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This study examined the relationship between personal 8pace and sex—rqlef

(" Twenty—f ise feminine femaIes, twenty -five androgynous females, tweniy—fiye
"androgynous malés, and twenty—five masculine males viewed a film of male 3
and female approaching stimulus perspns in distress aﬁd non—distress con-"’ T‘\\

ditions. Subjects marked the Comfo t¥ble Interpersonal Distance Scale

1 E% 4
at the point where they would prefer bhe stimulus~person to halt. Thé
, J .
data distance measured in millimeters,,was examined by analysis of vari—
* y -t iy

ance. Distressed stimulus persons’ were not allowed to approach as\closely

a

-as non-distressed stimulus'persons. Males allowed the distressed female

to appr@ach closer than the distresse?jmale. Sex-typed subjects did not’

\ 8
allow the distressed ‘male to approach\as closely as ‘the nongﬁistressed

‘male, while androgynous subJects did not make this distinction.
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~This study investigated the differences in the persona& space of

v

A

‘individuals_with differing se{Lrole %rienéftions when approached by dig=-

. ’

tressed and non-distressed strangers. Personal gpace has been defined

as that space immediately surrounding one whigh iscfeltitolhelong to one-
: '/ . L . . .

self. Many variables have~been shown to affect personal space‘including

o

/ ;.

;E:, personality characteristics, age, " and cultural background/of the - .
dividual (Evans & Howard 1973) In the area of sex-role orientation,

the concept of androgyny has been given much consideration .Androgyny

has been defined as\BEfng masculine and feminine, assertive and yielding,
' - ’
instrumehtal and expressive, depending on the situatipnal appropriateness
- - ® : ! ) . ) .~ )
(Bem, 1974). In geveral studies, results indicate that androgynous indi-
. N R I . -

.viduals engage'inﬂthe appropriate behavior at the moment regardless of

sex—role stereotypes, while sex-typed individuals are 1ess flexible in

.I

-

situations calling for cross-sex behavior (Bem, 1975). - Considering these

findings, the fgllowing hypo;heses were generdted: that masculine males, *

< ‘4
S

as compared to feminine and androgynous subjects, would not allow a dis-

tressed male or femhle to appranh'as closely; that masculine males would

«

allow a distressed female to approach\closen than a distressed maie; and

.

that all subjects would ailog:gzn—distressed'strangers to approach more

‘closeluythan distressed strangers, o
. P 3 A ‘ | )
// ¢ I
\ Method
. Subjects - YyQ.”' )L ‘ ‘ﬁ
2 ,Approximately 210 studénts enrolled in undergraduate psychology
( . - .

¢
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- of the selected pgrsonswas 19 years. .

J

rgourseé at Georgia Southern College viewed a film of approaching non~

: , & ‘ :
distressed and distressed stimulus persons.and were administered the

3

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) and the Comfortable Inter-

pefsonal Distance Scale (CID)

Scores on the PAQ were used to select 25 feminine females, 25

androgynous females, 25 androgynous males, and 25 masculine males.\

Data from these persons were ‘'utilized in the 'stydy. The median age

Materials g { o : :‘~' & - :

The PAQ,L a masculinity—femininity-androgyny index developed by

Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1974) was ut11ized to select participants

K

in the study.. The PAQ is a sélf—teport scale consietinngf 55 bipolar

‘items; individuals are classified by it into one of four categories:

(1) high masculine, high feminine (androgynous); (2) high maaculine;
low fepinine (masculine); (3) louhmasculine, high'feminine (feminine){‘

and (4) low masculine, low feminine (undifferentiated)

4

" The, cm W

’Aspace. An 1nd1vidual imagines himself at the center point of a serles

2
-

of rad1 Ing lines and responds to stimulus persons approachlng along

a particular radius by making a mark where he prefers that persoh'to
halt. Distance is measured in millimeters from the center pointmto

the mark on the radius.

A silent motion picture of each of the four stimulus persons

]
>

was presented; these persons were of college age. A .professional
Y . - [ Yo . S y

drama coach provided difection of the actions and alsg served as a



" judge in equating the attractiveness,and the amount of distress exhibited '

%

A ot _ o
by the actorg. The non-distressed and distressed male wasg portrayed by .

the same individual.in order to contﬁol for attractiveness and dress.
! : . N !

.‘The non—distressed and.distressed female was portra&ed By the\same indi;
"vidual also. All stimulus persons appeared in the film for approximately
15 seconds each. The distressed stimulus persons were crying, biting the
lips, wringing the hands, snd shaking the head from side to side. The
non-distressea'stimulus persons simply exnibited no faeial or bodily e%—
pression oﬁ'amotion. .

The non—diStressed stimulus persons appeared first in”the film to

preclude possible carry-over of the emotional effect of distress' that

.
»

could result from presenting the distressed stimulus persons first. Half
of the subJects viewed the film in the following orderil (1) non-dis-

tressed female, . (2) non-distressed male, (1) ‘distressed female, and (4)

distressed male% The other half viewed the film in the following order:

(1) non-distressed male, (2) ngg:gistressed femalei,(Blidistressed male, .

and (4) distressed female. ' . . , '
s - D ' - ' ¢
Procedure s -
_— [

The>testingiwas done in Introductory Psychology classes. The stu-

' %
: Lo

dents were told ‘that the experiment was a study of social infesaction.

The'instructionS'oh how to mark the CID were read aloud. “he students
v
»

were then shown the filmed presentation of the four stimulus persons.
A A)
After the filmed segment of the iirst stimulus person was preqnnted the

film was stopped dnd the students markednthe4QID. After_viewing all

. [ : N N
' : ) ,
- : - « .

\




four filmgd’segments,and completing .a CID sheet for each,.the gtudents

' completed the PAQ. —,lf o \é . /
. ’ ‘ 3 . . ) /“/P . A

Results . ‘

. .
’ z

A4 X 2 X.2 mixed factorial»analysis of variance with repeated

.

measures on the last two variables was performed on the data. [The

Sex-Role X Affect X Sex ‘of Stimulus Person interaction was'signlfi-

1~

cant, F (3, 96) = 3.67,'E_<.05. . This significant triple'interactibn A

"was examined gy a series of simple interaction analyses. The only

. ) ‘ ‘ ,
Significant simple interaction effect was for the feminine‘females, _

F (3, 96) = 3 63, E.< 05." Feminine females allowed fhe - non—distressed i

male to. approach closer than the distressed maquandwaflowed the non-
iy
o 2
distressed male to approacH closer than the non—distressed female.
The simple, simple main effect (Winer, l97l) of Sex—Role for the

d1stresse& female was not significant, however, the simple, simple«main

effect for the distressed male was éﬁgnificant at the,.OS level,

~

F (3, 96) = 3.10. A Newman—Keuls test showed that feminine females,'

"

androgynons females, and androgynoyg males allowed the_distressed male

P

to ,pproach closer than did masculine males.

Other simple, simple main effects were signifﬂcant. Feminine

[ l

females allowed the non-distressed male to approach cfoser than ti:ﬂ/, p

distressed male, F (1, 96) = 10. SS B}('Ol- Masculine males allow

the non-distressed female to approach closer than the distressed fe- '

@

male, (F (1, 96) = 6.87, E.< 05); and allowed the non~dis§£essed-male

\\to approach closer than the distressed male, (F (1, 985 = 8. 43 Eﬂ< 01).
\ V‘j
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Androgynous males and masculine males dllowed the disthssed female to

-~

. approschx closer than the- distressed male (F 1, 96) = -l-_8:07, p(.Ol;

f L]

© FM1, 96) & 31.03,. p €.01, respectively). No other simple, simple main
R ) & . v v . . . N
effects were significant. ' C e v

. . . . . . . N
t

The Affect X Sex of Stimulus Person interaction was significant

(F (l 96) 5 05, 2;( 05) In both the non—distress and distress con-
‘ R T [
ditions, the females were alloyed to approach closer than. the ;males. -
- o~y

~ . ~

Q1<.Ol). -The non—distressed female'and non-distressed malewereallowed

~ (3

to ,approach closer than the distressed male (E< Ol)/ o

-

) - ’
The main effect of "Afféct was® significant, 'F (1* 96) = 23;33\ o
,\’ a ’ 4 - .
E.< Ol The non-distressed stimulus persons wére allowed to approach

® S
closer than the distressed stimulus persons. - The main effect .of the

@

Sex Role factey was not significant; however, the main'effect of the.
Sex of Stimulus Person fac;or was significant (F (l 96) '33 21,

11(.01) Females were allowed to approach closer' than males.

R

‘ - i Discussion ,

) . . 'n"l ’ * ( ]
The results indicate that feminine femalea did hot Yifferentially

\

- ) N R <~ , '~ . .
distance the distressed male and the distressed female or the non-

distressed femple and the distressed\female; however:”they did ndt

: . ’ . i
allow the distressed male to approakh as closely as the non-distressed

male. Seyfried and Hendrick (1973) found that .women .aze more attracted

’

‘ to males expressing ”masculine" attributes rather than "feminine" attri¢
)

butes. Cripps (1973): found partial confirmation of the hypothesis that *

¢

" target pegsons who evidence behavior discrepant .;th sex—role stereo-

- , [t . N ’
* . . — s -~
.

14
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types are. rated as more disturbed. These :studies areffupportive of the
interpretation of increased'distancing for the disgressed male because
R o . . . i . o » *
-~ “ ] B . . . . » " ~ ‘ N '
hesmay be seen as violating masculing sex-role “expectations. It may be.
ST s . (G .
> : ’ {

that the masculine role is more restgictive ‘than tﬁe feminine role and |

that violations of seX-role expectations are deemed more serioUS‘for

4 .

males than females. . Hartley (1959 reﬁorted thas;demands to goﬁ§6fﬁ'to
sen;rolgkstereotypes.are morevstringent'for boys than for éirls, and {
lFling:and)hanosevitz (L§7é)‘fonnd that cross—sex behaVior yas'discouraged
: moreiin hoys than in girls{ﬁ'After reﬁiewing‘severaj stuéies) Hartnp,
', and MooYe il963)'suggested that more soeialipressqre against"inaopro—. Q

. ‘o, . '

priate sex-typing is directed’ toward boys than girls. o

There -was no,significant difference in the distancing of the dis-

~ . ’ v
. - 3

* ' . . / )
tressed female by any of the groups. Itimay be that distressed behavior

is not in violation of the female sex-role, thus no differentialldiSrf
t

*tancing is forthcoming
The hypothesis that the masculine males. would not allow the dis— )
[
- &’9 - 3
tressed male to approach as closely as 'would the fem1nina females,\the

. N - SN
* androgynous females, and- the androgynous males” was supportid. Angrist ,

~

<

¢ @ _ ; ‘
(1969) cited four elements which compriée sex—roles label, behavior, X

expectations of others, and the social- location. or the s1tuation¢ The
PARY

vtraditional charaéteristic of~suppressi0n of emotion byythe male has

2
.

been mentloned in the literature (Broverman Vogel Broverman, Clarkson,

.

& Rosenkrantz, 1972; Kagan, 1964) In, an ‘attempt to eXplain why the

-mascu1ine male kept the distressed male- farther'giay than did the femi-

- l o

nine females, androgynous females, and‘androgynous males, one might
. é ’
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postulate that the discrep\ncy between the label of the stimulué\pegson.

(malef“and the behavior of the stimulus person (distress) could have oo

” A o

caused the masculine male to experience cognitive'dissonance (Festinger,
e . &

1957) in the situation. The existence of dissonance qs~uncomforhabIe; u. .
thu;, the person will attempt to'alleviate the diqponance.“ Qne ;av'to : ’
do'this is to avoid situations in‘which thé’dissonance is‘increased;>]

! ,It “is pos;lhle,ﬁtherefore, that the masculine male may seek to avoid

-

the* §1tuation by not allowing the distressed male to approach closely. "
. N .

;\} In comparfng tesponses to the nori-distressed and distressed male,
ittwas found that the. feminine females #nd- the masculine males did q\:
allow, ;he distressed male to approach as closeiy as the non—distressed‘ .
male. AndrogynQus'm:les'ahd femaleg did}not‘make this distinction;:n _ _
S . : . - 6

: . : f
The interpretation of increased distancing because of violation.of sex-

K
.

role expectatlons may’be feasible for the sex—typed subJects, but ﬁhat
s A

abouP the and;ogynous individuals who d1d not differentiate between

the distressed and non-distressed ‘male? Bem and, Lenney ’ (1976) have

found that sex-typed individuals are more likely‘than androgynous; indi-

‘ . L : .
b . - . "
viduals j:éavoid crhss—sex.behayior. Apparently thisfginding\can bel

.
a

.extended to the avoidance of those exhiBiting cross‘sex behavior, at : :\~1~

1

léast in this“particular case. One might speculate that the androgynous

v e - - .« ®

sUbjEcts did not perceive‘the d1stressed.male.s behavior as blatantly

P L. ~ 1 4
'/incongruent‘with'his sex-role, and therefore did not utilize differen-

‘tial distancing. ) - - ¢
e , - , ' ’-‘_’ 3 '\
In comparing responses to the non-distressed and distressed fe-

. ' ‘ c. v ' t . I
male, it.was found that the mgsculine males did not allow the distressed

-




L "," ) . ":.-..' . . . s, » -..,- -'.‘\' . \' ‘
N
female to aﬁproacb as close1;>as the . non—diétressed fémale. Feminine
V] Y v )

‘ females,,qndrogynoué females, ahd androgynous males did not make thi//

. & .

~ 3
K

distinq;ion. It pppears that masculine males discriminate between the

-y

non—disgigsseg_and distressed stimulus persons of both’§2feé while

feminine females only discf!mknate between the nbn—distressed and ‘dis-
? 5 N

- -

) tressed male‘ The finding that masculine males discriminate between Yo

P b

.

f S
/[ the non—digtresséﬁ and\iistressed sEimulus persons of both seées*may it

be interpreted in te f a type of defense mechanism behavior. In)

. s

2
order to preserve his reputation of aloofness, the masculine male may

tend to keep emOtion—producing or even threatening \stiﬁuli farther ‘,

.
- i '

away. The finding that feminine females~did not di8crimi ate betWeen Coe
. = . . 0 3 . <, . -

the distressed and’ non-distressed female, 15 consistent with their nur— -

.. . . " . r A7 -
turant role. On the qther hand, the feminine'femafés did not allow the

. ' - /s
distressed male to approach, as closeiy as the non-distressed Mmale; this
' ’ LR 4 . . . )
may be attributed to'the'Violation of'sex—role expectations by the male.

The hypothe31s that the masculine ‘male- would allow the distresspd‘

.
¢ J‘q—

Y .
femaleuto approach closer\than the’ distressed male was supported _ -
[ RN \ ! * ' (e

. Indéhd both the androgynOus males and the masculine males allowed the

¢ 2

-

distressed female to approach closer, while the feminine and androgy—(
i 3.

nous females showed nogdifference as to the distancing of the distressed

- male.and}the.distressEd female. ‘The finding that the males allowed the
distressed female Eo,approach closer:thén the distressed male;may be

//I : ”

- ' RN : .
robted in the cultural definition of the feminine sex-rofe.' Block €1973)?

¥
’ found.that-fathers reported it to be motre important to .comfort a girl
. . . . { - .
when she was upset than to do so for a boy. Mothers made no such dis—éy”

<
1
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tinction.' Hartley (1959) interviewed.boys agéd 8 to ll about the roles

: . 1v

of adzﬂt men and.women._ The boys stated that" the adult male role was ;
that £

protecting worten . and children in emergencies. Thepadult fe-
€. Ky ” L1
maies were said to need someona to help them since they were'more‘easily

>

maaged ﬂhan'men. L . , -- o a 4/ ‘ﬂv;
- - = < S
‘ ’: The finddng that the non—distressed female was allowed to approach :
. ‘-/ N
rcloser than the distressed female seems ,to be-a function*of_the signifih ,

. . T - .
. . ‘i . o . , \/‘ - ‘
cant differential;distancing utilized by the masculine males. AlthougH/

>
.

feminine and androgynous subjects also.tendedwto;allow‘the nonvdistressed S
] \ . | . E O | .
female to approach closer the differences Were not sfgnificanf Simi—

@

larly, the finding that the non—dls%nessed male was af&owed to approach
AN - s - . EN
closer than the d1stressed'male seems- to be a functﬁon 6f the signifi—
1 - .
. 4 :
cant differential distancing utilized by the sex-typed subjectsr, ‘Androgy-
- & — ‘.

nous subjects also tended to allow\the rton-distressed male to apprdqch

u- 'l ")

closer, althongh the-differences gere not significant. Again; the dift

ferential distancing by the sex-typed subjécts may be interpreted as
~\ . ; - o ;
defensive behavior to maintain their own sex-roles in the face ofithe T~

sex+role violation by the distressed male. The androgynous subjects

¢

may not have perceived: the distressed male's behavior as a violation.
of his sex-role, and thusfdid not utilize differential digfantrng. Iheé

finding that the distressed female was allowed to approach closer than
. o, . ”

the distressed male appears to be a functiemof the significant differ-

-

‘ential distancing'hy the males. Androgynous females also ekhibited .

s

v ‘ .
“this tendency, although not to a signlficant extent. Feminine femalgs _

LA . 3,

allowed the distressed male to approach. d{vser, but this tendenCy was
- e T / . K . -




also not significant. The hypothesis that the distressged stimulus\per:\

Ry > o ) . . ' A : R ."
sons Would not be allowed to approaqﬂ ag* closely as their non-distressed

A /‘ . : -
counterparts‘was supported but this finding seemﬁ to be mainly the ‘.-

function of differential distancing by, the sex—typed subjects. Findefi

o
- ©

r \

ings similar to these were reported by SmithJ;1953) who reported that

photographs of people with leasant expressions were adjusted by Sub-

{jecds to>appear farther away thdn photographs of'people with $1é3§q£c
.- . . ) " . r . ) .o .
expreséions.' Tolor -and Salafiaf(1971) found that silhouette figures .
( A~ ' ©

‘attributed negative characteristics were placed: significantly farther

:from the self than those figures attributed positive characteristics.

Conclusion

There are three fqndamental findings of the present study. First,

aE

individuals tend to require more personal space when interacting with ‘
distressed than with non-distressed people. Secondl&,'males tend to

allow distressed females to approach closer than distressed males,

Thirdly, and perhaps of greatest interest, is the tendency for sex-

W

typed individuals to require morc personal space in responding to a
person exhibiting cross-sex behavior. Androgynous individuals did not

~make this distinction.
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A\
- Table 1
. Mean Distaﬁce in mm Each Stimulus .
> . ;
Person 'was Allowed to Approach S »
* v ‘Non—Dis‘ressed ‘Distressed
| B . By
T
Female | Male Female Male
C C .
T 7 ‘
Feminine » o Voo
‘Females « | 31.24 15.96 35.08 . 34.84 .
T ) -
Androgynous . .
Fenales ; 29.80 23.08 32.16 34.12 \
VSR : ,
Androgynous ‘ _ Loy :
Males - 119.28 | 45.80 27.28 | 48.80
A, ﬁﬁécuilne v -
.- Males 11.96 38.52 27.20 -| 55.40
. i ) X
Ay ’.’
. .
v"‘"", : ) I3 W'
S RN
. . ‘ﬂ
;
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- : . . Table 2 : . t
Summary of Analysis of Variance '
Y
4
Source of Variation df MS F :
< ? - — = .
. ;iif
Between Subjects e . :
A (Sex-Role) 3 8.2284 (92
- ‘ . ¢
Subj. w. groups - - 96 |  8.9225.
Witﬁin Subjects X ,
B (Affect) | 1.] 98.1090 | 23.23%*
AB i‘ 3 5.8064 | 1.37
B X subj. w. groups - 96| 4.2229
C (Sex of Stimulus Person) | 1 ,| 106.3992 )33.21**
AC . | 31 80.5758 | 25.15%*
C X subj. W. groups 196 T 3.2034 - ‘
\ ‘BC - s 1 6.4779 .| 5.05%
ABC © | 3| "4.7000 | 3.67%
, ‘ . S
BC X subj. w. groups . 96 1.2818 ,
L .
*p¢..05 ) .
*%p ¢ .01
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