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ABSTRACT 

Individuals use various influencing strategies during 

decision-making processes in close relationships. Use of 

these strategies is based on past experiences and outcome 

expectancies and is structured by cognitive formations 

called a schema. Some research suggests that individuals 

have schema that are formed by gender-based assumptions 

which reflect expectancies regarding typical and appropriate 

behavior for males and females in close relationships. 

These expectations may affect perceptions of interactions in 

close relationships. A typical gender-schema includes an 

imbalance of power which may be reflected in an individual's 

selection of influencing strategies, with women using weak 

and males using strong strategies. In this context, 

collusion may exist to maintain a culturally appropriate 

balance of power which is facilitated by a gender-schema. 

The present study tested four hypotheses designed to 

investigate the following phenomena: the impact of gender-

schema processing and sex of subject on the family of origin 

functioning, influencing strategies and collusion in close 

relationships. A sample of 180 male and 180 female college 

students enrolled in introductory psychology and human 

sexuality courses completed the Hem Sex Role Inventory which 

assesses gender schematic tendencies in individuals. 

Subjects were given a scenario involving two script 

vi 



characters engaged in a social decision-making process. 

Each character used one of several influencing styles. 

Subjects then rated the script characters using the 

Adjective Checklist, the Impact Message Inventory (IMI), and 

indicated their perceptions of script characters behavior. 

Finally, subjects completed the Family Environment Scale 

which measures family-of-origin authoritarian, submissive 

and cooperative styles. Conclusions are drawn regarding the 

identification and evaluation of influencing strategies as 

these processes are influenced by gender and gender schema. 

Implications for inter-gender collusion are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In close relationships, males and females frequently 

interact in stereotypic social patterns that involve a kind 

of collusion between the sexes (Gilbert, 1987). These 

stereotypic patterns can be viewed as traditional 

socialization which demands that males conduct themselves in 

ways that emphasize strength, control and rationality, while 

females display gentleness, expressiveness and nurturance 

(Balswick, 1988). In close relationships, rules and roles 

enforce cultural expectations and provide reinforcement for 

gender-based differences (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1983; 

Hendrick, 1988) that foster this collusion (Gilbert, 1987) 

based on inequitable power (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). 

Collusion to maintain an inequitable power base 

essentially means that "the power associated with being male 

appears to be expressed in behavior that elicits weak 

strategies from one's partner" (Howard, Blumstein & 

Schwartz, 1986, p.107). The maintenance of this male power 

base provides a stable structure in which many basic needs 

can be met, and therefore enhances the fundamental value of 

its continuance. In this sense, collusion can be described 

as the behavioral attempts made by both parties to maintain 

a system of mutual need reciprocity. 

The collusion between the sexes to maintain stereotypic 

social interactions, however, also impacts negatively on 
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both males and females in close relationships (Bem, 1984; 

Balswick, 1988, Campbell, Converse & Rodgers, 1979; Harnett, 

Boden & Fuller, 1979; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990; Gilbert, 1987; 

Gilligan, 1982; Osherson, 1986). A most pointed example is 

evident in a study conducted by Bem and Allen (1984). These 

researchers found that some individuals actually behaved in 

socially gender-appropriate ways even when the reinforcement 

for gender-inappropriate behavior was greater than the 

reward for gender-appropriate behavior. 

Further, negative implications of social stereotypes 

frequently occur very early in an individual's social 

development. Balswick (1988) found that by the time many 

young boys are in kindergarten they feel virtual panic and 

humiliation at being caught doing anything considered 

traditionally feminine. But stereotypic behavior usually 

endures in close relationships despite the negative 

implications (Harnett, Boden & Fuller, 1979). In light of 

the negative effects that traditional cultural stereotyping 

frequently has on individuals, the compelling questions are: 

why are these stereotypic expectations maintained and what 

kind of dynamics contribute to the collusion process? 

The purpose of this study was to investigate three 

factors that may assist in a better understanding of 

perceptions of interactions in close relationships; gender-

schema, influencing strategies and collusion in close 

relationships. First, research on gender schema (Bem, 1979, 



1981, 1984) suggests that some individuals are cognitively 

predisposed to consider gender as the predominant factor 

when making inferences about another person's behavior. 

Second, persuasion literature suggests that individuals 

differentially apply influencing strategies based on their 

power base in close relationships (Howard, Blumstein & 

Schwartz, 1986). And third, research literature on 

collusion indicates that individuals in close relationships 

may actually collude to maintain socially accepted balances 

of power. The goal is to explore how gender-schema and 

perceptions of influencing strategies used by others in 

close relationships, may influence subjects' tendencies to 

perceive social interactions in collusive ways. 

Gender Schema 

Much research (Anderson & Klatzky, 1987; Chaplin, John 

& Goldberg, 1988; Cohen,1983; Sanbonmatsu, Powell & Kardes, 

1986; Schaller & Masse, 1989) suggests that a type of 

automatic processing occurs when individuals encode or 

retrieve social information. Processing information in this 

way involves the use of social schema which frequently 

relies on stereotypes, and occurs when individuals 

spontaneously form initial impressions which require that 

inferences be made (Barlett, 1932; Fiedler, 1982; Houston, 

1983; Nelson, 1983; Rumelhart & Ortany, 1977). Stereotypes 

do not necessarily involve actual sex differences but rather 



are due to gender-based differences which exist independent 

of any actual biological sex or occupational differences and 

serve to maintain the current power imbalance in society and 

concurrent interactions in close relationships (Bem, 1984, 

Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). However, not all persons have a 

subjective position on every dimension of social behavior 

(Bem & Allen, 1974; Markus, 1977) and this finding has been 

the basis for research considering the differences between 

gender schematic and aschematic individuals (Bem, 1974, 

1981, 1984; Deaux & Major, 1977; Frable & Bem, 1984; O'Leary 

& Hansen, 1984). 

Specifically, Bem has defined individuals who 

"spontaneously sort the items on the Bem Sex Role Inventory 

(BSRI) into gender categories when describing themselves" as 

gender schematic (Bem, 1984, p. 196). That is, individuals 

who are gender schematic have a strong tendency to code 

information about themselves and others using schema that 

relate primarily to gender. "In contrast, because they do 

not spontaneously sort the items on the BSRI into gender 

categories when describing themselves," (Bem, 1984,p. 196) 

it appears that some individuals are gender-aschematic. In 

essence, gender-aschematic individuals do not engage in the 

initial tendency to code information about themselves and 

others based on gender-schema and social stereotypes. But 

Bem's gender-schema theory (and the BSRI) has been 



criticized as being reflective of only instrumentality and 

expressiveness (Brown, 1986). 

Much research (Bem, 1981; Deaux & Major, 1977; Frable & 

Bem, 1984; O'Leary & Hanson, 1984; Schmitt & Millard, 1988; 

Taylor & Falcone, 1982), however, has supported the gender 

schema theory. Schmitt and Millard (1988) conducted a study 

to test the validity of the gender-schema theory using the 

BSRI. These authors concluded that researchers are 

"justified in using the BSRI to study the cognitive and 

behavioral differences that result from being gender 

schematic or gender aschematic." Bem (1984) also 

confronted these criticisms by offering that the BSRI was 

not designed to tap into every aspect of an individual's 

gender psychology. Rather, the theory proposed that 

schematic individuals will differ from aschematic 

individuals in how they process information, and therefore 

gender schematic individuals will more frequently conform to 

cultural gender-schema. The dichotomy between expectations 

of male and female behavior as predicted by gender-schema 

theory suggests that gender dichotomizing is frequently used 

by schematic individuals to assess male/female interactions 

in predictable, but different ways. Gender schematic 

processing is particularly evident in the literature on 

influencing strategies in close relationships. 

Bem (1984) also indicated that the family of origin was 

instrumental in the development of gender schema. This 



position is supported by the literature on early learning 

(e.g., Staats, 1967) which emphasizes that attitudes are 

taught and learned through basic paradigms of operant 

conditioning. In further support of Bem's position, 

research on family dynamics proposes that social interaction 

patterns are learned in the family of origin and impact 

significantly on later social expectancies and interactions 

(Waters & Deane, 1982). A consideration in this study then 

includes measuring the family of origin's fundamental level 

of interaction styles which has been considered to be 

reflected in individuals' later interaction styles (Moos & 

Moos, 1986). 

Influencing Strategies 

The attempt to influence is necessitated by the single 

fact that all of us differ in our goals and the means by 

which we achieve them (Reardon, 1981). Influence is exerted 

when a threat to a personal goal, or when the source of the 

threat are sufficiently important (Reardon, 1981). 

Individuals learn through life experiences which rules 

apply, which roles are appropriate to assume and what kinds 

of information pose a threat to accepted roles. (' In close 

relationships, individuals frequently attempt to get 

personal needs met by employing particular influencing 

strategies designated by the appropriate roles. It is in 



this context that influence strategies become powerful 

elements to facilitate change or meet personal needs. 

A review of the literature on influencing strategies 

(Festinger, 1957; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1973; Jones & Davis, 

1965; Holland, 1953; McGuire, 1973; Staats, 1968; Zimbardo, 

1977) reveals that social schema are integrally woven in 

perceptions of how influencing strategies are employed in 

close relationships (see expanded literature review. 

Appendix A). Considerable research (Cody, McLaughlin & 

Jordon, 1980; Kipnis, Catell, Gergen & Mauch, 1976; Marwell 

& Schmitt, 1967; Miller, Boster, Roloff & Seibold, 1977; 

Schenck-Hamlin, Wiseman & Georgacarakas, 1980) has shown 

that there are perhaps as many variations in influencing 

strategies as there are people in close relationships. 

A recent literature review (Kipnis, 1984), however, 

suggests that various models which provide categories of 

influencing strategies can be combined in an over-arching 

concept that separates tactics as strong, weak or neutral. 

Regardless of the nuances involved, strong strategies 

involve the same characteristics; strong tactics are 

powerful, dominant, forceful and definite. Conversely, weak 

tactics share common characteristics of portraying 

helplessness, fragileness and indefiniteness and may take 

the form of supplication, disengagement, confusion or 

evoking pity. Somewhere between these two extremes in 

influencing tactics is the neutral influencing tactic which 
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is used when power between two people is perceived to be the 

same. The neutral position is considered an egalitarian 

approach and involves open-mindedness, fairness, flexibility 

and empathy for the other person. Influencing strategies 

employed in close relationships become representative of the 

power base each respective partner holds in the relationship 

(Howard et al., 1986). Sex and power are instrumental in 

the expression of influencing strategies used in close 

relationships, while rules and roles enforce cultural gender 

effects and provide cognitive support for the endorsement of 

gender schema. Research findings (e.g., Canary & Spitzberg, 

1987; Eagly, 1983) suggest that power rather than gender is 

the critical variable. Kipnis (1984) stated that gender 

differences in influence strategies can be attributed to 

factors of power, objectives and expectations. 

While support for this position was offered by Howard 

et al.(1986), a criticism of their research involves the 

method used in the design for gathering data. Asking 

respondents to identify their partner's influencing 

strategies without regard to the idiosyncratic scripts 

involved presents comparison of gender differences in 

influencing strategies that falls short of being conclusive. 

Sypher (1980) addressed this issue and argued that asking 

respondents to remember how they or others act or feel 

without considering the context of the situation cannot 

possibly capture the communication styles of the 



participants. And so, while Howard's et al. findings are 

suggestive of differential use of strategies between males 

and females in close relationships based on inequity of 

power, these same results must be interpreted extremely 

cautiously, because of the methodological shortcomings of 

the study. 

Based on the conclusions of the research presented 

several questions arise regarding sex, schematic processing 

and influencing strategies in close relationships, and the 

impact of these factors on our perceptions of social 

interactions. If collusion exists, can its mechanisms be 

traced through interactional patterns which involve these 

factors? 

To empirically address collusion in close 

relationships, the following questions are addressed. 

Questions regarding Influencing strategies 

(1) Can male/female and schematic/aschematic subjects 

identify, with similar accuracy, influencing strategies used 

by script characters? That is, are their perceptions of 

strategies used the same? 

(2) Is there a significant difference in how m/f, 

schematic/aschematic subjects define Strong, Weak and 

Neutral strategies? 
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Questions regarding Schematic Processing 

(3) Do subjects use a gender-schema when assessing the 

traits of others as well as themselves? 

Questions regarding Primacy Effects 

(4) Is there a primacy effect based on the gender of 

who speaks first in the scenarios? 

(5) Is there an effect on subjects' perceptions of 

influencing strategies used by script characters which can 

be related to the family-of-origin functioning? 

Questions regarding Collusion 

(6) Do male/female, schematic/aschematic subjects like 

script characters who are rated as schematically male 

(Kevin) or female (Sarah) more then when these script 

characters are rated aschematic? 

(7) Do distortions occur in male/female or 

schematic/aschematic subjects perceptions regarding script 

characters behavior that maintain stereotypic perceptions of 

relationships? 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Subjects 

One hundred and ninety male and female subjects were 

volunteers from a pool of students in an introductory 

psychology class offered at a Southwestern university. Four 

hundred and twenty-two subjects also were obtained from a 

human sexuality course for undergraduates at the scime 

university. One hundred and fifty subjects were junior and 

senior level students taking personnel administration in the 

College of Business Administration. Subjects in the 

introductory psychology classes were given three points 

towards their final grade for participation in this 

experiment. Subjects in the human sexuality class were given 

credit towards a class assignment for their participation. 

Subjects in the personnel administration course recieved 

class grade credit for participation. 

Of the 772 subjects who participated in this study, 97 

were determined to be cross sexed on the BSRI, and therefore 

removed from the main study (see Appendix B). Out of the 

remaining 655, 15 subjects had incomplete information 

regarding sex of subject which prevented their data from 

being used in the subsequent analyses. Analyses were 

conducted on the remaining 640 subjects, but classification 

of subjects on the BSRI yielded unequal cell sizes. Subjects 

were discarded randomly from large cells to create equal 
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cell size (n=5). The analyses using 640 subjects were 

compared with the reduced sample (n=360) with equal cell 

frequencies. Few significant differences were obtained, and 

no important differences were produced. Therefore, the 

smaller balanced sample was used for all analyses to be 

reported. The results of this change are presented in 

Appendix B. 

Stimulus Materials 

The written scenarios consisted of two script 

characters (Kevin and Sarah) involved in a social decision

making process. These two script characters were in an 

intimate relationship with each other, and both desired to 

spend time with the other on a particular evening. The 

decision of what to do must be made when each realizes that 

the other has already made different plans which include the 

partner. Attached to each scenario is 1 of 9 possible 

conversations in which the script characters engage in 

influencing strategies intended to gain the desired outcome 

(Appendix C). Each partner adopts an influencing strategy 

(strong, weak or neutral) and maintains that strategy 

throughout the dialogue. Determination of strategies was 

based on the results of a pilot study. A strong strategy 

was defined using words that reflect a powerful, forceful 

and definite influencing style; a weak strategy was defined 

using words which reflect a helpless, fragile and indecisive 
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influencing style; and neutral was defined using words which 

reflect negotiating, responsive and open-minded influencing 

style. Subjects were not told which strategies were used 

but were requested to indicate their perception of each 

script character's strategy (Appendix C). In order to 

control for primacy effects, the sex of who spoke first in 

the script was counterbalanced in the various scripts and 

considered in the factorial design. 

Preliminary inter-rater reliability was measured by 

presenting the scripts (strong/strong, weak/weak, and 

neutral/neutral) to six psychology graduate students. These 

judges rated each script independently and indicated the 

influencing strategy used by each script character. One 

hundred per cent agreement was obtained on each strategy 

rated. 

Measures 

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) 

The BSRI, a masculinity-femininity scale with two 

independent dimensions, is a self-administered, 60 item 

inventory, comprised of 20 masculine, 20 feminine and 20 

socially desirable items. For this research, a preferred 

form was used which excluded the socially desirable items 

(as per the committee recommendation). Each subject's 

masculine score and feminine score was determined. 

Univariate statistics were used to determine the median 
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split average score (5.20 for masculine and 5.80 for 

feminine items). Individuals who scored high on the 

masculine and low on feminine, or high on feminine and low 

on masculine domains were classified as gender-schematic. 

Persons who scored high on both masculine and feminine 

(androgynous) or low on both masculine and feminine 

(undifferentiated) were classified as gender-aschematic. 

The Bem Sex Role Inventory has been reported (Bem, 

1973) to have an alpha coefficient ranging between .75 and 

.87 on the original form. This suggests adequate internal 

consistency. Test-retest reliability (1973) over a four 

week period resulted in .76 reliability. The correlation 

between the original long form and the revised short form 

has been reported by Bem (1973, 1978) as ranging between .85 

and .94. 

Family Environment Scale (FES) 

The FES-short form (FES-SF) (Moos & Moos, 1986) 

measures 10 dimensions within 3 areas of family social 

environment. These areas are: (a) the relationship 

dimension which includes cohesion, expressiveness and 

conflict, (b) the personal growth dimension which includes 

independence, achievement orientation, intellectual-cultural 

orientation, active-recreational and moral-religious 

orientation, and (c) the system maintenance dimensions which 

includes the subscales organization and control. The FES-SF 
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has 40 items and is available in three forms: R for real 

environment (used in this study), E for expectations and I 

for ideal environment. 

Reliability coefficients for the FES indicate internal 

consistency from .67 to .78. Test-retest reliabilities 

range from .76 to .86 for a 2-month period, .66 to .78 for a 

4-month period and .63 to .81 for one year. Moos and Moos 

(1968) report on several studies which provide support for 

construct validity. 

Impact Message Inventory (IMI) 

The IMI is a self-report transactional inventory 

(Perkins, 1979) which is intended to assess the covert 

responses or "impact messages" of another person. The IMI 

identifies and measures distinctive negotiating 

transactional styles. Respondents record their impression 

of 90 items, based on a 4-point scale, which produces 15 

scales and three factors. Factor One is the control 

dimension and consists of the dominant, competitive, 

hostile, and exhibitionistic scales. Factor Two is the 

Affiliation dimension and is comprised of the agreeable, 

nurturant, affillative and sociable scales. Factor Three is 

the Submissive dimension and consists of the submissive, 

inhibited, succorant and abasive scales. These three 

factors were used in this study. This inventory is 

presented in two forms designed to elicit subjects 
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impressions of observations of both a male target's and a 

female target's behavior. The use of both forms in this 

study permitted subjects to react to both script characters 

independently, rating each character on the dimensions of 

Dominance, Submissiveness and Agreeableness. It was 

expected that Dominance would correlate to the strong 

strategy, Submissiveness to the weak strategy and 

Agreeableness to the neutral strategy. This instrument 

provided a repeated measure variable within subjects and was 

the focus of this study. Assessing subjects reactions to 

each script character within the scenario provided a means 

of determining subjects' reactions to the various 

combinations of strategies used. 

In this study, a shortened version of the original form 

was used. This shortened version consisted of 60 of the 

original 90 questions. A correlation of the 90-item version 

to the 60-item version was conducted and consistently high 

correlations were obtained (Appendix B). The shortened 

version was generated by eliminating from each original 

scale the last two questions, thus producing 15 scales 

containing 4 questions each, instead of the original 6 

questions. 

These scales were combined as indicated above, and 

resulted in the three main factors as outlined in the manual 

(Perkins, 1979). Based on the results of these preliminary 
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correlational analysis, the shortened version was used in 

this study. 

The IMI has been used in both clinical applications and 

research and has been reported to have high internal 

consistency of scales (Perkins, Kiesler, Anchin, Chirico, 

Kyle, & Federman, 1979). The author, however, has recently 

revised the original form and reduced the inventory from 90 

to 58 questions. There is no research published yet to 

support this revised version and therefore its use is 

recommended for research purposes only (Keisler, 1991, 

personal conversation). In addition, the circumplex pattern 

originally proposed in the 90-item version has not received 

strong support, and reliance on it in clinical situations is 

not advised (Kiesler, 1991, personal conversation). 

Perkins (1979) reported an initial standardization 

study that found that internal coefficients for the 15 

scales ranges from .80 to .99, indicating high levels of 

reliability. Internal consistency, however, is the only 

classical reliability index that has application for 

estimating the reliability of the IMI scores due to the 

transactional nature of the instrument. For example, the 

only time test-retest reliability would be high is if the 

transactions observed were exactly identical. This is 

rarely the case. Nevertheless, use of this instrument 

permits an understanding of how subjects react under 
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particular circumstances and contexts. This issue has been 

addressed by the author of the instrument. 

Because of the transactional nature of the IMI 

Any answer regarding the reliability 
and validity of the IMI scores depends 
crucially on the focus of a particular 
design and investigation. The overall 
consequence is that an investigator 
cannot easily or routinely report 
classical reliability coefficients for 
the IMI. (Perkins et al, 1979, pp. 6) 

However, in intact-sample actor studies, cluster and scale 

score reliabilities ranges from .839 to .890 for the 15 

scales for the clusters, and from .540 to .798 for the 15 

scales. These values indicated good internal consistency 

for the four clusters, and moderate to good internal 

consistency for the scales. 

The Adjective Checklist (ACL) 

The ACL (Heilbrun, 1981) includes 2 sex-role scales 

that were used in this study. These scales contain 53 

items, 28 on the masculine scale and 25 on the feminine 

scale. Masculine items represent instrumental behavior 

while feminine items reflect expressiveness. The sex-role 

scales are scored using a "four-typology rating of high 

masculine, high feminine, androgynous and undifferentiated" 

(Heilbrun, 1981, pg. 43). This was achieved by totaling the 

number of masculine/feminine items endorsed by each subject, 

and deriving a score for each subject's rating of the two 

script characters (Sarah and Kevin) on both the masculine 
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and feminine scales. Then a median split (mean for Sarah 

masculine =15, mean for Sarah feminine = 10; mean for Kevin 

masculine = 15, mean for Kevin feminine =11) was used to 

classify script characters into categories of high 

masculine, low masculine, high feminine, and low feminine. 

Script characters who were rated high on the masculine and 

low on feminine, or high on feminine and low on masculine 

domains were classified as gender-schematic. Script 

characters who were rated high on both masculine and 

feminine (androgynous) or low on both masculine and feminine 

(undifferentiated) were classified as gender-aschematic. 

The masculine and feminine scales on the Adjective 

Checklist (Heilbrun, 1981) has been shown to have a 

consistently high correlation to sex-stereotypes. Heilbrun 

(1981) reports numerous studies which provide evidence that 

universally there are adjectives which are highly correlated 

with feminine traits and female behavior, and adjectives 

which are highly correlated with masculine traits and male 

behavior. All adjectives used in Heilbrun's instrument were 

selected by greater than 75% of the subjects across 

international studies (Williams & Best, 1972 and Gould & 

Hielbrun, 1965). Heilbrun reports that 86% of the items on 

the masculine scale achieved acceptable inter-rater 

reliability, as did 81% of the feminine scale items. This 

provides strong support for the conclusion that these 
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adjectives depict both masculine (masculine scale) and 

feminine (feminine scale) traits. 

Convergent validity is represented as limited; the ACL 

correlation to be BSRI is reported as .41. It should be 

noted, however, that the ACL has negative attributions which 

the BSRI does not. There are 12 items on the masculine 

scale which are considered negative attributions and 8 items 

on the feminine scale which also are considered negative 

items. In this way, the ACL is quite different from the 

BSRI which only has positive gender attributions. This 

difference is particularly useful in this study because it 

permits the subjects to rate each script character's 

masculine and feminine traits without the limitation of only 

positive-gender attributions. 

Another consideration of the apparently low convergent 

validity is the issue of multiple factors involved in the 

ACL scales. The masculine role has been broken down into 

multiple factors including two independent major components 

of dominance (assertiveness) and autonomy (independence), 

and the feminine role has been nurturance. These factors 

have been found consistently in much research that depends 

on both the BSRI and the ACL (Heilbrun, 1981). In this 

study, however, the concern was to obtain an overall 

masculine/feminine rating, irrespective of any other factors 

involved. Therefore, no separate analysis was conducted on 

the two factors inherent in the masculine scale. 
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Comparison of the ACL to the BSRI provided information 

regarding subjects self-reported schematic processing and 

their perceptions of script characters schematic 

characteristics. Use of the ACL ratings on script 

characters provides a means of assessing the degree to which 

subjects whose self-rating on the BSRI places them in either 

gender schematic or gender aschematic categories correlates 

to their ratings of script characters on a similarly defined 

instrument. This permits an analysis testing whether or not 

schematic processing impacts on subjects perceptions of 

other persons' interactions as reflective of schemqtic or 

aschematic typologies. 

Procedures 

Subjects participated in this study in groups of 

approximately 50 persons at a time. Each subject completed 

a demographic questionnaire, the FES and the BSRI regarding 

themselves. Then subjects were given a scenario and 

conversational script to read. The scripts were randomly 

distributed in every group administration. Subjects were 

asked to to read the scenario and fill out the questionnaire 

which followed. After reading the scenario and attached 

script, each subject rated both script characters using the 

ACL and the IMI. Finally, subjects answered a questionnaire 

reflecting their perceptions of liking/disliking of script 

characters, what influencing strategy they perceived each 
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script character to be using, along with several other 

questions (Appendix C). After all questionnaires were 

completed in the group, subjects had an opportunity to ask 

questions regarding the study. 

Design and Analysis Section 

The design for this experiment included the following 

independent variables: 

(1) Sex of Subject (2) M/F 

(2) Subject ratings on BSRI (2) S/A 

(3) Script Influencing Strategies combinations (9) 

S/S, W/W, N/N, S/W, S/N, W/S, W/N, N/S & N/W and 

(4) counter-balancing the sex of which script character 

speaks first (2). 

Ultimately, the design is a 2. (sex of subject) x 2 

(gender-schematic/aschematic) x 3x3 (influencing strategy 

combinations in scripts) x 2 (which sex speaks first in 

script). This required 72 cells, with 5 subjects per cell 

(Figures 1 and 2). Data were collected until appropriate 

cell size was obtained in each cell. The instruments used 

to measure the dependent variables were: 

(1) The Family Environment Scale, 3 SCALES; 

(2) Impact Message Inventory 3 SCALES; and 

(3) Adjective Checklist 2 SCALES. 

For each of the research questions, the following specific 

analyses were conducted. 
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Questions Regarding Influencing Strategies 

(1) Male and female subjects' (schematic and 

aschematic) responses to a direct question regarding 

subjects' perceptions of the influencing strategy used by 

each script character were compared to see if there were any 

significant differences in their abilities to accurately 

identify influencing strategies. A chi-square analysis was 

conducted to assess the accuracy of identification of 

strategies used. 

(2) Using the results of subjects' ratings of each 

script character on the three factors of the IMI, a repeated 

measure factorial MANOVA was conducted to determine if there 

were any significant differences in schematic/aschematic and 

or male/female subjects descriptions of the script 

characters on those three factors or perceptions of 

influencing strategies used. 

Questions Regarding Schematic Processing 

(3) An analysis to assess if subjects who are gender 

schematic perceive others more frequently as gender-

schematic, relative to the perceptions of gender aschematic 

subjects, required a comparison of the subjects' self-rating 

on the BSRI to subjects' script characters ratings on the 

ACL. This involved a chi-square 2 (sex of subject) x 2 

(BSRI) factorial. The ACL was the dependent variable. 
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A coded vector was established for the ACL 

classification, with script characters classified as 

aschematic coded as 1 and script characters classified as 

schematic coded as 2. In the results section, a mean on the 

ACL variable above 1.5 indicates that more than half the 

subjects in that cell classified that script character as 

schematic. A mean of 1.5 or below indicates that at least 

half the subjects in that cell classified the script 

character as aschematic. 

Questions Regarding Primacy Effects 

(4) Primacy effects of "who spoke first" in the script 

was addressed by including this counter-balancing variable 

in the full factorial. Due to significant interactive 

effects for this variable, it was included in all subsequent 

analyses, as appropriate. 

(5) In order to assess the impact of fcunily-of-origin 

influencing styles on subjects responses, the FES was 

compared with the subjects self-classification on the BSRI. 

This involved a 2 (BSRI) x 2 (SEX OF SUBJECT) MANOVA, with 

the FES scales as dependent variables. No significant 

effects for the 3 major domains were obtained. There was 

not sufficient support, based on the results of this 

analysis, to use the FES as a covariate, and it was 

therefore not considered in the factorial designs. There 

were however, two significant dimensions out of the ten 
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dimensions measured by the FES. These were analyzed in the 

MANOVA and are discussed in the results section. 

Questions Regarding Collusion 

(6) There is no way to directly assess collusion. 

However, if the various groups of subjects evaluated Kevin 

and/or Sarah as being schematic or aschematic, or if their 

stated liking of Kevin or Sarah are affected by the 

influencing strategies used by these script characters, the 

outcome may provide a basis for inferring collusion. To 

assess degree of liking and ACL classification for each 

script character, a repeated measures MANOVA was performed. 

This was a 2 (First speak) x 3x3 (male script character 

influencing strategy x female script character strategy) 

factorial. Within sources assessed ratings of Sarah and 

Kevin on the variables of "Liking" and the ACL 

classification (Figure 3). 

Four MANOVA'S were conducted, each one separately based 

on the sex of subjects and BSRI ratings of schematic or 

aschematic (Female Aschematic subjects. Female Schematic 

subjects, Male Aschematic subjects and Male Schematic 

Subjects). Each MANOVA assessed the effects of strategies 

upon subjects statements of liking and classification of 

script characters as schematic or aschematic on the ACL. 

(7) To determine the degree to which subjects' 

characteristics alter inferences regarding script characters 
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an evaluation of both script characters in each scenario was 

considered in a discriminant function analysis. This 

analysis incorporated the perceived strategies used (strong, 

weak, neutral as indicated by subjects in a direct 

question), the IMI ratings (dominance, submissiveness and 

agreeableness) and the ACL classifications (schematic and 

aschematic), to predict group membership on the BSRI and sex 

of subject. This analysis was conducted separately using 

data on each script character, Kevin and Sarah. 
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Male Ss 
Schematic 

Male Ss 
Aschematic 

Female Ss 
Schematic 

Female Ss 
Aschematic 

2 Script characters by strategy 

Strategy 

Strong 

Neutral 

Weak 

Strong 

Neutral 

Weak 

Strong 

Neutral 

Weak 

Strong 

Neutral 

Weak 

Strong Neutral Weak 

Figure 1 
Experimental Design 



28 

SOURCE 
NUMBER 
OF 

LEVELS 

df; n= 5 
N=360 

BETWEEN SUBJECTS DESIGN 

Sequence(A) 

Sex Subj(B) 

BSRI (C) 

Male/style(D) 

Femal/style(E) 

& interactions 

Error term 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

64 

288 

WITHIN SUBJECTS DESIGN 

Gender of 
Script Char(F) 

& interaction 

Error 

2 1 

71 

288 

Figure 2 
Source Table 
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SOURCE 
NUMBER 
OF 

LEVELS 

df; n= 5 
N= 90 

BETWEEN SUBJECTS DESIGN 

Sequence(A) 

Male/style(D) 

Femal/style(E) 

& interactions 

Error term 

2 

3 

3 

1 

2 

2 

12 

72 

WITHIN SUBJECTS DESIGN 

Kevin and 
Sarah 

& interaction 

Error 

2 1 

17 

72 

Figure 3 
Factorial Design for MANOVA on Liking 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Subjects' Characteristics 

Of the 360 subjects used in this design, 180 were 

female (90 schematic and 90 aschematic) and 180 were male 

(90 schematic and 90 aschematic). Three hundred and thirty-

two (92.5%) of the subjects ranged in age from 18-25, the 

remaining 6.5% varied in age from 26 to over 50-years-old. 

Two hundred and ninety-seven subjects reported they were 

White/Anglo (82.7%), 34 subjects indicated they were 

white/Hispanic (9.5%), and the remaining 7.7% subjects 

reported being oriental (1.1%), Black (5.6%), or other than 

the above categories (1.1%). Most subjects reported being 

single (n=325) but were split regarding whether or not they 

were currently in an intimate relationship (currently in a 

relationship N=146, currently not in an intimate 

relationship (N=179). Twenty-five subjects reported being 

married and 10 subjects reported being divorced. One hundred 

and eighty-nine subjects (52.6%) reported having at least 

one sibling of each sex, while 143 subjects (39.8%) reported 

having either a brother or sister, but not both. The 

remaining subjects (N=28) reported having no siblings. The 

large majority of subjects came from homes where the parents 

had never divorced (N=260), but of the remaining subjects 61 

reported their parents divorced while the subject was in 

grade school, 25 reported their parents divorced while the 

30 
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subject was in high school, 12 indicated their parents 

divorced after the subject graduated from high school and 2 

reported their parents were never married. 

The large majority of subjects did not contribute to 

their family income (N =245), 83 subjects made a 

contribution but less than half of the family income, and 

only 32 subjects were either the main or sole provider for 

their family. Three hundred and twenty-four subjects 

reported being Christian (Protestant, Catholic or other 

Christian denomination), 33 subjects reported they had no 

religious affiliation, and 2 subjects reported they were 

Jewish. 

Regarding the employment of the mother while growing 

up, 165 subjects (46.0%) reported that their mothers were 

unemployed, or employed only part-time, 80 subjects (24%) 

reported their mothers worked in manual labor or clerical 

jobs, while 115 subjects reported their mothers worked in a 

managerial or professional position. The profile of 

subjects' fathers was quite different. Approximately 80% of 

all subjects (N=188) reported that their fathers were 

employed in a managerial or professional position. Only 

15.6% of subjects reported their fathers were in manual 

labor, and less than 5% of subjects said their fathers were 

in clerical positions (N=8) or were unemployed (N=8). 

Finally, subjects were roughly equivalent in their 
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preference for attending a comedy club (N=197) or musical 

concert (N=163). Table 1 summarizes the demographic data. 

Primary Analysis 

Questions Regarding Influencing Strategies 

(1) Results of the chi-square indicate that all groups 

of subjects (sex and BSRI classification) correctly 

identified the strategies used by both script characters 

above chance (p < .0001), but not equally well (Tables 2 

through 4). Generally speaking when the male neutral 

strategy was misclassified, subjects identified it as a 

strong strategy. Schematic males and aschematic females, 

however, accurately identified the male neutral strategy 

less frequently than did other sex x BSRI classification 

groups of subjects, and indeed were only modestly more 

accurate than chance (40% and 47%, respectively, with 33% 

representing chance). When the female weak strategy was 

misclassified, there was no consensus among schematic 

subjects; it was perceived as a strong or neutral strategy 

(26 and 24 cases, respectively). 

(2) The results of the MANOVA on the IMI scales showed 

significant differences among subjects (sex of subject x 

BSRI classification), as well as effects of the influencing 

strategies used, in how they defined the degree of 

dominance, submissiveness and agreeableness of the script 
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characters' influencing strategies (Tables 5 through 17 and 

Figures 4 through 13). 

The Between-Subjects portion of the analyses reflect 

ratings summed across the male and female script characters; 

hence they are uninterpretable and essentially meaningless. 

Results of the Within-subjects portion reflect seperate 

ratings of the male and female script characters and are 

detailed below. 

There were four significant three way interactions for 

the factor 1 dominance (Tables 5 through 9 and Figures 4 

through 7). The significant two way interactions are listed 

in the source table in Table 5 but are subsumed by the three 

way interactions. Therefore the discussion of results is 

limited to the higher order significant interactions. 

The first significant three way interaction was for 

Kevin/Sarah x 1st Speak x Cogproc (BSRI subject 

Classification). Here, two interesting effects were 

observed. First, when the female subject spoke first, 

schematic subjects rated her (Sarah) as more dominant than 

the male script character (Kevin); aschematics, however, 

rated Kevin as more dominant than Sarah. Second, when the 

male spoke first, schematic subjects rated Sarah and Kevin 

about the same on dominance; whereas aschematic subjects 

rated Sarah as slightly more dominant than Kevin, and 

significantly more dominant than did schematic subjects. 

Table 6 and Figure 4 illustrate these points. 
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Evidently, schematic subjects perceive females speaking 

first as more dominant than the male speaking second, but 

aschematic subjects do not. Schematic subjects perceive a 

female speaking second to be less dominant than the male 

speaking first, but aschematic subjects do not. 

The second significant three-way interaction was for 

Kevin/Sarah x Male Script Character's Strategy x Sex of 

subject. Here, the interaction effects appear to be due 

primarily to a sex difference in the perceptions of the male 

script character using a neutral strategy. Female subjects 

view this as equivalent to a male using a weak strategy. 

Male subjects perceive it as less dominant than the weak 

strategy (Table 7 and Figure 5). 

The third and fourth significant three-way interactions 

were for Kevin/Sarah x Male Script Character's Strategy x 

1st Speak, and for Kevin/Sarah x Female Script Character's 

Strategy x 1st Speak (Tables 8 and 9, and Figures 6 and 7). 

In order to see more clearly the differences between these 

effects they will be discussed together. The strong strategy 

appears to cut across the sex of the speaker, and appears to 

potentiate the effect of the strategy they are using. The 

female character however, is viewed as less dominant when 

she uses a strong strategy than the male character is when 

he uses a strong strategy (mean = 2.58 and 2.739, 

respectively). If she speaks first though, she is rated by 

both male and female subjects as more dominant than the male 
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character (mean =2.66 and 2.43, respectively) in the strong 

female/ strong male strategies. 

Overall, however, who speaks first in the scenarios 

does not have much effect on the ratings of Kevin for 

dominance. He is perceived as more dominant than the female 

when he uses a strong strategy, but less dominant if he uses 

either a weak or neutral strategy. This is not the case 

with Sarah. When she speaks first, and uses a weak 

strategy, Sarah is rated as less dominant than when she 

speaks second. 

There were three significant three-way interactions and 

one significant four-way interaction for the factor of 

agreeable (Tables 10 through 14 and Figures 8 through 11). 

The significant two-way interactions are listed in the 

source table in Table 20 but are subsumed by the three-way 

and four-way interactions. Therefore, the discussion of 

results is limited to the higher order significant 

interactions (Table 10). 

The first three-way interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x 

1st Speak x Cogproc. There was no real difference between 

schematic and aschematic subjects' perceptions of the female 

script character's agreeableness based on who spoke first. 

This was not the case for the male script character. 

Aschematic subjects rated Kevin more agreeable when he spoke 

first and schematic subjects rated him more agreeable when 

the female spoke first (Table 11 and Figure 8). 
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The second three-way interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x 

Male strategy x Sex of Subject. Kevin was rated as more 

agreeable by female then by male subjects when he used a 

weak strategy. Female subjects rated Kevin as less 

agreeable than male subjects did when he used a strong 

strategy (Table 12 and Figure 9). 

The third three-way interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x 

Male strategy x Cogproc (BSRI classification). Similar 

patterns for aschematic and schematic subjects were observed 

in this interaction, but to varying degrees. In the male 

strong strategy, Sarah is rated as more agreeable than 

Kevin. In the male neutral and weak strategies, Kevin is 

rated as more agreeable than Sarah. There are two 

exceptions to this pattern. In the strong strategy, Kevin 

is rated as less agreeable by aschematic subjects than he is 

rated by schematic subjects and in the weak scenario he is 

rated as more agreeable by aschematic subjects than by 

schematic subjects. Evidently aschematic subjects, relative 

to schematic subjects, view a male using a strong strategy 

less agreeable and a male using a weak strategy more 

agreeable (Table 13 and Figure 10). 

The four way interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x Female 

strategy x 1st Speak x Sex of Subject The results of this 

interaction reveal that male subjects rated Sarah as more 

agreeable in the female neutral strategy and least agreeable 

in the female strong strategy, regardless of who spoke 
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first. Female subjects, however, rated Sarah as even less 

agreeable in the female strong scenario, if she spoke first. 

Generally, the female script character is rated as equally 

or more agreeable than the male script character if she uses 

a weak or neutral strategy. The exception to this is female 

subjects' ratings when the female uses a weak strategy, and 

the male character speaks first. Here, Sarah is rated much 

less agreeable than is Kevin (Table 14 and Figure 11). 

Looking at the first two factors simultaneously, it appears 

that generally, as the ratings for dominance increase, the 

ratings for agreeable decreased. 

There was one significant three way and one significant 

four way interaction for the factor of submissive (Tables 15 

through 17 and Figures 12 and 13). The three-way 

interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x Female strategy x Sex of 

Subject. Similar patterns were observed across the sex of 

subjects, but to varying degrees. Both male and female 

subjects rated Kevin as more submissive than Sarah in the 

female neutral strategy, but the female subjects rated Sarah 

as much less submissive than they did Kevin. Kevin is rated 

least submissive in the female weak strategy and most 

submissive in the female strong strategy (Table 16 and 

Figure 12). 

The four-way interaction was for Kevin/Sarah x Male 

strategy x Female strategy x 1st Speak. The results of this 

interaction reveal that Kevin was rated most submissive when 
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he used a weak strategy. Under the male weak strategy, 

these ratings were much higher on the factor of submissive 

for Kevin overall than they were for the female script 

character when she used a weak strategy. This was 

especially the case in the female weak/male weak scenario. 

When the male spoke first, all groups of subjects rated the 

male script character as much weaker than when the female 

spoke first. 

For the male script character to be rated as less 

submissive than the female script character, he was strong 

and she was weak, he was weak and she was weak and spoke 

first, or he was neutral and she was weak. In any instance 

where the female script character did not use a weak 

strategy, the male script character was rated as equally 

submissive or more submissive than the female script 

character, across all subjects, regardless of their BSRI 

classification (Table 17 and Figure 13). 

Questions Regarding Schematic Processing 

(3) Chi-square analyses of ACL classification of 

script characters based on subjects' sex and BSRI 

classification indicated that there was no significant 

difference between schematic and aschematic subjects 

classification ratings of script characters on the ACL. 

The majority of subjects rated the script characters as 

schematic across all scenarios. Table 18 shows the percent 
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of classification as either schematic or aschematic for each 

script characters. 

Questions Regarding Primacy Effects 

(4) The primacy effect of who spoke first in the 

script dialogue showed significant main effects and 

interactions and therefore was maintained in the full 

factorial analyses. Complete discussion of the variable 

effect is included in results on influencing strategies 

(question 2). 

(5) The relationship between ratings of the family of 

origin and the subjects self rating on the BSRI was not 

significant for the three main dimensions (Relationships, 

Personal Growth, and System Maintenance) of the FES by BSRI 

classification. Two specific subscales were significant 

between sex and cognitive processing as classified on the 

BSRI, however, and these are shown in Table 19. Both 

schematic male and aschematic female subjects perceived 

their family of origin as having more conflict than did 

aschematic males or schematic female subjects. Table 20 

reflects the differences between these means for each group 

of subjects. 

Male and female subjects perceived their families of 

origin as differing in the degree that achievement was 

emphasized (Table 21). Female subjects reported on the 

average that their families placed less emphasis on 
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achievement than did male subjects. This findings is well 

documented in the literature (Moos & Moos, 1986) and is 

typically found as an important variable on the FES because 

it is one of the factors which consistently distinguishes 

differences between male and female subjects' perceptions of 

family of origin. 

Questions Regarding Collusion 

(6) Subjects responses to the questions: "How much did 

you like Sarah?" and "How much did you like Kevin?" and 

their ratings of Kevin and Sarah as schematic or aschematic 

varied with the sex of subjects and BSRI classifications 

(Tables 22 through 29 and Figures 14 through 18). Separate 

MANOVA's were run for each classification of subjects on the 

SEX and BSRI classification to determine the effect of the 

male/female influencing strategies on subjects liking of 

characters and their identification of script characters on 

the ACL classification. 

For aschematic females, the MANOVA had two significant 

interactions for between subject sources (Tables 22 and 23 

and Figure 14): Kevorsar x Male Strategy and Kevorsar x 

Female Strategy. Aschematic females rated Sarah the highest 

on likeable when she was strong and lowest on likeable when 

she was weak. Aschematic females like Kevin most when he 

used a weak strategy and least when he used a strong 

strategy. The strong female/weak male evidently appealed 
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to the aschematic female subjects. In all cases, more than 

half the subjects rated both Sarah and Kevin as schematic. 

For schematic females, the MANOVA had three significant 

interactions (Tables 24 through 26 and Figures 15 and 16): 

Kevorsar x Male Strategy, Kevorsar x Female Strategy, and 

Kevorsar x Male Strategy x 1st Speak. Schematic females 

rated Sarah the highest on likeable when she was neutral and 

lowest on likeable when she was strong. Schematic females 

like Kevin most when he used a neutral strategy and least 

when he used a strong strategy. The neutral/male, 

neutral/female scenario appealed the most to schematic 

females. In all cases, more than half the subjects rated 

both Sarah and Kevin as schematic. 

Overall, when Kevin spoke first, he was rated as more 

schematic and less liked then when the female spoke first. 

This was particularly evident in the male neutral strategy 

where schematic female subjects rated Kevin highest on 

Liking when a female spoke first and he was neutral. 

The source table for aschematic males shows two 

significant interactions for Kevorsar x Male strategy and 

Kevorsar x Female strategy (Tables 27 and 28 and Figure 17). 

Aschematic male subjects reported liking both Kevin and 

Sarah the best when they used neutral influencing 

strategies. Similar to the schematic females, aschematic 

males liked most the neutral male/neutral female scenario. 

In this scenario, the script characters were rated as 
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schematic overall, but received the lowest average scores. 

Male aschematic subjects also reported liking characters 

least in the strong strategy. 

The source table for schematic males shows one 

significant interaction for Kevorsar x Female strategy 

(Tables 29 and 30 and Figure 18). Schematic males, 

generally, did not differ on the ACL classification of the 

male script character, as a significant interaction, based 

on the male strategy. 

Male schematic subjects liked Sarah best when she used 

a neutral strategy, and Kevin best when Sarah used a strong 

strategy; that is, they gave Kevin the highest ratings when 

Sarah used a strong strategy, simultaneously giving Sarah 

her lowest ratings (1.57 and 1.23, respectively). 

Interestingly enough, Sarah was rated as aschematic when she 

used a strong influencing strategy, and aschematic females 

liked Sarah best when she was strong. 

(7) In an effort to determine the degree to which 

subjects' personal characteristics (sex and BSRI 

classification) altered inferences regarding script 

characters a discriminant function was performed. This 

discriminant function incorporated all script character 

variables, including the subjects' perception of which 

strategy each script character used, in an attempt to 

predict subjects' group membership (sex and BSRI 

classification). 
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The results of the discriminant function were not 

significant. This means that while subjects differed 

significantly by sex and BSRI classification on how they 

rated script characters and how they perceived various 

combinations of influencing strategies, the range of 

variance within each subject group (schematic and aschematic 

females and schematic and aschematic males) was too large to 

effectively permit subject classification. 

In summary, the most important results of these 

analyses are: 

(1) Subjects were able to correctly identify 

influencing strategies above chance (P<.0001), but not 

equally well. A strong strategy was more accurately 

identified than either a weak or neutral strategy. 

(2) Who spoke first first in the scenarios was an 

important cue regarding ratings of dominance and agreeable. 

(3) Female subjects percieve a male neutral as 

equivalent to a weak strategy, but male subjects rated it as 

less dominant than a weak strategy. 

(4) Females, even when they say exactly the same 

thing, are percieved as less dominant unless they speak 

first. 

(5) Aschematic subjects percieve a strong male 

strategy as less agreeable than do schematic subjects. 
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(6) In any instance where the female does not use a 

weak strategy, the male script character is percieved as 

equally or less dominant than she. 

(7) Aschematic females and schematic males report more 

conflict in their families of origin than do the other two 

subject groups. 

(8) Aschematic females differ from all other subject 

groups regarding liking of script characters. The three 

other groups reported liking best the neutral/neutral 

strategies. 

(9) Aschematic females reported liking best the 

strong/female weak/male best. These were the only 

strategies rated as aschematic (and only by schematic 

males). 

(10) Across all subjects, regardless of the BSRI 

classifications and combinations of influencing strategies 

used, the largest majority of subjects rated the script 

charaters as schematic. The only exception was stated in §9 

above. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Information on Subjects 

Sex of Subject 
BSRI 

Subjects Age 
Ethnic Origin 
Marital Status 
§ of Siblings 
Parent-marital 
Ss Financial 

Religion 
Comedy/Concert 
Mothers' Employ 

Fathers' Employ 

180 Females 180 Males 
90 Schematic 90 Schematic 
90 Aschematic 90 Aschematic 
92.5% between 18 and 25 yrs. old 
82.7% Anglo or White/Hispanic 
92.5% Single 
92.4% had at least one sibling 
73% never divorced 
69% do not contribute to family 
23% contribute less than half 
93% Christian denominations 
54% prefer comedy, 46% concert 
46% unemployed, or part-time, 
24% manual labor or clerical 
30% managerial or professional 
5% unemployed, or part-time, 
15% manual labor or clerical 
80% managerial or professional 
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Table 2 
Chi-Square Results on Subjects Ability to 

Correctly Classify Script Characters 
Influencing Strategies 
Female Script Character 

Subj Sex BSRI Influencing % Correctly Prob. 
Strtgy Used Classified 

Female Asch Fem-Strong 90% 
Female Asch Fem-Neutral 54% 
Female Asch Fem-Weak 67% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 

Female Sch Fem-Strong 90% 
Female Sch Fem-Neutral 64% 
Female Sch Fem-Weak 43% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 

Male Asch Fem-Strong 87% 
Male Asch Fem-Neutral 69% 
Male Asch Fem-Weak 70% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 

Male Sch Fem-Strong 90% 
Male Sch Fem-Neutral 64% 
Male Sch Fem-Weak 54% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 
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Table 3 
Chi-Square Results on Subjects Ability to 

Correctly Classify Script Characters 
Influencing Strategies 
Male Script Character 

Subj Sex BSRI Influencing % Correctly Prob. 
Strtgy Used Classified 

Female Asch Mal-Strong 93% 
Female Asch Mai-Neutral 47% 
Female Asch Mal-Weak 64% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 
Female Sch Mai-: Strong 90% 
Female Sch Mai-Neutral 57% 
Female Sch Mal-Weak 67% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 

Male Asch Mal-Strong 97% 
Male Asch Mai-Neutral 56% 
Male Asch Mal-Weak 47% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 

Male Sch Mal-Strong 94% 
Male Sch Mai-Neutral 40% 
Male Sch Mal-Weak 57% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .0001* 
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Table 4 
Comparison of Classified Strategies 

Across All Subjects (N=360) 

Sex of Script 
Character 

Female Strong 
Female Neutral 
Female Weak 

Male Strong 
Male Neutral 
Male Weak 

Strategy 
Classified 

167 
106 
87 

204 
77 
80 

# Actual 
Strategy 
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Table 18 
Sarah's and Kevin's Classifications 

on the Adjective Checklist 

Sarah 
Subi Sex BSRI 

Female Asch 
Female Sch 
Chi-square likel: 

Male 
Male 

Asch 
Sch 

ACL Clas 
Aschematic 

22% 
29% 

Lhood ratio 

34% 
31% 

sification 
schematic 

78% 
71% 

66% 
69% 

Prob. 

.305 

Chi-square likelihood ratio .711 

Kevin 

Subi Sex BSRI ACL Classification Prob. 
Aschematic schematic 

Female Asch 28% 72% 
Female Sch 30% 70% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .742 

Male Asch 34% 66% 
Male Sch 40% 60% 
Chi-square likelihood ratio .383 
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Table 19 
FES Subscales - MANOVA by Sex of Subject 

and BSRI Ratings 

Variable 
Cohesion 
Expressiveness 
Conflict 
Independence 
Achievement 
Intellectual 
Activity 
Religion 
Organization 
Control 

Mean Square 
1 .246 
1 .691 
7.104 
0.047 
3.826 
0.492 
1 .366 
2.335 
1 .459 
0.470 

F Value 
1 .17 
1 .18 
5.01 
0.39 
3.14 
0.50 
1 .38 
2.01 
0.93 
0.30 

PR > F 
.3238 
.3193 
.0023* 
.7609 
.0267* 
.6825 
.2519 
.1136 
.4274 
.8224 
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Table 20 
FES Subscale Conflict - Univariate 
Analyses by Sex of Subject and 

BSRI Ratings 

CONFLICT 
Source 
Sex (A) 
Cogproc (B) 
(A) X (B) 

DF 
1 
1 
1 

SS 
.255 
.697 

20.360 

MS 
.255 
.697 

20.360 

F 
.18 
.49 

14.35 

P 
.672 
.484 
.0002* 

Means and S.D. between Subject Groups 
for the Subscale Conflict on the FES 

Subi Sex 
Female 
Female 
Male 
Male 

BSRI-CoaDroc 
Aschematic 
Schematic 
Aschematic 
Schematic 

Mean 
1 .894 
1 .356 
1 .115 
1 .956 

S.D. 
1 .202 
1 .246 
1 .086 
1 .224 
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Table 21 
FES Subscale Achievement - Univariate 

Analyses by Sex of Subject and 
BSRI Ratings 

ACHIEVEMENT 
Source 
Sex (A) 
Cogproc (B) 
(A) X (B) 

DF 
1 
1 
1 

SS 
8.86 
.38 

2.24 

MS 
8.86 
.38 

2.24 

F 
7.27 
.31 

1 .84 

P 
.008* 
.579 
.177 

Means and S.D. between Subject Groups 
for the Subscale Achievement on the FES 

Sex of Subiect 
Female 
Male 

Mean 
2.359 
2.800 

S.D. 
1 .144 
1 .062 



Table 22 
Repeated Measure MANOVA for Liking and 
ACL Classification on Sarah and Kevin 

for Female Aschematic Subjects 

66 

L 
MS 
FS 

1st X MS 
1st X FS 

WITHIN SUBJECT EFFECTS 
Source DF 
KEVORSAR X 
KEVORSAR X 
KEVORSAR X 
KEVORSAR X FS X MS 
KEVORSAR X 1st 
KEVORSAR X 
KEVORSAR X 
KEVORSAR X 1st XM/FS 

1 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
2 
4 

MS 
.336 

11.289 
9.956 
.544 
.025 
.267 
.433 
.792 

5 
4 

1 

fal 
.67 
.64 
.97 
.13 
.05 
.13 
.86 
.57 

P 
.4169 
.0001* 
.0002* 
.8964 
.8244 
.7684 
.4277 
.1915 

Legend: 
KEVORSAR = repeated measure of ratings on Kevin/Sarah 
1st = Who spoke first in the scenario-primacy effect 
MS = male script character strategy 
FS = female script character strategy 
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Table 23 
Means and S.D. between Influencing 
Strategies Used for the Variables 

Liking and ACL Classification 
Female Aschematic Subjects 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

ACL-
Mean 
1 .73 
1 .83 
1 .76 

Like 
Mean 
1 .93 
1.53 
1 .76 

ACL-
Mean 
1 .83 
1 .70 
1.80 

Like 
Mean 
2.27 
1.40 
1 .30 

Sarah 
SD 

.450 

.379 

.430 

-Sarah 
SD 

1 .048 
.973 
.430 

Sarah 
SD 

.379 

.466 

.406 

-Sarah 
SD 

.784 

.969 

.877 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.87 .345 
1.60 .498 
1.70 .466 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.30 .988 
1.63 .669 
1.70 .466 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.70 .466 
1.70 .968 
1.77 .430 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.37 .809 
1.70 .987 
2.10 .845 
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Table 24 
Repeated Measure MANOVA for Liking and 
ACL Classification on Sarah and Kevin 

for Female Schematic Subjects 

WITHIN SUBJECT EFFECTS 
Source DF 
Kevorsar x L 1 
Kevorsar x MS 2 
Kevorsar x FS .2 
Kevorsar x FS x MS 4 
Kevorsar x 1st 1 
Kevorsar x 1st x MS 2 
Kevorsar x 1st x FS 2 
Kevorsar x 1st XM/FS 4 

MS 
.011 

3.169 
7.939 
.102 
.044 

1 .769 
1 .019 
.169 

F 
.02 

6.61 
3.97 
.21 
.09 

3.69 
2.13 
.35 

P 
.8794 
.0023* 
.0006* 
.9296 
.7616 
.0297* 
.1266 
.8407 

Leaend: 
KEVORSAR = repeated measure of ratings on Kevin/Sarah 
1st = Who spoke first in the scenario-primacy effect 
MS = male script character strategy 
FS = female script character strategy 



Table 25 
Means and S.D. between Influencing 
Strategies Used for the Variables 

Liking and ACL Classification 
Female Schematic Subjects 

69 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

ACL-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.70 .466 
1.63 .490 
1.80 .406 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.76 .430 
1.63 .490 
1.70 .466 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Like-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.63 .964 
1.33 .802 
1.76 1.040 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.03 .889 
1.96 .964 
1.63 1.066 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

ACL-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.73 .449 
1.63 .490 
1.76 .430 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.70 .466 
1.66 .479 
1.73 .449 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Like-
Mean 
1 .16 
1 .93 
1 .63 

-Sarah 
SD 

.912 

.827 

.964 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.90 .994 
1.30 1.022 
1.43 1.040 



Table 26 
Means and S.D. between Influencing 
Strategies Used for the Variables 

Liking and ACL Classification 
Female Schematic Subjects, 
Interaction by 1st Speak 

(n=15) 

70 

Male 
Strat 
Strong 
Strong 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Weak 
Weak 

Male 
Strat 
Strong 
Strong 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Weak 
Weak 

1st 
Speak 
fem 
mal 
fem 
mal 
fem 
mal 

1st 
Soeak 
fem 
mal 
fem 
mal 
fem 
mal 

ACL-Sarah 
Mean 

1.73 
1.66 
1.60 
1 .66 
1 .80 
1 .80 

Like-
Mean 
1.80 
1 .46 
1 .33 
1 .33 
2.13 
1 .40 

SD 
.457 
.487 
.507 
.487 
.414 
.414 

-Sarah 
SD 

1 .014 
.915 
.723 
.899 
.990 
.985 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean 

1 .66 
1 .86 
1 .46 
1.80 
1 .53 
1 .86 

Like-
Mean 
1 .26 
.80 

2.26 
1.66 
1.33 
1.93 

SD 
.487 
.351 
.516 
.414 
.516 
.351 

-Kevin 
SD 

.883 

.861 

.703 
1 .112 
.975 

1 .099 
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Table 27 
Repeated Measure MANOVA for Liking and 
ACL Classification on Sarah and Kevin 

for Male Aschematic Subjects 

WITHIN SUBJECT 
Source 

Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 

X L 
X MS 
X FS 

EFFECTS 

X FS X MS 
X 1st 
X 1st 
X 1st 
X 1st 

X 
X 

xl 

MS 
FS 
4/FS 

DF 

1 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
2 
4 

MS 

.480 
1 .608 
1.952 
.090 
.480 
.191 

1 .407 
.225 

fal 

1 .05 
3.51 
4.27 
.20 

1 .05 
.42 

3.08 
.49 

P 

.3087 

.0350* 

.0178* 

.9387 

.3087 

.6597 

.0523 

.7408 

Leaend: 

KEVORSAR = repeated measure of ratings on Kevin/Sarah 
1st = Who spoke first in the scenario-primacy effect 
MS = male script character strategy 
FS = female script character strategy 
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Table 28 
Means and S.D. between Influencing 
Strategies Used for the Variables 

Liking and ACL Classification 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Male Aschematic Subjects 

ACL-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.63 .490 
1.62 .493 
1.73 .449 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.73 .449 
1.59 .501 
1.67 .479 

Male Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Like-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.63 1.129 
1.79 .861 
1.73 1.172 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.27 .868 
2.17 .171 
1.30 1.055 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

ACL-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.67 .479 
1.55 .506 
1.77 .430 

ACL-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.70 .466 
1.59 .501 
1.70 .466 

Female Character 
Strateav 
Strong n=30 
Neutral n=30 
Weak n=30 

Like-Sarah 
Mean SD 
1.13 1.008 
2.45 .783 
1.60 .932 

Like-Kevin 
Mean SD 
1.37 .999 
1.72 .882 
1.63 1.033 



Table 29 
Repeated Measure MANOVA for Liking and 
ACL Classification on Sarah and Kevin 

for Male Schematic Subjects 
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WITHIN SUBJECT EFFECTS 
Source DF MS 

Kevorsar x L 
Kevorsar x MS 
Kevorsar x FS 
Kevorsar x FS x MS 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar 
Kevorsar x 1st X M / F S 

X 1st 
X 1st X MS 
X 1st X FS 

1 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
2 
4 

1 .225 
1 .658 
1 .975 
.458 

1 .736 
.802 
.386 
.428 

1 .98 
2.68 
3.19 
.74 

2.80 
1 .30 
.62 
.69 

.1639 

.0756 

.0471* 

.5679 

.0984 

.2799 

.5390 

.6009 

Leaend: 
KEVORSAR = repeated measure of ratings on Kevin/Sarah 
1st = Who spoke first in the scenario-primacy effect 
MS = male script character strategy 
FS = female script character strategy 



74 

Table 30 
Means and S.D. between Influencing 
Strategies Used for the Variables 

Liking and ACL Classification 
Male Schematic Subjects 

Male strateav 
Strong 
Neutral 
Weak 

Male strateav 
Strong 
Neutral 
Weak 

Female s 
Strong 
Neutral 
Weak 

Female s 
Strong 
Neutral 
Weak 

itrateav 

itrateav 

Sarah-ACL 
Mean 
1 .67 
1 .77 
1 .63 

Sarah-
Mean 
1 .90 
1 .87 
1 .53 

Sarah-
Mean 
1 .50 
1.70 
1 .87 

S.D. 
.479 
.430 
.490 

-Like 
S.D. 
.959 
.937 
.973 

-ACL 
S.D. 
.509 
.466 
.346 

Sarah-Like 
Mean 

1 .23 
2.26 
1 .80 

S.D. 
.935 
.785 
.887 

Kevin-ACL 
Mean S.D. 
1.73 .450 
1.60 .498 
1.46 .507 

Kevin-Like 
Mean S.D. 
1.23 .960 
1.90 .959 
1.20 .925 

Kevin-ACL 
Mean S.D. 
1.63 .490 
1.60 .498 
1.57 .504 

Kevin-Like 
Mean S.D. 
1.56 1.073 
1.36 1.033 
1.40 .969 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The subject pool was comprisecJ primarily of 18-25 year 

old white-anglo undergraciuates who were single and came from 

intact families. The vast majority of these subjects 

reported being affiliated with a Christian denomination. 

While most subjects indicated they were unemployed or worked 

only part-time, the majority of subjects also reported their 

fathers held managerial or professional positions. Their 

mothers, for the most part, were unemployed or held manual 

labor or clerical jobs. Only 30% of the mothers were 

reported holding professional positions, as compared to 80% 

of the fathers. 

When discussing the conclusions of this study, it is 

important to consider the background from which these 

subjects came. It appears that the overwhelming majority of 

both male and female subjects came from similar cultural 

backgrounds. There is very little deviance in the 

traditional cultural family structure in these demographic 

data; the stereotypic, traditional, male-dominated 

environment appears to be the typical environment of these 

subjects. Within these parameters, the results of this 

study are considered. 

90 
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Classification of Influencing Strategies 

While overall, the correct identification rate was well 

above chance (P<.001), the use of specific influencing 

strategies by male or female script characters produced 

varying perceptions among subject groups (sex and BSRI 

classification). Generally speaking, the pattern of 

misclassification of any strategy as strong was most evident 

in the schematic subjects. When schematic subjects 

misclassified the female weak strategy, they frequently 

perceived it as strong. The literature describes a weak 

strategy as typically female (Kipnis, 1984) and in 

traditional relationships a female using a weak strategy may 

succeed at her goal more frequently than females using other 

strategies. In this regard, it makes intuitive sense that 

females who use weak strategies are, on some level, 

perceived as strong by schematic subjects. 

Consistent with this pattern, when schematic subjects 

misclassified the male neutral subjects they perceived this 

strategy as strong. It is interesting to note that the 

majority of schematic subjects who misclassified any male 

script character's strategy, generally classified that 

character's strategy as strong. This may speak to the 

stereotypic tendency to perceive males as strong which has 

been described in the literature (Sattel, 1976). A 

different pattern emerges for aschematic subjects, who, when 

they misclassify a neutral female, frequently identify it as 



92 

strong. This may underscore the difficulty for a female to 

use a neutral strategy in intimate relationships since 

stereotypically, the female is expected to be weaker than 

the male in influence. 

The results of the IMI MANOVA'S reflected several 

interesting trends. There are some ways that schematic 

females differ from aschematic females, and male subjects 

differ from female subjects, in their perceptions regarding 

degrees of dominance, agreeableness and submissiveness. 

These differences appear to act as cues in the process of 

evaluating interactions between males and females in close 

relationships. 

For example, schematic females are influenced by who 

speaks first when they are assessing other females' 

dominance; aschematic females apparently are not. It would 

appear that speaking first is considered by some women as an 

important cue to assess other qualities of an interaction, 

but only with respect to female behavior. If that is the 

case, then speaking first may place a woman in the position 

of appearing more dominant to other women than she, perhaps, 

intended. 

Schematic subjects, in general, perceive a male 

speaking first as less agreeable than a female speaking 

first. Aschematic subjects find a male more agreeable when 

he speaks first. In comparing the variables agreeable and 

dominance it appears that, for schematic subjects, it is 
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dominant for a female to speak first, and her rating of 

agreeableness declines (especially if she uses a strong 

strategy). For a male, however, he is seen as more 

agreeable if he speaks first and, in many instances, his 

rating on dominance does not change. 

Aschematic subjects, in general, also differ from 

schematic subjects in their views of male strategies. 

Generally, they rate a male strong strategy less agreeable 

than do schematic subjects. They value a weak strategy in a 

male as more agreeable and less dominant than do schematic 

subjects. They also misclassify a male weak strategy as a 

strong strategy less frequently. Aschematics do not 

perceive the male as more agreeable, if the female speaks 

first, using a weak or neutral strategy, as do schematic 

subjects. Apparently aschematic subjects are not influenced 

by some gender schematic expectations regarding male/female 

interactions. Regardless of these apparent differences 

between aschematic and schematic subjects, some very 

important similarities exist based on sex of subject, not 

BSRI classification. 

Female subjects, in general, attribute a greater degree 

of dominance to a male character than a female character, 

even in cases when they say the same thing, regardless of 

whether he speaks first or not. Male subjects, in general, 

do not attribute more dominance to a female just because she 

speaks first. This may be because males tend not to 
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perceive females as more dominant. It may be the case that 

they are simply not as easily influenced by the cue of who 

speaks first, when they are assessing dominance between a 

male and female. 

Female subjects rate the male script characters higher 

on agreeableness and less dominant if he speaks first. 

Females also perceive the male character to be less dominant 

than the female character, if he used a weak or neutral 

strategy. Apparently, many females make attributions about 

males, based on cues involving who speaks first as well as 

influencing strategy combinations. This may actually 

diminish females' accuracy in assessing male characteristic 

of dominance and agreeableness. 

There are some similarities, as well, among the groups 

of subjects. The only time that a male script character was 

rated as less submissive than the female script character 

was when she was weak. When she spoke first and was weak, 

she was considered less dominant and more agreeable and the 

male script character was perceived by all subjects as less 

submissive than female character. 

In the traditional stereotypic convention, males should 

not be submissive to a female, and in these variables, the 

subjects have indicated for us how it can be assured that 

this will not happen. If a female uses a weak strategy, and 

speaks first if the male also uses a weak strategy than a 

male will appear more dominant and less submissive than she. 
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In all other scenarios, the female was perceived as equally 

or more dominant and less submissive than the male. 

Conclusions Regarding Schematic Processing 

The results of the chi-square testing of whether there 

was a difference between male and female schematic and 

aschematic subjects' perceptions of script characters ACL 

classification raises some interesting issues. Bem (1984) 

asserts that gender schematic persons are more likely to 

view others in gender schematic ways than gender aschematic 

persons. The non-significant results of this analysis do 

not support her position. In our culture, regardless of our 

own personal gender self-appraisal, we may very well expect 

others to exist within a gender schematic framework. 

This point is emphasized when one considers that the 

literature (Canary et al., 1987) suggests that a neutral 

position is an egalitarian position, where interactions are 

not predicated on perceptions of inequality. If aschematic 

persons tend not to view other individuals in schematic 

ways, it is a reasonable assumption that they also might 

better be able to recognize a person using a non-stereotypic 

and egalitarian influencing strategy than schematic 

subjects. (The previous discussion of the significant 

correct classification of influencing strategies suggests 

that overall, aschematic subjects could accurately identify 
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neutral strategies with fewer misclassifications than 

schematic subjects.) 

Once this strategy was identified, it was further 

considered, based on Bem's gender schema theory, that 

aschematic subjects would also recognize a neutral 

influencing strategy as a non-stereotypic means of 

interaction in close relationships; that is, they might view 

this strategy as aschematic. Based on these results, this 

is clearly not the case. In 60 cases Sarah used a neutral 

strategy, and in 60 cases Kevin used a neutral strategy, for 

a total of 120 interactions using this strategy. Aschematic 

subjects (n=180) rated either script character as aschematic 

only 55 times, while schematic subjects rated script 

characters as aschematic 63 times. Clearly, there was 

little difference in the ACL classifications based on BSRI 

subject self-ratings. And even more clearly, this analysis 

did not lend support to the gender schema theory. 

What is apparent from these analyses is that regardless 

of one's own gender cognitive processing, individuals tend 

to view others based on stereotypic expectations. The 

previously discussed findings on the IMI tend to support 

this position as well. Males generally are viewed as 

stronger and more dominant than females. That leaves 

females generally to be perceived as less strong, less 

dominant and more agreeable, if they speak first. Relying 
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on these stereotypes is schematic thinking and it appears to 

occur regardless of subjects' own gender schema appraisal. 

Generally speaking, it can be said that there is no 

real difference between schematic and aschematic subjects' 

family of origin environments. Based on the demographic 

information obtained from the subjects, both groups of 

subjects came from identical cultural environments, and it 

is reasonable that these homes were equivalent in terms of 

the FES scales. That is, regardless of whether a person 

describes himself/herself as schematic or aschematic on the 

BSRI, the families in which they were raised appear to be 

rated approximately the same on the FES by the subjects in 

this study. There were, however, two cases which provided 

exceptions to this generalization, the dimensions of 

Conflict and Achievement. 

Aschematic female and schematic male subjects rated the 

amount of conflict in their families of origin higher than 

did the schematic females and aschematic males. Both 

schematic males and aschematic females have high masculine 

characteristics and perceive more conflict in their families 

than do persons who have high feminine characteristics 

(schematic females and aschematic males). Hence, the two 

groups of subjects who reported most conflict in their 

families have either a preference for an inequality in 

influencing strategies which favors a strong aschematic 

females or an aversion to a that specific inequality 
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(schematic males). Support for this may be inferred by the 

results which reflect aschematic females most liked the 

female character using a strong strategy and the male 

character using a weak strategy, and schematic males 

reported liking these two strategies the least. 

On the dimension of Achievement, a significant main 

effect was found for sex of subject. Male subjects reported 

that achievement was emphasized more in their families than 

did female subjects. This by itself is not surprising. The 

literature is replete with studies using the FES which have 

similar findings. What is somewhat surprising is that 

female aschematic subjects did not differ significantly from 

female schematic subjects on this variable. It suggests 

that although female subjects may see themselves as 

differing on a gender schema dimension, e.g., schematic or 

aschematic, their families of origin viewed them as females 

(generic). 

Bem writes at great length about how to raise gender-

aschematic children and states that in order to succeed at 

this endeavor, one must " undermine the dominant ideology 

before it can undermine theirs... they must manage somehow to 

inoculate their child against gender-schematic processing" 

(Bem, 1984, pp. 213-214). These subjects came from 

essentially traditional, middle-class homes and yet, some 

influence, apparently influenced their schematic processing 

(for aschematic females, anyway). Based on the results of 
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this study, it remains uncertain whether family of origin 

factors influence gender schema processing. 

The analyses regarding the ACL classification of script 

characters and subjects ratings of likability of those 

characters produced some interesting results. Generally, 

schematic females and aschematic males were similar in their 

ratings. They both like the script characters best in the 

neutral/neutral scenario. The schematic females were still 

influenced by who spoke first, giving Kevin lower ratings on 

ACL as schematic when the female spoke first. They also 

reported liking Kevin the most in this scenario. 

In the neutral strategies, both groups of subjects 

rated Kevin and Sarah as least schematic. It is interesting 

to note that even in the neutral/neutral scenario, subjects 

who expressed the most liking for the script characters, did 

not break the stereotypic perceptions of male and females 

attributions, that is, they rated both characters as male or 

female schematic. This is quite remarkable, considering 

that over half the subjects were aschematic by their own 

self-attributions. 

In a paradoxical manner, aschematic females rated the 

female script character as highest on liking when she was 

strong, and rated the male script character as highest on 

liking when he was weak. The interest here, is that the 

schematic males rated these script characters (male/weak, 

female/strong) as aschematic. These aschematic ratings were 
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the only ones in the entire analysis. It is also 

interesting that aschematic females indicated that these 

combinations are what they liked the best and the schematic 

males rated this combination as least liked. 

Across the many analyses which were conducted in this 

study, there have been sufficient indicators to suggest that 

strong stereotypic perceptions regarding male/female 

interactions exist among male and female subjects. These 

patterns of perceptions lend support to Gilbert's (1987) 

position regarding frequent collusion between males and 

females in close relationships. Collusion between the sexes 

occurs when endorsement of stereotypic patterns replaces the 

actual behavior or traits of an individual. 

Specifically, collusion exists to maintain stereotypic 

social relationships and subsequent interactions (Gilbert, 

1987). In this regard, Hoffman and Hurst (1990), Bem (1984) 

and Gilbert (1987) may actually be correct in their 

assessment that gender schema guides interactions and helps 

to maintain relationship expectancies that preserve the 

accuracy of that gender schema. At least in this study, 

results suggest that subjects, regardless of self-attributed 

gender ratings, perceived others predominantly through a 

culturally accepted gender schematic template. 

This cultural gender schematic template appears to have 

three effects. First, it may act to foster stereotypic 

perceptions of male/female interactions in close 
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relationships, when acitual interactions are similar to 

perceived patterns. in these instances, a cultural template 

enhances subjects' abilities to accurately perceive 

male/female interactions. This is similar to the default 

option of stereotypes as described by Futoran and Wyer 

(1986). 

Second, a cultural gender schematic template may act as 

a barrier, preventing subjects from accurately discerning 

male/female interaction styles in close relationships. This 

leads to faulty attributions of script characters and lends 

support to the notion of collusion between the sexes. For 

example, in general, across subjects sex and BSRI ratings 

results indicated that if a female uses a weak strategy and 

speaks first then a male will appear more dominant and less 

submissive than does the female. In this regard, collusion 

may in specific instances of male/female interactions serve 

to nullify differences between gender schematic subjects of 

the same sex as well as differences between the sexes. 

The subjects appraisal in many instances was generally 

approving of gender-schematic behavior and disapproving of 

gender-aschematic behavior. Female script characters were 

frequently perceived as more social (first speak more 

agreeable) and submissive, providing the male script 

character was perceived as stronger. This is, almost 

verbatim, the description used by Balswick (1988) to 
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describe traditional patterns of interactions, which Gilbert 

(1987) suggested are indicative of collusive patterns. 

Komarovsky (1962) reported that males identify the 

expression of certain emotions as lacking masculinity, one 

of these being weakness. Perhaps this is why so many male 

subjects rated the weak scenario as more dominant than the 

neutral. It very well may be that a weak strategy can be 

construed as still fighting; that is, not giving in, where a 

neutral strategy is laden with compromise. Therefore, 

neutral is not seen as dominant, as strong, as a weak male 

strategy. If this is the case, then collusion really does 

impact negatively on both sexes, not just because it 

disguises reality, but because it prevents growth. 

And third, a cultural gender schematic template may 

serve as a banner to raise resistance against cultural 

expectations of appropriate male/female interactions. 

Resistance of this template, on occasion, serves to 

highlight reality, as was the case when aschematic subjects 

had fewer misclassifications of script characters than 

schematic subjects. On the other hand, utter rejection of 

this cultural gender schematic template may foster 

paradoxically similar behavior in those individuals who use 

it to reverse a double standard. This was found to be the 

case in the analyses regarding ACL classification and 

likability of script characters based on the strategies they 

used. 
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Results in this study suggest that female aschematic 

subjects best liked a female who interacted in a highly 

masculine way (female strong strategy) and a male who 

interacted in highly feminine way (weak male strategy). All 

other subject groups (male aschematics, female schematic and 

male schematics), reported liking this female strategy the 

least with notably lower ratings by schematic males for the 

weak male strategy. 

To be non-stereotypic or non-collusive in male/female 

interactions, some women find that they must resort to the 

very behavioral patterns they profess to detest in men. If 

these data describe a reality beyond this paradigm, it may 

be a transient cohorts That is, the current generation of 

women may view inter-gender interactions in conflicting 

terms. Striving for equality in a culture which still 

sanctions "male dominance" may foster a preference for a 

reversal inequality as a reactive phenomena. This 

preference may decrease as inter-gender equality becomes 

more of the cultural norm. If this is the case, possibly 

the dislike of inequality (strong female-weak male) 

expressed by the schematic male also may weaken. 

In sum, culture gender schematic templates are more 

complex than stereotypes. These templates take into account 

roles and cultural rules and may prompt adjustments in 

individuals' perceptions of male/female interactions. Where 

gender stereotypes can be over-ridden by more congruent 
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information, or weighted as a component, cultural gender 

schematic templates may at times actually prevent the 

weighing of incongruent aspects of male/female interactions. 

Much as Hilton and Fein (1989) suggested, individuating 

information is tempered by the power of stereotypic 

information. It appears that the act of tempering 

information often involves a cultural gender schematic 

template which emphasizes male power. Use of this template 

to maintain a male power base is, by definition, collusion 

between the sexes. At the present time, resistance to use 

of this cultural gender schematic template frequently takes 

the form of reverse bias. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Limitations 

Perhaps the most apparent limitation of this study was 

that the population used in this study was very homogeneous, 

and therefore generalizability is somewhat limited. The 

sample in this study had very little variance in terms of 

age, socio-economic status, religious affiliation, 

educational background and family of origin. The entire 

sample was reared since the feminist movement, and 

therefore, we can only speculate regarding differences in 

perceptions across cohorts and generations. Without 

replication and a longitudinal study to verify the results 

of this study, the results of this study must be considered 

in regard to this restricted population and not generalized 

beyond it. 

The second limitation of this study was that this study 

only considered a social decision making process in close 

relationships. No generalizations can therefore be made to 

situations outside the particular setting in which the 

transactions occurred. This means that in order to clearly 

make a statement regarding any situations other than close 

relationships, these scenarios and inventories would have to 

be redesigned to reflect another circumstance (for example, 

a business environment). 

105 
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A third limitation of the study is that due to nature 

of the scenarios themselves, the exact same ordering of 

statements could not occur across all scenarios. What this 

means is while each set of scenarios was identical in terms 

of testing for who spoke first, the scenarios did differ 

slightly based on the combination of strategies used. There 

were 9 sets of scenarios (SS, SW, SN, NN, NS, NW, WW, WN, 

WS) and five scenarios where each of the strategies appeared 

in some combination. Essentially, what this means is that 

there was some variance that could be attributed to the 

difference of wording in scenarios. For any given script 

and any one strategy, however, across scenarios all ratings 

of the IMI factors, ACL, and the FES were within 1 standard 

deviation of each other. This suggests that any variation 

among scenarios was insignificant in terms of affecting 

subjects ratings. The scenarios used in this study, 

however, were generated to depict particular effects within 

particular settings. In order to generalize beyond these 

individual situations a variety of scenarios would have to 

be tested. 

A final limitation of this study is that it is the 

first of its kind in terms of measuring schematic 

perceptions of influencing strategies. Caution needs to be 

taken in generalizing beyond this study until sufficient 

evidence validates these findings. This would require a 

replication. 
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Future research should consider the above stated 

limitations and extend this research to other populations. 

In addition, other interpersonal decision-making situations 

should be considered, such as a financial decision making 

process or business collaboration. Focusing research 

endeavors on these extensions would permit greater 

generalization and better understanding of collusive 

patterns across domains of interactions. 

Social Implications 

The above cited limitations not withstanding, there are 

several social implications of this study. First, it would 

appear that our culture is in a time of transition, where 

some females express attitudes which reflect non-traditional 

preferences for male/female influencing strategies. That 

is, some women tend to perceive most favorably, situations 

where there is a strong/female and weak/male. 

Stereotypically, the preference has always been for a 

strong/male and weak/female. That at least one quarter of 

the subjects (aschematic females) sampled expressed a 

preference for the strong/female weak/male reflects a 

difference from traditional stereotypes. This deviation in 

preference from cultural norms suggests that social values 

are changing, at least for some people. Whether one 

construes these changes as an identification with the 

oppressor, a transient cohort or an assertion of previously 
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dormant strong influencing tendencies, the social 

implications for a change in male/female interactions 

seemingly exist. The changing values are bound to affect 

intimate relationships, career-paths, child-rearing 

practices, lifestyles and personal growth and development 

for both men and women. The future will reveal exactly how 

this reversed view will impact on relationships in 

particular, and our culture in general. If future research 

validates these findings, clinicians may find that exploring 

couples schematic processing and perceptions of influencing 

strategies aids in increasing clients understanding of their 

expectations of partner's behavior in close relationships. 

Second, it would appear that for some women who speaks 

first in the conversation has a tremendous impact on 

perceptions of dominance, agreeableness, submission, 

likability and gender schema attributions. For these 

(gender schematic) women, speaking first and taking a strong 

or neutral position has the effect of making the male 

involved in the dialogue appear submissive and less 

dominant. These women do not perceive an egalitarian 

relationship as equal, they perceive it as a situation where 

the woman is dominant over the man. What is interesting is 

that while these (schematic) women acknowledged that they 

liked best a neutral/neutral scenario, they also stated that 

in this scenario the woman appeared as more dominant and 

less submissive than the man. How a woman perceives herself 
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as wielding so much power in terms of her ability to control 

how a man appears regarding specific characteristics like 

dominance, agreeableness and submissive is exactly what the 

study of collusion addresses. It is evident that a man has 

a restricted range of acceptable behavior, but it becomes 

even more apparent that the woman frequently accepts the 

responsibility of maintaining the illusion of his dominance, 

strength and control. As the changing patterns of mens' and 

womens' roles continues, it is hoped that these collusive 

relationships will diminish and men and women will deal with 

each other on a more equitable basis. 

In summary, there are four major conclusions of this 

research: 

(1) Who speaks first in a dialogue appears to be a cue 

to gender schematic women regarding perceptions of 

dominance, agreeableness and submissiveness in male/female 

interactions. 

(2) There appears to be a growing cohort of women who 

prefer in decision-making interactions a strong/female and a 

weak/male pattern. This is the reverse of traditional 

stereotypic behavioral patterns, and as such may be 

construed as reverse bias. 

(3) In order to ensure that a man will not appear as 

submissive to a woman, the man may use any influencing 

strategy he wants, but the woman must use a weak strategy. 
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If the female uses any strategy other than weak, the male is 

perceived as equally or more submissive. 

(4) Regardless of how we rate ourselves in terms of 

gender schematic processing, it appears that at least in 

close relationships, there is a cultural gender template 

which guides appraisals of others' interactions. This 

template may actually prevents accurate evaluation of 

others' behavior and may in fact foster collusive behavior 

in close relationships. 
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The power of socially prescribed roles which shape our 

attitudes, our behavior, and even our sense of self is, 

perhaps, nowhere more evident than in cultural 

manifestations of male and female gender roles, norms, and 

values. Through repetition and rehearsal in social 

situations, these ideas are strengthened and schema are 

developed which result in preconceived notions about how 

males and females differ (Bem, 1984). Such differences are 

referred to as gender stereotypes. 

Gender stereotypes can be described as beliefs which 

are often no more than overgeneralizations, yet seem to 

affect social interactions and interpretations that can lead 

to exaggerations. Stereotypes, in fact, support 

exaggerations (Myers, 1990) and some research (Gilbert, 

1987; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990) suggests that cultural 

expectations maintain subtle, yet widespread bias which is 

frequently reflected in perceived gender differences. In 

close relationships, expectations for culturally appropriate 

gender interactions may reveal these exaggerated 

stereotypes, which at one time expressed basic human needs 

and conditions. 

Close relationships provide a context for the 

expression of human basic needs and values by providing 

experiences of security, power, unity and separateness 

(McAdams, 1988). Many expressions of needs and values can 

be almost universally characterized by trait descriptors 
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(adjectives) which have been shown to have predominately 

male or female attributions (Williams & Best, 1972). For 

example, nurturance may be described as gentle, caring, 

tender and affectionate, all of which denote a feminine 

quality; while aggression may be described as dominating and 

forceful, denoting a more masculine quality. These 

attributes often develop and help create gender-based 

stereotypes (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). Although some 

literature has suggested that gender-schema biases are not 

used as primary source discriminative cues (Locksley, 1982), 

recent empirical findings (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990) suggest 

that gender-based stereotypes remain alive and well, however 

subtle they may appear. 

It may very well be that the balance of power within 

relationships becomes most evident in gender-based 

stereotypic perceptions of influencing strategies used by 

each partner. That is, if persons operate from a gender-

schematic view, traditional male/female expectations for 

interaction may override actual partner behavior and result 

in distortions that maintain previously held schema. If 

this is true, then the notion that the sexes collude in 

order to maintain the current social balance of power may 

involve some kind of gender-schema which defines our 

culture-gender interactions. 

The present study will attempt to more fully understand 

the impact interpersonal collusion and gender schema in 
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close relationships have on the perception of influencing 

strategies used in those relationships. This review 

addressing each of these areas: gender-schema, influencing 

styles and collusion in close relationships. First, the 

literature regarding early social development as it relates 

to gender schema in close relationships is discussed. This 

first section also discusses schema in attitude formation, 

social attitudes and stereotypes, and finally, gender schema 

theory. The second section presents a review of the 

influencing strategy literature, as it pertains to close 

relationships. Finally, the third section considers the 

theoretical and empirical support for the concept of 

collusion in close relationships. In this way, the 

literature involving gender-schema, influencing strategies 

and collusion in close relationships serves as the 

foundation on which this current empirical study is based. 

Attitudes and Social Development 

An attitude is a 

mental structure and neural state of readiness, 
organized through experience, exerting directive 
or dynamic influence upon the individual's 
response to all objects and situations with 
which it is related. (Allport, 1935, pp. 110) 

Attitudes towards others develop very early in life, and 

have been expressed as a basic social constructs (Kelly, 

1972). The way in which children interact at preschool ages 

has been shown to be indicative of social attitudes and 
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adjustment ten years later (Dodge, 1983). But even more 

importantly, much research has concluded that as children, 

individuals are taught to have certain attitudes toward 

social interactions. 

For example, children can acquire positive and negative 

attitudes toward various social groups because they are 

exposed to such views from their parents and others (Weigel, 

Lomas & Sojas, 1980). Another explanation pertaining to 

attitude formation is that children are specifically 

trained, that is rewarded, for expressing positive or 

negative attitudes towards others (Skevington, 1980). 

Empirical studies have identified numerous early 

developmental and environmental factors that impinge on 

later interactions in close relationships. Waters and Deane 

(1982) suggested that mother-infant ties, affective levels 

in family of origin, stability of emotional attachments 

during stressful times, as well as other developmental 

factors impinge on an individual's later ability to maintain 

close relationships. Coie, Dodge and Kupersmidt (1987) 

suggested that there are behavioral correlates and 

antecedents of peer sociometric status, which are explicitly 

developmental in nature. Many of the developmental factors 

are closely related to gender differences in behavior. 

An interesting experiment was conducted by Cantrell and 

Prinz (1984) who found that withdrawal from peers was 

strongly related to negative status (only among boys in the 
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third through six grades) and resulted in peer rejection. 

Further, Coie et al. (1987) concluded that gender 

differences appear early in school years in terms of 

acceptable behavior. Aggression is less central to girls' 

behavior and acceptance, but is more important to boys' 

peer acceptance of one another. In contrast, fulfilling 

certain social obligations is more central to girls' status. 

Dodge (1983) developed a social information processing 

model that explains various levels of social competence in 

children. This model involves encoding processes, 

representation processes, response search processes, 

response decision processes and an enactment process which 

leads to a behavioral response. Fundamental to the 

operation of this model is the assumption that biologically 

determined capabilities and previous environmental factors 

serve as an information source that combines with previous 

and current data bases (values and norms) and social cues 

(present situation) to form a foundation upon which all 

encoding occurs. This process may occur extremely quickly 

and at a non-conscious level. Only when situations are 

highly problematic does conscious processing occur. These 

transactions involve a set of goals and a memory store. 

Inferential processes develop as the child's exposure to 

social situations increases and correspondingly the memory 

store attached to these interactions (Dodge, 1983). Thus, 

the child develops social attitudes. The impact of early 
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learning on attitudes expressed as an adult will be 

considered in this study, and exeumined through the use of 

the Family Environment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1981). 

A cursory review of the most prominent and current 

research in social developmental psychology tends to support 

the position that early learning helps form attitudes 

towards gender role socialization, but the above cited 

social developmental explanations do not sufficiently 

explain how attitudes are maintained or extended in the 

presence of non-consistent information and non-

reinforcement. Why are some attitudes more resistant, at 

times seemingly impermeable, to change? In order to more 

fully understand how early learning influences individuals' 

attitudes in close relationships, and in particular the 

expected behaviors in close relationships, a further area of 

social-cognitive literature needs to be examined. 

Schema in Attitudes 

A concept of cognitive schema may help explain the 

resistance to change of some attitudes. The concept of 

schema was introduced by Bartlett (1932), and has been 

extensively studied in general, although its application to 

attitudes has only been investigated in recent years 

(Fiedler, 1982). Schema can account for the characteristics 

of inferential recall that occur during reconstruction. 

Inferential recall is the cognitive process of recalling 
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information that is not completely accessible to the 

individual, by filling in those portions not accessible with 

probable or likely information. In this way, inferential 

recall relies on some type of prestablished mental 

representation, and provides faster access to knowledge than 

actual detailed analysis of the current circumstances. It 

has been suggested that these pre-established mental 

representations are schema (Fiedler, 1982). 

Various definitions of schema have been offered. 

Nelson (1983) suggested that schema are produced as a result 

of diverse elements which are related cognitively in a 

holistic structure through association of different types of 

relationships. Houston (1983) stated that schema refer to 

organized bodies of information that an individual has about 

some action, concept, event, or other segment of knowledge. 

Fiske and Linville (1980) suggested that schema can be 

defined as richly interconnected networks of information 

that pertain to various concepts. Kelly (1972) offered that 

schema are frequently used by the individual in 

idiosyncratic ways, as a basis for making judgments and 

recalling information over time. 

In an attempt to more clearly define the properties of 

schema, Rumelhart and Ortany (1977) posited four primary 

features of schema. First, schema include variables, both 

obligatory and optional. Second, schema may be embedded 

within one another. Third, schema are generic concepts that 
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may vary according to their level of abstraction. And 

fourth, schema represent knowledge rather than definitions. 

While Rumelhart and Ortany's features refer to schema, in 

general, the same features may be applied to schema 

regarding attitudes. Before specifically considering 

attitude schema, however, it is necessary to understand the 

impact of schema on recall, distortion and inference. 

The personal use of schema in the processing of new 

information was studied by Bartlett (1932). In this classic 

study, Bartlett (1932) had subjects read a story "The War of 

the Ghosts," which did not fit well into their cultural 

schema. Therefore, it was hypothesized that most people 

would find the story to be rather bizarre. Results 

indicated that, during recall subjects distorted the story 

to fit into their own cultural schemes. Furthermore, the 

number of reported distortions increased with time. 

Bartlett concluded that distortions in recall occur because 

individuals process incoming information in terms of 

existing schema. 

Evidence has been found which adds validity to 

Bartlett's contentions. As an example, Sulin and Dooling 

(1974) presented a horror story to subjects. When asked to 

recall the story, subjects reconstructed the plot to conform 

to personal and previously existing schema. These 

researchers concluded that elements of this story that were 

consistent with the subjects' previous experience were 
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recalled accurately. Portions of this story, however, that 

were inconsistent with their previous schema were recalled 

inaccurately or omitted. Similar to Barlett's results, the 

longer the delay between initial presentation and requested 

recall the more likely the subject was to add details from 

his/her personal schema. Sulin and Dooling (1974) concluded 

that the longer the delay in requested recall, the more the 

subjects relied on inferences made from existing schema, and 

the more likely those inferences would distort the actual 

information to fit pre-existing schema. 

Kelly (1972) suggested that distortions occur not just 

in verbal or visual processing, but in relationship to 

schema regarding attitudinal attributions as well. Basic to 

recent work in attitudes and attribution is the assumption 

that individuals classify others as members of meaningful 

social categories (schema). Then individuals use their 

knowledge associated with these schema to interpret an 

individual's behavior and form attitudes towards that person 

(Cohen,1983; Fiske, Etcoff & Ruderman,1978). 

Regardless of the nature of the interaction, frequently 

individuals spontaneously form initial personality 

impressions, which demand that inferences be made (Park & 

Judd, 1989). These inferences involve personality judgments 

that are abstracted from observed behavior. Results of some 

research suggested that a greater percentage of the variance 

in person perception lies in the eyes of the beholder (the 
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judge) than in the target's actual attributes (Bourne, 

1977). For example. Park's (1986) results suggested that 

there was greater overlap in the descriptions provided by a 

single judge of two targets than in two judges' description 

of a common target. That is, the same judge will make more 

similar assessments of different targets' behavior than will 

two independent judges of a single target. In essence, what 

is feuniliar to a person may frequently be what is 

subsequently perceived. In addition. Park's results also 

suggested that the more similar the targets' behavior to 

self-rated traits of observers, the more likely those traits 

will be observed in target behavior, and more accurately 

rated. 

Another interesting point concerning attitude schema 

was made by Judd and Kuluk (1980). These researchers 

reported on the bipolar distribution of recall information 

in a learning paradigm that was based on previously 

established schema. Subjects were asked to make 

agree/disagree ratings on 54 attitude statements regarding 

three different issues. Later, subjects were asked to 

recall the specific items and issues they had rated. When 

subjects strongly agreed with information presented, 

accuracy in recall was the highest. Information that was 

consistent with previously held attitude statements was most 

quickly and accurately recalled. Recall of attitude 

statements that were rated strongly disagree was higher than 
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slightly agree/disagree, but not as high as strongly agree 

items. 

As a result. Park and Judd (1989) suggested that these 

findings were evidence of the bipolar nature of attitude 

schema on the retrieval of information pertaining to social 

attitudes. This result may account for why some attitudes 

are so resistant to change and how attitudes persevere 

without apparent reinforcement. If new information does not 

adequately coincide with schema, it is frequently either 

distorted, forgotten, or recalled because it is so 

different. Perhaps when radically novel information 

contradicts certain prestablished schema, remembering the 

novel information in some way reinforces the old schema. In 

this way, schema may endure and reinforce stereotypes and 

the schema which supports it. 

Understanding how schema and stereotyping interact is 

essential to the development of a theory of gender-schema 

which states that schematic persons rely heavily on genders-

schema when making inferences. These inferences are 

frequently derived based on cultural stereotypes. 

Therefore, a detailed review of attitude schema and 

stereotyping is necessary before proceeding, with the 

literature on gender-schema. 

When schema involve attitudes, this polarization 

process of incorporating new information may actually 

reinforce certain previously held attitudes. While the 
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bipolar nature of schema has long been understood (Bartlett, 

1932), it is only in recent years that a model has been 

proposed that accounts for this process in interpersonal 

attitudes. A model that accounts for the bipolar nature of 

information processing (Differential Accessibility Plus 

Contradictions Model) has been proposed by Cohen (1983). 

In this model, highly associated attributions are found 

more quickly and confidently than attributions that are not 

necessarily true of a category member. Likewise, for 

explicit contradictions found between an attitude schema and 

an attribution, quick rejection with high confidence in 

judgment occurs because the subject rules out the 

possibility that a stimulus with such an attribution can be 

a member of said schema. Subjects take longer to reject 

attributions, however, if there is some degree of 

association between the attribution and the attitudinal 

schema. This model attempts to account for attributions 

that are quickly accepted, quickly rejected and those 

attributions that appear to be contradictions. But it does 

not address the perceiver's attitude (emotional response) 

towards a person who does not fit into existing schema. 

In another recent study (Lanzetta & Englis 1989) 

results indicated that the nature of the observers' 

vicarious emotional responses are determined in part by 

their expectations regarding the nature of a social 

interaction. The authors concluded that when subjects have 
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expectations regarding the likely outcome contingencies, 

those expectations affect the nature of their vicarious 

emotional response in a manner similar to exposing them to 

actual competitively or cooperatively structured situations. 

Frequently, many expectations are confirmed by actual 

outcomes (Lanzetta & Englis, 1989). These expectancies, 

affective responses and anticipated outcomes are presumed to 

be based on previous experience, considered by some 

researchers (Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell & Kardes, 1986) to 

involve automatic processing of information. 

The assumption of Fazio et al. research is that only 

with well-learned attitudes would there be an expectation of 

automatic activation of attitudes. This automation is 

dependent on the strength of the association between the 

present object and a previously established attitude. Their 

findings indicate that affect can be activated automatically 

from memory in the same way that semantic knowledge is 

activated. 

The activation of attitudes, however, does not occur 

the same for all persons. Given the same situations, even 

the same attitudes, group members appear to process relevant 

information differently than non-members (Schaller & Maass, 

1989). An illusory correlation may occur that is 

differentially sensitive to various processes. That is, 

perceivers tend to overassociate the salient individual with 

the frequent rather than infrequent class of behavior. This 
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initial impression then biases the encoding of subsequent 

information, resulting in information congruent with the 

first impression being more easily accepted than incongruent 

information (Schaller & Maass, 1989). 

When forming an attitude towards another person or 

social event many inferences extend to life-style or 

personality and rely on personal knowledge that involves 

idiosyncratic categorization (schema). Cohen (1983) 

suggested that developing social attitudes towards others is 

based on personal knowledge which may not follow the same 

logical pattern individuals use in making inferences about 

concrete definitional type knowledge. For instance, 

personal social attitudes are based on idiosyncratic 

understandings and are organized through personal experience 

(schema), not factual and universally concluded knowledge. 

The very nature of attitude schema permits 

contradictory information to be considered in idiosyncratic 

terms. The individual must weigh slightly or very 

discrepant information and make a judgment based on personal 

experience and attitude schema. Cohen (1983) emphasized 

that because of the unique way in which they are formed, 

attitude schema may be more enduring than other kinds of 

schema. Much research (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990; Bem, 1984) 

has suggested that gender differences are intricately 

attached to attitude schema and influence the way 

individuals perceive social interaction in close 
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relationships. These perceptions are often reliant on 

social stereotypes. 

Social-schema formation and maintenance are intimately 

interwoven with an individual's idea of social stereotypes. 

Stereotypes will be influential whenever evidence fails to 

provide capacity for clear judgment (Bodenhausen & 

Liechtenstein, 1987). Specifically, these researchers found 

that stereotypic preconceptions are more likely to be 

encoded and integrated into mental representations than 

evidence that is contradicting the stereotype, and 

therefore, better recalled. In this way, stereotypes can 

bias judgment and subsequent recall performance. Chaplin, 

John and Goldberg (1988) showed that individual perceivers 

differentiate between state and trait attributions on a 

basis that conforms to specifically held stereotypic images. 

In other words, when behavior appears contrary to 

expectations, individuals frequently assess the behavior as 

a state rather than a trait, thereby maintaining original 

schema. This is consistent with traditional learning and 

cognitive literature that states stereotypes are used as 

means of simplifying complex judgment tasks. 

There is a plethora of research that assumes first 

impression of an individual are based on the knowledge of 

sex of target. Much of this research (Lakoff, 1975; Mulac & 

Rudd, 1977; Ruble, 1983; William & Bennet, 1975) has shown 

that many less desirable qualities are more frequently 
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attributed to women than to men, even under identical 

circumstances. Zahn (1989), however, has argued against 

this past research. He states that in speech effects, 

raters did not make stereotypic evaluations of men and women 

speakers. Further, his results indicated that regardless of 

raters attitudes (conservative, contempory or liberal) 

towards women, these attitudes had no significant impact on 

the evaluations of either male or female speakers. Zahn 

concluded that stereotypes may have little impact on the 

evaluation process as it occurs when raters are not overtly 

asked to rate on the basis of sex, or when sex is not a 

salient feature. These results seem congruent with those of 

Schaller and Maass (1989) who maintain that the degree of 

association between a stimulus and an attitude is 

proportional to the probability that a schema or stereotype 

will be used. That is, only well-learned, highly salient 

stereotypes will be accessed in the evaluation process 

which, in the Zahn study, did not include sex of target 

speaker. Zahn maintained that his results, similar to other 

research findings (e.g., Mischel, 1974), suggested that 

stereotypic thinking is not based solely on sex, but on 

other factors as well, like occupation, success and power. 

Deaux and Lewis (1984) investigated the structure of 

gender stereotypes and the inter-relationships among 

components of that structure. Assuming that gender 

stereotypes are one particular instance of more general 
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cognitive process, the authors suggest that stereotypes are 

neither negative nor positive, but rather are a process of 

interpreting prexisting cognitive information. Deaux and 

Lewis suggest that there are two cluster of traits, 

expressiveness and instrumentality, that divide the gender 

stereotype concept. Their understanding of stereotypes is 

taken from gender stereotype research. Males are considered 

competent and rational; women are associated with warmth and 

expressiveness (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clark & 

Rosenkrantz, 1972; Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1975). 

Essentially, Deaux and Lewis (1984) developed a two 

component formulation that, while not exclusively male or 

female, attempts to account for the attributions made about 

gender traits based on information and knowledge about the 

target. The notion here is that stereotypes are attached to 

a number of schema, and when a stereotype is accessed, other 

related schema also will be accessed. 

Results of Deaux and Lewis's investigation indicated 

that gender stereotypes consist of a number of separate and 

independent components, but when one component is accessed, 

subjects use that information to infer the existence of 

other gender-related characteristics that are consistent 

with the initial information. In general, however, specific 

traits or role behavior information exerts greater influence 

on subjects attitudes than does a gender label. These 

results are consistent with the findings of Zahn (1989), who 
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suggested that factors other than gender impact more greatly 

than do knowledge of target's sex or sex stereotypes in 

general. 

Anderson and Klatzky (1987) suggested that there is a 

difference between traits and social stereotypes. Trait 

categories are highly idiosyncratic to the target person and 

generally non-predictive of group members behavior, whereas 

social stereotypes are informative and rich, and may include 

trait characteristics within them. For example, a trait 

category defined by only sex may be too inclusive (e.g., 

woman) to activate stereotypic attitudes, whereas a social 

stereotype (e.g., housewife or mother) may be more effective 

in accessing an attitude. Finally, Anderson and Klatzky 

concluded that social categorization by means of stereotypes 

probably takes place in the middle range of familiarity, 

when categorical judgments are feasible, but not so much so 

as to invalidate the stereotypic inferences based on a 

specific stereotype. 

Futoran and Wyer (1986) found that the influence of 

gender-related information in job candidacy was significant 

in the subjects judgment regarding suitability for a job. 

But gender information did not significantly affect the 

subjects' trait ratings of target candidate. Results of 

this study suggested that gender-stereotyping probably 

interacts with other information, much like a trait, and is 

combined with other available information by subjects when 
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making judgments regarding a target's behavior or potential 

behavior. 

Futoran and Wyer suggested that gender-stereotypes can 

function in three distinct ways. First, as heuristics in 

extremely complex tasks. Second, stereotypes can serve as 

default options when extremely limited behavioral and gender 

information is available. Or third, stereotypes may act as 

a component factor, that is weighted, and can be overridden 

by more pertinent or congruent information. This last 

position appears congruent with the findings and conclusions 

of Anderson and Klatzsy (1987) and is supported by the 

findings of Hilton and Fein (1989). 

Hilton and Fein (1989) concluded that individuating 

information is more important than gender stereotypic 

information when social judgment tasks are involved. Even 

nondiagnostic information that was also individuating has 

been shown to greatly influence and even dominate judgment 

(Locksley, 1980). 

The point that Hilton and Fein make is that there is a 

distinct difference in how subjects use categorical and 

individuating data about a target's behavior. Specifically, 

perceivers do not ignore individuating information, nor do 

they always suspend their stereotypic schema when 

individuating behavior is available. Rather, in social 

decisions, there is an interaction between these two kinds 

of information that is tempered by relative power of the 
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individuating and stereotype information. Hilton and Fein 

contend that when individuating information enables better 

(more critical) judgments, its influence over the decision 

process increases. But when target information is 

consistent with activated schema, the affective response 

will be more highly associated with the schema than with the 

individuating information. When individuating information 

is irrelevant, or somewhat irrelevant, category schema will 

be relied upon more heavily. It appears to be a matter of 

salience and recent research has attempted to distinguish 

factors that may elicit salience of an stereotypic attitude. 

A most recent study was conducted by Hoffman and Hurst 

(1990) who examined gender stereotypes in relation to 

perception and rationalization of schema based judgments. 

These researchers asserted that stereotypes belong to a 

class of schema that have as their goal the representation 

of reality. Hoffman and Hurst do not presume that 

stereotypes necessarily involve actual gender differences 

due primarily to sex-role differences. Instead, they offer 

that a second kind of difference exists, namely "gender-

based" differences which endure independent of sex roles. 

Gender-based stereotypes are thought to be an exaggerated 

form of real differences (distortions). 

Using scenarios that involved alien planet societies, 

Hoffman and Hurst attempted to extract subjects' biases 

about individuals that involved stereotypes based on 
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division of labor. Their research findings support the 

position that objective sex differences in personality were 

not necessary to produce stereotypes. This evidence also 

supports the idea of gender-based stereotyping, which has 

been shown to exist regardless of occupation. That is, 

even when a group member is in an atypical role, certain 

attributions are made regarding that member, which reflect a 

category-wide bias of group membership. 

Hoffman and Hurst specifically propose that regardless 

of actual role of target, there exists a gender-based 

stereotype. These gender-based stereotypes involve social 

roles, rather than occupational roles. Men are expected to 

be more agentic and women more communal; and thereby it is 

assumed that these roles involve different traits. 

Hoffman and Hurst concluded that these social 

stereotypes are largely an attempt to rationalize or justify 

the sexual division of labor. This point of view was 

espoused by Allport (1958) in which he concluded that "the 

rationalization and justification function of a stereotype 

exceeds its function as a reflector of group attitudes" (p. 

192). Further support for gender stereotypes based on 

division of labor was offered by William and Best (1982) who 

discuss the rationalization process of stereotypes in 

accounting for the division of labor. Hoffman and Hurst's 

study presented an original attempt to tap into the social 
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gender-based stereotyping that rationalizes the division of 

labor in our culture. 

The results of Hoffman and Hurst's study tend to 

support the assertion that gender-based stereotyping is, at 

least in part, an effort to rationalize division of labor. 

These authors concluded that stereotypes, while transmitted 

culturally, originate in an effort to justify or explain the 

division of labor within a society. Stereotypes are then 

maintained in order to preserve the relationship balance of 

power that fosters a distinct division of labor. 

The irony, of course, is that even though in 
many societies the original reasons for the 
division of labor ceased to be obvious or 
compelling quite some time ago, the 
traditional arrangement has tended to 
persist. (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990, p. 207). 

Gender schema theory (Bem, 1984) addresses itself to this 

ironic situation and attempts to explain how and why these 

stereotypes are maintained. Gender-schema theory was 

proposed by Sandra Bem in 1972, and is the rationale for the 

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI). Bem (1984) presented her 

theory of androgyny and gender schema theory to account for 

the apparent exaggeration in cultural differences between 

the sexes. Relying on features of both the cognitive 

developmental learning and social learning paradigms, the 

theory attempts to explain how schematic processing is 

fundamental in accounting for these cultural exaggerations. 

Specifically, gender-schematic theory states that sex-typing 

processing occurs due to a "generalized readiness to process 
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information on the basis of the sex-linked associations that 

constitute the gender schema" (p.187). 

Bem (1984) cited considerable research which has shown 

substantial support for the BSRI, which classifies subjects 

as masculine or feminine (schematic) or androgenous or 

undifferentiated (aschematic), using a median split score. 

Specifically, Bem has defined individuals who "spontaneously 

sort the items on the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) into 

gender categories when describing themselves" as gender 

schematic (Bem, 1984, p. 196). That is, individuals who are 

gender schematic have a strong tendency to code information 

about themselves and others using schema that relate 

primarily to gender. "In contrast, because they do not 

spontaneously sort the items on the BSRI into gender 

categories when describing themselves" (Bem, 1984, p. 196), 

it appears that some individuals are gender-aschematic. In 

essence, gender-aschematic individuals do not engage in the 

initial tendency to code information about themselves and 

others based on gender schema and social stereotypes. Even 

though the BSRI has evidenced sufficient validity and 

reliability (Bem, 1984), the gender-schema theory, along 

with the supporting instrument (BSRI), has received much 

criticism (Brown, 1986; Spence & Helmreich, 1981). 

The argument centers around whether the BSRI 

measures only dimensions of instrumentality (considered 

masculinity) and expressiveness (considered femininity), or 
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whether it taps into a broader range of schema that reflects 

Bem's notion of gender schema theory. The literature is 

replete with empirical studies that either support or 

disclaim both the BSRI and gender schema theory. Brown 

(1986) summed up the controversy succinctly by stating: 

Direct self-ratings on masculinity and femininity 
(permitting high scores on both) indicated that the 
scales of the BSRI...were only slightly related to 
self-assessed masculinity and femininity and might 
better be conservatively identified as tests of the 
traits of instrumental and expressive temperament. In 
this way the tests designed to assess sexual 
temperaments and androgyny were compelled to retreat 
from their original goal. (p. 343) 

Bem confronts the criticisms leveled against her gender 

schema theory offering that the BSRI was not designed to tap 

into every aspect of an individual's gender psychology. She 

suggests that the theory proposes only that schematic 

individuals will differ from aschematic individuals in how 

they measure and relate gender attributions. Bem (1984) 

reported that the gender schema theory was tested using 

latency responses on attributions. Results indicated that 

sex-typed individuals responded faster to a categorical "me" 

or "not me" ratings of BSRI items. These results are 

supported by other schema literature that suggest latency 

response is reflective of how embedded the schema is (Hilton 

& Fein, 1990). The results further suggest that aschematic 

subjects did not differ in the latency time between 

masculine, feminine and neutral items, and supports the 

contention that aschematic subjects do not operate from a 
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strongly embedded gender schema. These findings have been 

replicated by other researchers as well (e.g.. Mills, 1983). 

An interesting finding of these efforts, however, showed 

mixed results on latency responses of those subjects who 

were cross-sex typed (female subjects who score high 

masculine and male subjects who scored high feminine) 

indicating that these individuals do have some degree of 

gender schematic processing. 

Some of the early research in gender schema (Markus, 

1977) attempted to isolate individuals who developed schema 

regarding themselves in a particular area, as well as 

individuals who did not have self-schema regarding the same 

particular domain. An effort was made to determine how 

self-schema influenced the interpretation of information 

about oneself. Results indicated that there were systematic 

differences between the two groups (schematics and 

aschematics) in regard to how the information they received 

about themselves was processed, recalled and interpreted. 

The schematic group endorsed items in a self-rating task 

that reflected a clustering of attributions all related to a 

particular schema. Aschematic persons, on the other hand, 

endorsed a variety of items regarding themselves which did 

not cluster into particular schema categories. Specifically, 

those with self-schema regarding "independence," for 

example, took less time processing and had better recall of 

items endorsed in that schema than subjects who did not have 
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a self-schema endorsing this trait. Furthermore, aschematic 

subjects did not differ in their processing time of negative 

or positive traits, that is, they appeared to be less 

polarized in their thinking regarding themselves in this 

domain. Markus' (1977) research supports the contention 

that not all persons have a subjective position on every 

dimension of behavior, and this position has been validated 

by other researchers (e.g., Bem & Allen, 1974; Kelly, 1955). 

In addition, Markus further proposed that there exists 

a correspondence between self-categorization and overt 

behavior, which depends largely on the mediating self-

schema. The implication is that subjects will use 

information about their own behavior to make inferences 

about their attitudes only when behavior appears to be 

related to their self-schema. More recent research has 

extended this line of reasoning to incorporate the process 

of making social inferences about others (Bem, 1984; Martin, 

1987). 

As social perceivers, systematic error (illusory 

correlations) frequently occur when judgments are made about 

others (Martin, 1987). This is particularly evident in 

gender schema, where overestimation of particular traits are 

attributed on the basis of sex group membership. Martin 

proposed that the accuracy of stereotypes is determined by 

comparing trait endorsement of others to the trait 

endorsement of self. Using the Bem Sex Role Inventory 
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(BSRI), but with a self-derived diagnostic ratio scoring 

procedure, Martin (1987) found results that supported her 

contention. "For both masculine and feminine traits, 

estimates for stereotypic-consistent judgments tended to be 

higher than for non-consistent judgments" (p. 496) and 

"where even a small difference was found in actual 

endorsement [between subjects ascribing or not ascribing 

particular traits to themselves], large differences were 

assumed to exist according to subjects' stereotypes" (p. 

497). In other words, for those subjects who differed in 

their attribution of a trait (either high or low 

endorsement) the tendency was to correspondingly over

estimate the presence or absence of that trait in the 

target's behavior. A specific result of this research found 

that female traits were more highly over-estimated than male 

traits. While there is no empirical or theoretical support 

for why this should occur, Martin suggested that agentic 

traits may be more salient, and therefore more accurately 

recalled. 

Martin concluded that individuals may form expectations 

based on the assumption that because the sexes differ in a 

few ways, they also differ in many other ways. She offered 

that schema theory accounts for the biases in encoding, 

retrieval and attribution. Finally, based upon her research 

findings, she asserted that sex stereotypes are inaccurate 

because they exaggerate cultural sex differences. Other 
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research findings (Bem, 1981) supported the gender schema 

theory in terms of its ability to reflect better recall of 

gender schematic attributions. 

As mentioned earlier, latency responses and recall of 

items has been shown to be faster and higher, respectively, 

for items that are related to already existing schema. 

Results of this research (Bem, 1981) showed schematic 

subjects had higher rates of recall for gender specific 

items when compared to recall on neutral items. Aschematic 

(and cross-sex typed subjects as well) subjects, in 

contrast, did not cluster words they recalled in gender 

groups. Instead, they were more likely to recall seemingly 

random patterns of associated words and did not 

significantly differ in the number of words recalled from 

any group (masculine, feminine or neutral). 

Deaux and Major (1977) using scripts that involved 

three male and three female targets in conversation reported 

results that indicate that aschematic and schematic persons 

differ in their gender-schematic processing of other persons 

as well. Other findings (e.g., Frable & Bem, 1984; Taylor & 

Falcone, 1982) support Deaux and Major's conclusions and 

substantiate the gender-schema theory. Specifically, the 

results of Frable and Bem (1984) showed that schematic 

subjects erroneously attributed statements made by an 

observed target to the appropriate sex but wrong individual 

targets significantly more often than did aschematic 
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subjects. In other words, gender schematic subjects had a 

more difficult time differentiating between various opposite 

sex target statements. They treated all the opposite sex 

targets as equivalent, and therefore were less able to 

distinguish specific statements. In this study, cross-sexed 

typed subjects had the most difficult time performing these 

tasks, and reflect previous findings that these individuals 

also frequently resort to gender schema processing. 

Other researchers (Jones & Davis, 1965; Taylor & Fiske, 

1978) described the process in which this kind of perceptual 

error occurs as a perceptual context effect. O'Leary and 

Hansen (1984) discussed this context effect and argued that 

the primary determinant of attributional inference is the 

perceived properties of a stimulus. If gender of target 

assumes a primary property, than attributions based on 

gender are highly likely to be made by subjects. 

O'Leary and Hansen (1984) conducted a series of 

experiments which focused on perceivers attributions of 

targets behavior. The results of these studies strongly 

suggest that perceivers make attributions with the least 

information possible, and use the least complex cognitive 

processing. "The sex of the target, [because it is 

consensual in nature to gender schema] in part, may 

determine the most economical inference strategy" (p. 153). 

These researchers contend that "sex becomes gender and 



150 

gender defines the selective use of behavior so as to have 

the effect of maintaining sex-role stereotypes" (p. 161). 

O'Leary and Hansen demonstrated that women's and men's 

identical behavior acquired different meaning (extrinsically 

to stimulus for men, and intrinsically governed for women) 

for perceivers at the attributional level. That is, men 

reacted because of some stimulus in the environment, women 

behaved in certain ways because that is their nature. These 

researchers suggested that "attributions of behavior often 

are the result of autpmatic schematic processing of 

information" (p. 171). 

Consistent with, but extending these findings, the 

gender schema theory (Bem, 1984) stated not only that gender 

schematic persons encode and organize information about 

themselves and others in terms of gender schema, but that 

they also are more likely to engage in gender appropriate 

behavior. Specifically, Bem's gender theory stated two 

propositions. 

First, sex-typed individuals do, in fact, 
spontaneously engage in gender-schematic 
processing to a greater extent than other 
individuals and... gender-schematic processing may 
be neither a necessary nor desirable outcome of 
human development. Individuals who engage in a 
high level of gender-schematic processing also 
engage in a high level of gender-stereotyped 
behavior, and thereby suggest that many gender 
differences are themselves derived from gender-
schematic processing. (1984, pp. 191-192) 

Bem (1984) presented research findings which supported 

gender schema theory. Collectively, these findings 
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supported the central position of gender schema theory, 

which stated that subjects who are gender schematic also 

tend to behave in ways that are considered culturally 

appropriate gender behavior. 

In a series of experiments designed to test whether 

gender schematic subjects behaved in ways that were gender 

appropriate across a wide range of social situations, Bem, 

Martyna and Watson (1976) found schematic subjects' 

avoidance of gender inappropriate behaviors and 

participation in patterns of gender appropriate behaviors 

extended to a wide vaî iety of complex social interactions. 

For example, when attempts to evoke stereotypically feminine 

behavior (e.g., nurturance) were intiiated, male gender-

schematic subjects showed the highest rate of avoidance 

behaviors. Furthermore, the differences between male and 

female gender schematic subjects in behavior was 

significantly greater than male/female aschematic subject 

differences. Another example of the differences between 

gender-schematic and aschematic subjects was evident in a 

study conducted by Bem and Allen (1984). Some individuals 

behaved in socially gender-appropriate ways even when the 

reinforcement for gender-inappropriate behavior was greater 

than the reward for gender-appropriate behavior. 

Gender schema theory explicitly states that social 

information is transformed into a gender schema dependent 

upon the nature of the social context within which the 
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category is embedded (Bem, 1984). A category will become a 

schema if the social context becomes both a part of a larger 

associative network and assigns the category broad, 

functional significance (Bem, 1984). Cultural importance of 

social categories transforms associative networks into 

readily available schema for interpreting reality. In this 

way, gender frequently receives primacy over many other 

social categories because of the emphasis society places on 

the dichotomy between males and females. 

This dichotomy serves as a benchmark for gender 

categorization, becomes a readily available source of 

differentiation and, thus, is frequently used to encode, 

retrieve, and interpret many social circumstances. It is 

exactly this dichotomous nature of gender categorization 

that gender schema theory predicts is often used by gender-

schematic persons to assess male/female interactions in 

predictable, but different ways. 

Since Bem's clarification of gender schema (1984), an 

enormous amount of empirical data has been done in attempts 

to support or invalidate this theory. While some evidence 

provides support for gender schema theory and the BSRI, 

other findings contradict or provide differential 

predictions regarding aschematic and schematic subjects (see 

Schmitt & Millard, 1988). 

Using a factor analysis to measure construct validity, 

Schmitt and Millard (1988) found that the gender-aschematic 
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group did respond to sex typing on the masculine/feminine 

items of the BSRI. The results of their study provided 

evidence for the internal validity of the BSRI, as well as 

its compatibility with gender schema theory. The authors 

conclude that researchers are "justified in using the BSRI 

to study the cognitive and behavioral differences that 

result from being gender schematic or gender aschematic" (p. 

588). With these results and recommendations in mind, the 

implications of gender schema theory's integration with 

other literature is apparently on firm ground. The need for 

such an integration is apparent in the literature on 

influencing strategies in close relationships. 

Review of Influencing Strategy Literature 

Persuasion or the attempt to influence is necessitated 

by the single fact that all of us differ in our goals and 

the means by which we achieve them (Reardon, 1981). Goal-

seeking behavior is frequently affected by influencing 

tactics that enable individuals to change the behavior of 

others (while simultaneously reducing the probability of 

separation from one another). This process fosters the 

development and maintenance of society and also encourages 

division of labor within societies (Reardon, 1981). Persons 

with similar goals form subgroups, and thereby conditions of 

inclusion or exclusion become apparent. Explicit and 

implicit rules are generated to insure adherence to 
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society's goals. "Roles are consensually shared clusters of 

rules of behavior" (Reardon, 1981, p. 20). However, rules 

and roles do not guarantee harmony in society and therefore, 

individual goals are achieved through communication and 

persuasion or personal influence. Persuasion most 

frequently occurs when there is a threat to a personal goal, 

or when the source of the threat are sufficiently important 

to warrant an influencing effort (Reardon, 1981). 

Through persuasion, attempts are made to change the 

behavior of the target person and frequently involve 

altering some of the target's own rules. As mentioned 

above, roles are aggregate clusters of rules, and changing 

important rules may induce a reassessment of an individual 

target's role. This frequently poses a threat to the target 

being persuaded and may result in considerable resistance to 

the influencing message or messenger. Through life 

experiences individuals learn which rules apply, which roles 

are appropriate to assume and what kinds of information 

poses a threat to the those accepted roles. It is in this 

context that persuasion becomes a powerful element which 

ultimately endeavors to facilitate change in the targets' 

behavior. While elementary modes of behavior are learned 

through association and imitation or vicarious learning, 

more complex behavioral rules and logic are learned through 

communication and persuasion (Reardon, 1981). In order to 

better understand how this learning occurs, an excunination 
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of the fundamental models and theories that contributed to 

the persuasion literature is necessary. 

A review of the theories of persuasion reveals that 

learning paradigms have provided the foundation for many 

landmark theories of persuasion. Contributors such as 

Staats (1967, 1968), Watson and Johnson (1972) 

and Zimbardo (1977) all used classical and operant 

conditioning paradigms to explain attitude formation and set 

the ground work which lead to subsequent persuasion 

theories. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) explained that 

attitudes are a function of prior conditioning and developed 

a now classic model of persuasion. According to McGuire 

(1973), a functional paradigm of persuasion involves 

understanding the needs that attitudes must gratify 

(Fishbein & Ajzen's "expectancy-value"). Attitudes are 

maintained because they provide satisfaction seeking 

behavior, value-expression and are ego-defensive (Reardon, 

1981). Maintenance of attitudes provides cognitive 

organization which, when disrupted, force the individual to 

find new ways to assimilate and accommodate current 

information into existing cognitive structures. New 

information that is consistent with previously held 

attitudes facilitates the maintenance of existing attitudes. 

Therefore, persuasion efforts are frequently rejected if 

they include information which is very discrepant from 
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existing attitudes. (See the review on learning for detailed 

explanations). 

Osgood and Tannenbaum (1955) developed the congruity 

principle based on the associative or disassociative value 

of new information. The general principle is that when a 

state of incongruity exists, the evaluations of two objects 

being considered will tend to change in the direction of 

congruity. Osgood and Tannebaum stated that "Changes in 

evaluations are always in the direction of increased 

congruity with the existing frame of reference" (p. 43), 

which is similar to Fishbein and Ajzen's (1973) compromise 

response. A frequent criticism of this model, however, is 

that it does not account for highly charged attitudinal 

responses that are greater than the sum of two discrepant 

attitudes, that is, the model does not account for over-

assimilation (Rokeach, 1968). 

Addressing the issue of over-assimilation more fully, 

Festinger (1957) developed the cognitive dissonance theory. 

According to Festinger, people seek to reduce dissonance by 

either revoking the decision, increasing the attractiveness 

of the chosen alternative, decreasing the attractiveness of 

the unchosen alternative or creating cognitive overlap 

between the items in question. The magnitude of dissonance 

is a function of reward or punishment used to induce 

behavior. Thus, in close relationships persuasion or 
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personal influence plays a major role in how individuals 

resolve cognitive dissonance. 

In an attempt to better understand the role of 

persuasion in dissonant situations, Heider (1964) offered 

that individuals make causal attributions to explain the 

behaviors of others. These attributions involve assessment 

of intentions and attempt to make predictable evaluations of 

causes and behaviors. Jones and Davis (1965) expanded this 

model and suggested that inferences are made based upon the 

desirability of the expected outcome. This perspective is 

consistent with Kelly's construct theory (1955) of 

discounting which states that if information is incongruent 

with strongly held constructs the likelihood is that the 

individual will find a reason (rationalization) to discount 

it. 

Discounting selection response is dependent on 

inferential processes which assigns attributions (Festinger, 

1954) and is conducted through an analysis of causal 

relations which reflect appropriate behaviors. Individuals 

make attribution explanations inferred from their own 

attitudes and internal states (Bem, 1965). Reardon (1981) 

proposed that this is particularly the case when low 

justification of events (inconsistency) creates an external 

environment (inappropriate behaviors are observed) and 

therefore the individual infers that a target's behaviors 
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are indicative of underlying attitudes (the target is 

perceived as seeking a specific valued goal). 

Using a behavioral model that involves antecedent 

conditions, behavioral options and desired consequences, 

Reardon (1981) developed a model of rule behavior that 

involves the use of constructs and logic. This model relies 

heavily on Kelly's personal construct theory (1955) in 

explaining how persuasion occurs during the development and 

change of personal beliefs and attitudes. Finally, the 

model involves an understanding of attitudes proposed by 

Doob (1947): an attitude is an implicit, drive-producing 

response which considers socially significant rules. 

According to Reardon (1981), persuasion then, involves 

demonstrating that the logic under which a person is 

operating is inappropriate, inconsistent and unlikely to 

result in the observer's desired outcomes. Desired outcomes 

singly indicate the basic human needs that individuals seek 

to satisfy. Basing her model on much previous theoretical 

and empirical literature, Reardon makes several assertions 

concerning human needs as motivation for attitudes, and the 

impact of context, locus of control and autonomy in 

influencing attempts. 

As early as 1932, Tolman emphasized the importance of 

considering human needs as the foundation of attitudes and 

belief. Functional theories (e.g., Katz, 1960) assume that 

certain needs are met by attitudes because attitudes allow 
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the individual to plan and achieve certain individual goals. 

When, in order to achieve those goals, an individual seeks 

to change the attitude of another these basic human needs 

become most pronounced. Basic human needs and values, 

therefore, have a profound influence on how we interpret and 

understand social interactions and the influencing 

strategies we employ in personal relationships (Reardon, 

1981). The ̂ election^of influencing strategies-are 

determined by numerous factors, such as autonomy, locus of ^ ̂  

control and context (Kipnis, 1984). 

Reardon (1981) suggests that if individuals did not 

have a sense of autonomy there would be no need to consider 

consistency or appropriateness in behaviors, because 

behaviors would be determined by the expectations of others. 

Similarly, if locus of control was not a personal 

consideration, than there would be no variation in the 

influence strategies employed by individuals in close 

relationships. Perceptions of locus of control (degree of 

self-control) and situational influence are seen as variable 

and responsive to the influencer (Reardon, 1981). A 

decision under any specific circumstance involves a 

determination of how best to influence another person, yet 

maintain the desired relationship. For example, McDermott 

(1974) suggested that information about the environmental or 

physical contingencies, which have been communicated to the 

individual, determine choice by dictating means-ends 
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relationships. That is, autonomy levels and the particular 

situation interact as powerful agents of influence on 

behavior within relationships. Finally, Reardon suggests 

that the context type, that is, the context in which two 

persons engage in persuasive communication has a tremendous 

impact on how influencing is strategized. 

In close relationships, influence styles used reflect 

various considerations such as intimacy, dominance, 

resistance, rights, personal benefits and long-term 

consequences (Reardon, 1981). The model proposed by Reardon 

indicates that the influencer understands the target's 

situational, relationship and self-concept constructs and 

applies rules that are used to develop consistency, 

appropriateness and effectiveness in presentation of 

persuasive communication. 

These factors appear to fit well into the above 

mentioned behavioral and learning paradigms that help to 

explain influencing strategies in close relationships. But 

even more specifically, interpersonal communications rely to 

some extent on extrinsic guidelines (Miller, 1978). These 

guidelines are governed by socially prescribed expectations. 

To the extent that an individual wishes to influence another 

to accept his/her version of a rule, interpersonal 

persuasion exists. But in close relationships, roles and 

rules are frequently not easily separated (Reardon, 1981), 

and when rules are clearly available for a particular 



161 

situation societal prescribed rule sets (roles) may be used 

to make inferences and subsequent behavior judgments. That 

is, when individuals are uncertain as to exactly which rules 

apply, they frequently rely on established roles to 

determine appropriate behavior. 

The fluctuation between role and rules are 

characteristic of close relationships during the influencing 

process. It is for this reason that researchers have had 

such a difficult time establishing influencing strategies in 

close relationships. Much research has attempted to clarify 

the influencing strategies used in close relationships, as 

well as the identifiable differences between each strategy 

in intimate communication. Schenck-Hamlin, Wiseman and 

Georgacarakas (1980) suggest that there are serious 

limitations of such endeavors: first; strategy meanings 

remain abstract and imprecise, second; no standard for 

comparison exists and therefore research on various 
« 

strategies cannot be easily compared, and third; 

relationships between strategies are poorly defined and 

discussed, and as such are merely lists rather than 

discussed as elements of a theory. 

Numerous efforts have been made to establish a taxonomy 

of influencing strategies, but these taxonomies all differ 

from each other and have added little in the way of a 

unified theory. For example, Schenck-Hamlin et al. 

attempted to integrate the various compliance strategies 
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into three basic types: sanctionative (uses reward or 

punishment), instructional (uses logic and justification) 

and altruistic (appeals to the relationship). In a similar 

effort, Marwell and Schmitt (1967) developed a taxonomy 

which focuses on positive or negative sanctions that are 

categorized in terms of consistency and appropriateness. 

They identified five specific dimensions that underlay 

sixteen influencing strategies. In addition. Miller, 

Boster, Roloff and Seibold (1977) extended Marwell and 

Schmitt's work and suggested that in addition to the 

compliance strategies, various control strategies can be 

used in interpersonal persuasion. Further, they 

distinguished between strategies that are used in long-term 

relationships from those used exclusively in short term 

relationships, and therefore suggest that influencing 

strategies are situational bound. Cody, McLaughlin and 

Jordon (1980) identified four types of compliance gaining 

strategies (direct-rational, manipulation, exchange and 

threats). Falbo (1977) devised a multidimensional scaling 

analysis based on the sixteen most common strategies. Yet 

another taxonomy of influencing strategies was developed by 

Kipnis, Catell, Gergen and Mauch (1976) who proposed five 

dimensions which included three styles labeled authoritarian 

(which was considered strong), accommodating and dependency 

(which were both considered weak). None of these 

taxonomies, however, addressed whether control of actual 
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resources or stereotypes affected the use of specific 

influencing strategies. A more recent study had this point 

as its specific focus. 

Howard, Blumstein and Schwartz (1986) found that 

various influencing strategies employed in personal 

relationships may be categorized as strong or weak and may 

be typically employed by males and females, respectively. 

Relationships provide a domain where an individual's needs 

and values may often be deemed as or more important than the 

desires of the partner. When this situation occurs the 

influencing strategies employed become representative of the 

power base each respective partner holds in the relationship 

(Howard et al., 1986). Sex and power are instrumental in 

the expression of influencing strategies used in close 

relationships, while rules and roles enforce cultural gender 

effects and provide cognitive support for the endorsement of 

schema. 

Howard et al. suggested that males and females use 

different influencing styles, based on perceived power 

within the relationship. Typically, males are said to use 

strong strategies and females use weak strategies. 

Negotiating (or neutral) strategies are reported as being 

used by individuals that consider themselves to be equal to 

their partners and are most frequently used by men. 

Howard et al. (1986), extending previous work, identified 

essentially six influencing tactics. Results suggested that 
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males use Bullying, Autocracy, Bargaining and Disengagement, 

while females consistently use weaker strategies 

(Manipulation and Supplication). These authors concluded 

that "the power associated with being male thus appears to 

be expressed in behavior that elicits weak strategies from 

one's partner"...and "perceived weakness increases the 

likelihood of using weak tactics" (p.107). 

Asking respondents to identify their partner's 

influencing strategies without regard to the idiosyncratic 

scripts involved, however, presents comparison of gender 

differences in influencing strategies that falls short of 

being conclusive. Gender attributions and biases may impact 

more strongly on perceptions of influencing strategies than 

on the actual strategies employed. If a person is perceived 

as masculine or feminine, that perception may affect the 

subject's ability to correctly identify the influencing 

strategy used. 

Addressing this issue specifically, Sypher (1980) 

argues that asking respondents to remember how they or 

others act or feel without considering the context of the 

situation cannot possible capture the communication styles 

of the participants. And so, while the research findings of 

Howard et al. are interesting and perhaps suggestive of 

differential use of strategies between males and females in 

close relationships based on inequity of power, these same 

results must be interpreted extremely cautiously, because of 
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the methodological shortcomings of the study. Snyder and 

Ickes (1985) suggested that a way to study psychological 

processes (e.g., influencing strategies in close 

relationships) is to identify categories of individuals who 

typically manifest the process of interest and study those 

individuals within the context that those processes occur 

and as they occur. Here is a clear situation where gender-

schema theory would apply. Identifying those individuals 

who are gender-schematic and aschematic and establishing a 

context in which influencing strategies are used would 

enable a succinct picture of how influencing strategies are 

employed and perceived within close relationships. It is 

the intent of the present study to address itself to this 

area in particular. 

Another study (White, 1988), which yielded findings 

that partially supported Howard and colleagues' results, 

investigated influence strategies as a function of gender, 

insult and goal. Predicting an interaction of gender by 

situation, which would support a sex stratification theory, 

the author suggested that due to different social status, 

men and women have different socialization experiences. 

Thus, they predicted interpretations regarding social 

situations and subsequent behaviors would be different. 

Using three categories of influence strategies 

(coercion, reward and neutral) the study examined the 

relative use of each strategy as a function of gender, by 32 
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female and 32 male participants, in various social contexts. 

The results of this study strongly support the gender by 

context interaction and reflect gender differences not as 

main effects, but rather interactions by context. 

Specifically, results indicated that males use reward 

strategies more than females, and females use request 

strategies more often than males. This is consistent with 

gender-based stereotypes of power. Interestingly, men in 

this study were more willing than women to share, and this 

finding is not consistent with previous gender schema 

literature. White (1988) suggested that previous research 

has overestimated gender differences because context effects 

were not adequately considered. There appears to be two 

difficulties within the literature on influencing 

strategies, one is context effect and the second is taxonomy 

of strategies. 

Canary and Spitzberg (1987) suggest that much research 

has evidenced that there are perhaps as many variations of 

influencing tactics in close relationships as there are 

people in close relationships. These researchers have 

suggested that all these various taxonomies of influencing 

strategies can be combined in an overarching concept that 

separates tactics as strong, weak or neutral. According to 

these authors, strong strategies involve the same 

characteristics, whether the particular person involved is 

using expert power, authoritarian or bullying manipulations. 
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Specifically, strong tactics are powerful, dominant, 

forceful and definite. Conversely, weak tactics, share 

common characteristics of portraying helplessness, 

fragileness and indefiniteness. Weak strategies may take 

the form of supplication, disengagement, confusion or 

evoking pity. Somewhere between these two extremes in 

influencing tactics is the neutral influencing tactic. 

Neutral tactics are used when power between two people is 

perceived to be the same, and involve open-mindedness, 

fairness, flexibility and empathy for the other person. The 

neutral position is considered an egalitarian approach. 

Kipnis (1984) stated a similar position. Reviewing the 

literature on influencing strategies, Kipnis offered that 

the dimensions of influencing strategies as expressed in the 

relevant literature emerge as primarily three factors: (1) 

rewards to win goodwill, (2) use of threats and (3) use of 

logic. These three categories can easily be interpreted as 

weak, strong and neutral. In a previous study, Kipnis and 

Schmidt (1983) found that power is instrumental in the 

selection of influencing strategies. Individuals who 

control resources (positions of power) using a greater 

variety of influencing strategies subsumed under the strong 

category. 

Most interesting was Kipnis' conclusion that in close 

relationships a mix of tactics are used. Gender stereotypic 

power-based schema reflect typical influencing strategy 
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interactions in these dyads, but when females reported 

control decision-making power, these women also reported 

using strong tactics. These results support other research 

as well (Eagly, 1983; Canary & Spitzberg, 1987) that 

reported power rather than gender as the critical variable. 

Specifically, Kipnis (1984) stated that gender 

differences in the use of influence strategies can be 

attributed to factors of power, objectives and expectations. 

These conclusions tend to support the literature on 

influencing strategies which states that desired long-term 

outcomes, available resources and situational context guide 

the selection of influencing strategies (Reardon, 1981). 

Further support for Kipnis' position is found in the schema 

literature which suggests that in the absence of 

individuating information, socially prescribed gender-based 

schema will be used in personal interactions (Bodenhausen et 

al., 1987; Chaplin et al., 1988; Cohen, 1983; Fazio et al., 

1986; Schaller et al., 1989). 

These findings, however, do not consider the position 

espoused by White (1988) and supported by Carli (1989) that 

evaluation of gender differences in influencing styles must 

include context effect. Using 128 subjects in same and 

mixed sex dyads, Carli demonstrated that both sexes use 

various influencing styles, but in different contexts. 

Specifically, Carli found that gender differences in 

influencing strategies was larger in same sex dyads, rather 
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than mixed sex dyads. Both men and women were more 

masculine when dealing with men and more feminine when 

dealing with women. Carli's path analysis lead her to 

conclude that gender differences in influence ability can be 

traced to differential treatment of men and women by their 

partners. However, when attempting to be influential, women 

increased their use of masculine stereotypic behavior, 

regardless of the sex of target in the dyad. After a 

thorough analysis of the data, the author noted that there 

was no differential power base in this study, and this may 

have accounted for the lack of gender main effect. An 

additional consideration for lack of a gender main effect 

was that the subjects were virtual strangers. 

Another study that investigated emotional communication 

in close relationships (Gaelick, Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985) 

suggested that males and females differ in their perception 

of partners' expression of emotion. Twenty-nine couples 

engaged in a videotaped discussion about a problem they 

were having in their relationship. Later, these individuals 

were asked to view the tape and report specific statements 

that they felt had a significant impact on the course of the 

discussion. 

Results indicated that participants were inaccurate in 

perceiving their partner's expression of positive feelings. 
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Specifically, Gaelick et al. (1985) stated 

Men tend to distort their partner's message 
in a negative direction. Consequently, they 
interpret a failure to convey positive affect as 
an indication of hostility. In contrast, women 
show a bias to interpret their partner's 
communication positively, perceiving their 
partner's lack of hostility to be an indication of 
positive feelings. (p. 1255) 

While this study did not directly emphasize influencing 

strategies used by participants two relevant finding were 

observed. First, women's expressions of hostility failed to 

influence men's beliefs, but men's perceptions of their 

partners hostility and their own expressed hostility were 

also unrelated to their beliefs. Second, the more hostility 

that women perceived used in the communication, they more 

they believed that disagreement was destructive to the 

relationship. Gaelick and colleagues concluded that men may 

be more comfortable with aggressive behavior, while women 

are socialized to use a more affillative role, in which 

hostility is discouraged. Ultimately, this reasoning 

reflects social learning and reliance on gender schema in 

understanding influencing strategies in close relationships. 

Gilbert and Jones (1987) found that influencers 

concentrated on information that they considered relevant to 

the assessment of their personal power while they ignored 

information about the target's behavior. Specifically, weak 

influencers drew more dispositional inferences than did 

strong influencers. Gilbert and Jones concluded that the 

influencer's failure to take second-source information into 
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account actually inhibits accurate assessment of personal 

power. They offered that this failure to consider second-

source information may occur because the weak influencers 

are consumed by their task at hand. While this explanation 

may appear intuitively plausible, Gilbert (1987) offered 

another possible reason why weak influencers do not utilize 

all the available resources present. Gilbert maintains that 

in close relationships females do not use all the available 

resources that they have because they are in collusion with 

their male partners to maintain the current balance of power 

within that relationship. 

Collusion in Close Relationships 

Although a most recent development in the close 

relationship literature, the concept of gender collusion 

provides a theoretical rationale for why the sexes interact 

in close relationships in ways that maintain current social 

power structures. Collusion to maintain an inequitable 

power base essentially means that "the power associated with 

being male appears to be expressed in behavior that elicits 

weak strategies from one's partner" (Howard, Blumstein & 

Schwartz, 1986, p.107). The maintenance of this male power 

base provides a stable structure in which many basic needs 

can be met, and therefore enhances the fundamental value of 

its continuance. In this sense, collusion can be described 

as the behavioral attempts made by both parties to maintain 
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a system of mutual need reciprocity. While much of the 

literature on collusion is primarily theoretical and 

indirect at best when it is empirical, the heuristic and 

explanatory value it offers provides much potential for 

integration of various other domains of literature, notably, 

gender schema and influencing strategy in close 

relationships. When various sub-disciplines in social, 

cognitive and gender schema are combined a more holistic 

view of how gender collusion may occur becomes apparent. 

Gilbert (1987) has suggested that males and females 

collude to maintain stereotypic relationships and subsequent 

interactions. Some research (Bem, 1984; Hoffman & Hurst, 

1990; Gilbert, 1987) has suggested that not only do 

individuals have gender schema which guide individual 

interactions in relationships, but both sexes actually 

collude in order to maintain relationship expectancies and 

outcomes that preserve the accuracy of gender schema, as 

well as the social system in which they are affected. The 

implications to the personal life of individuals in close 

relationships may be profound, if collusive processes 

dictate acceptable behavior. 

The collusion between the sexes to maintain stereotypic 

social interactions frequently impacts negatively on both 

males and females in close relationships. Women are 

traditionally perceived as dependent, social, suggestible 

and submissive (Harnett, Boden & Fuller, 1979), while men 
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are traditionally perceived as strong, inexpressive, 

rational and independent (Balswick, 1988). In addition, 

much research has found that the more feminine and less 

masculine individuals perceive themselves to be, the more 

likely they are to suffer psychological problems (e.g., Bem, 

1984; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990;). Although masculinity is 

frequently equated with better mental health than femininity 

is, Balswick (1988) suggested that the price men pay is 

expressive emotional destitution and isolation from intimacy 

in personal relationships. Balswick cited John Wayne (1979) 

who clearly defined one boundary of traditional male 

strength and female weakness when he said: 

A man can cry for his horse, for his dog, for 
another man, but he cannot cry for a woman. A 
strange thing. He can cry at the death of a 
friend or a pet. But where he's supposed to be 
boss, with his children and wife, something like 
that, he better hold 'em back and let them cry. 
(Balswick, 1988, pp. 156) 

v^ Traditional boundaries define not only what each member 

should do, but also what they should not do. Furthermore, a 

number of interpersonal problems have been attributed to 

these socially defined expected behaviors. Males show 

confusion about intimate relationships, particularly with 

wives, children and parents (Osherson, 1986), while many 

women experience mild to severe depression during early 

child-rearing years and have been described as less 

satisfied and more stressed than women without children 

(Campbell, Converse & Rodgers, 1979). However clear it may 



174 

appear that collusion between the sexes is frequently 

detrimental to relationships between men and women, 

stereotypic behavior continues to endure in many close 

relationships despite the negative implications (Harnett, 

Boden & Fuller, 1979). 

Balswick (1988) cited literature that emphasized 

urbanization, social class, life stages and organizational 

position as variables that affect the potential for male 

expressiveness and ability for intimacy. In marriage, male 

inexpressiveness can be camouflaged by non-verbal 

expressions of affection, but females frequently resign 

themselves to being married to a person who cannot verbally 

communicate feelings. Gilligan (1982) suggests that women 

are trained to seek out other females to fill an "emotional 

expressive void" in their relationships with men. Gilbert 

(1987) maintains that this void is perpetuated by gender 

collusion to secure the image of the strong, emotionally 

controlled male and the weak, emotionally uncontrolled 

female. 

Calling male inexpressiveness a "trained incapacity to 

share," Komarovsky (1962, p.156) studied married couples and 

found that male subjects reported having been socialized to 

identify the expression of certain emotions as lacking 

masculinity (e.g., weakness, softness and nurturance). 

Balswick (1988) reviewed the literature and reported on 

numerous studies which demonstrate that by the time many 
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young boys are in kindergarten, they feel virtual panic and 

humiliation at being caught doing anything considered 

traditionally feminine. Traditional socialization demands 

males conduct themselves in ways that emphasize strength, 

control and rationality, while females must display 

gentleness and nurturing behaviors. Furthermore, these 

cultural expectations are enforced by rules and roles. 

Roles and rules are processes that foster gender 

differences by reinforcing social power (Hoffman & Hurst, 

1990). These apparent gender differences are culturally 

maintained by a delicate balance between female dependence 

and male independence. Gilbert (1987) maintained that 

powerful and pervasive gender effects are instrumental in 

sex role socialization and societal norms. But in light of 

the negative effects that traditional cultural stereotyping 

frequently has on individuals, the compelling question is 

why are these stereotypic expectations maintained? 

Much theoretical literature (Bem, 1984, Connell, 1987; 

Gilbert, 1987; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990; Sattel, 1976) suggests 

that sexual politics and power are responsible for 

maintaining the collusion between the sexes that facilitates 

social gender stereotypes. 

Unger (1987) argues that the number of possible sex 

differences is not the important issue, rather the pressing 

issue is how sex differences are conceptualized as a tool 

that is deployed and manipulated. As a support for this 
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notion, Sattel (1976) proposed that male inexpressiveness is 

an intentional manipulation. "Males are not inexpressive 

because they are unable to express their feelings, but 

because they choose to be. The motivating force is to be 

secure and maintain power" (p.469). Sattel argued that to 

exercise power effectively, one must prove that decisions 

are based upon reason not emotions. Therefore, non-emotion 

is power. Teaching young boys to be inexpressive is a means 

to an end (Sattel, 1976). 

Along these same lines, Connell (1987) suggested that 

many gender differences can be understood in terms of labor, 

power and social structure. Sexual division of labor 

allocates particular work to particular categories of 

people. Segregation rules are the mechanics by which sexual 

division of labor becomes a technical division of labor. 

Connell cited a recent survey, by R. E. Pahl, of British men 

who reflect that being a house-husband is still not 

acceptable to most men interviewed. In sum, the prevailing 

attitude remains: men should not be economically dependent 

on women, and the issue is not simply an allocation of work, 

but rather the nature and organization of that work 

(Connell, 1987). 

Condrey and Dyer (1976) reported findings that suggest 

that women underachieve in competitive environments because 

of expectancies concerning negative consequences of deviance 

from culturally gender appropriate behavior. In this study. 
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projective tests devised to measure fear of success were 

administered to male and female college students. Results 

indicated that stereotypic notions of masculinity and 

femininity and related success fears influenced female 

subjects expectancies concerning their ability to achieve. 

Specifically, female subjects who described themselves as 

highly feminine reported themes that indicated fear of 

success due to anticipated loss of femininity and social 

desirability. The authors conclude that sex-role learning 

adversely affects achievement motivation in women. This is 

precisely the kind of interaction that Gilbert (1987) refers 

to as collusion. 

Relying on a short story by Alice Adeims (1984), she 

(Gilbert, 1987) used a script to exemplify how high needs 

for affiliation and association produce a submissive, 

dependent female personality, while the male prototype is 

perpetuated as alienated from others' emotions, independent 

and powerful. Adams (1984) tells the story of a successful 

dual-career couple, vacationing in Barcelona, where a 

particular incident occurs: 

Persis' purse is stolen by a young thief and 
Thad makes a gallant and fearless attempt to 
recover it. During dinner at a fashionable 
restaurant, Persis begins to explain that being 
accustomed to travelling abroad, she has learned 
to never carry anything of importance in her 
purse. She senses a deflated expression coming 
over Thad, as if he regrets having risked himself 
for something of so little value. Persis 
immediately denies her own ability to survive and 
praises Thad for having rescued her possessions. 
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A proud, confident look returns to Thad's face as 
Persis continues to praise his efforts, while 
denying her own ability to protect herself, 
(pp. 42-43) 

Gilbert (1987) uses this story to exemplify how both 

males and females "collude to maintain a system that 

shelters the male ego from the threat of female competence 

and that continues an illusion of female dependency" 

(Gilbert, 1987, p. 556). The collusion between the sexes in 

close relationships occurs because society provides the 

potential for meeting most individuals' basic needs. 

The basis for meeting personal needs is predicated upon 

a male dominated society, which stereotypically requires 

males to be strong, emotionally inexpressive financial 

providers and protectors, and women to be domestic, 

nurturing and dependent. The maintenance of this male-power 

base provides a stable structure in which many basic needs 

can be met, and therefore enhances the fundamental value of 

its continuance. Thus, in some instances, it may serve the 

purpose of having basic needs met that individuals process 

information based on gender schema which may include 

distorting reality in order to maintain the current power 

base (collusion). Perceptions of the use of gender specific 

influencing strategies in close relationships may provide an 

arena where these collusive gender schematic processes can 

be observed. In the present study, the effect of gender-

schematic processing on perceptions of influencing 
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strategies in close relationships will be explored. It is 

the intent of this study to provide subjects with an 

identical social decision-making situation where the two 

script characters involved will use various influencing 

strategies. Both the context and taxonomy issues involved 

in the influencing strategy literature will be addressed. 

It is anticipated that by studying gender-schema processing 

in a specific situation, a clearer understanding of the 

impinging factors on gender collusion will become 

accessible. 
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Justification for Leaving Out 
Cross-Sexed Subjects 

The BEM sex role inventory classification system 

permits subjects to be classified as high masculine-low 

feminine (schematic), high feminine-low masculine 

(schematic), high on both masculine and feminine 

(aschematic) or low on both masculine and feminine 

(aschematic). Subjects are classified as either schematic 

or aschematic. This categorization occurs regardless of the 

subjects' sex. For example, it is quite conceivable that a 

female subject might be classified as schematically 

masculine based on her self-rating attributions on the BEM. 

The present study investigated differences between male 

and female subjects based on their schematic processing 

regarding gender. Based on preliminary analysis, it was 

determined that cross-sexed subjects (male subjects who 

scored high feminine and low masculine, and female subjects 

who scored high masculine and low feminine) are different 

schematically from their opposite sex group members. In 

other words, males in the feminine group differed from 

females in the feminine group as did females in the 

masculine group from males in the masculine group. The 

determination of this finding was compiled from several 

different sources. 

Specifically, several analyses were compared to reach 

this conclusion. First, a series of MANOVA's were run 
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including all cross-sexed subjects in the analysis, and then 

a second series of MANOVA's were completed with cross-sexed 

subjects removed. Without reproducing all the source tables 

and graphs necessary for a full discussion, the general 

results of these two series of tests showed that when cross-

sexed subjects were included, no significance was found for 

main effects of cognitive processing on and only one 

significant interaction for schematic processing. When the 

cross-sexed subjects were removed and cells reduced for 

equal N, there was no main effect for schematic processing, 

but there were four significant interactions relating to 

schematic processing. 

In the one significant interaction with cross-sexed 

subjects included, the repeated measure for male strategy x 

cogproc on the IMI factor submissive was significant at 

P<.0223. For the same interaction with cross-sexed removed, 

P<.0395. The inclusion of cross-sexed schematic subjects in 

the same group with the non-cross-sexed schematic subjects 

may potentiate the effect of seeing a male as submissive. 

In all other instances, the effect of including cross-sexed 

subjects acted to reduce significant findings to non-

significance. This means that the cross-sexed subjects 

scores act to dilute or reduce any differences between 

schematic and aschematic groups, in most cases in this 

research. If the sample size of cross-sexed subjects had 

been adequate to consider them as another group, these 
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results suggest that the significance of cogproc for 

schematic subjects would tend to go in the opposite 

direction of the findings when they were excluded. 

To be certain that there were no important trends which 

may have been disguised in these tests, due to 

nonsignificant results, a correlation matrix was computed 

(see the proceeding Table B-1) to assess any patterns of 

correlations between cross-sexed schematics, non-cross-sexed 

schematic and aschematic subjects. The analysis was 

performed by first obtaining a mean and standard deviation 

for each group within each scenario cell, and then 

correlating the paired means for each group, on each 

dependent variable. No significant correlation patterns 

were discerned. Based on the results of these analyses, it 

has been decided that crossed-sexed subjects were not 

included in the group of schematic subjects for further 

analyses. 
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Dependent variables 
IMI for Sarah & Kevin 
S factor 1 
S factor 2 
S factor 3 
K factor 1 
K factor 2 
K factor 3 

Adj Checklist for Sarah 
S masculine score 
S Feminine score 
K Masculine score 
K Feminine score 

FES factors on Subjects 
Cohesion (COH) 
Expressiveness (EXP) 
Confidence (CON) 
Independence (IND) 
Achievement (ACH) 
Intellect-cultural 
Active-recreation 
Religious 
Organization 
Control 

C to A 

.5940 

.6268 

.1654 

.3992 

.6652 

.1732 

& Kevin 
.5518 
.6872 
.4574 
.7131 

-.1243 
.0366 
.0023 
.3317 
-.2681 
.0274 
-.2927 
-.2014 
-.3471 
.1752 

N to A 

.6023 

.6084 

.3886 

.3886 

.1296 

.3684 

.5252 

.3481 

.4103 

.2628 

-.3616 
-.5063 
.1130 

-.3072 
.1320 

-.2965 
-.2798 
-.2128 
-.1219 
-.0756 

C to N 

.6506 

.5568 

.5587 

.2811 

.0887 

.0869 

.5922 

.4434 

.3344 

.1606 

-.1489 
.0271 

-.3438 
-.1094 
-.2161 
-.0657 
.3004 
.1338 

-.1332 
.4039 

C=cross-sexed; A=aschematic; N=non-crossed 
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Rationale for the 60-Item IMI 

The Impact Message Inventory was originally a 90-item 

self-report transactional inventory designed to measure the 

covert messages that one individual perceives are being 

implied through another person's conversational statements. 

In this regard it is quite a unique instrument, and to this 

author's knowledge, the only one of its kind. The IMI is, 

however, still in the research stages and is recommended to 

be used only for this purpose. In the original version, 

Kiesler (1969) attempted to develop 15 scales, three 

subscales (Dominant, Agreeable and Submissive) which factor 

into four clusters (Dominant and Submissive are bi-polar; 

Agreeable is unipolar). These clusters provide a circumplex 

pattern of the original 15 scales. Recent correspondence 

with the primary author has provided information relevant to 

this study. First, the IMI is under revision. This 

revision will reduce the items of the IMI to 58 instead of 

90 and reduce the number of scales from 15 to 8. No new 

items, however, have been added. In addition, research is 

insufficient to conclude whether or not the four clusters 

will remain intact. For purposes of this research, these 

changes do not affect the rationale for including this 

instrument in this study. The primary interest this 

instrument offered was the three subscales, not the 15 

scales, nor the four clusters. Kiesler indicated that the 

three subscales are intact in the revised and shortened 
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version, still in print. In the original version, the author 

(Kiesler, 1969) reported high internal consistency of items 

to scales (.88 to .99). For purposes of this study, an 

initial analysis of pilot subjects involved comparing the 

90-item version to a 60-item version. The 60-item version 

was compiled by deleting the last two questions from each 

scale (15 x 2). Subjects (n=30) completed the entire 

research questionnaire, which included the 90-item 

questionnaire. Then, a correlation of the first 60-items to 

the total 90-items was conducted for the repeated measure 

rating on both script characters. Correlations for each of 

the three subscales of the IMI remained extremely high. On 

the first subscale (factor I - Dominance) the correlation 

was .946 for Sarah and .970 for Kevin. The second subscale 

(factor II - Agreeable) the correlation was .9611 for Sarah 

and .987 for Kevin. The correlations for third subscale 

(factor Ill-Submissive) were .971 for Sarah and .941 for 

Kevin. These high correlations suggest high internal 

consistency and provide firm support for using a shortened 

version in this research investigation. The benefits of 

using a short version of the IMI are reduced subject time, 

printing and other research costs and enable all subjects to 

complete the entire research questionnaire within the two 

hours allotted in the human subjects proposal. The use of 

the shortened version has been shown not to affect the 
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subjects rating of the script characters. In light of these 

findings, all other subjects completed the research 

questionnaire with the shortened form included. 



APPENDIX C 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

188 



189 

CONSENT FORM 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the project 
entitled: Collusion in Close Relationships: The Impact of 
Gender Schematic processing on Influencing Strategies". I 
understand that the person responsible for this project is: 
Dr. Robert Bell, office number 742-1334, with Joanne Plescia 
as a representative. The objectives of this study are to 
see if their are individual differences in perceptions 
people have about influencing strategies. It has been 
explained that all data associated with this study will 
remain strictly confidential and anonymous. Dr. Robert Bell 
and his representative have agreed to answer any inquiries I 
may have concerning the procedures and have informed me that 
I may contact the Texas Tech Institutional Review Board for 
the Protection of Human Subjects by writing to them in care 
of Office of Research Services, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, Texas 79409, or by calling 742-3884. I 
understand that I may withdraw from this study at any time I 
choose without penalty. 

Signature of Subject 
Date 

Signature of Investigator. 
Date 
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Influencing Strategies in Close Relationships 

People vary endlessly in what they want and what they 
want to do with each other. Individual differences and 
preferences make some activities more enjoyable than others. 
Often the nature of our relationships is shaped by our 
influencing styles. A better understanding of the various 
influencing styles that people employ would enable us to 
view the impact influencing strategies have on various types 
of statements, outcome events and relationships. The 
purpose of this research is to learn more about influencing 
methods used in relationships. In order to help us with 
this research you are asked to complete several 
questionnaires. First you will be asked to fill out several 
questionnaires regarding yourself. Two of these deal with 
your individual attitudes, expected behavior and opinions. 
Another questionnaire deals with specific demographic 
information. Then you will be asked to read a brief 
scenario and script and answer several questionnaires 
regarding the script characters. 

Your answers to these questionnaires are strictly 
confidential and completely anonymous. Please make sure you 
complete all of the items. Missed items invalidate the 
entire questionnaire. However, if you find any part of this 
questionnaire personally offensive, you do not have to 
finish it. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: DEMOGRAPHICS 
1. I am (0) female (1) male. 

2. My age is (0) 18-25 (1) 26-32 (2) 33-40 
(3) 41-50 (4) over 50 

3. My ethnic identification is: 
(0) Oriental (1) Black (2) White/Hispanic 
(3) White/Anglo (4) Other 

4. I am currently: 
(0) married 
(1) single, and not involved in an intimate relationship 
(2) single, but involved in an intimate relationship 
(3) divorced or separated, not involved in an intimate 

relationship 
(4) divorced or separated, but involved in an intimate 

relationship 

5. The category that best describes my mother's 
employment as I was growing up is: 
(O)unemployed, or employed part-time. 
(1) manual labor, full time 
(2) clerical, full time 
(3) managerial or self-employed, full time 
(4) professional or executive, full time 

6. The category that best describes my father's 
employment as I was growing up is: 
(0) unemployed, or employed part-time. 
(1) manual labor, full time 
(2) clerical, full time 
(3) managerial or self-employed 
(4) professional or executive, full time 

7. I have: 
(0) no brothers or sisters 
(1) only a sister 
(2) only a brother 
(3) one brother and one sister 
(4) more than one brother and one sister 

8. I would prefer to: 
(0) go to a comedy club 
(1) go to a musical concert on tour 

9. My parents were: 
(0) divorced before I was in high school 
(1 ) divorced when I was in high school 
(2) divorced after I graduated high school 
(3) never divorced 
(4) never married 
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10. Considering your family of origin if you are not 
married, or you current family if you are married 
or living with a lover, please answer the following 
question. 

Financially, I: 
(0) do not contribute to my fcimily income 
(1) contribute to my family income, but less than 

half 
(2) contribute to my family income approximately 

half 
(3) contribute the major source of faunily income 
(4) am the sole source of my family income 

11. My religious affiliation is: 
(0) Protestant 
(1) Catholic 
(2) Jewish 
(3) Other Christian denomination 
(4) none or other 
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On this page, you will find listed a number of 
personality characteristics. We would like you to use those 
characteristics to describe yourself, that is, we would like 
you to indicate, on a scale from 0 to 6, how true of you 
each of these characteristics is. Please do not leave any 
characteristic unmarked.On the answer sheet provided and 
using the following ratings: 
0 = 
1 = 
2 = 
3 = 
4 = 
5 = 
6 = 

12) 
13) 
14) 
15) 
16) 
17) 
18) 
19) 
20) 

21) 
22) 

23) 
24) 
25) 
26) 

27) 
28) 
29) 
30) 
31) 

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER 
USUALLY NOT TRUE 
SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE 
OCCASIONALLY TRUE 
OFTEN TRUE 
USUALLY TRUE 
ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS 

Gentle 
Acts as a leader 
Cheerful 
Aggressive 
Childlike 
Ambitious 
Compassionate 
Analytical 
Does not use hard 
language 
Assertive 
Eager to soothe 
hurt feelings 
Athletic 
Flatterable 
Competitive 
Willing to take risks 

Dominant 
Gullible 
Forceful 
Loves children 

TRUE 

32 
33 
34 

35 
36 
37 
38. 

39] 
40] 
41 ] 
42] 
43] 
44] 
45] 
46) 

47) 
48) 
49) 

Has leadership abilities 

1 Loyal 
1 Independent 
1 Sensitive to the 
needs of others 

1 Individualistic 
1 Shy 
1 Soft-spoken 
1 Makes decisions 

easily 
1 Sympathetic 
1 Self-reliant 
1 Tender 
1 Self-sufficient 
1 Understanding 
1 Strong personality 
1 Warm 
Willing to take a 
stand 
Yieldin 
Affectionate 
Defends own beliefs 
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Please read carefully the statements below about families. 
Your are to decide which of these statements are true of 
YOUR FAMILY OF ORIGIN and which are false.True or Mostly 
True of YOUR FAMILY OF ORIGIN = (0) on your answer sheet. 
False or Mostly False of YOUR FAMILY OF ORIGIN = (1) on your 
answer sheetYou may feel that some of the statements are 
true for some family members and false for others. Mark the 
statement "True" if it is true for most members. Mark the 
statement "False" if it is false for most members. If the 
members are evenly divided, decide what is the strongest 
overall impressions and answer accordingly.Remember, we 
would like to know what your family of origin seems like to 
You. So do not try to figure out how other members see your 
fcunily, but do give us your general impression of your 
family for each statement. Do not skip anv items. 
Please use your answer key, do not record responses on this 
form. 

50 
51 

52 
53 

54 

55 
56 
57 

58 

59 
60 
61 
62 
63 

64 

65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 

72 

73 

Faunily members really help and support one another 
Fcimily members often keep their feelings to 
themselves. 

We fight a lot in our family. 
We don't do things on our own very often in our 
family. 

We feel it is important to be the best at whatever 
you do. 
We spend most weekends and evenings at home. 
We often talk about political and social problems. 
Family members attend church, synagogue or Sunday 
School fairly often. 

Activities in our family are pretty carefully 
planned. 
Family members are rarely ordered around. 
We often seem to be killing time at home. 
We say anything we want to around home. 
Family members rarely become openly angry. 
In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be 
independent. 

Getting ahead in life is very important in our 
family. 

We rarely go to lectures, plays or concerts. 
Friends often come over for dinner or to visit. 
We don't say prayers in our family. 
We are generally very neat and orderly. 
There are very few rules to follow in our family. 
We put a lot of energy into what we do at home. 
It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without 
upsetting somebody. 
Family members sometimes get so angry they throw 
things. 

We think things out for ourselves in our family. 
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74) How much money a person makes is not very important 
to us. 

75) Learning about new and different things is very 
important in our family. 

76) Nobody in our family is active in sports. Little 
League, bowling, etc. 

77) We often talk about the religious meaning of 
Christmas, Passover or other holidays. 

78) It's often hard to find things when you need them 
in our household. 

79) There is one family member who makes most of the 
decisions. 

80) There is a feeling of togetherness in our fcimily. 
81) We tell each other about personal problems. 
82) Family members hardly ever lose their tempers. 
83) We come and go a we want to in our family. 
84) We believe in competition and "may the best man win" 
85) We are not interested in cultural activities. 
86) We often go to movies, sports events, Ccunping, etc. 
87) We don't believe in heaven or hell. 
88) Being on time is very important in our family. 
89) There are set ways of doing things at home. 

Please continue to the next page... 
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Two same strategy combinations for each influencing 

strategy was developed (e.g., strong/strong, neutral/neutral 

and weak/weak). For any given combination of interactions a 

three line script depicting the appropriate strategy was 

constructed for each script character. This provided a 

total of six lines for each influencing strategy, three of 

which were used in any given script scenario. The specific 

statements included in the scripts varied depending upon the 

specific statement of the other script character to (a) 

aviod the two characters saying the same thing (e.g., strong 

strong) and (b) to insure that when the statements of the 

two script characters were interspersed each statement made 

sense in response to the other script character statement. 

As mentioned in the methods section, these statements were 

selected from scripts that were tested and were found to 

accurately depict each influencing strategy. Since the 

design and procedures prevented word for word identical 

scenarios to be used in all instances depicting a given 

strategy, e.g., strong, weak or neutral, subjects were 

responding to a sample of scenarios depicting each strategy. 

The highly significant main effectts and interactions 

demonstrated that the reaction to these depictions of 

strategies are not script specific. 
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Sarah and Kevin have been in an intimate relationship 
for the last three years. They anticipate getting married 
within the next two years and have been planning their 
financial goals together, which include saving to buy a 
house. They have both recently graduated from college and 
are pursuing careers in their respective fields of interest. 

Recently, both Sarah and Kevin have been extremely busy 
with their careers and consequently each person has been 
working substantial over-time. Sarah has always loved 
comedy and Kevin is a music fanatic. They frequently spend 
their free time together pursuing one of these interests, 
but lately they haven't had time to do either. Earlier this 
week Sarah and Kevin agreed to do something special with 
each other on Friday night. After work on Thursday, they 
met and discovered that each of them had purchased tickets 
for separate events. Sarah had bought two tickets to an 
extremely popular night club where a famous comedian was 
performing. She was fortunate to get these tickets because 
they were the two last tickets available. Kevin purchased 
two tickets to a one-night-only concert. Both events are 
scheduled for the same time on Friday evening. Each person 
is tremendously excited about attending the event for which 
the tickets were purchased, and each wants very much to 
attend the preferred event in the company of the other 
person. Both Sarah and Kevin have invested considerable 
time, money and effort in getting the tickets. Each hopes 
to have the other one give in and attend the preferred 
event. The following conversation occurs... 
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(The following 3 script scenarios are an example of the 
scripts given to subjects.) 

KEVIN: Come on, you promised. I won't have any fun if 
I have to go without you...I really wanted you to 
hear these musicians live. Oh, come on... 

SARAH: I just knew it was too good to be true. Every time 
something good is working out, boom, something else 
comes along & screws it up. I wish... 

KEVIN: I really want to make you happy, but you promised 
that we could go to the concert. I've been counting on 
it... Oh, god, I've got to get some aspirin, I'm 
getting a headache now. 

SARAH: This always happens to me, it never fails. I just 
can't win. I really want to go to the comedy club, and 
I went through all the trouble to get the tickets. If 
I can't go I'll just die. 

KEVIN: Guess it doesn't matter what I want,—but for the 
record I just wish we could go to the concert tomorrow 
instead of the club. 

SARAH: I just don't know if I'll ever get the chance to see 
this comedy act again. I really want to go, but I 
don't want to go by myself. 

Iwwmf page 8 
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KEVIN: I can't believe it. We both wound up with tickets 
for the same night. Can you believe it? 

SARAH: I know how tempting the concert must be to you, but 
we did agree to go to the concert if I could get 
tickets. It's really a great show, and I know we'd 
enjoy it. It really is something we regret missing. 

KEVIN: I remember I said I would go with you, but this 
concert is a once in a lifetime event. There's a 
chance I could meet some of the musicians after the 
performance. It really means a lot to me. Couldn't 
you find a way to join me? 

SARAH: I know I'm asking a lot, but like I said, this comedy 
act will never happen again. These comedians don't 
normally travel together; this comedy act is really 
unique. And with the opportunity of possibly meeting 
the performers afterwards, well... I just can't pass up 
an opportunity like this. Could you give in this time 
and come with me? I promise, next time we'll do 
whatever you want, no matter what. 

KEVIN: I recognize how much this means to you, but I wish 
there was some way that we could both be satisfied. 

SARAH: What if we went to separate places tomorrow? Would 
that be okay? 

6nnmf page 8 
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SARAH: I have been telling you for the last six months that 
if I could manage to get tickets to this comedy act 
that I was going to go. If you make a big deal out of 
going this and insist on your own way, you can just 
forget about me going with you to L.A. next month. 

KEVIN: Don't start dragging in other issues, like you always 
do. The point is, we are suppose to do something 
special together on Friday night. This concert is 
really going to iDe great. I tried to figure out 
something really good to do, and I think we should go 
to the concert. There will always be other comedy 
acts. 

SARAH: I waited in line all afternoon to get these tickets, 
missed my lunch and nearly froze to death in the 
process. After all that, I think we should go to the 
comedy act at the club. 

KEVIN: I didn't have an easy time getting these tickets. 
And I had to get Jim to cover for me at work while I 
went to Ticketron. Now I have to work for him on 
Saturday morning. There's no way I'm going any place 
except the concert. 

SARAH: I am fed-up with your selfishness. Is it possible for 
you to consider someone else besides yourself 
sometimes? 

KEVIN: Oh, brother, here we go again. As far as I'm 
concerned, you're the one being selfish...Ever think 
about my needs, eh? It wouldn't hurt you to consider 
other people. 

9ssfm 
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Now, using the orange answer sheet, please indicate your 
responses to all of the remaining questions. 

1) What influencing strategy do you think Sarah used? 
(a) strong: powerful, forceful and definite 
(b) weak: helpless, fragile and indecisive 
(c) neutral: negotiating, responsive and open-

minded 

2) What influencing strategy do you think Kevin used? 
(a) strong: powerful, forceful and definite 
(b) weak: helpless, fragile and indecisive 
(c) neutral: negotiating, responsive and open-

minded 

Using the following scale, please answer the next two 
questions: 
(a)= not at all 
(b)= somewhat, but not much 
(c)= a typical or average amount 
(d)= quite a bit 
(e)= very much, an extreme amount 

3) Using the above scale, indicate how much you liked Sarah. 

4) Using the above scale, indicate how much you liked Kevin. 
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Below is a list of adjectives. Please read them quickly and 
indicate on your answer sheet which items you would consider 
that are probably descriptive of Sarah. For each item, mark 
(A) on your answer sheet if that adjective is descriptive of 
Sarah, or mark (B) if that adjective is not descriptive of 
Sarah. 

5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 
10] 
11 ] 
12] 
13] 
14] 
15] 
16] 
17] 
18] 
19] 
20] 
21] 
22] 
23] 
24] 
25] 
26] 
27] 
28] 
29] 
30] 
31] 

Aggressive 
Appreciative 
Arrogant 
Considerate 
Handsome 
1 Assertive 
1 Contented 
1 Autocratic 
1 Cooperative 
1 Conceited 
1 Dependent 
1 Confident 
1 Emotional 
1 Cynical 
1 Excitable 
1 Deliberate 
1 Fearful 
1 Dominant 
1 Feminine 
1 Enterprising 
1 Fickle 
1 Forceful 
1 Forgiving 
1 Foresighted 
1 Friendly 
1 Frank 
1 Frivolous 

32] 
33] 
34] 
35] 
36] 
37] 
38] 
39] 
40] 
41 ] 
42] 
43] 
44] 
45] 
46] 
47] 
48] 
49] 
50] 
51] 
52] 
53] 
54] 
55] 
56] 
57^ 

) Helpful 
1 Hard-headed 
1 Modest 
1 Industrious 
1 Praising 
1 Ingenious 
1 Sensitive 
1 Inventive 
I Sentimental 
1 Masculine 
1 Sincere 
1 Opportunistic 
1 Submissive 
1 Outspoken 
1 Sympathetic 
1 Self-confident 
1 Talkative 
1 Sharp-witted 
1 Timid 
1 Shrewd 
1 Warm 
1 Stern 
1 Worrying 
1 Strong 
1 Tough 
1 Vindictive 
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Please continue as you were doing on the previous page, but 
this time PLEASE RATE KEVIN. Read the following list and 
mark (A) if that word is descriptive of Kevin, or mark (B) 
if it is not. 

58) 
59) 
60) 
61) 
62] 
63] 
64] 
65] 
66] 
67] 
68] 
69] 
70] 
7r 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 

Aggressive 
Appreciative 
Arrogant 

1 Considerate 
1 Assertive 
1 Contented 
1 Autocratic 
1 Cooperative 
1 Conceited 
1 Dependent 
1 Confident 
1 Emotional 
1 Cynical 
1 Excitable 
1 Deliberate 
1 Fearful 
1 Dominant 
1 Feminine 
• Enterprising 
• Fickle 
• Forceful 
1 Forgiving 
• Foresighted 
• Friendly 
1 Frank 

83) 
84] 
85] 
86] 
87] 
88] 
89] 
90] 
91] 
92] 
93] 
94] 
95] 
96] 
97] 
98] 
99] 
100] 
101 ] 
102] 
103] 
104] 
105] 
106] 
107] 
108] 
109 
110 

1 Frivolous 
1 Handsome 
1 Helpful 
• Hard-headed 
• Modest 
Industrious 

1 Praising 
1 Ingenious 
1 Sensitive 
1 Inventive 
1 Sentimental 
1 Masculine 
1 Sincere 
1 Opportunistic 
1 Submissive 
1 Outspoken 
1 Sympathetic 
1 Self-confident 
1 Talkative 
1 Sharp-witted 
1 Timid 
1 Shrewd 
( Warm 
1 Stern 
1 Worrying 
1 Strong 
1 Tough 
1 Vindictive 



205 

This inventory contains words, phrases and statements 
which people use to describe how they are emotionally 
engaged or impacted when interacting with another person.You 
are to respond to this inventory by indicating your 
reactions to Sarah. Respond to each item in terms of how 
precisely it describes the feelings Sarah arouses in you, 
the behaviors you want to direct toward her, and/or the 
description of her that comes to your mind.Indicate how each 
item decries your reactions using the following scale:A = 
Not at allB = SomewhatC = Moderately soD = Very much so 
First, imagine you are in Sarah's presence, interacting with 
her. Focus on the immediate reactions you would be 
experiencing. Then read each of the items and fill the 
letter on the separate answer sheet which best describes how 
you would be feeling and/or would want to behave if you 
were, at this moment, in Sarah's presence. There are no 
right or wrong answer since different people react 
differently to the same person.Be sure to make all your 
marks on the separate answer sheet. 

IF I WAS WITH SARAH NOW, SHE WOULD MAKE ME FEEL 

111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 

bossed around. 
distant from her. 
superior to her. 
important. 
entertained. 
impersonal. 
like an intruder. 
in charge. 
appreciated by her. 
part of the group when she's around. 
cold. 
forced to shoulder all the responsibility. 
needed. 
complimented. 
as if she's the class clown. 
like an impersonal audience. 
uneasy. 
as though she should do it herself. 
admired. 
like I'm just one of many friends. 
defensive. . 
curious as to why she avoids being alone. 
dominant. 
welcome with her. 
as important to her as others in the group. 
annoyed. 
embarrassed for her. 
frustrated because she won't defend her position 
loved. 
taken charge of. 
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141) I want to tell her to give someone else a chance 
to make a decision. 

142) I should be cautious about what I say or do around 
her. 

143) I should be very gentle with her. 
144) I want her to disagree with me sometimes. 
145) I could lean on her for support. 
146) I want to put her down. 
147) I'm going to intrude. 
148) I should tell her to stand up for herself. 
149) I can ask her to carry her share of the load. 
150) I could relax and she'd take charge. 
151) I want to stay away from her. 
152) I should avoid putting her on the spot. 
153) I could tell her anything and she would agree. 
154) I want to tell her she's obnoxious. 
155) I want to protect myself. 
156) I should leave her alone. 
157) I should gently help her begin to assume 

responsibility for her own decisions. 
158) I want to hear what she doesn't like about me. 
159) I should like her. 
160) I should tell her she's often quite inconsiderate. 
161) I want to show her what she does is self-defeating. 
162) I should tell her not to be so nervous around me. 
163) I could ask her to do anything. 
164) I want to ask her why she constantly needs to be with 

other people. 
165) I want to get away from her. 
166) I should do something to put her at ease. 
167) I want to point out her good qualities to her. 
168) I shouldn't hesitate to call on her. 
169) I shouldn't take her seriously. 
170) That she wants to be the center of attention. 
171) That she doesn't want to get involved with me. 
172) That she is most comfortable withdrawing into the 

background when an issue arises. 
173) That she wants to pick my brain. 
174) That she carries her share of the load. 
175) That she wants me to put her on a pedestal. 
176) That she'd rather be alone. 
177) That she thinks she can't do anything for 

herself. 
178) That her time is mine it I need it. 
179) That she wants everyone to like her. 
180) That she thinks it's everyone for herself or 

himself. 
181) That she thinks she will be ridiculed if she 

asserts herself with others. 
182) That she would accept whatever I said. 
183) That she wants to be helpful. 
184) That she wants to be the charming one. 
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185) That she thinks she's always in control of 
things. 
186) That as far as she's concerned, I could just as 

easily be someone else. 
187) That she thinks she is inadequate. 
188) That she thinks I have most of the answers. 
189) That she enjoys being with people. 
190) That she weighs situations in terms of what she 

can get out of them. 
191) That she'd rather be left alone. 
192) That she sees me as superior. 
193) That she's genuinely interested in me. 
194) That she wants to be with others. 
195) That she's carrying a grudge. 
196) That she's nervous around me. 
197) That whatever I did would be okay. 
198) That she trusts me. 
199) That she thinks other people find her interesting, 

amusing, fascinating and witty. 
200) That I can join in the activities. 



208 

NOW THINK ABOUT KEVIN, IMAGINE THAT YOU ARE IN HIS PRESENCE 
NOW. Respond to each item in terms of how precisely it 
describes the feelings Kevin arouses in you, the behaviors 
you want to direct toward him, and/or the description of his 
that comes to your mind. Indicate how each item describes 
your reactions using the following scale: 

A = Not at all 
B = Somewhat 
C = Moderately so 
D = Very much so 

Focus on the immediate reactions you would be experiencing. 
Then read each of the items and fill the letter on the 
separate answer sheet which best describes how you would be 
feeling and/or would want to behave if you were, at this 
moment, in Kevin's presence. IF I WAS WITH KEVIN NOW, HE 
WOULD MAKE ME FEEL 
201) bossed around. 
202) distant from him. 
203) superior to him. 
204) important. 
205) entertained. 
206) impersonal. 
207) like an intruder. 
208) in charge. 
209) appreciated by him. 
210) part of the group when he's around. 
211) cold. 
212) forced to shoulder all the responsibility. 
213) needed. 
214) complimented. 
215) as if he's the class clown. 
216) like an impersonal audience. 
217) uneasy. 
218) as though he should do it himself. 
219) admired. 
220) like I'm just one of many friends. 
221 ) defensive. 
222) curious as to why he avoids being alone. 
223) dominant. 
224) welcome with him. 
225) as important to him as others in the group. 
226) annoyed. 
227) embarrassed for him. 
228) frustrated because he won't defend his position. 
229) loved. 
230) taken charge of. 
231 ) I want to tell him to give someone else a chance 

to make a decision. 
232) I should be cautious about what I say or do around 

him. 
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238 
239 
240 

233) I should be very gentle with him. 
i^tl "̂  ^^^^ hin» to disagree with me sometimes. 
235) I could lean on him for support. 
236) I want to put him down. 
237) I'm going to intrude. 

I should tell him to stand up for himself. 
I can ask him to carry his share of the load. 
I could relax and he'd take charge. 

241 ) I want to stay away from him. 
242) I should avoid putting him on the spot. 
243) I could tell him anything and he would agree. 
244) I want to tell him he's obnoxious. 
245) I want to protect myself. 
246) I should leave him alone. 
247) I should gently help him begin to assume 

responsibility for his own decisions. 
248) I want to hear what he doesn't like about me. 
249) I should like him. 
250) I should tell him he's often quite inconsiderate. 
251 ) I want to show him what he does is self-defeating. 
252) I should tell him not to be so nervous around me. 
253) I could ask him to do anything. 
254) I want to ask him why he constantly needs to be with 

other people. 
255) I want to get away from him. 
256) I should do something to put him at ease. 
257) I want to point out his good qualities to him. 
258) I shouldn't hesitate to call on him. 
259) I shouldn't take him seriously. 
260) That she wants to be the center of attention. 
261) That she doesn't want to get involved with me. 
262) That she is most comfortable withdrawing into the 

background when an issue arises. 
263) That he wants to pick my brain. 
264) That he carries his share of the load. 
265) That he wants me to put him on a pedestal. 
266) That he'd rather be alone. 
267) That he thinks he can't do anything for himself. 
268) That his time is mine it I need it. 
269) That he wants everyone to like him. 
270) That he thinks it's everyone for himself or 

herself. 
271) That he thinks he will be ridiculed if he asserts 

himself with others. 
272) That he would accept whatever I said. 
273) That he wants to be helpful. 
274) That he wants to be the charming one. 
275) That he thinks he's always in control of things. 
276) That as far as he's concerned, I could just as 

easily be someone else. 
277) That he thinks he is inadequate. 
278) That he thinks I have most of the answers. 
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279) That he enjoys being with people. 
280) That he weighs situations in terms of what he can 

get out of them. 
281) That he'd rather be left alone. 
282) That he sees me as superior. 
283) That he's genuinely interested in me. 
284) That he wants to be with others. 
285) That he's carrying a grudge. 
286) That he's nervous around me. 
287) That whatever I did would be okay with him. 
288) That he trusts me. 
289) That he thinks other people find him interesting, 

cimusing, fascinating and witty. 
290) That I can join in the activities. 


