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ABSTRACT |
The widéséread ptomotionAof assertiveness training for women is
predicated on the assumption that women ‘are generally less
assertive than ﬁen. Previous research has failed to'establish
sexrdifferences in‘globai assertiveness. Howgver,
situation-specific differences héfe ererged thch suggest é;
relati§nship between assertiveness and stereotyped expectations
of sex appropriate b§havior. Sex role orieﬁtation,'as méasured',
by the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, was hypothesized to be
a better predictor of assertiveneSSxéhin gender. This hypothésis
was supported by data collected fromvuo male and 40 female
university students. Androgynous and masculine subjects,
regardless of gender, were more assertive.than feminine and
undifferentiated subjects on the Adult Self-Expression Scale,
and‘mpfe aééerfive +han femininé subjects én a”proﬁecfiée ”
measure of assertiveness. When self-concept, as‘measured by the
Tennessee Self-Coﬁcept Scale, was cohtrolled for, the
relétionshig$betueen sex role orientation and assertiveness
disappeared for the ASES bu£ not for the projective measure.
‘This discrepancy was attributed to the greater specificity in

the situations included in the projective measure.
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I. Introduction

‘

1.1 Assertiveness: Definition and Issues B

The concept of assertiveness was originally derived from
Wolpe's (1958) work on reciprocal inhibition. Wolpe proposed
that neurotic anxiety could be inhibited by the emisSion of

seal f-expressive -exci*atory responses. One of the

anxiety-inhibiting responses he identified was assertiveness, a

" general term describing "mofe or less aggressive™ (vWolpe, 1369,

pf61) interpersonélly potent behaviour. AS he worked in a

therapeutic context, Holpenpercéifbd assertiveness as typidally;—~?

.
- -

involving the expression of anger and resentment;'an emphasis
whichyhasAbeen adopted in popﬁiar literature on the sdbjéct!(qu
gggg;igg Aggression Bach & Goldberg, 1374). Ir genera;, howevef;
assertiveness was seen to involve "all socially acceptable -
"expressions of rigkts and feéiings" (Wblpe & Lazarus, 496?,
p-39), including those conveying positive affect. - )
This early.concéptualizatiOn has been widely critidiiéd—for7
its vaguenmess {(McFall & ﬁafstoﬁ;m19701”Riéﬁi8’§Cﬁfﬁéﬁ§f7i976’;”"w'
and atteapts have been nade to formulate rafide%ia%&ea—u%#—f—

greater specificity. The establishmeat of criteria for "socially



-

acceptable eipressiﬁns" has proven especiaiiy probiematic.
Theorists in the tradition of Alberti and Emmons (197@) Eave
focussed orn the issue of rights, defining aSserﬁiQeness as the
‘ability "...to express (one's) rights without destroying the
righté of others" (b.f). They distinguished assertion from
adg:esSion, arduing that the latté} risks negative sodial
cohseguences such as the escalation of hostilities. They also-

speculated that the aggressive individual may experience anxiety

—and guilt abou=x hts/her'aggréssiveaess, resulting in-a negative - -

. self-ipage.’ In general, these theq;ists conceived asserti;eness
as ‘a social skill which functioﬁs'noéionly to régucevanxiety but
+0 enhance interpersonal:comnugication in both "neurotic" and
normal populations. Thus they empha§ized the importance of

"positive as well as oppositional expressions, maintainidgmthat
deficits ir either respect could prove deleterious.

Ir general it isAﬂolpe's"orientation'which has provided the
framework for‘most empirical 'work on a§sertiveness. One
unfb;tunate céggéguenée of this emphasis has been a systematic
disregard for the distinction bet;een asseftivengss;and
aggression. NeGiovanni and'Epstein (1978) found sub;t;ntial

confusion betvween the concepts amoagﬁzae most frequently

eaployed measures of assertiveness; to date no measure has been

developed which clarifies this issue. However, guidelines for

discrimirating assertive from aggressive responses have been

proposed. It is generally agreed that aggression invol ves

» - .

s A st s
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at*empts to domina*e or humiliate ano*her person. Thus
Hollandsworth (1377), ﬁo; instaﬁce,,suggested that th:eats
and/or the use of explicit punishment %o gain»compliance‘
constitute aggfession. He observed that the'object of the
aggression may be deprived of existing or anticipated nesoﬁ:ces,
or suhjected.}gi social p&nishment ir the form'of_negative
evaluations; dstracism or name-calling. His definition of
assertiveness, however,‘is‘essentially negative as it is
"demarcated from aggression onlf'by the absence of abusive
concomitants. . ) ¥

- Dther theorists have atteipted'é more,posigivé
differentiation by incorporating the copcept of obligation.
Rakos (1379) argued that in addition to-avoiding_neqaiive
,evaluationé of the other, the assertive response must recognize
the rights of the other peféon. Similarly,vJakubowski (1977)

maintained tha*t an assertive responsz is conprised of an
. s P . .

-
acknowledgement of the other's feelings or perspective followed

by a statement of the assertor's feelings. She reasoned that

explicit statemernts of rights and responsibilities function both
to inhibit aggressive tendencies and to dispel such perceptions
on *the part of others. Thus, a resPodse_uhich does not include

some recognition of the other is not necessarily agg§%§§;yé, but
risks that peréep&iga ard is'suﬂseguently less than ideally

— - - . - ,i$ . . SO . R
assertive.



A second, more subtle, diétinction between the two general

approaches concerns the extent to which assertiveness is -~ |
. perceived to be a situation—specifié Sehaviouf, Theorists in the
Wolpe traditior *tacitly admit, of course, that some individuals
are capabie of assertive responding across a wider range of
situations than otherss In their empirical work, however, and
consistenf with their broa&er theoretical orientation, these
fesearchers have emphasized the importance of situational
determinants. Specifically, they maintain that the capacity for ,;'
asse;tiveneés will_vary as a function of the type ofkbehaviou;

required and salient chafa;te:;stics oflboth thé context and the

‘human object of the assertion.

Rich and Schroeder (1976) reasoned that if assertiveness

were a relatively unjtary response style, factor analyses of

responses to asée:ti;eness inventoriés_shouldiyield a strdng S
general factor. Tﬁéy cited %*vwo such studies, which produped 13
and 11 factors respectively, as eQidance to suppoft the
sitnation-specificity hypothesis. In contrasf,v&iﬁper awdf]affe
(1378) found only four factors: (i) willingnéss to take risks,
(ii) expression of emotioﬁs, (iii) takigg'ac;ion (i.e. setting
limits) and {iv) adopting a self-puﬁiiiée éttitude.

4 more direct test of this hypothesis was undertaken by

Eisler, Hersen, Miller and Blanchard (1975). The authors
presented 60 male psychiatric patients with 32 Tole play

si*uations, varying the affective content of the desired

odbr o i oy o

=
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asseftion (positive versus negative) as well as the»sax‘and
familiarity (irtimate versus st:anger)ﬁof the person toyard whon
the assertion was directed. A1l thre:z variable§¢iere found to
siggificantly influence overdllvratings of ass;rtivéﬁess, W:
Subjects were judged to'be mOore assertive in the expression of
poéitive rather than negative assertions. Compiiancé and
spontaneous positive expression were more likeiy withimale
éartners, compared with morévrequests for beha?ibur changé uithh
female partners. Pinally, higher ratings were assigned to
-iﬁteractions with strangers compared to those with intimates.
Thus, overall, assertiveness was ﬁost frequently pbsered:with'
.females and strangers, and iﬁ situétions requiring poéitive. |
assertions. Subsequent research-has %upporied the importance of
the gender variable in o*her populations, but éontradicts the
direction of the relationship. Sfebbins, Kelly,-Tolor and Pover
{(1377) and Higgins, Alonso andréendletonb(1979) observed more
same than 6pposite-sex assertiveness ;méng college students;
Heimberg, Goldberg, Desmarais and Blue (1979), however, found no
sex=-of-antagonist differences among young male offenders. |
Replication of the findings with regard to affective content ;nd
familiarity has yet to be attempted. '
Other eviden;e‘suggests that”despite some fluctuation

.across situations relatively stable personality characteristics

may be egually important as predictors of assertiveness. Nesbitt

(1979), for instance, fourd the best single predictor of role



yl_,/

-played assertiveness to be subjects' evaluations of their

overall level of assertiveness. Schwartz and Gottman (1376)
explored the role of cognitiveyvariables in dfscriminating

globally high from low assertors. They asked self-rated high,

-~moderate and low assertives to construct a vrittep assertive

refusal *o an unréasonable‘reguest; which they then compared

with role played refusals. The‘groups dia not differ in their
knowledge about the content .0of an appropriately assertive

response; yet behavioural differences emerged during the role

play. Self-rated low assertlves also reported maklng :ore’ : ¢

negative than p051+1Ve self~- statements durlng the ‘role play,
suggesting that they were rnhlbltlng their attempts to respond
asSertively. In'a replication Alden and Cappe {1981) were able
to elimihate the behavioural differences by instructind)subjects

+0 behave as assertively as possible. However, low assertors

were more likely to endorse E11lis' irrational beliefs, and rated

+hemselves as more anxious and less effective during the role ;}

play than high assertors. These authors concluded that low

assertors have high standards for themselves ard, consequently,

are overly cri*ical of their performancea
Bruch's (1981) replication and a2xtension of Schwartz and

Gottman (1976) did not produce results entlrely consistent wvith

+he other studies. He found highj; moderate and low aSSertors to

differ both behaviourally and in theirtknowledge of an

appropriate resporse. Hovever, he also found moderate and low

\
A



assertors to report making equivalent numbersmof positive and
negative self-statemen+s during role play, suggesting that these
groups undeimine *heir performance by setting up cognitive
conflicts. Also of inﬁerest is his findiag that high assertors
demonstrated greater cognitivé complaxity than other groups. He
identified two aspects of cognitive complexity as most televaht
t0o assertiveness: flexibility and‘iﬁner-directedness. Bruch
reasored that the ability to examine situations from a #ariety
‘of perspectives, in combination with an ultimate reliance on
internal standards, allows coénitively complex individuals to
formulate a responsé ﬁpiehlrecqgnizes both their own and others!
rights in a situation. | \

Finally, Bruch found this pattern of differences to exist
only in situations reQuiring the expression o} negative |
'assertion._Between group comparisons of assertiveress in
situations wkich required tﬁe expression of positive affeqt
failed *o yield sigrnificant differences. The theoretical
importance of this fin@ing is unclear as the self-repaort measure
erployed is comprised solely of situations requiring negative
assertion. This does suppoft, however) the conténtion that ~
deficits in one dimension need not generalize to the other.

Other research suggests relationships between
nonasSertivénessréﬁd ldv self-concept (Tolor, Keiiy & Stebbins,

1276) and a general anxiety about communication (Pearson, 1979).

Thus, nonassertiveness seems less the rédsult of specific skill



deficits than of a cognitive style chéréctgrizedhby negativisa,
aﬁxiety and inflexible social probleu-so}viqg'stratégies.LIt
might be expected thatrrelatively threétening or high gisk
situations, such as those involving negative qésértion or a

cross-sex an*agonist, will function to exacerbate these

tendencies.

“

A variety of self-report inventories have been developed
t0 measure assertiveness. fn,empiriCal uprk the nost grejuently
employed tend to be the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus,
1973), *he Conflict Resolution Inventory (McPall & Lillesand,
1371, the Cbllege Self-Fxpression Scale (Galassi; ﬁéLeo,
Gélassi & Bastien, 1374) and *he Adult Self—Expréssion Séa}e
(Gay, Hoilandsuorth £ Galassi, 1375). All four are feported to
have safisfaétory téét—retest rel%ability and content validity.
Each was deveioped, however, from a slightly different
theoretical orientation, which is reflected in the items
included. With the exception of the RAS, item seleption vWas
consistent qith a situation-specificity model. Raﬁhus, however,
developed?igggvjs essentially .an attitude inventory; a typicail
item is "There are times when I just can't say anythiqu:iThus

+his inventory-provides a good estimate of global assertiveness,

but does not permit the identification of situation-specific

deficits. Conversely, the CRI consists of negative assertion

A SN
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“items only and does not provide an estimate of q10bal
assertiveness. Only the CSES ard the ASES vere intended to
measure both QIQbal and situation-épacific asgertiveness. Botﬁ
guestionnaires contain'positive'aé well as regative assertion
itens and a range of Antagonists, from strangers and authofity-
figuresﬂto'frieﬁds and lovérs.rltems coﬁsist of ‘a description,of 
‘a situatioﬁ followéd by a spggifigd response, half of which are
as;erfiég.wﬁespondents'indicaté on a Likert format scale the |
p:obaﬁility of their engaging in the speéified respoise.
Assertive responsés are positively scored and siample addition
ylelds a global scoré. .

Relative éﬁfthe other measures available, the versatility
of the'CSES and the ASES is advantageous. DeGiovarrni aﬁd Epstein
(1978) observed,’however, that all four measures fail to
saiisfactofii}ﬂdistinguish assertion from aggression. Their
examination of validity studies demonstrated 6nly moderate to
poor discriminént validity. The presence of substarntive |
correlations between self-report measures of assertioa and
aggression is, however, hardly surprising as these ﬁeasutes
constitute little more +han a frequehéykdbuntvof noncdmpliance.
That this noncompliance can be accomplished aggressivaly is
self-eviaent. |

Behavioural indices were formulated in respbnse to
theoretical arqguments that assertivehess,,like‘otﬁer .

interpersoral behaviours, has a critical nonverbal component

a
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(Sé:ber, 1972) . Ipdeed there is sonme intuitive appeal to the
no*ion that verbally assertive content may be defused by smiling
or by the uncé:tainty éonveyed in a tremnlousvvoice. Eisler,
Hillet and Hersen (1973) developed the Behavioral £ssertion
Test, a series of standardized role play situatiohs. Responses

are scored both for verktal content and for nonverbal behaviours

which are presumed to covary uith‘assertive responding.fThe
validity of these n&nverbal_concomitqnts has zét;to be firmly
established. However, three have demonstrated some stability:*f e
loudness'of_speech (Eisler etAal.; 1973; 1975) ;. stréngth of
affect (;:isle-r et al., 1973; 1975;: Heimberg et al., 1979).and
'duration of response (Eisler et al;, 1975; Heimberg et al.,
1973 . Assertive subjects are repofted_torreceiVe higher ratingsv
than nonaééertives on all three components.'Thus assertives are |
judged to speak-moré'ldudly,)ﬁifh grééter affect and'for'lonéér
periods of time than nonéssertives.

Tﬁe most apparent difficulty with this measure is‘the
aunthors' failure to include a category fér aggressivé résponding
in *he scoring system. That this haS‘;esulted in some copfusion
of assertion with aggression may be inferred from the non@érbal
diffetences'betﬁeep hiéh and low assertives. It has also been

: §ugge§ted tha*t the deﬁand charaétéristics inﬁerent in the role
p}é& format distort subject pérfo;ﬁance. ﬁié;gggfétggi;rfgéiéj'
observed highéf levels of_asge:ti§enass among éﬁbjécts'wﬁbﬁﬁere
given sténdard role pléj instructions than amodg subjects uhp-
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vere presented with an identical si*uation involving a

”coafederate.'They also gepbrted 6nly a nonsignifican? tendency
for self-rated low asSe:tives to give more passive/compliant
role played responses than hign assertives.

Neithe; self-repo:t nor role play measures correspond
gttbngly.with behaviour in situatiaons involving aAcoﬂfederate.
Cummins, Holombo and Holte (19?7) Teported a significant but
uniipressive correlation of +.25 between self-reported
asSer{ivéness scores and behaviour ‘with a confederate. Nor is
the relationship between the two types oftmeaSurenent eﬂtirely

consistent. The best results were reported by Bourque and

Ladouceur (1973) who derived role play situationéﬁﬁggg;seletted

P,

sel f-report items;;haleverTKfﬁé§/EEHi;ved only a moderate

correlation of +.50.

1.3 Sex Differences in Assertiveness
T

he value of assertiveness training for women has been

widely promoted (e.g., The New Assertive Woman. Bloom, Coburn
and,éearlman, 1975) . Jakubowski (1377) argued that:HOlen
frequently seek professional help for disorders which derive
from théir sense of powerlessness. Assertiveness training, she
claimed, provides concrete skills through which vomeﬁ can’

increase their sense of power and more effectively achieve

interpersonal goals. An integral aspact of training, however,

involves the resolution of psychological resistance to behaving

"



assertivgly. Womer, are socializéd to be selfless,‘to subéumé
their opinions and needs to the needé of importaﬁt others:™
parents, lovers and children. Expressions of anger or dire¢t
statements of need, particularly in opposition to the needs of
others, afe perceived as selfish and hence nnfeminine. The
considération'of'othérs is such a cohéistent”responé§ for some
women that they are frequently unavare of their own needs and
feelings; the emergence of these feelings is likely to be
‘associated gith strong feelings of guilt. Thus assertiveness, as
distinct from aggression, is argued to provide a balance between
the conflicting needs to demonstrate consideration for others
and for éeif-exéresSion. |
Implicit in this ratioﬁale is the assumption that
nonassertiveness is a critical component of female
socialization. if‘this assumption is,accufafg vomen in general
should demonstrate deficifs in assertiveness-relative to men.
Yet Hollandsworth and Wall (1377), in a review of the
assertiveness literature, reported that only in u'of_1u samples
was significantly more male than female assertiveness observed.
Similarly, among five studies not cited in the authors' review,
three reported no sex difference (Cummins et al., 1977,
Hollandsworth & Wall, 1377; Tolor et al., 1976)r43d three found

‘females to report more assertiveness than males (Orlofsky &

12
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¥irdle, 1976; Stebbins et al., 1977:; Tolor et al., 1976) L.
Behavioural explorat}ons"have not clarified this issue: two
studies (Cummins e* al., 1977; Stebbins et al., 1977) which
lncorporated an unobtrusive behaVLoural measnre, in the form of
a mildly obnox1cns conFederate, found no sex dlfferences. Yet |
Smye arnd Wine (1980) observed morelfemale than male
assertiveness across a variety of role play situations. Bourque
andeadouceur (1379) compared Tesponses to role play situations
representativerof four general categories of assertivenessi
expre551 g p051t1ve feelings, refusing unreasonable requests,
standirg up for legitimate rights agd expressing negative
feelings. Overall, females achieved higher assertiveness scores
.than xales. Specifieally, hovever, males uere more assertive in
standing up for their rights} uhlle females were better able to
express positive feelings and *o refuse unreasonable requests.

- There is other evidence to support a situation-specificity
approach to sex differences. Two studies (Gaabrill S'Richeyl
1975; Hollandsworth & Wall, 1977) compared responses to
‘individual self-report inventory items. Both reported stable
differences in employment situations and in asklng for dates,
with males reporting Bore assertiveness than females.
Hollandsworth and wall also found males more llkely than females

to ask a Frlend to repay a loan and to speak up in group

1Polor et al. {1976) found differences on one Bbeasure but not
another.

13



discussions. It the same study females reported greater

‘asser*iveness in expressing anger to their parents and positive

regard for others. Gambrill and Richey found females to report
more ofteﬁ that they would refuse a déte of}iff if théy had
offended someone. ' |

Many of thése differences are predictable in the sense that

they confora to societal expectations of sex-appropriate

behaviour, for instance the expression of positive regard for

fesmales and work-related assertiveness for males. Sex difference

hypotheses are, in fack, frequently predicated on the assumption

that gende; is associa*ed with ste;eotyped behaviour. -Yet it
appears more sensible to arguerthat stereotypic bbhaviour is
mitigated by an individual's identificatiSn with his/her sex
appropriate role. The failure td establish consistent sex«

dif ferences in global assertiveness may not belie the

theoretical 1ogiC'of‘the hypothesis, buf iather reflect the fact

' that the proportion of sex-typed collegefstuaénts s estimated

to be less +than for%y percent (Bem; 1377; Spence and Helmreich,

1978) .

1.4 Sex Roles: Research and Issues -

Until recently masculinity and femininity were perceived

as polar opposites such that the presence of onme precluded the

presence of the other. In general, famininity was associated

with the expressive and masculinity with the instrumental or

s.-
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active domain. ¥While it was acknowledged that the two realms are
>complggenta:y in socie%y, they were presumed to be antagonistic

within the .individual (Parsons & Bales, 1355). This assumption

-

reflected societal agtifudg; toward the sexes which are
manifested in *he conformity of many men and women to the

ins+c umen+al and expre551ve stereo*ype:. Growing recogn;tlon
that the stereotypes arezgo Te pfeacrlptlve than descrlptxve haa‘
1nev1tably resul+ed ir the challenging of. bipolar definitions of
mascul1n1ty and feminirity (e.g.,COﬁstant1aop1e,‘1973}- )

Bem (13784) developed a mqasuré of sex role orientation
which eschews the structural assumption of an invérse
relationship betweer masgulinity and femininity. The Bea Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI} is comprised of.two orthogoﬁal subscales
measuring masculinity (1) and femininity (F). Conceptually, an_
individual who scores high on his/her sex approprla*e scale and
low.on the sex inappropr;ate scale is considered sex-typed; when
the reverse is true the individual is cross sex-ﬁyped. T %o
additional classifica*ions are mad2 possible by the structure of
the BSRI: androgyny, which is definéd as the possession of high
levels of both lasculinify and femininity, and ’ ‘ '5 |

wundifferentiated” to describe those individuvals whose scores

——

are lov on both scales. Bem arqued that the empirical o R

dichotomizatioz of nascnlznlty and fealnxnliy has obs:ured the'

potential for rigidity inherent in Sex-typing. She reasonmed that

the individual who is committed to either é masculine or
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femiﬁine orientation will be behaviourally conétr;ined in
’si*uations re@uiri g sex inappropriate responses. The androgyne;
she proposed; may be more flexible, that is capable of
responding in either a masculire or feminine.manner,depéndent on
the cont1ngenc1es of a‘glven sxtuatlon,
To subé{aﬂtlate this hypothe31s Bem conducted a series of
P

experlments cozparlng behavxoural flexibility in situations

'1nvolv1ng sex-typed responaes. In a standard conformity study

" {Bem, 1975) androgynous and masculiné subjects, regardless of T

gender,fwéﬁe found to conform less than feminine subjects oh
false cons;nsus trials. This.configuration was highly
sigrificant for naies, but originally just shy of significance
for fémaleé. Houevér, whén Bena fesponded to neth#dqlogical
criticisms2by reclassifying some subjgcts and reanalysing her

* data (Bem, 1977), the result for females was SignifiCAnt at
conventional levels. Also reported (Bem,‘1975)-uere the results
of a study irn which subjects vere asked to play with a kitten;
ther given tﬁe cﬁoice of engaging in optibnal ;lay. Feminine and
androgynous males reported more enjoyment of tberacéivity and
engaged iﬁ Bmore spontaneous interaction than Fasculine maies.

The pat*err for females conformed less uell to preﬁictions,

hovever. Androgynous females wvere most respons;ve to the kitten

N e N

ir. both forced and spontaneous play: significantly more

respon51ve than feminire subjects. In addition, masculine women

2 See Section 1.5 for a discussion of these criticises.
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engaged in more spontaneous play than feminine women.

- T#drpost hoc explanations'of'these results wvere proposéd.
Hypothesizing that the feminire women were afra;/; £ the animal,
Bem, Martyna ard Wa*son (1976;vtepeated the stu:j\?ixh a human

o w

nfant. As predicted masculine subjects of both sexes were less

o

nurturant with the baby than both feminine and androgynous
subjécts. Alté:natively, it was proposed that aurturance might

best be elicited from feminine women in passive situations. To

tgstrfhis:hyﬁothesis éubjects wéré placed in a listening role
Qith a,same-sex'codfederate who confessed.tb feelings of
loneliness. Again thke pattern of results conférmed to her
predictions. As both‘manipulations were successfﬁl in eliciting
narturance from feminine woren, tge axplaRatory power of either
‘hypothesis is impossible»;o evaluatef All four studies,ihowévér,
subport Bem's contention that androgynes demonstrate more
behavioural flexibility than do sex~typed subjects in sex
inappropfiate situations. .

Attempts to extend this hypothesis to non-behavioural
flexibility have been less suécessfnl. Orlofsky and Hindf;;

(1978) operatiorally defined expressive responses to selected

TAT cards as "feminine™, and self-reported global assertivenhess

a§,“@asgnliye*qwisﬂExedigtednwgg-typﬁdmandggxgss_sex:;yped*_ggfggffﬂﬂ,,

subjects achieved high- scores only on the measures congruent

with their sex role orientation. The overall pattern of -results,

hovever, was orly as predicted for the sexkinappropriate "task".,
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That is, ardrogyrous and feminine males gave more expressive

hd -

responses to the TAT cards than did masculine and

S

undifferentiated males, but females' expressiveness did not vary

as a function of sex role. Similarly, androgynous and masculine

= o

females were more assertive than feminire and undifferentiated

females; yet masculine males were more assertive than

androgynous males who were again more assertive than feminine

males. These results suggest,tﬁat tha evolution of androgyny

involves the cultivation of cross sex-typed characteristics, and

the concurrent suppression of appropriate sex-typed responding.

Tf +his ccnclusion is warranted it might be expécted that
androgyny has different implications and consequences for males
and females, and that the two groups i;e§not strictly

comparable.

- This suggestion seems to be supported by Wiggins and

"Holzmuller (1978) who further extended the androgynous,

flexibility hypothesis. The'authors‘asked subjects to rate
themselves 0531710 trait-descriptive adjectives as v as the-
BSRI. They reasoned that'apdrogynes' responses would generate
relatively flat profiles as they shonld not rigidly emphasize.

any one set of interpersonal traits.to the exclusion of others.

This hypothesis was confirmed for androgynous males, who

described *themselves as introverted, cold; calm, unemotional,

passive and undramatic. It was completely disconfirmed for

androgynous females, howvever, who perceived themselves as ' Z:
~r 18
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extraverted, warn, excifibie, emotionral, aggressive and
vivacious. The latter ‘group's profiie was also as "rigid" as
that of stereotyped females, but in thelopposite,direction {(c=
~.96) . As the authors subsequently failed to replicéte all of
these findings (Wiggins Gfgolzmuller, 1981), conclusive
statements cannot be made. The self*pefcéived differences
bet ween male and female androgynes are striking enough, however,
to warrant some é;ution in assumiﬁg theié.comparability.
Further extensiohé of Bem'é original hypothesis have
equated flexibility with psychological adjustment. The isSue of
self-esteem is one which has enjéyéd.some popularity; While
Spence and her colleagues (Spence, Helﬁreich & Stapp, 1375;
Spence & Helmreich, 1978) contended that androgynes have'the
highest self-esteem, followed in order by masculine, feminine
and undifferentiated individuals, Bem (1977) and Orlofsky (1977)
 maintained that androgynous and masculine individuals possess

equivalently high s of self-esteem. There is general

agreement that masculinify is more strongly correlated with

self-esteem than femininit Spence and Helmreich (1378)

estimated correlations of +.72 for miles and +.7 for females; in C‘“\W

contrast, the correlations petveen sz2lf-esteen and femininity
are_rebd:ted *o be +.23 and +.22 for males and females,

respectively. Thus high self-esteem is primarily related to high

masculinity, with or without concomitant high femininity.

13



Silvern and Ryan (1979) established a similar relationship
between masculinity and global ad justmernt, as reasured by the
Self;Goal-dther Discrepancy Scale. They foundAhigher levels of
adjustment for both masculine and androgynous subjects relative
to feminine and undifferentiated subjects. They concluded,
however, that the effect was due to high lévels’of masculinity
rather thar *o androgyny per se. The correlation between |
femihinity scores and adjustment was statistically significant
~but comsiderably weaker than the correlation between masculinity
and adjustment. Orlofsky (1@77)kreached the same conclusion when
he examinedvthe relationship between sexaf;les and eg; identity.
He fournd identity achievement <o be associated with a masculine
on%entation for both sexes and with androgyny for fen;les only.
Androgyny in males was not related to any specific stage of ego
identity. | | |

Jones, Chernovetz and Hansson (1978) compared sex role
groups across five éreas of psychological functioning, including
personality and adjustment, intellectual competence.and sexual
maturity. In addition, subjecté were asked to indicate which
BSRI items *hey most uanied to change. Again, gtriking
differences emerged between tlie sexes within sex role groups.

androgynous and masculine women were both more politically aware

and more crea*ive ‘han feminine women; these dimensions foramed

part of the*oﬁeraiiodalrdefiﬁiéibnrdf infellectdéiitéibétence.

Masculine women were also judged to have achieved greater sexual
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maturity than androgynous and feminine women,faé they perceivea
themselves as more popular ard admitted to earlier and more
frequent heterosexual activity. Finally, feminine women were
rore likely to desire increases in masculinity than the cther
groﬁps. The findings for pales are a departure from current
conception$ of androéyny. Androgynous males were evaluated to bé
less politically aware than masculine males and less creative
than feminire males. In addi{ion, masculine men were more
extraverted, showed greater sexual maturity and were gﬁickér to
"solve anagrams {another component of intellectual competence)
than both androgynous andrfémiaine men. Finally, .both androgynesv
and feminines were moféilikely-than masculines to desire’
increased masculinity. The authors inferred two conclusions from
t hese fesults:.fhey,proposed that the development of androgyny
is mdré beneficiélrtd feméles thénitormales, and thét it is the
masculine component of androgyny which is critical as evidenced
by the higher overall level of functioning demonstrated by
masculine-typed subijects. ’

As research has moved away from Bem's original hypothesis
of behavioural‘flexibility to more psychodynamic conceptions of
flexibiiity, the reputed superiority of an androgynous style has
beer seriously challenged. To some extent this cohflict r%flect§
the difference between behaviour and the value associated with

that behaviour. Bem observed that androgynes are capable of

behaiing in ways that have been Stereotyped as either masculine
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or femininre, while sex-typed subjects Are nost proficienf when
the behaviour required is sex appropriate. To extrapolaté that
this flexibility will bé positively valued and reinforced is to-
demanstrate a naive understanding of the extent to which social
reinforcement is contingent upon geniérvﬁppropriate behaviour.
Research subsejuent to Bem's‘does not refute‘the behavioural
aspect of her hypothesis, but demonstrates that this fleiibility
is not entirely meritorious, especially in men.

| Both intuition and empirical research support the notion - _
tha*t pasculinity is more socially desirable than femininity.
While masculine subjects equalled or exceeded androgynes in all
but behavigural flexibiiitj, femininea Subjects demonstrated
deficits across a variety of dimensions, ‘including self-esteen
and global adjustment. Tﬁe extentwto uhiéh masculinity is

L
synonymous\ with "normality" is, in fact, best illustrated by

‘'some of the measures selected in the pteceding research.

Crlofsky (1977) included cémmittment‘to an occupational goal in
his definition of identity achievemént, a committment ﬁhich-
despite recent changes persists as more relevant to men than
women. Jones e+ al. (1978) included political awareness in théir
definition of intellectual competence. They may as well have
asked for batting averages:'like sports, 'politics éontinue to be
a predominantly male inferést;’Sexﬁaiwméturity vas evaluated in
par*t by the frequency of heterosexual activity; without some -

sense of the quality and purpose of this activity evaluations of-
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its ﬁéﬁurity sSeem tenuous at best. Thus scme of the failure to
establish differences betveen mééculine and~aﬁdrogynous sub jects
may be attributed to the implicitly masculine concep*tions of o
adjustment which permeate this area of research: * Eﬁ
Theorists curréntly conceive ths androgyne as a
"supérpersonﬁ capable both of switching mﬁsculjne and'feninine
masks as the‘éitnatioﬁ dictates, and #hen appropriate of
synthesizing the t#o styles into'a md:e humane .gestalt. Ben kin
* press, cited iz Kelly & wpreli,'1977) ;sserts thifilh?
agdrogyﬁous person could; L o
6.;;blend these complementary modaiitiés irto a4§ihgle
act, being able , for example, to fire an employee if
circums*tances warrant it, but to do s0 with sensitivity -
for the human emotion that such an act inevitably '
produces.” (p.1114) . : '
It is of some interest that even Benm percei?es the masculine
response to predominate .in this hypothetical incident. Of
greater interest is her optimism fhat the conflict could be
resolved by expressing sensitivity for *he errant employee. It
is equally plausible, as‘Kelly and Worell note, that the
successfui.resolutioﬁ of such conflicts demands thebforfeiture
of one or the bthe; ﬁode of action. In thésé situations the
possession of both masculine and feminine attributes may becomé

a deficit, a source of conflict rather than an avenue for

resolution.
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1.5 The Measurement of Sex Roles

The Bem SeX. Role Inveatory (BSRI) is a 60 itém:self-reéort
measgure of sex rqie or@entaéion (Bem, 1@74)- Fach item consists
of a single descriptive word or pﬁrase; respondents iﬁdicate on
a seven poiﬁt Likert scale the extent to which each
Characééristic~is Self-descriptiie; Twenty‘items each form the
mascﬁlinify (M) and femininity (F)léubscales; the rema;ning 20
itéms are considered neutral and ére not reievant éo subsegquent .
compntationé.ASex-typing is deterhiged by the raw score
difference bety%en an inﬁividual‘s M and F'scale scoresﬂ whicp
is then normalized, using an independent groups t-test, with
respect to the variation in scores on both scales.

Criticisms of the BSRIfﬁave focﬁssed oh‘two:primary issues:
(i) the -use of the t-ratio and the,quantiiative'definitioé'of
androgyny and jii) Bem's contengion that the H'and‘F:s§&1eiifegs
are equally desirable.

Strahan (1975) addressed the numerous statistical
difficﬁlties assoéiated with the use of the t-ratio. Most
kéalient is his reminder that inferential use of the t-ratio .
requires indépendence of observations, an assumption which is
clearly violated by Bem's procedure. Spence et al. (1975)

. )
advanced a theoretical criticism related to its use. They argqued

that simple difference scores obscure a potentially meaningful

distinction between individuals scoring hiqﬁ’6n‘bbth“thguﬁ4amiﬂ?*~4\—ﬂm

scales and those scoring lowv on both scales. Androgyny, they
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proposed, should be redefined as the possessiorn of high levels

of both masculire arnd feminine'chara;;eristicsf~Fu:fhéfjﬁfﬁey

aggued that the t-ratio sccring procedure be replaced by a
median-split method, whereby individuals scoring above the"
median on bothk scales be classified as androgynous and those
scoring beloy botk medians be considered;"undifferentiated": fhe

authors included self-esteem data to support this distinction,

wvhich demonstrated *hat androgynes report significantly higher

levels of self-esteem “han undifferentiated subjects. Bem (1977)

responded to these criticisms by reanalysing her earlier data
usiththe median-split prccedure. As she discovered sonme
differences, particularly in self-esteem, she rov concurs with-
+the distinction.

VHcre recently criticisms of the median-split method have
begun to emerge.'Sedney (1981)roﬁser§ed'£ha€ the use ofrsamplerﬁ
necians to classify sex role groups increases vulnerability to
be* ween- sag?le differences, and conssquently threatens the
gererallzablllty of results. As one solution she proposed use of
the median scores established by the test author rather than
sanple medians. This was particularly advised vwhen sample
medians deviate substantially from those originally reported.

A less 51mply reconc11ed problem with the BSRI concerns the

relatlve de51rab111ty of items selected for the M and F scales.

In the initial item selectlon, 100 student Judges evaluated the

extent to which 200 personality characteristics were socially
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desirable for either an’Américaﬁ man or woman. The final items
were those judged to be significantly more desirabie for oﬁe
gender or the other. Computation of mean desirabilitf scores for
the two scales confirmed that ratihgs were signif%fantly higher
for the,"éppropriatg" than for the "inappropriate" gender.’Bém's
contention that the M and F scale items are-equally desifébie is‘
'predicated)qn the finding that "...men and women are nearly
equal ih their perceptions of the desirability of sex
appropriate characteristics, sex inappropriate characteristics,
-and the difference between them (t<1 in all three comparisons)™"
~ (Bem, 1974, p.158).
In perusirng Bem's data, however, Strahan (1375) observed
~that her female judges fthought it more desirablé than the male
rjudges for womer to fave M scale characteristics. When he :
Wapptoximated a t éaiué from therdafa»pr6§idéd ﬁé fénnd‘iﬁis
difference *o be significant. A replication of,Bém's procedure-
»(Walkup & Abbott, 1978) also showed this-diffefénce. Thus in
bg;h sanples, females percelved the desirable female role as
more masculine than their male peers..

A related issue is Bem's failure to obtain a
sex-unspecified rating of trait desirability. Earlier research

(Broverman Broverman, Clarkson, Rosénkrantz & Vodel, 1970)

found that characteristics con51dered qulte unacceptable in

"ma ture adul s" vere nevertheless endorsed for "natute fenales"

Bryson and Corey (1377), in addition, demonstrated that

D R U TU U IS TR E
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vsex-linkeq traits tend to receive more positive ratings when
attributed to the appropriate sex regardless of thS trait
valence. Puglisi (1980) has since demonstratéd thaf the‘
sex-unépecif;ed desir&bility of the F scale characteris£ics is.
significapily,%ower than.those of the M scale characteristics.
He attributed most of the variability to such questionable F
séale items as "™gullible®", "child=-like"™ and "shyﬁ.

| The Personal Attributes Qﬁestionnairé (PAQ) is superior tq

Ehe BSRI in this crucial respect. In devéloping the measure the

authors (Spence et al., 1375) considered only traits which were.

pay

judged *o be desirable for bgzﬁ\fexes. Iters were asSigﬁed to;
-the M scale if males were éerceiéed.to posééss’the
characteristic more fféquently than females, and to the f scale
if the reverse wasrt:ue.'An optional third scale, the M/F,
recognizes that some traits are perceived as soc;ally desirable
for one sex only; this is a bipolar scale contdiﬂing such i;éis
as ﬁpassive-aggressive". » o .
There is some evidence that the BSRI and the PAQ are
cbmparable Emeasures. A cursory examination of normative data for
the guestionnaires suggests their:sinilarity, with notable
exceptions in the observed pfoportions of feminine and
~androgynous males (see Table 1). When the scale scores are'. S

treated as continuous variables, the correlations between the

BSRI and the PAQ are +.85 anﬁ +.73,vfor/t§p M and F scales

respectively (Kelly & Purman, 1978). The weaker correlation
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between the F scales may be attributable to the desirability

problem with the BSRI. The concordance'is reduced when

1nd1V1duals are c1a551f1ed by the meilan—spllt procedure, vlth

percentage agreement corrected for chance of 37.9 for\the sexes

combined, and 43.1 and 45.9 for males and females seéarately-

Unfortunately, this problemois endemic-to typological : | _ N

mea surement. Some compensation is possible through the

supplementary use of multiple regression'to evaluate the

rrelat1ve 1nfluence of M and F scale scores in the determination.

of specific behav1ours (Bem, 1377; Strahan, 1975). _ ;
Finally, a recent criticism of both inventories is the

exclusion of sex-typed'hut'socially-undesirable traits from the

M and F scales (Kelly, Caudill, Hathorn & O'Brien, 1977; Kellj &

Worell, 1977). To examine the relatlonsh1p between negatlve

séx—*yped tra1+s and sex roles, Kelly e+ al. 1ntroduced 20 such

characteristics to both the # and F scales of the BSRI. thle\\ . %

individuals in all sex role categorles admitted to ‘some’ negatlve

at+r1butes, androgynous males endorsed the fewest and

,undlfferen+1ated pales the most negatlve iteas. These flnd1ngs

kbl ]

L

further substantlate the dis*inction between the androgynous and

R

undifferentiated sex roles, and more cruc1ally, also support the

b

cortention that negatlve as well as 9051t1ve sex-typed traits

Db bt omdob e atradn

are a functlonal aspect of sex role orlentatlon.
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Table 1 o
~ Comparison of Normative Data
for the BSRI and the PAQ
BSRI (1377) S PAQ (1978)
: Males Females Males Females
% % % %
M 34 14 : 37 16
P 8 32 N 34
A 32 27 ) 20 29
g 25 28 s 27 20
5
1.6 The Present Stugdy
There is evidence' *o support the hypothesis that C(
3 ~assertiveness is associated with sex role orientation. The =
research on sex differences in assertiveness indicates that many

of the stable differences are congruent with stereotypes of sex

appropriate behaviour {(Gambrill & Richey, 1375; Hollandswvorth &
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wall, 1977).AThe extent to which individuals conform té“these
stereotypes should>vary aé a function of their sex role | t
ortientation. |

Two studies have directly assessed the,relétionsh}p between
sex roles and assertiveness. Tolor et al., (1376) classified
subjects as sex-typed if their ratingé of sex appropriafe traits
vere higher than those assigned to sex ihappropriate traits. Tﬁe
g;gggf were subsequently compared on their levels of
self;fepdtted'glbbal assertivensss. The authors' failure to
establish differences between the sex role groups may be
explained b; their»methodology. They did not employ a
~standardized measure of sex role oriantatibn, and asked subijects
to rate the desirability of traits rather than the eitent to
wvhich these traits vere sglf-descriptive. They also included
bo*h andrégjnous and undifferéhiiaféd éubjeéfs in theVSAQé
category, although *hese groups have been showg to differ on a
variety of salient dimensions. The second study (Currant,
Dickson, Anderson & Pauikender, 1379) also failed to distinguish
anérogynous from unhifferentiated subjects. They did, hovwever,
establish differences betveen sex-typéd naies apd females.

Subjects viewed videotaped assertiveness in both oppositional

{(negative) and positive expressive situations. They were asked

to indicate the probability of their engaging in that behaviour

in the same situation. As predicted, sex-typed females reported

higher résponse probabilities in the expressive situatioans,
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wvhile sex-typed males' scores were higher in the oppositional

| - -

situations.

The failure to properiy identify androgynous subjects is a

serious weakness ir bo*h studies, for it mayvbe argued that
assertiveneef, asrcurrently defined, is androgynous behaviéur.
Theprists.uho subscribe to Alberti and Emmorn's (1974)
orientation have proposed that assertiveness is comprised of two
elemen*ts: noncompliance énd recognition cf the othef's
perspective. While the former may be perceived as the active or
masculine coaponent, the latter clearly requires mere feminine
or other-oriented qualiiies. It might be expected that masculine
individuals are capab;e of noncompliince, but not of recognizing
the other's perspective, thus risking the perception of
aggressiveness (Jakubowski, 1977) . Some support for this
hypothesis is provided by Smye and Wine (1980) who found
adolescent boys *to be more aggressive than their female Feers in-
situations requiring assertiveness. In addition, Hoppe (1979)
found masculine subjects to be more aggressive than other sex
role groups ir the deliverance of shock as a response to
.provocation. Feminine subjects, it is predicted, should

emphasize the rights of others to the exclusion of their own,

and thus comply more f;equent;yetpanmpepepwgggggﬁlv7

Theoretically, the androgyne's flexibility should enable these

individuals to prdduce a response which synthesizes the

noncompliart and other-oriented components of assertiveness more
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for explicit s*atements which recognized the other's

frequently than other sex role groups.

The most apparent difficulty entailed irn testing these
hypotheses is the failure of standardized assertiveness mea sures
to discriminate assertion from aggression; a measure which
permits this differentiation is clearly necessary. For this
reason; a projecfive measure of assertiveness3 was deteiaéed
from selected-self-repoft inventory items. The scoring systenm

for the "punitive" category was derived from the criteria

suggested by Hollandsworth (1977). Also included was a category

perspective. In acknowledgement of the situation-specific aspect

of assertiveness, the decision was made to control across the.

projective measure for the type of assertion. As the

hypothe51zed group differences were expected to be exacetbated

by hlgh-rlsk 51tuat10ns, each pro;ectlve situation involved an
intimate, either a friend or a lover. Slmllarly, negatlve are
more threatening than positive assertions in this context; thus,
+he situations all involved the expression of opposition nd/or
negative affect. j
Differernces between ardrogynous and masculine subjects
should not emerge on self-report measures of global
assertivéness, as +hese 1nventor1es are 1nsen51t1ve to the

distinctior between assertlon and aggre551on. Thus, it was

hypothesized that androgynous and mascullne subjects uould

3 Described in Section 2.2
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achiéve higher scores on the standardized measure of
assertiveness, the Adult Self-Expressidn Scale, than feminine

and undifferentiated subjects. The Same pattern was predicted

for thevNoncom;iiance component of the projective measure.
ﬁowever, it was also predicted that masculine subjects would

tend to make more punitive statements than other sex role groups -
on the projectivé measure, uhile_feminine and androgynous
subjects would more frequently recognize the othe:.

A seconﬁary interest in this study involved the
relationship between self-concept ard assertiveness. As
self-concept has been demonstrated %o covary with both
self-rated assertiveness (Tolor et al., 1976) and sex role
orientatiorn (Beh, 1977; Orlofsky, 1977; Spence et al., 13975;
Spence & Helmreich, 1978), a self-concept measure was included.
to aséess the extert to which the hfpothesized group differences

are attributable to group differences in self-concepta.’
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IT. Method

2.1 Subjects

Seventy-six female and 57 male undergraduate students at
Simon Fraser University participated in the study. Median
masculinity and femininity scale scores were established using
the procedure suggested by Spence and Helmreiéh (1978)'for
unequal numbers.. Mediarn scale'sc0res’were calculated separatgly
for males and females, and the average of the two medians used'
as the cutoff point. All subjects were then classified by sex
and sex role and a subsample random}y selected so that each of
‘the eight sex by sex role categories was represented by ten
subjeéts. Thefdata from these subjects were submitted to
sibsequent analyses. Data from the remaining subjects were used
to refine the projective scoring systeﬁ and to establish
inter-rater reliabilities. Female subjects ranged in age from 18
to 45 with a mean 2f 24,65 years. MNale shbjects ranged'from 18

o 49 with a mean of 23.5 years. -
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2.2 Measures

o

Personal Attributes Questionnaire

‘The Personal Attributes Questionnairev(PAQ) was used to
assess sex role orientarion. The PAQ is comprised of 24 items
rated on a five point“Ligert-type scale. Hasculinity M),
femininity (F) and the bipolar M/F are each assessed by eight
separate itenms resultiﬁg in maximal scores of 32 for each scale.
For the tctal sample in this study mediar M and F soale scores
of 20 and 23 respectively vere estabiished, which 1s comfarable
with the scores of 21 and 23 reported by Spence and Helmreich
(1978) for college students. The dlstrlbutron of subjects across
sex roles is reported ;n Appendix 4. The bipolar scale scoresr

were not used in assigring subjects to sex role categories.

>
M

Adult Self-Expression Scale

The Adult Self-Expression Scale (ASES) is a 48 itenm
self-report measure of assertiveness. ﬁach item consists of a
brief description of a situation; subjects are instructed to
indicate on a five point scale, where 0=always and 4=never or

rarely, the frequency vith !high“;héy wounld nahe,gwspecijied

response.(Assertlve responses are p031tlvely scored yieldirng a
potential al score of 192. This scale was selected in

anticipation of the older arerage age of Simon Fraser students.
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The ASES vas &eveloped using community college students with a
mean age of 25.4 years ({(Gay, Hollandsgorthxand Galassi, 1975)
and has since been‘validaiedhacross 1 varjety ofhadulé_ |
populations (Holidhdsuorth et al., 1977). |

"The scale was ini*ially reportei to have high test-retest
reliability and moderately high vonstruct valldlty. Subsequent
validation (Hollandsworth et al., 1977) using the
mul+titrait-multimethod proceduré demonstrated strong coﬁveréent
and'méderate disériminant validity. Bourqné and Ladouceur (1979}l
have also demonstrated moderate correlatioﬁs bet wveen total ASES -
scores and a behavioural measure Of assertiveness.

The struc*ure of *his scale permits the exéraction of
situation-specific subscales. In ordsr to compare the ASES with
the projectivé measure of a;sertiveness, 15 items referring to
friends and lovers were isolated, and *otal scores on these
items (FLSbB) submitted to separate analyses, in addition to

analyses of the total ASES scores.

Projective Measure of Assergiveneés

Th}s reasure Qas comprised of nine situations derived fron
assertiveness inventory itens (see Appendix B). Each situvation
involved a trancgreSSLOn by an 1nt1mate (lale or female friend
or lover), and reguired the expression of négatlve | ;

assertiveness. Only situations which were equally plausible in

both platonic and heterosexual relationships and with both male
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ard fgmaie transgreséo:s were included. The nine sitqétions vere
Seleéted ffom 18 pilot-tested fof feasibility and the range of
potentlal responses.

Subjects vere instructed to Wwrite éhelr probdb¢e verbal
response to cue statements made by the transgressor. Io sinimize
the prost aPparent demarnd characteristics of this task, subjects
vere assured ihat sometimes their actual response might differ
from what they would like to say. Spacé was provided for an |
ideai response if such a discrepancy occurred. Subjects were

, /
presented with three situations involving each of a male friend,
a female friend and a lovegjé;or a total of pine,s;tuations. The
order of preééntation was completely counterbalanced.

ﬁesponses to each situation were scored on a present/
abSeht basis for the following 'components' of aséertiveness
dérifed from the theoretical literature:

(i)’;ggggnition of the problem : subject indicates that the
situation is problematic T

(ii) compliance : subject co?plies with the explicit or implicit
regquest of the transgressor either by active collusion‘or

passively by not addressing the problem

(iii) noncompliance : subject does not acquiesce to the behaviour

and /or perspective of the transgressor. Scored to take one of

three mutually exclusive forms:

{a) regquest for behaviour change: Subject specifies

desired behaviour to *he transgressor
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{b) explicit statement: Subject makes an explicit

statement about the problem, either confrontative or -explanatory .

(<) avg;dance[ggpp;oni§g: Without direcﬁly addressing
+he problen, sub%ect offers a compromise or creates an excuse‘to
avoid compliance |
(iv) punitiveness : Subject threatens directroriinﬁirecti
punishment; uses antagonistic or derogatcry remarks

(v) affect : Subject makes an explicit statement about own .

) O L - fmeé

Aoy o

(vi)recognition of the other : Subject makes an explicit

feelings to the transgressor

statenment recoghiziné the perspective of the transgressor
'With two exceptions, the scoring vas based only on what the

subject identified as his/her probable verbal response. The

component "recognition of the problem"™ was scored on the basis
of all the information provided bj tie'sﬁbjéct,'ih order to

record those instances when a subject's verbal respoase was

~
ey, el e

compliant despite their perceiving the situation-as pEoblenatic.
"pPunitiveness"™ wvas also scored on the basis of the entire

response, as many subjects indicated that they would deliver

punishment at some unspecified future time.
The responses of 2u subjects vere scored by two\independent

raters and lnter-rater rellab111t1es establlshed. Table 2

summarizes the percentage of agreement and kappa coefficients

cth w,\...‘.um:j‘,\,&,;“;.um [T

{Cohen, 1%\9) for 1ndlv1dual conponents.

it
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definition of 'adejuate assertiveness'. Responses were scored as

Table 2
Inter-Rater Reliabilit;;s
for the Projective Measure of Assertiveness

Percéntage Agreenen@ Kappa
Compliance/Noncoapliance 98 | , . - 96
Punitiveness 93 ‘ ’ «77
Type of Ndncompliéhéé : 84 7 | . .76
Recognition of .the Problem 94 ‘ .67
Affect 95 o .65
Recognition of the Other 88 , '.56

~The component "noncompliance® is most comparable to scores.
on the ASBS, as it is Jdefined simply as the refusal to acquiesce
to the behaviour and/or pefspeéﬁive of the other. It ;as
expected that analysis of these scores would yieid results
simiiar to those obtained for the ASES. It was'aLso possible to

cosbine the projegtive components to form an operitional

adequate assertions if they met the following criteria:

noncompliance, taking either the form of requesting beha viour

change or making an explicit statement about the problem, and
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the incorporation of either a staﬁemeﬁt of affect or a statement

°

recognizing the perspective of the other person. Responses
incorporating a punitive element were eliminated from

consideration.

"Self Concep*

The Tennessee Self Concept Scals (TSCS) is a 100 item
self-report measure of self concépt. Subjects indicate on a five

poirt scale the extent to which descriptive statements are

characteristic of them (completely false - completely true).
Positive se lf-statements are positively.scored yielding a
potential total score of 500. The scale was constructed as a
multi-dimersional measure of self concept; for the purposes of

this study, however, only total scores were analysed.

2.3 Procedure
Subjects completed the questionnaife battery coﬁtaining,

in order of presentation, the Projective Measure of .

Assertiveness, the PAQ, the ASES and the TSCS. The study vas

presented as an investigation of interpersonal relationships.

Subjects required approximately 45 minutes to complete the tésk.‘
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2.4 Analysis of Results

Three major fornsbbflanalyéis wére'apprdpgiatemfomfééf the
research Hypotheses. Initial WO way anai}ses of va:ianée (sex x
Tole) vere cbnducted with ASES, PLSUB and TSCS séores as
depéndenf variables. Additional three uaj aﬁalySesfof vaiiance

(sex x role x relationship) were conducted for each of the

projective com;bnents separately. The frequency of adeguate

assertions was ;lso‘analysed by a three way ana;ys;sfdf varigdgew,
with repeatéd measures. All multiple comparisons wéré agalysed
using the Least Significant Differen:e (LSD) p;oceduré. ihe
rexperimentwisé error rate for‘éost hbc’comparisons was

controlled using the Bonferroni;techéique.

The role éf self concept as a pdtent;al moderator variable
was investigated byrtko methods. Two. way analyses of cévariance
vere conducted for ASES, FLSUB and Nonéonpliance scores with
TSCS scores as thé covariate. Finally, separate multiple
correlations were established for ASES, FLSUB and Nonc&npliance
scores uéipg TSCS, M scale, rScale and M/F Scale scores as -

predictor variables.
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IIT. Results

3.1 Comparability of Subjec:s

,éne uay:analys;s of variance on each of the M, F and M/F -

scale scores within each sex role produced no significant sex

-differenées“Thus, males and females within sex tole groups were

omparable in terms of their self-raéed nasculinity, fgmininity.

and bipolar scores. In addition, androgynous subjects were found

to be as gasduline &s maséhline-typéi subjects and as fEnininq'A
as feminiﬁé—typed subjects.

| L tvo way (sex x roléh analysis of variance for age (se$\
Table 3) produced a marginally significant sex by sex role

interaction; F (3,72) =2.62, p=-06. An F test for simple main

effects {(¥Winer, 1962) established thaiithe age differences were

’ significant for females but not for males. Post hoc coamparisons-

confirmed that masculine and undifferentiated females were

" significantly qldér than feminine ard androgynous fenales,'g

(1,72) = 7.06, p<.025, with mean ages of 27.2 and 22.2,

respectively.
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3.2 Measures of Assertiveness

—t——

The primary measures of assertiveness were total ASES and
FLSUOB scores,>and the Noncompliance scores from the projecﬁife
-measures The results of separate analyses of variance are
generally.comparable for all three dependent variables.

As su@mar;zed in Table ut’, the analysisrof total ASES
Scores yielded a significant main effect for sex role, F (3,72)
= 5.76, E=.001§. Subseguent planned comparisons demonstrated
that, as'prédicted,‘androgynous~and masculine subjects achieved
significantly higher ASES scores than feminine and
undifferentiated subjects, F (1,72) = 17.069, p<.00f1. The
analysis of FLSUB scores produced similar results (see Table 5),
Qith a‘significant main effect for sex role, P (3}72y;= 525,
p=.0025. Again,/ ?aseuline and androgynous subjects acbigved

&\gagher ?LSUB scoresithan feminine ard dﬁdifferentiated‘subjects,
F (1,72) = 15.39, p<.001. In addition, there was é slight
tendency for females to score higher than males, F (1,72) =
3.28, E#.O7u2, vith respective means of 38.6 and 35.4.

As reported in Table 6, a three way (sex x role x
relationshia& analysis of variance of the Noncomfliance scores,

vith repeated measures on the relationship variable, also

produced q{signifidanf main effect for sex role, F (3,72) =

5.36, p=.0022. As predicted, fenminine subjects éave fever

iAll analysis of variance tables can be found at the end of this
section, beginning on p.49.
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roncompliant Tesponses than all other groups E (1,72) = 12.62,
p<. 001, The;undifferentidted subjects were not significantly
more conpliént *han the magegline and androgyﬁous subjects,

al+though the group means were ordered as predicted. Means for

the three measures of assertiveness are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7

Group Means.for °

*he Measures of Assertiveness

105. 50 102.60

ASES Total . 122.50 = 122.20 > =
FLSUB . . 41.00 = 39.30 > 33.05 = 34.10 |
Yoncompliance 6.75 = 620 = 5.85 > h.py o

Analysis of the Noncompliance scores also yielded a

<

significant main effect for sex, P (1,72) = 7.18, p=.0091.
Pemales gave more noancoapliant résponses than males, with

respective'neatsmof—&vaism&ndmsfus-3Houevezfﬁﬁenalesfnere\alsoW,Aggmﬂfﬁé,

more likely *o identify a situation as problematic, F (1,72) =

10.17, p=.0021, and subsequently to consider making a

noncompliant response. When Noncompliance scores.were reanalysed

bt edul o
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with recognition of the problem as *the covariate, the sex

di fference was elimina*ed (see fable'B). Thus, femaie subjects'
téndency to give more Noncompliant responses can primarily be,
at+ributed to their differential sensitivity to the problem.
Finally, a significant sex by relationship interaction emerged,
P (2;1uu) = S.ou, g=:0077. An P test for simple main effects
established that the differences due to relationship were
significant for males but not forvfemales; Post hoc comparisons
demonstrated that males were more compliant with cross-sex 7
antagonists (i.e., female friends ;ni lovers) than they’uere
with same-sex antagonists, F (1,117) = 11.006, p<.001, with

means of 1.65, 1.625 and 2.175 respectively.

3.3 Adeguate Assertions

The frsquency of adeguate assertion® was submitted to a
three way (sex x role x relationship) analysis of variance with
repeated measures on the felatidnshipVVSTiable. As :e?orted;in
Table 3, only a sigrificant main;effect for sex emerged,,é
(1,72) = 5.65, p=.0202. While *the frequency of adequaée
assertions was low for bo*th sexes (only»§.3x of the responses

met all criteria), females produced more adeguately assertive

responses than males, with respectiva means-of l<tand 575«
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3.4 Self-Concept as a Covariat

of Assertiveness
Initial analysis of the TSCS scores (see Table 10) yielded

a sigrificant main effect for sex -role, F (1,72) = 8.2, g=.0001.

Again, planned(coméarisons'indicated‘that androgynouévand

ma sculine subjects scored signficantly higher than feminine and
undifferentiated subjects, F (1,72) = 22.72, p<.001. Analyses of -
covariance .performed on the ASES and FLSUB séores had the effeét
of eliminating the sex role main effect {(see Tables 11 and 12).
However, analysis of the Noncompliance\scores with Tsts scoreé
as the covariate produced no substantial change. The significant
prain effects for sex, F (1,71) ; 6.35, g=.01u, and sex role; F
3,71) = 3.47, p=.0205, remained (see Table 13).

The results of multiple regression analysis confirmed th;
importance of self goncept as a moderator variable. The best
predictors of botﬂ X§E§ and FLSUB scores were TSCS and M Scale‘
scores with R2 of .42 and .36, respectively. In both instances
the relationship tended to bé stronger for females than for
males. For the ASES scores the RZ for females was .59 coupafed
vitlg{31 for males, F (37,37) = 1.8#, p=-102. The R2 for FLSUB
séores wvas .54 and .23 for females and males,'respective%i?
hovwever, this difference was clearly nonsignific&nt, F (37,37) =

3

1.58, p<.50. For females only, F scale scores were also a

significanrt predic*tor of FLSUB scores. The addition of F scale

2 Yhere F is the ratio of the squared standard errors of
prediction for males ard females.
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scores significantly increased the RZ to .59, F (3,36) = 17.14,
p<.01.

Only M scale scores were a significant éredictor of
Noncompliance, with an r of +.34. Again, there was a
nonsignificant tendency for the relationship to be stronger for
females, z =‘.90, E$.1841,.with respective correlations of #.46

and +.28.

3.5 Other Findings

Analyses of variance performed on the projective
éomponents produced several supplemental findings. Fémaléslvere
more likely than males to make étatements recbgnizing the other
peréon, F (1,72) = 6.96, p=.0102, with me§n5iof 1«7 and 1.0 for
females aprd males, respectivelyrisee Ta 14) . Planned
comparisons of sex role groups revealed a ubnsignific;ﬁt
terdency for feminine and androgynous subjects to make -more
recognition stateﬁents than masculine and undifferentiated
subjects, -F (1,72) = 2.893, p<.10.

Significant sex by relationship interactions emerged {see
Tables 15, 16‘aué 17) for the components explicit statement, F
(2,144) = 4.73, p=.0103, avoidance/comprcmise, F (2,144) = u.zi,

- p=..0158, .and punitiveness, F (2,144) = 3.31, p=.0394. P tests

for simple main effects shoved the first tvo to be significant
for females bu* not for nales; Specifically, females.made more

explicit statements when their lovers were the transgressors
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than when the trangéessor vas identified to be a friend, P
(1,144) = 7,332, p<.01. Conversely, females made more
avoidance/coapromise responses with friends than with iovers, F
‘(1,1uu) = 9,223, p%.01. The sex by relationship interaction for
punitiveness was significant for males but not for females, with
males making ﬁofe»punitiveuresponses to friends of either sex -
- than to lovers, F (1,144) = 5.005, p<.025.

An analysis of variance on the freguency of ideal responses
' (see Table 18) yielded a sex by sex roie‘iﬁtéraction, F (3,72) =
3.48, p=.0203, which vas sigﬁificant only for females. Post hoc
éompariéons demonstrated thathundifferentiated aﬁd Androgynous
females gave more ideal responses_than did feminine And

masculine females, F (1,72) = 9.43, p<.01, with means of 4.5,
4.0, 2.9 ard 1.1 fqirthe,groups fespec;ively. While differential
response rates made investigation of the content of ideal
responses problematic, it was possible‘tO'nake somre comparis&ns‘
between proportions. Males gave a higher proportion of punitive
idéal response; than did females, z =:3.321, 25.6005,’while .
females' ideal responses could more frequently be classified as

adequately assertive, z = 2.181, p<.015. Pinally, feminine

subjects' ideal responses were more punitive than those of other

sex role groups, X2 (3) = 12.866, B,S,Q,QJ,-,,,,,,,,,
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Two ﬁay (Sex by Role)

Analysis of Variance of Subjects' Age

Table 3

D S D D G AP P R W D WD TR G G R R D S D DD G W D . T G S e D D D WD P S ER G P AP 4D M AR GRS AL WP W A S WD em
.

- SOURCE

Mean
Sex

Roie '

Sex x Role

Error

5SS DF

46368. 45 1
2645 1
75. 75 3

278.55 3

2548. 80 72
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46368.45

26.45
25.25
92.85

35,40

F

.75

-7

2.62

P

-

«3902

.5472
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Table 4
Two ¥Yay ({(Sex by Role) : oL g
Analysis of Variance of ASES Scores.

SOURCE SS DF MS F P
) ' ' {

R

Mean 1024007.5125 1

-
Sex  9485.3125 N 945.3125  2.44 <1225
Role 6690.7375 3 22308 5.76 . 0014
Sex x Role 1131.9375 3 377.312 .97  + 4095
Error 27867.5000 72 387.0486
\/j
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Table 5

Two Way (Sex by Role)

Analysis of Variance of FLSUB Scores

SOURCE N sS DF MS F p
Mean n 109594 0125 1
Sex  201.6125 1 201.6125 3.28 .0742
Role  368.8375 3 322.8125  5.25 -0025
Sex x Role 223.2375 3 74.4125 1,21 23119
Error 4423.7000 72 61.4403
N
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Table 6

Three Way (Sex by Role by Relationship)

Analysis of Variance wvith Repeatedvﬁeasures:

Noncompliance Scores

52

SOURCE - | S5 DFP Ms F p
Mean 932.204 1

sex - 5.704 1 5,708  7.18 . 0091
Role 12.779 3 4.259  5.36 .0022
Sex x Role 1746 3 582 .73 . 5362
Error 87,233 72 .795

Relationship 3.308 2 1.654 2.66 « 0732
Sex x R'ship 6.258 2 3.129 5.04 .0077
‘Role x R'ship =~ .= 4.858 6 .809 1.30 . 2594
S ¥ R x R'ship 7. 442 6 1.260 2.00 . 0699
Brror ' 89.467 144 -621
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Table 8
Two Hayr(Sex by Role) Analysis of Covariance:
Noncompliance Scores B
" with Recognition of the Problem as Covariate

----------------- A YA S AP D A AP D NP S D D D D WP A WY D - D N G S DD D AR D b D W D W

SOURCE -~ - - SS pp LB F p
Mean ' <147 1 L |

Sex D N TR 3.812 1.75.  .1903
Role - 3u.530r -3 . 11.543 5.91 -0012
Sex x Role ° ~  6.486 3 2.162 1.1 .3517(
Covariate - 33.126 1 33.126 16.97  .0001

Error 138.574 71 1.952
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Table 9

Three Way (Sex by Role by Relatibnship)

Analysis of Variance with Repeated Mea sures:

Prequency of Adequate Assertions

54

SOURCE- SS Df HAVS ' " F P '
Mean 18.704 1 |

sex 1.8375 1 1.8375 5.65 .0202
Role .0792 3 0264 .08 . 9701
Sex x Pole .9458 3 .3153 237 -4123
Error 23,4333 72 « 3255

Relationship . 1583 2 .0792 .27 .7630
Sex x R'ship L1750 2 .0875 .30 .7416
Role x R'ship 1.5083 6 . 2514 .86 . 5256
S x R x R'ship 2.0917 6 . 3486 1.19 -3132
Error 42.0667 144 .2921
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Table 10

Two Way (Sex by Role)

Analysis of Variance of TSCS Scores e

SOURCE ~ 8s DF ns F p

Mean 9103727. 1125 1 7 |

Sex ~800. 1125 v 800.1125 114 - 2890

Role 17252. 1375 3 5750.7125  8.20 0001 7
Sex x Role  2213.7375 3 737.9125 1.05 . 3748

Error 50489. 9000 72 701.2486
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Two Way ({Sex by Role)'Anélysis of Covariance:

Table 11

ASES Scores with TSCS as Covariate

SOURCE | ~ ss
Mean . 35.5533
Sex 477.8694
' Role 71706.7553
Sex i Role 387.6252
Covariate u790.789u

Rrror 23076.7106.

© 1645 .

DF MS F P
1
1 477.8634 1.47 - .2293
3 5689284 1.75
3 129.2084 .40 . 7552
1 4790.7894  14.74 -0003
71

325.0241

- D P En Er G P D e e - D D D D Yk G D D D GPED WP e O U WD D GD R D D GP G Ep ED PP ED ED W Gb aD 5 4P ED PGP A AP S up e
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~Table 12
Two Way (Sex by Role) Analysis of Covariance:
FLSUB Scores with TSCS as Covariate

SOURCE . . ss DR, “MS P P

e . -
SES L
T e M P s D en e A W D D R S TS A TR ED G D S D e i D D D P D G P G WP EP P WD @ WD R A AP D S A ED T A A
;

Mean 4.4942 j
Sex’ 115.4138 1 115.4138 2.21 L1415
Role 194, 1867 3 64.7283 128 L3017
Sex x Role 31.4403 3 30.4801 .58 .6275
Covariate 717.1554 1 717.1554  13.74 .0004
Brror 3706.5846 71

-
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Table 13
Two Way (Sex by Role) Analysis of Covariance:

Noncoampliance Scores with TSCS as Covariate

SOURCE SS DF v MS F P

© Mean ' 4.6568 1
Sex . 15.0755 1 . 15.0755 6. 35 .0140
Role 24.7328 3 - g.2u42  3.47 .0205
Sex x Role 5.1379 3 1.7126§ .72 .5425
Covariate 3.1u484 1 3.1484 1.33 «2533
Error - 168.55 16 71 : 2.3739 -
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Table 14
Three %Way (Sex by Role bj Relatidnship)
-Analysis of variance with Repeated Mea sures:

Statements Recognizing the Othér

- P - - - - o T - - - - - - - - - = o - -

SOORCE - ss DF us P p
Mean u8.60t 1

Sex 3.267 1 3.267  6.96 . 0102
Role 1.567 3 .522 (1= .3498
Sex x Role 2.100 3 - .700 1.49 <2242
Error 33.800 - 72.  .469 |
Relationship ©.700 é:"l : 350  1.19 .3059
Sex x R'ship . L2332 ,""‘-;17 T .40 .6723
Role x R'ship 2.333 6 .383 133 . 2u88

'S x R x R'ship ~ 1.200 . 6 . .200 .68  .6640

Error : 42,200 L LI . 233

- - - - - ™ . = D T . D e D D W D . D D D W W W W W
: - : - =
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Table 15 -
JThree wWay (Sex by Role by Relationship)
Bnalysis of Variance with Repeated Measures:

Explicit Statements

s s B L AR et oy L

SQUECE SS DF » MS 4 P

Mean 71.504 1

Sex .338 1 .338 .50 -4813 - =
Role .712 3 .238 .35 - .7874

Sex x Role <612 3 .204 .30 .8231

ETTOT 48.500 72 L6748

Relationship 1.458 2' <129 1.76 .1764 &
Sex x R'ship 3.925 ' 1.962 4.73 ©.0103 ;
Role x R'ship 4.375 :?s . .?29 1.76 -1123 ‘
S xR x R'ship 3.775 | 6 - -629 1.52 . 1772 é
Error 53.800 my 415 é
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Table 16
Three Way (Sex by Role by Relationship)
Aralysis of Variance with Repeated Mea sures:

. Avoidance/Conmpromise

D D G D A D D P S D T G D D A wm e D D D D G an WS D D D e D D D D D D D D A G D GRED W D U D D We P W Ap W AP ep ap W W e

SouRCE S5 DF ns P p

Mean 1039.350 1

Sex 4.817 N 4.817 10.40  .0019 7
Role C3.017 3 1.006 2.17 . 0987

Sex x Role 150 3 .050 -1 . 3552

Prror : 33.333 72 463

Relationship 4.525 2 2.262 4.95 .0084

sex x R'ship  3.908 2 1.354  4.27 0158

Role x R'ship 2.508 6 : ~418 E f91 .QBBB‘X)_

S x R x R'ship  2.525 6 w421 T 92 . 4825

Error ‘ 65.867 144 457
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‘Table 17
Three Way (Sex by Role by Relationship)
Analysis of variance with Repeated Mea sures:
Punitive Statements .
SOUECE , ss DF  Ms F p ok

—— - = = - - . W " . - - - " . . = > = > > - -

e

Mean ' 97.538 1

.. Sex . . .s0n T .sos .57 ';”";u53s T
Role 2.646 3 .882 .99 . 4008 .
Sex x Role oLs12 3 . .138 .15. .9262 '
Error © 63.900 72 888 - o

- Relat ionship .700 2 .350 .72 .4905 - :
Sex X R'ship 3.233 2 1617 3.3 . 0334 o
Role x R'ship 567 6 .094 .19 . 9783 ;
S XRx a'ship 1.100 6,2;7 183 .37 .8939 i %
Error 70.400 144 .u89 o | .
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Table 18

Three Way -(Sex by Role by Relationship)

Analysis of Variance with Repeated Mea sures:

Fregquency of Ideal Resgorses

SOURCE SS DF ‘MS F P

Mean 264.600 R

Sex’ .017 1 017 -01 '.ézsu

Role 9.100 3 3033 1.69 . 1759

Sex x Role 18.683 3 6.228 (;;3-u8 .0203

Brror 128.933. 712 19 N E L,
o S *h:‘??;j:g‘ SRl R T = ey T
; Sl S s s S e Il

Relationship 175 2 .088 .13 « 8757

Sex x R'ship .758 2 .379 .58 .5637

Role x R'ship 2.425 6 . 40U .61 7192

S x R x B'Ship  .442 6 .07y T ~79950

Error- 34.867 144 <653 |
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Iv. DiscusSion‘

In general, the hypéthesis that sex role o:ientation’uould
be a befteg predictor of assertiveness than gendér vas
-supported. Andgogynous'and ﬁasculiﬁe $ubjects;'regardless of
gender, reporied Bigher levefs of global assertivénesS-thAn‘
feminine and undifferentiated squects. Similarly, on.tﬁe
projectivé measure androgyﬁous, masculire and ugdiffergntiated
subjects gave roncompliant responses more frequently than
féﬁinine subjects.

Predictions about the relationship between sex role

- -

-~ “orientation and specific components of. an assertive response,

however, were not supported. Masculine subjects did not provide

-

more punitive-noncompliant respénses than other sex role. groups.

However, the projective measure may not have been :sensitive
» Y .

enough *to detect aggressioﬁ. Aggressive intent may bexconveyed

3

"by such ronverbal behaviours as tone of, voice or a mehacing

posture as well as or instead of explicitly punitive content.

4

/

Thus, this hypothesiS'might better be tested by employing'a role

play measure of assertiveness. While there was a tendency for

feminine and androgynous subjects to make more statements

oy

Tecognizing the cther; this trend did not reach con tieﬁalf-—~w———~—?

levels of statistical significance. Thus, these

suppbrt the hypothesis that assertiveness is androgynous

1
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socially appropriate response. Other research (Kiecolt &

% e e

" behaviour. Rafher, multiple regression analysis established that

P
assertiveness is more related to masculinity than to femininity.

ﬂasculinity'ahd self—concept vere the best predictors of global
assérfiveneés,'uhiie iasculinity alone was the .best éredictor'of
noncompliance‘on the projéctive measure. A slightly different
pattern émerged for females on the Friend/Lover,subséale of the
. ASES, with the inclusion of femirinity as a ptedictor. Thi;v
firding probably"reflects the equal weight given to positive and
regative asser*ions on the subscale, although it is of sqie
interest that the relationship is important for fénales only.
With this single exception, assertiveness appears to be ROoT e
strongly related to masculinity than torfemininitj, a finding
“which is consisten+ wi*h other sex role research.
- Perhaps the most intriguing outcome of this study was the
finding that the diﬁféreﬁcés befwéen éex rdle groups disappeared

vhen self-concept was controlled for on the ASES, but not on the

- projective measure of assertiveness. Thus, a high self-concept

was associated with greater self-reported assertiveness, but not
necessarily with more assert%je contant in response to the
projective situétions. Inherent differences between the measures
may account for part of this discrepancy. &s a iore ambiguous

reasure, the projective task provides fewer clues about the

acGrdth, 1973) has demonstrated that responding to self-rated
reasures of assertiveness is susceptible to a social
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désifability bias. In order to test this possibility in the
current étudy, the 1ié scale of the TSCS, ﬁhich is a mea sure of
' soc1a1 d951rab111ty, was correlateﬂ with total ASES, FLSUB and
Noncompllance scores. As only nonSLgnlflcant correlatxons ' |
emerged, there is no evidence that the difference between thé

measures may be attributed to the greater susceptibility of the

~

ASES to a social desirabiiity bias. , : ’

A_more'critical difference between the projective measure
and the ASE§ may be the‘greater specificity of the,pggjéctivg,
situations. Other fesearchers have‘reported poor to moderate
correiations between_self-report;d assertiveness and
assertiveness -in bbth role play situations*(ﬁourque and
Ladouceur, 1973; Heiﬁberg et al., 1979# Higgins et al;, 1979;
ﬁesbitt, 1973) and in situations involving a confederate
(Cummins et al., 1977; Stebbins et al., 1977). Nesbitt “(1979)

observed that this reduced concordance may be attributable to

the greater specificity introduced into his rolgiﬁlay situations

+to make *hem more realistic. During the pilot study which
preceded this author's research, subjects repeatedly asked for
more detail abgﬂ{7the corntext of the situations; this detail was
providéd in the revised_iersion of *he projective measure. One

ASES item which illustrates the gualitative,difference between

the measures asks: “If you are angry a"your spouse/boyfriend or

?

glrlfflena; is it Jifficult f‘f‘yﬁu‘tb“tétrﬁtﬁéﬂ’*“x‘negatrve**********

response to thls item does not necessarily mean that when
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presented with a hypothetical situation involving the potential
expression of anger a subject will necessarily choose to express
that angér or %ill do so in a manner that can be classified as

assertive.

-

The specificity of the projective situations ;elativé to
the ASES itémsimay account for the presence of only a weak
linear ﬁelationship between self-concept and noncomélianqe
scores, It is possible fhat an individual who possesses a high
self-concept does not need to be:assertive'as freguently aé{a
person who has a less positive self-image. It might be argded

that the latter's self-concept will be subject to greater

4

-fluctuation as a function of his/her interactions with others,

and that he/she will conéequently bé more senéitive to potential
violations of rights. If this reasoning is correct, one would
éxpect a curvilirear relationship between self-concept and
-noncomplianqg scores. In order to test this possibility,

subjects were grouped as having either high, moderate or low

sel f-concept. A two way (sex by gro&p) analysis of variance of

their Noncompliance scores yielded a significant main effect for
group. Subseguent group comparisons demonstrated, however, thaé\\
subjects with low self-concepts gave fewer Noncoampliant

responses than subjects with both moderate and high

self-concepts, while the latter groups did not differ. This

supports the suggestion that the relationship between
sel f-concept and Noncompliance scores is nonlinear.

%
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In addition to the predicted sex role differences in
assertiveﬁess, several 1nteres*1ng sex differences emerged; all
ef which favoured_fema}es. Females vere more llkely to define
the projectife situations as problemat%c and, subseguently, to-
provide a noncompliant respomse. They made more_explicié |
statements recognizing fhe fights of fhe other, and also gave
more adequa ely assertlve tesponses than males. Finally, females

gave ?ore adequately assertive ldeal responses, while males'

-

LdealTresponsesrtended t0 be punitive. One explanation of these
findings might involve the imﬁortancerf interpersonal relations
for females relative to males. The differences observed in
defiring the situations as problematic suggest that females are
more sensitive to interpersonal tfansgressions, a finding uhich
may reflect the greater 1mportance they attach to relatlonshlps
'(Haccoby 8 Jacklin,- 197#)- |

An alternative interpretation reflects a fundamental -
similarity between assertiveness and self-disclosure. The tera
"self-discloeu:e" refers to the p;ecess of verbally revealing
ieformation about oneself to another; a critical aspect is
vulnerability or the risk of potential exploitation by the |

other. The socialization of male children iskpreSUIedeto inhibit

self-disclosure, with its emphasis on competitiveness and the

A e sealinb o

JEVIE NI S8 ST AT

equation of expre551veness with vulnerablllty. Maccoby and

bt i bt

Jacklin (T??tT in- a’lajcrﬁirteratnre*revIeV*ofgsexgﬁtfference5444444444;

corcluded that eviderce does not support the assumption of sex
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différencesvin global self-disclosure. Subsequent research
{Derlega, Durham, Gockel & Sholis, 1381) has established
differences in the amount the sexes wiil disélose on specific
topiés, houeVef. These authors found males reluctant to disclo::}
on "feminine" topics, operationally defined as thpse which
involved expressions of affect. f/f -
Affective disclosure is a critiqalgcomponent of
assertiveness as defined in this stuly. Its importance was also
established empirically by Pearson {1973) who found |
assertiveness to be positively related to a'féctor she labelled
"cardour about feelings". Thus the differénces observed im this
study may reflect éender differences in willingneés to reveal
affect, particularly ﬁhen such a disclosure risks increased 2
vulnrerability. This explanation appears to Sccount for the sex
di fferences cbserved .in *he frequenéy'of'statements'recognizing
the other. The hypothesis +hat males are more reticent than
females to risk vﬁlnerability may also explain their apparent
insenéitivity to the problematic nature c¢f the projective
situations. The mere identification of a situation as a protblen
is, to some extent, fisky, for the other person may entirely

reject this interpretation. Sattel (1976) and Derlega et al.

(1981) have observed that 1nexpre551veness has its benefits as a

strategy for maln+a1n1ng power in 1nterpersona1 51tuat10ns. They

Y

reasoned that without information about a persoL's feelings

others canrot understand, predict or control their behaviour. It
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is somewhat ironic that assertiveness'hﬁs been prosmoted as a
technigque for increasing .interpersonal power (Jakubowski, 1977),
uheh +he self-disclosing aspect may actually function to
increase valnerability to others.

In summary, this research generally supported the .
hypothesis'that“sexirole“orientation—is a bettéﬁ éredicto: of

assertiveness than gender. However, the evidence does not

support the no*ion that “assertiveness is androgynous behaviour.

Consistent with other sex role research, assertiveness appears
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PPN A MR EN R E R S R ST

% b

N T EopT S

w

70




SRR L B

AL B

]

Abpendices

L

IR



v
Appendix 2 . "
nistribution of 'Shﬁjects: 3
, " Sex by Sex Role Categories -
(v=133) - e -
, X, ) L
‘Yales ) Females
n % - B S ‘\ S B
L] I 15 26.3. - T om 14.5
4 - 12 21,77 25, ‘329
' , - 15 . 26, 26 31.5
LA 157 2643 16 211 e
- - | 3 ' ] R B K ' TS -
" . ) , o
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‘ kppendiilﬁ
Projéctivé Heasure'Of-ASSQrti#enéss

-
v ~ .

L 1. A frxend of yours has started to phone you late at night,
though he never has any*blng important to saY. I*s late now and
you are in bed, Jjust about to doze off, when rhe .phone rings.
‘You worder for a secornd if you should answer it, then decide to
since it might be 1nportant.

Friend: "Hi,.its me. I just %o* home from fhe llbra:y."

2. You are having lunch with a friend when he suddenly asks you’
if you would lend him 330 un*il he gets paid next week. You have
+he money but were plamnning .to spend it on something else.
Friend: "Can T borrow $30? I overspent on the weekend and -left
myself short-~-I'11l pay you back -next week."”

3. You have ar 8:30 class one mornin%&ind have standing
arrangements for your friend, who has a ¢ar, to drive you *o
school on those days. One such morning you are waiting for hia,
somewkat impatient as he is alnost ten minutes late, when the
phore rings.

Priend: "Hi. Look, I'm really sorry, but I went to a great party
last pnight and didc't make it homé until really late. Can you
ge* to school by yourself today?"
4. A friend that you have known £or. 3 long time has recently
begun to develop interests and opinions divergent from your own.
Where you used to enjoy his company, you now £ind him :
unirnteresting. His feelings for you, hovever, do not seem to
have changed. Yon'd just as soon let the relationship peter out,
ard have politely refused to join hi® on several occasions. He
doesn't seem *o be get*+ing the messaje, howvwever, and ore
Saturday afternoon you reéeceive %he folloulng ptone call.

Priend: "Hi. Thkat fila you wanted to See is playlng dovntovn.
¥hy don't we go see it tonight?"

S. You are invited ‘o a party by a friend.- When you get there
you realize that everyone knows everyofie else--except you. Your
friend gets you a drink then drifts off to socialize. After a

‘half-hour of your unsuccessfully attamp*ing tosengagessoneone -

{(aryore) ir coaversation, he retuacns.
Priend: "Isn't this a great party? I's having a really jood
time." - & : - «

6. You are exper1enc1ng some ‘serious personal probiems and, oae
nigh*, *a’x about thes with a  friend. thhln the next few days,

%
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remarks are made by others which leal you to strongly suspect
that he has betrayed your confidence. You meet him for coffee
and he pointedly asks, :

Friend: "How are you feeling today?"

7. In the mldst of a heated discussion a friend has made a
cut+ting remark which you found to be insulting and rude. You
+hink that he intended to hurt your feelings, - but he swears that
no such thing was intended. In the middle of this exchange he
says,

Friend: "If you misunderstood what I said, that's your problem.
I won't apologize for something I didn't do.

8. You are in the mids* of an impcrtant and interesting
corversation. A friend suddenly bursts into the room and roisily
pulling up a chair he flops down and exclainms,

Frlend' "Let me tell you about the wexrd day I've just had!"

9. A friend asks to borrow your car so that he can run some
errands. You don't need it, so you agree. He takes it Saturday
morning and a%t about 8 p.m. that evening calls you from a bar,
vhere he has obviously been for guite some time.

Priend: "Hi. I knew that you weren't going out tonight, so I've
still got the car. Can I bring ‘it back in the morning?"

i e e




o
References

\\\

N
\,
N

Alberti, R.E. and Emmons;‘H.L. Your Perfect Right: E guide to
assertive behaviour. San Luis Obispo, Ca.: Impact, 1974.

L4

Alden, L. and Cappe, R. Nonasser*lvenesg' Skill deficit or
: selective self-evaluation? §ghgx;oun Therapy, 1981, 12,
= 107=-114.

‘Bach, G.R. and Goldberg, H. Creative Aggression. Garden City,
: N.Y.: Doubleday, 1374. N ,

: Bem, S.L. The measurement of psychological andf&gyny. Journal of
L Consulting and Clianical Psychology, 1374, 42, 155-162.

Bem, S.L. Sex role adap%ability- One consequence of\
psychologlcal androgyny. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1375, 31, 634-643. .

Bem, S.L. On *he utility of alternative procedures for aSSe551nq
psychologlcal androgyny. Journal of Consultlng ang Cllnlcal
Psychology , 1977, 45, 196-205. e

Bem, S5.L., Martyna, W. and Watson, C. Sex *typing and androgyny: -
Purther explorations of the expressive domain. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 1976, 34, 1016-1023.

Bloom, l.Z., Coburn, K. and Pearlman, J. The New Assertive
Woman. New York: Delacorte Press, 197€.

Bourgue, P. and Ladouceur, R. Self report and behavioural
measures in the assessment of assertive behaviour. Journal
of Behavionr Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 1979, 10,
287=292.

¢ roverman, I.X., Broverman, D.M., Clarkson, F., Bosenkrantz,.P.
and Vogel, S. Sex role stereotypes and clinical judgements
of mental health. Journal of Consulting Psycho;_gx, 1370,

38, 1-7.

=

Bruch, M.A. R task aué1y51s of assertive behaviour revisited:

RO ]

Pepllcatlor’éqﬁﬁexten51on. Behaviour Therapy, 1981, 12,
217-230 {

- e
,,,,, . N . e
. ~

Bryson, J.B. and Corey, D.HM. Sex—diagnosticity in 100
personality trait adjectives. Pepsonality and Social
Psychology Bulletir, 137¥4¢ 3, 301-304. ~

75



— ' L o

Coten, J. » coefficient of agreemen* for nomiral scales.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1960, 20, 37-46.

Cbnstantinople, A. Masculinity-FPemininity: an exception to the
famous dictum. Psychological Bulletin, 1973, 80, 383-407.

Cummins, D.E., Holombo, L.K. and Holte, C-S.'TargEt specificity
in a self-report measure of assertion. Journal of

Psychology, 1977, 31, 183-186.

Currant, E.F., Dickson, A.L., Anderson, H.N. and Faulkender,
P.J. Sex role stereotypirg and assertive behaviour. Jgournal -

of Psychology, 1973, 101, 223-228.

DeGiovanni, I.S. and Epstein, N. Unbinding assertion and
aggression in research and clinical practice. Behaviour
Modification, 1978, 2, 173-133. R SR

berlega, V., Durha=z, B., Gockel, B. and Sholis, D. Sex

differences ir self-d lcsure: Effects of topic content,
friendship and par+ne s sex. Sex Roles, 1381, 7, u433-447.

Eisler, R.M., Hersern, H., Hlller, P.M. and Blanchard, E.B.
Situational determinants of assertive behaviours Journal of

Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1375, 43, 330-340.

Eisler, R.M., Miller, P.M. and Hersen, M. Components of .
assertive behaviour. Journal of Clinical;Bsychology, 1373,
29, 295-2939. ' R O c

Galassi, J.P., Deleo, J.S., Galassi, M.D. and Bastien, S. The
College Self-Expression Scale: A measure of assertiveness.

Behaviour Tkerapy, 1974, 5, 165-171.

Gambrill, E.D. and Richey, C.A. An assertion inventory for use
in assessment and research. Behaviour Therapy, 1975, 6,
550-561. : . ~ :

Gay, M.Ll., Hollandsvorth, J.G. and Galassi, J.P. An
assertiveness inventory for adults. Journal of Counselxng

Psychology, 1975, 22, 340-=344.

Heimberg, R.G., Harrison, D. F-, Gofdberg, L.S.’, Desmarais, S.

and Blue, S. The relationship of self-report and behavioural

_assertion in an offender population. Journal of Behawiour

‘Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 1979, 1g, T283-286..

]
Al Sl zeﬂhiﬁ,ﬁm‘{wl‘v —t\ﬁ»ﬂ‘l"'ﬁﬂ‘*i“ﬁ"‘v‘wkr\tv%»Jwam{-‘gﬁi&w:«.m%Affia‘»\".‘«;- e

T i ko

CRNNEN

JEREI WIPTPOR PR



Higgins, R.l., Alonso, R.R. ana Pendle*ton, M.G. The validity of
role-play assessments of assertiveness. Behaviour Therapy,
19793, 10, 655-662. :

Hollandsworth, J.G. Differentiating assertion and aggression:
Some behavioural guldellnes. Behaviour Therapy, 1977, 8,
347-352. . ,

Hollandsworth, J.G., Galassi, J.P. and Gay, M. The Adult

Self-Expression Scale: Validation .by the
multitrait-pultimethod procedure. Journal of Cllnlca;

Psychology, 1377, 33, 407-415.
Hollandsworth, J.G. and ¥all, K.E. Sex diffefencgs in assertive

behaviour: An eampirical iavestigation. Joup#al of Counseling

Pszchol ogqy, 1977, 24, 217-222.

Hoppe, -Interpersonal aggression as a function of subject'
sex, subject's sex role ider+tifica*ion, opponent's sex and
degree of provocation. Journal of Personalltz 1973, 47,
317-329.

Jakubowski, P.A. Assertive behaviour and clinical problems of
women. In E.I. Rawlings and D.K. Carter (eds) Psychotherapy
for Women. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1377.

Jones, ¥.H., Chernovetz, M.E. and Hansson, R.0. The enigma of
androgyny: Differential implications for males and females?
Journal of Consulting and Cllnlcal Psxcholoqv, 1978, 46,
298-3 313 v

Kelly, J.A., Caudill, S., Hathorn, S. and O'Brienm, C.G. Socially
undesirable sex-correlated characteristics: Inplications for

Pszchologz 19717, HS 1186-1187.

Kelly, J.A. and Furmar, W. Problems associated with the
typological measurement of sex roles and androgyny. Jourmal
of Counseling apd Clinical Psychology, 1978, 4§, 1574-157a.

Kelly, J.A. and Fbrell, J. New formulaticns of sex roles and

__androgyny: A critical review. Journal-of Consulting and .

Cllnlcal Pszchologz, 1977 us, 1101 1115 N

KleC‘I{ -J. and McGrath E. Social .desirability respondlng in the
peasurement of. assertive behavionr. Jourpal of- Eonsultlng
and Cllnlcal Psl_ ologx 1979, 47, 640-642. .

£
~— ~

77 /



Klpper, D.A. and Jaffe, Y. Dimensions of aSDertlveness- Pactors
-urnderlying the College Self-Expression Scale. Pe ceptual and
Motor Skills, 1378, 46, 47-52. /

Maccoby, E.E. and Jacklin, C.¥. The Bsychology of Sex

Difference=. Stanford, Ca.: Stanford fUniversity Press, 1974.

MoFall, R.M. and Lillesand, D.B. Behaviour rehearsal with
modeling azd coaching in assertion training. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 1971, 717, 313-323. '

Mc Pall, R. M. and Marston, A.R. An experimental investigation of'

behaviour rehearsal in assertive trainizng. Journal of.
Abnormal Psychology, 1370, 76, 29395-303.

Nesbitt, FE.B. Rathus Assertiveness Schedule and College
Self-Expression Scale Scores as predictors of assertive
behaviour. Psychological Reports , 1973, 45, 855-861.

Orlofsky, J.l. Sex role orientation, identity formation and
self-esteem in college men and women. Sex Roles, 1977, 3,

561=575.
Orlofsky, J.Ll. and wind§§%{§fm. Sex role orientation,
behavioural adaptab y and personal adjustment. Sex Roles,

1978, 4, 801-811.

Parsors, T. and Bales, R.F. Family, Socialization and
- Interaction Process. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1955.

Pearson, J.C. A Sactor analytic study of *the items in the Rathus
Assertiveress Schedule and the Personal Report of
Cormunication Apprehension. Psychological Regorts, 1979, gé,
491-497. , .

Puglisi, J.T. Pquating the social desirability of the Bem Sex

Role Inventory Masculirity and Femirinity Subscales. Journal

of Personality Assessment, 1980, 44, 272-276.

"Rakos, R.F. Content consideration in the distinction betvween
assertive and aggressive behav1our. Psychological Reports,
19793, 44, 767=-773. .

~ Rathus, S. A thlrtz item schedule for assessing assertive

v ke o i o

‘behaviour. Behavigur Therapy, 1373, &, 338-40U6.
78

BAs L' o a0



Rich, A.R. and Schroeder, H.E. Research issues in assertiveness
training. 2sychological Bulletin, .1976, 83, 1080-1096.

Sat*tel, J.W. The inexpressive male: Tragedy or sexual politics?
Social Problems, 1376, 23, 463-477.

Schwartz, R.%. and Gottman, J.M. Toward a task analysis of
assertive behaviour. Journal of Consulting and Clipical
Psychology, 1376, 41, 310~9320. '

'Seaney, M.aA. Commeats on median split procedures for scoring
androgyny measures. Sex Roles, 1381, 7, 217-222,

Serber, M. Teacﬁing the non-verbal compohents of assertlve
training. Journal of Behayviour Therapy and Expecrimental -

Psxchlatr 1972, 3, 173-183.

Silvern, .L.E. and Ryan, V.Ll. Self-rated adjustdent and :
sex-+yp1na on the Bem Sex Role Inventory: Is masculinity the
“primary predictor of adjustment’ Sex-Roles, 1373, 3,
739-763. . ' ’

Smye, M.D. and Wire, J.D. A comparisor of female and male
adolescents' social behaviours and cogritions: A challenge -
to the asser+1veness literature. Sex Roles, 1980, 6,
213-230. S

vSpence, J. and Helm*elch, R L. ggggg;;g;_j and Felxnlnlty; Thei %

Psychological Dimensions, Correliates and Antecedents.
Austin, Texas: University of Texas Press, 1978.

Spence, J.T., Helareick, R.L. and Stapp, J. Ratings of self and
' peers on sex role attributes and their relation to
self-esteer and conceptions of masculinity and femininity.
Jourrnal of Personality and Soc1a1 Psychologz , 1975, 32,
29-39 . . ’ '

. Stebbirs, C.A., Kelly, B.R., tolor, A. and Pover, M. Sex
differences ir asser*xvehess in college students. Journal of

Psyckology, "1377, 35, 309-315.

St*ahan, R.F. Remarks on Ben’s‘measurenent of psychological

androgyny. Jourpal of Copsulting aﬂH‘CllgxcaI Psychology,
1975, 43, 568=571.

\i\/

73



, Tolor, A., Kelly, B.R. and Stebbins, C.A. ASsertiveness, sex
‘role stereotyping and self-concept. Journal-of Psychology,
1376, 33, 157-164. v

. . .i . . V s .
Walkup, H. and Abbo-_, R.D. Cross validation of item selection
on *he+Bem Sex Role Inventory. gpg;ied Psycholog;cal
- Measurement, 1978, 2, 63-71. : )

. /

Wiggins, J.S. ard Holzmuller, A. Psy: hologlcal androgyny and
interpersoral behaviour. Journal of Counseling and Clinjcal
bsychology, 1378, 46, 40-52. TeT ,

”Higglns, J.S. and Holzmuller, A. Purther eviderce on androgyny
| and interpersonal flexibility. Journal of Research lD e
Personality, 1981, 15, 67-80. ) =

Wirer, B.J. Statistical Principles in g;perigentalﬁbesign. New
‘io“k'yﬂc Graw-Hill, 1962. e :

.S*af ;td UnlveL51ty Press,~1958

Wolpe, J. ThLe Prag;ice £ _ehaviour Therapy-. New York: Pergamon
Press, 1969. : : :

WOlpe,*J. and’ Lazarus, A. BehaV10u* Therapy Techniques. New o _
York: Pergamon Press, 1966. . ' -

o o






