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Sex Roles, Vol. 17, Nos. 7/8, 1987

Measuring Gender Differences:
The Expressive Dimension
and Critique of Androgyny Scales!

Sandra Gill
Gettysburg College, Gettysburg, Pennsylvania

Jean Stockard, Miriam Johnson, and Suzanne Williams
University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon

This paper calls for a new approach to the measurement of gender similari-
ties and differences in personality. Critiques of current measures that are
based on the measurement of stereotypical masculinity and femininity are
reviewed, and an alternative measure is presented. It avoids many of the
problems in the other scales by measuring expressiveness and instrumentali-
1y in such a way that they are not confounded with variables such as indepen-
dence or autonom y. Results with this measure in five different samples are
presented. These confirm our theoretical definitions of expressiveness and
instrumentality, and suggest that only the expressive or relational dimension
consistently differentiates samples of women and men.

The masculinity and femininity scales that were widely used in the 1930s
through the 1960s tended to treat personality characteristics associated with
women and men as bipolar. These scales also implicitly assumed that it is
desirable for women to be feminine and for men to be masculine. Androgyny
scales, designed to allow individuals to score high on both femininity and
masculinity and thus be “androgynous,” were developed in the 1970s. Initial

'We thank Mary Rothbart for her insightful and constructive comments on an earl‘ler drgft;
Leisha Sanders, Marcia DeCaro, Vickie Van Nortwick, and Lyn Cogswell for their clerical
assistarice; the Center for the Study of Women in Society for financial support; anq Liza ercker
and Patricia Gwartney-Gibbs for providing data used in the anqums. .An qarher version of
this paper was presented at the 1984 annual meeting of the Pacific Sociological Association.
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Measuring Gender Differences n
male roles (Johnson, 1955, 1963;Parsons & Shils, 1952; Parsons, Bales, &
Shils, 1954). David Gutmann (1970) described autocentric and allocentric ego
styles, and David Bakan (1966) developed a distinction between communion
and agency. More recently, Nancy Chodorow (1978) has connected wom-
en’s more relational orientation and men’s less relational orientation to wom-
en’s mothering, and Carol Gilligan (1982) has described women’s views of
morality in terms of responsibility and interdependence, and men’s views in
terms of rights and noninterference in the rights of others. All of these dis-
tinctions have a common theme that emphasizes the orientation of women
toward social integration and men toward more impersonal or individualis-
tic goals.

Social psychologists who have tried to develop empirical measures of
masculinity and femininity have generally paid little attention to these more
theoretical approaches. Beginning in 1936, a number of measures were de-
veloped to place individuals on a single continuum ranging from very mas-
culine to very feminine (e.g., Constantino & Heilbrun, 1964; Hathaway &
McKinley, 1943; Gough, 1952; Gough & Heilbrun, 1965; Terman & Miles,
1936). These scales have been criticized on a number of grounds, but the
criticism that proved to be most influential on future research was that they
assumed that masculinity and femininity constituted a single, bipolar dimen-
sion (Constantinople, 1973).

During the 1970s several scales were developed that have separate mas-
culinity and femininity scales. The first developed and by far the most wide-
ly used scales at this time are Bem’s Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974)
and the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence, Helmreich, &
Stapp, 1974, 1975; Spence & Helmreich, 1978; for other scales see also Ber-
zins, Welling, & Wetter, 1978, and Heilbrun, 1976). Both of these instru-
ments allow individuals to be categorized as either masculine, feminine,
undifferentiated, or if high in both masculinity and femininity, androgynous
(e.g.,Bem, 1975; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Research findings based on
these scales, however, are questionable, since the instruments themselves,
Particularly the widely used BSRI, have come under serious attack on theo-
retical, methodological, and philosophical grounds (see Heerboth &
Ramanaiah, 1985; Jones, Chernovetz, and Hansson, 1978; Kelly & Worell,
1977, Locksley & Colten, 1979; Lott, 1981; Morgan, 1982; Myers & Sugar,
1979; Myers & Gonda, 1982; Pedhazur & Tetenbaum, 1979; Stark-Adamec,
Graham, & Pyke, 1980).

That these scales are designed to measure androgyny in no way
eliminates the necessity of measuring the concepts of masculinity and femi-
Ninity. The term androgyny itself, however it is defined operationallyZ qus
involve combining “masculinity” and “femininity” in some way. If t.he initial
Measures of masculinity and femininity, viewed as separate dimensions, are
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“be both masculine and feminine, both assertive and yielding, both instrumen-
tal and expressive” (Bem, 1974, p. 157; see also Bem, Martyna, & Watson,
1976, p.1016).. Yet beyond this brief equating of masculinity with assertive-
ness and instrumentality, and femininity with yielding and expressiveness,
neither Bem nor Spence and Helmreich discuss the dimensions implicit in
measuring masculinity and femininity in our culture. Our own argument,
made first in 1975 and presented in more detail below, is that measures of
expressiveness and instrumentality must conform to theoretical descriptions
of these terms. We specifically maintain that it is essential to separate the
idea of dependency and emotionality from expressiveness, a distinction not
made in the BSRI or PAQ.

Morever, in the original development of their measures, neither Bem
nor Spence and Helmreich assessed the internal consistency of each scale
through techniques such as a factor analysis. If they had done so it would
have become clear that the scales draw upon a number of different dimen-
sions. Several factor analyses of results using Bem’s scale have demonstrat-
ed that it contains more dimensions than those suggested in the original
development (see Collins, Waters, & Waters, 1979; Feather, 1978; Gaudreau,
1977; Moreland, Gulanick, Montague, & Harren, 1978; Pedhauzer & Teten-
baum, 1979; Ruch, 1984; Waters, Waters, & Pincus, 1977; and discussion
below). Studies focusing on the PAQ also indicate that the scales may con-
tain more dimensions than originally suggested (see Gaa, Liberman, & Ed-
wards, 1979). In our view a scale is needed that has a better
theoretical/conceptual rationale and whose assumptions can then be examined
empirically.

The Expressive-Instrumental Distinction

The terms instrumental and expressive were originally used by the so-
ciologist Talcott Parsons in the 1950s. In spite of much criticism by feminists
(most recently by Miriam Lewin, 1984), the terms remain in general use. Our
interest is not to discredit these terms, but rather to define them more clear-
ly than Parsons did and argue that they can be of use if more narrowly
specified.

Drawing on distinctions running through several of Parsons’ theoreti-
cal works (e.g., Parsons, 1951; Parsons & Shils, 1951; Parsons et al., 1954),2
we define an instrumental orientation as concern with the attainment of goals
external to the interaction process, while an expressive orientation gives prima-

zl?arsons himself dropped the terms expressive and instrumental when he adopted his “four func-
tion paradigm outlined in Parsons and Smelser (1956).
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an empirical question as to how males and females actually differ on these
characteristics.

When the items in the PAQ and BSRI are compared to these theoreti-
cal specifications, it is apparent that they both include many items that do
not properly belong in the instrumental or expressive dimensions. For in-
stance, the PAQ’s Masculinity scale contains items that clearly reflect au-
tonomy rather than instrumentality (e.g., not at all independent to very
independent, very passive to very active). The PAQ Femininity scale con-
tains items suggesting positive expressive personality traits (e.g., not at all
kind to very kind, not at all aware of the feelings of others to very aware
of the feelings of others, very cold in relations with others to very warm in
relations with others, etc.), but also includes items reflecting emotionality
(not at all emotional to very emotional). The BSRI Femininity scale con-
founds expressiveness, emotionality, and dependence. For example, such
words as childlike, shy, and yielding, which are included on Bem’s scale, are
not indicative of expressiveness. The Masculinity scale includes few items
properly identified as instrumental, but many that could measure autonomy.

METHODOLOLGY

The complete details on the original development of our instrument
are given in an earlier article (Johnson et al., 1975). Below we summarize
this earlier work and then report the methods used in replicating the study.

The Original Study

Work to develop our original instrument began in the early 1970s. Af-
ter reviewing and discussing the definitions given above and the theoretical
work of Johnson (1955, 1963), four women and three men, who were either
Ph.Ds or advanced graduate students, independently selected adjectives from
the Gough Adjective Checklist to reflect each of the following categories:
positive expressive, negative expressive, positive instrumental, negative in-
strumental, active and/or independent, and passive and/or dependent. Thus
items were specifically selected to reflect both the positive and negative com-
ponents of three separate dimensions: expressiveness, instrumentality, and in-
dependence or autonomy.

Items placed in the same theoretical dimensions by at least five of the
seven judges were then presented in a questionnaire to male and female col-
lege students enrolled in introductory sociology courses at the University of
Oregon. These students were asked to rate themselves on each adjective with
one of four possible answers: very true of me, somewhat true of me, some-
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tained approximately equal numbers of males and females. (The sampling
design called for an overrepresentation of male nurses so that male-female
comparisons could be made.)

The samples differed in age, socioeconomic status, work status, and
knowledge about gender role issues. They also differed in manner of adminis-
tration (in an intact group vs mail-out, mail-back). In all cases the subjects
were asked to mark the extent to which a given adjective “is true of you”
on the 4-point scale used in the original study. Identical items were used in
all administrations with only two exceptions. First, on the schedule given
to the nurses, daring, stern, and obliging were omitted, and hardworking
was substituted for industrious. Second, only items representing the positive
pole of each dimension were used in the replications done in 1983 and 1984.
This simplifies the presentation, and more closely parallels the versions of
the BSRI and PAQ currently in use. Only the results for positively worded
traits and dimensions are reported in this analysis. To the extent that similar
results appear with each sample we may gain confidence in our conclusions.

To identify the underlying dimensions, separate principal component
factor analyses with a varimax orthogonal rotation were performed on the
self-ratings of the men and women in each of the sample groups. The results
of these ten analyses were used to confirm or, when deemed necessary, to
modify the scales slightly from the form presented in the 1975 article.

Scores on each item in the scales were summed and averaged, resulting
in scale scores which could vary from 1 to 4. A higher score indicates that
subjects were more likely to say that a given set of traits were “true” of them.
The internal consistency of the scales was measured using Cronbach’s alpha,
a measure of reliability, and correlations among the scale scores were also
examined. Finally, ¢ tests were used to examine differences between the sex
groups in average scale scores, and Cohen’s d (the standardized mean differ-
ence or effect size) (Cohen, 1977) was used to measure the relative size of
these differences.

RESULTS
The results with the replications generally confirm those found in the
original study.
Testing the Theoretical Dimensions

Tables I and II report results of the factor analyses for eacl} of tl}e ten
groups. The items determined by the judges to fall in each theoretical dimen-
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Table IIL. Reliability Coefficients of Expressive, Instrumental, and Autonomy Scales in Four

Samples®
1982 College 1982 High School 1983 Nurses 1984 College
Scales Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Expressiveness 0.75 0.75 0.74 0.75 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.81
Instrumental

Industrious 0.66 0.71 0.59 0.54 0.68° 0.75 0.77 0.77

Analytical 0.39 0.52 0.44 0.44 0.69 0.69 0.59 0.59
Autonomy®

Forceful 0.75 0.67 0.63 0.69 0.76 0.72 0.74 0.74

:All cqefficients are Cronbach’s alpha.
Coefficient alpha is not reported for the adventurous dimension because there are

conly 2 items on that dimension.
If hardworking is included to replace industrious, 0.64.

Reliability

Coefficients alpha for the scales for each sex group in the 1982, 1983,
and 1984 samples are shown in Table ITL. These results suggest that the scales
are internally consistent. All of the coefficients are relatively high, although
the instrumental scales show the lowest internal consistency and the most
variability from sample to sample.®

The intercorrelations among the scales are usually positive and moder-
ate in size (see Table IV). These results support the contention that the scales
represent distinct dimensions and subdimensions. In addition, the moderate
correlations between the expressive, instrumental, and autonomous scales
support our theoretical contention that the measured attributes are not op-
posites, but that individuals may see themselves as expressive as well as in-
strumental and autonomous. Again, with only a few exceptions, similar results

appear with each sample.

gh levels of coefficient alpha (1974),

’In some of her early articles Bem reported relatively hi
1977; Pedhazuer & Tetenbaum, 1979;

vet later articles (e.g., Gaudreau, 1977; Moreland et al.,
Ruch, 1984) noted that her scales were far from unidimensional. When coefﬁcient‘alpha. was
computed for the combined or total scales for the instrumental and autonomous dimensions,
the reliability coefficients were somewhat higher than the coefficients for the subdimensions,
even though the factor analyses usually distinguished the subdimensions fairly c]ea_lrly. This
occurred because the total scales have more component items than the subscales and illustrates
the_ difficulties of using a reliability measure such as coefficient alpha apart from a test of the
unidimensionality of a measure through some type of multivariate analysis (see Zeller & Car-

mines, 1980, p. 60; also Armér, 1974).
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Table 1v, Intercorrelations of Scale Scores in Four Samples
Scale -
a : in,
Scale and sample Expressiveness Industrious  Analytical Forceful Daring
Women
Industrious
1972 College 31 1.00
1982 College 33 1.00
1982 High school 25 1.00
1984 College 32 1.00
Analytical
1972 College .16 .30 1.00
1982 College : 21 37 1.00
1982 High schog] 32 .30 1.00
1984 College .14 .44 1.00
Forceful
1972 College .18° .20 218 1.00
1982 College 17 41 12 1.00
1982 High schoo] 17 23 32 1.00
1984 College —.08 23 .30 1.00
Daring
1972 College 13 -.05 .08 .36* :-88
1982 College 15 .22 ~.12 .46 1-00
1982 High school 24 .28 09 45 '00
1984 College ~.03 .00 18 .50 L
Men
Industrioyg
1972 College 23 1.00
1982 College 19 1.00
1982 High school .26 1.00
1984 College .20 1.00
Analytica)
1972 College 24 .43 1.00
1982 College 13 .35 1.00
1982 High school 24 .24 1.00
1984 College 27 .47 1.00
Forceful
1972 College .10 .30° 248 1.00
1982 College .18 45 27 1.00
1982 High school .30 .37 .09 1.00
1984 College 17 .35 .26 1.00
Daring
1972 College .19 .05 .09 .36° 1.00
1982 College 22 .29 17 S35 100
1982 High school .28
.19 .19 .57 1.00
1984 College 14 : 20 53 1.00
“All Measures are Pearson Product mope, t i
bIn the 1972 study the term aey; i, don atlons,

autonomoyg (see footnote 5i

dimensiong for the 1972 sam
indepcndem"

ve and independent formed 4
0 text). The Correlatiopg repo,

: AMple are an average of those with, th
subdxmensnon In the 197 sample,

third subdimension of
rted  with the forceful
€ “forcefu]” and “active-
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Gender Differences in the Dimensions

Table V shows, for each of the samples, the means and standard devi-
ations for the men and women, the results for  tests between the mean self-
ratings, and the effect size of this difference, as measured by Cohen’s d.

In every group and time period, women rate themselves significantly
higher than men on the expressiveness scale. The effect sizes range from .26
to .75, with an average value of .47, generally considered as indicating a
moderate effect (Cohen, 1977).

With regard to the two instrumental scales, women in both the 1982
and the 1984 samples of college students and the sample of nurses rated them-
selves higher on the industrious scale than the comparable men. These differ-
ences do not appear in the 1972 college sample or among high school students,
although the trend is in the same direction. The effect sizes range from .09
Fo .36, with an average of .22, generally considered small. While college men
in 1972 and 1982 and male nurses reported significantly higher levels of ana-
Iytic characteristics, high school females had significantly higher scores than
high school males on this dimension and there were no gender differences
in the 1984 college group. The effect sizes range from —.38 to +.38, with
an average value of —.09, considered very small.

With regard to autonomy, there were no significant differenes in any
f’f the groups on the forceful dimension and the average effect size of —.09
1s very small. Among high school students and the nurses, women had lower
scores on the adventurous scale.” There were no significant differences for
the other samples and the mean of the effect sizes is — .11, considered small.

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

The results described above confirm our theoretical conceptions of the
expressive-instrumental distinction. In addition, the largest and only consis-
tently measured difference between the self-concepts of men and women was
not that women saw themselves as less autonomous or as less instrumental
than men, but that women reported significantly higher levels of expressive
personality traits.

Expressiveness

or the concern with the relations

We have argued that expressiveness, !
ality distinct from instrumen-

among individuals, is a dimension of person

76 5 . o :
Daring” was not included on the nurses’ questionnaire, so the difference involves only the

ltem “adventurous.”
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in five samples
tality and autonomy. Factor analyses of malf:s an((ij fcrlmil:sallilthese aroups
indicate that underlying the self-concept of indivi uz}.sation of expressive
is a dimension that closely conforms to our coxicept.ua iz tom s dicringt o
ness. Our analyses also show that this personahty.dimenm ¢ analyses of the
instrumentality and autonomy. Research regortmg factg meaningfulzes
BSRI and PAQ provides further empirical e_vndence for tde Boror in ke
of this dimension, At least ten separate studies ha\.'e fou.n aColIins et 4l
scales that js very similar to our expressiveness dimens.lon. (k Wai<efield,
1979; Feather 1978; Gaa et al., 1979; Gaudreau, 1977; Kimlic a,

o Teten-
& Friedman, 1980; Moreland et al,, 1977; Pearson, 1980; Pedhazur &
baum, 1979; Ruch, 1984; Waters,

¢ PAQ and BSR] femininity scales (e.g.,

i igher
In all the groups we have studied, women reported significantly hig
levels of €Xpressive trajtg than mep

; ; e
» Which suggests that expressiveness is mo
centrally associated with the fema

eneral social theorists such as Parsons

» 0, 1953) ang Hartley (1976). (Se tockard & J. ohnson, 1979 and 1980,

m this Perspective it jg 10t surprising that the most con-

€ across oyr samples i Pressiveness. This could
y Tepression of the relationa] op;

Orlentation first learned by both
male and female childrep,

i i ther s and Wilhelm, (1981) claim, that two-factor oblique solution is the op-
timal one in thejy , asculine and fepyp;y . items of the PAQ, but the item “emo-
INg on thejr “femininity” factor thap any of the other items (see
t may be th; their

€

tWo-factor solution wag to some extent forced
atat

Iri general, j
L y hree-factor Solution wag also obtaineq (p. 1102), they
of that analysis,
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Instrumentality and Autonomy

Our results, as well as the multivariate analyses of the PAQ and BSRI,
suggest that instrumentality and autonomy involve subdimensions and thus
are not unitary concepts. Yet it is important to note that we did not find
that women consistently rate themselves lower on any dimension of these
two scales (cf. Frodi, Macauley, & Thome, 1977). For example, in
measuring autonomy we found no differences between males and fe-
males in any group on the forceful dimension. On the industrious subdimen-
sion of instrumental, females had higher scores than males in most
of the samples. Except for this subdimension, the mean effect sizes
on the instrumental and autonomy subscales are very small. These find-
ings are especially important as instrumentality and autonomy are associat-
ed in the public mind with the male gender role and tend to be seen as
antithetical to expressiveness. Further, these instrumental and autonomous
traits have been incorporated into scales of masculinity developed by both
Bem and Spence et al.

It is also important to remember that three of the five samples used
here involve college students. The results reported in Table IV are overly af-
fected by this portion of the sample, and it may be important to examine
variations in results by age and student status. Consistent results appear across
all five groups with the expressive dimension, with females always rating
themselves higher than males, and with the forceful subdimension of auton-
omy, with no gender differences appearing. But sharp differences appear
in the results of adults and high school students on the two subdimensions
of instrumental and in those of college students and noncollege students
on the adventurous subscale of autonomy. Adult females (nurses and the
college students) are more likely to rate themselves as industrious (average
effect size = .25), and adult males are more Jikely to see themselves as ana-
lytical (average effect size = —.21). Among the high school students there
is no significant difference on the industrious scale and girls rate themselves
as more analytical (see Table IV). On the adventurous subdimension of au-
tonomy no sex differences appear for the college students (average effect size
= .03), but in the noncollege group (nurses and high school students) males
rate themselves significantly higher than females (average effect size = .39).

Since males appear to see themselves as more autonomous and in-
strumental at some points in the life cycle, and women see themselves as more
autonomous and instrumental at other times, it may be that instrumental
and autonomous behaviors are not central aspects of a man’s perception of
himself as male. The differences we find between males and females may
be a result of the social demands placed upon individuals. For instance, adult
males may be expected to be analytical and rational, while adolescent males
are not. Most families tend to supervise more closely the activities of teenage
girls, and adventurousness tends to be especially prized by male peer groups
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in adolescence. Adult working women (here represented by nurses) may be
especially constrained in the area because of family responsibilities. Both col-
lege men and women may have more freedom for “adventurous” behavior.
While consistent distinctions between males and females on instrumentality
and autonomy may indeed appear in later work, a central point is that such
work is needed to assess whether differences exist.

Thus, while our research indicates that a central difference in men’s
and women’s self-concepts is that women typically see themselves as more
relational or expressive than men, this does not imply that women are neces-
sarily less instrumental or lesg independent than men. This findin g is exceed-
ingly important in view of the tendency among both researchers and the
general public to misunderstand and misdefine the nature of expressiveness.
Perhaps because we live in a male-dominant society, the term JSeminine seems

to connote deference to males, emotionality, and lack of assertiveness, rather
than the more positive qualities that facilitate interpersonal interaction. Previ-
ous measures of instrumental—express

iveness are not unidimensional and are
based on the very stereotypes that the women’s movement has sought to over-
come. We believe more is to be learned from measuring actual differences
in the self-definitions of men and wo

-€., androgyny). Taylor and Hall
Suggesting that it is “primarily masculin-
sitive outcomes for individuals in Ameri-
cally examined, the current state of research
es that individual women would maximize
118 masculine and forsaking a relational orien-

onceptualization of the scales that intermixes
ent

( dies by
1ty, not androgyny, that vields po
can society” (p. 362), Thus, uncritj
on .gender and bersonality implj
their health and happiness by bei
tation. It may be that jt isthe ¢
negative?

n?r%iit;‘;; ::S;ilclglenttalf, depeqd , and expressive items i the measure of femi-
s outcoml:slsi c(})}r atshe 1na:;l}11ty of the femininity scales to correlate with

ment i
Would suggeor e s ealth and happinegg. Moreover, our results

unidimensional concept Al measured by these scales, may not be a
Pt nor always more descriptive of males than of females.
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rely on measures that are questionable in their theoretical and empirical
grounding. For example, during a five-month period in 1986, 15 of 40 (37.5%)
articles in Sex Roles relied on the BSRI, PAQ, or some other measure of
masculinity and femininity based on stereoyped images of males and
females.®

Marsh and Myers (1986, p. 424) have noted that a new approach for
measuring gender-related personality characteristics requires that we
“adamantly reject the atheoretical, empirical approach often used to develop
M and F scales. Instead, an explicit theoretical model should be the starting
point for instrument construction.” This is what we have done in our research.
The theoretical work presented above suggest that males and females differ
in relationality or expressiveness, and in instrumentality, and that it is im-
portant to distinguish these two dimensions from autonomy or independence.
Our empirical analyses suggest that our scales represent these three dimen-
sions, but that only the one tapping expressiveness or relationality is unidimen-
sional. Moreover, our findings suggest that the basic, and perhaps only single
dimension along which groups of males and females consistently differ,
through time and across groups, is expressiveness, or a relational orienta-
tion, with men less relational than women. We suggest that this dimension
is the one researchers should focus upon in examining gender difference.

Clearly the further development and validation of our instrument, oOr
the development of alternative ways of measuring these constructs, is need-
ed. While there may well be better ways to measure the relational dimen-
sion, at this time researchers might rely on the items on our expressiveness
scales, or on the items on the factor from the BSRI identified by Pedhauzer
and Tetenbaum as reflecting “interpersonal sensitivity” (compassionate, gen-
tle, warm, tender, affectionate, sympathetic, sensitive to the needs of others
eager to soothe hurt feelings, and understanding), or the relevant items on
the PAQ’s femininity scale (able to devote self completely to others, gentle,
helpful, kind, aware of feelings, understanding, warm)."’ Essentially we ad-
vocate a shift in the measurement of gender differences, which would focus
on relationality or expressiveness. We believe this could lead to a redefini-
tion of the research agenda in gender and personality, allowing us to more
accurately measure correlates of traits that theoretically and empirically dis-

%0f the 40 articles in the January-May 1986 issues of Sex Roles, 8 used the BSRI, 3 used the
fAQ_’ and 4 used other measures that are based on stereotypes of males and females.
An instrumental factor is typically not found in Bem’s instrument, probably because it in-
cludes few items that reflect this dimension of self-concept. In Parsons’s and Bales’s (Parsons
et gl., 1954) terminology, there might be instrumental leaders and expressive leaders, thus leader-
ship, the other area tapped by her masculinity scale, is a quality not correlated with either the
instrumental or expressive dimension per se and it is thus understandable that it would load

on an “assertive” factor.
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