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If You Are Gender Schematic, All Members
of the Opposite Sex Look Alike

Deborrah E. S. Frable and Sandra Lipsitz Bem

Cornell University

Sex-typed, androgynous, undiff:. cntiated, and cross-sex-typed subjects of both
sexes were asked 10 recall “‘who said what™ afier listening to a taped conversation
either among three men and three women (the gender study) or among three
blacks and three whites (the race study). An analysis of subjects’ errors revealed
that both sex-typed and cross-sex-typed subjects confused the members of the
opposite sex with one another significantly more than androgynous or undiffer-
entiated subjects did. In contrast, no individual differences related to sex typing
emerged in the race study, which suggests that the greater gender schematicity of
sex-1yped individuals is specific 1o gender, as Bern’s gender schema theory implies.
Included in the article is a discussion of (a) the intriguing finding that cross-sex-
typed subjects were significantly more gender schematic than anyone else and (b)
the apparent inconsistency of the data with Markus’s self-schema theory.

It 1s possible, in principle, for any individ-
val in wny situation to categorize and thereby
perceive any multidimensional stimulus—in-
cluding a human being—-in a variety of ways.
In practice, however, both situational and
individual differences constrain which di-
mension or dimensions will be given cognitive
priority when a particular individual is con-
fronted with a particular multidimensional
stimulus in a particular situation.

The current study 15 an extension of pre-
vious theory and research on individual dif-
ferences in the use of gender as a cognitive
organizing principle, or schema, for structur-
ing and guiding one’s perception of reality.
According to gender schema theory (Bem,
1981b, in press), individuals differ in their
readiness to search for and to assimilate
incoming information in gender-related terms,
with sex-typed individuls having a greater
icadiness than non-sex-typed individuals to
encode and to organize information on the
basis of gender despite the existence of other
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dimensions that could serve equally well as
an organizing principle.

Recent empirical research supports gender
schema theory's basic claim that sex-typed
individuals have a greater readiness than non-
sex-typed individuals to engage in gender-
schematic information processing.! In a study
of gender clustering in free recall (Bem,
1981b), for example, the scquence of recall
for sux-typed subjects revealed significantly
more runs or clusters of feminine items and
of masculine items than the sequence of
recall for non-sex-typed subjects. Thinking
of one femninine (or masculine) item could
enhance the probability of thinking of another
feminine (or masculine) item in this way
only if the individual spontaneously encoded
both items as feminine (or masculine) and
the gender schema thereby linked the two
items in meinory. Similarly, in a study that
measured the subject’s latency when asked
whether each of a series of personality attri-
butes was or was not self-descriptive (Bem,
1981b), sex-typed subjects were significantly
faster than non-sex-typed subjects when en-
dorsing sex-appropriate attributes and when
rejecling sex-inapp: opriate atiributes: they
wee also s'ynificantly slower than non-sex-

"See Bem (in press) for a complete and up-to-dale
review of the ernpirical literature related to gender schema
theory.
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typed subjects when endorsing sex-inappro-
pnate attributes and when rejecting sex-iap-
propriate attributes. This pattern of rapid
delivery of gender-consistent self-descriptions
and slow delivery of gender-inconsistent self-
descriptions confirms gender schema theory’s
contention that sex-typed individuals spon-
taneously sort information into calegories or
equivalence classes on the basis of gender.
There is also evidence that sex-typed indi-
viduals have a greater readiness than non-
sex-typed individuals to organize the social
world on the basis of gender, that is, to
assimilate other people into masculine and
femimine categories. In one study, for exam-
ple, Deaux and Major (1977) reported that
sex-typed subjects differentiated between
people of different sexes significantly more
than androgynous subjects did when asked
to segment cach person’s videotaped sequence
of behaviors into units that scemed natural
and meamngful to them. In another study,
Andersen and Bem (1981) reported that when
conversing with four diffcrent people who
varied both in sex and in alleged physical
attractiveness, the behavior of sex-typed sub-
jects was more likely to be influenced by the
level of the partner’s physical attractiveness
when the partner was a member of the op-
posite sex than when the partner was a
member of the subject’s own sex; in contrast,
the behavior of androgynous subjects did not
vary as a function of the partner’s sex. Finally,
Taylor and Falcone (1982) reported that when
asked to recall “who said what” afier listening
to a group discussion, sex-typed (and cross-
sex-typed) subjects were more likely than
androgynous subjects to make within-sex
rather than cross-sex errors, that is, to confuse
women with women and men with men.
The study by Taylor and Falcone (1982) 1s
of particular interest because it used an in-
genious paradigm that was initially developed
by Tavlor, Fiske, Eicoff, and Ruderman (1978)
as a method for examining the categoncal
basis of racial and sexual stereotyping. In the
paradigm, subjects listen to a tape recording
of six people discussing some topic. As each
person speaks, a slide of his or her photograph
1s simultaneously projected on a screen. At
the end of the slide and tape show, each
subject 15 given all six of the speakers’ pho-
tographs as well as a randomized list of all
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the speakers’ statements from the disucssion.
The subject’s task is then to match each
statcment with the appropriate photograph,
that 1s, to recall who said what,

For us, this paradigm has (wo important
virtues. First, it provides =n elegant measure
of how much the subject organizes his or her
perceptions of others on the basis of gender.
Note that whenever the subject is wrong with
respect to the precise identity of the original
speaker, he or she may not necessarily be
wrong with respect to the speaker’s sex. If
the subject gets the speaker’s sex right, he or
she has made a within-sex error; if the subject
gets the speaker’s sex wrong, he or she has
made a cross-sex error. Because within-sex
errors indicate that the subject is confusing
people who are alike in terms of gender, the
subject’s within-sex error rate constituies a
measure of the subject’s readiness to use
gender as a cognitive organizing principle.
Moreover, because the within-sex error rate
can be computed separately for speakers of
diilerent sexes, it 1s possible to determine not
only how much a p:rticufar subject treats the
members of a given sex as if they were
equivalent, but also how much the subject
{reats the members of one sex as even more
equivalent than the members of the other sex.

Second, this paradigm enabiles us to include
a control dimension in our research and
thereby to discover whether the gicater sche-
maticity of sex-typed individuals is specific
10 gender or extends as well to other important
social and demographic categories, such as
race. More specifically, with but minor
changes in the stimulus materals, the very
same methodology can be used to assess
individual differences in race schematicity as
well as gender schematicity.

The study io be reported here replicates
&.ad extends the preliznnary study of Tavior
and Falcone (1982). Like Tayvlor and Falcone,
we 100 are interested in the effects of sex
tvping in the who-said-what paradigm. How-
ever, Tavlor and Falcone used a sample of
only 20 subjects, which precluded them from
conducting the appropriate statistical analvses.
For example, they were unable to conduct
an zanalysis of variance that wo:ld simula-
neously take account of both the subject’s
sex and sex type. Moreover. they compared
masculine, ferminine. and androgvnous sub-
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Jects with one another, but they did not
exammine the distinction that is of greater
conceptual importance in any considcration
of gender-schematic processing, namely, the
distinction between sex-typed and non-sex-
typed individuals. Finally, they did not ana-
lyze their data separately for speakers whose
sex matched and did not match the subject’s
OWn Sex.

The present study was designed not only
1o overcome these several limitations of the
Taylor and Falcone (1982) study but also to
add a parallel study using the control dimen-
sion of race. Coincidentally, the present study
also permits us 1o test once again two impor-
tant hypotheses originally put forth by Taylor
et al. (1978): (a) that subjects (considered as
a group) make more within-sex errors than
cross-sex errors and more within-race errors
than cross-race errors, a hypothesis that was
confirmed in the 1978 study, and (b) that
subjecis make more within-sex and within-
race errors, respectively, for speakers whose
sex and race do not match the subject’s own
than for speakers whose sex and race do
maich the subject’'s own, a hypothesis that
was not confirmed in the 1978 study.

Finally, the present study permits us to
explore once again the ambiguous theoretical
status of the cross-sex-typed individual. As
noted in Bem (1981b), there is no clear
prediction on the basis of either theory or
research about whether cross-sex-typed sub-
jects should be less gender schematic than
sex-typed subjects. Like sex-typed subjects,
cross-sex-typed subjects sort the attributes on
the Bem Sex Role Inventory into gender
categories when asked to describe themselves,
but unlike sex-typed subjects, they also rate
the sex-incongruent set as more self-descrip-
tive. Moreover, their pattern of results in two
previous studies of gender-schematic process-
ing (Bem, 1981b) was inconsistent. Accord-
ingly, we make no specific predictions in this
study about the cross-sex-typed group. Rather
we hypothesize only (a) that sex-typed subjects
should be more likely than androgynous or
undifferentiated subjects to sort other people
into equivalence classes on the basis of gender,
but not on the basis of race. and (b) that
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects
should not differ from one another.

To test these hypotheses, two istinct stud-
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1es using the who-<aid-what paradigm were
run: a gender study and a race study. Within
each study, moreover, there were two condi-
tions. Thus, in the gender study, sex-typed,
cross-sex-typed, androgynous, and undiffer-
entiated subjects of both sexes listened either
to an all-white or an all-biack group contain-
ing thice men and three women. Likewise,
in the race study, sex-typed, cross-sex-typed,
andiogynous, and undiflferentiated subjects
of both sexcs listened either to an all-female
or an all-male group containing three blacks
and three whites.

Method
Subjects

Ninety-six male and 96 female undergraduates from
the introductory psychology course at Cornell University
during the 1981-1982 academic year served as subjects
in this research. All but 6 of the subjects were white,
The subjects were placed into one of four categories on
the basis of their scores on the Bem Sex Role Inventory
{BSRI1; Bem, 1983a). The BSRI is a paper-and-pencil
self-report instzument that asks the respondent 10 indicate
on a 7-point scale how well each of 60 aftributes describes
himself or herself. Although it is not apparent to the
respondent, 20 of the amributes reflect the culture’s
definition of masculinity {e.g.. assertive, independent), 20
reflect the culture's definition of femininity (e.g., tender.
understanding), and 20 serve as filler Each respondent
receives both a masculinity score and a femininity score.
Those who score above the median on the se¥-congs uent
scale and below the median on the sex-incongruent scale
are defined as sex typed. Those who show the opposite
pattern are defined as cross sex 1yped. Those who score
above the median on both scales are defined as androg-
vnous. Those who score below the median on both scales
are defined as undifferentiated. Previous rescarch has
indicated that sex-typed individuals are more likely than
non-sex-typed individuals 1o limit their behavior to sex-
appropriale domatins, 10 prefer sex-appropriate behaviors,
and to resist sex-ingppiopriate behaviors (Bem, in press).
Moreover, as noted earlier, sex-typed individuals are also
more hkely than androgynous or undifferentiated indi-
viduals to use gender to organize and evaluate informa-
tion- -including information about the self (Bem, in
press).?

% 1t should be noted that the 192 subjects who partic-
ipated in the current research were actually «clected and
recruited on the basis of the short BSRI] (Bem, 1981a).
a 30-itemn subset of the original BSRI. Because the short
BSRI classifies 2 much smaller percentage of subjects as
sex-typed than the onginal BSRI. however. and also
because the short BSR) had not previously been used 10
select subjects for a laboratory study, the preczution was
wken of administering the original BSRI to all 192
subjects as the Jast procedure of the expenimental session.
As it turned out, none of the main effects or interzctions
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Stimulus Marerials

The 192 subjects in this study all listened to a 1ape
recording of a carefully scripted and rehearsed discussion
in which six people talked about various universal aspects
of college life, such as finding an apaniment, ecating
dormitory food, visiting local scenery, paying rising tuition.
and studying in the library. Because pretesting indicated
that subjects could reliably distinguish between the taped
voices of male and female students but could not retiably
distinguish between the taped voices of black and white
students, the decision was made not to recruit black
students to tape the voices of “black™ speakers. Instead,
both the “black™ and the “white™ voices were taped by
white graduate students, half of whom were men and
haif of whom were women. As would be the case in a
spontaneous discussion, the order in which the speakers
spoke was not systematic. However, all speakers spoke a
1otal of 12 times, and all spoke for the same amount of
total time. The script was recorded three times: once
with male and female voices (for use in both the all-
black and the all-white conditions of the gender study).
once with all female voices (for use in the all-female
condition of the race study), and once with all male
voices (for use in the all-male condition of the race
study).

As each speaker spoke during the conversation, a
photograph of the speaker was projected onio a screen.
The photographs bad all been selected from an iniual
pool of 80 informal snapshots from a midwestern college
yearbook on the basis of ratings by four maie and four
female judges. More specifically, the photographs were
selecled because they were all moderately liked by all the
judges and because both the sex and the race of the
person In the photograph were correctly identified by alt
the judges. Twelve photographs were sclecied in all: 3
while women, 3 black women, 3 white men, and 3 black
men. These 12 photographs were used in both the gender
study zxd the race study, rearranged to create the necessary
conditions within each study.

Procedure

Gender study. Ninety-six subjects, half men and half
women, were contacted by phone and asked to participate

that included the categories derived from the short BSRI
were statistically significant in the analvsis of variance.
Hence, 1he 192 subjects were all reclassified on the basis
of their scores on the original BSRI and the ducision
was made not 1o use the short BSRI in any further
research in our laboralones. The results 10 be reported
in this article are based on this reclassification. The ceft
sizes resulting from this reclassification are as follows: In
the gender study, there were 14 sex-tvped men and 18
sex-typed women, 18 androgvnous men and 8 androgy-
nous women, 10 undiflerentiated men and 12 undsfler-
entiated women, and 6 cross-sex-typed men and |0 cross-
sex-tvped women. In the race study, there were 16 sex-
typed men and 15 sex-typed women, 9 androgynous men
and 8 androgynous women, 19 undifferentiated men and
6 undifferentiated women, and 4 cross-sex-typed men
and 19 cross-sex-1vped women.)
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*in a psychology experiment. The caller was unaware of

the subject’s BSRJ category. Subjects were scheduled 10
come 1o the laboratory at their convenience and were
run in groups varying in tize from ) 10 6. The one male
and one female experimenter who ook turbs running
these groups were also unaware of the subject’s BSRI
category. Subjects were sandoinly assigned either 1o the
all-white or 1o the all-black condition before arriving at
the Jahoratory.

Upon their arrival, subjects were told that they would
be listening (o a ape-recorded discussion of six people
1alking about their adjustment to collepe life at Cornell,
and 2'so that as cach person spoke on the tape, his or
her photograph would be projected on a screen in front
of the subjects. (More accurately, subjects were <ked to
proceed as if the photographs were genuine. To minimize
deception, however, subjects were expliicitly told that the
photographs were not actually pictures of the people on
the tape.) Subjects were then informed that afier the 3-
min conversation was over, they would be asked some
questions about the conversanon to see how much they
remembered about 31, The experimenter then answered
any questions the subjects had and started the shde and
tape show.

After the show, subjects were handed a list of all 72
out-of-order verbatim excerpts from the conversation.
They were also given a folder containing the six photo-
graphs (hall men and half women) that had been used
in their condition (either all black or Il white). Subjects
were asked to match each spozker's picture with his or
her particular comments. If they were unceriain about
their answers or could not remember, they were asked to
guess. When al! the subjects in that session had completed
Yhe who-said-what questionnaire (and had filled out the
original BSRI), the experimenter cxplained the purpose
of the stody and answered questions.

Race study.  The procedure for the 96 subjects in the
race study was exactly the same as that for subjects in
the gender study except that different photogiaphs and
1apes were used. Subjects in the race study were randomly
assigned cither to the all-male or 10 the all-female condition
before arriving at the laboratory.

Results

Gender Study

As noted earlier, subjects in the gender
study listened either to an all-white or an all-
black conversation in which three of the
speakers were men and three were women.
Subjects were then prescnted with an out-of-
order verbatim list of all the 72 statements
on the tape as well as a folder containing the
photographs of the six speakers and were
then asked to indicaie about each statement
which spraker had said it.

Four scores were recorded for each subject:
the number of within-sex and cross-sex errors
that he or she made when the speaker’s sex
matched (l.e., was the same as) the subject’s,
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and the number of within-sex and cross-sex
errors that he or she made when the speaker's
sex did not match the subject’s.? Because, for
any given statement, three of the available
photographs would constitute cross-sex errors
but only two would constitute within-sex
crrors, chance alone would produce a higher
number of cross-sex than within-sex errors
overall. Accordingly, to make the number of
within-sex and cross-sex errors directly com-
parable, each subject’s cross-sex error iate
was reduced by one third prior to any statis-
tical analysis.

The four error scores were analyzed in a
five-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), with
sex of subject (male or female); sex type of
subject (sex typed, androgynous, undifferen-
tiated, or cross sex typed); and condition (al
black or all white speakers) treated as between-
subject variables, and with type of error
(within sex or cross sex) and sex match of
speaker (same as or different from the subject’s
own sex) treated as within-subject vanables.
Because this study is primarily concerned
with the c¢xtent to which subjects of different
sex types confuse the members of a given sex
with each other, it is their within-sex error
rales (and hence any interaction involving
sex type and type of error) that are of primary
importance in the analysis.

The results of the ANOVA demonstrate that
the subjects in this study, considered as a
group, did encode the sex of the speaker
while listening to the original conversation
and did also confuse speakers on the basis of
that information about sex. Two specific find-
ings, both displaved in Table 1, make this
clear. First, there was a significant main effect
for type of error, F(1, 80)= 21598, p<
.0001, with subjects (considered as a group)
being much more likely, when making an
error, 1o misattnbute a man’s statement 10
another man or a woman's staternent to
another woman than to musattribute either a
man’s staterment 10 a woman Or a woman's
statemment to a man. This result, it should be
noted, replicates the basic finding of Tavlor
et al. (1978).

Second, there was a significant interaction
between type of error and sex match of
speaker, F{1, 80) = 7.90, p < .01, with subjects
being even more likely 1o make more within-
sex than cross-sex errors when the speaker's
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&-/0

005

Table 1 :
Mean Number of Errors in the Gender Study for
All Subjects Combined

Tvpe of error
Sex match of speaker Within sex Crass sex
Same as subject 10.8 7.5
Diffesent from subject 12,1 7.1

Note. Because chance alone would have produced three
cross-sex errors for every rwo within-<cx errors, the cross-
sex error rate has been reduced by one third,

sex was different from their own sex. That is,
male subjects were most likely to confuse
female speakers with one another, and female
subjects were most likely to confuse male
speakers with one another. This result, it
should be noted, confirms the familiarity
hypothesis that Taylor et al. (1978) had them-
selves put forth but failed to confirm wiath
their own data. As can be seen in Table |,
this increase in within-sex errors fur opposite-
sex speakers also produced a significant
main effect for sex match of speaker, F
(1, 80) = 6.19, p < .01, with subjects making
significantly more errors overall when the
speaker’s sex was different from the sub-
ject’s sex.

The results presented thus far indicate that
our adaptation of Taylor’s paradigm did cause
subjects (considered as a group) to confuse
speakers on the basis of sex. As we shall see
shortly, however, the paradigm also evoked
significant individual differences relevant to
our hypotheses.

It will be recalled that we have two diflerent
measures of the subject’s readiness to confuse
speakers on the basis of sex: (a) the subject’s
within-sex error rate, which diiectly reflects
the extent to which the subject confuses
speakers of a given sex with each other, and
(b) the difference between the subject’s within-
sex error rate for same-sex and opposite-sex
speakers, which reflects the exient 10 which

3 Speakers are clessified as matching or not matching
the subject’s own sex (rather than as male or fernale). in
part because previous rescarch by Andersen and Bem
(1981) had suggesied that this distinction might be more
psvchologically significant for sex-typed individuals than
for androgynous individuals.
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the subject confuses the members of one sex
more than the r:embers of the other sex.

With respect to the first of these measures,
the relevant interaction in the ANOVA (Sex
Type X Type of Error) did not approach sta-
tistical significance even though the very same
Intecaction bhad reached significance in the
Taylor and Falcone (1982) si:uidy. With respect
1o the second of these measures, the relevant
interaction (Sex Type X Type of Error X Sex
Match of Spcaker) was significant, £(3, 80) =
3.81, p < .02. This interaction is diagramed
1n Figure 1,

To help clarify the meaning of this inter-
action, a number of planned and post hoc
comparisons were carried out. Consider, in
the upper portion of Figure 1, the difference
for each group of subjects between same-sex
and opposite-sex speakers. As noted earlier,
this difference reflects the extent to which
subjects especially confused speakers whose
sex was diffcrent from their own. Planned
comparnisons on this difference revealed (a)

that sex-typed subjects were significantly more
likely than either androgynous or uadiffer-
entiated subjects to confuse members of the
opposite sex with each other to a greater
extent than members of their own sex,
planned 1(80) = 2.72, p < .01, and (b) that
androgynous and undifferentiated subjects did
not differ from one another in this 1egard,
planned 1(80) < 1, ns.

Although it was not predicted ~nd hence
could not be included in any plauned com-
parisons, by far the most visually compelling
result 1n the upper portion of Figure 1 is the
very large difference between same-sex and
opposite-sex speakers for cross-sex-typed sub-
jects. Post hoc comparisons on this difference
revealed that cross-sex-typed subjects were
significantly more likely than androgynous,
undifferentiated, or sex-typed subjects to con-
fuse miembers of the opposite sex with each
other 10 a preater extent than members of
their own sex (p < .01 1o all three post hoc
comparisons). It should be noted tn passing

16.0F ——— Same-Sex Speakers
’ Opposite- Sex Speakers

13.0F
&
o 12.0F
x
x
w
w 1.0
o
x
I
@ 10.0}F
5
z . Y
5 5.0F WITHIN-SEX ERRORS
w
z CROSS-SEX ERRORS

8.0

7.0

6.0F

( 1 1 I '
Sex-Typed Androgynous Undifferentiated Cross-Sex-Typed
{(n=32) (n=26) (n=22) (n=16)

Figure 1. Mean pumber of within-sex and cross-sex errors for same-sex and difierzni-sex spezkers by sex-
typed, androgynous, undifferentiated. and cross-sex-typed subjects.
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that cross-sex-typed subjects were also signif-
icantly more likely than anyone else to make
more total errors when the speaker's sex was
different from the subject’s own, Sex Type X
Sex Match of Speaker F(3, 80)=5.70,
p < .002.

Taken as a whole, these sex-typing results
indicate that although individuals of different
sex types did not differ in their overall ten-
dency to confuse the members of a given sex
with each other, both sex-typed and cross-
sex-typed individuals were significantly more
likely than either androgynous or undiffer-
entiated individuals to confuse the members
of the opposite sex with one another.*

Race Study

As noted carlier, subjects in the race study
listened either to an all-male-speaker or 1o
an all-female-speaker conversation in which
three of the speakers were white and three
were black. Subjects were then presented with
a complete list of all the statemeats on the
tape as well as a folder containing the pho-
tographs of the six speakers and were asked
to match each statement with the appropriate
photograph.

As in the gender study, four types of errors
were recorded separately for each subject: the
number of within-race and cross-race errors
that he or she made when the speaker was
white, and the number of within-race and
cross-race errors that he or she made when
the speaker was black. To make the number
of within-race and cross-race errors directly
comparable, each subject’s cross-race error
rate was reduced by one third. The four error
scores were then analyzed in a five-way AN-
OVA, with sex of subject (male or female); sex
type of subject (sex typed, androgynous, un-
differentiated, or cross sex typed); and con-
dition (all male or all ferale speakers) treated
as between-subject vanables, and with type
of error (within race or cross race) and race
of speaker (black or white) treated as within-
subject variables. Note that the race of the
subject is not a variable in this analysis,
because all but 4 of the subjects were white.
Note also that the race of the speaker is
coded in absolute terms as black or white
rather than in relational terms as matching
or not matching the race of the subject.
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Table 2
Mean Number of Errors in the Race Study for
All Subjects Combined

Type of error

Race of speaker Within race Cross race
White 8.8 9.2
Black 11.3 9.2

Note. Becavse chance alone would have produced three
cruss-race errors for every two within-race errors, the cross-
race error rale has been reduced by one third.

The results of the ANOVA demonstrate that
just as subjects in the gender study (considered
as a group) confused speakers on the basis of
sex, so 1oo did subjects in the race study
confuse speakers on the basis of race. As in
the gender study, two specific findings, both
displayved in Table 2, make this clear. First,
there was a significant main effect for type of
error, F(1, 80) = 9.93, p < .005, with subjects
being more Likely, when making an error, 1o
misattribute a black speaker’s statement to
another black and a white speaker’s statement
to another white than to misatiribute either
a black speaker’s statement to a white or a
white speaker's staternent to a black.’

* The only other results to reach statistical significance
in the analysis of variance for the gender study i::volved
complicated diffesences between the all-white #nd all-
black conditions. Because nane of these results is pertinent
to the current investigation, they will be described but
not discussed. First, there was a significant three-way
interaction between condition, sex of subject, and type
of error, A1, 80) = 9.11, p < .005, with male subjects
making more within-sex errors than female subjects in
the all-white condition, and with female subjects making
more within-sex errors than male subjects in the all-
black condition. Second. there was a significant four-way
Interaction between condition, sex of subject. type of
error. and sex type. F(3, 80) = 3.98, p < .02. This second
interaction qualified the first by revcaling that although
the within-sex error rates of sex-typed, androgynous, and
cross-sex-typed subjects all followed the patiern described
above, the within-sex error rates of undifferenuated sub-
jects did not differ in the black and white conditions.
Finally, there was a significant four-way interaction be-
rween condition, sex of subject, 1ype of error. and sex
match of sp.-ker. F{), 80) = 4.20. p < .05. This third
interaction revealed that whereas subjects in the all-white
condition made :1ore within-sex errors when the speaker
was female rather than male, subjects in the all-black
condition made more within-sex errors when the <peaker
was male rather than female.

% As can be seen in a comparison of Tzbles 1 and 2.
the main effect for tvpe of error was actually much
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Second, there was a significant interaction
between type of error and race of speaker,
F(1, 80) = 19.9, p < .0001, with subjects being
especially likely to make more within-race
errors than cross-race errors when the speaker
was black rather than white. As in the gender
study, these two iesults again support the two
hypotheses of Taylor et al. (1978) that were
described earlier. As can be seen in Table 2,
this increase in within-race errors for black
speakers also produced a significant main
effect for speaker race, F (1, 80) = 37.51, p
< .0001, with subjects making significantly
more errors overall when the speaker was
black rather than white.

Despite the overall inchination of subjects
in the race study to confuse speakers on the
basis of race, however, it 1§ important to note
that, in contrast to the gender study, no
significant differences emerged in the race
study between sex-tvped, androgyonous, un-
differentiated, and cross-sex-typed subjects.
Neither the subject’s within-race error rate
nor the difference between the subject’s
within-race error rate {or speakers of different
races showed any significant interactions, Sex
Type X Type of Error F(3, 80) < 1, ns, Sex
Type X Type of Error X Race of Speaker F(3,
80) < I, ns. Accordingly, we may conclude
that the greater schematicity of sex-typed
individuals is specific to gender and does not
reflect a content-independent cognitive style.®

Discussion

Taken together, the results of these two
studies indicate that although our procedures
were quite sufficient 10 evoke at least a mod-
erate Jevel of both gender and race schemat-
icity (in the gender and race studies, respec-

stronger in the gender study, F(i, 80) =21598, p<
.000(. than in the race study, F(1, 80) = 9.93, p < .005,
a difference that may stem in part from the fact that (in
this research) speakers of different sexes differed with
respect 1o both visual and auditory cues whereas speakers
of different races differed only with respect to visual
cues. Whatever the reason for the difference. however, it
should be noted that (a) both the gender and the race
manipulauons were sufficient to produce significant type
of error effects and (b) the direction of the difference
should work against our hypothesis, making it harder,
not easier, for individual diflerences in schematicity to
emerge in the gender study than in the race study. This
ts because, hke all individual differences, individual dif-
ferences in schematicity can best be detecied when not
overwheimed by some powerful feature of the situation.

¢ 1929 1,74

tively), significant individual differences re-
Jated to sex typing emerged only in the pender
study, a finding that suggests that the greater
schematicity of sex-typed individuals is spe-
cific to gender. Even In the gender study,
however, significant individual differences re-
Jated to sex typing emerged for only one of
the two mersures of gender schematicity. In
particular, although sex-typed subjects were
not move¢ likely than androgynous or undif-
ferentiated subjects to confuse spcakers of
any sex with one another, they were more
likely than androgynous or undiffercntiated
subjects to confuse speakers of the opposite
sex with one another.

Atthough gender schema theory did not
specifically predict which sex of speaker, if
any, would yield higher within-sex error rates
or even that only one of the two measures
would vield significant results, these results
are nevertheless compatible with the theory

" because they confirm that sex-typed individ-

vals are more likely than androgynous or
undifferentiated ndividuals to categorize
people on the basis of gender. In particular,
sex-typed individuals differentiate more be-
tween speakers of different sexes. implying
that a speaker’s sex is more psychologically
meaningful for them. Moreover, they confuse
opposite-sex speakers with one another more,
implying that they are more likely to encode
the sex of opposite-sex speakers and also to
use that information to treat them as similar
to one another.

Gender Schema Theory Versus
Self-Schema Theory

It will be recalled that cross-sex-typed sub-
jects were also especially likely to confuse
opposite-sex speakers, a finding that 1s perti-
nent to the debate betwcen ginder schema
theory and self-schema theory (Bem, 1982;
Crane & Markus, 1982). According to self-

¢ Only four other resuhs reached statistical significance
in the analysts of variance for the race siudy. none related
to the focus of the current rescarch. First, male subjects
made more toia} errors than fernale subjects. F(1. 80) =
4.34, p < .05. Second, this sex difference was especially
pronounced in the all-female condition. £(!. 80) = 4.70.
p < .05. Third. subjects made more errors overall in the
all-female condition than in the all-male condition, F
(1. 80) = 7.28, p < .01. Fourth, this condition difference
was especially pronounced for within-race errors, F
(1. 80) = 9.53, p < .005.

§-s0 X



scheraa theory (Markus, Crane, Bemnstein, &
Siladi, 1982), .nasculine individuals have a
m.asculinity self-schera but not a femininity
self-schema, feminine individuals have a fem-
ininity self-schemna but not a masculinity self-
scheina, androgynous individuals have both
a masculinity and a femininity self-schema,
and undifferentiated individuals bave neither
a masculinity nor a femininity self-schema.
If one assumes that knowledge about men
is included in one’s masculinity self-schema
and, likewise, that knowledge aboul women
is included in one’s femininity self-schema,
then self-schema theory would seem to predict
(a) that subjects with a masculinity self-
schema (i.e., sex-typed men and cross-sex-
typed women) would make more within-sex
errors for female speakers than for male
speakers, (b) that subjects with a fernininity
self-schema (i.e., sex-typed women and cross-

sex-typed men) would make more within-sex

errors for male speakers than for female
speakers, and (¢) that subjects with both a
masculinity and a fernininity self-schema (1.e.,
androgynous subjects) would make few
within-sex errors overall, whereas subjects
with neither a masculinity nor a femininity
self-schema (i.e.,, undifferentiated subjects)
would make many within-sex errors overall.
None of these predictions about cross-sex-
typed, androgynous, or undifferentiated sub-
jects was confirmed in the current study.
Only the theory’s predictions about sex-typed
subjects—predictions also made by gender
schema theory—were confirmed.

Because the self-concept of the cross-sex-
typed individual necessarily includes both a
masculine and a feminine element (one ele-
ment coming from his or her sex and the
other from his or her sex type), it may be
that self-schema theory would not make pre-
dictions (a) and (b) above regarding the cross-
sex-typed subject. Even so, self-schema theory
would still seem bound to predict that an-
drogynous subjects would make fewer within-
sex errors overall than undifferentiated sub-
jects. In fact, however, there was no difference
between androgynous and undifferentiated
subjects in this research.

As noted earlier, gender schema theory is
also unable to account fully for the findings
that emerged from this rescarch, In particular
gender schema theory cannot by itself explain
why it is always the opposite-sex (or opposite-
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race) speakers who are treated as especially
equivalent. Althcugh never previously docu-
mented in the who-said-what paradigm in
particular, this finding that members of the
other sex or race are especially likely to be
confused with one another is consistent with
much previous research (e.g., Brigham &
Barkowitz, 1978; Cross, Cross, & Daly, 1971;
Going & Read, 1974; Luce, 1974; Malpass
& Kravitz, 1969; Malpass, Lavigueur, & Wel-
don, 1973). Morcover, it follows quite Jogically
from previous rescarch by Linville (1982
Linville & Jones, 1980) suggesting that indi-
viduals have a more highly articulated and
differentiated schema for their own group
than they have for other groups.

Are Cross-Sex-Typed Individuals
Gender Schematic?

Because cross-sex-typed individuals are
relatively rare, few laboratory studies have
included them in the sample. When they
have been included, moreover, they have typ-
tcally been lumped together with sex-tvped
individuals. 1n recognition of their potential
amportance, we have included them as a
distinct group in nearly all of our studies,
but until the current study, they have not
behaved in any striking or consistent way.

If cross-sex-typed subjects have bean wait-
ing for a more congenial context in which to
make themselves visible, they appear 10 have
found it in the current study. As can be seen
in Figure 1, when asked to recall who said
what in the current paradigm, cross-sex-typed
subjects distinguished between same-sex and
opposite-sex speakers almost three times as
much as sex-typed subjects.

Tt is intriguing that cross-sex-typed individ-
uals, whose self-descriptions on the BSRI
closely match the cultural stereotype of what
the opposite sex is supposed to be like, should
have so much difficulty distinguishing mem-
bers of the opposite sex from one ziother
and so Iitde difficulty distinguishing members
of their own sex from one another. If we
assume that the partern of making more
within-sex errors for opposite-sex speakers
than for own-sex speakers reflects a knowledge
difference, the question becomes all that much
more intriguing. Why, afier all, should some-
one whose self-description matches the cul-
tural stereotype for the opposite sex be so

~
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knowledgzable about same-sex others and so
ignorant about opposite-sex others?

There are scveral possibilities. These pos-
sibilities are neither mutually exclusive nor
exhaustive, and they all derive from the cul-
tural fact of life that, especizily for a child or
an adolescent, to be cross sex typed is to be
both statistically and socially deviant.

The first possibility 1s that parents and
other socializing agents may bave tried to
“correct” the cross-sex-typed individual’s de-
viance by constantly pointing cut and dis-
cussing culturally appropriate examples of
behavior (or hairstyle or clothing or body
movement or whatever) in other same-sex
individuals. Sccond, if cross-sex-typed indi-
viduals tend to be rejected by their same-sex
agemnates as a result of their being gender
deviant, that rejection may itself have caused
same-sex others to hold a special fascination
for the cross-sex-typed individual. Fipally,
whether rejected or not, cross-sex-typed in-
dividuals may have felt ambivalent or even
negative about their gender deviance, and
those feelings, in tum, may have led them to
pay especially close attention to the group
with respect to whom they feel deviant. Any
or all of these processes would clearly lead
the cross-sex-typed individual to have much
more knowledge about same-sex others than
about c¢ross-sex others. :

A question that has recurred again and
again not only in this article but in previous
articles as well 1s whether cross-sex-typed
individuals, like sex-typed individuals, have
a greater readiness than androgynous or un-
differentiated individuals to encode and to
organize information on the basis of gender.
On the basis of the current data, it would
seemn that cross-sex-typed individuals may
well have a gre«ter readiness than androgy-
nous or undifferentiated individuals to orga-
nize at least some kinds of information (in
particular, information about other people)
on the basis of gender. Despite this and other
similarites, however, the fact is that one
group has a history of gender conformity,
and the other, a history of gender dewviance.
Accordingly, even when sex-typed and cross-
sex-tvped individuals both appear to be gender
schematic (as they did in the current study),
it may be wrongheaded of us to think of
them as being gender schematic in exactly
the same way or for exactly the same reasons.

e 75/17’1"'.74,75
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