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ABSTRACT

It was hypothesized that the dimensions of R. P.
Hart's rhetorical sensitivity scale--rhetorical sensitivity, noble
self, and rhetorical reflector--would correspond, respectively, to
the categories of androgyny, masculinity, and femininity in Bem®s Sex
Role Inventory. The two instruments were administered to 426 college
students (211 men and 215 women). The theoretical hypotheszs reczsived
nixed support. Rhetorical sensitivity was shared by women with low
levels of masculinity, women with moderate femininity, and men with
high levels of femininity. Noble selves included women high in
masculinity and women high in femininity. Rhetorical reflectors
included men high in femininity. Apparently, Hart's rhetorical
sensltivity scale is based on communication competence as moderation
rather than behavioral flexibility; and it may be biased by the
cultural preference for instrumentality. (RL)
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verbal behavi r, (3) is T—zracterZizally willing
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Th" "rhetoricalls SIE-LITr» peEzen is conirasted to noble
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Demographic dat=z = -Zizs tkez rhecoricel_. sensic—=
person, the notle self =z:Z The rhz=torical = fz=ctor. T
general, the picture that z:crges is that the chetoricz_ .-
sensitive person is more Z:ivzly 3 be male —wh:za female. to
be rich rather than nsor, —c e isw Lmstead af high in ethr.c
identification, and to be Tepublicezm or iné=pandent rather
than a Democrat. Notle ssives - -o not distinguishsd by genzer,
but are more likely to be “:sunczrits rather --an Rzpublicans
more likely to be found in th~ 2zst+.n United States, to
live in urban rather than subu:~:~ . rurzl areas, to come
from less financially secure fam:_ iez. and to prize their
ethnic identification. 1In contz=sz, —~he Thetorical reflectors

are more likely to be female, o2, zonservative, non-Jewish,

laborers, non-easterners, andg chur;;gaers.l3
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In the same manﬁer that Hart and his colleaguess offered
a new conceptualization, and consequent measurement, of
comm—nication effectiveness, Bem offered a new perspective
on psychological sex role. In the development of the Bem

Sex Kole Inventory,14

she relied on earlier conceptions of
masculinity as a cognitive instrumentality and goal directedness

which has a focus on self and getting the job done or the
problem solved and femininity as an expressive, supportive,

' 15
and affective orientation with a focus on concern for others.,
Bem was among the first to discuss psychological androgyny,

or the integration of masculine and feminine attributes. Just

as Hart favors the rhetorically sensitive person as more

interperscnally effective than the noble self or the rhetorical
r2flector, Bem sugiests that the androgynous person is more
psychologically healthy. Empirical validation has recommended

acdrogyny as a desirable sex role outcome for both sexes.16

Androgynous individuals are "both masculine and feminine,
both assertive and yielding, both instrumental and expressive--
depending on the social appropriateness of those behaviors.”17
Androgynous persons are more independent from social Pressures
and more adaptable to varying situations than are others.18 Sex-

typed individualsg (masculine males or feminine females) are
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more likely than are androgynous or cross-sexed persons
(females who score high on masculinity and low on femininity
or males who score high -on femininity and low on masculinity)
to prefer an activity simply because it is stereotypically
sex-appropriate. Sex-typed persons are more likely to choose
sex appropriate behaviors because they are consistent with
internalized sex-role standards and because psychological

19 The androgynous

discomfort results from cross-sexed behavior.
individual neither feels the pressure to conform nor is
he or she limited to a narrow range of experiences. The
Lack of conformity pressure added to the wide repertoire
of behaviors allows the androgynous person to behave in
situationally appfopriate ways.

Androgynous persons exhibit specific communication
skills. They are rated as highly effective in assertiveness
while undfferentiated subjects (persons who are low in femininity
and are low in masculinity) were rated as highly inept and
socially ineffective; sex-typed groups fell between the |
androgynous and undifferentiated groups.20 Androgynous
and feminine-typed males demonstrated significantly more
verbal and nonverbal responsiveness than did masculine-
typed males; simila;ly, androgynous and feminine-typed females
showed more responsiveness in an interpersonal setting thar

did masculine females. Androgynous individuals demonstrate

greater adaptability in their language across situations
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than do s.:-tyrz_ sub‘zz=—-~" and they are more acapt:bl .

in their _.aekin:s pat ’v:3 While females report ~ig-ur
total selZ-iizcl-czurs :. ::s than do males, masculine m=z.a2s
report lov=" zotzl .. . -::re scores than &adrogynous tules
and acdrog™— ous mz s = o= differ from a—drogynous I=zrales
in total c._:losure =7 " ir=lly, feminine famales report
greater commanicezion i “mm=msion than do masculine males;
androgynous =ales 7. ©n-- =sport significantly.different

communicatic: aprrg-en::on than androgynous females; and
androgynous Zemzl.cs e T less communication apprehensitm
than feminine fez:sl:3.°~

The pez=pectisz of - great -deal of research on andr.gyny,
including ti=t in commun::zation, is that androgynous individuals
excel becezu== the are preéumably more flexible and aczptive.
To view am=—gyny S rom :7is perspective slips the conc=pt
into the suz= kizit of evalunative framework that it rep-aced.
Originall: ~drogzmy served the useful purpose of allcwing
individua. i:2 be more complex than permitted by the m=sculine
or feminimec—=chz-romy. Viewing persons as composites =:Z
traits rep_: d this "either-or" pexrspective. The curz-at
tendency to p - androgynous subjects competitively agair.st

other sex-tvpes simply produces another research melodrum:

with a slig:-tly different cast of characters.



Furthermore, a:: rogynous :t " :ons are not superior in

all respects. And-c --nous and —.zculine-type  individuals
frequently do -t <..Zer signi=_:zz-=ly from ezch other,
put feminine-t;-z+ == undiffe—=nt:i ted persons tend to
perform more t© = :. . For instezcr | aigh self-esteem is
related mainl- ~he presence of m:sculine-typed behavior
capabilities .. : ‘nimally to the presence of feminine-typed
characteristi 5.2 In addition, —ors stereotypically
masculine trez-.Zs - .:2 feminine tr ‘s were rated as socially
27

desirable by --1lle-e students. ‘ven on some tasks that
were designec :o0 generate sterec . pically feminina expres-
siveness and . fection, feminine-typed persons did not perform

well. 28

A numbe= of explanations have been offered for the
seeming superiority of andregyry and masculinity as contrasted

with feminine and undifferentiated groups. Females who

are high in femininity and low in masculinity may not only

be inhibited in behaving instrumentally but expressively as

1.29

wel In other words, the absence of masculinity may

represent a behavioral deficit.

A social desirability bias may account for the androgyny/
masculinity preference. Feminine-typed women may endorse
feminine characteristics because they are expected to respond
in this manner, but these cha;;ctefistics may not really
indicate their dominant response dispositions.>° When they

Q are placed in situations that call for nurturance, for instance,

8




they do not behave in this manner because the behavioxr has
low probability for tham.

Finally, a hypothasis of differential social uti_-=y
has been offered. Feminine-typed expressive behaviorz =
be less socially effective for a person than are masc: ine-
typed behaviors; consequently, they simply do not lezz to
positive outcomes as frequently. The superiority of ardrogyny,
following this reasoning, results from the large nu-:e-
of masculine traits that are endorsed, not because The individual
is endorsing both masculine and feminine traits.

Masculine values and traits have been reinforc=d and
emphasized in the history of speech communication through
the emphasis of power, influence, and persuasiwn, and only
recently has the feminine dimension, with its emphasis cu
feelings, sensitivity, and concern for others, been given
credence.-31 Hart and his colleagues responded to the cultural
bias in favor or instrumentality in their overall theoretical
approach, and dismissed the expressive perspective.32 However,
the individual dimensions ovf their instrument, rhetorical
sensitivity, noble self, and rhetorical reflector, appear
to correspond in their conceptualiza*ion to Bem's categories
of androgyny, masculinity, and femininity. To discoverx

the relacionship between Bem's concept of "psychological
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~health" and Hart's conc — 2f "communication effectiveness,"”
fhe following predictiz=. ==e hypothesized:
le Individuals whk= =z—= high on androgyny will score

significantly highe= on rhetorical sensitivity than

will jindividuals w== are undifferentiated.

HZ: Individuals who are high on masculinity will score
significantly higher on noble self than will individuals
who are low on masculinity.

H3£ Individuals who are high on femininity will score
significantly higher on rhetorical reflector than will

ijndividuals who are low on femininity.

METHOD
Subjects were 426 students, 211 men and 215 women,
enrolled in introductory speech communication courses at
a large midwestern university. Each subject completed the
rhetorical sensitivity scale and the Bem Sex Role Inventory.
To help control for order effects; half of the subjects completed

the rhetorical sensitivity scale first and half of the subjects

completed the Bem scale first.
The rhetorical sensitivy scale is based on the conceptions
of the rhetorically sensitive, noble self, and rhetorical
reflector given above. The scale allows independent measurement
of these three types and subjects are classified as rhetorically
sensitive, noble self, or rhetorical reflector. The self-
report instrument includes forty items which each offer five likert-

type options to the respondents, but the choices are weighted

, 10
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differentially. Twenty-eight items measure rhetorical sensitivity.
For example, a subject responding 'sometimes true'" to the
following items would be scored as rhetorically sensitive:

"If you're sure you're right, you should argue with a person
who disagrees with you," If people would open up to each
other the world would be better off," and "If a man cheats
on his wife, he should tell hLer." Twenty-four items measure
rhetorical reflector. For instance, a subject responding
"almost never true" to the following items would be scored
as rhetorically reflective: "A supervisor in a work situa-
tion must be forceful in his or her communication with subordinates
to be effective,” "You should tell someone if you think

they are giving you bad advice," and "Saying what you think
is a sign of friendship." Twenty-four items measure noble
self. For example, a subject responding "almost always
true'" to the following items would be scored as noble self:
"When someone has an irritating habit, they should be told
about it," "A person who speaks his or her gut feelings

is to be admired," and "A friend who has bad breath should

be told about it." Twelve items serve as fillers: '"An idea
can be communicated in many different ways,' '"When talking
to others, you should drop all your defenses,'" and "No matter
how hard you try, you just can't make friends with everyone."
Single items on tﬁe rhetorical sensitivity scale may measure
one dimension.of rhetorical sensitivity or may measure two

or three of the communication types. Internal and test-

11
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retest reliability as well as criterion-related validity

have been reported.

The Bem Sex Role Inventory is based on the concept.ion
of the sex-typed person as one who has internalized the societal
sex-standard of desirable behavior. Social desirability,

not differential endorsement, by men and women was used as

Bem's standard. Tlie scale allows indepenldent measurement
of masculinity and femininity. Subjects are identified as
masculine, feminine, undifferentiated, or androgynous. The

self-report instrument requests reactions to 60 personality

characteristics that are each placed on a 7-point scale.
Twenty adjectives describe masculine personality charac-

teristics, e.g., self-reliant, independent; 20 adjectives

describe feminine personality characteristics, e.g., gentle,
understanding; and 20 adjectives are undifferentiated, e.g.,
happy,ﬂconceited, and serve as fillers. Bem reports high
internal consistency, discriminant validity, test-retest

reliability, and convergent validity when compared to other

34

measures of masculinity-femininity.
RESULTS

The data base was comprised of the responses of 426
subjects to the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the rhetorical
sensitivity scale. The classification variables were femininity

with three levels--low, medium, and high, masculinity wifh

ERiC 12
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three levels--low, medium, and high, and sex with two 1evéls--
male and female. While the Bem is normally dichotomized,
rather than trichotomized, the masculinity and femininity
scales were divided into three groups. This trichotomization
was a compromise between the typical dichotomization which
is wasteful of continual data and performing regression
analysis which is difficult to interpret and explain.
An eznalysis of variance in a 3 X 3 X 2 completely randomized
factorial design was performed for each of the scores from
the rhetorical sensitivity scale--rhetorical sensitivity,
noble self, and rhetorical reflector--for all subjects.
A signifcant difference occurred on rhetorical sensitivity
for femininity (F = 3.26; d.f. = 2,408; p< .04), masculinity
(F = 7.29; d.f. = 2,408; p<.001l), and the interaction of
sex and femininity (F = 3.59; d.f. = 2,408; p<.03). A

significant difference occurred on noble self for masculinity

2

(F = 9.44; d.f. = 2,408; p< .0003) and for the interaction

of sex and masculinity (F = 5.97; d.f. = 2,408; p «.003).
A significant difference occurred on rhetorical reflector
for sex (F = 4.95; d.f. = 1,408; p< .02), femininity (F
= 5.09; d.f. = 2,408; p« .007), and the interaction of sex
and femininity (F = 6.54; d.f. = 2,408; p« .002).

In each analysis of variance, sex interacted with at
least one other variéble. As a consequence, subjects were

divided on the basis of sex, and analyses of variance in
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a 3 X 3 completely randomized factorial design were run
for the three scales of the rhetorical sensitivity scale.

Table 1 provides the analysis of variance for rhetorical

(PLACE TABLE 1 HERE.)

sensitivity for men which shows a significant difference

on femininity. Table 2 provides the analysis of variance
(PLACE TABLE 2 HERE.)

for noble self for men and shows no significant differences.

Table 3 provides the analysis of variance for rhetorical

(PLACE TABLE 3 HERE.)

reflector for men and shows a significant difference on

femininity. Table 4 provides the analysis of variance for

(PLACE TABLE 4 HERE.)

rhetorical sensitivity for women and includes a significant
difference on the dimensions of femininity and on masculinity.

Table 5 provides the analysis of variance for noble self

(PLACE TABLE 5 HERE.)

for women which shows significant differences on Both feminin-
ity and masculinity. Table 6 provides the analysis of variance
for rhetorical reflector for women which shows no significant

differences.

(PLACE TABLF 6 HERE.)

14
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A significant difference occurred on femininity for
men on rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflector.

35

Tukey's HSD test was used to further analyze these differences.

Men who are high in femininity are significanti} higher in
rhetorical sensitivity than are men who are low in femininity.
(H.S.D. = 2.87; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 4.27)
and men who are high in femininity are significantly higher
in rhetorical reflector than are men who are low in femininity
(H.8.D. = 1.49; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 1.94).
Men who are high in femininity are significantly higher
than are men who are moderate in femininity on the rhetorical
sensitivity dimension (H.S.D. = 2.87; d.f. = 202; observed
difiference = 3.36) and on the rhetorical reflector dimension
(H.S.D. = 1.49; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 1.87).

The significant difference that occurred on both femininity

and maculinity for women on rhetorical sensitivity and noble

self was also examined with Tukéy’s HSD test. Women who are high
in femininity are significantly lower on rhetorical senéitivity
than are women who are moderate in femininity (H.S.D. =

2.32; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 3.98). Women who

are high in femininity are significantly higher on noble

self than are women who are moderate in femininity (H.S.D.

= 2.27; 206 d.f.; observed difference =3.02). Women who

are high in femininity are significantly lower in rhetorical

sensitivity than are women who are low in femininity (H.S.D.

Q ' .1.5
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= 2.32; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 2.60). Women who

are high in masculinity are significantly lower on rhetorical.
sensitivity than are women who are low in masculinity (H.S.D.

= 2.29; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 4.74). Women who

are high in masculinity are significantly higher on noble

self than are womeﬁ who are low in masculinity (H.S.D =

2.22; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 5.44). Women who

are high in masculinity are significantly lower than are

women who are moderate in masculinity for rhetorical sensitivity

(H.S.D. = 2.29; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 4.22). Women

who are high in masculinity are significantly higher than
women who are moderate in masculinity on noble self (H.S.D.
= 2.22; 206 d.f., observed difference = 4.28).

Correlation coefficients were also computed. A negative-w
correlation (-.74) was found between rhetorical sensitivity
and noble self, which is consistent with the findings of Hart
and his colleagues,36 but represents a smaller degree of |
relationship. Hart found a clear inverse relationship between
rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflection, but no
relétionship between the noble self and rhetorical refiection
scales. ‘In this study, inverse relationships were established
between rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflection

(-.21) and between noble self and rhetorical reflection

(~.29). Regression analysis and factor analysis were also
run on these variables and generally confirmed the findings

of the analysis of variance that is reported in this article.

ENC 16
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DISCUSSION

The theoretical hypotheses received mixed support. The
predicted interaction between masculinity and femininity on
rhetorical sensitivity was not found. Instead, as women decreased
in masculinity, they were shown to increase in rhetorical sensitivity.
Women who were moderate in femininity were high in rhetorical
sensitivity, while women who were low in femininity were
moderate in rhetorical sensitivity; women who were high
in femininity were low in rhetorical sensitivity. In addition,
men who were high in femininity were high in rhetoriecal
sensitivity.

The' two findings--that women low in femininity and
that men high in femininity--are high in rhetorical sensitivity
add some support to the initial hypothesis. Men who endorse
characteristics that are related to the opposite sex and

women who réfuse to endorse characteristics that are appropriate

for their own sex are higher in rhetorical sensitivity. These
persons are not endorsing traditionally appropriate characteristics
for their own sex and may be exhibiting more behavioral
flexibility.

The second hypothesis, that noble self would be related

to masculinity, received support for women but not for men.

As women increase in masculinity, they increase in noble self.
In addition, as women increase in femininity, they increase

in noble self. Women who are high in masculinity or high in

17
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femininity score highest on the noble self dimension. The
third hypothesis, that rhetorical reflector would be related

to femininity, received support for men, but not for women.

As men increased in femininity, they increased on the dimension

of rhetorical reflector.

Rhetorical sénsitivity appears to be a differenﬁ construct
than androgyny although the two have been defined in similar
ways. The lack of relationship between rhetorical sensitivity
and androgyny does not allow this research to add criterion-
referenced validity to the rhetorical sensitivity scale.

An examination of the scoring procedures on the two scales
suggests a rationale. In order to score high on rhetorical
sensitivity, an individual must select the.midpoint on a

five point scale on twenty-eight items; in order to be cate-
gorized as androgynous, a subject must endorse a large number
of feminine and masculiﬁe characteristics by responding

to the end points of a 7-point scale. Previous research
suggests that subjects will typically respond to the midpoint
or the extremes of scales as a functZon of factors other

than the specific item. For instance, women tend to be

less conservative in their completion of scaled items than

do men.37 The lack of relationship between androgyny and
rhetorical sensitivity might be explained simply as a matter
of difference in scale construction,

A related explanation is suggested by the demographic

characteristics of rhetorically sensitive individuals. The

18
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rhetorically sensitive person is someone who is low in ethnic
identification, more likely male than female, more likely

ﬁealthy and Republican. The picture that emerges is someone

who is "socially correct.'" Indeed, it has been suggested that
rhetorical sensitivity is a "luxury which comes with acculturation

and economic security and finds special favor with those

tho resist ideological extremes."38 Rhetorical sensitivity
may be more of an-instrumental artifact than an indicator
of effective communication. Moderation, rather than flexibility,
~ appears to be measured by rhetorical sensitivity. This '
explanation is strengthened by the findings that as women
decrease in masculinity, they increase in rhetorical sensitivity
and the finding that women who are moderate in femininity
are highest in rhetorical sensitivity.

A final explanation is suggested by the content of
the items on the rhetorical sensitivity instrument. Virtually
all of the items that are coded rhetorical sensitive, noble
self, and rhetorical reflector deal with candor or contentiousness,
two dimensions of assertiveness according to fecent research.39
In other words, the rhetorical sensitivity scale may simply
be measuring dimensions of assertiveness rather fhan competence
in interpersonal communication. Rhetorical sensitivity

may be measuring a far more narrow construct than that which

than that which it proports to measure.

19
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Earlier research which suggested thaf femininity was
dysfunctional recéived-support in this study. Women who were
highest in femininity were significantly lower on the rhetorical
sensitivity dimension (tle preferred mode); women high in
femininity were high on noble self (an undesired rharacteristic);
and men who were high in femininity scored higb on rhetorical
reflector (an undesifable outcome). From this study it
appears that persons who are highest in femininity score
in the wrong diréction on the three dimensions, with the
exception of men who score high on femininity and are categorized
as rhetorically sensitive.

This study predicted that_individuals high in masculinity
would score high on noble self and that .individuals high
in femininity would score high on rhetorical reflector.

These results were only partially confirmed. Women who

were high in masculinity were categorized as significantly
higher on noble self and men who were high on femininity

were categorized as significantly higher on rhetorical reflector.
In other words, persons who deviate from the norm of accepted
sex role categor%zation also fall into deviant communication
‘categories. Appggéntly, men who are masculine and women

who are feminine are within a 1érger category of 'socially
approved" behavior and the "socially correct'" nature df

the rhetorical sensitivity scale confounds the results.
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The rhet.rical sensitivity scale and the Bem Sex Rol=s
Inventory wer= examined in this study. The predictions
that androgynous individuals would be rhetorically sensit:
that masculine people would rate high on noble self, and
that feminine persons would score high on rhetorical reflector
were only partially confirmed. Rhetorical sensitivity is
shared by women with low levels of masculinity, women with
moderate femininity and men with high levels of femininity.
Noble selves include women high in masculinity and women
high in femininity. Rhetorical reflectors include men high
in feminini-:. Zhe rhetorical sensitivity écale appears
to be based an communication competence as moderation rather
than behavioral flexibility and may be biased by the cultural

preference for instrumentalilty.
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TABLE 1
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY

FOR MEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation Squares df Square p>~F
Femininity 653.4 2 326.7 .0027*
Masculinity 137.8 2 68.9 .2686
Femininity X 171.6 4 429 L5145
Masculinity
Error 11507.3 202 52.2

TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
- OF NOBLE SELF

FOR MEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation Squares df Square p>F
Femininity 240.3 2 120.2 .0603
Masculinity 76.1 2 38.1 .5862
Femininity X 263.3 4 65.8 .1897
Masculinity
Error

8612.7 202 42.6
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TABLE 3
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
OF RHETORICAL REFLECTOR

FOR MEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation " Squares df Square ~_px»-F
Femininity 153.6 2 76.8 .0054%
Masculinity 14.6 2 7.3 . 26
Femininity X 42.2 4 13.0 .5465
Masculinity
Exrror 2858.2 202 14.1

TABLE 4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
OF RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY

FOR WOMEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation Squares df Square p~—F
Femininity 579.2 2 289.6 .0006%*
Masculinity 955.5 2 477.7 .0001%
Femininity X -45.4 4 -11.4 1.0000
Masculinity - :
Error 7133.1 206 34.6
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TABLE 5
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF NOBLE SELF

FOR WOMEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation Squares df Square - p=>F
Femininity  331.5 2 165.8 .0076*
Masculinity 1158.8 2 579.4 .0001*
Femininity X —45:6 4 -11.4 1.0000
Masculinity
Error 6795.0 - 206 32.9
TABLE 6
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
OF RHETORICAL REFLECTOR
FOR WOMEN
Source of Sum of Mean
Variation Squares df - Square p=>F
Femininity 13.5 2 6.7 .5166
Masculinity 7.9 2 3.9 .6818
Femininity X 17.9 4 4.5 L7779
Masculinity
Error 2070.4 206 10.0
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