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ABSTRACT R E

. A study examined two factors thought tc affectran
individualts preference for confrontation or avoidance strategies

- when ending a relationship--communicator agé and sex .:ole
_orientation. Subjects were 29 fifth grade students, 64.high school '~
cophomores, 43 college students, and 37-adults enrolled in a night
class. A.l subjects read a scenario frem the Friendship Survey
entitled "Letting Someone Know That the Friemdship Is Over" and

't responded to a series of questions that elicited. (1) a list of all

» posgsible strategies that could be' used to termimate a.relaticnship,
{2y the strategy most preferred{by the respondent, and (3) the reason
for that preference. All respondents, except the_fifth grade
students, also completed thé Bem Sex Role Inventory. Both fifth grade

.¢ students and adults displayed a preference for confrentation as-

opposed to avoidance relationship #érminatiou-strategies, vhereas

adolescents preferred avoidance strategies. Androgynous persoms

preferred confrontation strategies, while masculinge sex-typed persomns

displayed the greatest preffrence for avoidance strategies. (FL)
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Communlcator Age and Sex Role, Orientation Differences
in Preferred Relatlonshlp Termlnatlon Strategles
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strateé& selectlons. Although our rhetorlcal roots prOV1de

3

-~

a strong fourdatlon for such an undertaklng, research in, .,

L)

Jdnterpersonal. commun icatien 1s Just beglnnlng to re-dlsqover the

L]
-

To date,

thépretical utility Rf topoi. -
. . t . . , o
directidns are evident in the study of message strateégies: 7 |

-

two research

. ‘the dévelopmental pattern of perspective—takiﬁg’iﬁ

persuas1Ve strategles (Clark & Delia, 1976 Clark & Delia, 1977;,

0 Keefe & Delia, 1979; Delia, Kline, & Burleson, 1979) and

N

situational differences in compliance-gainihg’tactics ,
(Miller, Boster; Roloff, & Seibold, 1977; Roloff & Barnicott,

j?976 Cody & McLaughlln, 1980). Most of this work has

concentrated on instrumental rather than relatlonal ‘ o

-

persuasive goals. However, attempts to define one's relationship

with another constitute social influence endeavors which can g
-

usefully be studied from a communication strategiés approach.
This study focuses on communlcators' preferred strategies

for relationship termination. Of all of the posslee

8]
relatlonshlp definitions which a communlcator may seek to

-

‘accomplish, the breaking up ©f a relationship is probably among

the most dreaded and painful.

.

Although some may claim that none

.

of their relatioqships have ‘ever dissolved, the fact of the

matter ig that most of us have'experienced the ending of a

.
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.+ ‘number of\relatiqhships and no doubt will cdﬁtinue to do so. v
Surategles by whlch terminations are aocompllshed thus.

¢

consiltute a meanlngful area for scholarly inquiry.

Although\a number of relationships Smely nfade ‘away" over

.

4% time withdut intentional strategic action by’elther party,

qulte a dlfferent 31tuat10n faces the relationsghip in which -

s one of the partles percelves that she or he is alone in
; . de91r1ng the relat;onshlp s demlse., That person is
experiencing negative consequences as a result of continuation

.

of the relatlonshlp ‘and thus.is likely to be quite aware of

hls/her actions (Langer. 978). Such awareneos will l&kely

produce 1ntent10na1 actlons directed at allev1at1ng the

. oo,
R A

negatlve consequenoes, i. e., termlnatlng the relatlonshlp.

-

et A

Thus, the unilateral desire to terminate a relationship

- probably constitutes a situation in which ‘people do in fact

I

7
]
¥
-
3
5
o

< M . L3 .
implement intentional strategies, unlike other interaction
situations in which behavior is executed without much . L -

-

o

B ]

conscious awéieness. A

. , le?n that persons seeklng a relatlonshlp termination

G hon b e

« probably engage in intentional strateglc actipn, the questlon

*
Lo’

becomes one of determining what stra%eglc choices are '

W i D
ol A Aty

AT,

avzilable/and what factors affect the selection of given

- -strategies.’ ’ _ e SN

£Fpun 2

e Ry ke

1 a series of 1nvest1gat10ns, Baxter (19?9a 1979b, 1979c,s

) 1980) and Baxter and Philpott (1980a 1980b) have examined the -
;ommunlcatlon strategies with which people termlnate ‘heir

1nterpersonal relationships. Repeatedly, this body of research

hao'found “thay termlnatﬂon strategles vary along a Confronta?ion—~

e e e D N
B . S . N

%[ﬁkgz“MAvoidance dimension. Davis (1973) hag noted tHe same widerlying

. L, - .
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_dimension ip his theoretical work. Confrontation invalves an .

» - ‘

¢ explitit declaration to the othes party that the relationship

.is over. AVoidance, on the other hand, is characterized by -

. s \ R . '
reduced interaction with the other person on the assumption
N U ~ . ‘
that »adtions speak loudet than words." '
. BN
Dlscoverlng communlcators' predllectlons toward confrontatlon

N

og/av01dance can shed insight on %he dynamlcs of the termlnatlon
process. In partlcular, terminations whlch are 1n1t1ated through .
¢ L .o
- avoidance'action are more likely to be prolonged and °

-

frustrating than are terminations initiated through direct -

confrontation. <Several arguments unierlie our reasoning.
a,

In the first piacx,“av01dance action may be mlsunderstood by
’ the other party, depending on the subtlety of the beh}ylor and
{
the soc1al astuteness of the other. If the other party does

T, -

fall to "get the hint," ths terminator may be ‘forced-to employ

more dlrect confrontation anyway in order to accomplish the.

ternlnatlon, all at addltlonal psycholoalcal costs. Further,

;
i
[0
T

»confrontation as a last resort 1s'11kely to be more -destructive

-

.
3

than an initial confrontatipn would have been because the

terminator 1is now~additiona;1y frustrated by the other's

>

unresponsiveness to thenhints, Even }f'the other _party does

prceey ryonety sty g AP
TR PR e et

understand thk avoxdanée action and accepts its intended’
7 .

ﬁtneanlng, the termlnator may experience pangs of guilt or lowered

-

gelf-esteém”in not hav1ng theicourage or courtesy to face the
sitgaxion directly;,the reciprocity norm (Knapp. 1978) may be*

operatlng to establish the expectatlon that one rightfully "0wes"

the other party the courtesy of direct explanat:on. If thé other
does understand the intended meanlng of the av01dance, however,

! hlS or her redction is more likely to be anger and hurt rather

an 2 ’ ) ; ¢ 5 .
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than passive acceptance, wh1ch in turn may lead to subsequent R
*7.J*—”r—confrontatlon-and/ordretallat on+~_HllLr"Rub1n+lanleeplaul(1976) e

Lot suggest that persons do not wish’ to percelve themselves as the \E

"broken~up—w1th" party. -To accept the other's avoldance “action

e

L Y S A~ &

as‘a declaratlon of termlnation is essentlally to admit that the °

vy

o

“ ~

lnltla$1ve for breaklng up~rested w1th the pther and not. with - ﬁ;

rape sevae

oy,
P

+
\ Self. ' When the other party feels 1gnored\or gilted, motlvatlon

.

!

may exlst for that party to force a confrontation, thereby

) ' -

EXE P R

prolonglng the termlnatlon anx1ety. ‘At*least with an 1n1t1al

'y "direct confrontatlon,,the other“party has the opportunlty to —

k4 L]

present hig or her s1de of the matter, i

’ — e
by

' ~qK1though an,1n1t1al confrontatlon w1th thé other may not -

N

-

be partlcularly pleasant, it does have the advantage of relatlve

' sw1ftness. Av01dance actlon w1ll probably end in confrontatlon,. }
as well, but only after the prolonged anxiety of w1tness1ng the r
-failure of the initial termlnatlonoeffort. %urther, delayed -
confrontatlon is- more llkely t4 be- deétructlve for the parties ‘.

than is 1n1t1al confrontatlon, delayed +confrontation compounds

7~ .
the reasons for termlnatlon w1th ‘the addltlondl frus;ratlon and ;T

anger. over how the other party hds reacted thus far, 1n the

¢erm1natlon ¢ffort. Even if the other party pass1vely accepts

)
the avo*dance actlon,'the terminator faces the 1lifigering cost

\

of knowirng that. he or she took. the coward s way out of the e
. ¥ -

R “

relatlonshlp.

-

Some rese?rch supports -our claim.that confrontatlon and

av01dance strategles differ in thedr llkely outcomes. Baxter (1979@\\\

S -

-

reported that the fallure to choose- confrontatlon as an initial ~

termynatlon strategy was, the most frequently mentloned regret by ¥

college students recounting thelr personal/termlnatlon.experlences. ¢

&
IO t ‘ 4 3
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* In 2 Story Completion task in which participants traced the
—dissotution-of - a~relatlonsh1p, -Baxter and.PhLlpdtt»(1980a) found

that a termlnat;on attempted through avoldante as opposed to -
L4

coafrontatlon resudted 1n a- prolonglrg of the endlng ordeal
N . ) .

with greater ultimate frustratlon and hurt for the relatlonshlp

‘parties. o R

IS . AN
. Although :some research has &amined characteristics of

the relationship which relate to one's prefereﬁce for
confrontationgor avoidance strategies (Baxter, 1979c, 1980;

-Baxter & Phllpott. 1980a), little att@n+1on has been ‘given to

™ [l

characteristics of the individual which might affect
termlnatlon\strategy selectlon. ThlS stud&/examlnes two factors
thought to affect one's preferenoe for confrontatlon or
avosdance termlnatlon strategles——communlcator age and

sex Yole or1entatlon. Spec1f1cally, we hxpothe31ze thait:

le Preference for confrontation as a +ermlnatlon
strategy will be most apparent among children
and*adults. .

ﬁzz Prefereg%e for confrontatlon as a termination B
strategy will be most japparent among
androgynous persons and least apparent among
undifferentiated persons.

. 4

.~ * We predizt that both children and adultsdvwill prefer
confrontation over ayoioance. but each.will do so for quite
.different reasons. Pre-adolescent children will prefer

&oonfrontation‘oecause of their relative lack of social
perspective—taging and their greater egocentrism {Clark & Delia,
1976; Clark & Delia, 1977; De%ga, Kline, & Burleson, 1979).

-A person who selects avoidance over confrontatlon generally

does so because he or she has analyzed the other party's
{

T ———— _: e T - ; 7 ‘ b
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likely reaction.to the termination and expects it to be’negative; .

avoidance is perceived as a relatively painless way to-declare —— -

the end of the relationship to the other party &ithout L L

. : s e : N i : Iy
guffering Jdirectly from his or her wrath. Because the child *

Yias more limited social perspebtixp-%aking abilities than an /

older persoﬁ, he or she is less likely to select étrategies

based on the anticipated reac%ion of the other and thus is less

motivated to sei%Ft avoidance. Further, the child's more
limited.socfél persbective—taﬁing aﬁgliﬁiéﬁ make it unlikely
fpr.him or héé to realize the meaning ;hich avoidance may have
«for thg other. .if a'pre—adolescent4chilq wiéhesvto let tge other

. 7 : o ,
party know that their nelapionship is over; we predict that the

preferred strategy g}ll be a direct cpnfrontatipn to that™ , .
effect. ' ‘ : _ i
Adults are dlso expected to pi;fer confrontation as opposed'
$o0 avoidance. Becau;e the adult H;s a broader relationship
experience base-tgag youngéﬁ‘pérsoné, he or she is most lik?iy
to realize the delayed and hidden costs afforded by an’ . U
initial avoidance tactic. Both the adolescent and the \_ )
;dult are cognitively mature enough to anticipate the other's:. ~:€
immediate reaction to the termination and his offggz//
interpretat;on of the a§bid§nce action, thus riglizing the \

*

short-¢erm cost/benefit-advantage of avoidance over ‘ \
conﬁrontatio;. However, because.of the adult's broader !
. experience base, he or she is mor% likely than the ado}escent

to undergo the immediate costs of a'ccnffonfétibﬁ\ip lieu of e
the Prolonged and frustrating ordeal which may accempany an ) ' -

'avoidancg strategy« ' ' -




In contrast to the Chlld and the adult, both of whom are

m e r—*-»«— ‘

. expected to prefer confrontatlon over av01dance. the Cperson in . s

b e

<

§ ' adolescgnce or late adolescence ;s eXpected to prefer avoidance

‘ .

% as a termlnatlon‘strat€§§: The adolescent is 1n.a,tran31tlonal
period, cggnifitely and experientially sophisticated enough to
orealize’the immediate costs which may accompany a direct

.—/
Pt confrontation w1th the “other party, but not yet sopulstlcated
/d -~

enough to take a broader perspect;ve. AS a conseguence, the

-

adolescent is likely to opt for avoidance because ‘of its

immediate ease, little realizing the protracted and frustrating

.

ordeal which may ensue from that selection.,

i

Sex role or}entation is also expected tor affect one's
‘preferred termination strategy. Sex ro}e orientation refers fo
the motivation of one's actions in given Qitdations. $ex—typed
persons are motivated to respond in ways con31stent with
stereotyplcal‘mascullne or‘femlnlne sex'role standards,
regardless of the situational approprlateness of that
compllanﬁe (Bem‘ 19?4 Bem & Lenney, 1976) In contrast,

androgjnous persons are not constralned by a 31ngle sex role

standard; they are motlvated to respond with the 31tuatlonally
effectlve behaV1or regarcdless of its mascn71ne or feminine"®
stereotyplcal overtones (Bem, 1975; Bem, Martyna, & Watson,'
1976) The unalfferen+1ated person is a low self-esteem

person who possesses a relatively 1nh1b1ted response repert01re .

-regardless of the 31tuatlon (Bem, 197?)

A

N '
3
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Confrontation has stereotypical elements of both

masculinity and femininity. To take the initiative and

confront the other party with-one's decision to_ terminate the ~
neiationship displa;s a variety of characteristics associated _
with masculinity:‘ assertivenes , independence, capacit& to”

reach decisions, Willingness to take a stand (Bem, 197“)

However,'a decision to confront the other party manifests
stereotypical feminine characteristics, as wells conce}n

for the status of one's: relationships, attentiveness to the
relationship S progress and dts problems, sensitivity to

)

others' reactions, and eagerness teo soothe hurt feelings

(Bem,r19?6). )

BeCause of its mixed sex role cues, the confrontation
strategy is less likely to’ be preferred by. masculine @ex—typed
persons and/feminine sex—typed‘persons than by androgynous persons.
The androgynous person feels equally comtfortable with both |
masculiné and feminize traits, in contrast to sey—typed persons
who avoid cross-sex behavior (Bem & %enney. 1976; Bem, Martyna,

& Watson, 1976). ’
Whereas the masculine sex-typed person and the , N

feminine sex-typed person have at least partial sex role

2 J

consistency in the confrontation strategy,’ the undifferentiated
.person feels relatively inhibited'with both masculine and

. feminine behaViors. Thus, it is anticipated that the ,
undlfferentiated person will display the least prcference for

con;rontation as a termination strategy.
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METHODS

Respondents

‘.

‘'Useable protocols for this study totaled 173, distriouted -_

as fo%lows:' 29.pr%toé§ls wéne obtaiheﬁifrom fifth grade
pupils at a Tocal public elementary school; 64 protocols \

' were obtained fnem students attending fequired soppomdre

English classes at & local public high school; L3 protocols

' . were gatherea from a random sampling of upperclassmen

dormitories at a local college; and 37 protocols were gathered
from adults attending night classes at the same dollege

instituticn.’

Procedures s . ) .-

~All respondents'received The Friendship Survey which
‘contained two scenarios presented in counter-balanced order

across the entire sample: the "Making Friends" scenario and

the "Letting Someone Know that the Friendship is Over".scenario.
L 3

Only the latter scenario relates to the current study. It

~

read: -
Sometimes we decide that a person we used to .lLike ls no '
longer our frierd. Imagine that you no longer wish +to
continue the friendship you hdve had all year long with
a'boy/egirl from your school (college ~"d adult respondents
received tne following phrase.in lieu of the underscored
portion above: - "person from your school or work whose
sex ig fthe same as_yours"). : D

-~ .

Following the scenaric, respdndeﬁts were asked a series'of

_ free-response questions vhich solicited the followihg data: = = - -

A}

P e
1. a self«geﬁe#ated list of all possible strategies by. ~
which the termination could be brought about; ‘
. 2. the#preferréd strategy from among those geherated
. in #1; . - T
. 3. }he reason for the preference selection.

A1l respondents except the fifth graders also filled out’ the
. . - ’ . kY :
Bén Sex Role Inventory (BSRI).? -

— IRV X
& " a

- r - O
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Scoring

’

The BSRI was scored according to Bem's median split

s

‘procedures (Bem, 1977). The median mascdlipity score for the
| sample'of high school, college, and'adult”sub—groups was
5.05 and the median femininity score was 5.15, producing
36 completed protocols from each sex role orientation
category. The breakdovwn of sex role orientation categories
within each of the thrze age groups rcvealed no significant
differences (Y = 5.04, 6 df).
R The free—response protocols were independently assessed by
two coders. Reliability between coders on the preferred’
termination strategies was: .87.

)

) " RESULTS -
Table ‘1 preserits the'frequency distribution of preferences
for confrontation and avoidance strategies as a function of -

respondent age group. “The asymmetric lambda test applied to the

[ Insert Table ,1/”hereJ N

’

tabled .data produded a/ 15 reduction of error in predicting )
preferred termlnatlon strategy Witﬁ\knowledge of communicator age.
The ch1~square test produced swgniflcance at the .08 level

()b = 6.63, 3’df). However, the direction of the differences

is. consistent with the hypothesis advanced aboVve; p;e—adolescent
children'aﬂd adults displayed proportionately greater preference
‘for confréntatlon ‘than did. adolescents and late adolescents/-‘)’/
Preferences_for confrontation and av01dance strategies as_

a function of sex role orientation are summarized in Table 2.

- ZrInsert Table 2 here_7

. 1 o ,
L 12 ,
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4

The asymmetric lambda test prodduced a .21'error°reduc%ion in

predicting preference from. knowledge of sex role orlentatlon
' N

categoryl The Chl square test revealed slgnlflcant d1fferences

o

m the tabled data at the .01 level ()L = 14.43, 3 ar).

As hypotheslzedf the androgynous persons d1splayed proportionately
\

the greatest preiference for confrontation. However,

¥ ) ’

contrary to'expeotation, the undifferentiated group did not

>

D ;
O R T U e e R PR A +

i
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display the least preference for confrontation. ‘ -

-~~~ ~ -
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. °  DISCUSSION

.
NN
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t

".. Although the overall relationship between age and K

3
2

7
o
=3
Y
P/
Y

:
.

straxegy preference was not supported at the .05 alpha
level, the dxreﬂ%lon of .the d1fferences is conslstent with
the first hypothes1s. Pre—adolescent children and adults
dlsplayed the greatest preference~foxr termlnatlon through

direct confrontatlon. A ts and late lescents

preferred avoidance as a termlnatlon tactic. T

~
.

‘ Unfortunaoely, the data do not permit confirmation of ™
the ‘underlying reasons advanced in support of the first
"hypothesls. Chlldren and adults were expected to prefer

confrontatlon but for opposite reasons; chlldren vere

-

expected to prefer confrontation because they lacked cognlulve

and experiental sophistication and adults were expected to .

prefer confrontation because they. possessed that very
. sopﬁistication. Adults tended to provide more other-oriented
Teasons for their strategy preferences than did the children,

. ° -]
but this constitutes informal evidence ;& best of greater .

, cognitive sophistication on the part of the adults. /J

-

- e
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ST
Much of our rationale for preference differences as a

function of age was based on the claih that confrontatioh is

‘a more effective termination stgstegy. A prdvscative

alternative explanation is that each age group simply

. resﬁon?éd with the strategy mosf compatible with its view

of the friendship relationship; any differences between age

groups may thus reflect differing -perception; of the

'rights and responsibilities of friendShip rather than -

"different lev;ls of awareness. Adolescents, for example, may

opt for av01dance because their view of frlendshlp is that it

can be ‘exited at any time without obligations to the other

party. .Similarly, adults may prefer confrontation not becausz; P

they kfiow it to . be efTectlve but because their view of

friendship obllgates an explanation to the other > regardless

of the reasons for dgssolution. Certainly, additional

research is needed to détermine why preference differences

‘ emérge as.a function of communicator age. _ ’ ¢

The résults of this study highlight the importance'of

. sampllng research part1c1pants across the life span. To date, e

the bulk of the research in the termlnatlon process has been .

done with college-aged persons. Pefsons of differing ages do

respond 1n%vastly different ways to the termlnatlon process,

* and this factor needs to be taken into account 1n subsequent

Y
research. The mean ages of the youngest and the»oidest age groups

<

in th1s study were 10.0 years and 31. 0 years, respectlvely

Clearly, there is a need to sample younger children and older

’

adults in any subsequent work. _

‘As hypothesized, androgynous persons displayed greater

MR Y
L

‘preference for confronta#hon than did the other sex role

R e PR O ~ - - .- L e - - - - .
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- ¢ ,'A . .
oriéntation groups. This finding is con¥istent with’fﬁ;

view of the androgynous pefspn asisituation/'ly adaptable,

Whereas the effecﬁi?éﬁggé_of the mascul%pé sex-typed persdn.

[y

. . / /
1s‘conf1neq~§o stereotyp;ca}ﬂmggculinéjbghaviors and the

effectiveness of the feminine sex<typed person is limited

o feminine tasks, the androgynous person is capable of

adapting to either type/gg task or combinations thereof. )
- ! *
. el C# , . .
“*Because confrontation incorporated both ‘masculine and
- b >
feminine behaviogs, the androgynous person was more likely

than a sex-typed person to prefer it as a termination strategy.

.The masculine sex-typed person'displayed the least
preferencek for confrontation, céntrary to the expectafion that
¢

“the undlffssentlated perscon would leas» prefer confrontatlon

e

Although confrontation is’ con519%ent with some of the
stereotyplcal masculine characteristics, it 51mu1tane0usly
displays stereotypical feminine traits, as well. In contrast,

the avoidance strategy may allow the masculine sex-typed person

to be entlrely con51stent with the masculine sex role standard. ’

3
Avoidance- could suggest a lack of concern for the other's

reaction and the relatlonshlp, the ability to make up one's

mind, the ability to take action independently from others,

‘0 o
“%nd domlnancokor leadership in the form of taking the
~
initiative in separating. Thus, the masculine person has

little reason to opt for confrontation; compliance with the
<
masculine sex role can be met more concistently through

avoidance. * ,%%
! %3

In contrast, the feminine séx-typed°person is not so
fortunate in his or her strategy alternatlveg. Cénfrontation

offers -a mixed behavior, gimultaneously containing femlnlne and
B — T R TE ) c: . - -
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‘masculine stereotypical characteristics- However, unlike the

R )

standard, i% is not surprising that the feminine sex-typed

situation for the masculine sei-typed person, the feminine
sex-typed person finds little_consolation in the avoidance
strategy. One might argue that avoidance dispiays a non-assertive,
non-forceful mode of action,®but’ the reality of the situation is
that avoidance in fact conveys a very forceful and assertive
message to the other party. Faced with two alternatives both

of which preclude compllance with the feminine sex role

grouyp di%plavs~a relatively mixed preference. Avoidance may .

be slightly preferred over confrontatlon ‘because its
“ g‘ -
stereotyplcal mascullne features are at least less overt than

is the case w1th confrdntaf*on

> /\, -
The undlfferentlated person, llke the feminine sex«typed .

person, faces two optlons neltﬁ'f_of‘_ﬁroh—ailow behav1or, -

consistent with how hé or she views Self. Thus the undifferentiated

person has a pre;erence pattern comparable to that of.the

femipine sex~-typed group. Avoidance may be sllghtly preferred

- ’-' de

. . “ .
over confrontation because it at least frees one from behaving )

-

in the other’'s direct presence.

This study has initiated the exploration of 1nd1v1dual
dlfferencé factors whlch affect a communlcator s strategy
selectlon in accompllshlng a relatlonshlp termination goal?

Additional fnd1v1dual difference factors deserve research .

" -attention, as well. Further. thls study was confined to same- sSéx

T L e e C

.

friendship relationships; alternatlve types of relationships "o
should be iﬁvestigated. Unilateral termination is one of the
leas t pleasant persuaslve tasks we undertake. Part of the

unpleasantness may be. 1nherent in the vory deflnltlon of
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may be exacerbated.by the manner

hich we choose ﬁo
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. - \ TABIE 1

Frequency of Preferred Strategy Choices as a ;

" Funci;\ion of Communicator Age z

" . . \ . * . . . . . B - ‘

B

Age Group ~ _Preferred Strategy

Confrontaticn Avoidance

Fifth,grade . 16 (55.3%) 1y s |29

High s,ghool. ~. 247 (39.3) Lo {60.7) 6L . . :

Céilege: V15 (5879) 2L (51.1) | 43 i

Adult 73 (66, 1) I (35.9) |37 .

82 . .91
o ' )

21°




TABLE 2

& Frequency of Preferred Strategy Choices as a ' .
Function of Sex Role Orientation :

4
.

1

Sex Role Orientation. “Preferred Strategy —

Controntation Avoidance . .

Androgynous Ces (6o, | 11 (319) N E
Masculine - T N ¢ O
Feminine = 16 (s®) 20 (56%‘3 ¢ '
Undifferentiatéd 16 (44%) 20 (56%) . 36

' 66 | . 78
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