25.89% 0.383 42,56%

©0.85:0.177 20.82% 0.633 74.47%

' 0.78 0.412 52.82% 0.000 0.00%
0.66 0.274 41.52% 0.356 53.94%
0.65 0.060 9.23% 0.524 80.62%
0.64 0.179 27.97% 0.274 42.81%
0.63 0.002 0.32% 0.580 92.06%
0,62 0.062 10.00% 0.481 77.58%
0.62 0.271 43.71% 0.001 0.16%
0.53 0.001 0.19% 0.326 61.51%
0.50 0.004 0.80% 0.309 61.80%
0.48 0.270 56.25% 0.110 22.92%
0.43 0.063 14,65% 0.032 7.44% -
0.36 0.216 60.00% 0.058 16.11%
0.29 0.035 12.07% 0.123 42.41%
0.23 0.007 3.04% 0.146 63.48% .
0.2 0.018 7.83% 0.021  9.13%
0.19 0.013 6.84% 0.015 7.89% -
0.04 0,001 2.50%

*
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0.007

17.50% -

Iﬁter

0.055
0.175
0.204
0.156
0.013
0.051
0.021
0.161
0.058
0.011
0.150
0.030
0.005
0.199
0.679
0.152
0.001
0.000
0.220
0.032
0.097
0.007
0.001
0.013
0.009
0.019
0.099
0.018
0.001
0.001
0.177

-0.,038

0.088

- 0,033
: 0.030

0.000
0.148

- 0.023

0.012

Scored as a Mascullne ltem as part of ‘the "short qum."

Scored as a Feminine item as part of the "short fotm}"

Effect
Slze -
0.21%
3.07%
" 6.05%
0.60%
1.07%

8.75% -

3.24%
0.63%
8.93%
1.86%
0.33%
13.45%
46.51%
10.70%
0.07%
0.00%
16.67%
2.56%
7.95%
0.78%
0.12%
1.67%
1.36%
2.92%
15.47%
2.86%
0.16%
0.16%
33.40%
7.60%
7.92%
20.47%
9.17%
10.34%
0.00%
64.35%
12.11%
30.00%



16
30
54
64
37
20
16
11
256

. Table 2 :
Alpha Rellabllity Coefficlents for Adolescents
Both Sexes — Males Females
M- F n M F : n M
.62 .85 8 .62 .85 - -
.85 .07 13 .82 .04 3 .93
.85 .78 22 .83 .18 8 .88
.81 .59 46 .76 .49 8 .86
.74 .81 50 .74 .79 14 .80
.84 .84 23 .84 .84 14 .88
.90 .81 12 .90 .80 8 .90
.86 .81 10 .85 .84 6 .67
.85 .86 8 .88 .84 3 .59
';82- .78 192 © .79 .74 64 .88
'” f“~7. Table 3 "
Cells Means for Two- Way Analysls
Mascullne ”v* Femlnlne .
Males Females Total 'Males Females = Total
94.5 - ' 94.5 83.6 -- .. 83.6
93.0 81.0 90.8 79.5 81.7 79.9
98.7 87.1 - 95,6 82.2 98.2 86.5
199.0 78.5 95.9 81.9 88.4 82.8
96.1 - 97.6 96.4 83.4 92.2 85.4
100.6 98.6 99.8 82.0 - 97.2 87.17
102.9 91.4 98.3 76.0 93.0 82.8
103.3 85.5 96.6 89.9 106.8 96.2
103.5 94.7 101.1 91.0 111.7 96.6
98.5 91.3 . 96.7 82.7 95.5 85.9
Table 4
~ clasalc 808 Decompoaitlon Aczosa Scales
Mascullne . - : . Effect
source - 808 ' df --M8 ' Fcalc Slze
Age - :1996.2 8 249.5 99 3.0%
Sex 31717.2 1 3177.2 12.70 4.79
Age*3gex 2875.4 - 17 410.8 1.64 4.3%
Residual 59772.4 239 250.1
Total 67123.8 255 263.2
Feminine : Effect
Source 808 df MS Fcalc Size
Age 3542.0 8 442.17 2.4 6.49%
. Sex 6969.6 1 6969.6 38.90 12.69%
Age*3Sex 1114.3 1 159.2 .89 2.0%
Residual 42823.0 239 179.2
Total 55347.5 255 217.0

58

.37
.82
.88
.80
.54
.87

'29

.82




Figure 1
Item Means Across Studles

MASCULINE O
e . _"_.,-; B R N LR S 3 R
analytical 1----- 2e===- Joo=-- 4----- SBADE-6-----7 5,03
(1.14) -=%-- c .57
I --¥-
self-sufficlent 1----- 2----- 3----- 4----- 5---AC6B----7 5.61
(1.03) ---%-- E D .54
- . --“-
galf-raliant 1----- 2====-- J-==-- 4----- 5----EAB----7 5.77
(1.00) ——fa- CD .50
‘ | --#- A
forceful 1----- 2=-=-==- 3-=--- 4---BED----- 6----- 7 4.56
(.97) : ———koa. Cc .53
: | e
independent, 1----- 2----- I----- 4----- S---AED-B---7 5.67
(086) ke c 047
A
--#- B
assertive 1l----- 2----- J----- 4----- ED----6----- 7 4.81
(064) -*--C ' .32
I -4--
willing take stand 1----- 2---=-- J-=m-- 4-=--- S-ABE-D----- 7 5.37
' (.64): --=*-= C .38
-4§-- -
acts as a leader 1----- 2----- J----- 4--AC-E--B--6-----7 4,90
(.595) ———to- D .48
..'--
has leadership ability 1l----- 2----- J----- 4----- AC-EBD6----- 7 5.30
(.48) AL .39
--#- B
{ndividuallistic 1----- 2--=--- KEE LT §----- 5-AED-6----- 7 5.37
(.48) -==%C- .30
Ck- A
defends own beliefs 1----- 2----- J-===- 4----- 5---EB6D----7 5.73
(.47) ""*-C 029
| b
makes decisions easi{ly 1----- 2--=--- J-===- 4--ABESD----6----- 7 4.59
‘ (.46) -==*-C _ .33
—p-
atheletic 1-----2-----3--C--p---E-5-----6BD---7 5.04

(-.39) 1.05
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strong personality 1-----2-----3-----4---==5-E-B-6----=7 535

- (.31) ---*C-D .19
-p--
dominant 1----- 2----- 3-----4ABD-ES5----- 6-==-- 7 4.41
(.24) ---%--C .28
_ -
competitive 1----- 2----- 3----- 4A--C-5E-B--D-----7 5.15
(-.16) S | —-sko- .60
| s --#B
ambltious 1----- 2----- J=---- 4----- A--CED6----- 7 5.45
BT - TS - 27
g R —p-
willing take risks 1-----2----- 3----- 4A---BED----6----- 7 4.81
: o =0y -=%-C .36
. N '-‘“--
masculine 1l----- CAB---3----- {----- $5----E6-D---7 3.74
(.03) -k 2.02
-§--
L 1----- 2----- 3e=--- A-CE-B5----- 6----- 7 4.50
(-.02) =-=%--D .32
FEMININE ' ,
-~ )
senaltive %o peeds 1----- 2--=-- 3----- 4----- §5==-=-ADC-=---7 5.57
(1.27) --%*-- BE | .66
- A
. le---- 2----- 3----- f-=-m- 5--BDE6----- 7 5.41
L (1,14) -=%-- C .59
& pee
l===-- 2-===- Joce-- ove-- $5--BDAC----- 7 5.48
(1,01) - --%--E .55
cmfm——-
C lee=e-- 2----- 3--=-- f--=-- SBDAC-6----- 7 5.05
(.96) | ===teaf .52
: ye-
Ya8rM l1----- 2Q====- Jom--- j--=--- S-BDA-6----- 7 5.3
(085’ --*--EC -46
 le---- 2----- 3----- 4----- 5-<-BD-6----- 7 5.34
(.83) -=%-EC .47
-
loyal 1----- 2----- J----- Y R - Jp—— 6EBA--7 6.15
(.82) -*--CD .45
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affectionate

(.80)
eager soothe hurt 1----- 2====-- J-===-- §----- S--DC-A----- 7 :5.38
(.79) -*E- .50
--#- B
understanding 1l----- 2----- J--=--- 4----- S----DA----- 7 5.71
(.63) --*-EC .33
--§--D :
not harsh language 1----- 2==-==-- 3----- 4--EA-5----- 6----- 7 4.37
(.60) ---*--CB .32
--”_ A
loves children 1-----2-----3-----4-----5---E-B-D---7 5,85
(.49) ~C*-- .49
-¥-- A
feminine 1-p---2E----3----- §----- 5-B--C6----- 7 3.98
(.42) -—=%-- 2.08
- —#A-
soft-spoken 1l----- 2-===- J--=-- B--CDES----- 6-=-=--- 7 4.22
(.41) _ -t .33
-#- AB
cheerful 1----- 2----- J--=--- 4----- 5S--ECD6----- 7 5.58
(.31) : -%-- .22
-f--
gullible 1l----- 2e===- DEB-A-4----- S-=w-- 6----- 7 3.30
(.24) -=%--C . 25
--#-DA
flatterable 1l----- 2==-=- Jemo-- 4BCE-=5----- 6----- T 4.34
(.13) --tae .20
-“--
shy l----- 2====- 3-ADCE4{----- Seceea Geeee- 7 3.54
‘-011) -a-*--- 018
-4p-~
ylelding 1----- Q====-- KEEEE L 4-DA-=-5=-===~ 6-=---- 7 4.33
(.07) -*CE- .09
-—f-
childlike 1----- 2-B---EC---A4----- S=ew-- 6----- 7 2.94
(-.06) . D ~=-%-- : S .55

Note. The confldence intervals for blologically male adolescents bound
"§", comparable values for females bound "f". The mean of the seven
means {s presented at the end of each scale; the SD |s presented below
the mean of the seven means. *
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