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Abstract

el

Sex and gender schema processing effects were exam1ned in male and female
co]lege seudents, c1a551f1ed as sex-typed or balanced and then presented with:
a t!med digit symbol task toc complete; a narrative descr1pt1on of an androgynous
college student to reed and then rate as a friend, for psychoiogdca] health, and .

attractibeness;.and'lastly, an Adjective Checklist to fill out to desc¢ribe the

stimulus person. Tasks,uere comp]etedunder either male or fema]e stlmulus

instructions. Resu]ts showed no biasing effect for memory of the stimulus person,
but sign1f1cant evaluative effects were found between sex-typed and, ba.anEed M
individuals 12/£§:;§ of all three ratings, as well as performance def1c1ts with’
sex-typed persons performing poorer than ba]anced 1nd1v1dua]s when the constructera

of the test was presented as a female.
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‘Gender Schema Processina Effects on Performance, Memory, and Evaluative Tasks

L

The notion that one's persona1 and character1st1c "cogn1t1ve structures
.influence the way gne represents and organ1zes incoming 1nformat1on has long
interested psyeho]ogWSts (e.g., Cra]k & Lockhart, 1972; Kelly, 1956). Schemata

" is one example pf a coénitive construct used exten§ive1y by,sociaf andapersonality

K psychologists to explain some of the biases that emerge when people process

1nformatidn about'fhemse1ves and others (e.g., Cantér & Miéche] 1977 Lemon &
Warren, 1974; Mi]]s, 1981; Shrauger & Patterson; 19f:). One of the r1chest most
pervasive, high]y organized. and efficient schemata is the.self-schema {Markus, .
1977; Rogers, 5uipe;, & Kirker, 1977). Recently, gender has also been seen as a
cognitive'scheha-OBém, 1979) with individual differences in the extent to which»
gender serves as an organizing structure for the processing of information. Accqrd-
ing to Bem, information related to gender is perceptua]]y more salient and operative
for the processin§ of infofhation for sex-typed persons, péesumab]y because their
se]f—schema is organized along gender lines. Androgynous persons, on the other -
hand, are like aschemat1cs" in that the gender dichotomy of masculinity and

femininity has little functional s1gn1f1§ance since it is not a dimension along

- which they define themse]ves
Evidence re]at1ng to gender -as a cogn1t1ve schema points to the effects of
;gender-based schematic processing on: the.regu1at1on of behavior (e.g., Monte-
mayor, 1974; Tesser & Leone, 1977); memory and interferencg effects (Bem, 1981;
KaiT,&;Levine, 1976; Liben & Signorella, 1980; Mills, 1981; Mills & Tyrrell, 1980;
e Nadel%an. 1974); the structuring of inferences and/or interpretation of situations
and peOpie, including significant biases_(Deaux & Majors, 1977; Lippa, 1977); and
evaluation of situations and persons (Bem, 1979; Duck, 1973; Mezydlo & Betz, 1980;

Pursell & Benikiotes, 1978). '
In all of the above, the implication is that sex-typed persons are at a
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(or balanced) individuals are better able to accurately process information

4 ! . : ~ v

and more effitiently utilize that information for regulation of their own behavior
and more objectively evaluate others. In addition, the androgynous "ideal" pro-
’ posed by Bem (19799 leads to a more flexible we}1-rounded -psycho]ogica]]y-hea]thy,

s

and confident person (high self-esteem). Surely, one that wou]d be wéll-liked by
othere Recently, however, there have been prob]ems w1th th1s ideal. ,For example,
both sexes who exhibit nontrad1t1ona1 behavior are 1ikeély to be exc1uded 1nter-
personally, negatively evaluated, and end up exhibiting more s1gns of psychological
- maladjustment than their more "traditional® éex-typed peers &e.gf, Costrich,
Feinstein, Kidder, Maracel, & Pascale, 1975; Jones, Chernovetz, & Hansson, 1978
Worell, 1978). — "

At the present tine the relevant foctors influencing these effects js either
unclear or uniovestigated For example, are;androgynous persons negatively evaluated
and’ excluded equally by both sexes, as we]] as both sex- typed and androgynous others7
Are sex-typed persons equally as 1nf1uenced by gender -based schema process1ng for
explicit information regard1ng others as they are in self-referent -tasks? Will .
sex-typed persons be more biased in processing explicit 1nformat1on about others
than balanced individuals? Will information about gender become differentially
. relevant to eex-typed vs. balanced individua]s even when it is ostensibly irrelevant
"to the task and (by its effect on behavior) counter- productive. Finally, are there
gender, effects that, will interact w1to the individual differences in gender schema?

The above questions will be addressed in the present study. It is hypothesized
' that androgynodus persons will be4rated more high]y as a friend,‘in terms of psycho-
logfcal health, and attractiveness by androgynous subjects than sex-typed ones.
Further, it is expected that both males and females will eraluate an androgynous
perSOn of the same sex less favorably than an opposdte sex androgynous stimulus

person. The biasing effect found for sex-typed persons in self-referent tasks is

npot antfcipated when such subjects are receiving explicit information about others;
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~ rather, differences will be 1imited to the evaluative element noted‘aboyep Finally,
.because the effects of sex—typing in regard to processing information about others
is more 1nf1uent1a1 in the evaluative e1ement tkan in stra1ght encod1ng and memory Ax
of 1nformat1on. it is expected that sex- -typed individuals w111 perform less well
yhen a task they are performing is linked to gender (in this case, the task constpuctor -
and ”expert' is either a male or female) ' Spec1f1ca11y, sex- typed persons of bot |
sex w1]1 exh1b1t the typical bias of "expert" as ma1e and perform better in the

s

male psycho]og1st" condition than in the. "Female psycho]og1st" condition; whereas,

’

balanced subJects should show little if any bias. -
Subjects{ 40 male and 40 female introductory,psychology students participatedu ATl
“subjects completed the AdJect1ve Checklist (ACL) in c1ass and'were classified as
sex-typed or balanced using a Sex Stereotype Index (N1111ams & Best, 1977 ) weighting-
for each jtem checked. Twenty subjects from each of the sextyping groups and- for

"’a
each sex were recruited and volunteered for the exper1menta] part of t?e study (8 weeks

later).

Procedure. Subjects were tested in small groups by either a male or fema1e experi-

4

minter and accord1ng to experiméntal condition (either male or female st1mu1us)
the first phase of the study, subjects rece1ved a timed Digit Symbol Task w1th

4nstructions that stated either a male or female psychologist constructed the task

rand based on his/her "theory" determined the amount of time needed to complete the

task (the time allowed was insuf{icient for anyone to finish).
In the second phase,'Subjectc were presentgd with a narrative description of either.

a male or female cofﬁeoe student. An equal number of masculine, feminine, and neutral
personality characteristics (taken from the ACL and equated for degree of sextyping -
.and social des1rab111ty) were used to descr1be the stimulus person. After reading
the description, subjects rated the person on how much they would like her/h1m as a
friend, their psycho]og1ca] health, and attractiveness (1-7 scale). Finally, subjects

were asked to check off on an ACL ail adjectives that described the person in the
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Design. A 2 x 2 x 2 between subJects factorial design was used. Independent
variables were sex of subJect, sex-typing of subject, “and sex of sf1mu1us person.
Analxsis A separate analysis of var1ance was computed for: total of items
‘ correct]y copied on the Digit Symbol Task, overa]] sex- stereotype score (SSI) for
‘ACL description of st1mu1ds person, overall favorability of description, mean
friend,.psychological health, and-attract1veness ratings. ‘In addition, .the mean
SS1 and favorability scores for adjectives used in the story versus those adjectives

?

used by subjects in their descriptions, but not in the or1g1na1 story {intrusions),

were broken down into masfuline, feminine, and neutral adjectives and analyzed using

 a 3-between, i-w{thin (thpe of word) analysis of variance. )
Resu1ts The manipu1{ jon check on whether %ubjects noticed the sex of the stimulus
person showed that 100% of the subjects accurate]y reported the sex.of the person.
TabTe 1 presents mean scores for all dependent var1ab‘es No significant
K _ differences were found for overa]] sex stereotype index or favorab111ty scores, and
no group's 'SSI score differed from the actua] SSI for stimulus characteristics

octua11y used in the story (M = 511.50). Analyses by type of word for words used °*

~ in the original study versus Tntrus1ons revealed only one s1gn1f1cant finding --
SS1 scores differed across type of word, both for adjectives found in the original
story, as we11 intrusions. This is not surpr1s1ng s1nce the SSI scores are meant

-.to d1fferent1ate between the three types of. words.

For friend and attractiveness ratings, a main effect for sextyping was fqund

(F] 79 ° 8.76, p< .005; Fy 79 = 8.58, p<.005) with sextyped subjects of both sexe$

" rating the stimulus persons (SP) lower than balanced subjects. A !ﬁgnificgnt'méin'

effect for sextyping (Fy ;9 = 11.30, p<.005), as well as a sex of subject x sex
of stimulus person-interaction (Fy,79 = 7.68, p<.01) for psychological health

ratings were found. ' Sextyped subjects rated the psychological health of all
‘subjects 1ower than balanced subJects Post-hoc tests (p<.05) on the three-way

1nteract10n showed that:" (1) when rating same-sax SP, sextyped subjects gave

t - ¢
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.ma1es, Fy 59 = 8.59, p< .005, and overall subjects performed better for the maln

Discussion. Most hypotheses were supported.

tiveness.

lower ratings than balanced subjects; (2) when rating opposite-sex SP, no
differences were found between seXtyped'and balanced subjects; (3) sextyped

male subjects rated feoale SP higher than mele SP with no differences for balanced
males (who overa]j gave higher ratings); 3(4) sextyped and balanced females rated
male SP higher thap female SP, although balanced females overall gave higher
ratings; and (5) highest overall ratings were for balanced moles with male SP

and balanced ¥emales with female SP.

F1na11y, on the Digit Symb01 Task, fema]es did s1gn1f1cant1y better than

stimulus “"expert" than for the female, 51 79 = 4,11, p<.05). Pre-p]anned comparis
SONs, hpweVer, showed no differences between groups with a female stimulus. For_
groups w1th a male stimulus, sextyped females performed Sign1f1cant1y better than

the other three groups 5pnb1ned It38 3.45, p<.01), while balanced males had
significantly lower_ scores than anyone (t3g = 3.8%. p<.01). Sextyped males and

ba]anced‘fema]es performed equally as well for the male stimulus.

As expecfed, no biasing effect was

found for overall SS1 or favorability scores. This finding is in agreement with prior

evidence that information regarding self is processed differently from information

about others (e g., Rogers, Kuiper, & K1rker, 1977). The biasing effect of one's

gender schema appears to be operative when information about others is lacking and/

_or ambiguous; when exp11c1t information is provided (as in th1s study), subjects’
&

(both sex-typed and balanced) are qu1te(/apab1e of accuratetly descr1b1ng another \

bifferences between sex-typed and balanced individuals appeared as expected in the

‘avaluative element, with lower ratings for friend, psychological ‘health, and attrac-

—




For psychological health, an interesting pattern gmerged. Whon rating same-
sex (androgynqus) stimulus persans, sex-typed subjects gave lower ratings than bal-
anced subjects; whereas, no d{fferences emerged between subjects wh\n ratings were,
for oﬁposite-sex-stimu]us persoris. The interesting«impﬁication of this is that all
subjects (whgther sex-typgd or not) acknow?qﬁge the.benéf{ts 9f a mote androgynous
persbnaiity for the opposite sex. waever,hﬁhen it comes te one's own sex, only the

balanced'Subjects rated the éfimu]us person as bsychologica]]y healthy.

1o
v ~

| Lastly, the superior Digit Symbol perfbrmance by all (but ba]aﬁced males) subjects
when the task was constructed by and related to a male psychologist's theory (as
compared to a female psychologist) sugge§¥§ that the traditional bias to see males

as more "expert" than females is still alive and well -- more strongly invsextyéed
individuals. And, in fact, sextyped females were sjgnifjgant]y more affected by

this bias than sextyped males. It is possible to see this-performance ?ias as a

subtle kind of sabotaéé against women in positions of expertise or powér. At the

very least, it is unfortunale that seityped people are 1ess’motivated to perform
optimally when "working for a female," thus jeopardizing their own §e1f~image in

the eyes of the experimenter. 1t is possible (and quite likely) that this biasing
'éffect is so deep as to be unconscfous. Recent evidence with more "projective”

types of tasks (e.g., release from pfoacé}ve inhibition, reaction time, and clus-
tering of free recall) suggests that a great deal of the gender schema prodessing .
effects operate automatically (cf. Mills, in press; Mills & Tyrrell, submitted for

publication).
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TABLE 1 "
Mean Scores for Overall SSI, Favorabjlity, Ratings

for Friend, Psychological Health, and Attractiveness, and Digit Symbol Task

I
~

<

.Sex of Subject . Male Female
Sextyping Sextyped Balanced Sg4typed Balanced
Stimulus perscn Male Female Male Female Male = Female Male Female
Variap]e '
‘ SSI 524.8 ;21.6 522.8 - 504.1 . 515.3 508.8 509.4 470.2
Favorability 576.8  565.8 566.2  590.3  ,565.0  572.4  554.8  570.3
3 . .
‘Friend Rating 3.17 N 4.17. - 3.86 3.56 3.00 - 3.60 4.00“1
Ps&chd]ogica] .
Health’ 2.83 . 3.67 4.33 4.00 3.67 - 3.00 3.60 4.27
‘Attractivehess 3.17 3.00 4.00¢ 3.71 - 3.33 3.29 3.60 3.91
" Digit Symbol . - o/

Task - 58.5 . 54.3 52.2 54.3 67.9 57.0 62.0 57.5
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