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ABSTRACT
The present study investigated the differential state anxiety
reactions, measured by self report and by performance on a cognitive
task, of traditionally sex-typed and androgynous male and female college
students.

There were 30 subjects in each of the four groups:

masculine

males, androgynous males, feminine females, and androgynous females.
The anxiety reactions of 10 subjects from each group were examined under
one of three conditions:

a physical danger stress, an evaluation/failure

stress, and a no stress control.

Results indicated that both stressors

produced increases in state anxiety on both measures.

As predicted, in

both stress conditions the feminine females reported more anxiety than
the masculine and androgynous subjects. Masculine and androgynous subjects
did not differ from each other.

There were no differences between groups

on the cognitive performance measure; all groups displayed significantly
more anxiety-related interference in the evaluation/failure condition
than in the physical harm condition.

The results were discussed from

the perspectives of the Bem (1974) and Spence (1978) models of sex role
functioning.
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INTRODUCTION
The notion that a person's sex role identification is an important aspect of his or her psychological adjustment is an issue
of long-standing interest in personality research and theory.

The

acquisition of sex role identity is considered by developmental
theorists to be a milestone of major clinical significance (Freud,
1959; Kagan, 1964; Kohlberg, 1966).

It has been traditionally sup-

posed that the correct and desirable outcome of the identification
process is for an individual to acquire the sex role identity which
corresponds to his or her gender, i.e., for boys to become masculine
and for girls to become feminine (Kagan, 1964; Kohlberg, 1966; Mussen,
1969).

Deviations from this "normal," culturally-approved pattern

were thought to indicate or to result from psychological disturbance.
This period of sex role theorizing corresponds to the era in which
clinicians were labeling homosexuality as an illness. The instruments
used to study the sex role identification process were projective
tests, principally the Draw-A-Person Technique (Swenson, 1955) or
the It Scale for Children (Brown, 1956; 1957).
of

In the earlier days

sex role research, these tests were used to detect dissatisfac-

tion with or confusion of biological gender.

The reliance on pro^

jective Instruments in determining a subject's sex role orientation
points up the fact that masculinity and femininity have been conceptualized historically as psychodynamic concepts, each characterizing
a distinct set of emotions, intrapsychic processes, and behaviors.
Although the psychodynamic conceptualization and the use of
projective instruments to assess sex role identification persists in
clinical practice (May, 1980), the construct has undergone major revision in the area of empirical personality research.

The modern

era of sex role research was ushered in by Constantinople's 1973
landmark article.

Constantinople (1973) reviewed the major sex role

instruments in use including the Strong Vocational Interest Blank
(Campbell, 1971) and the M-F scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory (Hathaway and McKinley, 1943). She concluded
that such measures were based

on erroneous assumptions, and she made

the following criticisms of the scales in use:

(1) definitions of

masculinity and femininity were nonuniformly and poorly defined;
(2) masculinity-femininity was assumed to be a unidimensional trait,
measurable by a single score rather than a profile of scores; (3)
masculinity was considered the polar opposite of femininity, so that
a high masculine score meant a low feminine score; (4) obvious
stereotypes in item content and social desirability were potential
confounds in the scales; (5) insufficient normative data was available
to rule out the possible influence of demographic factors such as age,
social class, and education on masculinity and femininity scores.

Since Constantinople (1973), sex

role researchers no longer

consider masculinity and femininity as the end points on a bipolar
continuum of personality traits.

In the revised conceptualization

of sex roles, masculinity and femininity are considered to be independent dimensions of personality, both present in varying degrees
in every individual.

The bipolar typology has been replaced by a

quadripolar

The new system adds to the traditional cate-

system.

gories of masculine and feminine the categories of androgynous (masculine and feminine qualities both present in equal degrees) and
undifferentiated (a relative absence of clearly sex-typed qualities).
In the last ten years, the literature on sex roles has been expanding
tremendously, and several self-report scales have been developed employing the quadripolar typology:

The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI;

Bem, 1974), the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAO; Spence,
Helmreich & Stapp, 1974), the Personality Research Form Andro Scale
(PRF Andro; Berzins, Welling & Wetter, 1974), the masculinity-femininity scale on the Adjective Check List (Heilbrun, 1968), and the
MASC-FEMN Scale of the

California Personality Inventory (Baucom,

1976).
Despite the profound changes in the conceptualization of sex
roles and in the nature of instruments used to study them, the. historical emphasis on the link between sex role identity and psychological
adjustment has been maintained.

In particular, the nature of the re-

lationship between sex role identity and anxiety has been continuously
speculated upon and investigated throughout all revisions of the con-

struct, from the psychodynamic era to modern androgyny research.
Anxiety is, of course, one of the most intensely and thoroughly
investigated constructs in all of personality research; anxiety scales
are available with well-established validity and reliability. [See
Spielberger (1971) and Sarason and Spielberger (1976) for comprehensive reviews of the anxiety literature.] Anxiety measurement is being constantly refined with a general trend toward specificity.
State-trait distinctions and person-x-situation interactions are
emphasized in the conceptual models and methodologies of the anxiety
studies in the past decade (Endler & Okada, 1975; Spielberger, Gorush
& Lushene, 1970).

It is the purpose of the present study to inves-

tigate the relationship between sex roles and anxiety.

The emphasis

will be on clarifying the nature of the sex role construct and on
bringing the more current conceptualization and measurement of anxiety to bear on the sex roles-anxiety relationship. Toward this end, a
brief review of the major theories of sex role identification is presented, followed by a discussion of the results of empirical investigations of the relationship between sex roles and trait anxiety.

Theories of Sex Role Identification
The three dominant models for the development of an individual's
sex role identity are identification theory, social learning theory,
and cognitive developmental theory.

A brief review of each theory will

be presented with emphasis on the role of anxiety in the process of
acquisition of sex roles.

Identification Theory
Identification theory is a general label for a number of
different theoretical positions which explain sex role acquisition
as the outcome of a process in which a child takes on the personality characteristics of her or his same-sex parent. Therefore, it is
intrinsic to the philosophy of identification theory that boys
should acquire a masculine identity and girls a feminine identity,
as long as development proceeds smoothly (Brooks-Gunn & Matthews,
1979).
The earliest identification theory is Freud's (Freud, 1959).
According to the Freudian line of thought, anxiety is the driving
factor

of the identification process. Anxiety is triggered by the

early realization that boys and girls have different genitalia,
because both boys and girls may imagine the absence of a penis on
girls to be the outcome of punishment for having sexual impulses
toward the same-sex parent. As May (1980) describes, children's
recognition of their differing genital structures and the associations to punishment for sexual impulses, "raises the terrifying
possibility that... lustful aspirations may be dangerous."

For

boys, this traumatic discovery propels them to identify with the
father in order to escape the father's punishment for the child's
lustful feelings toward the mother.
of Castration Anxiety.

This is the familiar concept

Therefore, according to the Freudian line of

thought, a*boy whose sex-role identity was masculine would be presumed to have successfully contained the basic anxieties of child-

hood.

The corresponding process for women is anaclitic identifica-

tion.

The little girl, convinced that she has already lost her penis,

attempts to become like her mother so that she may approach her father
and have a baby to replace the lost penis. Therefore, a feminine
woman would be presumed to have warded off the anxiety of Penis
Envy.

In the Freudian theory of sex role identification, the acqui-

sition of a sex role identity is a defensive process designed to relieve the primitive anxiety triggered by the Oedipal conflicts.
Unfortunately, the elegant theorizing of Freud has never been supported with empirical data (Brooks-Gunn & Matthews, 1979).

The notions

of Castration Anxiety and Penis Envy are no longer given serious consideration by modern sex role investigators.
Other identification theories do not posit anxiety as the primary motivational factor in the identification process.

In the pos-

itive identification theories (Kagan, 1964; Sears, 1965), children
adopt the traits of their parents because they value and desire the
parental qualities.

Imitating and internalizing the valued parental

characteristics enable a child to gratify his or her needs for closeness with the parent even when the parent is absent. Thus, a desire
for rewarding experiences, rather than pervasive anxiety, motivates
the child's sex role identification.

Children select the same sex

parent because of the realization that they are better equipped to
imitate the parent they share the same biological equipment with
(Sears, 1965).

However, if the parental model is not regularly

availableor is not a rewarding and affectionate figure, the iden-

tification process is disturbed.
Cognitive Developmental Theory
The positive identification theories of Sears and Kagan are
similar to the cognitive developmental model of Kohlberg (1966).
He proposes that the acquisition of sex-role identity is a two-stage
process. The first step is that children recognize that there are
two separate genders and that they belong to only one of them.

Next,

they come to value those people and activities that are most like
themselves, i.e., that are the same sex. Because the same-sex
parent is valued, the child attempts to become like that parent.

The

process is commenced when children reach a level of cognitive maturity which enables them to understand that sex is a stable characteristic of all individuals.

Problems in sex role acquisition and future

adjustment problems would result from a child's early confusion about
gender differences, because of limited intellectual growth by the
child or a poor parent-child relationship.

The Kohlberg model has

received experimental support (Thompson, 1975; Brooks-Gunn & Matthews,
1979) to a greater degree than the psychodynamic identification theory,
Social Learning Theory
The social learning model of sex role acquisition is derived
mainly from the social learning theories of Bandura (1969) and Mischel
(1970).

The social learning position has generated the most recent

wave of empirical investigation (Kelly & Worrell, 1977). In the social
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learning position, there are no postulated internal motivating factors

which propel an individual to adopt the characteristics and

behaviors of the same-sex parent.

The process of sex role identifi-

cation is essentially nothing more than the acquisition of sex-typed
behaviors. Observation, imitation, and reinforcement govern the rate
and extent of acquisitions of the behaviors which are sex-typed in
accordance with the expectations of that particular culture.

The

parent's modeling and dispensing of rewards and punishment shape the
children's masculine and feminine behaviors.

From the social

learning position, emotional responses are differentially modeled
and reinforced for children of different sexes just as are more
overt responses.

For example, parents may reinforce a little girl's

crying but punish a boy for the same behavior and thus shape different styles of emotional responding in the two children.

This brief review of the major models of the acquisition of
sex-role identity is presented in order to serve as a theoretical
point of reference from which to interpret and to understand the
findings of recent research into the sex roles-anxiety relationship.
As will be noted later in this paper, some of the contradictory results and ambiguous findings in more recent studies are due in part
to the failure of researchers to place the term "sex role" into
an historical and theoretical perspective (Kelly & Worrell, 1977;
Worrell, 1978).

The most recent literature on the relationship of sex role
identity to anxiety has been in the context of investigations of
androgyny as a model of healthy psychological functioning.

In general,

there have been two types of research designs for investigating the
androgyny and mental health relationship.

The first is most closely

identified with Bem on the basis of her research with the Bem Sex
Role Inventory (Bem, 1974, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976).

(This invento-

ry will be described in more detail later in this paper.)

In a

series of experiments (Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976; Bem, Martyana
& Watson, 1976; Ickes & Barnes, 1978), Bem and others have used the
BSRI to classify subjects according to sex role types and then
assessed the extent to which these individuals participated in stereotypical ly sex-typed activities.

Her research has demonstrated that

androgynous subjects of both sexes, relative to sex-typed (masculine
or feminine) subjects, have a greater capacity to engage in both
stereotypically masculine and stereotypically feminine activities.
For example, Bem (1975) demonstrated that androgynous subjects of
both sexes displayed both "masculine" independence under pressure
and "feminine" nurturance when given the opportunity to play with a
kitten.

Sex-typed individuals were low in one or both of these be-

haviors.

In the study by Bem and Lenney (1976), sex-typed subjects

were more likely than androgynous subjects to select sex-appropriate
activities and to avoid sex-inappropriate activities.

Bem, Martyana,

and Watson (1976) found that androgynous subjects did not differ
from feminine subjects in nurturance behavior, as measured by re-
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sponses when interacting with a human infant or a lonely college
student; masculine subjects were significantly lower in nurturance.
Helmreich, Spence, and Holahan (1979), using the PAQ as a sex-role
measure, asked sex-typed and androgynous subjects to rate their
preference for and their comfort when participating in a list of sextyped activities.

In contrast to the findings from the above studies,

Helmreich, et al. (1979), concluded that androgynous individuals
showed more flexibility only with regard to those sex-typed behaviors
which directly engaged either instrumental or expressive capacities.
With regard to other sex-related activities, the relationship between
sex role and preference for the activity was not significant.

Despite

the lack of consensus among researchers as to the interpretation of
the relationship between androgyny and behavioral flexibility, the
behavioral flexibility paradigm continues to be a popular design for
androgyny research (Beere, 1979).
A second research design has been to look at correlations between masculinity, feminity, and androgyny, as assessed by self-report scales, and a variety of other self-report measures of different
aspects of psychological functioning, including self-esteem (Spence,
Helmreich & Stapp, 1975; Bem, 1977; Nevill, 1977; Erdwins, Gross &
Small, 1980), defensiveness (Carsrud & Carsrud, 1980), freedom from
psychopathology (Jones, Chernovetz & Hansson, 1978) and, in particular, trait anxiety (the numerous studies
are discussed below).

dealing with this variable

The most prolific researchers using this

approach, according to the most recent literature review, are Spence,
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co-author of the PAQ sex role inventory (Spence & Helmreich, 1978),
and Berzins, who derived the Andro Scale from the Personality Research
Form (Berzins, Welling & Wetter, 1978).

Most of this research has

been designed to demonstrate the advantages of psychological androgyny, but the expectation that the androgynous subjects would appear
to be the most psychologically healthy group has been inconsistently
supported.

For example, Jones, et al. (1978) and Erdwins, et al.

(1980) found masculinity more closely related to satisfactory adjustment than was androgyny.

On the other hand, Nevill (1977) and

Berzins, et al. (1978) did find support for the androgyny-equalsbetter-adjustment hypothesis.
Two problems which contribute to the inconsistency in this
area are the lack of consensus on how to define the term "sex role"
and the criterion problem for measuring sex roles. Part of the problem

in developing a universal definition of the construct for re-

search purposes is a semantic one (Spence & Helmreich, 1978; Beere,
1979).

The terms sex role preference, sex role adoption, sex role

orientation, and sex role identity all have somewhat different connotations, yet they are not always clearly differentiated by researchers.

Sex role preference refers to the perception that the person-

ality qualities and the behaviors of one sex are more desirable and
are preferred (Brown, 1956).

Sex role adoption focuses on overt be-

haviors assumed to be characteristic of one gender; adoption is the
degree to which an individual displays such gender-typed behavior and
does not display cross-typed behavior (Lynn, 1966; Spence & Helmreich,
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1978; Beere, 1979).

Sex role identity

and sex role orientation

are more similar in meaning: these terms both refer to the degree
to which an individual perceives him-or herself to be masculine
and/or feminine (Beere, 1979; Bem, 1979; Storms, 1979).

These two

labels refer to those dimensions of the all-purpose label, "sex
role," which are "relatively stable dispositions... that have some
degree of situational generality and whose nature or intensity differentiates among individuals" (Spence & Helmreich, 1978, p. 14-15).
As mentioned earlier, there are currently no fewer than five
self-report scales for measuring sex role identity or orientation
(Beere, 1979).

It cannot be assumed that these scales classify in-

dividuals in exactly the same way, because they assess different
aspects of sex role functioning (Helmreich, Spence & Holahan, 1979).
The correlation between various femininity and masculinity scales
show that there is considerable variation in what is measured by the
inventories. The BSRI has been the most extensively cross-validated
measure.

Correlations between the BSRI masculinity, femininity and

androgyny scales and the California Personality Inventory masculinityfemininity scale were
and

-.42, .27 and .50, respectively, for men,

-.25, .25 and .30, respectively, for women (Bem, 1974).

The

correlations between the BSRI and PRF Andro masculinity and femininity scales were .65 and .50, respectively, for women, and .60 and .52,
respectively, for men (Berzins, et al., 1978).

The correlations be-

tween the BSRI and PAQ were .75 for males and .73 for females on the
Masculinity Subscale, and .57 for males and .59 for females on the
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Femininity Subscale (Spence & Helmreich, 1978).

(All correlation

coefficients are significant at the .01 level of significance). The
correlations indicate that there is substantial agreement between the
three most popular scales, the BSRI, PAQ, and PRF Andro, both in respect to their theoretical rationales and their method of classifying
individuals by sex role type.
However, despite the overlap among the scales, they are not
identical, and they are based upon different theoretical rationales.
According to Bem (1979), the construction of the BSRI rests on two
specific theoretical assumptions: (a) There are two culturally defined categories of personality attributes, masculinity and femininity, and

each category is considered more characteristic of and more

desirable for one of the two sexes. The role prescriptions are familiar to virtually all members of a culture,

(b)

Individuals

within a culture differ from one another in the degree to which they
use the culturally-determined standards of gender-related attributes
and behaviors in the expression of their own personality and in the
regulation of their own behaviors. The BSRI is designed to assess
the extent to which society's definitions of masculine and feminine
attributes are reflected in individual's own self-descriptions. Thus,
the BSRI is based on a theory of both the cognitive processing and
the motivational dynamics of sex-typed and androgynous individuals
(Bem, 1974; 1979).

The PRF Andro rests on the same assumptions.

According to Berzins, et al., (1978):
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It (PRF ANDRO) was inspired by and drew its theoretical
rationale from Bem's BSRI but was developed from the items
of a widely used multiscale personality inventory, the
Personality Research Form... The appreciable convergences
between the PRF ANDRO scale and the BSRI moreover suggests
that experimental studies using the former to classify
subjects should yield results similar to, if not identical
with, the latter... Furthermore, the fact that the PRF
ANDRO scale can be scored from PRF answer sheets enables
investigators to reanalyze prior studies in terms of the
sex role categories
(p. 136)
The PAQ is based on a somewhat different rationale (Helmreich,
Spence & Holahan, 1979).

The scale's items are more limited in

content than are those on the BSRI, measuring only instrumental or
expressive traits.

Not all items on the BSRI can be described as

instrumental or expressive; also, whereas factor analyses of the PAQ
indicate a two-factor structure (Spence & Helmreich, 1979a; 1979b),
factor analysis of the BSRI indicates a four-rather than a two-factor
structure (Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979).

The authors of the PAQ hypo-

thesize that the instrumental and expressive personality traits tapped
by the scale are not likely to be strongly related to preference for
gender-related behaviors unless those behaviors call quite directly
for instrumental or expressive skills (Helmreich, et al., 1979).
The failure of investigators to specify a theoretical basis for
predicting relationships between scores on a particular sex role scale
and some criterion variable has contributed to inconsistent results
in sex role research.

In regard to the proliferation of articles

investigating the link between androgyny and psychological health,
Worrell (1978) notes:
Research efforts in this direction have attempted to relate
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sex-role types to such variables as creativity,
liberal political views, endorsement of feminine
views, sexism, marital adjustment, parenting skills,
multiple personality factors, and preferred coital
position. In some of these studies, the theoretical
relationship between effective psychological functioning and androgyny appears quite tenuous (p. 779).
In studies investigating such personality qualities as creativity
(Jones, et al., 1978), preferred coital position (Beere, 1980) and
ability to match musical selections with paintings (Minnigerode,
Ciancis & Sbarbara, 1977), the basis for assuming a relationship
between the criterion variables and sex roles is not specified in
terms of the theoretical underpinnings of the sex role instrument.
The tendency to relate sex role, as assessed by self-report measures,
to any and all other personality variables has contributed to ambiguous and often contradictory results (Kelly & Worrell, 1977;
Spence & Helmreich, 1979; Worrell, 1978).

The inconsistencies are

apparent in the well-studied.area of the relationship between sex
roles and anxiety.

Since this area is the focus of the present

study, it will be reviewed in some detail.

Sex Roles and Anxiety
The research in this area has spanned the two periods of sex
role research, before and after Constantinople (1973). The earlier
studies, including Gray (1957), Cosentino and Heilbrun (1964), and
Gall (1969), were based on the discarded bipolar conceptualization
of masculinity and

femininity and could not account for the andro-

^M
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gynous and undifferentiated dimensions.
Gray (1957) devised an instrument to operationalize sex role
identities in junior high students. The format of the instrument
was a peer nomination inventory on which students rated the degree
to which their classmates exhibited stereotypically sex-typed qualities or behaviors.

She classified the children into high or low

groups on masculinity for the males and femininity for the females,
and then looked at the scoring of the different groups on the Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale (CMAS; Castaneda, McCandless, & Palermo,
1956).

She found that highly sex-typed subjects of both sexes reported

more anxiety on the CMAS than the lowmasculinity and.femin.in;ity subjects.
Cosentino and Heilbrun (1964) attempted to determine the
relationship between sex role adoption, aggression anxiety, and
manifest anxiety.

They used the masculinity-femininity scale from

the Adjective Check List to measure sex role adoption.

Aggression

anxiety was measured by a questionnaire developed by Sears (1961),
and manifest anxiety was assessed by the Taylor Manifest Anxiety
Scale (TMAS; Taylor, 1953).

They found a significant negative cor-

relation for both sexes between masculinity and both aggression
anxiety and manifest anxiety, indicating that for both sexes, the
feminine personalities report that they experience more anxiety than
the masculine group, both in response to aggressive stimuli and to
more general cues in the environment.
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Similar results were obtained by Gall (1969), who derived
a masculinity/femininity scale from the Omnibus Personality Inventory (Heist & Yonge, 1968).

He found a significant negative cor-

relation between masculinity and anxiety as measured by the TMAS,
and a significant positive correlation between femininity and
anxiety.
Biaggio and Nielsen (1976) examined anxiety correlates of
sex-role identity.

The ACL Femininity Scale was used to classify

subjects as masculine, feminine, or middle. The anxiety measures
were the TMAS and the Institute for Personality and Ability Testing
Anxiety Scale (IPAT; Cattell and Scheier, 1963).

They found that

feminine persons of both sexes were significantly more anxious on
both measures than masculine or middle subjects. They suggested
that feminine persons were more willing to express their anxiety.
Rands and Brehoney (1978) used the BSRI to assess sex role
orientation. The anxiety measure was the S-R General Trait Anxiety
Inventory (Endler & Okada, 1975), which assesses anxiety in five
types of situations. They found that masculinity was negatively
correlated with total anxiety scores. Specifically, for males, increased Femininity scores were associated with higher anxiety, but
not for females. There was no situation in which androgynous subjects were found to be the least anxious of the four sex-role categories.

They concluded that androgyny, with its associated high

levels of masculinity and femininity, may not be a universally desirable state, and may have different implications for males and fe-
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males.

Similar conclusions are suggested by the results obtained

by Jones, et al. (1978).

These authors undertook a program of

studies to investigate the premise that androgyny leads to greater
behavioral flexibility and better adjustment.
was measured with the BSRI.

Sex role identity

The adjustment variables included a

scale for introversion-extroversion, neurosis, and locus of control.
They found that for both sexes, masculine subjects appeared to be
the most flexible and the best adjusted.

According to their mea-

sures, while androgynous females looked healthier than traditionally
typed ones, the cross-typed (masculine) women were superior to the
androgynous women.

Therefore, for both sexes, masculinity, rather

than a balance of sex-typed qualities, appeared to be associated
with successful personality adjustment.
Silvern and Ryan (1979) investigated the relationship
between sex typing as measured by the BSRI and self-rated adjustment
as defined by the Mi skimins Self-Goal-Other Discrepancy Scale
(MSGO; Miskimins & Braught, note 1). They found that superior adjustment was associated with androgynous typing only among women.
Adjustment differences among sex types were accounted for by differences in masculinity, not in femininity or androgyny.
Carsrud and Carsrud (1980) examined the effects of sex role
orientation and level of defensiveness on self reports of fear and
anxiety.

Sex roles were determined by the BSRI, and anxiety was
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was measured by the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List (MAACL;
Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965).

They found no significant differences be-

tween the sex role groups in reports of anxiety.

They did find that

the masculine and androgynous groups were lower in their self reports of fear. Although they found no effect of defensiveness on
either anxiety or fear reports, they did report that defensiveness
was positively correlated with masculinity.
Erdwins, Small and Gross (1980) investigated the relationship of sex roles as measured by the BSRI to a measure of self concept and to overt anxiety as measured by the TMAS.

They found that

the masculine group reported significantly less anxiety than the
other three sex role groups. They concluded that persons who rate
themselves high in masculine traits are as well or better adjusted
than those who report a balance of sex-typed traits.
Saylor (Note 2) also compared scores on the BSRI and the
S-R General Trait Anxiety Inventory (Endler & Okada, 1975) using a
larger sample and different method of data analysis than Rands and
Brehoney (1978).

He found that for both sexes, the masculine group

reported the least anxiety and the feminine group the most in four out
of five conditions.

The androgynous subjects, males and females, were

in an intermediate range, between the masculine and feminine groups.
However, the androgynous subjects did report more anxiety in the
"physical harm" condition than the "evaluation by others" condition.
On no dimension of the S-R GTA did the androgynous subjects report
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less anxiety than the masculine group.
The trend in the results of the studies reviewed above suggests that it is femininity, rather than sex typing per se, that is
associated with less desirable psychological adjustment as it is
measured by a self-report anxiety inventory. Masculine subjects of
either sex have consistently appeared equal to or lower than androgynous subjects in terms of self reports of trait anxiety. The
initial promise of psychological androgyny as a model of successful
personality adjustment does not appear to have been fulfilled, if
one accepts the premise that better adjusted individuals are
generally less anxious. However, on some anxiety-related measures,
occasional support has been found for the advantages of psychological
androgyny.
y

Spence and Helmreich (1978), using the PAQ as a sex-role

measure, found that androgynous persons of both sexes were higher in
self-esteem, as it was measured on the Texas Social Behavior Inventory (Helmreich, Stapp & Ervin, 1974).

Nevill (1977) examined

personality correlates of sex role types usingtheBSRI and two
measures of psychological adjustment, the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale (Fitts, 1965) and the Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrom,
1974).

She found that sex-typed subjects scored higher on the gen-

eral maladjustment and neuroticism scales than androgynous subjects.
Baucom and Danker-Brown (1979) investigated the influence of sex
roles on the development of learned helplessness. The sex role
measure was Baucom's MASC and FEMN scales (Baucom, 1976) derived from

)•
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the California Personality Inventory.

They found that sex-typed

subjects of both sexes were more adversely affected by the helplessness induction than were androgynous subjects.
Despite results such as those cited immediately above, the
weight of the evidence does not support the premise that androgyny,
as assessed by the most current sex role scales, is the most desirable outcome of the process of sex role identification, at least for
men. Although the androgynous women tend to report less anxiety
than more traditionally role-typed women, traditionally masculine
men are as free or freer from anxiety than androgynous men.

In men,

the inclusion of cross-sex-typed qualities in the personality tends
to increase anxiety proneness, whereas for females the reverse is
true.

In both sexes, the balance of masculine and feminine qualities

appears less crucial for adjustment on anxiety measures than the
presence of masculinity.
In order to explain the sex-by-sex role interaction on the
expression of anxiety, the positive relationship between self reports
of femininity and of anxiety must be accounted for. One problem in
interpreting the relationship is that anxiety has not been measured
in a multidimensional fashion.

For the most part, researchers have

only looked at trait measures of anxiety, such as the TMAS or IPAT
anxiety scale, and have not examined differences in state anxiety
responses.

Only one investigator, Babl (1978), employed a state
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measure of anxiety in investigating the relationship between sex
roles and anxiety.

He used the BSRI to determine sex role. State

anxiety was measured by the Affect Rating Scale (Spirelle, Gilbert
& Ascough, Note 3).

He exposed masculine and androgynous males to a

masculinity threat consisting of a tape which reported a fictitious
study proving that today's young men are less masculine than those
of the preceding generation.

He found that although both masculine

and androgynous subjects responded anxiously to the threat, the
masculine

group simultaneously reported increased positive affect

and exaggerated their masculine self-presentation; the androgynous
group did not. The masculine subjects appeared to deny their distress in response to the threat to their egos.
One proposed explanation for the difference on the trait
anxiety continuum of the masculine and feminine sex role identities
is that the emotional expressiveness which is an attribute of the
feminine sex role identity enables feminine subjects to admit
to feelings of anxiety, fear, and pain more easily than masculine
subjects, who tend to deny their distress. Biaggio and Nielsen
(1976) found that their feminine subjects scored higher on the
"openness" factor from their personality assessment battery. Berzins,
et al. (1978), found that masculinity was positively related to
Defensiveness on the PRF Andro.

Carsrud and Carsrud (1980) found

feminine subjects as experiencing greater fear than androgynous
or masculine subjects, regardless of level of defensiveness. They

23

interpreted their results as support for the theory that expression
of fear is more socially acceptable for feminine persons than for
masculine individuals.
Spielberger (1966) was the original architect of the trait/state
distinction in anxiety measurement.

He observed that "an adequate

theory of anxiety must distinguish conceptually and operationally
between anxiety as a transitory state and as a relatively stable
personality trait" (p. 31). He designed the State Trait Anxiety
Inventory (Spielberger, et al., 1970) to provide in a single assessment a score for both dimensions of anxiety. According to Spielberger,
"State of anxiety may be conceptualized as a transitory emotional
state or condition of the human organism that varies in intensity
and fluctuates over time

Trait anxiety refers to a relatively

stable individual difference in anxiety proneness, that is, a difference in the disposition to perceive a wide range of stimulus situations as dangerous or threatening, and in the tendency to respond to
such threats with A-State reactions" (p. 20). Spielberger and his
associates have done extensive research on anxiety reactions using
a paradigm in which measurements of A-State are obtained after exposure to a particular stressor.

With regard to the relationship

between state-trait anxiety and type of stressor, he has concluded
that:
Level of A-Trait would not necessarily be expected to
influence the intensity of A-State responses to all
stressors but only to those which persons of high A-Trait
perceive as more threatening. It may be expected that high

II r
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A-Trait individuals will manifest higher levels of
A-state in situations that involve psychological threats
to self-esteem rather than physical danger (Spielberger,
Therefore, high and low A-Trait individuals should differ in their
responses to threats which involve confrontation with threats to
self-esteem, involving personal evaluation, but not to stressors
characterized by potential harm or danger.
This hypothesis has received support in a number of studies
which have exposed subjects differing in A-Trait level to both
psychological and physical stressors and then obtained measures of
A-state.

Hodges (1968) defined fear of failure on a task as a

psychological stressor and fear of electric shock as a physical
stressor.

After exposing both high and low A-Trait subjects to

either a failure threat or a shock threat situation, he found that
the increases in A-State from the rest period following the failure
experience were greater for high A-Trait than for low A-Trait subjects.

Yet, there was no difference in A-State response between the

high and the low A-Trait group in the shock threat condition.
Kendall (1978, Note 1) used a violent film as a physical stressor,
and a difficult concept formation task as a psychological stressor.
He found that high A-Trait subjects' state- anxiety reactions were
greater than those of low A-Trait subjects in response to the
psychological threat but not in response to the physical threat.
Lamb (1973) compared the effects of a psychological stressor (giving
a speech) on A-State response to the responses of the same subjects
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to a physical stressor (blowing up a balloon unit until it bursts).
He found that both stressors produced increases in self-reported AState but that the magnitude of the increase in A-state for the
psychological stress was greater for high A-Trait stressors,
whereas no differential increase in self-reported A-State for high
and low A-Trait subjects was found for the physical stressor.

Lamb

(1976) reviewed the evidence on the distinction between physical and
psychological stressors and concluded:
Different A-Trait measures tend to assess different
aspects of anxiety proneness. Measures such as the TMAS,
STAI, and 16PF appear to be more appropriately used when
differences in A-State are predicted in situations which
pose potential psychological threats.
Spielberger, et al. (1966), states that "a comprehensive
theory of anxiety must differentiate between anxiety states, the
stimulus conditions that evoke these states, and the defenses that
serve to avoid or ameliorate them."

Research in the androgyny area

has not, for the most part, addressed these issues. As a result,
the natures of the relative contributions of masculine qualities,
feminine qualities, and their interaction in an androgynous
individual, on self reports of anxiety are poorly understood.
Bem's early studies (Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976) demonstrated that androgynous individuals engaged in a broader range of
stereotypically gender-typed behaviors than did sex-typed persons.
Her studies focussed on overt behavior. Less attention has been
directed toward covert behaviors such as cognitive perception of and
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response to threat.

Bem (1979) has begun to emphasize the cognitive

aspects of sex role functioning over the role-related behavioral
aspect.

In her response to criticisms of the BSRI (Locksley &

Col ten, 1979) Bem stresses that "the BSRI is based on a theory about
both the cognitive processing and the motivational dynamics of sextyped and androgynous individuals" (Bem, 1979, p. 1048).

The ap-

parent anxiety proneness of feminine individuals relative to masculine
or androgynous individuals may reflect the different way in which
masculine and feminine individuals perceive, process, and respond to
stressors in the environment.
The relationship between femininity and anxiety has been established on the basis of correlations between femininity scales and
trait anxiety measures (Gray, 1957; Cosentino & Heilbrun, 1964;
Gall, 1969; Biaggio & Nielsen, 1976; Rands and Brehoney, 1978;
Erdwins, Small & Gross, 1980).

On the basis of this relationship

it would be predicted that feminine subjects will respond with greater
A-State than masculine subjects in situations involving psychological
threats. The differences in trait anxiety between masculine and
feminine groups would not be a basis for predicting differences in
their A-State arousal in situations involving physical threat.
However, Saylor (Note 2) found that on the S-R

General Trait Anxiety

Inventory (Endler & Okada, 1975) masculine subjects of both sexes
reported significantly less anxiety than feminine subjects on both
the "physical harm" and "evaluation by others" scales. These results
suggest

that, in either a psychological threat situation or a physical

If i:
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harm situation, masculine subjects will report less A-State arousal
than feminine subjects. The predictions for the androgynous subjects
are less clear. Saylor (Note 2) found that on the "physical harm"
scale, the androgynous subjects reported significantly more anxiety
than they did on the "evaluation by others" scale. Androgynous subjects of both sexes, possessing both masculine and feminine personality traits and response styles, seem likely to respond in a more masculine fashion when a psychological threat is presented, and in a
more feminine fashion when a physical harm threat is presented.

The

results of the only sex role-state anxiety study reported (Babl, 1980)
indicated that when confronted with a psychological stress, such as
a threat to one's masculine image, i.e., an ego threat, masculine
sex-typed subjects tend to deny or distort their emotional response.
It may be that when a psychological stressor is presented, the masculine qualities in an androgynous individual are engaged, and the
individual will not admit emotional discomfort; in a physical harm
situation, the emotionally expressive feminine disposition may prevail .
It appears that sex role identity may be a factor which mediates how a person responds to different stresses. Lazarus (1966)
proposed that in stressful situations, people use coping strategies
which they feel most capable of using.

According to Lazarus (1966):

"...Stress reactions are reflections or consequences of coping
processes intended to reduce threat

Coping processes (and
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hence the reactions themselves) depend on cognitive activity"
(p. 152). Lazarus' reasoning, considered in light of the recent emphasis (Bem, 1979) on the cognitive processes involved in the expression of sex role identity suggests that masculine and feminine
individuals have fundamentally different styles of perceiving and
responding to potentially stressful experiences. Androgynous individuals would be expected to show the same flexibility with regard
to coping behaviors that has been demonstrated with regard to overt
instrumental and expressive skills (Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976;
Bem, Martyana & Watson, 1976).

The androgynous individual who

harbors the competing response tendencies of instrumentality (the.masculine temperament)

and . expressiveness (the feminine temperament)

would be expected to report an intermediate level of anxiety response
between the two extremes of sex-typed subjects.

Depending upon the

nature of the stress, the androgynous individual might be more
inclined to respond in either a more masculine fashion or a more
feminine fashion.

Purpose and Hypotheses
It is the purpose of the present study to further investigate
the relationship between sex roles and anxiety.

The responses of

traditionally-typed and androgynous male and female subjects will be
measured following the presentation of both a psychological and a
physical threat. As recommended by Laux (1976), to insure greater
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generalizability of results, two measures were selected to assess
anxiety rather than relying on a single instrument: (1) self-report
of anxiety on the STAI, and (2) performance on a digits-backward
memory task (these measures are described in the following section).
Redfering and Jones (1978) cautioned that defensiveness depresses state anxiety responses and recommended correcting A-state
scores to attenuate the effects of defensiveness. The defensiveness
associated with masculinity (Biaggio & Nelson, 1976); Berzins, et al.,
1978) is a variable of interest; therefore, trait denial, as defined
by scores on the MMPI Dn scale (Little & Fisher, 1958), was measured
for each subject. Two sex role scales, the BSRI and the PAQ, were
used to assess subjects' sex role identity. These two scales are the
most widely employed and thoroughly investigated of the currently
available sex role measures. Their theoretical rationales were discussed earlier; their psychometric properties are described in the
following section.
The following hypotheses were tested:
1.

It was hypothesized that all subjects' self-reported anxiety
would increase from the resting level following the presentation
of both a physical danger film and an evaluation/failure task.
Kendall (1978; Note 4 ) . demonstrated that a violent film and a
difficult concept formation task were effective stressors as
measured by increases in subjects' self-reports of anxiety.

2.

It was hypothesized that all subjects would show a decrement
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from their pre-stress performance on the memory-for-digits task
following the presentation of both stressors. Hodges (1968),
Hodges and Spielberger (1969), and Houston (1971) found that the
memory-for-digits task was a sensitive measure of A-state, and
that decrements in performance on this task were induced by both
physical and psychological threats.
3.

It was hypothesized that following the presentation of both
stressors, the magnitude of subjects' self-reported A-state
increase from the resting level would be in the following order:
feminine females highest, androgynous males and females intermediate, and masculine males lowest. This prediction is based on
the findings of Biaggio and Nelson (1976); Carsrud and Carsrud
(1980); Erdwins, Small and Gross (1980); and Rands and Brehoney
(1978) that masculine males scored lowest and

feminine females

highest on measures of trait anxiety, with androgynous subjects scoring in the intermediate range. Saylor (Note 2) found
the same order of magnitude of reported trait anxiety (feminine
subjects highest, androgynous subjects intermediate, and masculine subjects lowest) on both the "physical harm" and "evaluation
by others" subscales of the S-R General Trait Anxiety Inventory
(Endler & Okada, 1975).

Kendall (1978; Note 4) and Endler and

Shedletsky (1973) found that subjects high on A-trait scales reported more A-state arousal than subjects low on A-trait, with
the difference being most pronounced

when the type of stressor
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corresponded to the content of the A-trait scale.

In both a

general sense and in the specific situations under investigation
in this experiment, feminine subjects report

the most trait

anxiety, followed by androgynous subjects, with masculine subjects reporting the least.

It was predicted that the magnitude

of state anxiety arousal for the sex role groups following the
actual presentation of the stressors would correspond to the
order observed in trait anxiety studies: that feminine subjects
would report the most A-state arousal, followed by androgynous
subjects, with masculine subjects reporting the least.
4.

It was predicted that androgynous subjects of either sex would
report a greater magnitude of A-state arousal following presentation of the physical danger stressors than following the failure
experience.

Rands and Brehoney (1978) and Saylor (Note 2) found

that on the "physical harm" subscale of the S-R GTA androgynous
subjects of both sexes reported significantly more anxiety than on
the "evaluation by o.t,hers" subscale.

These findings suggest that

self-reports of A-state would be higher for androgynous subjects
following a physical harm threat than following an evaluation stress
5.

It was predicted that BSRI and PAQ femininity scores would be
negatively correlated with the Denial scale. This prediction is
based on the findings of Biaggio and Nielson (1976) that feminine
subjects scored higher on the "openness" factor of their personality assessment battery.

Additional support for the prediction
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comes from the finding of Carsrud and Carsrud (1980) that
feminine subjects reported less defensiveness than masculine
subjects.

METHOD
Subjects
The subjects in the present study were 120 college students,
60 males and 60 females, at the University of Richmond, selected
from a pool of students enrolled in the Introduction to Psychology
course.

On the first day of class during the Fall semester 1981,

all students completed a battery of paper-and-pencil inventories
including the State scale on the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, the
Bem Sex Role Inventory, the MMPI Dn (Denial) Scale, and the Personal
Attributes Questionnaire.

Instruments Administered at Pre-Test
Bem Sex Role Inventory
The BSRI (see Appendix A; Bem, 1974) consists of a list of 60
adjectives: 20 masculine, 20 feminine, and 20 socially desirable
items which are

not more characteristic of either sex.

Respondents

rate themselves on each adjective using a 7-point rating scale ranging
from 1 ("never or almost never true") to 7 ("always or almost always
true").

The instrument is designed to assess the extent to which

individuals utilize culturally defined standards of masculinity and
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femininity- to evaluate their owri personality

and behavior.

Test-retest reliabilities computed after a 4-week interval were:
masculinity = .90, femininity = .90, and social desirability = .93
(Bem, 1974).

The estimates of internal consistency, coefficient

alphas, were: masculinity = .86, femininity = .80, and social desirability = .85 (Bem, 1974).

Correlations between the BSRI and other

sex role scales were presented in an earlier section of this paper.
Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Short Form)
The PAQ (see Appendix B; Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1974) consists
of 24 pairs of contradictory characteristics.

Eight of the pairs

involve specifically instrumental traits and make up the masculinity
scale.

Eight involve specifically expressive traits and serve as

the femininity scale.

Eight adjective pairs are neutral and are

scored as an androgyny scale.

Respondents rate themselves on each

set of characteristics on a 5-point rating scale. The authors of the
scale describe it as a conventional self-report measure of socioaffective instrumental and expressive traits. Test-retest reliabilities
for the PAQ computed after a 13-week interval were .65 for femininity
.82 for androgyny, and .91 for masculinity.

Internal consistency

(alpha) was .73 for men and .91 for women (Beere, 1979).
State Trait Anxiety Inventory
The self-report measure used to assess the subjects' affective
responses to the experimental measures was the State-Trait Anxiety
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Inventory (STAI, State form [see Appendix CI; Spielberger, Gorusch
& Lushene, 1970).

This inventory was developed to provide a relative-

ly brief, reliable measure of state anxiety.

The A-state

scale con-

sists of 20 items which ask people to describe how they feel at a particular moment in time. The respondent answers at one of four levels:
(1) not at all, (2) somewhat, (3) moderately so, and (4) very much so.
The A-state scale is expected to fluctuate over time and to be sensitive to change in anxiety due to situational stress. As predicted,
test-retest reliability for the A-state scale is relatively low:
(1) one hour: .33, .16; (2) 20 days: .54, .27; and (3) 104 days: .33,
.31.

The internal consistency coefficients for males and females,

respectively, were .83 and .92. A-state has been found to increase
from a resting level in response to a variety of stressors, including:
threat of electric shock (Hodges & Spielberger, 1969);

blowing up a

balloon until it bursts (Lamb, 1973); imminent surgery (Lamb, 1976);
and viewing a film involving car accidents (Kendall, Note 4, 1978).
A-state has been found to decrease from a resting level following relaxation training (Spielberger, et al., 1970).

The A-state scale has

a correlation of .719 with the Today form of the Multiple Affect
Adjective Check List (Zuckerman and Lubin, 1965).
Denial (Dn)
The Dn scale (see Appendix D; Little & Fisher, 1959) is a 26-item
scale derived from Scale 3 of the MMPI.

A significant negative cor-
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sex role assignment between the BSRI and the PAQ is generally low
(Kelly, Furman & Young, 1978).

The percentage of subjects assigned

to the same category by both the BSRI and the PAQ in the present
study is reported in the Results section.
The subjects were assigned to either traditional (for males,
masculine; for females, feminine) or androgynous groups. The median
values for the BSRI masculinity and femininity scales for University
of Richmond students were 4.95 and 4.79, respectively.

To be included

in the masculine group, a subject's masculinity score had to be
greater than 4.95 and his femininity score less than 4.79. Likewise,
the criterion for inclusion in the feminine group required that a
subject's femininity score be greater than 4.79 and her masculinity
score, less than 4.95.

Males and females whose masculinity and fem-

ininity scores exceeded 4.95 and 4.79, respectively, were assigned
to the androgynous group.

Subjects below the median on both mas-

culinity and femininity were assigned to the undifferentiated group.
From the original pool of 241

Introduction to Psychology students,

H I males and 130 females, the number and percentage of subjects in
each sex role category was: for males, 52 masculine (47%), 5 feminine
(4%), 32 androgynous (29%), and 22 undifferentiated (20%); for females,
16 masculine (12%), 49 feminine (38%), 40 androgynous (31%), and 25
undifferentiated (19%).

Cross sex-typed (masculine females and fem-

inine males) and undifferentiated subjects were not included in this
study.

The sex role categories as defined on the basis of PAQ scores
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for the four BSRI-defined sex role groups are reported in the Results
section.

There were thus four groups of subjects: traditional

males

and females and androgynous males and females. The names of eligible
subjects

were posted on the experiment sign-up bulletin board.

Experimenters
Six senior psychology majors, three males and three females,
served as experimenters. They were trained in the administration of
the Digit Span task and the use of the film projector prior to conducting any experimental sessions. All examiners were blind to the hypotheses of the study and to the group membership of subjects.
Procedure
Ten subjects from each of the four groups were randomly assigned
to one of the three experimental conditions: Condition I, the
physical danger stressor; Condition II, the evaluation/failure •
stressor; or Condition III, the no-stress control. Subject sex was
counterbalanced across experimenter sex so that in each condition,
half of the male and half of the female subjects were seen by a male
experimenter and the other half by a female experimenter.
The format of the experimental sessions followed the procedures
designed by Hodges (1968) and Houston and Hodges (1970) for assessing
responses to stress under varying conditions of threat. Subjects were
seen individually in small testing rooms in sessions lasting approximately 40 minutes.

In each condition the session was divided into
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three periods in the following sequence: an initial performance period,
the presentation of the stressor, and the post-stress test period.
The sequence of events is displayed in Figure 1.
At the beginning of each session, the experimenter gave the subject
a consent form to sign (see Appendix F) and introduced the experiment
by reading the following statement:
We are interested in the relationship between feelings, thoughts,
and short-term memory. In order to investigate this, I will
"ask you to do some tasks and to complete some forms. Do you
have any question??
Next the experimenter proceeded with the performance period.
This consisted of obtaining the subject's score on the adaptation of
the Digits Backward Test (Wechsler, 1972) designed by Hodges (1968).
First, subjects were given the test with standard instructions (see
Appendix E) to determine their limits (the level at which they fail
on both trials to repeat a specified number of digits).

Their criterion

level was the series one digit less than the limit at which they failed
both trials.

In other words if a subject passed one

of the two trials

on the five digit series and failed both trials on the six digit series,
then five was the criterion level. After a

1-minute rest, they were

given six additional trials of digit series the length of their criterion
level. The pre-stress Digits Backwards score was the number of trials
out of these six on which they were able to repeat the digits backward
perfectly.
In Condition I (physical harm) the stressor consisted of presenting
segments of two films:

"In the Crash" (Harvest, 1970) and "Death on

the Highway" (Virginia Department of Highway Safety, note 6 ) .
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One

8-minute segment of "In the Crash" was shown and a 2-minute

segment of "Death on the Highway."

In the experimental room prior

to each Condition I session, two projectors were set up side by side
with the films wound to the appropriate starting place. "In the
Crash" depicts graphic scenes of automobile test crashes in highway
and laboratory conditions.

"Death on the Highway" depicts actual

footage from real accidents including scenes of the victims. The
2-minute section of "Death on the Highway" was included because it
was judged by the experimenters to have more anxiety-arousing content
than "In the Crash;" therefore the inclusion of this 2-minute
section was an additional measure to insure that the film presentation would indeed be stressful to the subjects.
2 minutes

However, only

were presented, because the film was judged to be so grue-

some that viewing a longer portion might have been unnecessarily
distressing to some subjects. Subjects' state anxiety arousal after
viewing accident films has been found to correlate with their anxiety
reactions to the direct threat of an electric shock (Alfert, 1966;
Craig, 1968).

"In the Crash" and similarly violent films have been

found to be effective stressors in previous research, evoking
increases in state anxiety measured by both self-report (Kendall, 1978,
note 4) and physiological measures (Spielberger, 1970; Lushene, note
7).

High and low A-Trait individuals do not differ in terms of A-State ^

responses to the film; however, subjects high on the "fear of danger"
scale of the General Trait Anxiety Inventory have greater increases in
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A-State after viewing the film than do subjects high on fear-offailure measures (Kendall, note 4 ) .

Accident films are therefore

considered as a valid means to simulate threat of physical danger in
the laboratory setting.
The experimenter read the following instructions to all subjects in Condition I:
I am going to show you some films. Pay attention and try
to get into the film, but you should not try to remember
facts or details about the movie because I will not be
asking questions — just watch and get the feeling.
After "In the Crash" ran for 8 minutes, the experimenter switched
off the first projector and immediately switched on the second.
After "Death on the Highway" ran for 2 minutes, the experimenter
turned off the projector and proceeded to the test period of the
session.
In Condition II, the evaluation-failure threat, the stressor
consisted of a 12-item list of anagrams labeled the "Forrest Anagram
Test" (see Appendix G ) . Two of the anagrams were actually insoluble,
ensuring that every subject would fail. The remaining ten ranged
from easy to moderately difficult.

After completing the performance

period, the experimenter gave subjects the list and read the following
instructions.
This test has been used in previous research on thinking and
memory, and we are trying to refine the test for use in future
research. You see before you a number of anagrams, that is.
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combinations of letters which will make a word if thev
are arranged correctly. Some are fairly easy and some
are more difficult, but each one has a correct solution.
Most college freshmen can solve the entire list in under
8 minutes.
Failure on anagrams and similar deciphering tasks has been
demonstrated to evoke state anxiety on self-report measures
(Auerbach, 1973; Finch, Kendall, Montgomery & Morris, 1975; Kendall,
1978, note 4 ) , physiological measures (Spielberger, et al., 1971),
and performance measures (Lamb, 1973, 1976; Morris & Liebert, 1973).
Your task is to solve the entire list as guickly as
possible in order that I may evaluate your ability in
relation to the average student. Eight minutes should
be enough to complete the list, but a little additional
time will be supplied if you need it. Please work as
guickly as possible.
The above instruction was included in order to produce a sense
of ego-involvement in the subjects.

Ego-involving instructions have

been found to enhance the effectiveness of psychological stressors
by Auerbach (1973), Lamb (1973), and Finch, et al. (1975).
After eight minutes, the experimenter glanced at the subject's
work and said:
I see you haven't managed to solve them all yet.
give you a couple more minutes to complete them.

I'll

The above instruction was included to insure that subjects were
given feedback that they had failed.

Lushene (Note 2, p. 62), in

reviewing the studies on stress reactions to psychological threat,
suggests that:
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...Ego-invo vement alone may not be sufficient to induce
a psychological threat in which the A-State will vary as
a function of the subjects' A-Trait level
ndividufl
negative feedback in which the subjecHeeis'tha? he ?s
thra^tf r'°"^V^ evaluated may be required for psychological
threats to evoke larger A-State increases.
Hodges (1968) and Finch, et al. (1975), found that giving failure
feedback to the subjects enhanced the effectiveness of the stressor
in evoking A-State responses.
After 2 more minutes, the experimenter told the subject to stop
and took up the anagram sheet.
In Condition III, the control condition, subjects were asked to
perform a rating task.

The control condition, a non-stressful task,

was included in the design to ensure that A-State increases noted in
the first two conditions were due to the experimental manipulations
and not to the subjects' reactions to coming into the lab and participating in an experiment.

The task consisted of rank ordering five

instrumental musical selections played on a portable cassette recorder,
The five selections ran for 90 seconds each, and then a 20-second
segment of each piece was repeated at the end of the tape. The total
time was 10 minutes, equal to the time of the stress presentations in
conditions I and II. The selections included jazz, bluegrass, rock,
classical, and folk music.

The experimenter introduced the task by

reading the following instructions:
These musical pieces have been found in previous research to
be related to people's moods and feelings. You are to listen
lo each piece and rate them in order of your preference, with
1 indicating your favorite. To help you remember them, a
brief passage from each piece will be repeated after the

45

selections have played through once.
The post-test procedure was the same in all three conditions.
After the presentation of the stress, the experimenter gave subjects the
STAI, A-state form (labeled the "How-I-Feel Questionnaire") and
asked them to complete

it. When the subject returned the completed

STAI, the experimenter said:
Now we are going to do the memory test one more time.
Six more series of digits, the same length as in the performance
period, were presented.

The number of series repeated backward

correctly constituted the digit span score for the test period.
Debri efi ng
After all of the forms were collected, the experimenter disclosed
that the experiment was actually designed to investigate people's
responses to stress. The insolvable nature of the anagram task was explained.

No subjects indicated that they had ascertained that two

of the anagrams were insolvable, and all subjects reported that they
had tried to find the solutions to each anagram they started.

Each

subject was asked not to discuss the experiment with other students.
No subject reported having any knowledge about the experiment prior
to participating.

RESULTS
Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted that both stressors would be
effective at producing state anxiety elevations as assessed both by
increases in self-reported anxiety and by decrements in performance on a
memory task.

To these these predictions, separate 4 (sex role groups)

by 3 (type of stressor) analyses of covariance were performed for the
two dependent variables, post-stress STAI (A-state) and post-stress
digits backwards scores, with pre-stress STAI and digits backwards
scores as the covariates. The results of these analyses are presented
in Table 1.
For the dependent variable A-State post, the significant main
effect for Condition [£ (2,107) = 18.5, p-^.OOl] indicates that there
were differences in the amounts of anxiety reported across the three
conditions.

Table 2 lists the covariance-adjusted mean A-state and

digits backward scores for each group across conditions. The
covariance-adjusted main post-stress A-state scores across groups for
Condition I, the physical harm stressor, Condition II, the evaluation/failure
stressor, and Condition III, the control, were 2.36, 2.34, and 1.76
respectively.

Comparison of the adjusted mean scores reveals that

subjects did report more anxiety in the stress conditions than in the
46
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Table 1
U n i v a r i a t e . A n a l y s i s o f Covariance

Dependent V a r i a b l e : A - s t a t e post
Source

dF

SS

MS

F-Value

Group

3

2.66

0.878

3.510*

Condition

2

9.26

4.63

18.498***

Group X condition

6

1.473

0.245

A-state pre

1

7.385

7.385

Error

107

26.7

0.981
29.515***

0.250

Dependent Variable: DSb post
Source

dF

SS

MS

F-Value

Group

3

3.68

1.23

.701

Condition

2

48.96

24.48

Group X condition 6

10.06

1.68

.958

DSb pre

85.95

85.95

49.14***

1

Error

*
**
***

107

p-t..05
p< .01
p<.001

187.2

1.75

14.00**
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control condition, indicating that the accident film and the failure
experience were both effective stressors according to the self-report
measure, as predicted in Hypothesis 1. The results are displayed in
Figure 2.
For the dependent variable DS Post, the significant main effect
for Condition [f (2,107) = 14.00, p-^ .001] indicates that across sex
role groups there were differences in the amounts of interference with
cognitive performance produced by the three conditions.

The covariance-

adjusted means for the post-stress Digits Backwards scores in Condition
I, Condition II, and Condition III, were 4.26, 3.36, and 4.92, respectively.

A Duncan's multiple range test performed on these covariance-

adjusted means indicated that the three means differed significantly
from one another.

The subjects in both stress conditions achieved

significantly lower performance scores than those in the control condition, and the subjects in the evaluation condition obtained significantly lower scores than those in the physical harm condition.

The

finding that subjects performed significantly worse in the stress
conditions than in the control condition indicates that both stressors
were effective at producing interference in cognitive performance, as
predicted in Hypothesis 2. However, on the Digits Backwards measure,
there was no significant main effect for Group [F (3,107 = 1.23, n.s.],
indicating that across the three experimental conditions the sex role
groups did not differ in cognitive performance.

The results are

displayed in Figure 3.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that in each stress condition the magnitude
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of self-reported A-state arousal for the sex role groups would be in the
following order: feminine females lowest, androgynous subjects of either
sex intermediate, and masculine males lowest.

In the analysis of

covariance for the dependent variable A-state post, the significant main
effect for Group [F (3,107) = 3.51 p^T.OS] indicates that there were
differences in both conditions in the amounts of anxiety reported by the
four sex role groups. An estimate of the magnitude of the main effect
for Group was computed according to the procedure described in Hays
(1963, p. 323-333).

The results

^(^^.Q^^Q

- -041) indicate the main

effect for Group accounted for approximately 4% of the total variance in
self-reported anxiety scores. The group by condition interaction was
not significant.

Planned comparisons were performed in order to test

the predictions of Hypothesis 3; the comparisons were performed
according to the method described in Kirk (1968, p. 471-472) for making
a priori comparisons between covariance adjusted group means. The
results of the comparisons are displayed in Table 3.
Comparison 1 indicates that in Condition I, the physical harm
condition, the feminine group (adjusted mean = 2.764) reported
significantly more anxiety [t_(113) = 2.158, p<.05] than the androgynous
females (adjusted mean = 2.206).

Comparison 2 indicates that in

Condition I the masculine group (adjusted mean = 2.158) did not differ
significantly from the androgynous subjects [t^(113) = .484, n.s.].
Comparison 3 indicates that in Condition I androgynous males and females
did not differ significantly from each other [1(113) = .662, n.s.].
Comparison 4 indicates that in Condition II, the evaluation/failure
stress, the feminine group (adjusted mean = 2.641) again differed
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Table 3
A Priori Comparisons
Between Covariance-adjusted Group Means
Comparison

• Groups

Cond

.

Df

T

1.

Feminine Females.
Androgynous Subjects
(both sexes)

I

113

2.158*

2.

Androgynous Subjects
(both sexes)
Masculine Males

I

113

.484

3.

Androgynous Males
Androgynous Females

I

113

.662

4.

Feminine Females
Androgynous Subjects

II

113

1.96*

5.

Androgynous Subjects
Masculine Males

II

113

-1.-124

6.

Androgynous Males
Androgynous Females

II

113

.110

7.

Androgynous Subjects
Androgynous Subjects

I
II

113

.647

*p< .05
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significantly [^ (113) = 1.96, p ^ . 0 5 ] from the androgynous males
(adjusted mean = 2.145) and the androgynous females (adjusted mean =
2.183).

Comparison 5 indicates that although the adjusted mean score of

the masculine group (2.39) was higher than those of the androgynous
subjects, the difference was not significant [_t (113) = -1.124, n.s.].
Comparison 6 indicates that the androgynous males and females did not
differ significantly from each other. The a posteriori comparison (see
Kirk, 1968, p. 472) of the masculine group and feminine group in
Condition II indicated that the masculine and feminine groups did not
differ significantly [t^ (113) = 1.11, n.s.].
Hypothesis 4 predicted that androgynous subjects of both sexes
would report a greater magnitude of A state arousal in the physical harm
condition than in the psychological threat condition.

Comparison 7

indicates that Hypothesis 4 was not supported; there was no significant
difference in the amount of anxiety reported by the androgynous subjects
across the two stress conditions [t_ (113) = .647, n.s.].
To summarize the results of the planned comparisons: in
Condition I, the feminine.group reported significantly more anxiety than
the other three groups.

In Condition II, the feminine group again

reported the highest level of anxiety, differing significantly from the
androgynous subjects but not from the masculine males.

In neither

condition were there significant differences between the masculine males
and the androgynous subjects of either sex. There was no significant
difference in the amount of anxiety reported by the androgynous subjects
across the two stress conditions.
Hypothesis 5 predicted that the BSRI and PAQ femininity scales
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would be negatively correlated with the Denial scale. Table 4 displays
the intercorrelation matrix for the masculinity and femininity scales of
the BSRI and the PAQ, the Denial scale, and the two adjusted anxiety
measures, A Post (adjusted, and DS POST (adjusted).

Neither the BSRI

nor the PAQ femininity scale was significantly correlated with Denial.
The only sex role subscale to correlate significantly with the Denial
scale was PAQ masculinity {r_ = .159, p^T.OS).

The Denial scale scores

were not significantly correlated with either of the adjusted anxiety
measures.

The adjusted post-stress self-report scores were significantly

negatively correlated with both the BSRI masculinity scale (jr = -.263,
p

.01) and the PAQ masculinity scale (jr = -.237, p<f.01), but not with

either of the femininity scales.
The overall correlation between the two adjusted anxiety measures
was significant (jr = -.3970, p < . 0 1 ) .

Correlation coefficients between

the two anxiety measures were computed separately for each of the sex
role groups, with the following results: for masculine males, r_ = -.536,
p<'.01; for androgynous males, £ = .476, p

.011; for feminine females,

jr = -.209, n.s.; for androgynous females, r_ = -.3324, p<r.05. For the
feminine females the two anxiety measures were not significantly
correlated; in contrast, for the other groups, significant negative
correlations were obtained.
The correlation between the BSRI and PAQ masculinity scales was
.657 (p<.001), and the correlation between the feminity scales was .617
(pC'.OOl).

However there was a considerable discrepancy in how the two

scales classified subjects by the median split procedure described
earlier.

Of the 30 subjects categorized as masculine on the BSRI, the
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PAQ classifications were: 10 masculine, 5 androgynous, 2 feminine, and
13 undifferentiated.

Of the 30 males categorized as androgynous by the

BSRI, the PAQ classifications were: 7 masculine, 15 androgynous, 3 feminine,
and 5 undifferentiated.

For the 30 females categorized as feminine on

the BSRI, the PAQ classifications were: 5 androgynous, 19 feminine, and
6 undifferentiated.

Of the 30 females categorized as androgynous by the

BSRI, the PAQ classifications were: 9 masculine, 13 androgynous, 4 feminine,
and 4 undifferentiated.

The percentage of the subjects assigned to the

same category by both sex role inventories was: for masculine males,
33%; for androgynous males, 50%; for feminine females, 63%; and for
androgynous females, 43%.
Descriptive statistics were also computed for the groups on the
basis of their PAQ classifications.

No statistical analyses were

performed, but the adjusted mean self report anxiety scores for subjects
above and below the medians on the Masculinity and Femininity scales
were computed to provide additional information about the influence of
self reported Instrumentality and Expressiveness on self reports of
anxiety arousal. These results are presented in Table 5. The greatest
difference between group means was found between female subjects above
the median on masculinity (adjusted mean = 2.47, across conditions) and
below the median (adjusted mean = 2.00).
across experimental conditions.

The differences were consistent
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DISCUSSION

It was the purpose of the present study to investigate the
relationship between sex roles and anxiety by examining the responses
of traditionally sex-typed vs. androgynous subjects of both sexes to
two types of threatening stimuli: one an analog of physical danger
(j:he accident film) and the other an ego-involving failure experience
(the unsolvable anagrams task).

The two univariate analyses of co-

variance indicated that both stressors were effective in arousing
anxiety as measured both by self-report and by interference in cognitive performance (see Table 1). Comparison of the covariance
adjusted means of the experimental groups to those of the control
group indicates that the anxiety arousal was in fact produced by
the stressors and was not due to the generalized effect of participating in a psychology experiment.
It was predicted that in both stress conditions the magnitude of self-reported arousal for the sex role groups would be in
the following order: masculine males lowest, androgynous males and
females intermediate, and feminine females highest. The only portion
of this prediction which was supported was that
58

feminine females

59

were indeed the highest in each condition, although the difference
between the masculine males and feminine females was not significant
in the psychological threat condition.

The masculine males and andro-

gynous subjects of either sex appeared to respond similarly in both
the physical harm and the psychological threat conditions, contrary
to predictions; in the latter condition the adjusted mean of the masculine group was higher than, but not significantly different from
that of the androgynous group (see Table 3 ) .
The difference in A-state arousal between the sex role groups
obtained on the self report measure was not observed on the cognitive
performance measure. Although all four groups showed decrements
in performance in both stress conditions, there were no significant
differences among the groups in either condition.

It appears that

all four groups did experience anxiety which interfered with their
ability to perform the

Digits Backwards task.

Likewise, all

groups did admit that they experienced some sensations of anxiety.
However, although the feminine females reported that they subjectively experienced more anxiety than the other groups, their performance
on the cognitive task appeared to be no more impaired than that of
the other groups.
It is unclear whether the differences between the sex role
groups on the self report measure represent differences in the amount
of anxiety actually experienced by the subjects or differences in
the amount they were willing to report.

The Denial scale (Dn), which
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was included to correct for the effects of defensiveness on the
self report measure, was not useful in making the above distinction.
The predicted relationship between the BSRI femininity scale and
Dn was not supported, and Dn was not significantly related to either
of the adjusted post stress anxiety measures (see Table 5). The
failure to find the predicted relationship between femininity and
denial in the present study may have been due to the nature of defensiveness measured by the Dn scale. Houston (1970, 1971) found
that high trait denial, as measured by the Dn scale, was associated
with less physiological arousal and less impairment in cognitive
performance under stress. However, he found no significant differences between the high and low denial groups on a self report
measure of state anxiety arousal, the MAACL (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965).
Although the Dn scale is negatively correlated with measures of
trait anxiety (Houston, 1971), it was not found to be correlated
with self-reported changes in state anxiety in either Houston (1971)
or in the present study. The Dn scale is derived from the MMPI, an
instrument designed to assess pathology in a clinical population.
The qualities of denial measured by this scale are indicative of
an individual's refusal to acknowledge long-standing or genuinely
disturbing psychiatric symptoms (Little & Fisher, 1958).

In

the

present study the response styles characteristic of sex role groups
were elicited by somewhat artificial, transient stressors and as such
may not show any relationship to the characterological quality of
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defensiveness measured by the Dn scale. The tendency to be expressive regarding temporary or situational discomfort displayed by feminine subjects in the present study may in fact be related to openness
or self disclosure

but unrelated to the intrapsychic, systematic

denial measured by the Dn scale.
For the three groups who reported less anxiety, there was a
significant correlation between the two anxiety measures; subjects
who reported an increase in A-state tended to perform worse on the
cognitive task.

However for the feminine subjects there was no sig-

nificant correlation between the anxiety measures. Therefore, for
the feminine subjects, performance on the Digits Backwards task
seemed to be largely independent of their subjective experience of
anxiety.
Several possible explanations of the different responses of
the sex role groups derive from the Bem (1974, 1979) model of sex
role identity.

According to Bem (1974, 1979), an individual's

sex role identity will mediate how he or she perceives, processes,
and responds to stress.

In the presence of threatening stimuli,

feminine individuals should respond in accordance with a stereotype
which dictates that the feminine thing to do is to let others know
that one is anxious, alarmed, or distressed.

In this sense, repor-

ting distress may be seen as an expressive coping response.

Mascu-

line subjects would be expected to select a different coping response,
typically some type of instrumental action.

In theory androgynous

subjects would have either option. The similarity between masculine
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and

androgynous subjects in the present study is discussed below.

From this theoretical perspective it is possible that all groups
actually experienced similar amounts of arousal, as suggested by
the similar scores on the performance measure. The different levels
of anxiety reported could signify either that feminine subjects gave
exaggerated self reports, or that masculine and androgynous subjects
gave suppressed self reports, or a combination of the two. The
lack of correlation between the self-report and performance measures
for the feminine group would suggest that

the feminine subjects

gave distorted self-reports, reporting levels of anxiety which were
higher than their performance scores would indicate. However, there
is a problem with this reasoning, because as Kazdin (1980) points out:
"... overt signs of anxiety... are not identical, nor can one facet
necessarily be considered to reflect another facet" (p. 245). It
cannot be assumed that the feminine females' higher self reports are
not genuine simply because they do not agree with the performance
scores.

It would be of interest to replicate the procedure of the

present study using a physiological measurement as a third indicant
of state anxiety.

Comparing the physiological arousal of the feminine

group with that of the other groups and with the other measures of
state anxiety might contribute to the understanding of the feminine
group's response to stress.
A different explanation derives from the Spence (Helmreich,
et al., 1979; Spence, 1982) model of sex role functioning.

According
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to this model, instruments like the BSRI and PAQ are measures of
expressive and instrumental personality characteristics.

These

personality characteristics "have little or no relationship with
sex role attitudes... or with sex role preferences and behaviors
that do not quite directly call upon instrumental and expressive
skills" (Spence, 1982, p. 77).

The expressive-instrumental distinc-

tion is derived from the framework of Parsons and Bales (1955).
According to this framework, the expressive dimension in personality
is characterized by

a focus on internal integration and interper-

sonal cooperation, whereas the instrumental dimension focuses on the
active manipulation of objects, often requiring the denial of
emotion.

It is important to note that the term "expressive" refers

not only to openness in reporting, or expressing

emotion

but also,

in a global sense, to orientation toward and openness to experiencing
emotionally charged stimuli in the environment.

In a sense the

expressive dimension is concerned with feeling, and the instrumental
is concerned with doing.

In the present study the differences be-

tween groups may reflect generally higher sensitivity on the part of
the expressive feminine subjects toward emotion-arousing experiences.
The feminine subjects may be more aware of and better able to label
their

internal sensations of anxiety than the more instrumentally

oriented masculine and androgynous subjects. Their higher level of
self report may be an accurate description of their feelings of
arousal; they are more anxious because they are more responsive to
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emotionally stressful material and more open to expressing emotion.
It may be that feminine subjects, who are more accustomed to
acknowledging their emotional arousal than the other groups, might
experience less cognitive interference when aroused than the other
groups, even though they subjectively feel more anxious.

Whereas

the explanations derived from the Bem model focussed on the
differences in self-reports of anxiety as manifestations of different cognitively-mediated coping responses, the Spence model
would hold that the differences are manifestations of the different
levels of of sensitivity to and awareness of emotional arousal.
One note of caution should be observed in interpreting the
results from either perspective: different results might have been
obtained if the PAQ had been used to classify subjects instead of
the BSRI. The two scales were in agreement on the classifications
of only about half of the subjects, a figure comparable to those
obtained by Kelly, et al. (1978).
Contrary to expectations the androgynous subjects, males and
females, were not intermediate between the two traditionally typed
groups on the anxiety measures in either stress condition.

The

androgynous groups were not significantly different from the masculine males on either measure in either condition.

These findings

are similar to those of previous investigators (Jones, et al., 1978;
Rands & Brehoney, 1978; Silvern

& Ryan, 1979; Bernard, 1980;

Erdwins, Small, & Gross, 1980) in which the masculine and androgynous
groups did not differ on measures of anxiety and psychological adjust-
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ment.

There is no support for the prediction that androgynous subjects

would be more flexible than the traditional sex role types in their
responses to threatening stimuli.

The expressiveness, sensitivity, and

openness characteristic of the feminine sex role types seems less
prevalent in the emotional repertoire of androgynous males and females
than their masculine temperamental qualities. There is no basis to
conclude that the androgynous males had access to a wider range of
resources for coping with stress than did their more narrowly typed
peers.

In addition, it seems that for females it is the presence of

masculine characteristics rather than a balance of masculine and feminine
characteristics which differentiates androgynous and traditionally typed
subjects.

It would be of interest to replicate the present study

including groups of cross-sex types, masculine females and feminine
males.

The present results suggest that feminine males would report more

anxiety than masculine or androgynous subjects of either sex, and
masculine and androgynous females would report less anxiety than the
feminine subjects.
The adjusted mean anxiety scores computed for subjects classified
as above or below the median on the Masculinity (Instrumentality) and
Femininity (Expressiveness) subscales of the PAQ suggest that presence of
instrumental characteristics is the most significant factor determining
the state-anxiety responses of females. The mean scores of the males
showed no consistent patterns as a function of their classification on
the PAQ.

However, across all conditions female subjects below the median

on the Masculinity scale appear to report more anxiety than those above
the median.

Actually male subjects below the median on the Masculinity
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scale also appeared to report more anxiety overall than those above the
median, but the differences were much smaller and less consistent across
conditions than for females. These observations are based on a posteriori
descriptive statistics and as such should be regarded as only suggestive.
Nonetheless, the mean score values computed for PAQ classified subjects
tend to support the interpretation derived from statistical analysis of
the scores from the BSRI-defined groups that for females, instrumental
personality qualities rather than a balance of expressive and instrumental
characteristics is the most important factor determining responses to
stressful situations. These findings also underscore the importance of
taking into account the particular instrument used to identify sex role
types.
Previous investigators (Jones, et al., 1978; Silvern and Ryan,
1979; Bernard, 1980) have concluded that the construct of androgyny may
have different implications for males and females. Androgynous females
seem to experience less psychological discomfort than traditional feminine
types, but there is no corresponding distinction between androgynous and
traditional males. Bernard (1980) suggests that instrumentality and
agency, masculine characteristics, are more valued by our society and
typically are subject to greater reward contingencies than expressivity
and communality, feminine characteristics. Therefore, androgynous
subjects are more likely to display the instrumental dimension of their
personalities than the expressive dimension.
Contrary to the prediction of Hypothesis 4, androgynous subjects
did not report more anxiety in the physical harm condition than in the

67
evaluation/failure condition.

Although the androgynous subjects reported

on the Multidimensional Trait Anxiety Inventory that they typically feel
more anxious in situations involving physical danger than in evaluation
situations (Rands & Brehoney, 1978; Saylor, note 4 ) , there were no
differences across the situations in the subjects' state anxiety elevations. The lack of difference may reflect the limitations of the
accident film as a meaningful analog of real life physical danger. An
alternate explanation is that although the androgynous groups gave a more
expressive description of themselves on an inventory of physical danger
anxiety, when actually confronted with the stressor they tended to
respond in a more instrumental fashion, like their masculine counterparts.
To the extent that the self reports of anxiety in response to the
laboratory stressors represent meaningful analogs of the clinical anxiety
experienced in response to stressful episodes in living, the present
findings implicate sex roles in the etiology of anxiety-related psychiatric
disorders.

It has been commonly observed (DSM-III, 1979) that past

adolescence there is a higher incidence of anxiety-related or neurotic
disorders among females than among males.

It seems an attribute of the

feminine sex role, when it is not at all modulated by the influence of
masculine temperamental qualities, to experience a high level of
discomfort in response to disturbing events. Feminine subjects report
more tension and discomfort than masculine or androgynous subjects.

It

is far more common for females than for males to be feminine sex-typed;
therefore the observed sex differences in the incidence of anxietyrelated disorders may reflect the greater incidence among females of
feminine sex types.

It may be that feminine persons are more emotionally
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reactive and hence more easily upset; it may be simply that they are more
likely to display emotion and report their distress.

In either case

feminine persons are more likely than masculine or androgynous persons to
present themselves as needing relief from anxiety-related symptoms.
The focus of the present study is the emotional reaction of the
various sex role types to unavoidable stressful situations.

Lazarus

(1977) emphasizes that emotional reactions must be understood in the
context of the cognitive processes which accompany them:
...cognitive processes determine the quality and intensity
of an emotional reaction; ... such processes also underlie
coping activities which ... continually shape the emotional
reaction by altering the ongoing relationship between the
person and the environment in various ways (p.145).
the results of the present study bear directly on the first theme in the
above statement: sex roles appear to be an influence on those cognitive
processes which determine the quality and intensity of an emotional
reaction.

The main effect of the sex role variable accounted for

approximately 30% of the variance in self-reported anxiety scores.
There is a need to examine further the involvement of sex roles in the
determination of those coping activities which actually impact on the
environment.

A paradigm which presented subjects of varying sex roles

with the options of either expressive or instrumental responses for
actively coping with a stressful situation might extend our understanding
of the way in which sex roles contribute to the sex differences in the
incidence of anxiety-related disorders.

It has been suggested (Jones,

et al., 1978) that the response repertoire of the feminine sex role
contains less effective strategies for coping with stress typically
encountered by adult individuals than does the masculine sex role. Thus
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feminine-typed individuals would be in a situation of double jeopardy:
they are more disturbed by stressful experience, and they typically use
coping strategies which are less likely to bring them any relief.
One finding of interest which does not directly concern sex roles
was the magnitude of interference in cognitive performance produced by
the two different stressors.

It was found that in both conditions, the

overall performance of all subjects was impaired relative to subjects in
the control condition (see Table 4 ) . However, the subjects in
Condition II, the psychological threat condition, performed significantly
worse than those in Condition I, the physical danger condition.

These

findings indicate that for all sex role groups, the ego-involving failure
experience produced more interference in cognitive performance than did
viewing the film.

This result has implications for the use of cognitive

performance measures such as Digit Span as an indicant of state anxiety
both in research and in clinical assessment.

Hodges and Spielberger

(1969) and Finch, et al. (1975) found that Digit Span Backwards was not
equally sensitive to anxiety aroused by various sources. Finch, et al.
(1975) found that for children, the DSb measure was found to be most
responsive to Concentration Anxiety, which corresponds to the clinical
situations of test anxiety or evaluation anxiety, i.e., a psychological
threat as opposed to a physical threat.

Spielberger (1971) notes that

different stressors arouse different magnitudes of anxiety responses
depending upon the response system in the individual in which the arousal
is measured.

For example, viewing a gruesome film may produce a strong

physiological response as measured by GSR or heart rate shift, without
as severe an effect on cognitive performance.

On the other hand, a test
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failure may impair cognitive functioning to a profound extent without
producing a correspondingly severe physiological response. Thus, the
anxiety measure for assessing a subject's responses to a particular
stressor should be selected to correspond to the nature of the threat.
The results of the present study are in agreement with the findings of
Finch, et al. (1975) that the DSb test will be most responsive to
anxiety arousal produced by psychological threats.
The findings of the current study support the predictions based ^
on the majority of the findings from trait-correctional research on sex
roles and anxiety that the feminine sex role predisposes an individual
to be more emotionally reactive to a stressful experience.

Individuals

of either sex who display a balance of masculine and feminine
characteristics and traditionally sex-typed males appear less disturbed
by frustrating or frightening events than do traditionally sex-typed
women. Thus although androgyny does seem a less anxiety prone model of
personality functioning than the traditional sex role for women, this
does not appear to be true for men.

The preponderance of feminine sex

roles among the female population relative to the male may be an
important factor contributing to the higher incidence of anxiety
disorders among women than men.

The present results suggest that

additional exploration of the coping styles and emotional responses of
the various sex role types, including cross-sex individuals, is likely
to provide further clarification of the influence of sex roles on
responding to stress and on the etiology of anxiety disorders.
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APPENDIX A
Bem Sex Role Inventory

SELF EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

In this inventory, you will be shown a large number of personality
characteristics. We would like you to use those characteristics
in order to describe yourself. That is, we would like you to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 7, how true of you these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristic unmarked.
Example: SLY
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark

a
a
a
a
a
a
a

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

if
if
if
if
if
if
if

it
it
it
it
it
it
it

is
is
is
is
is
is
is

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly
USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly.
SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are sly.
OCCASIONALLY TRUE that you are sly.
OFTEN TRUE that you are sly.
USUALLY TRUE that you are sly.
ALWAYS OR ALMOST TRUE that you are sly.

Thus, if you feel it is sometimes but infrequently true that you are
"sly," never or almost never true that you are "malicious," always
or almost always true that you are "irresponsible," and often true
that you are "carefree," then you would rate these characteristics
as follows:
sly
malicious
irresponsible
carefree

1
Never or
Almost
Never
True

3
1
7
5

Usually
Not True

Sometimes
but
Infrequently True

Occasionally True

Often
True

Usually
True

Always or
Almost
Always
True

Please circle the number which indicates how you would rate yourself.
1. Self Reliant
2.

Yielding
82
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3.

Helpful

4.

Defends own beliefs

2

5.

Cheerful

2

6.

Moody

2

7.

Independent

2

8.

Shy

2

9.

Conscientious

2

io.

Athletic

2

11. Affectionate

2

12.

2

Theatrical

13. Assertive

2

14.

2

Flatterable

15. Happy

2

16.

Strong personality

2

17.

Loyal

2

18.

Unpredictable

2

19.

Forceful

20.

Feminine

21.

Reliable

22.

Analytical

23.

Sympathetic

24.

Jealous

25.

Has leadership abilities

26.

Sensitive to needs of others

27.

Truthful

5

5
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28.

Willing to take risks

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29.

Understanding

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30.

Secretive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

31.

Makes decisions easily

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

32.

Compassionate

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

33.

Sincere.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

34.

Self-sufficient

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

35.

Eager to soothe hurt feelings 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

36.

Conceited

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

37.

Dominant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

38.

Soft-spoken

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

39.

Likable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

40.

Masculine

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

41.

Warm

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

42.

Solemn

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

43.

Willing to take a stand

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

44.

Tender

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

45.

Friendly

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

46.

Aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

47.

Gullible

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

48.

Inefficient

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

49.

Acts as a leader

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

50.

Childlike

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

51.

Adaptable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

52.

Individualistic

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

53.

Does not use harsh language

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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54.

Unsystematic

2

3

4

5

6

7

55.

Competitive

2

3

4

5

6

7

56.

Tactful

58.

Amtitious

59.

Gentle

60.

Conventional
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APPENDIX B
Personal Attributes Questionnaire

PERSONALITY STYLE INVENTORY
The items below inquire about what kind of a person you think you
are. Each item consists of a pair of characteristics, with the
letters A-E in between. For example:
Not at all Artistic

A..B..C..D..E

Very Artistic

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics — that is, you
cannot be both at the same time, such as very artistic and not at
all artistic.
The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to
choose a letter which describes where ^ou. fall on the scale. For
example, if you think you have no artistic ability, you would
choose A. If you think you are pretty good, you might choose D.
If you are only medium, you might choose C, and so forth. Circle
the letter you choose.
1.

Not at all aggressive

A..B..C.D..E

Very aggressive

2.

Not at all independent

A..B..C..D..E

Very independent

3.

Not at all emotional

A..B..C..D..E

Very emotional

4.

Very submissive

A..B..C..D..E

Very dominant

5.

Not at all excitable in
in a major crisis

A..B..C..D..E

Very excitatable
in a major
crisis

6.

Very passive

A..B..C..D..E

Very active

7

Not at all able to devote
self completely to others

A..B..C..D..E

Able to devote
self completely
to others

8.

Very rough

A..B..C..D..E

Very gentle

9

Not at all helpful to others

A..B..C..D..E

Very helpful to
others

10.

Not at all competitive

A..B..C..D..E

Very competitive
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11.

Very home oriented

A..B..C..D..E

Very worldly

12.

Not at all kind

A..B..C..D..E

Very kind

13.

Indifferent to others'
approval

A..B..C..D..E

Highly needful
of others'
approval

14.

Feelings not easily hurt

A..B..C.D..E

Feelings easily
hurt

15.

Not at all aware of feelings
of others

A..B..C..D..E

Very aware of
feelings of
others

16.

Can make decisions easily

A..B..C..D..E

Has difficulty

making
decisions
17.

Gives up very easily

A..B..C..D..E

Never gives up
easily

18.

Never cries

A..B..C..D..E

Cries very
easily

19.

Not at all self-confident

A..B..C..D..E Very selfconfident

20.

Feels very inferior

A..B..C..D..E

21.

Not at all understanding
of others

A..B..C..D..E Very
understanding of
others

22.

Very cold in relations with
with others

A..B..C..D..E Very warm in
relations with
others

23.

Very little need for security

A..B..C..D..E

24.

Goes to pieces under pressure

A..B..C..D..E Stands up well
under pressure

Feels very
superior

Very strong need
for security
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APPENDIX C
State Trait Anxiety Inventory
State Scale
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HOW-I-FEEL-QUESTIONNAIRE
Name

ID Number

A number of statements which people
used to describe themselves are given
below. Read each statement and then
circle the appropriate number to the
right of the statement to indicate how
you feel right now, that is, at this
moment. There are no right or wrong
answers. Do not spend too much time
on any one statement, but give the
answer which seems to describe your
present feelings best.

Sex

Date

o
to
to

o

to
0)

E
O

o

O)
to

E

•a
o

s<u

1.

I feel calm

2

3 4

2.

I feel secure

2

3 4

3.

I am tense

2

3 4

4.

I am regretful

2

3 4

5.

I feel at ease

2

3 4

6.

I feel upset

2

3 4

7.

I am presently worrying
over possible misfortunes

2

3 4

8.

I feel rested

2

3 4

9.

I feel anxious

2

3 4

10.

I feel comfortable

2

3 4

11.

I feel self-confident

2

3 4

12.

I feel nervous

2

3 4

13.

I am jittery

2

3 4

91

If.

1 reel "nign strung"

1

2

3 4

15.

I am relaxed

L

2

3 4

16.

I feel confident

:L

2

3 4

17.

I am worried

]L

2

3 4

18.

I feel over excited
and rattled

]

2

3 4

19.

I feel joyful

]

2

3 4

20.

I feel pleasant

1

2

3 4
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APPENDIX D
Denial Scale

PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT RESEARCH FORM
This scale consists of numbered statements. Read each statement
and decide whether it is true as applied to you or false as
applied to you.
You are to mark your answers in the spaces at the right of each
statement. If the statement is true or mostly true, as applied
to you, put a check in the space marked T. If the statement is
false or not usually true, as applied to you, put a check in the
space marked F.
1.

I like to read newspaper articles on crime.

T_

2.

I enjoy detective or mystery stories

T_

3.

I feel that it is certainly best to keep my
mouth shut when I'm in trouble.

T_

4. At times I feel like swearing.

T_

5.

I think a great many people exaggerate their
misfortunes in order to gain the sympathy
of others.

T_

6.

It takes a lot of argument to convince most
most people of the truth.

T_

7.

I think most people would lie to get ahead.

T_

8.

Some people are so bossy that I feel like
doing the opposite of what they request,
even though I know they are right.

T_

9.

Most people will use somewhat unfair means to
gain profit or an advantage rather than to
lose it.
Often I can't understand why I have been so
grouchy and cross.
I commonly wonder what hidden reason another
person may have for doing something nice for
me.

T_

10.
11.

12.

T_
T_

My conduct is largely controlled by the customs T_
of those about me.
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13.

I have often lost out on things because I
couldn't make my mind up soon enough.

T

14.

I resent having anyone take me in so cleverly
that I have had to admit that it was one
on me.

T

15.

What others think of me does not bother me.

T_

16.

I frequently have to fight against showing
that I am bashful.

T_

17.

I find it hard to make talk when I meet new
people.

T_

18.

I wish I were not so shy.

T_

19.

In walking I am very careful to step over
sidewalk cracks.

T_

20.

I get mad easily and then get over it soon.

T_

21.

It is safer to trust nobody.

T_

22.

When I am in a group of people I have trouble
thinking of the right things to talk about.

T_

23.

I drink an unusually large amount of water
every day.

T_

24.

I can be friendly with people who do things
which I consider wrong.

T_

25.

I am always disgusted with the law when a
criminal is freed through the arguments of
a smart lawyer.

T

26.

I am likely not to speak to people until
they speak to me.

T
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Appendix E
Digits Backwards

DIGITS BACKWARD (WECHSLER, 1955)
Directions (to be read aloud bv E h
I am going to say some numbers. When I stop, I want you to
say them backwards. For example, if I say, "7-1-9," what
would you say?
If the subject

responds correctly, say. Here are some series,

and proceed with the test beginning with Trial I of the three-digit
series.
If the subject does not reply correctly or fails to understand,
give them the right answer and another example, saying. Remember,
you are to say them backwards.

If the subject succeeds this time,

proceed with the test by giving Trial I of the two-digit series.
Discontinue after the subject fails both trials of a given
series.
Series

Trial I

Trial II

(2)

2-4

5-8

(3)

6-2-9

4-1-5

(4)

3-2-7-9

4-9-6-8

(5)

1-5-2-8-6

6-1-8-4-3

(6)

5-3-9-4-1-8

7-2-4-8-5-6

(7)

8-3-2-9-3-6-5

4-7-3-9-1-2

(8)

9-4-3-7-6-2-5-8

7-2-8-1-9-6-5-3

For each series, twelve additional sets of non-repeating
sigits will be selected from a random number table.
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Appendix F
Consent Form

CONSENT FORM

• This experiment will require each student to do certain
tasks and to fill out some forms. Students' scores will be
known only to the project director, Bart Saylor. These scores
will be kept confidential.
You may voluntarily withdraw from the experiment at any
point. The decision to withdraw will in no way affect your
elibibility for other experiments or otherwise discredit you.
Any questions about this experiment can be directed to Bart
Saylor, who has responsibility for the project and all subjects'
welfare.

I have read the above and consent to the conditions specified

Signature

Date
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Appendix G
Forrest Anagram Task

I

I
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FORREST ANAGRAM TASK
On a separate sheet of paper, write out the correct spelling of
the following anagrams. Each anagram has one and only one
correct solution.
1.

kobo

2.

nico

3.

1uma

4. eund
5. tunag
6.

tingola

7.

notaplo

9.

pashnik

10.

kinchec

I

I

[

I

I

