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ABSTRACT
Previous research (Bem, 1976) has shown*that

sex-typed and androgynous persons differ in their behavior in a
vafiety of situations. The present paper describes four studies of
the relationship of sex~-typing to sexual socialization and to Y
heterosexual attitudes and behavior. This program of research '
indicates that persons do differ in their sexual socialization and in
their career and family plans as a function of the extent to which
they are sex-typed. Investigation of the attitudinal and behavioral
differences between sex-typed and andro-gynous persons in the context
of heterosexual 1nteractlon, howvever, suggests that although there:-
‘aTre some differences in their sexumal attitfides and behavior, they do
not differ in their responses to persons vho engage in cross-sex
behavior (female active, male passive) in bed. On the other hang,
large and consistent differences as a function of gender emerged in.
the studies involving heterosexual interaction. It was concluded that
gender is far ‘more potent than extent of sex—typing in inf nenc1ng
heterosexual interaction. (Author)
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Heterosexuality and Sex—typing
Elizabeth Rice Allgeier \
Eestern Michigan University ’
a Throughout the' his tory of our species agcluding the period during
which most of us were socialized e have Agerated on the assumption that

3
Y

differentiation between tne sexes—-in our roles, tasks, needs, and atti-

tndes, and in our personal and interpersonal styles-—was an essential and -
healthy part of beinc a man or woman (Goslin, 1969). At present, however,"
we nre undergoing a massive transition from extreme sex role differbhtia-

tign to sex role egelitarianism. Bem and her colleagues (See Bem, 1976,

for a general review) have been involved in exploring the influence of

this shift by comparing the behavior of people who differ in the exten? to ’

which they have internalizedfstereotypic sex role norms. To conduct
. ' v !
| 9] ‘ .
research, Bem (1974) designed an inventorywwhich treats masculine and fem-

- -

inine identification as independent dimensions.-éln responding to the Bem
Sex: Role inventory (BSRI), one indicates the extent to which stereotypically

feminine traits are self-descriptive. Operationally defined, then, a sex-
. _ 1 N

typed- person is ohe vho gives significantly higher endorsement to traits

.

which are stereotypic of his or her gender. An androgynous person, on

. the other hand, does not differ in the endqrsement be or she gives to mas-
- ) AN

culine and feminine traits. In a series of studie£ of the influence of

A !
! N

sex-Lyped versus épdrogynous identification, Bem has found that sex-typing
is related‘to subjegts' tendency to conformlto others' opinions (Bem, 1975)
their willingness to engage in cross- sexhgehavior (Bem & Lenney, 1976), and

their tendency to- be nuitwrant (Bem, 1975; 1976) . In veneraL, androgynoﬁs‘“

}

sdeects appear to be able to respond in situationally appropriate ways

cven when suirch responses do not conform to @ender stereotypic norms " In

. .
~ £y “
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contrast, sex-typed persons appear to avoid responses which are stereotypic
of' the opposite sex. Thus far, however, Bem 's research has been confined

to the influence of sex—typing on relatiVely simple tasks outside of the

4
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arena of heterosexual relations. ' ..

In an attempt to examine the’influcnce of sex role idéntification on,
issues relevant to relations between the sexes, I have conducted a series

/ of four studiess,./In the first study, I hypothesized that androgynous

/ ) . o /,." .
// persons would differ fram sex-typed persons in their family and career

.-, ) ) §

plana (Allgeier 1975a). "In particular, I felt that agdrogynous females
/' would be less llkely to give ex clusive\emphasis to becoming productive
mothers than ﬁguld/sex-typed females. Results indicated that androgynous
/ o females wantedzéd/have signiﬁicantly fewer children (mean = Eﬁl) than did

sex—tyged femaiES (mean = : . Among the other results in that study was

4 / . . -
the ;{nding/that although andu. “..nous females did’not differ from sex~typed

/
feﬁales’in the importance they placed on becoming good parents, they did

/éiace mcre importance on bec ng competent at their work,than did sex=
. / . . 1

-

/ tybed females.
:§‘::> ‘f /// Operating on the assumptlon that the difference in exXtent of sex- typing
///. ,emong adults is a function of different socialization histories, I conducted
/- ///‘ a second study (Ailgeier,:l975b) in which I‘egamined the sexuai’aocialization

of sex-typed and androgynous persons, Results indicated that androgynous
. .

/ persons were raised in homes in ﬁhich open discussion og sex occurred more
frequenti} than was true for sex~-typed persons. Further, androgynous'perf

// sons, as compared to sex-typed persons, indicated’that they felt less gnilt
. N 3 .

t . 3 N
over masturbation, tended to rate thair mothers as more comfortable in dis-

cussing both the biological aspects of reproduction and the emotional snects'

» P

of sexnality, and to begin their contraceptive education at an earlier age.

N | . . | . ) .
s . . 4 . - . "
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As in the flrst study, androgynous persons desired fewer children than did
sex-typed persons. In additinn, they were w;lling to conceive fewer tines
in the attempt tco ﬁroduce a son than was true of sex-typed perséns.

Thus far, my research on the influence of sex-typing on éex al attitudes
and behavior had been both correlational and cautious. Given Rubin's (1976)
experience wifh Congressional attempts to‘prevent his investigation of the
.eff;cts of marijuana on sexual respoﬁses, %BFh,Faution is pé)“sfs understand-
able. Honetheless, last fall, I plunsed/into the sex research waters more
boldly by exposiﬁg stuggnts to color slides (Séﬁmidt & Sigusch, 1970) of
nude c;uples engaging in man-above versus wo én;above coitus. Thirty years
ago, Kinéey (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948) estimated that 70% of the Ameri -
can ?opulation hai never éttempted to use anything but the man—éﬁove position.
Hunt's (1974) data, cnllected in the 1970's,) however, ind;caéed that the man-
above coital positéon norm is changing: neak%z 75% of the married males in
his samplé‘used the womgn—above posifion occa&)onally. Since our coital
position‘norms appeared to be in transitibn,iit/seemed to me‘that sex—ty?e@
and androgynous géfsons might differ in their responses to a couple ehgaging

in the woman-above position. Accordingly, after observing a series of- slides

of a couple engaging in sexual intercourse in either the man-above.or the

v
woman-above position, subjects were asked to evaluate the couple along QZZ\\‘\\;

dimensions of adjustment, cleanliness, respectability, morality, goodness,

. - 3 .
femininity (masculinity), sophistication, desirability as a spouse, and desir-

ability as a parent (Allgeier & Fogel, manuscript in preparation). Much to

my gufprise, sex~-typed and androgynous persons did not differ in their res-

pongesr;o the couple as a function of coital‘position. Further, coital posi-
tion, per se, influenced subjects on only 2ne rating--the man in the man-above

prosition was perceived as more masculine than the man in the woman-above posi-
~
tion. Internal contrasts of the consf%?ent position by subjects* gender

interacffons,,however, indicated that females rated the woman-above couple
4

more negatively than they did £he man-above couple. Specifically, females

o -
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rated the womun as dirtier, less respectable, less moral, less good, less
desireble,as o wife, and less desirable as a mother, when she was on top
than when she was on the bottom during intercoursc. Similarly, females
rated the man as diftier, less respcctéble, less moral, and less masculine
when he was:huving coitus with the womqn\on top than when he was in the sup-
erior position 'in bed. Ra?ings given by males, on the other hand, did not

| differ significantly as a function of the couplesf coital position, althoﬁgh
their pesponses to the woman-above couple tended to be more positive thaﬂ to
the man~ubove.couple. |

My interest in conducting this study in the first place was not in sex

differences, of éourse, but rather in the effec£ of sex role identification
on responses to out-of-role behavior in bed, and, as noted, sex role identi-

Y

fication appeared to have no influeﬁqe. In the,midst of trying to understand

this, I came across Zeldow's (l9f6) study in which he found, contrary to his |,
eXpectations, that Androgynoqs and sex-typed persons did not différ in their
responses to Spence and Helmreich's (1972) Attitudes Towards Women Scale;
Given the failure of subjects' attitudes to 6thers' role behaviors to vary

ai a f;nction‘of sex-typing in both Zeldow's (1976) study and in the present
study,éit ma& be"that the influence of sex role identification is l#mited to
subjects' cho;ceé for .themselves. In retrospect,\this would’nof be surpris-
ing since in %aking the BSRI, sgbjects are asked to indicate their:endorse-
ment of masculine and femininé tréits as self—descriptivp rather than to

indicate their approv&l of these traits. The other possibility, of course,

- . P
is that while sex-typing does influence the kinds of behavior' that Bem (1976)

-

. : / C
has investigated---tasks which do not involve heterosexual interaction--sex-
H Lo

typing may exert little influence on subjects in their relations with the

. opposite sex.
"
¢

; To explore tpe extent to which sex-typing does influence subjects' atti-

tudes and behavior in the context of their own heterosexual interaction, I

4
[
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conducted a Uourth study in which éex-typéd and androgymous persons responded
v- tooan i terﬁenponul relations questionnaire (Allgeier, manuacript in prepara-

K) a

Specitfically, subjects were asked.their attitudes and behavior regard-

:)niflatxon of', und economic responoibllitj for dating, and their

<f utg;tudeu and behavior toward the initiation of, and positions taken during,
‘sexual ‘intercourse. They wcrg also as ked their attitudes toward marital, eco-
nomic and paréntul roles. Analysis of their responses indicated that there
were tendencies for androsynous mules to be less positive tgward having gex,
toward initiating sex, and toward bein% the recipients 6f female initiation

of sex, than sex-typed males, but these differences did not quite reach signifi-

.

cance and there were no E;her attitudinal differences toward dating or sex

in male$ as a function of sg¢x-typing. With respect to behavior, on the other
hand, androsynous males were) the recipients of more invitations for dates

. J

' and for sexual intercourse by females than were sex-typed males. However,

\

'

sex-typed males actually engaged in sex more frequently in the past year, and

v

tended to initiate sexual'inﬂ‘bcourse a‘greater percentage of the time than
!

did androgynous males. In their attiﬂudes toward parentai_roles, sex-typed

males were more positive toward ﬁaving their future wives take the primary

A
-

responsibility for childf;aring than were androgynous males.

The data on the influendé of st—typing'in males were presented first
mainly because the differenceg are more consistent. Although sex-typing does
appear to influénce the respénses of females, its effect 1is somewhat contr-
7 dictory. \In line with exbecﬁgtions, aﬁdrogypous females tended to have

oﬁgngpd in‘intercohrsé more frequenyly in-thé past year, and té have more
positive attitudes toward initiating sex with a man t?an do‘éex—typed females.

In addition, androgyrous females were more positive toyard working full time

to respond
’

. That. is,

than were sex~typed females. However, sex-typed females appear
more "androgynously" than androgynous females did 3n several ite

sex-typed females, as compared with androgynous females, were mor

positive ,




H
in Lﬁcir abltitudes toward paying tor dates, and actually tended to pay tor
more dat@s in the nast year. " Gex-typed females were also more ncugtiVo
toward takings nost of the c.-h‘ildcax'f: respon::ibil“ than verce androgynous
females.

Thus, althourh sex-typineg did have sone influcnece on subjects' hetero-
sexual attitudés and behavior in this study, the influence was neither strong
nor particularly consistent. As in the study in which subjects responded to\
"ecross-sex' behavior in bed (Allgeier & Fogel, mafiuscript in ﬁreparation) the
main factor in the present study appeared to be gender. With respect to
sexual atgitudes, males were lesé poéitive than females toward initiating
dates, but more positive than females goward women paying for da£es, and far
more positive than females toward women initiqting dgtes. Highly significant
differences also emerged on attitudes toward sexual interéqtion with males
being more positve toward male initiation of sex, female initiation of sex,
and having sex in _the man-above position. ,In their attitudes toward marifal
and parental roles, maleg and females also differed with males being more
posit&g tovard marrying a women who chooses not fo werk and who takeé primary
responsibility for childrearing than femaies'are. Similarly, males Qere
more negative than females toward shsaing responsibility for childrearing.

In conclusion, Bem and her colleagues have found that sex-typed ané
androgynous personé differ‘in their behavior in centexts o?her than hetero-
acthial interaction, and my research has ihdica;ed that tﬁere are differences
in the sexual socialization, ang family and career plans of adults ad a func-
tion of sex—tyﬂing. Investiga%ion of the attitudinal and behavioral differences
between sex—typed‘and androgynons persons in the ;ontext of heterosexual inter-
action, however, suggests that while there are some differences ih their
sexual attitudes: and bghavior, they do not differ in their responses to persons

who engage in cross-sex hehavior in bed. . On the other hand, large and con-

‘1“"" | ’8. (\




sistent differences emerped In both of the studies involving heterosexuanl In-
teranction ag o function of render. _Therctfore, althousrh Ibintcnd to continue
to explore the Influence of sex~-typlng on gexunl behavior, at tﬁis point,

T have to conclude that ;render is far more potent than sex role identification

in influencing our heterosexuanl interaction.
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