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AN The Effects of Roles, Actions‘and Situations o

) ., on Social Identity 2 - . ‘
S \ . L .
”, i - : '
L4 . . L ‘ * : '

\',Many scientists assume that human society depends on shared meaning._ That is,.

"‘Q-/v N

coordiﬂate actions and complex social organizations require, among other things, e

D
'~ "\ - '

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
. 4 ~

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

cues determine people's'Conception of someone's character ot social identity? :
/ - .* ‘

/

Previous research has developed two approaches to explaining ghared me . '

, The first is the structural-cultural approach that focuses on social roles, insti-

/o tutions, cultural norms and typifications.. The second is the situational apphoach

/ [}
that focuses on how consensus emerges from a specific sequence of events in a par-

' ticular setting. - The research, described in® this paper lends support to both
N

/ approaches. In particular, the’ results of our questionnéire study indicate that .

simply knowing a person 8 social role--for example, knowing the person is a parent

oo . rather than an prloyer~-generates shared expectations about how he or she will
C ;
’ ) behave. Howgver, Qncg the; person acts, then it seems actions are more important

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

,; In thg following Sections, we discuss'the previous research that has- formed

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

-

-
.
alaw

- findings. cL - L Lo .

.
. -

L . . ] N . . . \
) Previous Research . ) . . -

ms

2
c ~Social psychologists have done extensive research_on how situations and action
4. ° <. -\

‘ ! affect social identity (Hastorf 1970) They have also examined the effects of

. socfal&rg%ps (Sarbin and Allen, 1968) However, the combined effects of these

threa factors have,not'Been investigated. ’ _ . S

)
v’ . . N a
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“

In the»past decade, there have been many studies on attribution theory dnd

person perception that have investigated the-cond%tions under which people

)

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

Y

\ l965 Kelley, l967) For exampke, the correspondent,infereuﬂes theory of Jones

and Davis leads us to’expect that the more "out ofirole" a particular exhibited ¢
3
trait‘is, the more;certalnty people have in making a personalfty inference about'

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

his’personality than if a mother is businesslike; for in our society, employers

_are ! upposed" to be businesslike and mothers are not. There has also been con-

how the responses of subjects are affected by the meanings attributed to the -

o
siderable research on the ' demand characteristics of experiments, fhat -has shown

experimenter's actions (Rosenthal 1966 Orne, 1967). However, as Alexander and
k A
Sagatun (1973) have pointed out, much of this work has been psychglogically

oriented and has tended to obscure the impact of soctfl norms and shared #efini-
tions of the situatidn. T '

" The research of Norman Ale{ander and his associates on si atediidehtity
¢

focuses on the meaning of particulax situatiéns (Alexandet and Weil, 1969 ;"

-(Alexander and Knight, 1971 Alexander and Lauderdale, 1972; Alexander and

.«

'S
‘lgatun, l973) They define situated identity as “the dispositional iqputabions\\

about an individual that are conveyed by his actibns in a particular soclal

° ‘
context" (Alexander and Knight, 1971:65). In a series of simulated.replications‘
of famous psychological\‘§periments, Alexander et al, have shown thatjrespondents

who act as "outside observers" of these experimental situations«exhibit ¢lear
cénsensus both as to predicting‘the actions of. experimentalqsubjects and as to- the
identity implications for such subjects. , - In all these studies,-behaviors pre:

dicted by respondents in the simulations closely parallel the results.nf the ”

original experiments, suggesting that both actual and‘simulatibn subjects are

5.

ve



. ~
. relyihg on the same cues ;h choosing behavioral responSes. Since the respondents

v’

do not communicate with each other, obviously this 7onsensus cannot have emerged

during the studies. Respoudents must previously have a quired the capacity to

‘ generate consenSual interpretations of the meaning o the situation. It seems
o . AN z . 1 .
to us. that the only process by which individuals’can independently and consistently

arrive at the same interpretation is if @hey have, previously learned to use the
. . a
! .o
same ge€neral criteria in generating interpretations--for exahple, the same norms,

or rele expectations, or cultural typology gf situations. ' .

-

In theﬂpresent study, we have’attempted. to develop (l),a\geans for measurirg

' - the separate “impact of social roles and kinds of‘action on peoﬂﬁe's expectations

[ .

of o;hers'«behav rs and on identity implications for the actors{’ané (2) general

H — r

v ties!' across. different situations. : -

S , .

. . Specifically, we are trying to determine: (1) What is the relative impact

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

|

.. . . |
the consensus among respondents on the méaning of particular situations (in par- )

LA ) . . |

¢ ticular, on the identity implications of alternmative actions)'be explained by g |

- [N
e

general cultural understandings such as role expectatfons? (3) What 1e the

° L /_‘ . |
relative impact of role, situation and action on the charscteristics that are .
attributed to another person?’ . . - . - -
. . . & . N
N JUE T , R . \ -
Procedure R ' ' L «, T > "

. Our overall strategy was to use the expressive—instrumental distincticn

" to describe types of roles, actions gpd attributes. - Our geperal_hypothegis~was

that there would be a consistent‘relationship\among variables on the basis of T

. - .

N this distinction. For example, we felt that respoodents uould expect people 1h

- . [l
(3
-




A

lnles of employers or males to[:ct in task-oriented ways aq\‘co . ;

]

and have attri utes like tender and softhearted This general hypothesis was

[}

r'e

. confirmed in most respects but there were also some major surprises. :ﬂ .
. v
o Our sgpecific method was to design several versions,of a questionnairetin order -

to manipulate our. variables of interest. Subjects were 180 male and female under-

/ 4 * \ -
graduate stu ents "In- several introdustory:social science classes at Stanford
» K * ‘ , .
f‘l‘he f1 st part of our research was designed to examine how social. roles and

specific situations affect people’s expectations abod% how a person Will be ave. ‘
r ‘ . &
To do thism we presented respondents %ith questionnaires thathriefly described

da
.

- University i spring, 1973.

fiVe/situations in which an adult is depicted ag interacting with an adolescent , -

b y. We nded the description of each\situation with two alternative actions- .

s + R

that the dult could take, and asked respondents\togpredict which action actually

S ’c
would Be taken. In each situation, §ne action alternative was expressive, or ‘
N A
particu aristic' the other was instrumental or universalistic . In order to.-
i d4y
: . * control for the effects of the positive—negative dimension, in some sitilations,

\

v

8&i!SJEEEE8n ?af st positive.orn esirable frgn the boy’s point of view;

‘ ( o : . te Y . . .
T 4n otéers;'the instrumental action was mos positive. The situations are listed. L

1

- on gigure 1.(%) . . o=

. Figure 1 about hete

v . -
R

- .

We examined the effects of two role sets on the respondents predictions of E

- . -

' behhvior'in these * five situationq.} (a),female-male and 1b) parent-employer.

-, S ~v ) R )
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N Our rationale for this choice was that thesé roles are theoretically interesting

and seen’ to affect interaction OVéT  a wide range of-'situations. The importantce
of family/gemeinschaft/expressivenessjas.cbnt sted to work/gesellschaft/'

2

instrumentality in organiZing social‘felations has been one of the basic points

of\sgcial theoty. for the past century, from Marx to Weber to Parsons. .These !

LI | . L

'theories are empirieally supported by Triandis research on perceptions of *
' v
similarity among identities or roles (Triandis et al.,"1968).

Sex also seem§ to have a pervaBiVeLinfluence across particular situations.
. - . Ry ] :
In additon, sex roles have been Nnked to the expressive*instrument?l dimension
by many Sociolagists (Parsons and Bales, 1955). " In' aclassic theoretical paper,
¢ X

Everett Hughes‘discussed sek as a striking illustration'in ou;’SZCiQ}ﬁ of a
151 .

.

"master status'--that is, a status‘that is strongly associate

2

. patterns of expected personal attributes’ and a way of l&fe"\(l945 338) There is’ =

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

th-"characteristic

t - . . \

and evaluations vary by sex over-a wide range of situations (Maccoby and Jacklin,
L. ) . o0 .. T

197?‘) ' N * ot & . .' ~

In order to examine the effects of‘these sdcial roles, different questiogagires

b

?

contained a random mixture of four different situation versions depicting tj; adult
-~ [ < H

" as either (l) male employer, or (2) female _employer, or (3) ‘male parent, or«

. { -~
14 3

(4) female parent. In pare,I of our study, four groups oOf lS students each, N ,

randomly received one of the four versions and were asked to—predict which action

~

the adult in each situation would take.' Insofar as. social roles determine social

i

identities, one would expect respondents to predict that females and parents

M“ e ’

would select the expressive action, while males and employers would seléct the

.
* ' .. .

instrumental actionf Insofar as the specific situation determines social identi-

ties, one would.e&pect the predictions fOr a particular role to varny nsiderably,

v Vd -
‘L .across tﬂe five situationé - - "

L |
¢ P S - .0 .
- - o , - 2
- . . « . \-j = , * . . "
. . v . i . i
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' .:While the firstApart of our study focused~on behavior'pfedictions, the . .-

second part examined twor otheryaspects .of social identity' “(a) what attributes .

N .
. - are most relevant in. forming an impresaion of the addlt, and (b) how the adult

. is rated on a series-of

d ®

§N§ributes. (Both parts of the stuﬁy are based on the-

)&nethods de;:}bped by Alexander ) ) 4 ¢\. k “ - )

* In the second part of the study, we used the same five situations, only this °

-

ti@e the respondents were told what action the adult had taken:’ in some versions
. " - [ 4
A . -y \ -

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

. . - .
versions of each situation: four types of role tfhes two types ‘of action, .
. . A~
These were randomly distributed to an additional 120 subjects. (See Figure 2 for
A - - .
gsumdry of experimental conditions.) . . . ) .

ip_othe 'yersions, the adult took tﬁe insEryaental §ction. There weje thus eight

. “~ N . i .

N,
- ~

. figure 2' about heré ) ,

. . Respondents wexe asked: (1) to select 3 attributes from a 118£\0f~11 that
-~ ‘ . \‘ . . .
they felt were most i portant“in formin%%an impression ofy the adu}t in each situ-
ation; and (2) ‘to rate the adult on each'of the 11 attributes. The 1list of

N . . .
, attributes includes 6 1 strumental .traits, such as "gelf-confident" 4nd “'businéss-
\ : . ' )

| 1ike,™ and 5 expressive \traits, such as "loyal and supportive.®
\ N ’ * .

) (3)

*

basic dimensions of socigl perception.

v

releyant when the adult in ‘the situation is ‘a woman-or a parent.

-

- .
- -

. : Vs
. . . . - »

'y 4

\ .+ The list was based on previous research by Leary, Triandis and others on the

-~

’ -

\’ ) » [ a v
In this second part of the study, insofar as social roles determine social

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

We would also

and embloyers."Lnsofar as ao&ions:determine social identities, we would expect

’

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

»




-

< . g \ . - . .
. respondehts.to 'select expressive attributes and give high ratings on expressive- -~ ¢

\
ness when the adult ‘acted expressively, regardléss of the adult 8 sex or, kin

v

relation to the boy. Finally, according to Alexander 8 situated identity thebry,

the- selection of relevant attributes, and the attribute rating, should be con-

sistent with the behavior prediction d;ta. If, for example, parents are expected

L 4

to behave differently from employers, th‘s is because the same actions have ddf-

~ to describe them). ‘ . : . ..

-~ . . ~

In sum, the independent variables in our ‘study were—role;'action and gituation. "

" The three dependent variables were behavior predictions, relevant attributes A
s :
selected and attribute ratings. 5?‘ =
\ . ;-
i 5 “:_ *
Results - -x ';, oy N
' . ‘ 1/
A. Behavior Predictiong. A Table 1 presents the results of the first part of our -
¢ f_ ‘: . ‘
study on the effects of role and situation on behavior predilEions.
/ 4 - : ", . » E \A:?\\ . ) - ' [}
' ‘ R - :‘ . . C :;': ;;; ' R
- Table 1 about here , =~ <\%~ i
H5 T .
. . ) - & \_S‘_T 17\ ey ¢
As we expected, respondénts are far more- likely to predict that parénts but not
\\>employe£§, will choose the expressive alfernative (X = 29, 67 1d. f., p< 001)
- . _/

1t is interesting to note that in Situation 3, where parents are placed in the—"~

-

>
role of employer, the effect disappears completely. Clearly, to our respondents, ~
- k4

parents who employ their children are not expected to act more.expressively than '

¢ -, .

weuld a non-parent employer in & similar gituation.
. - : 4 - Y
¢ Qq?trary to our expectations, there is no sex-role effect xz = ,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 t“e

five situationsfére not significant (X? =.7.88, 4 d.£., p = .10).

.9

.
t PR

s

ferent identity implicatioms for them.(as(evidenced'by.attributes seen as relevant =

[ o

1.3
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. Alexander's si

-
-

A 2

. . ' L »

B. Selection of Relevant Attributes. Secondly, we‘examinéd the impact of role,

~ action and situation on the attributes selected as most releygpt to describe the

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

’
1.

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

} . ('

each situation.) ol : ‘ A

v - - P s -
o
.

.

data.

,us’ to examine the relative impact of every independent wariable on the selection

-of expressive -attributes asﬁrelevant.(4) . o :
. N . ) .

e .Table 2 about.here . . ‘

- 3

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

[}

expected, meaning that-respondents aré significantly less likely to choose ex-
. r. _—— .

pressive attributes as most: relevant when the-adult‘is_portrayed as an employer'
' rather than as a parent. Also as ye expected, ‘instrumental‘actions are nega-
¥ 7

tivel? related to selection of expressive attribute
’—’__—__ﬂ_ﬂ_,,,

Same is frue of negas

-~

on the selection of expressive attributes as most relevant.

' ) .
finding ig contrary to our initial efgectation, it i3 certainly .consistent with

gated identity theory which would predict that the absence of
o
gsex’ effects in the behavior predictions (see Table I) would result in a ¢erres-

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

4

.6 ) Interaction

.

. All'of the_situation Variables had signiﬁicant effects.

effects Were no%

. ’~\ .
. »

.significant ane‘are not éhown in the table.
. e‘ h eA .
* ~ \

-

To test our hypotheses, we performed'a nultiple regression analysis on our'
¥ - .

. . I
tive actions.. beta shown for Female {hdicates that sex Bas no Bvaring

N
’;, i Although this last -

Th§ standardized regression coefficients (betas) reported:in.fable 2 enable

¢

4

A
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A v

W * K ! ’ v fa .
high ratingd (aIthough the effect is nowhere ‘near ag strong as for actionms).

N - a ’ . ~ - »
4

.
. ,
- ~ N . - . . -
. ' ‘n .
. .- ’ . g9
.

v

In sd&, it appears from these findlngs that tw? type of action taken

-

-

(;nstruméntal-expressive and negativé-ﬁositive) radically changes thé‘meaning

of spe situation. Similarly, the employer-parent role has a‘cleaiiimpact on the
A

identity implications of the situation. Sex has. no effect. The\strbpg.éituatiqn

—~ \

. s . ~J <
effects certainly support Alexander's emphasis on the unique mganing of each .

. situation. Furthermore,‘}t i§;interesting that in the one situation which most
. N 4 . ‘

. a

' ¢learly differs from the others in terms of role (that is, Situation 3 where =

-

' . . ’ \ .
parents are cast as employers), tbggﬁ}tuation effect-is 2trongest--that is,

A} . '
.

- -

there is strongest consensus amongst respondents that expressive attributes are

~
4

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 adult on a
b T -

set o% attributes., We analyze and present separately the results for ratings

an 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. .’ - ' o ' ’
. e ~ R .

N * - ’ N §
(1) Expressiveness ratings. . ‘ o -
/ e

The reggession analysis \presented ¥n Table 3 shows the effeéts of role, .

action and situation on exprgssiveness ratings. Clé%ri!?’actidﬂs produce the
. - . . : ¢

“most significant- effects. s we predicted, both instrumental and.negativé S,

-

o

actions produce significantl]y lower rafings on expressi@e attribytes than do

expressive or positiée actions.- Females are more likely: than maies g?kgq

.

40

The employer-parent role does not hive an effect, :° , e
. ‘ ’ ‘6'\ - N

N el ‘ \ ‘ L
L .. L -
" . . . Table 3 about here N

-’

A ~ d

.

.
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\
.

»
-

The oniy situation showing a significant effect ig‘Situation 4. -This is

. .
- - -

.
2 . A

»" s the situation where the adolescent is:b@ing syllen, and the adult either dpeaks’:

b ©

‘to-him about it, or 1eaves him -alone. Perhaps this situation has a positive ‘ .

N v
'

effeét on expressive ratings because either action alternative can be interpreted_,_,- :

N . v
.

as acting out of, concern for the boy s feelings. In all, our model is a fairly

powerful predigtor of expressive ratings (Rz = .53"indi&ating th?t 53%.6f the

. variance o# the dependent variable canbe accounted for by the independent vari-
, . .

ables we have inclyded in the regression @quation)h ulnteraction effects are - ©

:* non-significant. ‘ ’ ) t S t s

+

(ii) , Instrumental ‘ratings. S T % R

L ‘ . e S
“The results concerning inst;umental ratings are more complex in two' important

- . (%
wdyg. First when we examined the mean ratings by roleé/action and situation as

. T K - PE PN

shown it Table 4, we discovered there webe two completely differentspatterns of A
1 ’ - ~

/,,instrumeﬁtal ratings. ' L oL

M . ) o _* \ - wlv ./

- o . . .~

¢ - ] - hnY a . » - ’ RN .
[ . - . . = N e J '

. .+ 3 Table 4 about -here o S . . .
v ° " P , PP ‘_ /‘ . '\-e-

i 4
o - '

As Table Q shows, in Si;uatiens 1 -3 and 5 instrumental action res lts in oo

‘ v

» high instrumental ratings, as predicted but for Situations 2 and 4 insthymentak
. . .« . M

action unexpectedly produces lower insttumental ratings. Our pos¢ hoc exblanation

.. . ' - .

" . 1s that situatiqis 2 and 4 may be dj‘inctive because in these cases. the action ~ - .

.
oy *

\ ]
we have def ined as.instrumgntal consists of "doing nothing -that is, saying S 1

. 3 . - : \

N ) nothing$to an upset or. sullen boy, Perhaps there is anp active»passive,dimension/ )
N 5/ - . &7 LA ..
’ . to behayior which sometimes eliminates theZeffects\of'the instrumentalfexpressivp

. ‘ . © -

e ‘dimension so that when one action alternative is passiue, being active (rather -
' ) : i . -
.. than instrumental) is what eljcits high tatings on instrumental atfributes. . )
. . - .,_\"M' N -
.S Co . - : » R\ N
‘ > ”" ‘e B o ‘(‘~ . L ' + \
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\i

© ’

Accordingly, we performed two regression-analyses on'these data: _one

. * %4 < .t .
- including data for Situations 1, 3 and 5-only; and one¢~including data for

4

i

. ;Situations 2 and 4-on1y. The results appear in Table 5. . , .
A - ‘ ) ,-
R P SR . ' ’ )
: " 4lable 5 about here ) .
L] L] H >

e S
o ‘ ’ ‘ ’
. , »

Table 5A {left—hana‘side) illustrates(@rlmaticallj the difference.in effect

~

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

For Situations 1, 3 and 5--where, the instrumental action is "active'-<there ‘is

a strong'positive-relationship. For Situations 2 and 4, however;-where_the

v
L4

{hstrumental action is~”passive"J-there'is‘a’significant negative relationship. -

A -

Aspredicted, nekatiye actions bringahigher'instrumental ratings for all situ-

- . 8

ationsb sex ié’not significant/in any. The.employer—parent role is important‘~

for Sitgations“Z and 4 only,fwhere the large beta tells.us that ?mpioyers in .

these two situations are rated as more instrumental than parents, no matter
»4 ,b

.

what action they are p rayed as taking. This effect is lost, h6wever;'in°the R

v L:«! ';,,; - ) . ; " R 5. ’/
other three situations. ituation effect‘iﬁ strongest-for Situation 4; as
- ’ o, &
already mentioned in this situation» either action might have been interpreted—
5 . :(' > 7"

as showing concern for the‘boy, which would acc nt for the significantly lower

»

rating on instrumental traits than the other ituations. ° . !

A’ second . way in which the instrumental ratingsewere unexpectediﬁ complicated

.

wds that there were several significant interaction effectsb Table 5B (ﬁight-

-

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

g »
equations.' (AlthOugh we examined the effects of "all possible interactions, ‘

hd )

only significant effects are showh in the table ) ’
M . . b »

vy .

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

mental Action—Eemale and "Instrumental Action-Employer. It may be seef that
. . ‘_.r » . i )? -
.13 CeT
i . ’ .‘b - * . 9 i -
. ’ . : 5 ' -
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when "Instrumental Action7Fema1e"Iis»included in the equation, the negative .

% 1
- . . H . - K ‘o

ﬂ_‘ 4"" » ~ 7 ‘ -
: effect for Female increases (from -.06 to - 14), impIying that females whosei
K3

N -

actiqns are expressive are especially likel& to receive low instrumental ratings
'~( ]

(beyondnfbe simple additive effects of ‘Female and Expressive Action). k
Si;ilarly, when "Instrumental Action-Employer is included in the equation, _

the small beta for Employer becomes sig%ifigantly negative, indicating that

employers whose actions are expressive‘are especially likely to receive low S

A

-

-

instrumental ratings (bggond the additive, effects of Employer and Instrumental -

\
- ?

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

”an ”Instrumental Action:Employer are included, the 1arge positive beta for
'instrumental Action becomes smaller (decreasing from .38 to .18), again indicating

the dispfbportionate influence of these two kinds of instrumental actors on

'instrumental ratings.( ) ’ " ' C .

e

In other wordsg when females act "out of role" (by being instrumental), they

b'

receive especially high instrumental ratings; similarly, when employers act

Z . «‘i?\ ) - -t ’ ;
.%a"out of role" by being expressive), tHey receive especially low instrumental
- . 4 { i . .

-

ratings. d : i{ ) T L C . . N
i ’ % . . . 4 .
%§ For Situations 2 and 4 it may bé seen that when the interaction term'for
S ‘. < - “ :
[ "Female—Employer" is included in the %quation,zthe beta for Female--which nod
3 ’ . "

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

PSR

% ing that mothers are‘ﬁipecially likely to get lower instrumental ratings than; ~
female employers (beyond the additive effects of Female and Employer) Similarly,

it seems that female empioyers were contributing ‘a disproportionate share of the

Iarge positive effect'of Employer on instrumental ratings (. lO) as this effect\~ o
.

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

hd -

7 . 3
clear whether being a female and being an employer is another instance of "acting '

\l~___ =
out of rolei "It Seems, however, that msst*of'these findings concerning

-
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S

N
2

°

interaction effects can be explained by "correspondence theory" which predicts
. g ) £,
that behavior contrary to normatiye_expectations leads observers to make

stronger inferences of personality. . . i . - .. e
) . y . - . L
Conclusions . © )

v "

In conclusion, the resulss of this exploratory gsudy indicate that both ,

= . . ".\&c <

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

1dent1t1§;i 1) Predictions of behavior were affected Brimarily by the employer:

. S i ; ,

/Earent rdle, and not by the specific situation. (2) in the selection of relevant
a . ’

g%ttributes the adult's action-had the strorgest effects; however, role

RN - &

L3

d

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

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

any effects of role pr situation. It seems that once an ‘action occurs,‘the

impressions that people form of an actor #ill depend more on what he or she .

5 -
. N [4 N L2 '
does than on who he or she is. 2 . Y. .

.

This lfne of r7asoning explains some of the puzzling findings on the

.

effects of roles. Given the’ strong effect of the parent—employer role on .

.

=

) behavior predictions, we were surprised that this role-set had re1ative1y weak

effects on the attribute ratings. It would, seem that in the absence of other
5 > ~
information, respondents make their predictions on the basis of these norma-

tive role expectations, but, when a person's action is known, this information

take precedence in forming impressionspof the actor.

, . - A e -
- Clearlyy our study raises more Huestions than it answers., It would appear,
; . Ot

>

for example, that at least in the situations we havefstudied; the-acfive—passive

- -

’ dimension of action is just as relevant to ratings on instrumental attributes

as 1is the instrumental—exgressive dimension. ) -

*
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. " ‘effects. Perhaps\sex roles were not salient in the~s§ecific situations we o

— * o ) 1A
M A

studied.» Sex maj e most important'in situations whereotne relative‘power or
- M ‘ - - / . ’
) status of two people is negotiable or whege there is a oonflict between* wor

and family reSponsibilit?es. InBall our situations, the adult had elear, nc n- ¢

i

. "negotiable authority over the boy on’ thevbasis of age and role,‘ nd no sit ation‘\\\

Cy . . . '

involved a conflict between work and family. Further rgsearch s needed—qo :

examine different‘types of situations and identify the conditions under which A
/ .:,"}"as‘t . .
sex roles are salient4 X . * . .o ' /
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. s ) . Figure 1 -
& . - . -

T Examples of Situations Used in the Quéstionnaires

’, . . There are four versipns of each situation Male Parent Feﬁale Parent,

s o N
* Male- Employer;ﬁfemale Employer. These are systematieally varied among ques-
-, ST

\
tionnaires, Where sex o% adult is changed "Mr." becoﬁés "Mrs.," "father

" and go on. For the adult-employer manipulation, the ‘words

T becomes mother,
. »W f ~

underlined in the eXamples below were changed to the lIi:ernat;lve version in
parehtheses following each situation. " P

» 1

° Expressive and Positive Actions vs. Instrumental

fid Negative Agtions *

e

ttend a play in’ which

)

5: 1. Mrs. Anthony has been/asked by’ her son, Bob, to
! ‘ Bob has a bit part. Mrs.'Anthony has been planning to, spend the evening of

the play checkfng her Jbank statement., Does she: (p) decide to attend the

’

. ‘play anyway? (u) tell Bob that she is too busy to attend the play’ (..store,
) { - ee ° \ ’ -
8' . " clerk, Bob..) i ‘ ’ oL — "

. ~
b . ” T y e

2, - Mr. Alberts sees that.Joe, who works in his coffeg shop, is very quiet ,and
.- seems- upset about something.‘ Mr. Alberts 1is dbry busy, as he has-a lot of'work

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

}is:wrbng? (u) continue working and say nothidg to Joe? (..his. eonz Joe.:)

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

son, Bob, has had a little:experience in tile-laying and would very much 1like
.
the job .However, Mr. Martin knows of another boy who would be far more capable.}
~ Does he (p) hire Bob? (u) hire theé other boy? (..his store...clerku.)

.o Expressive and Negative Actions vs. Instrumental and Negative Actfons

°

&

3. urs. Barker/ﬁlres two brothers to be stockroom clerks, paying them both -

EE41 e

; exactly the same houfly wagews After a few we?ks, it is obvious that one of

'

L - ‘ them--Jim—-is a much quicker ‘and more efficient worker than the othek. Jim

“ -

feels that it is unfair that‘they‘should be’paid the‘same wage, and asks ~
L . . . ‘ . , ( i o . -
(’ . b ‘. * . . ’ - _\
'—i . i . - ) . 5 /7

’ Q ‘\<; : C ’ VU > .. -
ERIC . L 17 - C
JAFuitext provid: ic + = - » .




. . . . .
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: . * o R v T 16 ’
. L t *

* . . ) . - |
- ° . " L€, b \
S £ - |
PS - : - , LI [ . YL .

- Mrs. Barker. for a raise. Mrs. Barker agrees that Jim is.a better workér. Does she: ”

. . . hES T, < i ., .

. § : . . |
‘(p) continue to pay both clerks the same wage? (u) give Jim a raise?  (...her two |

- .

[ - - . M . .
.sons to perform regular chores around the house and yard..boys..) C
) ' RIS : ‘

- 4. Alec, for mo apparent reason, is in an extremely bad mood. He’is wo}kingfas a
. » Y v

’messengér in an office, and as the day wears ons he is“{ncreasingly sércgstic and
. . . i -~ " .

, -

" _ unpleasant yith Mr.lKennedy, the officeggénager. boes Mr. Kennedy: (5) speak to ./ .

. . . . T A . ‘
.* him about it? (u) ‘say nothing? (..As the day wears. on, ...his father...his father...)

\
5, - - -

. -
. . .
. . . s N § . - \ ; .

f.: ' ’ . N Ve
LN ° . \. -
- \
‘ . Note that in Situation 3, both parencs and employe;s are %?st in the role of .
. regular employer. This‘is in cdntrast to Situation 5 for example, whe%f the
- H - ~~
. . " *
tile-laying job is more in the nature of a "favor" that may be granted or withheld
- . - o - - +
\by the adult, rather than being part of regular employment, - LR
\ o‘ % ‘ : o . * 5 ‘ : . ‘i I
d . - ° = /-. \ s . 4
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"o : Figure 2 = ~ ' ‘
1 T Summary of Experimental Conaitions : "
o N - .
Part I - Behavior Predictions _ \ \\\ y ) : ‘
) L T - | . |
. " 123
A \\\\ \+  Situation ' /" Situation 1 ~-—-% \"
T - EmployérrPérén Employer: ‘ Parent \
. g ' Sex' Male . Female " Male Feégle
. 1 . . . .~ -
‘ ‘} T[T p=15 n=15 | =15 n=15_
) ‘ » . — - : )
.- "Part II - Selection of Relevant Attriﬁuteé'and Attribute Ratings
: < : —
, Situat;on?~‘ . Situation .l —=--% -
EmployerJParent Employer ) o Parent
. Sex ] Male \\‘" Female - ., Male Female ..
[ 33 : N . < & T = 3
- ©  Action ‘Exp. | Insgt. | Exp> | Inst.- p. lInst. | Exp. | Inst.
- o  Jne1s|n=15 | ne1s [n=15 | n=ds |he15 |n15] ne1s
. — < . . - R - )., 1‘\ ) . . -
[" 4 IR : . -. - ) . + .‘q_‘. e L
*These same conditions were.manipulated for' the remaining ;% )
- ‘7) . \ - . " .
, seven 'situations also. ’ - B .
v i . K . ? L ‘ ' \
. ., . - ﬂ .
) 3 ¥ v
: ' i
. ] ) - R . ’ . ’ . S - e T \\
There’were four questionnaire versionsiat Part I; eight at Part II. -
o . . ")
Experiﬁen;al*@gnditibns vere systems#tically varied ih all situations :
: , across the different versions. ' ' . :
L4 N R ' . oo * . / . Ll
-~ . » . LR ,3.'
. . -\\ S " . . .
¥, 1 ] \ ,:' .-_. : . , ‘ ‘. A
0. Y LN 19 ¢ '
ERIC - -] ' , -
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e T, Table 1
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. . .

S~

.

K
.

NulBer of. Respondents* Pr

o> \

» '
~ w «
N

! .

Sifuation oo

-7 . 4

N .

’Exp;essive—Positive Action i
© 1. Go to play
- 2, Comfort upset - ‘
N . 5. Hire ificompetent o
' j
N ‘ i . - ,.
- Expregsive-Negative Action
R -
3. .No raise to brother
-
. ’ - b,
4, Inquiré about sullenness
ES ¢ . %
b « . $ Fl
N1
\‘j i
L , ,
situation; thus this is the maxi
. \ ‘ e
- ‘. . € . ~
) . . < .
. ~\ | 4
Jl/ t. » - . , »
) [*2N : ¢
W % * B ' -
. - . * P . -
4 ’ 20
& - . .
* . . ! .
LY

.

Parents
Mother 'Father‘
% %
.93 87.

- 87 73 |
3 - 80
67 47
93 ‘,100

edicting That Adult Will Behave Expressively ,
.

is
. .

.
Employers
Female Male
% z .
40 33

40
53
60

.

*15 respondents predicted the actions og\each type of'adu{; in each

mumwnuhbe:ﬂforﬂeaéﬁ'Eéli. -

40

60

60




: ‘ Table 2 S 4 :
> N < . g - PR = - o . - & >~
¢ X Effects of Role, Action and Situation' ; B - i ,
‘on Selection of Expressi\}e Traits as Most Relevant ’ . .
.- ' ' ‘ . ' ‘ . LY ) ' ’ Y ) . ’ ' . ¢ - ) M’ g
- ' '. . . - - o l?eta(l)" F_ - ' . . '“.
¢* . pole : SRR - - A
T Female . .01 . ~11;I.0 -'f' s
. . ‘t ¢ o NN 4 i ‘
. , AN ] .
i Employer - ~.14 167 40x* / . L
. . . - . N
. . o e T ’ .
£ ) 7
Action . ‘ " I o v o o
o Instrimentaly = Ce e =26 54.74**_ B
_ ' T X ‘ \‘ _Q,o e R - - ) , ) T ‘
Negative * S -e22 M@ .
‘situarion‘?) e S - CotL !
. s ¥ ' ‘. T ) S, - .
: l. Go to play .o ..10 4.98% .. ¢ - - |
: o * B ;
. 2. Comfort upset - S 324 7.36%% 0 |
3. - No raise to brother S -.32 = 55.54%% - s
« : : e e
" s 4. Inquire about sullenness -:11 . 6.52% , - o © s
| ’ P ' R . o/
- ] 82 = .32 kp <.05 © - ; S
. . " = . N T, . ) » *
3 - . N = 60003 . 7 ko <= 0% : R .
. : & CoL ks - h . ' W ’ R " ‘ 9
_— (1),Betaxrefers—to standardized regres's'ion coeffigient. 7 All independent variables are
e 2 r £
" dummy (0-1) variables' e.g., sex role is given a value of 1 T female, 0 if male.
(2) sjguation.5 was omitted for the regression eration and acts as a comparison base. *
. ‘ - . . ;’@ ! P ) B
R (3). ‘Each subject: 8 response to each situation was’ treated as a separate’ case. Although i
' 13 R ; EY ‘ A
' there may be some inclination of subjects tmgive the same respoﬂge across situations,
. Our research design has ensured that resp;ﬁt’se's. cannot be cor'related with any combina-
) tion of independent variables. “_ : " . gt ‘- .
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.

, = Tablé3 ‘
‘ )"4&~ Ce ) i/'J" Q ¢ )

R . . Effect:s of Role, Act::lon and Situation

- v on Express:l.ve Rat:i g (D , i{ . g -
. . . C . [ : : . 4

. ’ ' s, o 2 (2) ' °
~ 7 . Cow P Beta( )° - F N :
- g . ' ‘ ) "“ﬁ .
Role . 3 P - .
——— & o ? e . N . e ) . 2
LY e

:Female . ) . ‘-.0‘7' Y, 6,18%

' i
~ — \ .
Action- > / R

Instrumental | - . v.-.50 \299 90**

. - . e N -
.. .

Negative \ Y s A 203. 74** S

-

> N , . '\_ : . . . ‘
Sit:uat:ion('z) ) ; Yee a7 & D T e i
1. Go to play - . SR < - ;:.05 I 1.89 . "_' - )
Y . . ‘ . N v. . Q . . - A\. - - .‘ .- B
2. Comfort upset : - * .00 .- 00 - -, . /
LT L 3 . r o, . e, .
3. VNo.raise to brother - . © .00 oot .00 - 4 0
ol N $ . ’

4, Inguire about su]ilenhess RPN | el P.60%* e - ' o

- w-t - .
“* - T . L. R
2 N : i s A} A ’
R™ =253 . * .05 - e~
' Ly . NP e s s
. : . (2) ° - d : o ‘ * e
N ~ N = 596 > p .01
< s \? e . 3 s “
2 .« 3. . ‘
\ . . *
- -~
n

(1) The measure f'dr. expressive ratings is. the" sum of the ratings (1 to 7) .

! B ¢ . L . . '
on each of the five attributes in the expressive scale. . —

(2) Refer to footnotes on "I‘a_bJ.e 2 rega:;,é’:lngg'; beta, gituation and N,
. . 1 Lo
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. . - Table 4 . S
Mean Rating on Inst:run;eht:al Attributes by Role, ‘A;tion and Situation
\\'. ; Situations
' l, ) ( ' ) *\“ )
\'\ - - .. Instrumental Action
‘1 . Instrumental Action'is "Active', \ ‘is "Pagsive" ¢
~ R \ ’
X ; 1 3 5 \ 2 4
. ‘ . : . R I
| . Exp. Inst.| Exp. Ihst.| Exp. Inst. E\xp.\ *InSt.| Exp. Inst.
Action Action|Action Action|Actiofl Action|Action Action|Action Action
- { . ~ . -
Mother A4Ll. 46 |45 46 | 417 56 |47 3.0 |46 303
- Father - 46 46 |47 49 |44l 49 [5.00 437148 373
Female Employer | 4:1 5.1 | 4.0. . 4.7 ¢| 3.7 5.5 | 4.8 4.3. | 5.4 3.8
Male Employer | 4.6 ~ 5.5 | 4.4 4.7t 3.9 5.4 |52 4,0 |50 3.1
N ~ B . . . .\ ) ~
\ ot —
v '4‘ " .
- “ ~ . -
{ N ' / , o
. L N . " ™~ ':’
. Toe v
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RS . &
3 . JT&QIG“AE A . s - . } .
o e . ,\iiﬁacta,éf»lnleq;Acziqgfand.Situation on Instrumental Ratings ay .. A .
- - ‘ — * N P
T - N g .
* L . . .. . . v @y
A. Main Effects Only 4+ B.  Interaction Effects Includea A
. _Sits. 1, 3, 5. 1 Sits. 2,4 -~z ) Sits. 1, 3,.5.. Sits. 2,4 1+ . N
(Inst. Action.is (Inst: Action is (Inst. Action‘is' (Inst. Action is s
) I "Active") ' "Pagsive") "{.ctive") "Passive")
Role Beta(z) _F Beﬁo(z) . F Beta(z) F ﬂeta(%g F
- Female -.06 "7 1,517 4 -.02 0.13 -.14 _ 2060 -.19 J3.97%
Bpployer ¢ | -.02 1 7 0.2 C S T IS VS S I 4.Q6* -.06, : 0.37
. ] i E .
] Actionr . o .A‘E . o L.
Instrumental .38 60.12%* "-.60 155.24%% I .18 4.55% ° ~.60 3 .53.99%*
Negative- - .19 . 14.85%% 25 L 27.27%% _+10 ' 1.52 .20 §, ¥ 5.85%
Situation (2) ) , .
1. Go to play - 0L .0 og - - .02 0.08 - -
2. ' Comfort upset —_— 18777 12.95%% c— .- .18 13.16%%
3. No raise to -,05 @ gﬁ - _4— -.05) 0.95 -=Y -
brother . bt v -
4. Inquire about .’ - * - - — —— - -, -
. . 'sullenness: X - : H . Y , .
Intefactions o s f hlb o )
e ' .
s Female—kmﬁioyer - T - T - . N.S. N.S. .23 7.90
Inst.- Action—- \ . to ¢
.Female —__ . - haniand e~ 017 4.18* ' NaSq & NQSQ
Inst. Action-- . : e o Lo ~
mploygr hasne , - . - - -1 . 18 . ’ 4 . 39* N . S . N . S .
¥ ‘s R2= .24 I T R2= .28 ; .43
T N = 35002 N = 24:(2) N = 359(2)5 N= 241(2) .
. _' -‘: - L [ . / ' . ‘V- . = ’“.,s ﬁi ;\ Y
:ﬁ?'\ ¢ . . ’sp<.05 ! . ’ . ’ **p<.01 N > .2
7 ¥ . 2 *

. wr

(1) The measure for instrumental ratings ig the’ sum of the ratings~11 to 7) on each of the six attriljutes in the
' instrumental scale. . .

W L.
. . d

(29 Refer to footnotes in Table 2 regarding Beta, Situation, and N.
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. 23
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Lo ° ! ! 2’ i ‘I'f .
s . MY . ° he Ve i
. e n < - Footnotes . 1. . ooV
- M ’ « " . . .
4 N Y . L P %"{‘"‘ “““
: ‘ : ' S * O N
. . R . 2 34 .
- - . - e g
: . \v/ . T

- (l) Follbwing Parsons and Bales (1955) and ‘others, we are using "instrumental

’
.

.;" vs. ressive to efer to tasi orientation Vs socio~1Fotional orientationr
T s or affe:tively’ne:/r 1, specific universalistic achievement orientat ns Pt

ve

- o Vs. agﬁective, diffuse, particularistic or, hchievement orientatidns.

\“,

e e . /~x [ i s

(2) The situations were chosen from a list of twenty that were pretested on R

v »

fifty subjects. The maim cr%teria for; ‘gelecting situations ‘were: (l) it e
"'"i”‘ “ - ) v

, o

. ; made cuItural sense" fqr each pf the four types of adult to be in that o

- situatton,,KZ) there was a fairly even distribution of behavior predictions
. - . / S s - o
‘ across the two action alternatives, disregarding role' (3) one action alter- .
. . R .
g native was clearly instrumental and the other expressive. . St

y .
L ~ . -
. £ ~

3) The'instrﬁmegtal attribute wereE "competent," "forceful," "self-confident,”

» -~

- "businesslike," "firm but jus straightforward and-direct." " The“exptessive ..
2 ; .

4 -~ s Ly 2 L

. attributes were: "loyal and suppdrtive," "enjoys taking care of others,

nn

"tender and softhearted'”~"warm nd understanding,” "eager to’ get along with o

N

others." Aniong instrumental attr utes, there were the following “inter-

’

o co;relations' four .of .6 or higher, three of .5, five of 4 five of .3. l _‘;

o Among expressiye=attributes, there were four.of .7 or higher, five df\vb .

- . R v . [
‘iL .- one.of .SW. ) Lo -
. - . ey N ¢ .
’ ‘ ' b ’ N ERN
(4) kttributes ‘selected as mést relevant have to be either expressive or . N

& . .

» ﬂe‘ instrumental This table shows only expressive attriBute& chosen; but we :

h .

know that a’ high fegative beta here means that there is a high positive N oo

-9 relationship betwéen the independent variable and instrumental attributes . >
b o . . S, , - - “

A " s .. ) . - s ‘ - .
chosen as most relevant. . . / . T f” L < ’
’ . N Yo ' T -

i (5) Amongst the situation variables, in an analysis such as this, we are

. ¢ S
\ . obliged to, gmit at least one situation from the regression equation. The-
SR ), e . . e )




[ -
- . R
v M [ 3 .
-

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

~ i
' say that in comparison to Situation 5, in both Situations 1 and 2 533
' expressivé attributes aré significantly morelikely to be chosen(as
. . - , BN .
3 - - . S ‘. e - -
ca ‘relevant; <in §jtuations 3 and. 4, they will be chosen less often. * -
> . - . \
L (® The results’of decomposing the interaction effects of role and instru-’
¢ . : . PR
! ".." - . ¢ A
s .mental actiop on instrumental ratings are showditelow.
‘ Inst. Acts | Inst. Act-]| Taast. Act- Inst. Act-
‘| Female Male Employer, Parent
2.52 '+ 1.34 M 3:27 1.34 .
Exp. Act- Exp. Act- L~ . Exp. Act- Exp. Act o e
. - F) ’ .K\ 4
- ‘Female Male . Employer Parent
-1.98 0 L -1.84 0
- (Expressive action - male and expressive action - parent are the comparison
i . + . » P , .
. ,base for each set.)
.. - L0 -
-* . - . »
. F) ’ -
- J ‘ ‘
* . 'S ., A ‘3
. - - N s
“‘_ , N . . ) ] . ) . . . ) - . .
- P . . . )
o . 1Y /
. m . o , -~ Lo
- , \ . “ ‘
- - \. ) - ¢ - L4 ™ s’
~ > A} M ’. b
- hand . ) ’
r " v ' ' ° » > $ - .
A _l : ¢ , R T . -
— “ - * - .
T Lo ' "
‘ - - [ ' - 2 ;'(-‘ ° ) )
Q ‘ ) ﬁi ’ 227’ - )
‘ & “ — Pl
RIC . 20 v . s :
e i S . , . - ,
- . « L . S .
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