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The Effects of Roles, Actions and Situations

on Social Identity

.

t?

ti

,.Many scientists assume that human society depends on shared meaning. That is,:
i',

//
,..

.
..

1

.

coordIrted/actions and complex social organizations require, among other things,'
/ ,,

. 1,

that people involved'have,a similar definition of the situation and agree.on
.

each'
. =

. : , , . . .

other's social identity. Given this perspective, we are led to ask the following
,

questions: How do people arrive at a Shared definition of the situation? What

cues determine people's.conception of someone's character or social identity?
/

.

Previous research has deVeloped two.approaches to explaining shared mening.

The first.is the structural- cultural Approach that focuses on social roles, Last/-

tutions,' cultural norms and typifichtions. The second is'the situational appoach,

that focuseon how consensus emerges from a specific .sequence of events in a par-
,

ticularsetting., ,The ivsearckdescribed'in'this paper lends support to both

approaches. In particular, the results of our quetionndire study indicate that

simply knowing a person's social role--for example; knowing the person is a parent

rather than an irployer--generates shared expectations about how he or she will

behave. However, once the;person aced, then it seems, actions are more imPOrtant

than,role in determining .the shared impressions that others have of the actor.

i

° In the following sections, we discussrthe previous research that has-formed
r-

.t

'the basis of this study. We then present our methods and describe the major

se

findings.

. -

Previous Research
1/4

-.N

'
-Social psychologists have done extensive researth_on how situations and action

,
- a

/ affect social identity (Hastorf, 1970). They have also examined the effedts of

sod Eirvroles (Sarbin and Allen, 1960. However, the cotbind effects of these
/ r- .

three factors have_ not investigated.



.

In tbe.,,past decade, there have been many studies on attribution theory and

person perFeption that have investigated the.cond ions under which people

2

,attribute causalit , intention and other dispositions to others (Jones and Davis,

\ 1965; Kelley, 1967). For exampli,.the correspondent,inferen4es theory of...Tones

and Davis leads us to'expect that the more "ale ofrole" a particular exhibited W'

traitlis, the mare-certainty people have it making aTersonality inference about'

,

the actor. If an employer is depicted as businesslike, this tells us less about

his' personality than if a mother, is buainesslike; for in our society, employers

are 'supposed" to be'businesslike and mothers are not. There has also been con-
.

siderable.research on the "demand characteristics of experiments, thathas shown

,

bow the responses of subjgits are afftcted by the meanings attributed to the

experimenter's actions (Rosenthal, 1966; Orne, 1967). Rowever, as Alexander and

.t

Sagatpn (197) have pointed out, much of this work has been psychilogically
r
-T,

oriented and has tended to obscure the impact of soclal norms and shared aefini-
,

tioni;'Of the situatidn.

The research of Norman Alexander and his associates on si ateddentity,r.. . L. ------.-_'
.

,,..-

XoCuses on the meaning otparticular situati4kas (Alexander and Weil, 1969

(Alexander and Knight, 1971; Alexander and J.auderdale, 1972; Alexander and

m\,
Ogatun, 1973)). They define situated identity as "'the 4hspositional imputAtons

.
..

abOut an individual that are conveyed by his actiOns in a particular social

context" (Alexander and Knight, 1971165). In a series of simulated.replications'-
- .

,4- -

of, famous psychological eperiments, Alexander et al. have shosin that respondents
r

who act as "outside-observers" of these experimental situations.,exhibit clear

consensus both as to predicting the actions of,experimental subjects artd.as to-the

I

identity imOlications

dicted by respondents

original experiments,

for.suqb subjects. °'- In all these studies,-behavyrs pre-
-

.

in the simulation closely parallel the.results .of the
, -

.
.

. .

suggesting thdt both actual and,eimulation'subjects are
, .

°
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', relying on the same cues in choosing behavioral responses. Since the respondents

do not communicate-with each other, obviously this 5onsensus cannot have emerged

during the studies. Respondents must.previously,have a gnired the capacity to
.

generate consensual interpretations of die meaning o,1 the situation.' It seems
.

to us. that the only process by which individuals can independently and consistently

arrive at the same interpretation is if `they have, previously learned to use the
ti

a

same general criteria in generating interpretations -for example, the same norms,

or vele expectations, or cultural typology of situations.

.

In the present study, We have'attempted.to develop (1).-means for measuring

'.the separate mpact of social roles and kinds of action on pee#de's expectations

of others' ,behav rs and on identity implications foi the actors'; and (2) general

typologies butes and of action alternatives which would enable us to

'determine whether a ertain role or type of actionmighttproduce similar flidenti7-
t ties!' across different situations.

Specifically, we are trying to determine: (1) What is therelative impact

of role and of situation in predicting the behavior of another person? (2) Can

the consensus among respondents on the meaning of particular, situations (in par-

ticular, on the identity, implications of alternative actions)be explained by

general cultural understandings such-asrole expectations? (3) What in the
0

relative impact of role, situation and action on the charaCteristics that are

attributed tO another person?'

G °

Procedure P

Our overall strategy was to use the expressive-instrumental distinction(

=to describe types of'rolea, actions and attributes. Our general. hypothesis was

that there would be a consistent relationshipsaiong variables on.the basis of
- .

this distinction. For example,' we felt that respondents would expect people in

.

1
5 °
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/1 the instrUMenta Les of employers or Tales t act in task-oriented.ways anto

\\)
...

, .

. have attribute= like being forceful and self-conident. On the other hand, peop15

4S

in the express ve role. of parents or females would be expected to act affeCtively
. k

,

and have attri utes like tender and softhearted. This:general hypothesis we's
..,'

(G
t

confirmed in ost respects; but thefe were also some majof surprises:- .

\.

Our spec fic method was to design several. versionssof a questionnaire%inorder

to manipulate/ out variables of'interest. Subjects were 180-male and female under-
.\ .

graduate students %in-several introductory - social science classes at Stanford-r.
University i spring, 1973. .

The fi st part of out research was designed to examine how social. roles and

specific situations affect people's elipectations abode how a persoA7Q1.11 behave.

To do this, we presented respondents kth questionnaires that. briefly described,

five/situations in which an adult is.depicted ad interacting with an adolescent

b y. We nded the description of gecheituation with two altetnative actions.

that the Lit could take, and asked'respondents,tospredict which action actually

would to taken. In each situation, Ine action alternative was expressive, or
.

$articu aristics the other Was instrumental, or univerealistic. In order to-
, 4

contro for the effects of the positive- negative dimension, in some sitatione,
, -

seive 'action was st positive. or.. esirable from the boy's point of view;

-

is ot ers, the instrumental action was moss positive: The situations are liited. .

on Fig;re 1.(2)

Figure 1 about heke

'5

We examined the effect's of two role sets on the respondents' predictions of

behevior-in these'five situational (a) ,female -m4e and '(b) parent -employer. .

. ti 6
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Our rationale for this choice was that these roles are theoretically interesting

and seem
6

to affect interaction oVdr..e wide range of-'situatidns. The importance
04

of family/gemeinschaft/expressivenessias. cbnt sted to work/gesellschaft

instrumentality in organizing social elations has been one of the basic points

r
f cial theoiy.for the'past century, from Marx to Weber to Parsons. .These

theories are eMpirieally supported by Triandis' research on perCeptions of

r
similarity among identities or roles' (Triandis et al.,°1968).

. /7.
Sex also seems to have a pervasive influence across particular situations.

It

4.

In additong sex roles have been inked ) the expressive - instrumental dimenSion

by many Sociologists (Parsons and Bales, 1955). In a.clasSic theoretical paper,

.

Everett Hughes discussed sex as a striking illustration' in our ocie of a
-

'i'

"master status"--that is, a status'that is strongly associate w.th."characteristic

patterns of expected personal attributes' and a way of ilfe6.(1945:358). There is

abundant evidence that sports this position and shows that actions,\expectations

and evaluations vary by sex over.a wide'range of situations (Maccoby and Jacklin,

19i4). , .
..A

.-

'
. i

In order to examine tha effects of these social roles, different questiowires

4
. ,

. ,

'\ .

contained a-random mixture of four different situation versions depicting tf e adult
...c ,.

as either (1) male employer, pr (2) femaleeMployer, (3)'male parent,.or,

(4) female parent. In part,I of our study, four groups of i5 students each,

,.
randomlyreceived one of the four versions and we re asked to- predict which action'

the adult in each situation would take. Insofar as.social-roles determirie social

'IP
.

,
identities, one would ex\pect respondents to predict that females and parents

,_---- , .
.,

would select the expressive action,yhile males and employers would seldct the 4

instrumental action. Insofar as the specific situation. determines social identi-
3

,

$

. ties, one would_Rpect the predictions fOr'a particular role tvary nsiderably,
. . .

. across die five situations.
, .

. ..

\\/.. .,1 -,

1

p

,)



,'Methods devel ped by Alexander.)

In the second part of the study, we used the same five situatipns, only this

.

.
While the first part of our study fOcudedon behavior predictions, the

second part eiamined two other,,sepects-of social identity: `(a) what attributes

are,most relevant in.frming an impression4of.the idellt, and (b) show the adult

is rated on a series-cif'Tibuted. (Both parts of the study are based on the-
,

time the respondents were told what action the adult had taken:' in some versions

of the questionnaire, the adult was described as taking the expressive action;

in oche versions, the adult took the inymental auction. There thus eight

versions of each situation: four types of role tt:tets two types of action.
. .

These were randomly distributed to an additional 120 subjects. (See Figure 2 for

a

summary of experimental conditions.)
.

Figure 2'about here

r.
Respondents we' e asked: (1) to select

they felt were most i portant' in forming an

ation, and (2) 'to rte the adult on each of
Al

attributes includes 6 i

like," and 5 expressive

4i

3 'attributes frOm a list of./1 that

impression o4tlie adult in each situ -

the 11 attributes. The list of

strumental,traits, such as "self- confident" and 'business-

traits, such as "loyal and supportive.°

The liat was based on previous research, y Leary, Triandis and others op the

basic diMenxians of social perception. (3)

1

In this second part of the study,- insofar as social roles determine social

identities, we would expect respondents to select expressive attributes as most
. -

relevant when the adult in the situation is .a woman-or a parent. We would also

/

expect women and parents to receive higher ratings on expressive attributes than men

, .

and employers. ,,Insofar as actions:determine social identities, we would expect
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.

respondehts.to select expressive attributes
N
and give high ratings on expressive-

.

\

ness when the adultsacted expressively, regardless of the adult's sex or, kin

relation to theoy. Finally, according to Alexander'ssitpated identity theory,

theeselection of relevant attributes, and thg attribute rating, should be con -

sistent with the behavior prediction late. If, for example, parents are expected
w

to behave differently from etakloyers, this ishecause the same actions havedif-

ferent identity implications for them,(aseevidenCedby,attriblites seen as relevant

to describe them).

In sum, the independent variables iriour:study were-role, action and Situation. ,)

The three dependent variables were behavior predictions, relevant attributes

.0'
c.=';

selected and attribute ratings.

Results

;.-

AL, Behavior Predictions., Table 1 presents the results of the first part of our
, "t,'--

.

. &
w.

study on the effects of role
,

and situation on behavior prediaiqns.

i
/ 4/

.
' r '..,

Table 1 about here,

g.

As we expected, respondents are far morelikely to predict that parents, but not

loyers, will choose the expressilie alternative (e= 29.67, 1 d.f., p < .001)t

It is interesting to note that in Situation 3, where parents are placed
.

role of employer, the effect disappears. completely. Clearly, to our respondents,

parents Who employ their children are not expected to act more expressively than

would a nonLpaient employer in a similar Situation.

A44

f Ciptrary to our expectations., there is no sex -role effect
.2

.132,'1 dif.,

n.s.). Mothers and female employers on the whole are not,more likely than fathers .°

and male employers to choose the expressive alternative. Differences among tIe.

situations /are not significant ()
.

4_ d.f., p s .10) :

9
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B. Selection of Relevant Attributes. Secondly, wetaXamined the impact of role,

action and'Situation on the attributes selected as most releupt to describe the
.

adult. '(It may be recalled that these data were gathered in Part II of our

study, where questionnaires stated which action the adult had actually taken in
.

each situation.) /

To test our hypotheses, we performed a multiple regression analysis on our'-

data. TI4 stakidardized regression coefficients (betas) reported in Table 2 enable

us'to examine the relative impact of every independent variable on the selection

-of expressive .attributes as:kelevant.
(4)

\ Table 2 about, here

In Table 2, there is a significant negative effect for Employer, as we

expected, meaning thatrespondents are significantly less likely to choose ex-

pressive attributes as most relevant when the-aduleis portrayed as an employer

,

tether than as.a parent. Also as we expected, instrumental actions are nega-

,tivaiy related to selection of expressive attribute same is rue of negaz

a

tive actions- beta shown for Female ndicates that sex lass no baring

on the selection of expressive attributes as most relevant. Although this last

finding is contrary to our initial expectation, it is certainly.consistent with\
Alexander's sittteOdenaty theoriwhich would predict that the absence of

ztis

sex'effects in the behavior predictions (see Fable r) would result in a cartes-

* ponding absence of.sex effects in the selection of relevant attributes.

All,of the situation Variables had signipcant effects.(5) Interaction

effebts were n, significant =tare not bhoWn in the table.
fy,

10
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. . I

In sum, it appears from these findings that ty type of action taken

.

(instrumental-expressive and negative-positive) radically changes the' meaning
.

of the situation. Similarly, the employer-parent role has a' clear, on the
01o,

*identity implications of the situation. Sex has, no effect. The strong situation .

9

...)

effects certainly support AlixindeV,s emphasis on the unique meaning of each, :- -

situation. Furthermore
'
it is,Interesting that in the one situation which most .

-
. ,s.

...

clearly differs, from the others in terms, of role (that is, Situation 3 were
. ,

parents are cast is employers), thesi,tuation effectis 4trongest--that is,

there is strongest consensus amongst respondents that expreisive attributes are.

not relevant.

C. Ratings on Attributes. For *this part of our study, respondents were told

the action actually taken by the adult and were asked to rate the adniton a
.

. -.

set of attributes., We analyze and present ;separately the results for ratings

on expressive.attributes and on instrumental attributes, as these are not

mutually exclusive? and it is quite possible for there to be ,high (or low)

ratings on both.
, odes

(i) Ex ressivenels rat n s

The regression analysis

action and situation on expr

most significant effects.

resented fa Table 3 shoWs the effects of role,

ssiveness ratings. CAVAltactidits produce the

s we predicted, both instrumental and. negative .*

actions produce significAnqy lower ratings on expressive attributes than do

expressive -or positive actions.- Females are more likely than males too -gets
- °

high rating (although the effect is nowhere eir as strong ab for actions).

. ,

The employer-parent role does not hiVe in effect.

4

Table 3 about 'here

1

0,
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*
--")

The only situation showing.a significant effect is-Situation 4. This is

the situation where the adolescent is'bi-ing sullen, and the adult either peaks
.-

-

to-him about itdo or, leaves him alone. Perhaps this situation has a positive.

' .. , . .
. .

.
.

.
,

effedt on expressive ratings because either action alternative can be interpreted__ __ _1

as acting out ofconcern for the boys feelings. In all, our model is,a fdirly

powerful predictor of expressive rating's = .53; indiEating t4A,t the

vaiiaice otVthe dependent variable, can -be accounted for by the independent vari-
,46. , k

ables we,have,iPc14ded in- the regression ,equation). -Interaction effects are
.

.

non-significant.

(ii) Instrumental.ratings. J.

A

The results concerning instrumental ratings Are more complex in two-inpoYtant
. .

wdYi. First; when we examined the mean ratings by-role(''action and situation as
v. .6 I

.

shown IA Table 4, we discovered there ware two completely 'different
S
patterns of

_instiumettal ratings.

rs
0 -', 6 l

Table 4 dbout-here
.

r*-

,
,

C l -.t A,0.., . 4,_.,

As Table 4 Shows, in Situations l',-3 and 5, instrument:al act -ion resits in
.

. ,
. .

,

-,
'-

li
. . high instrumental ratings, as predicted; but for Sittlations 2 and 4, nstrumental,..

. S ,. .s A

action unexpectedly produces lower.insftuiental ratings. Our post hoc explanation

,...,

is that situatio 2 and,4' ilia), be 4114Victive because in these cases. the action - ,

4'
..

k Nt- *t, e
,

we hive defined' consists of "doing nothing".--that is,, saying 1
.....

,

;'doing

-
.

.

. ..,
, .

.

I.

0 ,,,,,

nothing to an upset or,sullen boy. Perhaps there is an active-pas-sive.dimension,
i, - , . ' .

,.. --

. to behavior which sometimes elitifiates the insrexPes
..

instrumental rsive
.. .

....,

9
Nr ' 7

i

-
'dimension so that when one action alternative is passilig, being active (rather

-. . . _

than instrumental) is what elicits high ratings ciri instrumental attributes. 1

, ---,Ai-- ... .,.
- ..- .

,
-. t

'e
a 12
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11

Accordingly, we performed two regressionanalyses on these datEi: one

including data for SitUations 1, 3 and .5 'only; and ond-including data for

Situations 2 and 4 only. The results appear in Table 5.

ti

..41able 5 about heire

Table 5A 0.eft-hand *side) illustrates dr matically. the difference in effect

of instrumental action on instrumental ratings in the two kinds of situation.

For Situations 1, 3 and 5- -where the instrumental action is "active"-Jthere is

a strong positive relationship. For Situations 2 and 4, howeverwhere the

. .

instrumental action is,"passive"-:-there is'a'significant negative relationship.
.

Aslpredicted, negative actions brinOligherinstrumental ratings for all situ-

ations; sex id not significant in any. The.employer-parent role is important..-
4

for Situations42 and 4 only,!:where the large beta tells us that lmployers in

these two situations are rated ,as more instrumental than parents,.. no matter
d44.

4 .

what action they are p3 rayed as taking. This effect is lost, howeve, in the

strongestfor Situation 4; as
/

other three situations. Situation effect
0 4

already mentioned, in this'.bitniti..8heither

acs showing - concern for the boy, which would

11.00

actl.on might have been interpreted-

acc nt for the'gignificantly lower

rating on instrumental traits than the other situations.

A'seaond.way in which the instrumental ratings'mere unexpected 0 complicated

was that thefe were several significant interaction effectsb Table 5B (Aight-

*. -

hand. side) shows the results of including interaction terms in the regression
. 'r

.

. 0 c
equations.- (Although we examined the effecta of.all possible interactions,

. ;4/ '

only significant effects are sho4n in the table.)

For Situations 1, 3 and 5., two interaction. effects are significant: "Instru-

mental Action - Female" and "Instrumental Action-EMployer." It may be seen that

13

Ix
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when "Instrumental Action7Female":isincluded in the equation, thenegatie

V ',
. !

.

A cir* effect f Female increases (from -.06 to -.14), imprying'thaf females, whose:,_
,

.
.

, .

actions are expressive are especially like* to receive low instrumental ratings

beYoridahe simple additiim effects of'Female and Expressive Action).
. . .

,,

",,e , ).

-Similarly, when "Initrumentil Actibh-Employer" is included in the equation, -
.7 .i. 1

''. , .

the small beta for Employer becopes siOnifi,cantly negative, indicating that
')

-

_1

,, employers whose actions are expressi7eareespecially likely to receive low .

/ '

,,,
. , .

..;
:,4-

4nstrumental ratings (bond the additiite,effects of Employer and Instrumental
%. ,

.

Action). Thirdly,,when the two interaction terms of "Instrumental Action-Female"

and "Instrumental ActioniEmployer" are included, the large poSitive beta for
-

Instrumental Action becomes smaller (decreasing from .38 to .18), again indicating

the dispibportionate influence of these two kinds of instrumental actors on

....,

;instrumental ratings.

in other words when females act "out of role" by being instrumental), they

receive especially high instrumental ratings; similarly, when employers act

"out of role" (by,beinelxpressive), they'receive especially low'instrumental
' 4

ratings.
.

. , , - _

For Situations 2;and 4, it may be seen that when the interaction term for
. . -

. . Aj
? ;1; t /. '

c
, "Female-Employer" is included in the equation, the beta for Female -- which now

, .
.'.,

.- j .) :-1

represents the effect of female parents--becomes significantly negative, indicat-
P

.

,ing that mothers arepecially likely to get lower instrumental ratings thane
. 1 , -

. t

'..
female employers (beyond the additive effects of Female and Employer). Similarly,

- .

.14' it seems that female employers were contributing'a disproportionate share of the

, 0
large positive effect:of Employer on instrumental ratings (.10) as this effect'---
14$

drops (to -.06) when the interaction term is included in the equation. It is not 1

A
clear whether being a feiale and being an employer is another instance of "acting '

out of r ° It seems, however, thatTf these findings concerning

4
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A

interaction effects, can be:explained by "correspondence theory" which predicts

that behavior contrary to normatiie expectations leads observers to make

- stronger inferences of personality.

r

Conclusions

In conclusion, the results oaf this exploratory eddy indicate that both ,

structural and situational factors appear to affect shared definitions of social'

'identities. (1) Predictions of behavior were affected primarily by the employer;,

arent r6le, and not by the specific situation. (2) In the selection of relevant

Attributts, the adult's action-had the strongest effects; however, role
sf +I r

e
(employer-parent) and specific situation also -had significant, although smaller,

effects. (3) In therattribute ratings, the effects of action clearly overwhelmed

any effects of. role 21 situation. It seems that once an.action occufs, the

impressions that people form of an actor gill depend more on what he or she

does than on who he or she is.

is lfhe of r7asoning explains some of the puzzling findings on the
I,

effects of roles. Given the'strong effect of the pdfdht-employer role on

"' behavior predictions, we were surprised that this rolerset had relatively weak

effects on the attribute ratings. It would, seem that, in the absence of other

information, respondents make their predictions on the basis of these norma-

tive role expectations; but, wh'tna person's action is,known, this information

take precedence in forming imiiessions of the actor.

Clearly., our study raises more questions than it.answere,4, It would appear,

for example, that at least in the situations we have studied; ihe active-passive

dimensiop of action is just as relevant to ratings on instrumental attributes

as is the instrumental-expressive dimension.

, 1
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/- Finally, our most.puzzling,finding is the virtual absence of sex-role,
V

''effects. Perhaps sex roles were not galient in thespecific situations we

studied.- Sex may e most important in situations wherethe relative'power dr
: , ,

/
.

status of two people is negotiable, or whee thete is a conflidt b tween'wor
A .-T

and family'responsibilit es: inlall our situationst the adult ha clear, n n-'
, i

,
. - /

t

negotiable authority over the boy on the basis of age and role.;_ nd no sit etiOnNe._

-.
. .

involved a conflict bets een work and family. Further rgsearch is needed' -tab '

..-

examine different types of situations and identify the condltions under whidh

/ .7.,-"---.k:/

sex roles are salient,k

/14

6.

3

.40

7

0

4,

4

t.
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Exemple of Situations Used in the Weitionnaires
. --- -7-

. .

There are four. versions of each Situation: Male Parent, Fem/ale Parent,
. , : 4..

Male-Employer;yedele Employer. These are systemitteelly varied among ques-
4.

\ ..........
....., .

tionnairesi Where sex ol adult is changed, mMr."-becosieS "Mrs.," "father"
.

becomes "mother,"'and'bo on. For the adult-employer manipulation, the'woras

underlined in the examples below were changed to theirternative version In
41.

.

-.

a

15

r

- parehtheses following each -situation.
1

Expressive and Positive Actions vs. Instrumental. Negative Actions

1. Mrs. Anthony- has beeLasked by'her don Bob, to 4ttend a play in'which

. .

Bob has a blt part. Mts'...Anthony haS been planning t pend the evening of

the play checkfng hee.bank statement, Does she: (p) decide to attend the

play anyway? (u) tell Bob that ..she is,too busy to extend the play? (store_

4' . ' clerk, Bob..) 5:

2, -Mr. Alberttsees that .Joe, wHo works in his-coffeishop, is very liulet,and

seemdupset about something. 'Mr. Alberts is Very busy, as he has-a lot of work

to get through that morning. Does he: (p) intermit his work to.ask Joe what

'is;;Ong? (u) Continue working and say nothing to Joe? (..his.son2 Joe. .,)

5. Mr. Martin wants to hire someone to lay tile.in the family room. His young

'son; Bob, has had a littletexperience in tilg-laying and would very much like

the job. ,However, Mr. Martin knows of another'boy Who would be far more capable.,
. :

. .

'Does he: (p) hire Bob?' (u) Hire th'e. other boy? (his store...clerk:4

Expressive and Negative Actions vs. Instrumental and Negative Act,fons

Mrs. Barker, es two brothers to be stockroom clerks, paying them both
.1 I

exactly the same holy wage** After .a few we it is obvious that orie of

- ,
them-Jim--is a much.quickdrtand more efficient worker than the other. Jim

.

feels that it is unfair that.they should be,paid the same wage, and asks ^
..t 7

a.

17 .
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a . . . ., .

,..
. so 4 . ..

: . 16
c t

, ,
i = 4,.

Mrs. Barker. for a raise. Mrs. Barker hgrees'that-Jim is.a better worker. Does she:

.
(p) continue to pay both clerks the same wage? (u) give, Jim a raise?'(...her two

. . . . .

sons. to perform regular chores around the house and
.

yard..boys..)

4. Alec, for no apparent reason, is in an extremely bad mood. He'is working as a
.. -A

messengoer in an office, and as the'day wears °RI he isipereasingly sarcastic and
i

,

unpleasant with Mr. Kennedy, the office manager. Does Mr; Kennedy; (p) speak to./

about it?

,

(u) °say nothing? (..As the day wears,on, ...his father...his,father...)',
l.

.

Note that in Situation 3, both parents and employers arecast in the role of

regular employer. This' is in contrast to Situation 5, for example, whe e4the'

tile-laying job is more in die nature of a "favor" that may be granted or withheld

Npy the adult, rather than-being part of regular employment.

(4.

r,-

-e

^

I

18
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Figure 2

Summary of Experimental Conditions

Part I - Behavior Predictions

,

Situation
-

Employen-Paren

Sex

Situation 1 -%-.--*

,...

Employer' .
Parent

* tod . Female
.

Male Fe le
,,,...1

n=15- n=15 ,d=15 n=15

Part II -- Selection of Relevant Attributes and Attribute Ratings

Situation

Employer4arent

Sex

Action

\ .
.

. .

Situation .1 ----*

Emplo er ,' Parent

Male Female Male

. ,

Female _

.Exp.. Inst. Exp, Inst. ,Inst. Exp. 'Inst.

n=15' n=15 n=15 n=15 nx=15) ri=15 n=15 n=15

*These same conditions were-manipulated for' the remaining

seven 'situations also. '

There'were four questionnaire verSiondat Part I; eight at Part II.

Experitental>Conditions were sYbteMdtical varied in all situations

across the different versions.

19
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0 Table 1

(

-
NumBet of, Respondents* Predicting That Adult Will Behave Expressively

44.

r

Si uatioti

Expressive-Positive Action

1. Go to play

2. Comfort upset

5. Hire incompetent

_ .
r

Expressive- Negative Action

3. .No raise to brother
-*0

4. Inquird,about sullenness

;

D.

-. Parents

Mother 'Father,

93 87.

87

73 >'

67 47

93 ,100

Employers

Female Male

40 40

53 60

60' 60

4

*15 respondents predicted the actions of each type of adult in each

sitdation'thus this is the maximum_number-f-or-eadff cell.

t-,

20 .
J

'



( 4

Table 2

Effects of Role, Action and Situation

on Selection'of Expressive Traits as Most Relevant

Role

(
Beta

I).

r--.T.
6/fg

L.-

Female. .01 . -4.0
:.., 4

Employer -.14 1&.4.9**

4 '

Action

.

-.26
.....N.

-.22

04

-,32

-.11

. .

54.74**

.12**

4.9d*
-

7.34**

55.54**

6.52* .

Instrumental .

.

Negative
_

Situation(?)

1. Go to play

2. Comfort upset

3. No raise to brother
a

4. Inquire about sullenness

R
2
= .32

N -=.600(3).

4

(1)_Beta,refers-to standardized tegrelrion Coefficient.o'All independent variables are

d ummy '04) variables; e.g., sex role is given d value of emale, 0 if male.

4t:p <;05

p
"'`. 6.

19

1

(2) S4juatiotn 5'was-omitted for the regression equation and acts as A comparison base.
:mow

).Each subjectti; response to each situation was treated as a separatecase. Although
, t

#,

there may be some inclination of subjects to-give the same respo e.across situations,

.

,our research design has- ensured that responses cannot be correlated with any cOmbiha-
k'

tion of independent variables.

Is

'
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Table/ 3

. Effects a Role,.Action and Situation

Role

Female

. ,

,, Employ0

_

Action.

Instrumental

Negative

on Expressive Retings-
(1)

r

1 Beta .

t

.07 6:18*

.00

'::::

rd 1 299.90**

7.203.4**

Situation(2) - ,e
, , AO# , .

1. Go to, play s -.05 1:89
J

V.
s 4

2. Comfort upset ' .00 . '.00 ,

4 .

r

3. No. raise to brother ., .00 .00
,,,.

:, ..

4. Inquire about sullenness . r- .11 '0.60** ,

. A 0...
. .,

2
R *1453

. N '= 596
(2)

p :05

(1) the measure for expressive ratings is. tilleli of the rail*.-., . .

,

on each of the five Sttribut ei itithe expressive stale. ---..........-.

.

,

.

(2) Refer to footnotes on Table 2 regaring-bqts
..
eitqation And N.. .,.,..,

20
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Father

21

-7 Table 4

Mean Rating on Instrumental Attributes by Role,'Action and Situation

FemaleEmployer

Male Employer

I

`,

1

Situations'

to

Instrumental Action'is "ActiVtIL
Instrumental Acti3On '

\ is "Passive" 4

1

Exp. Inst.

Action Action

. 3

Exp. Thst.

Action Action

5

Exp. Inst.

Action Action
4

.

\ 2

R
Exp. -Ipdt.

Action Action
.

4

Exp. hist%

Action Action

4.1 4.6
i

.

4.6 4.6

4.1 5.1

4.6 5,5

........

4:5 4.6
.

4.7 4.9

4.0. . 4.7 ,

4.4 4.7 .

4.1 5.4

4.4' 449
4 '

3.7 5.6

3.9 5.4

4.1 3..7

5.0' 4.3

4.8 4.3.

5.2 4.0

4.6 3'.3-

4.8 3:3
4

5.4 3.8

5.0 3.1

X

p

23
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Role
Female
-p7loyer

Action:-

Instrumental
Negative-

Situation(2)
1. Go t-o play

2.' Comfort upset
3. No raise to

brother
Inquire about:
'sullenness

4.

Interactions

Female-Emiloyer
Inst.Action-=

Female
Inst. Action- -

Employer

'Table'V

ififfacts.ef 4ctian And Situation on Instrumental Ratings (31
40. 4

A. Main

Sits. 1, 3,
(Inst. Action.is

"Active")

(
Beta.

2)

5.

-.06 . 1.51'

-.02 0.12

.38 60,12**
, .19 . 14.85**

.01: ,Q.08

-.05
.

o 4

M

- -

ic

Effects Only

Sits. 2,4
(List: Action is

"Passive")

.: (2)
Beta . F
-.02 0.13

.10 4.14*

a.

B.-Interaction Effects Inchided f
e Sits. 1, 3,.5. Sits. 2;4 3

.

(Inst: Action is'

"Active")

Beta
(2)

-.14

-.17

-.L

-.60 155.24** .18

.25 .27.27** .10

12.95**
NI

0000 0

A2= .24

N = 359(2)

.Th1/4"R2= .46

N = 241(2)

F
'2.60 ,

4.06*

4.55*
1.52

0.08

'0.95

N.S.

4.18*

4.39*

(Inst. Action is,.

"Passive")

Aeta()
-.19 ;3.97* '.

-.06) 0.37

-.60
4

. .20,

.18

- -

.23

N.S.

N.S.

53.99**
5.85*

13.16**'

7.90

N.S.

N.S.

6

tp< .05

Rgs= .28

N 5g9(2),,

**p< 01

R2= .48
)64

1,1'= 241(2).

The measure for instrumental -ratings is the 'sum of the ratings-X1 to 7) on

instrumental scale. -
I

)

Refer to footnotes in Table 2 regarding Beta, Situation, and N.

each of the six attri utes in the

25
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..B6otnotes

.
tris

\r/
(1) Follbwing Parsond and Bales (1955) and 'others'', we are using "instrumental

.

23

.
1

vs. express1Ve" to

, .

efer to task orientation vs. socio-epotional orientation
1N

1, speeific, universalistic, achievement oriental. or affect

vs. aVectiVe; diffuse, particularistic or.ichievemeAlorientatais.
,#::.,.

(2) The situations were chosen from a list of twenty that were mtestsed on
v

fifty subjects. The main criteria for:selecting situationswere: .(1,) it

'

made "cuftural-sense" eachlq the four typedof adulito be in that
. -

,
-

ktuat±on;42) there was a fairly even distribution of behavior predictions

across the

native was

,

two action alternatives, disregarding role; (3),'one action alter.

clearly_instrumentil and the other expressive.

(3) The instru al attribute were: "competent," "forceful," "self-confident,"Itte.3X

"businesslike," '!firm but Sus

attributes were: "loyal and sup

.

" "straightforward anadirect:" The expressive t ,

"tender and softhearted," "warm

others." Aniong instrumental attr

gitive," "enjoys taking,careofothers,2-

nd understanding," "eager to-get along-with,

f'
utes, there were the following-inter-

, correlations: four of .6 or higher, three of .5, five of .4, five of 3.

. Among expressiye,attributes, there were four,of .7 or hiihei,ive

one. of ...

(4j .Attributed selected as most relevant have to,be either expressive or
-

% s

instrumental. 'This table shows only expressive attraufea:chosen; but we
A

know that aqiigh f1gative beta here means that there is a high positive

relationship between
.

the independent variable and instrumental attributes
, 4

.1 o

, ,..4. '

chosen as most relevant. .

...

.

.. .N. K-
r .

'A. .

(5) Amongst the. situation variables, in an analysis such as thid; we are
.

obliged to mfi at least one situation from the .regression equation. The"
, .

26

\

V



1

I

°

i omitted situation acts as a comparison base; hence, in Table 2, we

say that in comparison

expressiv4 attributes are

to Situation 5, in both Situations

relevailt; "in Zd.tuations 3

significantly more*Jikely to be

;'

and.4, they will be chosen less

can

1 and 2

chosenias

often.

-OW The results'of decomposing the interaction effects of role and instru-
,

.mental ...action on Instrumental ratings are showAelow.

Inst. Actr
Female

2.52

'Inst. Act-
Male

.1.34
.

.

Exp. Act- Exp. Act-.

Female Male

-1.98 0

(Iftst. Act-

Employer,

3:27

Inst. Act-
Pargnt

1.34

1,...

Exp. Act-
Employer

-1.84

Exp. Act-t
Parent

0

24

°

.

(Expressive action - male and expressive action - parent are the comparison

.base for each set.)

Q

*or
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