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— Sax~-Role Selt= ncgpteand Power in Intimate Relatvionships

Toni Dp@bo and letit{a Anne Peplau1
University af-fexas at Aus%hw University of Califonnia at Los Andeles
h Falbo and Peplau (in press) have developed a two dimensional model of .

the power strategies used in intimate relationghips. In this model, one di-
N mengdon describes power strategles aé‘ﬂ%:ying along a directness continuum
. zkich rangeé“from direct to indirect. o other dimension indicates thg °
f xtent to which powar strategies involve one-sided or two-sided (unilaferal
vs, bilateral) decision—making.' For example, reasoning with one's I(ntimate
partner is c}gss{ficd as direct and bilateral, while -emotionally ox physically
withdrawing from one's partner is classified as Indirect and unilaberal‘

&

_ Fulbo and Paplatt (in press) reported that among hateroeexuql, dating
couples, collega men and women differed in the types of stratagi&s they re-
ported using in {that flen were more likely to report using dire&t and bilateral
strategies, whil women were wore likely to report using 1ndtrect and unilat-
eral strategiles. The finding that women reported using morg indirect strat-
aglies than men was conslstent with previous research resh]ts (Johnson, 1978;
tKipnis, 1976). Uowever, the result concerning bilaterd] Bstrotegles was un-—
precedentad. Falbo and Paplau interpreted this gender. Qif rence in terms of
the balance of:power within the intimate {elat{onehjh, Aided by additional
information about power preferences and perceptiona Falbo and Peplau found

g’that ‘bilateral strategies were also reported by phople (such as men) who -
preferred and perceived themselves as, having more power than thelr partner.
Conversely, unilateral strategles were .reported by people (such as women)
who preferred and perceived themselves as having laess power than their partner.
Therekore, Falbo and Peplaw (in press) argued that women's greater use of
unilgteral strategles can b¢ regarded as félated to their lacking influence in
intimate relationships. o N

L

Given this gender difference in power strategy use, one wondars whethar
sex-role self-concept would -contribiute additional information towards under-
standing power dynamics between men: and women in intimate relationships. A :
previous study examining the relationship between gender, sex-role self-conceph
and power strategies (Falbo, 1977&) found that feminine people, regardless of
gender, reported using more. Bubtlety, emot{onal manipulation and tears in
getting their way than dtd "either masculine or androgynous persons. Otherwise,
masculine and androgynous people did not qignlficnntly differentiate” themselves
'In terms of strategy use.

’ ' However, the Falbo '(1977a) study did not focus on strategles used in
intimate relationahips.' Instead, this study concerned open—ended essays

- written in responée to the general question: How I get ty way. Further
limitations of this study concern blases involved in selecting both the
subjaects and strategies studied. Subjects were chosen on.the basis of cut-off
points imposed on a difference score generated by subtracting the subjects’
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acores on tha masculinicy scale from their scores on the [emininity gcale.
While this was an acceptable apprdach to classifying subjects at the time
(Bam and Korula, Note:l), the use of this procedura limits the generaliza-
bility of the gex-role.self-concept results obtained in the Falbo (1977a)

lige and feminine categories. I addition,. the types of power strategiles
coded, counted, and analyzed in the Falbo (1977s) study were selected on
the basis ﬁzat they were relevant to sex-role stereotypes regarding power
use. This Belection .procadure limits the generalizability of the power
strategles results invthat one doesn't know how repregentative the list of
power strategies studied by Falbo (I97]a) 1s of those strategies reported

- study because only subjscts withzfxtreme scores were placed in the mascu-
1

" by the subjects.

This study was conducted td examine the relationships batween sex=role
gself-concept and the power strategies used in intimate relatjionships, while
avoiding the limitationa of the Falbo (1977a) study. In the present. study,
all subjects, not just extreme casgs, were classified into one of four cate-
gorieg (masculine, feminine, undifferentiated, and androgynous) on the basis
of their scores on the Personal Attributes Questiohnaire (PAQ: Spence &
Helmreich, 1978). Further, the power strategies considered in this letudy
were selected on the basis of thelr frequehcy of occurrence in open-ended
essays, not preconceived sex stereotypes. :

Method

.

Subjects. As part of a iarger'study of power strategies in intimate rela—

tionships, one hundred heterosexual college students (N = 50; Nf’

= 50) were recruited through their classes at a Califorgf%egniversityeggles
participate in this research by completing a lengthy questionnaire concerning
their background, masculinity-femininity, and "romantic/sexual relationships."

. Subjects who were currently in such a relationship answered questions about

their partner and their relationship. Subjects who were not cdrrently in-ca
relationship answered comparable questions conceruning their most recent past

relationship. - . Y

Women in‘the sample were significantly older (mean difference: 1.44
years) and described relationships which lasted significantly longer (mean
difference: 8.76 months) than men. The mean subject age and relationship-
duration for men and women in this sample 1is presented 1ﬁ§$db1e 1.

. _ Table 1 _ 'Il
Mean Age and Duration by Sex _
L )

Sex . __ L . Age ‘ Durat {on
Men | : - 21.20 o 12.10
Women ‘ « 22,64 20.86

Note: -Age is' pmesented in yéare; duration, in months. There are significint

- sex main effects for age, F(1,98) = 5.40, p < .02, and dﬁration,ifﬁ&,97) -
'9.19, p < :003. . - . - :

. The Questionnaire. Subjects speht approximately one hour completing the

-

anonymous questionnaire, either in a“small gyoup setting or individaally.
The first part of the questionnaire concerned the subjects' backgrounds and
the second part of the questionnaire focused on a specific "romanti¢/sexual

-




relationship.” Subjects were asked to.think aboul thefr Intimate partner
and write an open-ended essay describing "How I get (got) __ (my partner)- to
do yhat I want." Subjects also indicated the duration of the relationship
and thejlr own personal satisfaction (on a 9-point scale) with the relation-
ship. In addition, students completed the short form of the PAQ) (Spence &
Helnreich, 1978). - -

PAQ Txge: Table 2 presents the frequency of each PAQ type in this sample,-
derived by, the median split method described in Spence and Helmreich (1978).

Table 2
Frequency of Each PAQ Type !

A ] a

Sex » Undifferentiated , Androgynous Masculine Feminine

Men S 6 | 19 7
Women 12 9 9 20
Total ¥ 20 25 , 28 27

+—

This distribution is comparable to that found among college and high school
gtudentis by Spence and Helmreich (1978).

Data Analysis: As reported in Falbo and Peplau (in press), data ahalysié

"consisted of three steps. First, the power essays were read and classified

by six coders. . A strategy was defined as any behavior or series of behaviors Q
which the subject presented as iInstrumental in influencing their partners. A
strategy type was placed on the 1list to be studied 1f the six coders could
eagily idéntify instances of it and at least five subjects reported using it.
More detailed information about the development of the code is available in
Falbo and Peplau '(in press), Table 3 gives the names, definitions, and exam-
ples of these 13 strategy types.

h -l

Table 3
Definitions and Examples of the Code Used to Classify
the 13 Power Stra}egies Found in the Power Essdys

.y

Label - f' Pefinition ~ Example

2 L] £

Strategles / v :
Asking ST ' *.Agent makes a simple I ask -him to do what

request. I want,
Agent does something We usually negotiate _—
for target 1f target gomething agreeable
“ o Willjreciprogate. to both of us. We
y . compromise.
Laissez-Faire [ - Agent takes inde- We do our own thing. .
o J ff pendent action; does . I just do it by _
. ,f what he/she wants on . myself, Y o
_ 7 own.- " o o
- TNegative @ffect Agent expresses . I pcut or threaten
negative feelings. - to cry 1f T don't
: . get my way. -
Peraisgghce : Agent continues I repeatedly remind \

. - N ',3‘/ : trying to influgnce. him of w\;: I want

Bargaining

N
« rr——

®

) R ' . : : -+ until he Yives in.
Persuasion ~_-Agent, 1iterally I try to pkrsuade
Rt B L reports using ~ him my way is vight. ‘
‘- j“p\ Py © ' J'Persuasion." Cr- : -

\)‘ ‘ .:_¢'.,'",/ \ - . - . 0




Table 3 (cont.)

. Label

Definitien

Example

Btrategles

Positive Affect
\

Reasoning

Stated JImportance

'Agent expresses
positive affect.

Agent uses reason Or
logical arguments.

Agent tells target
how important the
request is,

-

T smile a lot.
I hm especially

affectionate,.

I reason with her.
I argue my point
logically.

I tell him how
important it it
to me.

Suggesting Agent makes suggestions I drop hints.
' or hints. : I make \suggestions.
Talking Agent literally reports We talk about 1it.
talking or having a We discuss our
discussion with partner. differences and
. ' needs,
Telling ' Agent makeg a direct I tell her what I
' statement of d¢sired want. I state my
. outcome. i "needs, * R
Withdrawal Agent withdraws I'clam uvp., I
- affection, grows silent, become silent.
— ', becomes cold and distant.

Note? Thié table-is also presented in Falbo and Peplau (in press).

%

‘Second, nine expert82

in the fileld of power. strategies or intimatae relationships

_provided the data necessary to create the model of power strategies in intimate
These experts rated the simtlarity of each

relationships used in this study.
gstrategy type to every other on a 9-point gscale.

dimensional sca¥ing (MDS) analysis and the

These ratings underwent a multi-
best” configuration was selected. ' Thib

configuration is the model of power .strategles in intimate relationships used in
this study. The similarity ratings made by the experts underwent a nonmetric in-

dividdal difference model of MDS (ALSCAL:
tical to that described in Falbo {1977b).

Takane, Young, and deLeeuw, 1977) diden-

Third, the variables representing charactefisticp of thq\participanté (such as
PAQ typé) and the characteristics of their relatiqnships (such as 1its currqupesg).

underwent a multiple optimal regression anélysis (MORALS :

Takane, 1976) identical to that described by Falbo (1977b).

Young, deLeguw,'and
The results of these’

analyses indicated the relationship between these characteristics and power strategy
ugse. In these ,analyses, the two stimulus coordinates of the power strategies (one
for each dimension within the MDS configuration) were used as the predictox variables
udy was the criterion variable. Each power

d the criterion assoclated with each case was a

" and the specific variable under st
strategy was treated as a case, an

e T e K

Zihe nine experts were: Ri

» . ]

§o

tﬁhrd Centers, Toni Falbo, Jacqueline Goodéhilds, Paula

Johnson, Ddvid Kipnis, Gegrge Levinger, L. Anne Peplau anQ)Bertram Raven, An
additional expert:@§é§§atbd to be anonymous. ’

*
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variable maasured in one of two fossible ways, With the first way, the
variables were continuous. An example of such a variable 1s the guhjects'
ratings of their satisfaction with the relatiohehip With ‘such variables,
the criterion variablea were the mean scoras of all subjects reporting the
use of each strutegy With the second tvpe of criterion variable, the

Q varlables represented categories of people. With these nominal variahles,
the criterion variables were the proportion of each caLegory (guch as
gender) reporting the use of each stratagy. .

. The results of the regression analysis were used to place these var-
lables as vectors in the MDS configuration. Specifically, the b coefficlent
assoclated with each predictor variable served as the criterion variable's
coordinate for each dimension within the configuration. For example, the b
coefficient assoclated with one predictor variable indicated the.placement
'of the vector on this dimension in the configuration and the b coefficient
aggsociated with the decond predictor variable indicated the placement of
the vector on the second dimension. -

-

) Results
The results of the MDS. analyses have teen reported in:detall elsewhere
(Falbo & Peplau, in ptess). However, to aid the reader in.understanding
the resullts of the present study, the outcome of this MRS analysis will be

E ~ bniefly presented here.

- Power Strategles and the Configuration : 7 -

Of the 100 people in our sample, 85X reported using at least one power
strategy. The group as a whole wrote 170 strategies, of which coders were
able to claesify 967 according to the 13 categories listed in Table 3. The

. amount of agreement between coders in their ‘use of the power categories was
computed by the formula provided by Winter (1973). All agreement scores
were above .80, i

L The experta ratings of the.similarity of the 13 power strategies were
-analyzed by : the multidimensional scaling analysis described in the methods
section. Solutions based on ode, two, and three dimensions were compared
in terms of two criteria: the amount of variance accounted for by that

. solutioh and the clarity of interpretation of the results.  Based on these
criteria, the two dimensional solution appeared preferable; it provided
the most readily interpretable solution and accounted for 89% of the var-
iance (compared to 67% for the one dimensional solution and 94% for the

a three dimensional solution). The two dimension configuration 1s presented
in Figure 1.

The horizontal dimension in Figure 1 is labeled Direct/Indirect This
designation was made on the basis of the placement of pgrticular power
. strategles in the MDS space. On the right side of this dimension are -
strategles sharing a common theme of getting one's way indirectly by using
positive gr negative affect, hinting, or withdrawing. On the left side of
.the dimension are such strategias as asking, telling, and stating the im~
portance.of a request that qre more overt and direct means of getting .one's

| way. . o Y C .

. The vertical dimension in Figure -1 is labeled Bilateral/Unilateral
This designation is also justified by the placement of particular strategies
along this dimension. This dimension 1s anchored at the top by éich inter-
. . ‘active strategies as persuasion, bargaining, reasoning and positive affect.
A ‘ S These appedr to repreeant tWo—sided forms of decision-making. The other end
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of th _vaﬁgi includes strategies in which the person takes ndependent

actioh by simply doing what she/he wapts. Th1s end of the dimension can

best described as repraesenting one—gided strategies 1in whtch one person
"calls the shots." '

Vcctgrs

Figure 1 presents cight vectors representing the personal character-—
1stics of the subjects and their, perceptions of their relationships. Next
to the vectors' levels are the R"g associated with each multiple regression.
analysis (in parenthesep) A1l R8s over .60 are significant at p < _01.
Unless otherwise stated in the text, the relationship between the variable
and the configuration 1s significant at. p < .01,

\

The placement of vactors in the MDS chfiguration indicates the rela-
tionship between these variables and power strategy use. That is,. the
location of the vectors in this study tells us what kind of people and rela-
tionships are associated With the use of what kinds of strategies, This
interpretation is possible because information about power strategy usage
and personal and relatiomnship characteristics was obtained from the same
sample.

The variable represented by each vector ranges from highest (closest
to arrow) to lowest (farthest from arrow). By drawing the shortest line
between each strategy and the vector, one can locate the point on ‘the vector
which indicates the rank order of each strategy along the dimension. The
strategies closest to the high end of the vector are. more likely to he
used by people scoring high on this variable. Similarly, the strategies
found in the middle or ond of the vector are more likely to be used by-
people scoring in the middle or end (reppectively) of the variable.

Gender and PAQ Type' Although the gender vector (lab led here: Men/VWomen)
is*a duplication of the vector presented in Falbo and Peplau (in press),' it

_1s portrayed in Figure 1 so that the reader can compare gender and PAQ type - -

differences in power strategy use.

The four PAQ types are represented in Figure 1 al the proportion of
androgynous (labeled: A), undifferentiated (labeled:| U), masculine
(labeled: M), and feminine (labeled: F) subjegts rerrting the use of
each strategy. Like the other vectors, these PAQ typel vectors are informa-
tive in two ways. First, these vectors indicate the relationship between
each PAQ type and power strategy use. Second, these vectors indicate the
differences between the PAQ types in theilr power stratégy use, For example,
the vectors representing androgynous and undifferentia ed subjects run in
almost, exactly opposite ‘directions.. This means that thp strateglies used by
undifferentiated and androgynous people are almost. diametrically opposite
in type. According to the location of thesge two vectorQ, androgynous sub—
jects are more likely to use bilateral strategies, whilq'undifferentiated
subjects are more likely to use unilateral strategies. i '

In contrast, the M vector indicates that masculine subjects are likely
to use primarily direct ‘and. somewhat bilateral strategied. The Y. vector
runs basically in the.opposite direction from the M vectof,_ thereby indi-
cating that feminine subjects are moxre likely to report u%ing unilateral
and indirect strategies, - However, because the M. and F vectors do not share
a significant amount of variance with the configuratinn, one should be
chutious in accepting these results. -

Note that the F vector is closest to-the U vectdr and the M vector is
closest to the A vector. This means that feminine people use strategies’

.'.’n | '&.. 1{)
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most like the undifferentiated, while masculine and androgynous people are
somewhat alike in their power strategy usc. Also note that the directions
of vectors representing sex-typed PAQ types are co gistent with the gender
vector, That is, the F vector lies near that portiion of. the gender vector
representing women. Likewise, the M vector lles near that portion of -the
gender vector representing men. : -
RelationshipfCharacteristics: Three vectorsﬁbortrayed in Figure 1 reprdsent
charscteristics of the relationships. One 1is the subject's satisfaction
with the relationship. This vector (labeled: gsatisfaction), as it is
placed in the configuration, indicates that more satisfied people report
using direct and bilateral strategies, such as reasoning ahd bargaining.

Less satisfled people reported using more indirec} and ‘unilateral strategies.

“ The second relationship vector concerns the duration -of the relationship.

As portrayed, this vecqtor (labeled: Duration) indicates that subjects de-

" scribing longer—lasting relationships reported using primarily direct strat-
egies, such as tel)ing their partner what they want. Subjects describing
gshorter—-lasting relationships were more likely to use such indirect strat-
egles as hinting and putting the partneriin a good mood.

The third relationship vector concerns the currentness of the relation-
ships. As reported earlier, half.the subjects in the sample described a
current relationship and half, a past relationship. The location of this
vector (labeled: Current) in the configuration indicates that subjects de- -
scribing current relationships are more l1ikely to report using hilateral
strategles, while subjects describing past ‘relationships are more likely to
report using unilateral strategles. '

Sdbporting Analyses: In order to determine whether the four PAQ types
differed in terms of the three relationship variables, three analyses of -
variance were conducted. In these analyses, the two independent variables
were Gender and PAQ type. No significant main effecta or interactions
between Gender -and PAQ type were found in the satisfaction and currentness
variables. Concerning the duration of the intimate relationship, as
mentioned earlier, there was a significant gender différence with women
reporting longer relationships than men, F(1,97)=9.19, p < .0p3. No PAQ
type main effects or interactions between PAQ type and Gender were found
with the duration variable. ) '

, The correlations between gatisfaction and duration (r=.09) and between
duration and currentness (E#.OOQ) were not significhnt. _However,-the corre-—
lation between satisfaction and currentness (57.34) was significant and in-
dicated that people describing current relationships rated them as more
satisfactory than people describiﬁg past relationships.

) Discuésion

This study'sucéeeded in portraying the types of strategsgs used by
androgynous, undifferentiated, masculine, and feminine people in influ-
encing their romantic/sexual partners. Specifically, androgynous pexrsons
geprorted using such WBilateral strategies as persuasion, bargaining, and

positive affect in getting their way. In contrast, undifferentiated people |

‘feported using unilateral gtrategles such as emotionally withdrawing from
their partnér or doing what they want, anyway. Masculine individuals re-
ported using primarily direct strategies such as asking their partner to do
what they want, Conversely, feminine people were more likely to report
using indirect and unilateral gtrategies such as pouting.

Uﬁlike the results for androgynous and qndifferentiated'people,'the
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relationships between the variables representing wasculine or [emlnine

types and power strategy use were not statistically significant. Therafore,
these relationships should be regarded with cagtion. Nonetheless, the
resulte concerning masculine and fominine people are helievable because

they are consistent with other rasults of "this study, sex stereotypasg, and
previous research., That {18, feminine people renorted using strategies‘more

 frequently. used by women, and masculine people were found to use strategles

aggoclated with men. In addition, these results are consistent with common
dex stereotypes that men and masculine people. get their way by using direct
power strategles, while women and feéeminine people use more indirect strat-

egles (Johnson, 1976). Finally, the femininity results are consistent with
previous research findings (Falbo, 1977a) which indicated that feminine

people report using more teare, emotional manipulation and gubtlety ip in-
- fluencing people than masculine or androgynous persons.

These results are mox e meaningful in the 1ight oflother findings re-
garding the balance of power within these relationships. As mantioned
earlier, Falbo and Peplau (in press) found that bilateral and direct strat-
%gies were more commonly used by people who perceived themselves to have
more power in their relationships, while unilateral and indirect strategies
were more likely to be used by persons perceiving themsalves to have less
power in ‘their relationships. Therefore, the strategies typical of androg-
ynous and masculine people are also typlcal of those with greater power in
thelr rélationships. -Conversely, the strategles typlcal of undifferentiated
and feminine people are also typical of those with less power in thair re-
lationships. .

~ Furthermore, as reported in Falbo and Peplau (in press), the nine
experts evaluated the strategles in terms of four dimemnsions, including

direct strategies as better than unilateral and indirect strategies. In

ew of this information, one could argue that androgynous and masculine
1individuals use strategies regarded by experts to be better than those used
by feminine and undifferentiated people. This Interpretation is consistent
with the finding that the strategies used by masculine and androgynous
persons were als6 used by people who reported greater satisfaction with the .
relationship. The raverse was found for undifferentiated and feminine
individuals. . - .

Overall, the results concerning the relationships between sex-role,
self-concept and power strategy use are consistent with what one would
expect on the basis of the definitions of the PAQ types. TFor example, in
order to be classified as androgynous, one must have a pattern of masculinity
and femininity scores (i.e., high on both scales) which. is the reverse of the

.§od/bad. Analysis indicated that these experts regarded bilateral and

. criteria for being placed in the undifferentiated category (i.e., low on both

scales). It 18 not surprising, then that androgynous people report using
strategies that are at the opposite end of the same dimension (bilateral/
unilateral) as those strategles used by undifferentiated people. Similarly,
feminine people are so classified because they score high on the femininity
scale and low on the masculinity scale, In contrast, masculine people are

8o classified because they show the reverse pattern (high masculinity, low

femininity). Therefore, one would éxpact their use of power strategieq to
reflect this difference and it dOes.

Further, the pattern of correlations among the three variables repre-
senctng characteristics of. the relationship 18 consistent with the placement

f
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~of thege variables within the power strategy configuration. For example,
the vectors raepresenting currentneﬁsﬂand_duration were the most divergently
placed in the configuratton and this is consistent with the finding that the
e correlation between these two variables is the largest of thosg considered.

>

. T Finally, the vectors representing these relationship characteristics
* all share g somewhat similar direction and locatjion within the configuratton.
Although they vary considaerably along the bilaggral/unilateral dimepsion,
these vectors indicate that direct strategles are more commonly used by
. peoplelengdged in gatisfactory,, current, and,longer reIatioﬁhhips.

.

Reference Note .
Ben, S. L., & Korula, C. W. Scoring packet for the Bem Sex-Role Inventory.
Unpublished maqyscript, Stanford University, 1974.
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