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Abstract

The purpose of the present research was to investigate the functional
relationship between the three {ndependeﬁt variab]es of sex role of subject
and sex and status of the other and the dependent variable of personal
space, notably distance preferences. The study was based on the findings
that males and higher status individuals are afforded greater personal
space, and on the assumptions that sex can be seen as a status
characteristic, that sex role development is not easily traced to
bioclogical components, that sex role acts as a contributor to sex
differences in personal space, and that individuals who have transcended

-

sex roles perceive the relative status of the sexes as equal. Rebecca,

Hefner, §nd Oleshansky's model of sex role transcendence was applied to the
aspect of nonverbal-behaviour concerned with distaqce preferences in an
attemﬁt to test the following major hypotheses: 1. Sex-typed individuals
prefer greater personal space with males than with females unl%ke
andrégynous individuals who do not significantly differ in persqnaT space
preferences with males versus females. 2. Sex-typed individuals ascribe
less variation in actual status {in terms of differential personal space
preferences) to females as opposed to males than andfogynous individuals
who respond to actual status regardless of the sex of the object person.
Subjects were 240 female college students who were classified by means
of the Bem Sex Role Inventory into masculine, feminine, androgynous, or
undifferentiated sex role categories. The behavioural measure of personal

space was obtained by means of an interview procedure. A schematic
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measure of personal space was administere? in class at a later date and
only those 119 subjects who had also partﬁcipated in the behavioural
héasure were included in this part of thé study. g

Results revealed no significant seiﬁrole of subjeét x sex of object
iqteraction effect. A significant sex Eole of subject x sex Sf object x
status of object interaction effect was revealed on the behavioural measure
but in a reverse direction of what had been predicted. Correspondence
between the behavioural and schematic measures of personal space was
generally low.

Pesults were explained in terms of the Rebecca et al. model of sex

role transcendence and modifications of this model were suggested.
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— Introduction -

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the functional
relationship between the three independent variables of sex role of subject and
sex and status of the other, and the.dependent variable of personal space,

3

notably interpersonal distance.

The study of personal space had its origins in studies of the use of space

——
A

in animals. Though a relatively new area of research in psychology, Ehe study
of the use of personal space in humans has recently gained momentum, and has
‘been studied in conjunction with such demographic variables as sex, age, and
ethniec background, as wéII as pers%nalfty and affinity variables.

Since the study of personal space is still in .its infancy stage relative to
other research areas in psychology, it is plagued even more than these other
areas with methodological difficulties and a plethora of findings often
inconsistent . with each other. In addition, theoretical developments are sparse.
As a result, even with findings that, empirically, =are fairly well established,
alternative explanations or interpretations for these findings have been given.

The present study is primarily concerned with investigating sex role
differences in personal space under varying conditions of sex and status. This
area of coﬁcern developed out of the explanations given in the Titerature for
sex differences in personal space involving the greater passivity, Tesser
aggressiveness, and lower status of females versus males. Differences in
personal space between the sexes have been attributed to sex role differences
between the sexes. Howeve;, sex role can be seen as not- necessarily directly
dependent on one's biological sex. Yet, nc research has been carried out

investigating the potential differences in personal space preferences of



xiv
individuals who differ in actual sex role. The concept of sex role used for
purposes of the present thesis follows that of Bem (1974, 1977) and is concerned
with the extent to which individuals ascribe to personality characteristics
traditionally accepted as appropriate for one sex or éhe other or both.
Individuals who:ascribe to sex-appropriate personality charactekisticé_as
assessed by traditional societal e;pectations are defined as sex-typed, |
individuals who ascribe to sex-inappropriate persona1ity characteristics as
assessed by traditional societal expectations are defined as sex-crossed (in
either case, depending on one's sex, masculine or feminigg), individuals who
ascribe to both masculine and feminine persconality chafﬁcteristics are Hefiﬁed
as androgynous, and individuals who ascribe to neither masculine nor feminine
personality characteristics are defined as undifferentiated.

Males are generally seen as higher in status than females and, in terms of
personal space, males and higher status individuals are afforded greater
personal space. Further, the status of the femalé, when actug]]y higher‘
(oécuﬁational, for example), is not as readily accepted as that of the male
under the same circumstances. The present study seeks to investigate how
individuals who ascribe to different sex role categories perceive the relative
status of others in terms of differential distancing preferences. The
particular others with which the present study is concerned are males and
females of the same and higher actual status.

The present study utilizes two methods of gbtaining distance measures. The
first, a behavioural measure in which the subject‘is unaware of thé true purpose
of the study, is intended to provide a measure of how a person chooses space in

a situation as close to real life as possible. The second, 2 schematic.measure

-
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in which the subject is aware that personal space is being neasﬁred, is included
because of ease of standardization of procedures, convenience of administration,
and as a potential substitute for the wmore time consuming behavioural method. ;

The first chapter of this'thesis presents a review of the literature and:
ends with statements of the hypotheses. The second chapter provides an overview
of the pilot study. Thé third chapter presents the full details of the study
incTuding'a description of subjects, procedure and experimental design. The
fourth chapter describes the results of the study. The fifth chapter consists
of a -discussion of the results, a summary, conclusions, and suggestions for

Further research.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE -
The present chapter consists of a brief historical introduction to the
concept of personal space, a brief overview of the research done in the personal
space drea, the deveiopment of the rationale for the presént thesis, and a

statement of the hypotheses to be tested.

Personal Space

In reéent years, there has been an increase in the emphasis that has been
placed on nonverbal behaviour as an area of research in human communication.
This increase is evident in the area of proxemics, def{ned by Leathers (1976} as
"the study of how man uses spéce to communicate" (p. 48), and by Hall (1963) as
“the study of how man unconsciously structures microspace - the distance between
men in the conduct of daily transactions, the organization of space in his
houses and buildings and ultimately the layout of his towns" (p. 1003).

The concept of proxemics has its origins in9the regulation of distance in
animals. Two categories of space management in animals can be.identified. The
first, territoriality, has been defined by Hall (1966) as "behavior by which the
organism characteristically lays claim to an area and defends it against members
of its own species” {p. 7); and the second, has been defined by Hall (1966},
citing’Hediger (1950, 1955,. 1961), as a series of bubbles or irregu]ariy shaped -

balloons surrounding each animal that serve to maintain proper spacing between



individué]s. Four distances are involved in the latter type of space
management as defined by Hediger: flight and c#itica1 (fight) distances, used
when individuals of different spécies meet ; énd person§1 and social distances,
‘observed in the intéraction between members of the same species. Personal
distance is the distance which acts as an invisibie bubble surrounding the
organism. The extent to which the bubbles of individuals of the same species
overlap is related to the degree to which the individuals are involved in an
interaction. Social distance is conéidered to be a band ghat contains a group
of a particular species beyond which individuals of that group lose contact witp
each other. It is not physical distance per se and, in man, has been affected
by such inventions as the telephone and television.

In this thesis, the concern is wfth personal distance (or space) in humans
where person@1 distance is viewed as a subsystem of proxemics. Further review
of definitions used in the study of personal space, as well as theoretical
developments and metho?o]ogical issuesT can be found in Appendix 4.

4

Qverview of Findings in Personal Space

Research has been carried out relating personal space-to pérsonality,
demographic, familiarity and affinity variables. Lett, Clarke and Altman (Note
1}, in an attempt to establish an overview of findings in the personal space
area, drew a representative sample of studies from the personal space literature
and arrived-at four well-established or reasonably well-established sets of
results. First, "the more group members like or know each other the closer

their interpersonal distance" (p. 24). The converse was also noted to be a

]Tab1e 1 presents the major methods used in obtaining measures of personal
space preferences.



Table 1

Methods for Measuring Personal Spacea

field studies
unobtrusive observation
participant observer

1. Natqra]fstic Observation

2. Experimental Methodoiogy

physiolegical recording

3. Behavioural Approach Studies

subjects approach a decoy or another

subject or are approached by a decoy

or another subject and choose the

interaction distance .

- standing or seated conditions are
used

P - subjects may or may not be aware of

' the purpose of the study

4. Social Schemata Techniques

pictorial or graphic representations
of personal space behaviour with or
without a self-referent condition
- when a self-referent condition is
used subjects are either approaching
or being approached by an imagine
other _—

4pdapted from Evans (1973)



wel]-es;ab]ished finding: "the closer the interpersonal distance between people
the greater their social contacts and bonds" (p. 28). Little (1965) and
Mehrabian (1968a, 1968b) carried out studies in this aréa. Another finding is
based on the proposition that "personality abnormality is associated w{th use.of.
1argé interpersonal distance" (p. 13), and rmore generally, individuals who are
deviant psychologically, sociologically or physically maintain greater distance
from others. Findings also indicate that this proposition is based on a
nonmonotonic function. For example, abnormals may maintain inappropriate
distance from others as compared to normals (that is, either greater or lesser
distance). Lending weight to this proposition, Sommer (1959) had found that -
schizophrenics varied in their distance behaviour, on occasion remaining very
far from another on occasion coming very close to another, and ﬁorowitz, Duff
and Stratton (1964) had found greater variability in the personal space
behaviour of schizophrenics than of normals. A fourth set of propositions,
based on tentative or moderately well established findings, involved sex
differences in personal space and stated that females maintain and are afforded
smaller interpersonal distance than males and that mixed sex dyads interact at
smaller distances. This area will be discussed in more detail in a later
section on sex differences and personal space. Though race and cross-cultural
studies have been carriedwut in the area of personal space (Baxter, 1970; Hall,
1966; Little, 1968; watipn & Graves, 1966), this area received little attention
by Lett et 21. Among the findings in this area are that Americans and Northern
Europeans tend to have larger interpersonal distance preferenées than Arabs,

French and Mexicans.



Status
Status can be def1ned as the power or prestige ascribed a position in a

particular social structure (Knowles, 1973; Young, 1957}. Status is cIosely

related to role in that role defines the position within the social structure. —

Roles can be classified as either ascribed or achieved. An example of a role
that has been ascribed, and thus over which .one has little control, is one's
sex; an example of an achieved role is one's position Qithin a university
setting.

With respect‘to staius and spatial behaviour, until recently, animals have
been the subject of more extensive study than humans. Two concepts eme[Eing
from this research are territoriality and dominance which, according to Sommer
(1969), are complementary processes of 1imiting aggression and'means by which
the social order is maintained. To illustrate, with pairs incompatible in
dominance, such as two h1gh1y dominant individuals, aggression 15 limited and
stability is ma1nta1ned by strict adherence to territorial r1§hts. Dominance
hierarchies can also be said to preserve the social order within a culture as
can be seen from the elaborate pecking orders which exist in the animal world.

In view of the compTementary_functions of social and spatial orders, it-1§
not surprising to find spatigl correlates of status levels and social correlates
of spatial positions in both animal and human research. In the barnyard, top
chickens have the greatest freedom of space, lower birds are more restricted.
The threat of aversive consequences (Dean, Willis, Frank and Hewitt, 1975) for
the lower status animal in interaction with the higher status animal can be said
to determine the former's use of space in that situation. In humans, the threat
of aversive consequences still exists even though it may not be in the form of

direct physical consequences. The individual, thus, when confronted by alhigher
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status other, would want to maintain greaféﬁ’psycho1ogicél, aﬁd in turn,
physical distance from that oﬁher. This reactioh is further reinforced in
humans by the fact that the éocia1 elite actually possess more space in the fonn:
of larger homes with more rooms per home and executives are actually allotted
greater p}ivacy and larger offices than subordinates.

Research on the personal space of humans with respect to status differences
has demonstrated this effect of status differences on the physical distances
maintained between interactants. For example, Hall (1966) reported that status
is an effective modulator of spatial interactions in that persons of higher
status are approached less closely than persons of Tower status.

Other research, carried cut by Lott qnd Sommer (1967}, used three
questionnaires (schematic personal space measures) and.a behavioural approach
method which resulted in four separate studies to determine the relationship
between distance p}eferences and status for university students. Sample size
for the questionnaire studies was in each case greater than-200 and sample size
for the behavioural study was 31. An operational definition of status was
oEtained by first requesting anther group of students to draw a subjective
dominance hierarchy. This resulted in the use of “a professor” (p. a1} és a .
higher status figure, "another student in your class” (p. 91) as a same statgs
figure and "a freshman who is doing poorly in school” (p. 91) as a lower status
figure for the final study. With regard to status,,jf;gmé_jgdnd that the
greater the status discrepancy between subject and/other, regardless of whethér
the status of the other was lower or higher, the Jreater the distance of the
interaction. Mehrabian (1968a), studying individuals interacting with either

higher or lower status others, found no significant differences in distance



between these two conditions, a result not inconsistent with Lott and Sommer's
findings since Mehrabian was not studying peer dyads.

Other researchers have used a definition of status similar to that of Lott
and Sommer (1967) in stu&ying personal space.‘ Edwards (1977), using a s;hematic
approach to méé;ﬁring persoqal space, studied 36 male and 36 female uniyersity
students and found that distances were significanny larger in placements of
“universit:q;;:§wrér“ (p. 226) than of "“fellow students" (p.- 226). Grossman
(1977), for his d&gsertatioh, studied thé effect of status and dqminance on
interdistanéing behaviour of 60 junior and senior high schoo{ studeq}s using a
behavioural method of which the éubject was aware to measure personal space. A
significant main effect for status was uncovered. A Duncan Mu]tipTé—Range Test
was applied and revealed that all three means (lower, same and higher status)
were significantly different from one another at the .05 level of significance
and that lower versus higher andlfame versus higher status were significantly
different at the .01 level. This finding was unlikéﬂthat of Lott and Sommer who
had found that status discrepancy and not increases in absolute status produced
increases in personal space preferences.

Dean, Willis, Frank and Hewitt~(1975}, in a field study of initial
interaction distance among 562 uniformed Navy personnel, equal and unequal in
military rank, found that interaction with superiors was characterjzed by
significantly greater distance than with peers and that this qjstance intreased
with rank discrepancy. In interactions initiated by a superior, interaction
distances were unrelated to rank discrepancy, thus indicating that superiors can
approach others at distances indicating intimacy while the reverse is not true.
This finding only partially supports those of either Lott and Sommer (1967) or
Grossman (1977).
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Studies investigating the extent to which passerby Q;LId penetrate high
status versus low status groups (Knowles, 1973; Walker & Borde{, T976), where
status was manipulated by means of age and/or dress, indicated that high status
groups were siénifjcant]y less permeable to invasion.

Other studies on status and personal space (Jorgenson, 1975; White, 1975;
N1tt1g & Skoinick, 1977) failed to find a significant effect for status on N
interpersonal distance though Jorgenson, in a field study of 23 superv1sors and
26 nonsupervisory employees, did find that equal status pairs assumed a

L

Stratton, Tekippe and Flick (1973), using self-concept (as measured by the

significantly more direct angle of orientation in their interagtion.. .—

Tennessee Self-Concept Test) as a self-rating of status and a behavioural
approach method of measuring personal space, studied 19 male and 14 female
freshmen and found a_significant effect for self-concept in that high

sel f-concept students approached a male student significantly more closely than
medium and Tow self-concept students reflecting the privilege of higher status
persons to approach others more readily. Using a schematic approach method,

_ however, results were in the opposite direction.

Though results are not completely consistent, a maJor1ty of stud}es have
found that higher status others tend to be afforded greater 1nterpersona1
distance than same status others. With regard to lower status others, findings
are not as clear and distances in this condition have been found to be either
greater or less tﬁgp with same status peers or have shown no trends at all.

The previous studies also reveal that, in order to maximize the status
differential which, in turn, determines the use of space in a particular

-

interaction, the followthg conditions should be met:

-
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1. The particular sociel structure ;ithin which a person is operating is

important'fcr him. For ekample, a university settiz? is important for

a student who aspires to obtaie a degree.

2« The person whose status 1s being assessed relative to one's own

. functions in.the same social structure as oneself. For. example, a

student within the social structure'of a universtty is'best‘coﬁpared to&f\

~someone else within that social structure, for examp1e, a professor.

3. The person whose status is being assessed re1atave to oneself is in a
higher actual position in the socia1_structure. -An example of suchfe
person could be & professor whose relative status is being asSesseé by
a student. | | -

4.- The person in the htgher pos1t1on in a part1cu1ar sociak structure 1s
perce1ved 'as capable of 1nf]1ct1ng avers1ve consequences on
subordinates. For example, a professar gan fail. a ;tudent on a,,
particular e%amination or research paper, & m%}itaryﬂofficer‘can retard

» »

the advancement of & private.

J With regard to the status variable in the present study, status

N . '
differential will be achieved By satisfying the previously mentionied conditions.
This will serve to maximize the corresponding space differential.

Sex as a status variable. As can be seen from the foregoing section,

numerous meaSures of status exist (OCCUpétiona1 status, educationa] status,
military rankf age, dress), all of which have been manipuldted to investigate
the effects of status on personal space preferences. In our soc1ety,,5ex has
also been viewed as & status variab]e.. |

Lockheed anJ Ha111(1976) discusglthis from thé point. of view of -Berger,

Conner and Fisek's (1974} theory of diffuse status characteristics and
. . R )
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expectat1on states. Status, as defined by Berger et aT., refers to the value
attributed to the d1fferent state of the differentiating characteristic. If sex
functions as a status characteristic, with males more highly valued than

females, the theory states that males will be more likely to hold positions of

" power and prestige in mixed sex groups than fémales. Lockheed and Hall present

evidence for such a view citing numerous studies indicating that both sexes

evaluate males more favourably than females, that there are differences -in

expectations associated with being male or fenale .and that males are- expected

genera11y to be better than females. Further'2v1dence for this view can be
, .

found in the fo110w1ng studies. Hagen and Kahn (1975) studied 40 male and 40

Sfemale 1ntroductory psychology students and found that 1nd1v1dua]s s1gn1f1cant1y

discriminate against competent women and the more traditional the men based on

The Attitudes Toward Women S;a1é {Spenfe & He]mreich, 1972), the less likely
they were to give competent women high status and the more 1ikely they were to

be discriminatory. Jacobson and Effertz (1974) studied leadership in groups

usidd 36'ma1e and 36 female introductory psychology students and found that male
1eaders are significantly different from fema1e leaders in that they have to
meet higher standards than female leaders and that followers will tend to
perce1ve the\group as more successfu1 when it is led by a woman than by a mad,
implying lower standards for.vomen. Megargee (1969) studied 80 and 64 pa1rs
(combinatians of male-female, high-low dominadte individuals) of introductory
psychology students who were respectively involved in masculine and neutral
tasks. Differences between the four groups generated by the sex, dominance
variables for both the masculire and neutral tasks were significant and results
indicated that high dominancejfemales wergxgenera11y unwilling to assume

Jeadership over low deminance males regardless of whether the task to be carried
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out was masculine or neutral in nature. Johnson (1976), studying 60 psychology
students, discussed social power as potential social influence or the ability of
one person or group to influence another and found that women are significantly
different from men in that they are expected to use‘methods of influence that
aréfiéss direct, less based on reasoning, more based on personal relationships,
énd less active and'aggressive. She cited Raven's (1965} s}x bases of power in
an attempt to opergtionalize sbecific hypotheses about the differential use of
power by males and females. According to Johnson, legitimate power, that which
involves one as having the right to ask another to do something and to which the
other is obliged to comply, appears to be expected of males.and that even wggn a
woman is in a position of authority she is frequently not granted legitimate
power by virtue of society's expectations. ®

Sex differences thus often imply status differences, males being perceived
as higher in status than females. It follows that if males are seen as higher |
in status than females, males should be allotted greater personal space than
females as a nonvehbaT acknowledgement of the higher statys of the male. In
fact, as the following studies show, it has been found that females maintain and
are afférded smaller pgrsona] space than males. That is, the differential
status of males and females is often expressed nonverbally.

Rawls, Treg%/and McGaffey (Note 2) investigated correlates of personal
space using five behavioural measures on a sample.of 38 males and 46 females who
were university-juniors and seniors and found that males have significantly
greater perspna] space zones than females. Similar results were found by Sommer
(1959).

Barrios {1976), in a study of stigma and personal space on 20 male and 20

female psychology students, found that both male and female subjects prefer to
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sit significantly closer to a female than male confederate and no s¥gnificant
differences were found in seating preferences of male and female subjects.

Dedulio and Duffy (1877), studying neuroticism and proxemic behaviour on 50

male and 43 female introductory psychology s%udents, found no significant main
effect for sex of subject but found that subjects maintained 51gn1f1cant1y
greater distance from male as opposed to female exper1menters.

Pedersen and Heaston (1972) studied the effects of sex of subject, ség of
approaching person, and angle of approach upon personal space using a schematic
~and behavioural technique on 20 male and 20 female psychology students. -with
the schematic techniqde, it was found that subjects permitted females to
approach significantly more closely than males.

In studies carried out using the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale (CID)
developed by Duke and Nowicki (1972}, it was found that both male and female
subjects kept male strangers further away than female strangers. Petri, Huggins
and Barry (1974), using the CID, studied 38 male and 62 fema]é undergraduate
psychology students and found a significant main effect for sex of‘the
approaching stranger for both male subjects and female subjects in this
direction. In other studies using the CID (Crowe, 19753 Veitch, Getsinger &
Arkkelin, 1976), on 90 female and 67 male undergraduates and 92 female and 58
malé€ introductory psychclogy students respectively, it was fou;d that females
exhibi@ed significantly smaller personal space zones than-males, and that males
as compared to females allowed an opposite-sex stranger to approach
significantly closer. Another study explored the relationship between personal‘
space (using the CID) and body-image definiteness {as measured by the Barrier

score on the Holtzmann Inkblot Technique) using 34 male and 43 female

4
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introductory psychology students (Sanders;'1976). Among the findings was that
both sexes kept male strangers significantly farther away.

McBride,‘King, and James_(1955), studyiﬁg social proxihity effects on GSR
{an experimental methodological épproach) in 20 males and.20 females, found that
GSR to male experimenters was greater thart to female experimenters.

Walker and Borden (1976), studying sex and status, found that high status
groups, partiéular]y those composed pf males, were significantly less permeable

to invasion.

Some studies have explicitly given a status interpretation to sex
differences in pergona1 space behaviour.

Frieze, cited by Wittig and Skolnick (1978}, has indicated that women, 1ike
" Jower status individuals, are generally ailotted smaller personal space zones
tﬁan males or higher status individuals possibly because sex differences in
personal space are reflecting status differences. An observational study of 101
cases of touching in public supporting this idea, was carrcied out by Henley
(1973) {n which sex was identified as & status characteristic. In a subsample
of 38 cases of individuals equated for all demographic data but sex, it was
found that a significantly larger number of males touch females than females
touch males or than males touch males or than females touch females, further
) confirming the higher perceived status‘of the male.-

Wittig and Skolmick (1978), studying status, warmth, and sex differences in
ﬁersona] space Qith 40 mg]e and 40 female introductory psychology students and
using a behavioural approach method of measuring personal space of which the
subject was unaware, found that, though no si%ﬁ%ficant main effect for status
occurred, & sigﬁificant interaction effect between sex and status was found and

a Newman-Keuls test of differences between the four means revealed that subjects
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placed themselves at farther distances frbm the lower status versus the higher
status man and farther from the higher status woman than the same status woman.
This result was-similar to a finding in the study carriéd out by White (1975).
Though results run counter to expectation, Wittig and Skolnick offered a partial
explanation for this finding in terms of the finding that the higher status
%emale was judged significantly less desirable as a friend than the lower status
female, a situation not found with the male confederate. They further
speculated that subjects sat closer to the high status male to "vicariously
experience his‘powerfulneés“ (p. 501) and that the high status female was not
seen 3s more powerful but as, in fact, lacking in power.

' In interpreting their results, other investigators in the area of personal
space have supported thé notion of females having lower status than maies}
Geisen and Hendrick (1977), in a study of the effect of physical aisfance and
sex in moderated groups on moods, evaluations, attraction,-and attitude
expression using 120 male and 120 female introductory psychology students, found
significantly more positive reaction to female moderaters in the close than in
the far condition on several of the dependent measures. This was explained in
terms of the female moderator being perceived as soméwhat Tower in status than
her male counterpart which would make closer seating more appropriate and thus
more satisfying. Other evidence from the literature on personal space of
females b%ing perceived as lower in status comes from studies by Lott and Sommer
(1967) and Tolor et al. (1975). In the former study, in the development of the
status hierarchy, females often put their boyfriends or husbands above them,
unlike maies who never put a girifriend or wife above them. Also, in the actual
study, twice as many subjects would choose & head chair for themselves in

interaction with a female versus a male professor, reflecting less recognition
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of the status of the feﬁa1e.' Tolor et al., in an exercise on vertical schematic
displacement of self and target figures, found that women place themselves in an
inferior position in relation to a variety of others and only achieved some
semblance of equality with respect to ffiend, boyfriend and girlfriend. Males,
on the other hand, frequently assigned themselves a superior poéition. His
point was that women's culturally inferior status was so ingrained that it even

reveals itself on a schematic technique.

Sex Role

Discussion has so far concentrated on'personaI Space-from'the perspective
of sex differences and status differences. Linkages between sex and status,
both generally and in terms of persgnal space have been discussed. Females are
often described as having lower Stétus than males and personal space differences
between the sexes are frequently discussed in terms of the differential status
of the sexes. The study carried-out by Henley had even operationally defined
sex as a status variable.

Frieze and Ramsay (1976), in a discussion of sex roles and nonverbal
behaviour, state that the lower status of the female is actually perpetuated by
the differential nonverbal behaviour of the sexes. Males tend to display’
nonverbal cues of dominance, high status and power. Females display cues of
greater emotional warmth and liking which are also indiéative of lower status.
The nonverbal behaviours which communicate Tow status and submission are aimost
synonymous with femininity (for example, small personal space, soft and polite
speebh, affability). These cues are traditionally thought to be related to the
female biclogical role thdugh they may actually be outgrowths of the submissive

social role of the female. These cues tend to be resistant to change since they
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are generally unconscious and violations of these norms have led to accusations
of assertiveness or aggressiveness which have had negative loadings for women.
The larger personal space of the male can be seen as é manifestation of his
actual dominance over the female and the relative Tack of tefritory (physical
space, privacy) of the female may serve to limit opportunity for the personal
growth necessary to change sex role stereotypes. In short, Frieze and Ramsay
(1976) are saying that males display nonverbal cues of high status, females,
nonverbal cues of low status. -Moreover, female cues are identified with
femininity; male cues are identified with masculinity and both are seen as
sex-éppropriate. Traditional roles are maintained because behaviours may be
unconscious, lack of territory of the female limits gpportunity for personal
growth, and women have had to deal with rejection fo; manifestations of
assertiveness.

Further discussion of the concept of sex role is necessary here. A large
number of terms have been used in discussing the differentiation of the sexes.
Attempts to clarify the meaning of the various terms have resulted in confusion.
Constantinople (1973), in a review of tests of Masculinity-Femininity (M-F),
indicated that the confusion resulted from the inconsistent inclusion of
concepts in definitions.of M-F.

Spence and Helmreich (1978}, in their book on thé psychological dimensions, .
correlates and antecedents of M-F, in an attempt to clarify the study of sex
differentiation, distinguished between-four domains: biological gender, sexuéT
orientation, sex role and M-F. A similar breakdown was offered by Bem (Note 3).
Spence and Helmreich defined biological gender as involving classification into
male or female categories. As a subclassification, gender identification was

defined as "the degree to which individuals are aware of and accept their
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biological sex" {p. 12). -Sexual orientation referred to (“the individual's
preference for a sexual partner of the same or opposite sex” (p. 12). The term
sex role was defined in tarms of expectations asout the ways typical men and
women behave. Sex role expectations were defined as “those beliéfs about
appropriate behaviors for the two sexes, that is, behaviors that are positively
sanctioned for members of one sex and ignored or negatively sanctioned for

members of the other" (p. 13). M-F referred te personality attributes.

Because sex role differentiation in human societies is prevalent, males
and females are seen as differing in temperament. If seg role differentiation
which resuits in the differential status of the sexes can be traced to some
biological cause, then the differential nonverbal behaviour of males versus
females can be seen as an expression of a biological predisposition to behave in
a certain manner and as, of necessity, relatively stable. Though many
differences in sex role behaviour exist across societies, women are generally
given primary responsibility for child rearing, men for supporting the family
economically, and regarding power relations, men typically are seen as dominant.
These findings do seem to suggest & biological or genetic basis for role and
temperament differences between males and females. |

As has been suggested by a number of investigators, however, the
previously mentioned view is not generally accepted. For example, Mead (1935},
in her study of three New Guinea tribes found that in one tribe, both men and
women were trained to be nonaggressivé, and in another tribe, both were trained
to be aggressive. This indicates that both males and femaIeS‘havé the potential
to incorporate temperaments thought to be the domain of only one sex. Spence
and Helmreich, in discussiqg the origins of sex role differentiation, indicated

that some researchers maintain that social arrangements are a result of
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"profound, genetically determined differences in thg psychological makeup of
males and females" {p. 5), and other researchers maintain that “the origins of
sex role differentiations lie in a more limited set of innate differences
between the sexes" (p. 5). These innate differences are the greater phys%ca]
strength and higher metabolic rate of males and childbearing factors related to
females such és nursing and caring for children. Spence and Helmreich stated
that there was no evidence regarding "the existence of genetically determined
differences in the temperamental makeup of men and women" (p.:5). Human
personality was seen as extremely malleable and dependent on “sex-specific
child-rearing practices" and "the nature and severity of sex-role
differentiation imposed by that society" (p. 5). These factors, in turn, were
related to political, sociological and economic forces. This viewpoint appears
to be-in agreement with that of Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) who stressed the
importance of reinforcement and imitation in the development of sex role
differences and M-F.

From what has been said, it appears that males and females are
differentially reinforced to develop personality characteristics which will Teaﬁ
to conformity to society's demands regarding appropriate behaviour and that
genetic factors with respect to sex role, if they exist at all, play a minor
role. The implications of this view, which the writer supports, ér; that
femalés are less constrained by biological roles (for example, childbearing)
than in the past. Nonverbal behaviour that serves as an expression of
differential sex role, and in turn of differential status of the sexes, is no
longer easily traced to or strongly influenced by biological predispositions.

Itrfs thus much more readily open to change.
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A complex relationship thus emerges among sex, status, an& sex role in
conjunction with nonverbal behaviour. Gender is seen as one determinant of
status, with males having higher status and being afforded gréater personal
space than females. Sex role can also be seen as a determinant of status with
the masculine role of the male perceived as higher in status than tﬁe feminine
role of the female. Sex role may thus be seen as a refinement of actual gender
in predicting personal space preferences. With the advent of the feminist
movement, involving the change 1n'status and sex role of females, reinforced by
the limited role biclogical factors play in determining sex ro1e§, the
investigation of personal space behaviour of individuals differing in sex role
was in fact initiated. Studies on the development of personaT space preferences
in children and sex differences in personal space in adults, to be reviewed in
‘the following twg sections, serve as forerunners of these studies on sex role
differences in personal space in that differences between the sexes in personal
space are interpreted in terms of sex role differences and differences in the
socialization proéesses of males and females. Though these studies do naot
suggest that sex role can actually vary within sex, they do suggest that sex
role is a factor in personal space behaviour. The third section involves a
review of recent studies in which sex role is the factor actually being
controlled and varied within sex and thus reflects contemporary "
“conceptua1izations'of sex role‘deve1opment and further reinforces the relevance
of sex role to the study of personal space.

Personal space and development. In attempts to determine how and when

individuals develop and consolidate personal space preferences, studies have
been carried out on children of various age ranges. These studies have

concentratéd on the development of differential personal space preferences of



20

males and females dnder varying conditions and results are often interpreted in
terms of sex role development or sex-appropriate behaviour.

Melson (19?3) indicated that because awareness of sex-typed behaviour
increases between 3 to 5 yéars of age, sex differences in personal space
preferences may begin to crystallize within this age range as well. Because of
the possibility of the ex1stence of sex differences in pertonaT space w1th1n
this age range, & reTat1onsh1p between sex role 1dent1f1cat1qn_(based on the
Rabban Toy Chojce Measure, Rabban, 1950) and personai space was hypothesized.
Melson used a social schemata technfque, involving subjects placing same,
.opposite and mixed sex pairs, and naturalistic observation of same sex pgirs, to
obtain meésures of personal space preferences. The §amp1e studied consisted of
36 .males and 44 females between the ages of 3 and 5. Results of the study
indicated that‘persona1 space schema emerge between 3 and 5 years of age, gnd
the greater distance in placement of opposite sex pairs by older children
suggested an increasing awareness of sex differences with age. The reIat{onship
between sex role identification and spacing for males (which did not occur for
females) and the higher sex role identification score for males at all ages were

.

explained in térms of pdésib1e negative sex role learning for males in which
gre{éét\sanctions on'their behaviour than on that of females are.made. Melson,
with respect to the greater distances chosen by older boys in both social schema
and observed behaviour relative to girls and its coincidence with heightened sex
role identification, raised the question whether boyfl\toys elicit space
preferences or whether boys seek toys that require extensive -space because of
greater personal space preferencés and higher activity level. Essentially the

question implied was whether sex differences in personal space could-be readily

~ traced to biological factors.
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Béss-and Weinstein (1971) studied 59 boys and 54 girls ages 5 to 9 using a
social schemata technique. No significant main effect for 'sex was found théugﬁ
differences between sexes was greater for older subjects. [t was concluded that
sex was probably not a relevant variable between 5 and 9 in determining personal
space preferences. _ ‘

Lomranz, Shapira, Coresh, and Gjlat (1975) studied boys and girls aged 3,
5, and 7, usihg an experimental approach method, and feund no significant effect
for sex of subject but that significantly less distance was kept from girls than
poys. Sex of object differences were explained in terms of learned patterns of
behaviour involving expectations for girls to be sociable, unaggressive and for
boys to be assertive, strong and aggressivé.- Boys, as a result, may have been
communicating greater resistance to invasion qf personal space while girls may
"have been communicating cues encouraging, or at Teast not resisting, invasion.

Pedersen (1973) investigated personal space preferences of 66 males and 66
femaTés-in Grades 1 to 6 in an analysis of variance repeated measures design,
using a social schemata technique and found that there was a significant main
effect for sex of 5ubject. Across all grade levels and stimuius persons,
females placed their self-fiqure significantly closer to other figures than did
males, though,at Grade 1, females were found to have larger personal space zones
than males. éy'Grade 3, males haé significantly iarger personal space »
preferences than females and this persisted until Grade 5. Betweeﬁ Grades 3 and
5, personal space tended to decline for both sexes. The downward trend in
personal space reversed itself for_fema?es by Grade 6, resulting in similar
personal space preferences for both males and females at this level. Social

learning factors were cited in discussing the large personal space preferences

fo; Grade 3 boys and reversal in personal space for Grade 6 girls.
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Meisels and Guardo (1969) investigated the development of personal space
schemata in 235 males and 19§ females in Grades 3 thrahgh 10 by means of social
schemata techniques. Among the findjggs was that, in negative affect
conditions, females used significant1§ more space than males. This was
explained in terms of the proceés of sex ro]e identification in which males, in
overt behaviour, are aggressive and females, dependent and passive.. Generally,
similar findings were noted by Whalen, Flowers, Fuller, and Jernigan (1975).

In another study, Guardo (1969), using 30 male and 30 female in Grade 6,.
inyestigated acquaintance and liking in relation to personal space using socié]
schemata techniques. Girls were found to have.significant1y smaller interfigure
distances than boys for situations with-a best friend and with someone tiked
very much. These results were explained in terms of‘sex—appropriate behaviour
involving greater freedom for women in our society to interact at closer
distances relative to males. Another finding was that girls preferred
significantly greater inter-figure distance than boys for the peer figure
described as someone of whom one is afraid. This finding was diécussed in terms
of sex-appropriate behaviour as well since boys are more overtly aggressive than
girls and are thus expected not to display as much anxiety as girls when
threatened.

Guardo and Meisels (1971) also studied praise and reproof involving 235
boys and 196 girls in Grades 3 through 10 using-é social schemata technigue.
Under conditions of praise, girls were significantly closer to parents than
boys, younger children were significantly closer to parents’than o]der_chderen,
and children were significahtly closer to the father.- Under reproof, children
were significantly more distant from the father. The finding that girls and

younger children were closer to parents under the praise condition was seen in



Tenn1s and Dabbs (1975) studied 20 boys and 20 g1rls in each of Grades 1,

;.5 9, and 12 and co]]ege sophomores us1ng exper1menta1 approach ‘and social

' schemata techn1que§. Males preferred_s1gn1f1cant1y greater personal space than
females and a significant 1nteractnop effect between dge and sex occurred.

. Older males re{ative to older t5ha1ea, had signiffcaptly prpportionately'greater
personaI space preferences than‘younger males versus femaIes. Tennis and Dgbbs
_offered a sex role 1nterpretat1on of sex d1fferences and sex differences acrpss
Ade, stat1ng that older males, un]1ke Grade 1 males, are aware of soc1ety s
expectations and attitudes regard1ng physwca] closeness between adult males.

In summary, well- estab115hed resu1ts indicatg that, with regard to sexu
dwfferences in personal’ space across agejfd;ffereices*between boys and girls
have been found to be minimal at the Grade 1 level anq possibly evéh up to Grade

3 possibly reflecting a lack of ditferentiation of sex-roles during'thrs period
of development. A tre favour1ng greater personal space preferences in boys
- only, however, is eyident from age 3 on 1n that persona1 space of boys appears
to correlate positively with sex role identification. This corre]at1on is not
exceedingly high and was found on]y on a schematic measure of persona] space,?
~ but the results neverthe]ess reflect the potent1a1 relationship of sex role
idéntification to personal space. In fact, byﬁGrade 3, girls have smaller
distance zones, possib}y reercting less restrictions on them for the
development pf intimate relattqnshipe_w{th others regard]ees of the sex of the
other and greater restrictions on approach behapiOur for boys. .

Personal space and sex differences. Leibman (1970) hypothesized that,

because of the differential socialization processes'of males and femalee/’phich
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encou%age.féﬁa]es to be more dependent, emotional, “and' capable of - forming
intimate rela%ionships than maIes,_fema]es would ma;ntain greater diétanées from
male versus fema]e-étranggrs and that females would be-nﬁre likely to intrude on
the personal space of females than of.ma]es. Leibman studfed 98 non-college
,ﬁema]és using a behavioural method in which subjects, unaware of the true
purpose of the study, were presented with one of three seating conditions.
Results indicated that subjects sat only somewhat closer torfemaIes than to
Mmales on a long bench, chose to 1ntru§e oﬁ female space signif}caht1y moré'“
freduently than male space when required to choose, and sat significantly closer
to a female when she waﬁ;nhosen,over_a male as compared to other situations.
Leibman concluded that social. norms fegarding appropriate distanciﬁg behaviour
:between ﬁa]es and femailes become imbortant'on1y when subjects are required tor

_ chdqée betwee@-invading male versus female space.

Buchanan Juhnke and. Go1dmén (1976) carr1ed out an experimeht similar to

that of Leibman but one that took place in an e]evator. Results were partially

in agreement w1th those of Leibmagd in that both male and female subjects avqided

/ spatj?] 1ntrus1on of'a male confederate.

Tolor (1975), Tolor and Le8lanc (1974) and Tolor, Cramer, D'Amico and
-O'MJ}ra (1975) have been involved ‘in investigating procedural variations in
'méasuring interpe;soni} distance and in studying sex differences in
inférpersona] distancés. 0f particular relevance is the study carried dut by
Télo; and LeBlanc on 72 male and 35 female undergraduatés. Males were found to

have significantly greater interpersonal distance -preferences to a male

experimenter than females and to sit further away from a female confederate than
. i T

female subjects. Results were interpreted in terms of a male's greater need for -

-~

1]
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independence (a conclusion ih Tine with that of Leibman) and less need for
assisting others. .

Dosey and Meisels (1969}, using two behavioural approach methods and a
social schemata method, studied personal_space preferences of 91 male and 95
female introductory psyc;clogy students under stress conditions of having one's
physical "attractiveness called 1n€c quest1on and found that females approached
closer to females than males, while ma]es used v1rtua11y the _same d1stance in
approaching che same versus the opposite sex. This was accounted for by a
cultural norm of attractiveness for females in interaction with male strangers.
In an impiied threat.as stress condition, Bailey, Hartnett and Gibson (1972)
studied 40 male anc 40 female introductory psychology students and, using a
behavioural approach method with subjects approaching aad being approached,
found that subjects tended to stay significantly further from males than
females, that the largest personal space zone occurred in the male-male
c0ndicion, that females showed 1ittle relative difference in distance preference
between object persons; and that males allowed greatest closeness to the female
object perscn. The large male-male space zone finding was explained in terms of
societal norms whichlview phyeicaT aggressiOn as a'male domain leading males to
stand back fro% other males. In 2 study of sex differences and type of
movement, which also used a behavioural approach method (subject approaching and
being aaproachedj, Hartnett, Bailey, and Gibson (1970), studying 32 male and 32
female ;ntroductory~psychology students, found that personal space was
significantly greater when subjects approached the experimenter than vice versa
and fhat this was significant for females but not for males. It was concluded

that obtained diffecences between males and females were consistent with

appropriate sex role behaviours involving the greater passivity of females.
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Little (1965) and Willis (1966), in stuéies of the effect 6? sex and degree
of acquaintance on personal space prefergnces, found respectively, ﬁhat males
differentiated between strangers and others and females between friends and
" others; and that; unlike males, females differentiated between friends and good

friends, in termﬁ of personal space preferences. Results were explained in
terms of differential social conditioning of males and females.

As can be'seen from the previous review, two weli-established findings are
that people generally maintain greater distance from males than females and that
females interact at smaller distances than males. Explanations for sex
differences in personal space haﬁe been couched in terms of differential
societal expectations for the sexes involving the greater independence of_the
male, less restrictions on intimacy fdr the female, the greater passivity of the
iaﬁale, the jmportance of physical attractiveness for the female, and the

" greater perceived threat of the male. Findings from several studies have also
reflected the importance of the sex of tﬁé other as opposed to the sex of the
subject in determining one's personal space preferences. 'In general, results
are interpreted in terms of the differential sex roles of males and females.

Personal space and sex role. Though, traditionally, Masculinity-Femininity

and sex role behaviour have been viewed as direct{y dependent on one's sex,
contemporary views of Mascu]inity-Femininity Egd sex role argue in favour of
potentially similar sex roles for either sex. Bem (1974), in developing the Bem
Sex Role Inventory, used the concept of androgyny to reflect this viewpoint. o
Androgynous individuals were seen as having both masculine and feminine

personality characteristics and thus greater flexibility of behaviours than
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their sex-typed counterparts who were either masculine or feminine in
personality characteristics.2 ‘

The important of sex role learning for sex differences in personal space,
" leads to épecu]atﬁons about personal space preferences of individuals who do not
£7t stereotyped sex roles either in attitude, behaviour or specifﬁed personaléty
characteristics. A limited number d% stugies iﬁ this area have in fact been
done.

In a correlational study carriédiout by Raw]s et al. (Note 2), the
relationship between personal space -and mascglinity based on the M ScaIé of the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey was investigated (Guilfo;d & Zimmerman,
1949). Subjects were 38 male and 46 female university juniaors and‘seniors.
Findings were not significant.

‘ In a study exploring traditional versus non-traditional attitudes toward
_sex role, Tipton, Bailey and Obenchain {1975) studied 72 female undergraduates
and, Osing a behavioural approach method, in which subjects were aware space was
being investigated, predicted that "i. feminists would be more aggressive and
assertive in invading male personal space and that; 2. feminists would permit
more invasion of their persoﬁa1 space due to their greater affiliativeness and
openness than females with more traditional attitudes” (p. 100}. The Attitudes
Toward Women Scale (Spence & Helmreich, 1972) was used to obtain feminist and
non-feminist categories. The first hypothesis was supported in that
traditionals stayed significantly further away from the male object person than
feminists. Other findings were fhat feminists did not differ significantly from

traditional females in approach to other females and traditionals tended to

2 appendix 1-C, Part 1, contains further information regarding the background
of the contemporary Masculinity-Femininity test movement, the Bem Sex Role
Inventory, and behaviour flexibility studies.



remain at greater distances from ﬁa]es than fema1e§>though this latter finding
was not significant. Regérding the secezf hypothesis, data were in the expected

direction but were also not-éignificant. - .

Powers and Guess {1976), arguing that Tipton Et'al._ﬁﬁd carried out fhgir‘
_ study using questionable procedures (among these, non-random sampling, a

conéusing operational technique anHFOQert di§c105ure of dependent variable),
replicated the Tipton et aT.qstudy.usiné a behavioural approach method of which
the subject was unaware and classified individuals as, feminists who had scored.
above the midpoint on both feminist/non-femininst and dominant/submissivg.
semantic differential scales. No significant differences between feminists and
non-feminists were found in their approach behaviocur to males and further
reséarch in this aréa was suggested.

The previous review of sex role studies with respect to personal space thus
indicates that no research on sex role differences has been carrieq aut using a
definition of sex role which has direct relevance to one's- repertoire of
possible behaviours. One's attitude toward the role of women (E;e measure used
in the Tipton et al. study) does not indicaté that one behaves in a manner
consistent with these attitudes or that one ascribes to personality

1
characteristics consistent with these attitudgs. Further, concluding .that one
is non-traditional on the basis of two items:5f a semantic differential
(feminist, dominant), as was done in the Powers and Guess study, does not inject
much strength into the independent variable studied. It would appear that the
definition of sex role needs strengthening before conclusions are reached in
this area. It is further maintained that, given the direction of eJqution bf.
-society towards more ega]i;arian roles for men and women, the decreaséng value

-

placed cn sex—appropriéﬁe behaVioun, and the somewhat cutdated interpretations

.
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frequently ‘given to sex differences in personal space -in published research, the

area. of sex role should be further investigated with regard to personal space.

k]

_A Model of Sex Role Transcendence -

[t has been established that sex and status aré imﬁortant areas of concern
in the study of personal space. Sex role studies haé% recently begun to be
carried out as well. A major concern of the present thesis is to investigéte

the manner in which these factors interact in determining persoha] space

preferences.

- Rebecca, Hefner, and Cleshansky (1976) have developed a three stage model

of sex role transcendence which is relevant to this problem.  This model
purports to account for the failure of more tra&itionaT models to explain sex
role development in that it goes beyond traditional society's expectations
regarding sex rolg differentiation, it arques in favour of an environmental
basis for theideve1opment of se;grq]e'in that any genetic predispositions that
might encourage the deve]opment,qfrsex-typed personality characteristics and
consequent behaviour aré considerea insignificant, and it recognizes thg
existence o% the evolution of the relative status of the sexes.

Stage I of this model represents a period of undifferentiated sex roles.
As a child gradually becomes aware of society he moves toward Stage II, that of
polarized sex rcles, in which the child accepts conventional sex roles and views
the fit to }he stereotype as necessary. Societal expectations and values
reinforce sex-appropriate behaviour at this stage. A parallel between this
stage and the traditional view of Masculinity-Femininity can be made in thaf, at
this stage, mascu]iﬁity and femininity are seen as mutually exclusive and

individuals are sex-typed (according toy Bem, high Masculinity-Tow Femininity for
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males; low Masculinity-high Femininity for females)._ﬁln coﬁformify with a
traﬁitiona] view of sex-dbpropriate behaviour; and as noted by Frieze and
Ramsay, females are perceived as lower in status than males at this stage. This
difference in status is seen nonverbally as well in that females {and Tower
status persons) are afforded smaller personal space than males {and higher
status persons). Research findings on the development of personal space zones
in children and sex differences in adults are in fact frequently interpreted
f;om 2 St;ge Il reference point. The ééle's larger personal space zones are
considered;sex-appropriate and differential status of the sexes are frequently
offered as interpretations of these findings (Bailey et al., 1972; Barrios,
1976; Buchanan et al.,'1976; Dedulio & Duffy, 1977; Guardo, 1969; Guardo &
Meisels, 1971; Hértnett et al., 1970; Henley, 1973; Leibman, 1970; Little, 1965;
Lomrdnz et al., 1975; McBride et al., 1965; Meisels & Guardo, 1969; Meléoh,
1977; Pedersen, 1973; Sanders, 1976; Tennis & Dabbs, 1975; Walker & Borden,
1976; Willis, 1966; Wittig & Skolnick, 1978).

Rebecca et al. describe the transition to Stage II[, that of sex rale
transcendence, as involving a paradigm shift. State IiI, rather than being
given wide societal support, is supported only by specific reference groups. At
this stage, behaviour is determined by personal choice in the face of
situational demands rather than societal expectations of sex-appropriate
behaviour. rPara11é1s betwéen this stage and the contemporary views of
Masculinity-Femininity are readily seen in the concept of androgyny in which
behaviour is characterized by the demands of the situation and not in terms of
what is appropriate for one's sex. Behavioural f1ex1bility;'rgther than
conformity to expected norms, is prepotent and sex—t;ped personaiity

characteristics have been transcended. With regard to status, males and females



are viewed as equal in that the concept of sex-appropriate behaviour, involving
the higher position and prestigé of the male in society as an expected state of

affairs, has vanished.

Presentation of Résearch.Questibns and Expectations

Frieze and Ramsay have stated that sex ro]es 1nv01v1ng the 1ower status of_
the woman relative to the man are perpetuated by the differential nonverbal
behaviours of males and females (;or example, the smaller personal space, of the
female relative to the male). Society is evolving in the direction of more
egalitarian sex roles for males and females and according to some researchers
" (Bem, Spence) toward the eventual abandonment of sex roles. The androgynous
individual, who responds behavicurally to what 1is épptgpriate for a particular
situation rather than to what behaviour is-appropriaté for his sex, represents
the most evolved sex role category. The present study thus serves 1o
investigate the nonverbal behavour of individuals of difféﬁent“sex roles to
determine if nonverbal %anifestations of the perceived status of the other
(male-female, orofessor-student) have evolved along with changes in societal
attitudes toward sex role. This will provide an indication of the strength of
the barriers against change.

_As previously mentioned, findings in the literature on personal space have
indicated that individuals generally maintain greater distance from males versus
females and from higher status versus same status individuals. The present
study offers the opportunity for replication of these findings using two
alternate methods of personal space measurement. The questions asked are as

follows:

Are males afforded greater personal space than females?
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* *

On the basis of previous findings, particuiarly with regard to the
- [
differences in pgrceived status of males and females, it is predicted that males
are afforded greater personal space thap females.

Are higher status.individuals afforded greater personal
space than same status individuals? .

On the basis of prevjo&s findings, it is predicted that higher status
individuals are afforded.gréater personal space than same status individuals.

Personal space, as was seen in the section on personal space and
déve]opment, has been extensively studied from a developmental point of yiéw,
and if One views sex ro]e-as a'devé]opmenta1 process, as have Rebecca et al.,
the usefulness of investigating personal space 5n terms of sex role devélopment
is appreciated. Though differences in personal space between the sexes have
been explained in teﬁhs of differential sex roles of males and females involving
the greater aggresSivenes§ of males and the greater passivity and lower status
of females, with the imp]ica;ion that these differences are a necessary result
of biological differences between the sexeg, sex role development has been
viewed by various re§earchers (Rebecca et al., 1976; Spence & Helmreich, 1978)
as not constrained by biclogical factors. This suggests that differences in |
personal space even between same sex individuals may be a result of differences
in sex role characteristics. This érgues as well for the appropriateness of sex
role as an area of investigation with regard to personal space. Some empirical
support for such differences has been found in a pilot study (see Ehapter 1)
carried out by the writer and in previous research, and this investigation can
thus be viewed as a meaﬁs of testing the relevance of‘sex role characteristics
as a predictor of pé}sonal space preferences. In terms of sex role development

as outlined by Rebecca et al., the third question asked is thus: “

-

14



Are there differences between sex-typed. (Stage II) and non-
sex-typed .(Stage III} individuals in terms of personal
space preferences?
Because of the four tategories of sex role available from a contemporary
interprefation of sex role and as an offshoot of the previous question, a fourth
question is asked as follows: |

Are there differences among individuals from the différent
sex role categories in terms of personal .space preferences?

Siage IT individuals {based on the Rebecca et al. model) have presumablyt_
aécépted societal expectations regarding sex-appropriate behaviour and the
differential status of the male and female. Stage III individuals have-
transcended societal expectations o} sex-appropriate behavioﬁr'@nd do\nét ipso
facto perceive males as higher in status than females._-Nonverbally, Stage II
indﬁQidua]s can £hu§ be expeﬁted to perceive males as higher in status than
féma]es by physically approaching the latter more closely than the former in an
interaction. Stage IIl individuals, perceiving fhe sexes as equal in staths,
unless otherwise informéd, can be expected not fo differ significantly in terms
of pe}soha] space preferences. between males aﬁd females. A comparison, then, .
between Stage II (sex-typed) and Stage III (androgynous) persons in‘tenns of
personal space preferences in interaction with others of both sexes should
reveal differences in the way individuals at these two stagés act particularly
with respect to the re]atj?e perceived status of the sexes. Preliminary
investigation (Tipton et al., 1975) has in fact supported differences between
feminists and traditionals in approach behaviour toward males. If Stage II
individuals allot greater space to males than females and Sfage ITI individuals

do not differentiate in terms of épace between maIes and females, then it can be
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said that, for Stage III individuals, sex-appropriate behaviour invelving the
perceived higher status of males over females does not exisé_ﬁnd Rebecca ét
al.'s (1976} model may be viewed as va1u€b1e_in predicting certain aspects of
nénverba] behaviour. The -fifth question asked is thus:
Are there differences between sek-typed (Stage I1) and
androgynous (Stage III}.individuals in terms of personal
space preferences when interacting with males versus
females? . :

It is predicted that sex-typed individuals prefer greater persqna] space
with males than.with females unltike androgynous individuals who do not
significantly diffef:in personal space preferences with males‘versus females.

. Because of the four categories of sex role available from a contemporary
interpretation of sex ro]é and as an offshoot of the previoug question, a sixth
question is asked as follows:

-

Are there differences among individuals from the different

sex role categories in terms of personal space preferences

when interacting with males versus females?

In addition to a "status” or “sex-appropriate behaviour" interpretation to

sex differences in personal space, studies have been carried out which have
shown that a status and sex intefaction occurs with respect to personal space.
Generally these results have indicated that females of h;gher actual 'status have_
been perceived in éersonal space terms as lower in status relative to males of .
higher actual statuS*(Giesgﬁ & Hendrick, 1977; Lott_& Sommer, 1967). At a Stage
IT Tevel (based on thé Rebeéca et al. model), it can be said that individuals

perceive males as higher in status in keeping with sex-appropriate expectations
and there is an incongruency in a female having a bosition of higher actual
status than a male. Such a belief has been supported by findings from many

investigations (Hagen & Kahn, 1975; Jacobson & Effertz, 1974; Johnson, 1976;
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Megargee, 1969). As a result, the higher actual gtatus'of the female in a
particular situafion may-be denied or at least diminished by the Stage I1I
" individuals. At a Stage III level, sex-appropriate expectations vanish, males
an;n¥ema]es are seen as equal in status and;@&ually‘capable.of attaining higher
actual statusf A comparison, then,-betwegn Stage II (sex~t&ped) and Stage III
(androgynoﬁs) persons in terms of perscnal space preferences in interaction with
others of both sexes and varying status levels may reveal differences in the way
individdals at these two stages view the relative staths of others with respect
to both the sex of the other and the actual status of the other. A seventh
question is thus:
Are there differences between sex-typed (Stage II) and andro-
gynous (Stage III) individuals in terms of personal space
preferences when interacting with maless versus females of
varying status?, : ?

It is predicted that sex-typed individuals do not differéntiaté in terms of
personal space with females of the same versus higher st;tus‘as much as with
males of the same versus higher stafus and that androgynous individuals respond
to actual status regardless of the sex of tHe.object person. Sex-typed
individuals would thus tend, as shown by their per§ona1 space preferences, not
to accept the higher actual status of the female.

Becagse of the four categories of sex role avaj]ab]e from a contemporary
interpretation of sex rb]e and as an offshoot of the previous question, an.
eighth question is asked as follows: o

Are there differences among individuals From the different
sex role categories in terms of personal space preferences

when interacting with males versus females of varying status
Tevels? )
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Summary of Hypotheses

1. It is predicted that males are afforded greater personal space than females

-
Py

-

.~

(Replication). : ‘ ) S

2. It is predicted that higher status objectnpersons are afforded greater

personal space than same status object persons (Replication).

3. There are differenceé between sex-typed and andrggynous individuals in
terms of personal space preferences.
There are also differences among the sex role categories of individuals in

-

terms of personal space preferences.

4. It is predicted that sex-typed individuals prefer greater personal space
with males than with females unlike androgynous individuals who do not
significantly differ in peerna1 space preferences with males versus

. females. 1
An interaction between sex role categories of individuals and sex of the

object person in terms of personal space preferences 1s predicted as well.

5. It is pred1cted that sex-typed 1nd1v1duals ascr1be less variation in actua1

. status (1n terms of differential personal space preferences) to females as
opposed to males than androgynous individuals who respond to actual status
regardless of the sex of the object person. Sex-typed individuals thus
tend, as shown by the}r'ﬁersonal space preferences, not to accept the

higher actual status of the female.
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An interaction between sex role categories of individuals and sex and

status of the object person in terms of personal space preferences is -

predicted as well.



L. CHAPTER II
PILOT STUDY

The-present chapter describes the preliminary study, carried out during the

summer of 1978, dn the effects of sex role, sex, and status, on personal space

" preferences.

"The purpose of this study was threefold. Firfst, because of the essentially

v

exploratory nature of the study of sex role in conjunction with personal space,

some empirical support for the effect of sex role on personal space was desired

prior to carrying out the main study. Second, because a large number of
different methods have been used to investigate personal space (e.g. different
schematic techniques, great varizbility in room size and—ﬁrocedures in

behavioural mefhods) it was felt that a pre11m1nary study would he]p iron out

‘ anyuprocedural problems Thvolving such factors as credibility of room to be used

in the behavioural measure, wording of directions, order of administration of
questionnaires and usefulness of the schematic measure as an alternative for the
behavioural measure. Third, because the study %equired that subjects interact
with individuals of varying status levels, it was important,that the status
levels used in the final study would. be perceived by the subjects as different
from each gfher.- As a result, subjects in the preliminary study nge asked to

A\__________/-'
develop a subjective status hierarchy which’co d then be applied in the final

study. This ]aﬁa’procadure was similar to oné\gsed by Lott and Sommer (1967) in

- a study of status and personaI space.

Data were ana]yzed by means of a four-way analysis of variance design with

independent variables of sex of subject and sex of object person, sex role of

he
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subject, and status of object person, and dependent variables derived from the
schematic measure of.persona1 space and the behavioural measure of pérsona1
space. Results indicated that one's sex(ro{g does affect one's personal space
preferehces in interaction with others of either sex” and of yérying status

Tevels.
. ' Method

Subjects

) SubJects were English-speaking Un1vers1ty of Ottawa summer students in
PsychoTogy and Educat1on obtained on a voTunteer basis. The total number of
subjects for the schematic measure of persona1 space was 67, 17 males and 50
femalgs. The total number of subjeéts for the behavioural measure of personal
space was 38, 13 males and 25 fema]e;, all of whom had also participated in the

schematic measure.

Apparatus, Instruments, and Experimental Rooms

In the preliminary study, two experimental rooms were used. One room
consisted of a iable and two chairs and‘@as used to give the subject directions
and information before entering and after retdrning from the experimental room.
The experimental room, used for carrying out the behavioural measure of personal
space, was 4.57 metres square and contained an oblong table and two chairs. A
diagram of -the room is shown in Figure 1. As can be seen, the door was in the
centre of one of the.walls and the table was placed against the waill opposite
the door and slightly to the right of the door. 'A swivel armchair was placed 1in

front of the table and facing the wall. A second chair was of plastic and

——

-



4,57 m ‘ : -
} 4 .
e Table
One Wa
€ i
e I.Zm_,_i Mirror
C's
Chair
\ i
=
B =
- 2
i (o8]
S's
Chair
] - {
i T

<
L r
Experimental interview room used in pilot study.

Figure 1.
(Scale: 1 metre = 3 centimetres).



. : ' 41

metal constructionxand was placed to the right of and adjacent to the door and
facing the oppo;ite wall. A one-way mirror was situated on tﬁé far right wall
of the room. S ) o

Four confederates were used in this study (2 males and 2 females) and
provided the 4 sex, status combinations needed to test the hypotheses. - Each
confederate of each sex played only one role, that of a student {same status
role) or professor.(higher status ro}e). Confederates were blind with respect
to the hypotheses of the study. Prior to the actual egperiment, confederates
were provided with a 1ist of instructions which can Be found in Appendix 1-B,
Part 1, and subsequently participated in a 1% hour training session in which
“role playing of the interview situation and practice in £aking measurements of
distance, reIativ? position, and predominant body lean were proviﬁed.

The instruments used in the study consisted of a status hierérchy, a
schematic personal space measure {items of whichywere prgsented in three
differgnt forms representing three different ran:;hxorders) adapted from the
Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale developed by Duke and Nowicki (1972),
and the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974). These three instruments were
administered as a package. A post-experiment questionnaireswas administered
+o obtain subjects' reactions to the study. Copies of the questionnaire
package and post-experiment questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1-A, Part

2 and Appendix 1-8, Part 3 respectively.

Bem Sex Role Inventory. The Bem Sex Role Inventory consists of separate

scales of Masculinity and Femininity and a set of neutral items described as a
Social Desirability Index. Each scale consists of 20 adjectives representing

personality characteristics. Subjects respond by indicating on a 7-point

-3
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. scale ranging from "hever or almost never true" to "always or almost always
true” t%e degree to which each personality characteristic %bp]ies to them;
Each subject is Subseﬁuently.c}assified into one of the following four sex
role categories by means of a median split procedure: ﬁascu]ine (high
MascuIihity, low Femininity), feminine (low Masculinity, h{gh Femininity),
-androgynous (high Masculinity, high Femininity), undifferentiated {low
Masculinity, low Femininity). '

Invest{gation of the internal consistency and test-retest reliability of
the Bem Sex Role.lnventory, carrieq‘out by Bem (1974) at a four week interval,
yié1ded coefficient scores in the ;70;.86 rangé for the former and
product-moment correiation scores in the .89-.93 rénge for the latter.

The Bgm Sex Ro]é Ihventony was chosen for the present §tudy because it
could be Feadily incorporated into Reﬁécca et al.'s model of sex role
transcendence witﬁ respect to sex-typed (or Stage II) versus androgynous - {or
Stage III) individuals and bécause it has been used more extensively than
other contemporary tests in behaviour validation résea%ch involving the
investigation of sex-stereotyped behaviour and because results of this
research have been encouraging.

In view of the accepted definition of sex role as discussed in the
prévious-chapter (pp. 16-17), the Bem 3Sex Role Inventory, used in this study
to obtain measures of sex role, must actually be seen as a contemporary test
of Hascu]1n1ty -Femininity rather than a sex ro]e inventory. However, for -
convenience and because of the research carr1ed out by Bem and her assoc1ates,

which has uncovered relationships between M-F categories on the Bem Sex Role
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Inventory and actual sex role behaviour, the masculine, feminine, androgynous,
and undifferentiated éategories obtained on the Bem Sex Role Inventory will
from here on be referred to as sex role categories.3

Schematic measure of personal space. The schematic measure of personal

space was adapted from the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale which had
been developed by Duke and Nowicki (1972). In %he Comfortable Interpersonal
Distance Scale, a drawing reprefenting an imaginary round room, consisting of
8, 80 millimetre, randomly numbered Tines emanating from a common centre, is
presented to the subject. Subjects are required to imagine themselves at the
centre point and imagine a particular person apprgaching along a particufar
line. They are then required to indicaté, by making a mark anywhere along the
line, where they would like the stimulus person to stob. The distance between
subject and stimu1us,personris then measured aﬁ& serves as the sc;re. This 1s
followed by other situations in which bértjcu]ar persons are imagined
approaching along other lines. The first two situations used in the
Comfortable Inferperséﬁa] Distance Scale are anchor items used to encoLrage
differentiation of close and far distances prior to the adm%nistration of the
actual experimental conditions. In addition to the directions presented here,
other instructioﬁal sets have been used (Duke, Note 4).

Though the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale appears to be a
useful instrument in the study of personal space, a number of adaptations were
considered appropriate for the present study. First, in order to minimize

possible confounding effects which may have resulted from having different

3A more detailed discussion of the Bem Sex Rule-Inventory canm be found in
Appendix 1-C, Part 1. '



situations -presented on one page, it was felt that a separate page for each
situation would bg more appropriate. As a result, since only one situation
per page was being presented, only one line per page was required. Though a
number qf different instructional sets have been used in the rgsearch cqrried
out on the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Stale, and thohgh the scale
readily lends itself to adaptation ininstructional set, the conditions
required by the present study, that of a?subject approaching an already
statignary person, has not, to the writer's knowledgé, been applied to tﬁe'

scale. As a result, a second adaptation, one inyolving a change in

instructional set, was made for purposes of the present study. &

Procedure 7 : -

The experimenter went into class and fequestéd that subjects fill out the
questionnaire package. Sejects were tq]d that the purpose of the study was
lto invéstigate the relationship bgtween personal space, status, ahd.
personality differences. VoTunteers were also requested to be involved in a
brief i&?ervigw at a later date for the second part of the study (see Anpenaix
1-A, Part 1) fbr a copy of the introduction used in class). The questionnaire
package was then administered in class (Appendix 1-A, Part 2) and those
éubjects who were interested, subsequeﬁtly wrote their name and telephone

number on an appropriate spot on a schedule sheet which had been passed

around. Subjects were subsequently contacted by telephone to confirm their
{

]

appointments.

4 A sample of the schematic measure of personal space used in this study can
be found in Appendix 1-A, Part 2, Section 2 and further discussion of the
Comfortable Interpersonal Diéyance Scale from which the schematic measure
of personal space was derive can®e found in Appendix 1-C, _Part 2.
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For the second part of the study, which consisted of the oehavioural
measure of personal space, subjects came individually to a waiting room at 20
minute intervals where they were greeted by the exper1menter and escorted to
the first room. Here, the subJect was given the following directions:

A committee of university professors has been formed to investigate
theé status of the summer course program at the University of Ottawa.

- The present study proposes to provide input to this committee
regarding how students feel about the courses they are taking and in
what ways these courses may be improved for next year.

Situation A: In the room across the hall is Professor :

He/She is chairman of the program committee and has carried out much
research in the area of program assessment over the past number of
years. He/She will be jotting down some of your ideas today.

Please be assured that any information regarding your ideas,
feelings, and attitudes will remain confidential. Follow me and

I'17T show you the room where Professor s is waiting for
you.
Situation B: In the room across the hall is a

sumer- student; who has agreed to jot down some ideas for the
committee. Please be assured that any information regarding vour
ideas, feelings, and attitudes will remain confidential. Follow me
and I'11 show you the room where is waiting for
you. : :

The subject was then escorted to the experimental room and directions
continued as follows:
Please knock and go in.
Inside the experimental room, the confederate was seated on a"swive1
armchair at a table against the far walI; The confederate turned to face the

subject upon entering and, glancing at the chair adjacent to the door,

stated:

Pull up a chafr.f
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Once the subject was seated, the confederate introduced himself/herself

as follows:

Situation A: Hello, I'm professor . I'm the
chairman of the Summer Course Program Comm1ttee and am interested in

your impressions about the summer programs at the University of
(ttawa.

Situation B: Hello, I'm , a summer student at the
University of .Ottawa, and ['ve agreed to take notes on your
impressions for the Summer Course Program Committee.

The issug of -evaluating the summer course program was chosen pgcagse it
was felt to be Eelevant_to summer students,. was an area summer students were
bound to have opinions about and thus would not lead subjects to feel unduly
intimidated, and would tend to result in a‘féirTy neutral interview so that
other variables which might affect personal'space ﬁrefekences would be
operating only minimally. Ba;ed on the findings of- the squective status
hierarchy, status levels of "summer s;ddent".and “professér“ were éﬁosén to
represent same and higher status cogditions in the interviews. In ogder_to
maximize the ease with which the confederates could carry dut,tﬁeir tasks,
regardless of condition, confederates used their own names. The directions
"puil up a chair" were given because it was felt that this would lead to

greater variability in distance than such directions as "take a seat" or "sit

- down"..

After the interview, the subject returned to the first room and was
adm1n1stered orally the post- experiment quest1onna1re (Appendix 1-B, Part 3)
to obtain information about reactions to the interview situation and the |
interviewer. Essentially this questionnaire served as a check on the
manipulation of the status variable and provided in%ormation regarding: the
face validity of the procedures used. The subject was then debriefed and

thanked. -



Experimental Design

Though it would have been preferable to Categorize subjects according to
sei role categories before their interviews were arrenged to ensure adequate
representation in each cell, because ef time reetrictions and difficulties id
schedu]idg, this was not possible. As 2 result, subjects were grouped ‘
randomly across confederates within the conf{nes of subject and confederate
schedules. Care was taken'for each con?ederate to see approximately the same
number of subjects and s1m11ar proport1ons of each sex. _

Subjects were c]ass1f1ed according to sex role by means of the median
split procedure weighted for sex suggested by Bem, 1977 (Note 5). The median
Masculinity and Feminin%ty scale scores generated by the present subjects were
used to classify subjects into.appropriate categories. This procedure yielded
four levels of sex role: masculine, feminine, androgynous, and
undffferentiafed. Other independent variables were sex of subject, sex of
“interviewer, and status of interviewer. This resulted in 4x2%2x2 ana1ysis of
variance design consisting of four 1eve1§ of sex role (previously mentioned),
two levels each of sex of subject and sex of interviewer (male, female), and
two levels of status o% {nterviewer (same, higher), and three dependent
variables (distance, relative position, and body lean) for the behavioural
measure of personal space. A separate analysis of variance was carried out on
each of the three dependent measures.

The dependent variable of- distance was obta1ned by measuring the distance
between the centre fronts-of the subject's and confederate s chair. Relative
position was dbtained by computing the diffeeence between the respective sides
of the subject's and confederate's chéirs. Appendix 1-B, Part 1 reviews, in
more detail, the measurement procedures for the distance and relative posifion

measures.
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A one-way :analysis of variance was carried out to investigate the effect

of age of subject on the three dependent gehavioural measures. Investigaiion
"of the effect of age on the perceivéd §£atus of the interviewer was carried
out.

The schematfc measure of pérsona] space yielded a 4x2x2x2 analysis of
variance design with sex role and sex of subject, and sex_and status of
interviewer as'independent variables and with repeated measures on sex and
status of interviewer. The .one deﬁendent variable was distance.

Further, in keeping wifh the expTorato}y nature.qf the pilot study,
analyses gf the’main dependent measurés on both the behdvioural gnd schematic
measures were carried odt-omitting various'cbmbinations of variSbTesﬁ

Finally, Pearson éorkeTation coefficients were calculated to compare the
various aspects of the behavioural measure w{th the schematfc meaéure of
personéi space 1n order to obtain-an indication of the validity of the latter

-

measure.
T .
Classification of subjects into sex role categories, the behavioural
measure analyses, Pearson correlation coefficients, and crqsstabu]ations were
C:carried out by means of the procedures described in the second edition of

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975), and the scﬁemqpic measure analyses, by means of
- the BALANQOVA procedﬂre contained in the §9§E§E system (SQUPAC, 1973), the.
latter procedure appropriate -for designs iﬁvo]ving repeatéd measures.
An alpha of .05 was chosen as siénificant for pufpgseé of the-ana1yses

carried out in the present study.

-

P . ' -

=y
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" . Results
Results of the pilot study are divided into four main sections as
ollows: the subjective status hierarchy, validation of the procedure, the

hypotheses, and comparisons between behavioural and schematic measures.

The Subjective Status Hierarchy

-t
.

With regard to thée development of a subjective sﬁatus hierarch}, 60% of
subjects perceived their status as equivalent to student or special student
and only 10% of_Subjects-viewed‘their status as equivalent to that of a
prdfessor; Other categories cited by?subjects (post-graduate student,
clerical staff, lecturer, professionais) were much less frequently respoﬁded
to as status equivalents and 16% did not provide a status equnva]ent at all
(see TEE]e 2 for response frequencies and percentages for each category).
With regard to those individuals perceived by students as highest 1n status,
dean, pregident,*headl(for example, university head or faculty head), and

-

professor were most frequeﬁ%]y cited.

Classification of Subjects into Sex Role Categories

The ‘median Masculinity and Femipinity Scale scores for the present
subjects were 4.85 and 4.95 respectively. Thdse subjects obtaining scores
>4.85 and <4.95 on the M and F scales respectivé]y were classified as
masculine; those obtaining scores <4. %5 and > 4.95 were classified as fem1n1ne

those obtaining scores > 4.85 and >4 85 wegg classified as androgynous; those

obtaining scores <4.85 and <4.95 were classified as undifferentiated.



Table 2

Perceived Status Equjva1ents-6f Subjects

PR

Perceived Status Equiyalent ' Frequency Percentage

Student or Special Student . : 40 ' 59.
Post-Graduate Student
. Clerical Staff
Professor

—
O 5w —~ O W =~ W
« s s x

Lecturer

Professionai

Mixed

Biank - N

EadiL O oS TR B Y AN B
B
b2 N O O B~ O O~

Total - : 67 100.0
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Val tdation Procedure

For7th behav1oura1 measure, though there were about twice as many female
as ma]e subJects, subJect”*Were fa1r1y equally distributed across sex role
categor1es, sex of interviewer and status of interviewer. Table 3 presents e
breakdown of subjects by sex and sex role for the behaviodra] measure.

Experimenter classification of ditfenential relattﬁe position and body
lean were cdnsiftent ;ith classifications made by confederates.

Analysis of variance on the three dependent variables of the behavioural
measure (distance,-re1atige position, body lean) with respect to age of the
subject revealed no significant effecte. Inspection of the data, however, did
reveal that there was a tendency for older subjects to perceive interviewers
as the same in status even in the higher status condition. The raw data are
presented in Table 4. ' ] ' -3

With regard to awareness of the true purpdse of tne interview, when
SUbJECtS were unawane of the purpose of the behavioural measure (68% were
- unaware) there appeared to be a tendency to accept the manipulated status
conditions more read]]y. The raw data are presented in Tab]e 5.

There was also an issue concern1ng the face va11d1ty of the exper1menta1
room used in the behavidural measure. - Some subjects commented on its large
eize and bareness which made them suspicious that, in fact, the room and- the
sitnation was a set-up for the study'nf factors which had not been mentioned
though they nere not always sure what those factors were. . . \\\\

With fbg%rd to the schematic measure, subjects were distributed fairly

evenly across sex role. .Table 6 presents'a frequency breakdown of subjects by

sex and sex role category for the schematic measure.

= (



Table 3 -
CJaEsffication of Subjects by Sex Role.Category-and Sex
for the Behavioural Measure of Personal Space

(N = 38) i
< i . Sex Role Category -
Sex of Subject Masculine Feminine Androdynous . Undifferentiated
- - Male .3 .2 | 3 s
Female 7 7 7 " 4 )
Total 10 9 0 9
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%
Table 4
-~ Nt
The Effect of Age on Acceptance or Rejection
of Status Manipulation -
(N = 38)
. Age
Status Condition 25 >
Frequency % Frequency %
Higher St;§§;7§onditionv'
Acceptanc 5 62.5 4 - 33.3
Rejection 3 37.5 8 66.7
Same Status Condition
Acceptance 4 66.7 10 83.3
Rejection 2 33.3 2 16.7

' Note. Rejection of highgr status.condition indicates that confederate
is perce!ved as same status; regecgion of same status indicates confederate
is perceived as higher status. ’ '
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* Table 5
* The E%fect of Awareness of True Purpose of Interview on
Acceptance or Rejection of Status Manipulation
o (N = 38) -
Awareness
Status Condition ' Aware Unaware
Frequency 5 _ Frequency p
Higher Status Condition
Acceptance 17 14.5 10 , 66.7 °
Rejection 6 85.7 5 33.3
Same Status Condition )
Acceptance 5 100.0 8 72.7
Rejection 0 0.0 3 27.3

Note. Rejection of higher status éonditidn indicates that confederate

js percejved as same status; rejection of same status indicates confederate
1s perceived as higher status.
. N,
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Tabie 6
Classification of Subjects by Sex Role and Sex
for the Schematic Measure of Personal Space
(N = 67) :
Sex Role of Subject
Sex of Subject Masculine  Feminine Androgynous ' Undifferentiated
Male Y og 3 4 6
Female 10 14 15 : 11
Tofé}

14 17 19 17

<y
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A one-tailed t-test of the Significance of the difference between the
neans of item “close" and item “far" on the schematic measure of personal
space yielded significant results in the expected direction (t = -9.08, p <
.001) indicating'that subjects consistently chose significantly greater
distance for the “far" item compared to the "close" item thus indicatin§ that
subjecfs differentiated close énd far physically as well as "psychologically"”

and providing a rationate for the use of such a measure of pergpna1 space.
k ~

Hzgotheses

Results of the four-way aﬁalysis of variance (sex role and sex of
subject, sex and statﬁs of interviewer) with respect to distance on the
behavioural measure afe presented in Table 7 and with respect to distance on
the schematic measure are presented in Table 8.

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 predicted that males would be afforded

greater personal space than females. No significant findings were noted on
the behévioural measure. 0On the schematic measure, however, a significant
offect was found for sex of object (F = 19.66, p < .001), significantly
greater distances being maintained from male versus female object persons.

Hypothesis 2. Hypofhesis 2 predicted that higher status object persons

would be afforded_greater'personaI space than same status object persons. On
thé behavioural measuré, a significant_sifect was noted for status of
interviewer {F = 9.09, p< .05) but‘}n a reversé direqtion'of what had been
predicted. On the schematic measure, however, a significant effect was noted
for status of object (F = 22.26, p< .001) in the direction of expectation.

A significant interaction effect, represented graphically in Figure 2,

was noted for sex and status of interviewer (F =6.92, p< .05) on the



N

57

: ——
. Table 7
Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role and Sex of Subject, and
Sex and Status of Interviewer on Distance Between '
Two Chairs in an Interview
(N = 38) ’
Source _ SS df MS F-Ratio
Main Effects B
Sex of Subject 93.29 1 93.29 .05
Sex Role of Subject . 17893.75 3 5964.58 3.03
Sex of Interviewer 1581.32 1 1581.32 .80
Status of Interviewer 17917.29 1 17917.29 9.09~*
2-Way Interactions
Sex of Subject x :
Sex Role of Subject 12852.78 3 ] 4284.26 2.17
Sex of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer 237.70 1 - 237.70 .12
Sex of Subject x _ ‘
JStatus of Interviewer 2053.10 T . 2053.10 1.04
Sex Role of Subject x - :
Sex of Interviewer 26832.80 T3 8944.27 4.54*
Sex_ Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer §621.25 3 1973.75 1900
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Interviewer  13654.5] 1 13654.51 6.92*
3-Way Interactions
Sex of Subject x Sex
Role of Subject x Sex ’
of Interviewer © 755,23 2 377.62 .19
Sex of Subject x Sex |
Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer 455.88 1 455.88 =23
Sex of Subject x Sex
of Interviewer x Status
of Interviewer 3399.917 1 3399.91 1.72
Sex Role of Subject x
.Sex of Interviewer x i
“Status of Interviewer 27003.0% 2 13501.54 6.85%*
Error 25636.88 13 1672.07

* .05
B33
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Table 8 ) _ ﬂ

Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role and Sex of Subject and
Sex and Status of Object Person on Distance with Repeated
Measures on Sex and Status of Object Person :
(Schematic Measure of Personal Space)

(N = 67)
Source SS . df MS ' F-Ratio
Sex oF Subject 280 I T80 Nl
Sex Role of Subject 4183.18 3 1394.39 2.20
Sex of Subject x
Sex Role of Subject 2450.10 3 816.70 1.29
Error 37394.10_ 59 633.80
Sex of Object 1463.02 1 1463.02 19356*
Sex of Object x
Sex of Subject 184.41 ] 184.41 2.48
Sex of Object x .
Sex Role of Subject 129.44 3 43.15 .58
Sex of Object x )
Sex of Subject X g .
Sex Role of Subject -- .29 3 21.10 .28
Error 4391.31 59 74.43
2735.21 1 2735.21 22.26*
72.14 1 F2.14 .59

Status of Obigct x

Sex Role of Subject 388.12 3 129.37 . 1.0
Status of Object x )

Sex of Subject x

Sex Role of Subject - 66.05 3 22.02 .18
Error 7249.79 59 122.88

Sex of Object x ‘ :

Status of Object 1.14 1 1.14 .02
Sex of Object x

Status of Object x

Sex of Subject £.63 1 4.63 .10
Sex of Object x

Status of Object x '

Sex Role of Subject 348.00 - 3 116.00 2.49
Error 2744.46 g 59 46,52

*p < .001
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Figure 2. Hean distance for each condition of the sex of interviewer x status
of interviewer interaction effect (N = 38).
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behavioural measure only. Subjects maintained approximately the same distance

from same status interviewers regardless of sex and tended to approach the

female higher status interviewer mor® closely than-the male higher status

-

interviewer. »

Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 predicted differences among sex role

categories and more specificalTy between sex-typed and androgynous individuals
in personal space preferences. On the behavioural measure, the.main effect of
sex role of subject approached significance (F = 3.03, E_{ .07), inspection of
the data indicating that ‘masculine and androgynous subjects tended to maintain
smaller distances than feminine and undifferentiated subjects. On the -
schematic measure, though the main effect of sex role of subjéct was not
significant (F = 2.20, p > .05), a trend in favour of greater distances for
undifferentiated and sm&l]er distances for androgynous persons was uncovered,
a finding similar to that obtained on the behavioural measure.

On the behavioural measure, omitting male subjects from the analysis
because of their small numbers and omitting mascu1iné and undifférentiated sex
role levels from the analysis in order to test out Rebecca et al.'s (1976)
model by comparing Stage II (sex-typed and feminine in this case) versus Stage
IIT {androgynous) individuals, led to th% uncoverin? of a significant effect
for sex role of subject (ﬁ = (1,13) = 7.10, p< .025). Feminine subjects were

found to prefer significantly larger distance than androgynous subjects.

. . .
Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 4 predicted a sex role of subject x sex of

in\erviewer interaction effect. This was confirmed for the behavioural
measure only (£_= 4.54, p <.05) and is represented graphically in Figure 3.
Inspection of the data indicate that feminine subjects appeared to maintain

much greater distances from males versus females unlike subjects of other sex

+
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role -categories who either did not appear to distinguish too much between the
sexes in terms of distance or preferred somewhat greater distances with

females.

Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 predicted a sex role of subject x sex of

interviewer x status of interviewer interaction effect. This was confirmed
for the behavioural measure (F = 6.85, P < .01) and is represented graphically
in Figure 4, though the va]idity.of-resu1ts is questionable given the number
of subjects per cell. On the schematic'measure, the sex role of subject x sex
_of interviewer x status ef interviewer interaction effect approached
significance (F = 2.49, p <.07) and is represented graphically in Figure 5.
Inspection of the data for the schematic measure revealed that °
undifferentiated persons differentiated more between same status females and
all other sex/status combinations preferring proportionately much less

/
distance with the female same status object person.

When data were analyzed omitting various independent variables or levels
of indeperdent variables from.the analysis, generally no new findings were
uncovered for either the behavioural or schematic measure. Because of
the small number of subjects in these instances no interaction effects were
investigated. In aqdition, no significant results, with regard to re1atiee
position of subjectslor body lean of subjects basee on the behavioural

measure, were noted for any of the independent variables.

Comparison Between Behavioural and Schematic Measures

Comparisons between the behavioural and schematic personal space measures

by means of Pearson correlation coefficients revealed that generally little
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Figure 4. Mean distance for each condition of the sex role of subject x
sex of interviewer x statas of interviewer interaction effect
(N = 38).
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:transcenggfce whiEh views sex rples as differené?ated (ands$a1es as higher in
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relationship existed between the two measures. The only correlatgen to reach ‘

significance was the relationship between the behavioural distance measure and
R

the schematic measure of-the same status, female interviewer condition (r =

.74, p < .05).

5

{
Discus!ion of Results

-

-

' e~ ’ . . . . . l
« On the subjective status hierarchy, subjects ascribed relatively higher .

-

status to professor,-head,'or«dean than to student and the majority'of :

-

subjecws viewed themsetves at the status level of student. On the bas1s of

" these findings, it appears appropr1ate to use the categor1es of student and

professor for the two levels of the status variable in the main study.

In the behavioural measure, because sex role was‘?cund to be related to
_perﬁona]“space.(fehinine_and undifferentiated individua1s have ]arger distance
preferences than masculine and androgynous individuals, feminine females have
Iaﬁger distance preferences than androgynous females), this vartable appears

to be 2 prom1s1ng one to study w1th respect to personal space. Further,

" feminine 1nd1v1d&€i§ weregf%und to prefer much greater d1stance from males

than females, umlik¢ individuals with mascutine, androgynous or

undifferentiated character1st1cs. Though the'number of subjects'used Was
wd -
small, this interaction appears to fit Rebecca et al.'s model of sex role

L4
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»

status) at Stage Il and sex role as nonexistent (and malessihd females as

.equa1 in status) at Stage.III These results together with no signiticant sex

. 5f SUbJECt effect on the behav1oura1 measure or the schem§t1c measure argue

for tge inclusion of sex role as-a factor 1nf1uenc1ng personal space and
v - -+
suggest’ that one's Mascu11n1ty Fem1n1n1ty may be a more important indicator of

-

) C~ persona] space preferences than one's gender in the s1tuat1ons 1nvest1gated

& \ ooN
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For the dependent behavioqrél measures of body lean and relative
position, na significant findings were revealed. The inexactness of the
relative positive measure and the inclusion of direcpiona]ity of angiing in

the analysis were considered to be factors &ontributing to the latter finding.

As a ?esu]t, the procedure for determining relative position was thus

streamlined and 1fc1hded in the main study (see Appendix 2-B, Part 1). The
body lean measure»waé.inc]u@ed in the main study without changes because of |
the main study's much larger number of subjects.

s

Results for the behaviégra] distauce\Teg§ure§and the schematic measure
- K - L_/
differed with regard to sex no1e_o#\subject, sex of interviewer, and status of

Tntgrvjewer, and‘genera}Ty, correlation coefficients between the two measures
were low. For the scheﬁatic measure, unlike the behavioural wmeasure, the only
effect in wh{;h ge& role approached significance was a three-way interaction,
though” sex and égétus of.jnterviewer as main effects were sjgnificant in th%
dired%ion found in Fhe_1i£erature on personal space (maleé and higher status
interviewers were accoraed‘greater distances). For the behavioural measure,
‘the effect of sex of interviewer was nonsignificant and the effect of-status °

L]

was significant ‘but in the reverse direction of what was expected'(higher

stgtué:interyiewérs were a11ottéd smaller distances than same status

i

7

{ntervkéwers). Though it méy_be argded that, because of its "in yjvo" nature,
the behavigural- measure répresents a more accurate ﬁiéture of what happens in
Egé ﬁopulafioh: the small number of subject; used for the behavioural measure
and the qep1{cat16n of prévious'findings on sex and status for the schematic

measq}e ééévent ény conc]usjon in this direction.i As é result, both measures

\are in;&éééd inf%he main study which is based on a much larger number kf
L™ ) K s . s . )

subject@ " *

v “
- %
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Because subjeﬁts were more willing to accept the devised situation
(intérview) and the indicated status of the interviewer as real when they were
unaware of the true purpose of the interview, and to avoid any confounding
effects of one measure on another that might occur if subjects were aware that
the two exercises weff related, it was desirable for the main study to be set
up so that no connection would be made between the schematic measure and the
behavioural measure {interview}. As a ré5u1t, for the main study, it was
decided to administer the two measures separately and as unrelatgg experiments
carried out by different investigators. Further, in the 1ight of some,
criticism of the experimental room used in the pilot study, a room providing
greater face validity was sought for the main study. \\\

The pilot study has thus served to establish the-most appropriate
procedure for the main study in addition to confirming the relevance of sex

role in the study of personal space.

¢’
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_ Subjects

CHAPTER III - -

-

METHOD -

2

- The main study, like the pilot study, sougﬁt to inVeé£igate the ;ffect
of sex role of subject on personal space preferences. The main study was
‘thus similar to the piloé study in terms of the majority of indepéndent
variables studied and- measures used. Some cﬁanges were made however. A.
brief overview of these chénges follows.

Fewer time restrictions existed for the main study because of the
greater availability of the subdec EEET. This led to greater control over
the number of subject§ in each sex role category and a substantial<
reduction of subject awareness of the true purpose of the interview. The
larger number of subjects in the main study led to better representation of .
subjécts'in eac{ of the cohditions studied. Another major change involved
the omission of the sex of subject variab]e, in order to reduce the total
number of variables studied and as a resﬁl; of the nonsignificant effect of
this_vafiable in the pilot study. Other changes involved th;\gghévioura]
measure 1q which the office used was set up £o have a greater face validity

and in which each confederate played both student and professgr role t?//’)

minimize the confounding effects of individual differences. \\H\_//f

As a result.of the indicateq importance of the sex of “the otﬂer“

relative to the sex of the subject in the personal space Titerature



b

i

(Ba}rios et al., 1976; Crowe, 1575; De Julio & Duffy, 1977; McBride et al.,
1965, Petri et‘al., 1974), and because of the large number of variagles
that would otherwise result, it was decided to use only female subjects 1in
the present study. )
Subjects were made available from nine English-speaking University of

Ottawa introductory courses jn Psycholoqgy, Sociology, and English, - . 5;>
comprising a total of 584 females. The Bem Sex Role Inventory was
administered to 371 subjects resu]tiqg in a group of 240 subjects who
participated.in the behaviourai measure of personél space of which 119
participated in the schemétic measure of personal space.

| For the behavioural meaaure, Eé%]ish-Speaking subjects comprised 95%
of the total group of 240 SUbjects. Most of the remaining 5% were those
who felt more comfortable in Ffench, but all subjects §poke and understood
English. Subjects, both married and sing]é, ranged in age from 16 to 52,
the overall mean age being 22. Eigéty-three percent of the subjects fell
in the age range. 17 to 25. First year university students c0mp;}sed 75% of
the total subject group,rsecond year university students 15% of the group,
and third year students, 6% of the group. The remaining 4% had either |
- spent greater time in university or were special students. Native
Canadians comprised 84% of the subjects. Of the 16% not born in Canada,
87% had been Iiv{ng in Canada for at least three years.

o2

Apparatus, Instruments, and Experimental Rooms

Two experimental rooms were used. One room consisted of a table and
two chairs and was used to give the subject directions and information

before entering and after returning from the experimental room. The

experimental. room, which was used for carrying out the behavioura]i



measure of personal space, was_4.23 metres x 2.57 metres. In the pilot
study, a room 4.57 metres square had been utilized which was bare except
for a table and two chairs. Becguge some subjects commented on the oddness
of this room in terms of its large size and bareness, particu]ér]y in the
professor condition, it was decided that a room resembling an office in use
would appea? more convincing. Because much variability in thé size of
rooms used in personél space studies has been found (Barrios et él., 1976,
Dosey & Meisels, 1969; Grossman, 1977; Meisels & Dosey, 1971, Pedersen,
1973; Tipton et al., 1975; White, 1975; Williams, 1971), it was decided. |
that a standard off1ce that would allow for variebility in d1stance
preferences across subgects and st111 contain a number of items seen as
/essential in an office would be appropriate. As well, to provide for
greater variability in distance preference, a rectangular- as opposed to a
square room of eqdal area, was chosen. A floor plan of the room and its
contents can be foun¥ in Figure 6. As can be seen, the door to the room
was ‘at one end o? one of the Tong walls and a window was situéted at the
far corner of t@e short wall on the right ‘as one enters; The room
contained a table facing the wiﬁdow,‘a fabric swivel armchair-with chrome
legs facing the table, and 2 wood frame 1eathere£te armchair situated on
the short wall gdjacent to the door and_facing the'swjvel chair., Other
items included in the room, to increase the %ace validity of the study,
were shelves-with books, a clock, & telephone, a floor lamp and a plant.
These items were arranged-to look thUCal yet still offer much freedom of

choice in terms of éeating’preference for subjects.
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. Six confederates were used jn the study (3 males and 3 females).
Though each confederate p‘iéyediﬂy one rote in.-the pi'lot-s,tu_dy:-, itlwas.
felt that any effects that éight have occurred actoss status levels might
have been because of person.rather than status. To avoid this ppssibilfty
in the final study, it was decided that?eégh-cgn{edenatg would play both )
higher status and same status roles. As a-resu1t, confederétes Me;e chosen
on ;he bésis 6f whether they could reasonab]y'fft both roles. Further, in
order to maximize the face validity of the interview situation in view of
differences in age, mannser and/or physical appearanée amohg the h
confederates, ard to allow for findings to be generalizable beyond-just one
higher status condition, it was decided™<o ascribe different high status
roles to different confederates. As 2 result, each confederate was
assigned the role of "undergraduate §tudent" in the student condjtjon,and
oﬁé confederate of eéch sex was .assigned the role of "Professor in the
Department of Psycho]ogyﬁ,‘"Professor and Head of the Department of
Counselling Psychofog&", Ar "Profégsor and Vice-Dean of the Faculty of
Social Sciences", in keeping with the results of the subjective status
hierarchy obtained in the pilot study and the findings of Lott and Sommer
(1967).

Prior to the actuaT experimeﬁt, confederates were provided with a list
of instructions which can be found in Appendix 2-B, Part 1, and
subsequently participated in a 1% hour training session in which
roleplaying of the interview situation and practice in taking measurements

of distarce, relative position and predominant body lean were provided.

~
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_'the_psychoIogical test instruments used- in the study consisted of the

-

Eem‘Se;_Role Invéntory (Bem, 1974) and a schematic measure of "personal
space adapfed from the Comfortable Interbersona1 D}§tance Scale developed -
by Duke and Nowick% (]g]Z). ‘A post-experimenf queétionnairei té_asiess the

© .subjects' reattibn to"“the behaviou?a1 measure, was administereé as well.
The adapted Comféftablé'Lnterpersona1 Distance Scale had been inciuded in
the pilo£ study in orﬁer to investigate its vaf{dity by.means of.compar{son.
to~2he bngYioura] méasu%e'qf_personal space and though‘the fé]atiqnsﬁfp M/,\'
between the;two measures was found to'be low, the number of subjects
studied was small aﬁa indications of significant resulfs did‘occu} on this
measure. As a result, it was decided to include the schematic measure in
the final study as well.

Both the Bem Sex Role Inysgtory and the schemgtic measure of personal
space havé‘Been described in the pilot study {(Chapter II) anﬁ/?arther '
information ean be found in Appendjx 1-C, Par; 1 and Part 2. Copies of the
Bem Sex Role Inventory and the schematic measufe of perscnal space can be-’/z
found in Appendix ﬁ-A, Part 2 and Appendix.Z-C, Part 2 respe&tive]y. A N
copy of the post-experiment questionnaire is found in Appendix 3-8, Part

3. ' )

Post-experiment duestionnaire; The post-experiment questionnaire was
administered to obtain an indication of subject reactions to the
behavioural measure of personal space in orqer to obtain an indication of
the face validity of ;he experimental set-up. In order to deteﬁnine if
subjects viewed the intervieQ situation as an unthreatening, experience, .

questions about feelings of comfort-discomfort and relaxation-anxiety were

’ hY

asked. The questionnaire also saught to obtain indications of the

7



perceived status of the 1nterv1euer and changes in the perceived status of
the 1nterv1ewer during the course of the- 1nterv1ew. These questions

essent1a11y served as checks ‘on the man1pu1at1on of the: status var1ab1e.

Procedure

In the pilot study, subjects were administered the -Bem Sex;Role
‘Inventory and the schematic measure of -personal space.on the same occasion
in cldss'end this was followed by participation in an interview at a later
date on an individual basis. This procedure may have led to greater than
necessary awareness of the true purpose of the interview and could have
been avoided by a different order of presentation of the various parts ef
the study. Because of time limitations on the pilot study, this could not
be done. In the main study, however, & procedure was used which was
intended to minimize awareness of the true purpose of the interview.
Essent}aITy the study was divided into three main phases carried out
sequent1a11y as follows: Bem Sex Role Tnventory greup,administration, -
1nd1v1dua1 1ntep¢?ew (behavioural measure of personal space), schemétic :
measure of pefSonaI space group administration. This was fol]owed by a
fourth and final phase which involved debriefjng=. See Figure 7 for a flow
:chart of the procedure.

Phase 1. Experimenter-A went 1nto the various classes requesting
volunteers. The instructions given to the subjects can be found in
Appendix Z-A; Part 1. Essentially the subjects were told that the purpose
of the study was to investigate the relationship between personality
characteristics an&_attitudes toward counselling programs in high school

students, and that there were two parts to the study, the first part

o m—
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Phase 1 "
Experimenter A Bem Sex Role Inventory Subjects classified
enters classes ——e—administered to 371 ———==—into masculine, feminire,
requesting female subjects androgynous, undifferent-
volunteers jated sex role categories
> Phade 2
Experimenter A Subject sees Subject has Subject returns
contacts 60 Experimenter A interview with to Room A where
subjects in each_.for orienta-_e-a male or female _ashe is given
sex role category tion in Rogm confederate post-experiment
by telephone for A playing the role questionnaire
interviews (Be- of student or
havioural Measure professor in
of Personal Space) Room B. Confederate,
‘ having noted
N predominant body
lean of subject in
interview,
measures distances
and angle of
orientation,
records all
i measurements,
z ’ ‘ returns chair to
- o the wall, and
. awaits the next
subject
Phase 3
Experimenter B Schematic Measure of Perscnal =
enters ¢lasses- —=w=Space administered B

requesting volun-
teers

Phase. 4 -

Experimentér A

returns to classes

to debrief and pro- )
vide a resumé of

study

Figure 7. Flow Chart of procedure.
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invo]ying the completion of a personality questionnaire that could be done
right in class and the second part involving a personal interview about
attitudes toward counselling programs in high schools. The Bem Sex Rple

Inventory was then administered. A total of 371 students were given the

76

test, because, given the relative percentages of individuals that generally .

o
fall into the four categor1es of sex role accord1ng to Bem (1977), it was
felt that this would generate the 60 SUbJECtS needed in each category in
order to carry out the analysis. Subjects were subsequently classified
into sex role categories on the basis of the medians generated by both the
present subjects and those of Bem for females (Bem, Note 6) by means of the
procedures outtiz?d in Bem (1977, Note 5). |
Phase 2. Once the sex role category of each individual was
established, subjects were contacted by telephone to set up personal
interviews. Subjects came individually to a waiting room at 15 minute
intervals and were greeted by Experimenter A and escorted into the first
P ' .
room. There the subject was given the following instructions:
A research grods of university professors and students
has been formed at the University of Ottawa to
investigate the effectiveness of counselling programs in
secondary schools.-
The present study is concerned with investigating the
relationship between“personality characteristics of
students and -the type of secondary school counselling
programs they would prefer. Bas1ca]ly I am attempting
to find out what approaches are most effective with what\
type of students.
You will be participating in a 5 minute interview today

to discuss your views on your secondary school
counselling program (how your counselling services,

G
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guidance counsellors, assisted you in choosing a college
curriculum, a potential career and with personal
problems) and what emphases _and facilities you see as

. most important (e.g. personal versus vocational
counselling, therapy versus information providing} in a,
high school counselling program. .

Situation A: In the room down the hall is Professor
Enne/AlTen Taylor. She/He is: -
1) a Professor in the Department
. of Psychology
3 2) Head of the Department of
Counselling Psychology
or 3) Vice-Dean of the Faculty of
‘ Social Sciences .
here4pt the University of Ottawa and is heading the
present research team. She/He has carried out extensive
research in the area of counselling psychology
particularly with regard to secondary schools over the
past number of years. She/He will be jotting down some
of your ideas today. Please be. assured that any
information regarding your ideas, feelings, and
attitudes will remain confidential. After your
interview, please return to this room for further
instructions. /7
Situation B: In the room down the hall is Anne/Allen
Taylor an undergraduate student who has agreed to jot
down some of your ideas for the research team. Please
be assured than any information regarding your ideas,
feelings, and attitpdes will remain confidential. After
your interview, please return to this room for further
instructions.

The subject was then escorted to the experimental room and directions

continued as follows:

‘Please knock and go on in.

Inside the experimental room the confederate was seated on a swivel
chair at a table situated. at the far wall. The confederate turned to face
the subject as she entered, made brief eye contact, gestured toward the
chair and stated in as neutral a manner as possible: .

& . ‘
, : Pull up a chair.
Once the subject was seated, the confedérate introduced

himse]f}herself-as follows:

I W
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Situation A: Hello, I'm Professor Allen/Anne Taylor.
T'm a Protessor in the Department of Psychology (or the™ .~
Head of the Department of Counselling Psychology, or the
Vice-Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences) here at the
University of Ottawa and am heading the present research -:
~._team which is investigatjng the effectiveness of
counselling programs in high schools. I'm interested in
your impressions about your high'school counselling ‘
program and in any suggestions you might have about what
approaches or facilities you see as potentially
worthwhile in such an environment.

te e

Situation B: Hello, I'm Allen/Anne Taylor, an
undergraduate student at the University of Ottawa and
['ve agreed to take notes on your impressions about your
high school counselling program and suggestions you
might have about what approachegger facilities you see
.as potentially worthwhile in such am environment.

.

The issue of evaluating high school counselling programs was chosen

because of its face validity in that it was felt to be relevant to

¥
undergraduate students still in the throes of choosing a career, because

- most students would have had at least some recent” contact with their

counsellors (and those that did not would know people who did),-because it
it was felt to be an area undergraduate studénts were bound to have
opinions about ,and thus would not lead subjects to feel unduly intimidated,
and because it would tepd to result in a fairly neutral interview so that
other variables which might affect peréonﬁ] space preferences would -be
operating only @inimai]y. Seated as opposed to standing'distance was used
because it was f;}t to have greater face validity in this §ituation, it was
easier to measure and because Wittig & Skolnick (1978) had fourd more

—————

significant effects in the seated condition in an agtual comparison

seated and standing conditions in an 1nggrview situation. Confederates all
used the same name, unlike in the pilot study where real names were used,

because it was felt that this would minimize individual differences, in

turn resuiting in the maximization of thé effect of the different status

o -
conditions.

" A 4
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" After completion of the five minute interview, fhe subject returned to
the first room and was given the post-experiment questionnaire (Part 3 of
Appendix 2-B) part of which Was filled out by the subject and part of which
was administered orally.

Phase 3. The third part of the study involved the administration of o
the schematic mkjsﬁ:e‘of personaT space. In the pilot study, this had been ”
carrjed. oyt in the first part of the study and led to a situation where a
number of subjects were aware of the purpose of the behavioural measure of
personal space. In order to avoid any confounding effect of one measure on
apgther, it was decided that subjects would have to see this part of the
.study as tofa]]y unrelated to the other parts. This was accomplished by
having Experimenter B go into the same classes previously seen by
Experienter A in the hope that the majority of the subjects who had
participated in the behavioural measure would also participate in"the
schematic measure in order to provide a means of comparing the two
measures. Experimenter B gave instructions that a study on personal space
was being cerried out and requested that the students fill out a
questionnaire which involved choosing personal space preferences. under

- vafying conditions which, unknoﬁn to the subject, would paralilel the
\conditions generated by the individual interview (the behavioural measure
~ personal space). Appendix 2-C contains a copy of the instructions, the
complete schematic measure of personal space and a copy of the
post-experiment question which was given to obtain subject reactions to the
cchematic measure and to the study as a whole. As can be seen in Appendix
2-C, Part 2, the first two items of the schematic measure consist of the

anchor items "close" and “"far". The experimental items of the schematic
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measure were assigned in random order and thrge forms were produced by
means of this procedure. For each condition, the distance between the
slash made by the subject on Tine DA'and the inner circumference of the
circle surrounding A was subsequently measured with é metric ruler (seé
Append{x 2-C, Part 3 for an illustration of this procedure).

Phase 4. Subjects were debriefed subsequent to the completion of
Phase III og the study. A summary of the study was prepared, a copy of
which can be found in Appendix 2-0, and where poﬁsib]e, Experimenter A
returned to fhe classes involved to hand out copies.to students who
participated in any one section Sf the overall research p}oject, to discuss
prekiminary results, and to answer gquestions. Where this was not poséible,
teachigg assistants were provided with copies of the summary which they
subsequently were to distribute in class. The experimenter's telephone
number was also provided in this summary in the event that further
information was‘deéired by subjects.

C N

Experimental Design

The experimental design is divided into four phases each of which will
be discussed in turn.

The first phase consisted of classifying individuals into categories
based on their scores on the Bem Sex Role Inventory. ‘This was carried out
by the median split method suggested by Bem (1977, Note 5). Individuals
were then c1assifizd as either masculine, feminine, androgynous or
undifferentiated on the basis of both the median Masculinity and Femininity

scores for the present 371 subjects and those medians generated by the 340

females studied by Bem at Stanford University in 1978 (Note 6}. That

80 .
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f§?‘0n1yﬁghgse subjects who were classified as ascribing o the same
category baséd on both sets of medians were considered eligible for
partic%pation in the study;

The second phase of the analysis consisted of the investigatiop of the
effects of sex role of subject and sex and status of the 1nierviewér on
personal space preferences based on the_behavioural measure of personal
space (see Figure 8 for a schematic representation of the allocation of
subjects into the various categories for thjs analysis). This analysis was
carried out on the subgroup of 60 feminine and 60 aédrogynous subjects”
comprising the two stages respectively of sex role development according to
Rebecca ef al. The three confederates of each sex yielded a further
factor, tha} of confederate, which was Qg§ted under sex of interviewer. In
the higher status condition, Confederate 1 was a professor in the
Department of Psychology, Confederate 2 was Head of the Department of
Counselling Psychology, and Confederate 3 was Vice-Dean of the-Faculty of
Social Sciences. Equal numbers of subjects of each sex role category were
assigned randomly to one of the sex, status of interviewer combinations and
each confederate met with equal numbers of subjects of each sex role
category in each status condition. This yielded a 2x2x2x3 analysis of
variance design with equal numbers of subjects per cell and complietely
crossed for the two levels of sex role of subject (feminine and
androgynous), two levels of sex of interviewer (male and female), and two
Jevels of status of interviewer {same and higher) and with three levels of
éonfederate nested under sex of interviewer. Four dependent variables were

studied: distance, two measures of relative position (the difference
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of cells used in the analysis carried out on feminine versus
androgynous subjects (N = 120).

Figure 8. Schematic representation of experimental design for behavioural
measure of personal space {N = 240).
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measure and the angle of orientation measure) and a mea;ure of body lean.
A separate analysis of variance was carried out fqr each of the four
dependent measures.

The dependent measuré of distance was obtained by measuring the
distance between the centre fronts of the subject's and confederate's
chairs. In order to obtain the difference measure, differences in distance
between the respective sides of the subject's and confederate's chairs were
calculated. The absolute value of the remdinder was a measure of the
angling of the chair of the subjéct relative to that of the confederate.

In order to obtain the angle of orientation (a more precise heasure), the
two angle measurés tabulated by the confederate were subtracted from 180°.
The absolute value of the remainder was a measure of the amount of angling
of the chair of the subject relative to that of the confederate. Relative
position was thus analyzed ignoring the direction of angling relative to
the confederate. This was unlike the procedure carried out in the pilot
study where sign indicated direction of angling. The present procedure was
felt to be more appropriate in that absolute angling rather than direction
of angling was the experimenter's chief concern. Appendix 2-B, Part 1
further reviews the measurement procedures for the distance and.re1ative
postion measurés. A diagram explaining these procedures in more detaijl can
be found in Appendix 2-E.

Separate analyses of variance were carried oup on the dependent
variables of perceived status, primarily to investigate the effectiveness
of the manipulation of the status variable, and the dependent variables of
comfort and anxiety, té investigate whether the interview was seen as
relatively the same by alf éroups, and to ensure that extraneous factors

conceivably related to the distancing mechanism were minimally operative.

>
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The dependent variable concerned with the perceived change in status
of the interviewer during the course of the interview, because it can be
viewed as a discrete variable, was analyzed by means of a Chi square

procedure. X
The third phase of the analysis cons{sted of the investigation of the

‘effects of sex role category of the subject, and sex and status of the
interviewer on personal space prefe}qpces based on the schematic measure of
persona1.space {see Figure 9 for a schematic representation of the
a]]ocatioﬁ of subjects into the various categories for tﬁis'analysis).
Recause the schematic measure of personal space was devised to parallel the
behavioural measure, three different higher status levels were used
(proféssor, head of a department, and vice-dean) to one same status level.
In order to carry out the analysis with two levels of status (same and
_higher) as was done with the behavioural measure, scores for the higher i
status level were collapsed into one mean score for each sex condition. To;5
ensure this procedure was apprdpriate, a preliminary proéedure invo1vi%g an
investigation of the correlation between the three higher status scores for
each sex was carried out by means of the Pearson correlation coefficient.”
Because correlations were found to be highly significant, the higher status
scores were collapsed and the means of the three higher status scores fpr
each sex were used in the analysis. This yielded a 3x2x2x2 analysis of
variance design completely crossed for the three different formé of thé
schematic measure and the two levels of sex role of subject (femininejand
androgynous), two 1evefs‘of sex of interviewer (male and female), andétwo
levels of status of interviewer (same and higher}, with repeated measﬁres

|
on sex and status of interviewer. The one dependent measure was disténce.

!
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Schematic representation of experimental design for schematic
measure of personal space (N = 118). .
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The tota]ﬁnnmber of subjectsffor this analysis was 60 and consisted of

_ those subjects who also participated in the behavioural measure. Even
though it was impossible te control the humbers‘fi11ing out the measure in
a classroom situation, no gross.departures.from equal cell frequencies
occurred. _ - ‘

The items "close" and “far" és previously noted, were included in the
measure to-provide anchoring points as suggested by Duke (Note 4). To
determine if subjects were sign{ficantly differentiating “"close" from "far"
on the schematic measure, a one-tailed t-test was carried out.

For both the behavioural adafﬁéhematic measure, significant main
effects, where there were more than two levels of the factor, were further
analyzed by thg Newman-Xeuls multiple comparison statistic. Significant
two-way interaction effects were further analyzed by means of the test of
simple main effects (Kirk, 1968). Three-way interactions were anaIyzed‘by
.direct %nspection of relative mean scores for the different conditions.

Phases Z and 3 were repeated using all four levels of sex role
{masculine, feminine, androgynous, and undifferentiated)} in the analyses.
The total group of 240 subjeéts was used for the investigations carried out
on the behavioural measure (see Figure 8 for a schematic representation of
the allocation of subjects into the various categories for this analysis).
For the schematic measure, the number of subjects was 119 and consisted of
those subjects Qﬁd also participated in the behavioural measure (see Figure -
9 for a schematic representation of the a]Idcation of subjects into the

various categories for the analysis).



The fourth phase of the analysis‘consistediof a comparison of éhe
behavioural measure Q;th the schematic measure of personal space in order
to obtain an indication of the va]jdity of the latter measure. This was
carried out by means of a comparison between the distance scores on the
behavioural‘measure and the schematic measure of personal space across all
conditions and within conditions. The Pearson correlation procedure was
used.
| Classification of subjects into sex role categories, Pearson
correlatiomr coefficients, and breakdown procedures were carried out by
means of the SPSS system (Nie et al., 1975); Analysis of variance for both
the behavioural and schematic measures of personal space was carried out by
means of the BALANOVA procedure contained in the SOUPAC system (SOUPAC,
1973) and abpropriate for hierarchical and repeated measures designs. The
Newman-Keuls procedure wés carried out by means of the INTSTAPAK system
{Cooper & Pelletier, 1977).

An alpha level of .05 was chosen as significant for purposes of the

analyses carried out in this study.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The present chapter, which present the results of the main study, is
divided into five main sections as follows: classification of subject into
the various sex role categories, validation of the proceduré, hypotheses,

other findings, and comparisons between behavioural and schematic measures.

Classification of Subjects into Sex Role Categories

From a group of 340 females studied at Stanford University in 1978, Bem
(Note 6) obtained median Masculinity and Femininity scores of 4.80 and 5.10
respectively. From the present group of 371 females, median Masculinity and
Femininity scores of 4.6% and 5.15 respectively were obtained. The median
scores for these two groups are also presented in Table 9. Only those-
subjects who fell into the same sex role category on the basis of both sets of
medians were chosen for participation in the study; that is, if a subject
obtained a score equal to or greater than 4.80 on the Masculinity scale and
less than 5.10 on the Feﬁininity\scale she was classified as masculine.
Similarly, if the subjecf obtained a score of less than 4.65 on the
Masculinity scale and equal to or greater than 5.15 on the Femininity scale,
she was classified as feminine, if the subject obtained a score equal to or
greater than 4.80 and equal to or greater than 5.15 oa the Masculinity and
‘Femininity scales respectively, she was classified as androgynous, and if the
subject obtained a score of less than 4.65 and less than 5.10 on the
Masculinity and Femininity scales respectively,'éhe was classified as

undifferentiated. These criteria are presented in Table 10.



Table 9

Median Masculinity and Femininity Scale Scores of
Stanford University Subjectsand Present Subjects
on Bem Sex Role Inventory

Subjects
Masculinity-Femininity
Scales Stanford University Present Subjects
Subjects . (N = 371)
(N = 340)
Masculinity Scale . 4.80 4.65

Femininity Scale * 5.10 5.15

B d
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Table 10 .
Critical Median Scores for Classification of Subjects
into Sex Role Categories
on Bem Sex Role Inventory

Femininity Scale Masculinity Scale
<4.65 > 4.80
<:5.1O _ . Undifferentiated Masculine
%5.15 Feminine Andragynous




p

9

-

5.

This procedlre was carried out because otherwise those subjects who, for
example, were c]ass{fied as masculine based on the norms developed by'the
present study could conceivably be classified as masculine, feminine,
androgynous, or undifferentiated on the basis of Bem's norms. To illustrate,
an individual who scored equal to or greater than 4.65 on the Masculinity
scale and less than 5.15 on the Femininity scale would be classified as
masculine on the basis of khe normé developed by the present study and either
masculine, feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated on the basis of Bem's
norms. In effect, the procedure of using two sets of norms to classify,
subjects led to the exclusion from the study of those individuals who scored
equal to or greater than 4.65 and less than 4.80 on the Masculinity scale and
equal to or greater than 5.10 and less than 5.15 on the Femininity scale.
Table 11 presents the frequencies and percentages of subjects falling within
the various sex role categories for Bem's group of Stanford University
females, and the present group using Bem's norms and the norms devéloped b;
the present study, and the new integrated norms, the Tast of which were'hsed

in the present study.

Vaiidation of Procedure

~

Behavioural measure of personal space. Preliminary analyses are e

concerned with whether subjects perceived the experimental condition as.
non-threatening and legitimate. ¢
Following White (1975}, two quest1ons on the post-experiment
questionnaire were asked to determine if subjects viewed the interview ag"'
relatively neutral, non-threatening situation. After the interview, subjects

had to indicate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they were comfortable

or uncomfortable and at ease or anxious in the interview situation. For the

v o
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Table 1

Frequencies and Percentages of Subjects in Each Sex Role Category
Based on Subjects and Norms from Stanford University (1978)
Study and Present Study

—

Subjects
Stanford University Present Subjects
Subjects
Sex Role of Subject ‘ Stanford Present Integrated
. : Norms Norms Norms
- . . 4 - .
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Masculine 42 12.4 80 21.6 100 27.0 89 26.
"+ Feminine 134 39.4 - 120 32.3 92 24.8 92 27.
-Androgynous 103 30.3 86 23.2 97 26.1 77 23.
" Undifferentiated - 61 17.9 85 22.9 8222.1 75 22.
Total 340 ' 3 n 333
— -
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subgroup of 60 aéﬁ?dgynbhs and 60 féminiqé subjects, a mean score of 2.12
on the "comfortable-uncomfortable” ;Eale (1= maiimum comfortab]é; 7-=.
maximum uncomfortable) Wifh a standard deviation of 1.32,;and a mean score
of 2.15 on the "at ease - anxious" scale {1 = maximum at ease; f = maxiﬁum
anxious) with a standard deviation 6; 1.24 were obtained. For the total

group of 60 SubJECtS in each of the four sex role categories, a mean score

. of 2 0%~on the “comfortable-uncomfortable® scale with a standard dev1at1on

of 1.23 and a mean-score of 2.13 on the "at ease - anxious" scale with a
standard deviation of 1.22 were obtained. These findings indicated that
subjects were both comfortable and at ease in the interview situation.
Analyses of variance caréied out on the dependent variables of degree
of comfort and degree of anxiety (results of these analyses can be found in
Append1x 3, Tables Aand B respect1ve1y for the subgroup and Tables C and
5

D respectively, for the total group) with respect to the four independen

variables (sex role of subject, sex and status of interviewer and

confederate) revealed no significant main effects for the sex of the
interviewer, for the status o% the interviewer, or for conféderate. One
can thus probably assume that subjects responded in a similar manner in '
térms of ease and comfort different conditions.

Significant main effei@h for sex role of subject on degree of comfort
andiﬁégree of anxiety for the subgroup, and a significant main effect for
sg; role 6f subject on the degree of anxiety for the total group were
found. Androgynous subjects were found to be sﬂgnificantly more

P . o
comfortable than feminine subjects. Inspectmonka the means for the

subgroup and & Newman-Xeuls multiple comparison statistic for the total

»
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"group (p < .05) revealed that androgynous subjects were significantly more
at ease than‘feminine subjects. For the subgr0ub only, a significant sex
role x status interaction effect on the degree of anxiety was found. A
test of simple main effects (results of this analysis can be found in
Appendix 3, Table E) revealed that, when interviewed by a-higher status
person, feminine feha1es tended to be more anxious than androgynous
females. L |

To evaluate the perceived Teéitimacy of thg interview, subjects, after
returning from the experimental room, were questioned orally on their ideas
about any unstated purpose of the interview. Only eight of the 240
subjects studied made a comment about the -initial distance of the chairs.
Though a number of thesé individuals may have suspected that distance was
one of the variables being investigated, because of the small number of
subjects in this category and the degree of uncertainty that still remained
for these subjects regarding the true nature of the experiment, it was seen
as appropriate to include all subjects seen for interviews in the final
analysis.

To further evaluate the legitimacy of the interview situation, it was
necessary to investigate whether subjects accepted the status manipulation
carried out by the experimenter, that is, to investigate whether subjects
perceived the "professor" as higher in status than the "undergraduate
student". This was investigated by means of a post-experiment question in
which the subject had to indicate on a 7-point scale the ;tatus of the
interviewer relative to her;e]f. Mean scores of 4.48 for both subgroup and
total group,~and 5.53 and 5.54 for subgroup and total group respectively,

were obtained respectively for the same status condition whiph involved
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an interview Qith "an undergraduate studént“ and the higher status
condition which invelved an Tnterview with "a professor" (1 =maximum lower
status; 4 = equal status, 7 = maximum higher status). An analysis qf‘
variance of the perceived status of the interviewer, carried out witﬁ
respect to the four independent variables of sex role of subject, sex and
status of interviewer and confede;aie (see Table 12 for the mean and
standard deviation for each level of each condition, and Table 13 for the =
results of the analysis of variance on perceived status for the subgroup;
and- Table 14 for the mean and standard deviation for each Tevel of each
candition, and Table 15 for the resultg of the analysis of variance for the
totaT group) revealed similar results for the subgroup and the total group.
Significant main effects for status of interviewer and sex of interviewer.
were found. Higher status interviewers were, in fact, perceived as
significantly higher in status than same status interviewers, male
interviewers as higher in status than female interviewers. Main effects of
sex role of subject and confederate were found not to be significant.
Regarding interaction effects, the only signiff%ant effect on
percéived status was found for the sex role of subject x sex of interviewer
jnteractioh for the total group only. Mean perceived status for each
condition of the two-way interaction are presented in Figure 10. A test of
simple main effects (see Table F in Appendix 3 ) revealed that both
androgynous and feminine subjects perceived the status of the male
interviewer as hiéher than that of the female interviewer. No other simple
main effects were significant. In order to investigate the relative
contribution o% the Masculinity and Femininity scales to fhis two-way
interaction effect, the data were reanalyzed by means of an analysis of

variance on perceived status with Masculinity scale score and Femininity
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‘. Table 13-

3
Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate.
on Percejved Status of Interviewer
(N = 120)
Source . S$S df MS F-Ratio
. o
Mairt Effects A :
Sex Role of Subject 41 1 CoW4 . .49
T Sex of Interviewer " 12.68 1 12.68 15.21*
Status of Interviewer 33.08 1 33.08 39.69*
Confederate 3.27 4 .82 .98
2-Way Interactions .
Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer .21 i .21 .25
Sex Role of Subject x
. Status of Interviewer . .01 1 .01 .0
Sex of Interviewer x -
tatus of Interviewer 21 1 .21 .25
Sex Role of Subject x
Confedé . 2.53 4 .63 .76
Status of Intervieler x _
Confederate 1.87 4 .47 .55\

3-Way Interactions
Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer .
Status of Interviewer .68 1 .68 .81

Sex Ro]g_gf/Sﬁggect X

Status of Interviewer x
Confederate 4.07 4 1.02 1.22

. Error 80.00 96 .83

*Q( .001.

-
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Table 15

Andlysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate

on Perceived Status of Interviewer
& (N = 280)
Source SS df MS F-Ratio

Main Effects

Sex Role .of Subject - .45 3 .15 .. .19

Sex of Interviewer 4.00 1 4.00 5.14*

Status of Interviewer 67.20 1 67.20 86,25%%*

Confederate 4.38 4 1.10 1.41
2-Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Intervigwer 9.55 3 3.18 4.08%*

-Sex Role of Subject x

Status of Interviewer .55 3 . .18 .23

Sex of Interviewer x

Status of Interviewer . .20 1 20 .26

Sex Role of Subject x

Confederate- 4.68 7 12 .39 .50

Status of Interviewer X

Confederate . . 2.32 4 <58 .74
3-Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Interviewer x

Status of Interviewer .75 3 .25 .32

Sex Role of Subject x

Status of Interviewer x

Confederate 5.28 12 .44 .57
Error ‘ 149.60 192 S .78

*p < .05
* % < 01

103 g,
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Figure 10. Mean perceived status of interviewer for each condition of the sex
role of subject x sex of interviewer interaction effect (N - 240).
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scale score substituted for the original sex role 6# subject véri$b1e (see
Table G, Appendix 3 for results of_fhis analysis of variance). A signif-
jcant effect.was found for the sex of interviewer x Femininity scale score
of subject interaction whereas the sex of interviewer x Masculinity scale
';Eore ﬁf subject interaction was not significant. Mean'ﬁerceived status of
the interviewer for each gpndit{bhaof thg two-way interaction of sex of
1nter;iewer x Femininity scale score are presented ﬁn'Figure.A, Appendix
.3_ A test of simple main effects'oﬁﬁ;ke significant two-way interaction
{see Table H, Appendix 3 ) revealed that subjects high on the Femininity
scale perceived male interviewers as higher in status than female inter-
“viewers, that subjects h%gh on the Femininity scale perceived male inter-
viewers as higher in status than subjects low on the Femininity séa1e do,
and that subjects high on the'Fem;linity scale perceived.fema1e inter-
viewers as lower in status than subjects Tow on the Femininity scale do.’

A further post-experiment question investigated whether the perceived
status of the interviewer changed during the course of the interview to
provide further evidence for the legitimacy of the interv;eﬁ situation. A
difficulty arose in interpreting responses to this question in that though
subjects frequently indicated that their perception of the status of the
interviewer changed, further questioning revealed that they still perce{ved
the individual as "a professor” or "an undergraduate student". What they
" appeared to be referring to in their'responses was the extent‘to which they

were maderto feel comfortable by the interviewer. As a result, the

- .
-

analysis carried out on this variable was not further investigated though
-qualitativé inspection of responses further reinforced the perceived

genuineness and legitimacy of the interview situation.

-

Y
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For the subgroup, the analysis.of variance on the perceived status of
the interviewer with respect. to the four independent variables of sex role (j
of subject, sex and status of interviewer and confederzte (Table 13) was

also used to-evaluate the relevance of Rebecca et al.'s (1976) model of sex

- L]

. role transcendence. The first issue to investigate was whether feminine

(or Stage II) females differed from androgynous (or Stage I1I1) females in kh\
terms of the differential status ascribed to male versus female ;

interviewers. It was expected that ?eminine fema1es would see male

1nterv1ewers as higher in status than female interviewers, and androgvnous

) fema]es wou1d see male and female interviewers as relat1ve1y equal m

status. This was tested by the sex role of subject. x sex .of interviewer

interacfidh effect. Results were non- s1gn1f1cant. The sex role of subject
x sex of 1nterv1ewer x status of 1nterv1ewer interaction effect tested
whe;herafeminine femaIes'woqu aSCﬁjbe less status to higher status females
as opposed to h1gher status males -compared to androgynous females who would
be expected to accept the actual status of the 1nterv1ewer regardless of

interviewer sex. "Results wene'non-s1gn1f1cant here as well. Thus, with

regard to the relative status of the sexes as peFéeived by Stage II versus

-,

Stage IIl individuals, whether or not actual status is taken into account,

Rebecca et al.'s model was not confirmed. Moreover, a significant main

effect for sex of interwviewer was revealed indicating that, even across sex \\;*—~

- /__/ //'\.
role of subjects, status of interviewer and confe te€, male interviewers

were seen as hidher in status than female interviewers.
. 4
Schematic measure|of personal space. Following Duke (Mote 4), who had:

T
|

suggested presenting subjects with the opportunity to anchor "close" and

~'far" distances "(see Charter 11, p. 43 and Chapter III, p. 86), a cne-tailed

S
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t-test was carried out to determine if subjects were in fact

differentiating c]o;e from far in terms of personal space. Mean scores and
standard deviations for the "close” and “far" conditions were respectively
7.78 mm with a standard deviation of 6.13 and 33.65 mm with a standard
deviation of 18.83 for the subgrouéfof 60 subjects, categorized.as
andrqunous or feminine, who had participated in both the behavio@ral and
schematic'measure{_of personal space. Meanfsgofes and standard deviatioms- -.
for the "c1osé“ and “far" conditions weré"?é;pective1y 7.57 mm with a
standard deviation of’6.42 and 37.2¥ mm with a standard deviation of 18.75 -
for the total group 6f 119 subjects, representing individuals from all fou%
sex role categories, wh6 had participated in both the.‘behavioural and
séhematic measures of personal space. Results were significant in the
expected djrection for both the subéroup and the total group IE_(59) =

- 12.26, p < .001 and t (118) = 17783, g <.001) respectively, indicating
that subjects differentiated close from far'pﬁ}sica]]y and offering support
for the use of the schematic measure to-investigafe differential personal

space preferences.

In arder to carry‘out the analysis of variance with reépect to the

.. three'indepqusnt variables af sex role of subject, sex of interviewer, and

status of interviewer on’the dependent variable of distance for the
schematic measure in a parallel fashion to the analysis carried out on the
behavioural measure, the three different'higher status levels for each sex
of object condition were collapsed into oﬁe mean score for each sex. This
procedure was seen as appropriate'since 511 higher status scores for each
sex condition were found to be significant]y-positive1y_conre1ated with

each other. As can be seen from Tables 16 aﬁa'IY, correlation coefficients

1. - .
range from .75 - .90 and are significant at the p < .001 level.
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Table 16

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
of Status Scores for Same Sex Pairs of Higher
- Status Conditions

= on Schematic Measure of .Personal Space
’ (N = 60)
Male Head Male Female Head Female
' Vice-Deqn Vice-Dean
Male Professor .86 * .80+
N=59 8 N=60
X
Male Head .86;
N=59
. A
Female Professor .75; .89 *
N=59 N=60
»
Female Head -— .8T;
N=59

*p < .007

aMissing values for Male Head and Female Head condiﬁion for one

subject.

/

L



Table 17

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
of Status Scores for Same Sex Pairs of Higher

Status Conditions

on Schematic Measure of "Personal Space

109

N=118°

(N ;_119)
Male Head Male Female Head Female
Vice-Dean Vice-Dean
Male Professor .87*& .83%.
N=118 N=T119
Male Head 87%, )
N=118
Female Professor .SO*a .90*
N=118 N=119
Female Head .85*

fg‘< .001

3Missing values for Male Head and Female Head condition for one

subject.
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After subjects completed the schematic measure of personal space
exercise, the& were‘given 2 post-experiment quéstibn to investigate what
they perceived as the purpose of the research. A common response to the
post-experiment question was a restatement of the overview given ih thé-
directians at the beginning of the questionnaire booklet. Other subjects
suggested that the stﬁdy was about relative comfort in different |
situations; self-confidence, anxiety or respecf for othefs as shown by
differential distance preferences. Some felt the study was done to provide
ways’?;r individuals to learn better skills of social interaction. Others
offered possible app1ications.of the study such as the p1ann1n§ of stores,
airports and so on. A few subjects suggested that a scale for the distance
should have been used and whether or not others were present in the
imaginary room should have been specified. Other subjects stressed the
artificiality of the conditions, indicating that distance in reality will
be determined by what the-person is Tike and not his social status. No
subjéct, however, commented on a possible Tinkage between the behavioural
measure of personal sp&ce and the present measure, further supporting the
perceived Tegitimacy of the personal interview as a behavioural measure of

personal space of which the subject is unaware.

Hypotheses

The mean distances maintained from the interviewer for the behaviour;T
meésure of personal space for the subgroup of 60 androgynous and.60
feminine subjects and the total group of 240 subjects representing all four
sex role catégories respectively were 144.88 cm and 144.62 cm with standard

deviations of 60.52 and 60.45. Four way analyses of variance, with

110

-



independent variables of sex role of subject, sex and statug of
interviewer, and confederate were carried cut on the behavioural measure of
personal space for the subgroup and the total group. Means and standafd
deviations for each level of each condition,‘means and standard deviations
for each main effect, and results of the ana1ysi§'of yariénce computed on
the behavioural distance measure are presented ﬁ3§Tab%es 18, 19 and 20
respectively for the subgroup, and in Tables 21, 22 and 23 respectively for
the total group. . |

The mean distances ma}ntained from each of the imagined objecf person
conditions for the schematic measure of personal space for thg subgroup of
60 subjects and the total group of 119 subjects, can be found in Tables 24
and 25. :Four-way analyses of variance, with independent var;ab1es.of form,
sex role pf subject, and sex.and status of the object person were carried
out on the schematié measure of personal space for the subgroup and the '
total group. The number of subjects representgd in each cell across form
of measure and sex role of subject are presented in Tables 26 éﬁd 27 for
the subgroup and total group respectively. For both the subgroup and the
total group, the main effect of form was found to be nonsignificant
(F (2,54) = .55, p > .05 and F (2,107) =1.24, p> .05 respectively). As a
- result, the va?iab]e form was omitted énd the analyses were rerun as Zx2x2
ana}yses of variance. For the subgroup, there were 30 subjects in each of
the two sex role categories, resulting in an equal number of subjects in
each cell. For the total group, the number of subjects represented in each
cell across sex role of subject as a result of the omission of the form

variable is presented in Table 28. Means and standard deviations for each -

m
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Table 19

Mean Distance and Standard Deviation
for Each Level of Each Main Effect of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
. (Nested under Sex)

(N = 120)
Main Effect . Mean Standard Deviation N
Sex Role of Subject a
Feminine 137.82 60.30 60
Androgynous 149.95 60.63 60
Sex of Interviewer : _

Male 156.51 .60.52 60
Confederate 1 195.00 43.92 20
Confederate 2 129.78 60.93 20
Confederate 3 : 144.75 57.23 - 20

Female ) 131.26 58.30 60
Confederate 1 127.18 58.35 20
Confederate 2 110.90 ’ 48.35 20
Confederate 3 155.70 61.08 - 20

Status of Interviewer .
‘Same Status 137.08 60.31 ‘ 60
Higher Status 150.68 60.46 &0

a ] }
In units of centimetres



Table 20
N Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
4 Sex and Status of ‘Interviewer, and Confederate
on Distance Between Two Chairs in an Interview
\ (Behavioural Measure of Personal Space)
} . (N = 120}
NG ,
Source SS df MS F-Ratio
Main Effects :
Sex Role of Subject 4416.53 1 4416.53 1.62
Sex of Interviewer 19126.88 1 19126.88 7.00*
Status of Interviewer 5548.80 1 5548.80 2.03
Confederate -+ 67261.37 4 16815.34 6.16**
2-Way Interactions
Sex Role of Subject x :
Sex of Interviewer 2641.41 1 2641.41 .87
Sex Role of Subject x .
Status of Interviewer 5548.80 1 5548.80 2.03
Sex of Interviewer X
Status of Interviewer 9919.01 1 99719.01 3.63
Sex Role of Subject x
Confederate 13393.33 4 3348.33 1.23
Status of Interviewer -x
Confederate 8976.37 4 2244.09 .82
3-Way Interactions
Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Interviewer  31850.21 1 31850.21 11.66**
Sex Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer x
Confederate 4921.37 4 1230.34 .45
Error 262205.30 96 2731.31
< .01
H£<.om

]
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. Tahle 22

Mean Distancé -and Standard Deviation .
for Each Level: of Each Main Effect of Sex Rolé of SubJecq,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
. . (Nested under Sex) .
™ S (N = 240)

Main Effect

~ - Mean Standard Deviation N

Sex Role of Subject il - o -
Masculine - _ 145,992 - 60.00 60

"Feminine : 137.82 60.30 : -6Q
Androgynous , 149.95 " 60,63 - 607

” Undifferentiated . 144.73 61.73 ~ - © 60

"Sex of ¢ Interv1ewer . ) P o

Male - : 159.09 55.66 120

Confederate 1 o 195.44 46.06 . 40

. Confederate 2 - 126.66 54,23 . - 40

Confederate 3 155.16 57.88 . 40

~Eemale -/ 130.15 - 57.93 120

Confederate 1 127.89 60.48 40

Confederate 2 109.58 49,24 4Q

Confederate 3 153.00 ‘ 56.41 40
Status of Interviewer ‘ ' )

. _ Same Status . 143.69 59.60 120

’ Higher Status .. 145,55 R 61.52 . ﬂZO

\\\¢ ) aIn units of centimetres
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Table 23

Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
_ on Distance Between Two'Chairs in an Interview
- (Behavioural Measure of Personal Space)

\ (N = 240)
Source 5 ar S F-Ratio
Main Effects ‘ ‘ -
. Sex Role of Subject 4595.20 3 1531.73 .53
Sex of Interviewer. 50228.27 1 50228.27 17.49%* "
‘Status of Interviewer 207.20- 1 207.20 .07
Confederate 133547.23 4 " 33386.81 11.63**
2-Way Interactions y L
Sex Role of Subject X . -
Sex of Interviewer 6954.63 "3 2318.21 .3
Sex Role of Subject:x - ’ . :
Status of Interviewer }%258.30 i 3 4509.43 - 1.61
Sex of Interviéwer x - " - \
Status of Intefujewer 16434.15 1 16434.15 ,h§“72*
. . _
Sex Role of Subject x - . | =
Confederate 30881.32 12 2573.44 .90
Staius of Interviewer x ] | v
Confederate 6414.82 4 1603.71 .56
3-Way Interactions
Sex Rile of Subject X
~ Sex of Interviewer X ‘
Status™af Interviewer  32399.08 3 10799.69 . 3.76*
Sex Role/ of Subject x
Status of Interviewer X :
Confederate ~26308.80 12 2192.40 .76
Error 551,406.65 192 2871.91 i
‘;’_g < .05

**p < .001
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Table 24

Mean Distance Maintained and Standard Deviation
for Each Object Person Condition
on Schematic Personal Space Measure

(N = 60)
Object Person Cond%tion Mean Distance (mm) Standard Deviation
Same Status
Male i6.92 11.47
Female : 16.52 10.88
Highér Status
Male Professor 20.43 10.59 &
Female Professor - 18.38 10.72
Male Head ‘ 22.63 12.63
Female Head - : 20.86 i 11.40°
Male Vice-Dean 22.28 - 13.74

Female Vice-Dean 20.57 11.65




Table 25

123

Mean Distance Maintained and Standard Qeviation
for Cach Object Person Condition

on Schematic Personal Space Measure

(N =119)

Object Person Condition

Same Status

Male
Female

Higher Status

Male Professor
Female Professor
Male Head

Female Head

Male Vice-Dean
Female Vice-Dean

Mean Distance (mm)

Stdndard Deviation

18.27
16.27

21.76
19.33
23.14
22.06
23.18
21.28

12.53
10.28

12.80
11.61
13.11
12.93
. 14,01
12.60

4
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Table 26

. Number of Subjects in Each Cell Across Form
and Sex Role of Subject for Schematic
Personal Space Measure

(N = 60) .

Sex Role Category Form . Frequency per Cell
Androgynous i 1 .7
Androqynous . 2 13
Androgynous 3 10
Feminine 1 8
Feminine 2 11
Feminine 3 11

™



Table 27

Number of Subjects- in. fach Cell Across Form.
and Sex Role of Subject. for Schematic

Personal Space Measure_ .
(N = 119)

125

Sex Role Category

Form

Frequency per Cell

Masculine 1 -4
Masculine L2 11
Masculine 3 10
Feminine 1 8
Feminine 2 11
Feminine 3 11
Androgynous 1 7
Androgynous 2 13
Androgynous 3 10
Undifferentiated 1 14
Undifferentiated 2 12
Undifferentiated 3 8
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Table 28

»  Number of Subjects in Each Cell ‘across Sex Role of Subject
for Schematic PersonaT Space Measure!
(N = 119}

2

Sex Role Category - : Freguency per Cell ®
Masculine 25
- Feminine 30
Androgynous - 30
Undifferentiated 34
P
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.~ main effect and resuIts of the ana]yses of var1ance are presented 1n
Tables 29 30 and 31 respect1ve1y for the subgroup and Tables 32, 33 and 34
respectively for the total group.

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 predicted that males would be afforded

greater personal space than females. This hypothesis was confirmed for the
subgrdup and the total group on the behavioural measure {F = 7.00, p < .01
end F = &7.49, p < < .001 respectively; mean distances can be found in Tables
19 and 22 respectively), and for the tota] group onfy on the schematwc'

mea ure; (F = 14.26, p < .001; mean distances can be found in Table 33):

Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 2 predicted that higher stafus individuals

wou d be afforded greater personal space than same status individuals.
This _hypothesis was confirmed for both the subgroup and the totai group on
the schematic measure only (F = 24.68, p < .00 and # = 56.74,'p < .001
respectively; mean distances can be found in Tables 30 and 33
respectively). -

Though no significant main ef%ect for status was found on tﬁe
behavioural measure, & sigdificant effect on behaﬁioara1 distance was found
for the sex of interviewer x status of interviewer interaction for the
total group (F = 5.72, p < .05) The mean distance for each condition of
the two-way interaction is presented in Figure 11. A test of simple main

effects (see Table I in Appendix 3 ) revealed that subjects preferred
significant]y greater distance; with higher status male inéerviewers versus
higher status female interviewers. Subjects did not differ significantly
in terms of distance preference between same sfatus-ma1es versus females,

hetween either higher status versus same status males, or between either

higher versus same status females.
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Table 29

Mean Distances and Standard Deviations
for Sex Role, Sex, and Status

on Schematic Measure of Personal Space
(N = 60) s

Feminine Subjects

-

X 19.5¢%
S.D. 10.3
N . 12
‘Male Object Person Female Object Person
X 20041 : o 18.77
s.D. 11.36 . 9.20
N ‘60 - _ 60
Same Status Higher Status Sagé Status Highér Status
Obiect Person (Object Person - _ Object Person _Object Person
X 17.73 23.08 - 17.03 20.51
S.D. 11.23 171.02 9.24 8.97
N 30 30 : - 30 ' 30
‘ - Androgynous Subjeéts
X 17.90
S.D. 12.17,
N - 1200
Male.Object Person - " Female Object Person
X 18.19 ' 17.61
S.D 12.14 ' 12.29
N 60" ' ) 50
Same Status Higher Status Same Status Higher Status
Object Person Object Person Object Person Object Person .
X 16.10 20.28 ' 16.00 19.21
S.D. - 172 12.40 12.46 12.1
N

30 30 - - 30 | 30

41n units of miilimetres.

bBecause each of the 60 subjects is presented with all 4 sex/status .
conditions, the N value is 4 times the actual number of subjects.
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a ] Table 30

. Mean Distance and Standard Deviation
for Each Level of Each Main Effect of Sex Role of SubJect
and Sex and Status of Object Person
on Schematic Measure of Personal Space

[y

(N = 60)

- Main Effect o Mean Standard Deviation N
Sex Role of Subject 3 - b

Feminine 19.59 10.32 | 120

Androqynous ' 17.90 12.17 120
Sex of Object Person > :

Male ) 19.30 - 11.76 120

Female - 18.19 . 10.82 - 120
Status of Object Person .

Same Status _ 16.72 11.11 120

Higher Status 20.77 11.15 120

F) . ne
In units of millimetres

DBecause each of the 60 subjects is presented witﬁ all 4 sex/status
conditions, the N value is 4 times the actual number of subjects.



Table 31

Analysis of Variance: CEffects of Sex Role of Subject and
Sex and Status of Object Person on Distance with Repeated

Measures on Sex-and Status of Object Person
(Schematic Measure of Personal Space)

11.85

(N = 60)
Source 35 af S F-Ratio

Sex Role of Subject 171.67 1 171.67 .40
Error . 24814.33 58 1427.83

Sex of Object ' 73.75 1 73.75 3.13
Sex Role of Subject x . *
“Sex..of Object 16.54 1 16.54 .70
Error 1364.94 58 23.53

Status of Object © 985.36 1 985.36 24.68%
Sex Role of Subject x .
Status of Object 7.70 1 7.70 .19
Error B 2315.23 58 ©39.92

Sex of Object x ' - )
Status of Object - C 3013 1 30.13 2.54
Sex Role of Subject x-

Sex of Object x Status ‘

of Object - 3.04 1 3.04 .26
Error , 687.41 58

*p € .001

130
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Table 32

Mean Distances and .Standard Deviations
. for-Sex Role, Sex, and Status
on Schematic Measure of Personal Space

(N = 119)

131

Masculine Subjects

‘19.972
11.51
10

Female (bject Person

18.4]
10.72
50

Same Status

Higher Status

Object Person

Qbject Person

15.28 21.53
7.63 12.43
25 25

Feminine Subjects

= n ><|
.

X
S.D.
N
Male Objewt Person
X - 21.21
5.D 12.19
N 50
Same Status Higher Status
Object Person Object Person
T 19.20 23.21
S.D. 11.62 - 12.65
N 25 25
X
'S.D
N
Male QObject Person
' 20.41
0. 11.36
60
Same Status Higher Status
Object Person Object Person
X 17.73 23.08
S.D. 11.23 11.02
N 30 30

19.59
10.32b'
120

Female :Qbject Person

18.77
9.20
60

Same Status

Object Person ~

17.03 20.51
§.24 8.97
30 30

Higher Status .
Object Person

A

-
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Table 32

Mean Distances and Standard Deviations
for Sex Role, Sex,- and Status
on Schematic Measure of Personal Space
: ) (N=119)°%

Androgynous Subjects” N

X 17.90 -
S.D 12.17. . A
N 120 N
Male Object Person Female Object Pe}son
X 18.19 17.61
S.D 12.14 12.29
‘N 60 - 60
Same Status Higher Status Same Status Higher Status
Object Person. Object Person Object ferson Object Person
X 16.10 20.28 16.00 19.2]
S.D. 11.72 12.40 12.46 12.11
N 30 30 30 30
Undifferentiated Subjects L
s
X 20.63
S.D. - 13.6
N 'I3GEib
' Male Object Person Female Object Person v
X 21.94 19.32 _ : e
S.D 14.75 12.45 \
N 68 68
Same Status  Higher Status Same Status Higher Status
Object Person Object Person Object Person Object Person
X . 19.97 23.90 16.56 22.09
s.0. 14.95 14.50 <, 11.06 13.29
N 34 . 34 34 34

4In units of millimetres.

—

DBecause each of the 119subjects is presented with all 4 sex/status

conditions, the N value is 4 times the actual number of subjects.

/ L
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Table 33

4

Mean Distance and Stamstard Deviation
for Each Level of Each Main Effect of Sex Role of Subject,

and Sex and Status of Object Person .
R on Schematic Measure of Personal Space
. . (N =119)
- Main Effect _ Mean Standard Deviation N
Sex Role of Subject . b
Masculine 19.81° 11.51 ~ 100
Feminine ©19.59 10.32 120
Androgynous 17.90 12.17 120

Undifferentiated 20.63 13.66 136

Sex of Objeét Person, S
Male ' : 20.45 ) 12.77 238
Female . 18.56 T 11.25 238

Status of Object Person

Same Status 17.27 11.48 -7 238
Higher Status < S 21.24 i 12.24 238
2.1n units of millimetres ' | “

b gecause each of the 119 subjects is presented with all 4 sex/status
conditions, the N value is 4 times the actual number of subjects.

-
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- - " Table 34 , o

Analysis bf Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject add
Sex and Status of Object Person on Distance with Repeated

Measures on Sex and Status of-Object Person f;—
> " - (N, = 119) .
- Source . Ss. df MS F-Ratio
© Sex Role of Subject . 504.05 -3 168.02 .35
Erkor 55523.25 115 482.81
Sex of Object: . = * a8.66 - 1 428.66 - 14.26%
Sex Role of Subject x _ . R ‘
Sex, of Object : %,,83 3 ] 30.11 1.00
Error oLmss.02 118 30.05 |
Status Oinsij 2368.73 . 1 2364.73 © 56.74%
Sex R e’bT‘SubJect X - . : B T ' '
Status of ObJect - 34.39 .3 11.46 ) .28

Egor 4792.70 .15 41.68

’

Sex of Object x | , o
Status of Object 1.24 i 1 - 1.24 07
Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Object x Status - : .

of Object ) 85.48 : 3 28.49 ' 1.71

Error’ 1911.06 115 16.62

*p -.001
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170 .

160
150"
= - 140
S 137.50
" :
(]
s 130
e
= - 122:81
120 .
170 <
100 _
Male Female

Sex of Interviewer

3

Figure 11. Mean distance for each condjtion of the séx of interviewer x
status of interviewer vnteraction effect (N = 240).
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Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 predicted differences among sex role

categories and more specifically between sex-typed {feminine) and
androgynoué individuals in perscnal 'space preferences. This hypothesis was

not confirmed for either subgroup or total group on either the behavioural

or schematic measures.

_Hypothesis 4. ﬁypothesis 4 predicted a sex role of ;ubject x sex of
“‘”"*—--~—5__interxieweﬁ§(object) interaction effect for both the subgroLp (as a test of )
‘the Rebecca et al. model)} and tRe total group. This hypothesis was not .
confirmed for either sybgroup-or tota1fgrbup on either the behaviograf or

schematic measure.

Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis'5 predicted a sex role of subject x sex of

interviewer (object) x status of interviewer-(objeqt) interaction effect
for both the éubgroup (as a test of the Rebecca et al. model) and the total
group. Significant interaction effects were noted for the subgroup and the
total group on the behavioural measure only (respecfive]y, £_=.]1.55,

p <.001 and F= 3.76, p < .05). The mean-distance for each condition of
the three-way interaction is presented in Figure 12 for the subgroup and
Figure 13 for the total group.

Inspection of the means for the different conditions for the subgroup
revealed tha£ results were in a reverse direction of what had been
predicted. Androgynous females preferred much greater distances with-
higher status versus same status:ﬁa1es and did not vary as much in distance
preference with higher versus same status females. Feminine females did
not differ very much in distance preference with higher versus same status
males or higher versus same status females. Androgynous females also

préferred much greater distances with higher status males versus females,
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200 - ' _Androgynous Subjects’ <
196.87 : .

190 +
180 7
170 A

160 7 ,
153.80

150 4

Distance (cm)

140 4
130 A 130.23

Coo120 T

110 4

Male , Female
Sex of Intérviewer

o Feminine Subjects
200 W
180 -4
180 -
170 -
160 -

150 7} 147-

Distance (cm)

180
< 130 - 127.70

120 -

, 113.30
110 - i}
Male . . Female
Sex of Interviewer

Figure 12. Mean distance for each condition of the éex role of subject x

sex of interviewer x status of interviewer interaction effect
(N = 120)
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X

. Feminine Subjects

127.70
113.30

100

Male Female

Sex of Interviewer

Androgynous Subjects

- 200 4
) 190 |
180 -
170 4
160 -
150 -
140 4
130
_ : 120 -
- 110 -

Male

100

) Female
Sex of Interviewer

Undifferentiated Subjects

Male Female

Sex of Interviewer

Male

Female
Sex of Interviewer

Mean distance for each condition of the sex role of subject x
sex of interviewer x status of interviewer interaction effect

(N = 240).
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unlike feminine females who did not vary as much in distance preference with
.higher status-males versus females. 'Androgynous females préferred'greatef
distance with same status females versus males, feminine females preferred
gréater distance with same status‘maies versus fema1es.: Higher status
males were afforded the greatest disténce andrsaﬁe'status males the
_smallest distance by androgynous females. Same status males were afforded
the greatest distance and same status femaleé the smallest distance by
feminine fema1és. '

Inspection gf the data for the total group revea1éd that the major
differencgs between means of re]evénce wére.within the androgynous sex role
catego}y and thus consistent with those findings obtained on the subgroup.
previously reported. The greatest abso]uté discrepancies in disfance
~prefereﬁce.were'in the androgynous sex role category. Androgynous females
were found to prefer much gréater distance with higher status males versus
higher status females and much greater distance with higher status males
versus same status males. Further, across all sex role categories except -
androgyny, females preferred greater distance with same status males versus
same status females. Androgynous femé]es preferred greater distance with
same status feﬁa]es versus same status males. —

In order to determine the relative influence of the séparate
Masculinity and Femininity scales }n determining distance preferences,
distance data were reanalyzed by means of a five-way analysis of variance
(see TabTe J, Appendix 3 for results of this analysis), with 1ndependent'
variables of sex and status of interviewer, Masculinity scale score of

subject, Femininity scale score of subject, and confederate. Main effects

were found to be consistent with findings on the previously described
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four-way analysis of variance. However, a significaqt effect was_ found for
‘the status of interviewer x sex of interviewer x Masculinity scale score of
subject interaction (F = 6.84, p < .01). The meaﬁ distance for each
condition of the three-way interaction is presented in Figure 14. The
three-way interaction éffect of status of interviewer x sex of interviewer
“x Femininity scale score of subject was not sigrnificant (F = .06, E‘>

.05).

Other Findings

Confederates.  Significant main effects on behavioural distances were

‘ féund for the éonfederate variaSIe for both the subgroup (E = 6.16, p <
.001) and the total group (F =11.63, p < .001). Newmdn-Keuls multiple
comparison statisfics revealed that, for the subgroup, the mean distance
maintained from one of the confederate§ (195.00 cm) was significantly
greater than the mean distance maintained from‘each of the other male
confederates and two‘of.the female confederates (E < .01) and the Ehird
female con%éderate (p <.05), and for the total group, the mean distance
maintained from one of the male confederates (195.44 cm) was significantly
greater than the mean distance mainfaingd from each of the other
confeqerates (p < .01).

Other behavioural measures. Results of the three separate analyses of

variance on the two dependent variables of relative position (the angle of
orientation measure and the difference measure described in Appendix 2-E)
and the dependent variable of body-lean revealed no significant main

-

effects or interaction effects for the subgroup (sSee Appendix 3, Tables
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K to.P for means and standard deviations for each“1eye1 of each condition
and the_corresponding regults of the analysis 6f variance for thesé three
dependent measures). '

For the total group, means and standard deviations for each level of
each condition and results of the two separate ana1yse§ of variance on the
two'dependent variables of re]ativé‘pdsition (the ang]e of orientation
measure and fhe difference measure) afe'respeétively bfesénted in-Tab1es Q
to T in Appendix 3. The main effect of sex of interviewer was found to
be significant for the two dependent variables of reilative position (anéle
of orientation: F = 8:22,_3 < .01; difference meastre: F=17.10,

p < .01). Subjects tended to prefer more direct orientation with male
interviewers versus female interviewers. Subjects, as noted previously,
also preferred greater distances with male interviewers versus female
interviewers. The main effect of.confederate was also found to be
;ignificant for the two dependent variables of relative position
(respectively F = 4.92, p < .001; F = 4.30, p < 01). A Newman-Keuls
multiple comparison statistic, calculated to investigate the significance

of the diffqrence between means‘For the different confederates on the angle |
of orientati;n measure and the difference measure; revegTed that thé mean
angle maintained from one male confederate was significantly less than fromr
most other confederates (p < .05). This is the same confederate from whort
distances were greatest.f No other signifjbant main effects or significant

interaction effects on the dependent variable of relative position were

found.
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_ Resu]t; of the ana]ysis'of variance.cqmputed on the debendent variable
of body lean: for the tota]‘group (see Tab1e'u.and ¥ in Appendix 3 . for
the mean and standard deviation for each level of each condition and the
results of thé analysis of variance for this dependent measure), }evealed a
significant effect only for the sex role and status.interaction (E = 3.15,
p <.05). A test of simple main effects (see Table W in Appendix 3)
-revea1ed that only undifferentiated éubjects differentiated between-séme
and higher status interviewers in terms of body lean, tending to lean
towards same stafué interviewers relative to higher status interviewers
(F 7.31, p< .01). Subjeets fa]]iﬁg into .other sex role categories tended
to prefer similar body lean across status of interviewer{-

Pearson correlation coefficienf.matrices_of él] combinations of the
four dependent behavicural variables were obtained for thg stbgroup (Table
35) and thé total grbup (Table 363. Results for the two groups were -
similar. Negative correlations between Qisténce.and relative position
indicate thét the closer an individual sits to an interviewef, the gfeater
her angle of orientation and the greater'her distance measure. Extremely
high posifiﬁe-cofreTatibns between the two ré]ative position measures
(angle of orientation and difference measure) for both the subgroup and the
tota1,group were found. The only correlations not to reach significance
were those involving body leana

.3

Relationship Between Behavioural and Schematic Personal Space Measures

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated on the behavioural
measure distance scores and corresponding same status or mean higher status

schematic measure distance scores, and on the behavioural measure distance

143
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: Tab1e_35

Pearson Correlation Coefficients and Significance Levels on
Four Dependent Behavioural Measure of Personal Space

(N =120)
Angle of Orientation Difference Body Lean
Measure - | © Measure
Distance . = .B3* ‘ - .61* - .09
Angle of Orienta- g ~ 95% - .08
tion Measure
Difference Measure -.09

*p <.001
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Pearson Correlation Coefficients and Significance Levels on .
Four Dependent Behav10ura1 Measure of PersonaT Space

Distance _

Angle of Orienta-«
tion Measure

Difference Measure

Angle of Orientation

ifference Body Lean
Measure Measure
- .65* - L63* - .10
L94* 8 .08
.06

*E< .007

P



scbres and cofresponding same status or specific higher-stqtus Cprofesﬁor,

head, vice-dean) schematic measure distance scores (Table 37). Pearson

correlation coefficients wére also calculated on the behavioyra1 measure

. distance scores and the corresponding schematic measure conditions
separately. These were carried-out using both the mean higher sta{us
scores on the schematic measyre and the specific higher status scores on
the schematic measure (Table 38 and Table 39 respectively). As can be seen
from Table 37, results indicate that there is little overall correspondence

« ° between the two measures of personal space. Results of the Pearson
Corre]ations coefficients calculated separately for each condition and

’ " presented_in Table 38 and Table 39, indicate that significant corré]ations
_ occur but the number of subjects is too sm;11 to a]loq conclusive

TT~cratements.

™

4
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Tab]e 37 .

Pearson Correlation Coefﬂi&ients Between Behavioural and
Schematic Personal Space Measure Distance Scores

(N =119)

.. Correlation based on
Mean Higher Status Scores
on Schematic Measure

~
Correlation based on ‘/

Individual Higher Status Scores
on Schematic Measure

L

Pearson Correlation
Coefficient .y

.12

.11
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Table 38

Separate Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Behavioural .
Distance Scores and Corresponding Condition on Schematic
. Distance Measure Based on Mean Higher Status Scores '

on Schematic Distance Measure
3 '

. - - Sex ™
Male Female
S Same .Mean Higher . Same Mean Higher
) _ Status Status | Status Status
Pearson '
Correlation .30 .10 .17 .09
Coefficient :
Number of Subjects . 30 - 32 29 28
i ®
a -
.. » )
N
. ~
ﬂ - .



Table.39

‘. Separate Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Behavioural

149

g Distance Scores and Corresponding Condition on Schematic
Distance Measure Based on Individual Higher Status
Scores on Schematic Distance Measure. - -
<y’_ . ' P Sex
Male - . Female
. Same Higher Same Higher
Status Status Status Status
“ ' : /h\
Professor Head Vice- Professor Head Vice-
7 Dean . : Dean
T Pearson ' ' ”/ﬁ7
o Correlation S .24 J1* =70 170 .10 -.19 .52
Coefficient - :
Number of Subjects 30 15 . 10 7 29 10 10 8
205 « A

—~— . i
J " T
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

.
-

., The present study proposed to investigate the effact of sex role on
the personal space préferences of females both generally and with respect °
to varying_conditiohs of sex and status of others.. Where applicable, &
model of sex role transcendente was as the bésis for the hypotheses
made. The variabNes studied é?sﬁ'é::::§g the opportunity to investigate if
fiqdings.already noteq/in the literature on personal space wolld be

replicated.

VaTidation of Prixedure -

_With regard to the legitimacy of methodology, the behavioural measure

_of personal space appears to be a valid method to obtain informatjon about

_nonvé?ba] behaviour. It was perceived as a legitimate interview sitﬁation
in which the indicated status of the interiiewér and the topic discussed
were generally accepted at face value and subjects were generally at ease
and comfortable. The schematic measure of personal space presented mo%e

obvioué difficu1ties in that, though the status manipulation was accepted,

the situation was artificial, and perceived as such.

Comparisons made between the behavioural measure and the schematic
measure of personal space revealed 1ittle correspondence between the two
measufes. Though the schematic measure of personal space was‘“an adaptatioh
of the Comfortqble Interpgysona] Distance Scale developed by Duke and

Nowicki (19f2), and thus not identical to its predecessor, similarities

\



were strong enough to warrant the expectation of higher correlations
between behavioural and schematic measures as had been found in the
vaTidatign studies carried out on the Comfortable.Interpersonal Distance
Scale. Only two significant ré:u1ts were found for the various comparisons
made {see Chapter IV, Table 37-39) and one was in the reverse directicn of
what‘had been expected and both were calculated on a small number of
subjects.

~ One poséib]e reason for this overall 1§ck of correspondence may be the
differences between the type of disténcing used in the measures. In the
schgmatic:measure, imagined standing distance is being measured. In the
behavioural measure, distance in a'seated interview is being investigated.
Though seated distance would have been preferred for both measures:jn.the
light of more fruitful results in this condition (Wittig & Skolnick,-1978),
it was felt that imagining sitting dowﬁ and pulling up a chair in the
schematic measure would have involved too many steps.

For the behavioural measure, a significant main effect was found for
confederate, a possible con?ounding effect which is not present for the
schematic measure. It is evident that individual characteristics or
specific mannerisms of the individual interviewers sign{ficantly affected
the distance prefefences,of 5ubjepts. The effect seems to be Targely due
to oae confederate from whom subjects most frequently maintained maximum
distance. This occurred even though procedures were highly standardized:
cohfederates, having been trained on the same occasion and observed during
roleplaying, assured'that the procedures were carried out in a similar

manner by all. These results thus argue for careful standardization of

151
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procedures, frequent manitoring, and for the use of as many confederates as‘
feasiblg in each condition in order to avoid biasing effects due to
individual differences. | )

- As well, of necessity, the schematic measure of personal space, unlike
the behavioural measure, is a measure of which the subject is aware. When
subjects/%§§ aware of the fact that distance is being measured, they may
respond in ways they feel are appropriate thus suppressing any more'
spontanegus inclinations. This criticism can be ﬁade of all schematic
measures of personal space. Further, the validation studies of the l
Comfortable Interpersonal Sgstance Scale appear to have been carried out
using_awareness behavioural measures primarily (Duke & Kiebach, 1974;
aartin, 1972; Sanders, 1976) which_may account for the high correspondence
betwee; the two typés of measures.

The poor correspondence between the behavicural and schematic measures -
of personal space reinforces the importance of limiting one's -
generalizations in personal sspace to the specific conditions demanded by
the particular measure. At best and where possible, pérsonal space'
studies, unless exbressly concerned with investigating how a person would-
react when given a chance to consider alternatives, shouid S; carried out
as unobstrusively as possible. -

Hzgothéses

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 predicted that males would be afforded

greater persdha] space than females. This hypothesis was genera11y ' !

confirmed, thus corroborating findings of previous research, and fitting

.

well with the findings that males are perceived as higher in status than

females.



. Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 predicted that higher status individuals
wduid be afforded great ersoﬁal space than same status Individuals.
Findings with regard tg?jzj;us, defined in te%ms of education and'relativé
positibn in a un%versity settiﬁh; are 1es§ clear cut than those with regard
to sek in that higher status persons were afforded greater personal'space
only on the schematic measure of personal space. This occurred even though
subjects accepted thé status manipulation on the behavioural measure.

A possible explanation for this finding is that subjects, in imagining
themselves havjng a conversationﬁyith a professor, vice-dé%n, or head of a
department {as was the case in the schematic measure), may maximize the
status discrepancy between themselves and the other. In the interview
situation (the behavioural measure), on the other hand, factors such as the
overall 1mpressién made by the particu]a} confederaie.may be operating to

minimize the status differential. Also, subjects commented that even

though they knew the interviewer was a professor in a particular position

153

in the university, they viewed him as just an ordinary person upon entering °

the room and seeing him. Further evidence for the minimizing effect of the

status of the interviewer in the behavioural situation can be seen froﬁ the
small absolute differences in perceived status scores on the
post-experiment quegtio naire for same versus higher status conditioné.
Even though an éna]ysisQSF\uaniance revealed significant differences in
perceived status between the two conditions, ab§p1ute differences séores
were not large and a number pf subjeets perceived higher status individuals
as equivalent in status to themzelves. . )

Another possible explanation for this finding is that the choice of

subjects may have counteracted an optimal status differential between



student énd'prqfessor, in that even though student§ are less educated and.
in a less: powerful or authoritative position than the "professor”
confederates, by virtue ofAtheir being college students, they are still
able to a;;ire to one day be professorﬁ (or status %quiva]énts) themselves.
This is notably and qua}itat%vély differenf from the status differential‘
apparent in, for example, a professor versus support staff comparison.
Also, a greater variation in personal space preferences with respect to
status differences may havelbeen obtained had only those subjects who
responded in an extﬁgme manner to the Eost-experiment question (concerned
with the perceived stgtus of the professor confederate relative to '
themselves) Seen 1nc]hdéd in the study.

The effect of status differences on personal space'is thus more likely
to occﬁr in situations ﬁn which there is awareness that personal space is
peing measured (the schéwatic measure, for example) since this provides the
opportunity to think aboJF the type of response that is most appropriate.
Also, the lack of signifiéant differences in personal Spacé for the status '
variable Sn the behaviourai measure suggests that status as a predictor of
personal space may be consi%tent]y operative only under conditions of
cTear?y delineated status differences such as bureaucratic organizations

\

(the military or industry). ! :
A significant sex of inﬁFrviewer x status of interviewer interaction
effect on the behavioural mea%ure of personal space, for the total group
only, revea]ed that significa&;]y greater personal space was found to be
preferred with higher status mé]e versus female intérviewers. There is no

reason to believe that male and female interviewers of higher status are

ooy
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perceived as'diffefent in status from eééh other. However, it can be
speculated that, in an in vivo situation,~subjects are unaware of .the
manner in which they perceive the relative‘status of the sexes even though
this tendenéy may be revealed in their nonverbal behaviour.. Nonvérbal
behaviour, in an in vivo situation, then, can be seen as useful in
providing information about one's attitudes of which one is unaware and
thus ovEr/G;1ch less contro1 is mawnta1ned.

Hypothes1s 3. Hypothesis 3 predicted differences among sex role

P

categories and more specifically Eetween sex-typed and androgynous
individuals in personal space preferences. The lack of significant_
findinés for either'condition was surprising, given the close to
sighificant and significant wesults for the main effect of sex role in the

pilot study. However, even in studies of sex differences in personal

space, an example of which 13 the pilot study previously reported,

differences between actual sex of subjects in persona] space preferences

are often not s1gn1f1cant though when the sex of the object person is™

" considered, or spec1f1c conditions are introduced, sign1f1cant results are

K]

revealed. This argument was, in fact, used by Leibman (Chapter I, pp.
23-24) who concluded that social norms regarding distancing behaviour
become important-bn]y under specified conditions. It can thus be said that
the effect of sex role development, as discussed from the viewpoint of_
Rebecca et al. (Stage II:. sex-typed versus Stage III: androgynous), or in
terqs of general sex role categoriés offered by the Bem gex Role Inventory,
should not be studied in isolation in the investigation of nonverbal

behaviour. ~
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Hypothesié 4. Hypothesis 4 predicted a sex role of subject x sex of
interviewer interaction effect on Bpth the subgroup.of androgynous and
feminine females and, the fﬁtal group of subjects representing q11 four sex
role categories. As noted previously, for both groups, resu1t§ were
nonsignifiq;nt. The hypothesis with respect to the subgroup was developed
from the Rebecca et al. model of sex role transcendence which argues for
the higher‘perceived status of the male relative to ;he female at Stage II
of sex role development (femininity) and the perceived equa{%ty of the
sexes at Stage III of sex role development (androgyny) translated into
personal space terms (Chgbter I, pp. 29-3]). For tﬁé behavioural measure,
a perceived status check was available and revea]éd no significant
differences between androgynous and feminine suﬁjects in how the respective
status of the sexes was viewed. In fact, for the behavioural measure,
_subjects across both.sex role categories perceived the status of the male
interviewer as significantly'hjgher_than that of the female interviewer, .
and, consigtent-with this, maintained significantly greater distance from
the male versus the female. These results appear/;g_be inconsistent with
the Rebecca et al. model in that androgynous 1nd{1idua{s have been viewed
as having transcended traditional sex roles and as not’ discriminating on
the basis of sex. It thus appeérs that androgynous females, even though
they are less restricted to “sex-appropriate" behaviour than feminine
females, still perceive the relative status of the sexes in a traditional
‘ manner on both verbal and nonverbal dimensions.

When the interaction effect of sex role of subject and sex of

interviewer on the perceived status of the interviewer was investigated
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4 .
for the total group, however a s1gn1f1cant effect was uncovered. The

d1fference had not been uncovered in the test1ng of the hypothes1s on the
sub§r0qp because differences were found not between feminine and
aﬁdrogynoué females but between feminine and androgynous versus masculine
and undifferentiated females. Feminine'and androgynous females, unlike
‘masculine and undifferentiated females, petrceived the status of the male
intervie@er as higher than the female interviewer. Further analysis in
wﬁich the.maSCU1ine and feminine scale scores comprising the sex role
categories were ana]yzed‘separate1y revealed that the Femininity scale
score and not the actual sex role category or particular combinétion bf
Femininity and Masculinity scale scores was the key factor in determining
fhe perceived status of the interviewer (See Chapter IV, pp. 95, 105} .
High Femininity in females led to the perception of male interviewers as
h1gher in status than female interviewers. High feminine females perceived
male interviewers as higher in status and fema1e interviewers as lower in
status than low feminine females did. Feminine and androgynous females,
because they both have high Femininity scale scores, react in a Eimi]ar
manner in this situation. It can thus be said thaf:high feminine females
perceive female others as_]ower in statuk than ma1éyothers, and view the
status of males as higher and the status of females\ﬁs lower, than if they
did not ascribe to feminine characteristics. Despité.these differences in
s%?tus perception, no concomitant significant distancé preferences were
foﬁnd, offering little evidence for the effect of status, as defined in the

oresent study, on personal space.
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Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 predicted that a sex role of subject x sex

of interviewer x status of interviewer interaction effect would be found on
both the subgroup of androgynous and feminine females and the total group
of subjects. For the subgroup, it was predicted that, in terms of personal
space, feminin?.femq1es would ascribe less variatioq in status to females
of the same versu§ higher égqtus as compahed to males of the same versus .
higher status, unlike androgynous females who would respond to the actual
status of the other regardless of the other's sex. In short, it was
predicted that feminine females would tend not to accept the higher sﬁatus
of the female interviewer jn terms of personal space preferences.
Significan® results were found‘for the behavioural measure only and, for
the subgroup, in the reverse direction of expeétation. Findings for the
total group were along similar Tines.

Th&fséx role of subject x sex of interviewer x status of interviewer
interactjon effect on the perceived st;tus of the interviewer for the
subgroup was nonsignificant, thus failing to confirm the Rebecca et al.
model with respect to perceived status. This also revealed that the
-relative status of theq?hterviewer as perceived by the subject does not
relate to the variation in distance preference for these conditions in the
expected manner. Differences in perceived status of the interviewer for
the total group were nonsignificant as well.

To Speéu1ate, androgynous females, rather than perceiving the sexes in
more egalitarian terms, may be more wary of higher status males and so
choose to remain much further from this group than any other. The greater
wariness of the androgynous female in this Jztuation may be a result of her

greater awareness of and dislike of sex discrimination and her greater

awareness of the threat of aversive consequences from a higher status male.
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In v1ew of this, an investigation of differential att1tudes toward
interviewers in different conditions might be a valuable addition to the
present study. | )

Another possible explanation for the relatively sha]l d¥stance
preferences of feminine individuals versus androgynous individuals 1in
interaction with higher status males s the possible relat1ve1y greater
compliance of the fem1n1ne individual. .When told to "pull up a chair" by a
higher status male, the feminine individual may comply much more readily

than the androgynous individual who is more independent and possibly less

anxious to pleése in this situation. This may have implications for the

»

type of seating directions that would be appropr%ate in future studies of
the effects of sex role on personal space. Directions that would minimize
the need to comply yet allow sufficient var1at1on in seating choice would
be the factors to conSJder in choosing seating d1rect1ons. One poss1b1e
colution to this difficulty, though with jts own limitations, is to provide
a number of seats at different distances and to request the subject to
““take a seat".

The findings that the androgynous subjects were more comfortable and
at ease than the feminine subjects in the interview situation and
particularly more at ease when interviewed by a higher status person, may
accoont for the greafer constriction {less variation} in distance
oreferences for feminine versus androgynous females in interaction with
male versus female higher status interviewers. In addition, the
androgynous subject's preference for smaller distance with same status

males versus females may be accounted for by the androgynous subject's

possible greater identification with same status males versus females or



more ready acceptance of same status males because of egé1itarian ) '\\ 3
aspirations.- The feminine subject's preferences for smal}er-distance withk\\l
“same status females versus males may'be‘accounféd for by her é?égter
identification with same status females versus males. |

Further analyéis in which the Masculinity and Femininify scale scores
comprising the sex role categories were analyzed separately in
investigéting the interaction effect;of sex role of subject x sex of
interviewer x status of interviewer on behavioural distance, revealed a
significant effect for the Masculinity Scale score x sex of interviewer X
status of interviewer interaction (Chapter IV, pp. 1395140). Possibly the
high Masculinity female, unlike the low Mascu]init& femald, feéls

threatened by the hiéher status male interviewer because her Own greater

aggressiveness increases the possibility of a clash with this objec
person, which_ié then translated into nenverbal behaviour in the farm of

- greater distance preferences as a compensating mechanism. This result and
the nonsignificant effect of the three-way iq;eraction of the Femininity
scale score of subject x sex of interviewer x status of interviewer on

distance argue for the relative importance of the Masculinity scale score

of the Bem Sex Role Inventory in determining personal space preferences.

The maintenance of greater distance from males versus females across
the sex of subject variable and thé higher perceived status of males versus
females appears well established. This apﬁears discouraging frgm the point
éf view of Rebecca et al.'s model in that androgynous 1ndividuafs, |
according to the Rebecca et al. model, should have transcended

discrimination on the basis of sex. TwsrRebecca et al. model of sex role
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}transcendence appears to apply to the issue of relative perci?ved status of
the sexes 0n1y in part, in that, if one ascribes to_fem1n1ne
character1st1cs, one v1ew§ males as having higher status than femaies.

This fits wi%h the predictions on perceived status for feminine subjects
but because'andrdgynous subjects ascribe to feminine characteristics as
well, the}, és previously noted, do not see the se;es as equal either.
Masculine and und1fferent1ated subjects, on the other hand, do not
discriminate between the sexes'1n terms ‘of status, but, because of\E\
possible lesser sensitjvity, may not be perceiving the situation as it
~really is. A tentat1ve conc]us1on is that if one has fem1n1ne '

_ characteristICS one sees males as hav1ng hxgher status than females and
tﬂe_androgynous individual, possess1qg’th1s insight and,mascy11ne'
assertiveness,zcan poss?b]y take the initiativé necessary to pring about

‘the desired reductions in sexual discrimination. .

The Rebecca” et al. model, calling for a lack of_d?scfiminationoon the

basis of sex at Stage III, may still be appropriate but p§£haps the '_ -
individual who falls in the androgynous sex role category is not, yet gt; '

Stage III of sex role transcendence and thi will only come about- after sex

roles and sex role personality characteristics have diminished sufficjently

i ) .
to allow females to be perceived as equal in status to males rather than

just as potential equals. . : L . . 5“
Alternatively, the concept of sex role transcendence as developed by '
Rebecca et al. may only remain an appropr1ate model for understandIng the
relative status of the sexes if it 1s_mod1f1ed somewhat., Thoqgh_1t was
assumed that androgynous individuals would not discriminate onttﬁe,ﬂasis of

sex, 1t was speculated, based on findings, that, in fact,-ahdrbgyhous and

v
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statos of the sexee tr;an masculine individuaIS. Further ‘only adrogynous
1nd1v1dua15 ascribed a much greater increase 1% status to males in'terms of
personal space when actual status was 1ncreasedm Thus, there_appears to be
greater congruence between verbaT and nonverbal behaviour for androgynous

jndividuals.than for e1ther femtnqne or masculine 1nd1v1dua1s.. The

-

masculine, feminine, and androgynous sex role categor1es, from the po1nt of

View'of the Rebecca et a1. model, may, therefore, be seen as steps along

-

$he wa§ towards a true.lack of discrimination on the basis of sex;, with

- -

feminsge individuals admitting to sex discrimination verbally,\
?mscu]1ne individuals not adm1tt1ng to sex d15cr1m1nat1on and androgynous

»individuals adm:tt1ng to sex d1scr1m1nat10n both verl$11y and nonverba11y.

A faurth stég; of sex ro]e transcendence ggqu thus be hypotheSTZed in

[

-whach one peroeives the relative status of the sexes as equal both verbally

and nonverbally. Tnough this stage may be umattainable~in ouqﬁpresenp
.ea;ietQ, androgyn} woufd, from this point of view, be seen as a
_transitjona1 stage at which there is.a beightened awareness of sex role
discrimination both ven%gfﬁy and nonverbally and through wh{ch it is
necessary oo pass j% order to ultimately obggin a true merging of sex

roles. Apdrogyny thus becomes a pivot point'rather than an end point in

the development of sex role transcendence. Masculinity and Femininity can

v

S

-

{ . . |
thus be{en as steps along the way to this piv%t point. %]

Society is still at a stage in the sex role evolutic

" the male is generé11y'seen as higher in status than the female. Honever,

.

&

s _ L
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feminine individuals were more aware of sex discrimination and the relative.

rocess in which
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indivjdua1s at differenf stages of sex role development differ in their

~ perceptions of the relative status of the sexes as represented in their
éérba] and nonvérba1 behaviour. Only the {ndividua1 in the most evolved
sex role category manifests this perception both verbally and nonverbally.
The present thésfs has thhs shown that the study of the nonverbal
hanifestatibn of discrimination on the basis of sex is an integral
component of any Ltudy of sex role development. Findings also argue for
the 1mbortance of-taﬁping verbal as well as nonverbal beh@viour\ﬁn any
study~of pe?Séna] spacé. 'Regard1ess of the particular approach taken in
futuré studies in.these areaﬁ; the greater awareness of nonvetpal

components of sex role discrimination and the concomitant evolution toward

sex role equalization must be considered.

-
’

Summary and Conclusions _ . .

The present stydy was designed to jnvéstigate the functional
relationship bétween the tﬁree independent variabfes of sex role categories
;of subjects and.the sex and the status'of others with whom they interact
and the dependenf variable of personal space. The key aspéét of personal
~ space gpvestigated was the distancé‘preferred'by individuals in interaction
with specified otherg. .
As a ggsiq"aSsumption, it was accepted that a close correspondence -

eyists between social orders and spatial orders as evidenced from the

findings Qf dominance and térritorﬁa1ity studies of animals. It has also

]
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been empirically demonstrated tﬁat personal'space_in humans has been
influenced by demogfaphic, personality, and affinity variables. It was
thus assumed that personal space could be viewed as a means of nonverbally
transmitting such information between and émong individuals.

Research suggested that the smaller ersona] space of females is a
reflectTOn of their 1dWer status. It has also been suggested that
discrimination of the sexes is perpetuated by nonverbal behaviour.

Research carried out in the area of sex differences in personal space has
emphasized that differential distance preferences of the sexes are a result
of differential sex role learning and socialization processes. It has giso
been argued that biological factors play 2 minimal role in determiqing
differences in sex role between the sexes. With the present day trends\\\
toward éﬁuality of the sexes and less defined and more flexible sex roles,
it was anticipated that differences in the way individuals behave '
nonverbally (for example, in terms of distancing behaviour) ma} be rela{ed
to where individuals place themselves on the sex role spectrum. The
Rebecca et al. model of sex role transcendence, which argues for a view of
sex role as a developmental process in which individuals move through an
initial diffuse stage, to a sex-typed'stage‘(mascu]ine or femininel&:;O a
sex role transcendent stage (androgynous), ultimately leading to a-
non-discrimiﬁatory view of the sexes, was app1ied to the issue of nonverbal
behaviour in order to investigate the following two major questions:
1. Are there differences between sex-typed (Stage 11)
wersus andrggynous (Stage III) individuals in terms
of personal space preferences in interacting w1thf

males versus females?-

2... Are there differences between sex-typed. and
- 2 androgynous individuals in terms of persona] Space

’ . , i
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/- preferences when interacting with males versus
females of varying status?

Other hypotheses were investigated which involved the study of the
effect of sex role in 1solatiqh on personal épace and the study of the full
range of sex role categories made avai{ab]q by the particular instrument
used. Replication hypotheses were also investigated involving the effect
of sex of-the other and status of the cher on personal space.

! Two methods of measuring personal space were used, a behavioural
measure of which the subject was unaware which involved a personal

. interview, and a schematic measure, adapted from Duke and Nowicki's (1972)
Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale.

Initial testing, carried 0g£\ijﬂc1ass, involved the administration of
thé Bem Sex Role Inventory in order t;hzlassify'subjects into one of the
four sex role categories (masculine, feminine, androgynous, and
undifferentiatea). Female subjects were used from each category, 60
subjects were raQFom1y chosen and assigned randomly to one of four status,
sex of other conditions. Each subJect then part1c1pated in an interview
with one.of six confederates who played the role of either another student
or prgfeSsor. In’a briefing session, each subject was led to believe that
the purpose of the interview was to discuss and evaluate her high school
counsélling prqgrém the aim of which was to eventually improve the "
provision of services at this level. ‘For the interview, subjects were
required to enfer a room where theiint;rviewer ;as already seated and "pull

up a chair". This was followed by a post-experiment questionnaire to

obtain checks on the various manipulations.

165

~

K.



After al} subjects were seen for their individual interview, another
experimenter returned to the same classes initially used and administered
the schematic measure of péraonal space to all willing students. Each
subject was provided with all sex and status of othgr conditions in a |
repeated measﬁres design and only those subjects who had a];o parﬁicipated
in the behavioural measure of personal. space were ine%uded in the data
analysis. . -

Among the findings were that Subjects preferred greater distances with

male versus female interviewers as predicted, and generally viewed males~4%S

higher in status than females. On the schematic measure only, it was found

L]
that higher status others were afforded greater distances. No significant

differences were found for the ggén effect of sex role of subject on
distance. The two-way interaction effects~of sex role of subject x sex of
interviewer on distance were not significant. For the subgroup this
indicated that the Rebecca et al. model of sex role transcendence could not
be readily applied to the relative perceived status of the sexes or to
nonverbal behaviour. For the total group, it-was found that femipine and
androgynous femaﬁes, unlike mésculine and undifferentiated females,
perceived the status of the male interviewer as higher than that of the.
female interviewer. Further analysis revealed that it was the presence of
high Femininity in the feminine and androgynous sub}ggts that produced this
'perception,'imp1ying that self-ascribed feminine characteristics and
ed3$:tariaﬁ views of the:sexes are mytua11; exclusive. The three-way
1nteraction'effect of sex role of subject x sex of-interviewer x status of

interviewer on distance was significant but in the reverse direction of

what ha been predicted %BF“both the subject and the total group. It was
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revealed that differences were due to the androgynous category primarily.
Further analysis revealed that the Masculinity scale rather_than the
Feminjnity scaie contributed ﬁo these results. A check on thé relative
perceived status of the various sex/status of interviewer condipions,
revealed no significant differences. It was.speculated that androgynous
subjects were more wary of higher status males because of a possible
greater awareness of status differences between sexes and the
discriminatién of the sexes than other sex role groups, and thus preferred
tok"keép away" from the higher status male interviéwers relative to other
groups.

Other personal space dependent measures invo\ving angte of orientation
And body lean revealed no significant effects for the subgroup of
androgynous and feminine subject;. Correspondenge between the behavioural
and schematic measures of personal space was 1;w;, The generally low
correlations bétwee the two measures reerctAihe differences between what
subjects aﬁtually‘do ersus what they do on papef.

.Resu1ts suggest that the more "in vivo" measure of personal space is
the more powerful (in this case,”the bghavioura1 as opposed to the
" schematic measure), that status differential should be maximized by céreful
choice of subject pool, and that sex role should not be studied in
isolation. It‘is also suggested that the Rebecca et al. model bej}ndified
in anticipation of a fourth stage, one of undifferentiated sex roles and
equality of the sexes and that verbal as well as nonverbal behaviour be
studiéd in any investigation of persoga] space behaviour or sex role

development. <

[
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. 1-A

DART 1l: Introduction and Class Administration of Ouestionnaire Package

My name is Irwin Pencer. 1 am presently doing research for my doctorate
in psychology. The present study proposes to investigate the relationship

between personality characteristics, status and the distances individuals

3

prefer to maintain when interacting with each cother.

The £irst part of the study involves three exercises which can be done on
a group basis right here in class. Teotal time for completion of this task is
30-40 minutes. Participation is on a purely voluntary basis. Though yQr name
will be reguested it is solely for clerical purposes. Confidentiality is assu-
red. A time can be arranged for feedback regarding the nature of the-study and
this may provide interesting insights about vourself and how you perceive cothers.
Volunteers are also reguested to carry out a- task at a later date on an
individual basis for the second gart of the study. Total time for completion
of this task will bé 15 minutes. Though I hope vou will be able to participate
in both parts of the study, participation in one part does nct mean you have to
participate in the other.

Professor has allowed me some time with you todavy to

provide you with the ogportunity to participate in this study. I will pass
around copies of booklets each of which contains three exercises which make up
the first part of this study. These exercises may be completedé right now aver
the next 30 minutes or so. Are there any guestions?

(Questicnnaire package is handed out.)

irections are self-explanatory. Read the brief introduction and then go

ahead ané complete the exercises.
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(After subjects have completed the gquestionnaire péckage, the following
instructions are given.)

I will now pass grouné a sheet of paper on which I would like yeou to indi-
cate the most convenient time and day for you to participate iﬁ the seéond part
of the‘study by placing your name and telephone number in the appropriate spot.
As indicated on this sheet, rooms have heen re;erved for Monday, Tuesday,
Thursday and Friday, July 17, 18, 20, 21, 1978, at the Child Study Centre, 10
McDougall Lane which is situated across from the Unicentre. I will be meeting
people in the lobby of the Child Study Centre at the designated time and will
be contacting you by telephone to confixm the day and time a couple of days in
advance.

Are there any questions?

Thank vou for vour co-operation.
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. - Part 2:. Questionnaire Package
- .

Sectidh 1: "Subjective Status Hierarchy.

This study proposes to investigate the relationship between personality

characteristics, status and the distances individuals prefer to maintain when

‘interacting with.each other. Total time for completion of this exercise is

approximately 40 minutes.

Your cc-cperation is much appreciated.

Status, for purposes ¢f this study, is defined as the exient of influence,

amount of power and degree of authority of one individual over another. A

status hierarchy is a listing of the various individuals which can be found in

an crganization in order of decreasing status level. For example, in a large

corporation a list might be as follows:

President
Vice-President
General Manager
Sales Manager
Salesperson
Secretary
Office Clerk

Please list, under the heading STATUS HIERARCHY

Y, the various individuals who

can be found in a university environment in order of decreasing status level.

Include as many levels as vou can.

STATUS HIERARCHY

2. 1Indicate whom you consider to be the same status as vou.



182

Section 2: Schematic Measure of Personal Space

On each of the following 6 pages you will be presented with a diagram
(see sample below) which consists of a straight line joiginé a bar and a
circle. The bar reéresents a door, the circle represents a person. On each
of the & péges vou will be presented with a different situation. In each
case you will be asked to imagine that vou are entering a room through a door-
way (labelled door} and approaching a stationary person (labelled P) who will

-

be standing in the room facing vou. You will be asked to make a mark on the

line leading from the docr to the person to indicate the point at which vou -

think you micht begin to feel uncomfortable with this persen's closeness.

N
+
'U“\t)

Please turn to the next page and begin.
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and approaching a stationary person (labelled P)

-

to whom vou wish to be very close. Imagine this
Make a mark on the line leading from the door to
point at which vou think you might begin to feel

person's closeness.

Imagine that you are entering d room through a doorwa

_ 183

y (labelled door),
who is standing in the room
person to be facing vou.
the person to indicate the

uncemfortable,with this

DOOR

L)



3 _ 184

Imagine that you are entering a room throﬁgh a doorway (labelled door)

and approaching a stationary person (labelled P) who is standing in the room

¥

from whom vou wish to stay very far awav. Imagine this person to be facing
you. Make a mark on the line leading from the door to the person to indicate
the point at which vou think vou might begin to feel uncomfortable with this

person's closeness. > -

DOOR P
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Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled door)

. . L
and approaching a stationary male stranger of the same status as you (label-

e,
" .

led P) who is standing ip the room. Imagine this person to be facing vou.
Make a mark on the line leading from the door t¢ the person to indidate the
point at which vou think vou might begin to feel uncomfortable with his close-

ness.

DOOR i P
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Iﬁagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled door)"

and approaching a staticnary female stranger of higher status than vou

(labelled P) who is standing in the room. Imagine this person to be facing
. <N
you. Make a mark on the line leading from the door to the person to indicate

the point at which you think vou might begin to feel uncomfortable with her

closeness.

DOOR P



Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (abelled door)

and approaching a stationary female stranger of the Same status as You
(labelled P) who is standing in the room. Imagine this person to be facing

vou. Make a mark on the line leading from the door to the person to indicate -

the point at which vou think you might begin to “feel uncomfortable with her:

closeness. '

DOOR - P
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. .

..

Imagine that you are entering a room through a deoorway (labelled door)

and approaching a stationary male stranger of higher status than vou (label-~

led P) yho is standing in the room. Imagine this person to be facing vou.

Make a mark on the.line leading from the door to the person to indicate the

~ 0

-

- Ppoibt at which vou think you might begin to feel uncomfortable with his close-

-
-

ness.

DOOR b
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Section 3: Bem Sex Role Inventory .
Full Name . -
Tt (Please print)
Age: Sex: M F Year in Universitcy:
Native Language: ' Telephone: ~ ".{If vou have
- no phone, please give us some way of contact-

. - ing you, e.g., vour address:)

On the following page, you will be shown a large number of personality

. .

cﬁﬁfaCteristics. We would like vou to use those characteristics in order to
» .

déscribe vourself. That is, we would like vou to indicate, on a scale from 1
to 7, how true of vou these various characteristics are. Please do not lbave

any characteristic unmarked. Respond to the items on the attached computer

answer sheet.

Example: sly

Mark -the 1 if it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that.vou are sly.

Mark the-2 if it is USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly. - -

Mark the 3 if it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that vou are sly.
-

*Mark the 4 if it is OCCASIONALLY TRUE that you are sly.

Mark the 5 if it is OFTEN TRUE that you are-sly.

Mark the 6 if it is USUALLY TRUE that you are sly.

- . ]

Mark the 7 if it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that vou are slv.

hd -

&
&

Thus, if vou feel it is sometimes but infrecuentlv true that vou are "slv",
L]

never or almost never true that vou are "malicious", alwavs or almost always true

B
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"

that vou are "ixxrésponsible”,-and often true that you are "carefree"”, then

vou would rate these ch;:acteristics‘by ﬁérkinq the appropriate number on the
computer answeg sheet as follows: E
(.3 sly Mark the 3
m§licious Mark the 1
v irrespeonsible Mark the 7

“*NKSQarefree Mark the 5

"Please turn to the next page and begin.
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40. Masculine

6 7
NEVER OR USUALLY SOMETIMES OCCASIONALLY OFTEN USUALLY ALWAYS OR
ALMOST NOT BUT TRUE - TRUE TRUE - ALMOST
NEVER TRUE TRUE INFREQUENTLY ALWAYS TRUE
TRUE )
1. Self reliant 21. Reliable ] ' 41. Warm
2. VYielding 22. Analytical 42. Solemn
3. Helpful 23. Sympathetic 43. Willing to take
a stand
4. Defends own beliefs 24. Jealous .
- 44. Tender
5. Cheerful 25. Has leadership
abilities 45. Friendly
6. Moody .
26. Sensitive to the 46. Aggressive
7. Independent needs of others
47 Gullible .
§. Shy 27. Truthful
: 48. Inefficient
9. Conscientious 28. Willing to take risks
4. Acts as a leader
10. Athletic 29. Understanding ’
50. Chilélike
11. Affectionate 30. Secretive
. 51. Adaptable
12. Theatrical 31. Makes decisions
easily 52. Individualistic
13. Assertive
32. Compassionate 53. Deoes not use
. 14. Flatterable harsh language
33. Sincere
15. " Happy 54. Unsystematic
34. Self-sufficient
16. Strong personality 55 Competitive
35. Eager to soothe
17. loval hurt feelings . 56. Loves children
18. Unpredictable 36. Concelted 57. Tactful
19. Forceful 37. Dominant 58. Ambitious
20. Feminine 38. Soft-spoken 59. Gentle
39. Likable ) 60. Conventional
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Part 1: Instructions.to Confederates

You will be conducting'5 minute interviews, 1 every 20 minutes, with
- A
university summer students. The students will each receive instructicons that

e

a committee of university professors has been formed at the University of
Ottawa to investigate the status of the summer course program at the University
of Ottawa anéd that the present study proposes to provide input to this committee

regarding how students feel about the courses they.are taking and in what wavs

these courses may be improved for next vear. The students will be told that

M

ithe

(o]

a professor who is chairman ¢f the program committee with extensive

A

research

w

xperience in this area or a fellew summer student will be jotting

.-
down some of their ideas. They will then be escorted t© the room and told o

You will be siﬁting at vour desk on vour swivel chair‘reading'a book (to be
provided) when the gﬁbject enters. You will then turn to face the subjéct as, he/
she enters. Remain seated, feet flat on the floor, hands on arms of the chair,
sit upright. Gesture toward a chair situated just inside the door and say:

"Pull up a chair". Your face should have a neutral expression and avoid eve

contact until the subject is seated.

When the subject is seated introduce vyourself as follows:

7]
10

Situation

Hello, I'm Professor . I'm the chairman of the
Summer Course Program Committee ané am interested 1n your
impressions about the summer programs at the University of QOttawa.
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Situation B: Hello, I'm » & summer student at the University
of Ottawa and I've agreed to take notes on your impressions for
the Summer Course Program Committee.

*

During the interview take real notes of what the subject is saying using a ~

clipboard: (clipboard, paper, pen will be provided). Also note predominant body
lean ahd®distance using whatever cues are available just in case the chair isg
v -

moved by the subject.” After 5 minutes or so terminate the interview giving
thanks and indicating to the subject that he/she should return to the room
where he had met with the experimenter.

You will be provided with a sheet of Papex on which will be listeé the

o

subjects’ names. This will be kept under a bock during the interview. After

the subject leaves vou will take 3 measures ané tabulate them:

1. Measure the distance between the centre fronts of the chairs and tabulate

¥
ct

2. Measure the distance between vour chair's lefs angd vour subject's chair's
right leg and tabulate it.

3. Measure the distance between your chair's right and vour subject's chair's
left leg and tabulate it. (2.-3.) provides 2 measure of the chair's orient-
ation and is referred to as the relative position measure.

4. Tabulate the predominant Body lean (forward, upright, backward).

Return paper underneath the book. Remove tape measure from view. .Return
the subject's chair to the. standardized position just inside the door. Resume

reading posture and await zhe next subject.

Dress for professor confederates should be fairly formal: jacket and tic
for men, dress for women. For summer student confederates, jeans, casual jersey,

shirt or blouse, sandals arxe appropriate.



Part 2:

Table or Measurements

Distance from
centre fronts
of chairs

Distance from
your chair's

left leg to
subject's chair's
right leg

-

Distance from
your chair's
right leg to

subject's chair's

left leg.

195

Body
Lean
(F,U, or

B).
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Part 3: Post—-Experiment Questionnaire

-

Did you see the interviewer as the same, higher or lower in status than

vou?

Did your impressions regarding the status of your interviewer change
. ~

from pre- to post- interview? B

Do you have any ideas as to any unstated purpose of the interview?

Are there any comments regarding the study as a whole?
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Part 1l: Bem Sex Role Inventory

Traditional tests of masculinityv-femininity are based on the assumption
that masculinity and femininity are bipelar orposites on a unidimensional cen-
tinuum. Thus, if one is high in masculinity, of necessitg, one is low in
femininity (Constantinople, 1873). Constantinople stated further that the
ability of the item to distinguish betﬁeen the biolegical sex, andé not its
relevance to sex role concepts, was sufficient for ‘inclusicn of such an item

on an M-F scale, that one set of items was used to measure both masculinity

&

& femininity, and that an algebraic sum ¢f responses determined whether an
individual w~us masculine or feminine without any theoretical basis.
In response to this ra£her iimiting view of the concept of M-F, Bem (1974)
ané others such as Heilbrun (1976), Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1975), and
Berzins, Welling, and Wetter as cited by Kelly and Worell (1877), developed
new sex role inventories. A critical review cf the contemporary M-F tests,
including the Bem Sex Role Inventory; and a study of the consistency across
rests, can be found in Kelly and Worell (i977) and Kelly, Furman, ancé Young
(13978) respectively.

Kelly and Worell stated the assumptions involved in 'the developmeﬁt of
these contemporary tests of M-F. Masculinity and femininity are seen as
separately distributed and orthogonal. Persons of either sex can thus be seen

as high or low on each dimension. This allows for the existence cf an androgy-

nous category, that is, an individual who endorses both masculine and feminine
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chara#ﬁeristics. Second, sex reoles are given a sociocultural definition in
termstof the expressive (feminine) - instrumental (masculine) distinction
(John;on, 1963; Parsons & Bales, 1955), outer versus inner space (Erikson,
1964), allocentrism versus autocentrism (Gutman, 1965), and field dependence
versus field independence (Witkin, 1974). In the case of_the androgynous
person, the expressive and instrumental characteristics coexist. Third, sex-
typing 'is seen as based on internalizatién of standards cof desirable behaviour
for males and females. Fourth, "response reperygfdre” (p. 1102) and degree of
behavioural flexibility are determined by one's inclusion in a particular sex
role category. Research carried cut by Bem (1975), Bem and Lenney (1976), and
Bem, Martyna, and Watson (1976) has demonstrated that cne's sex reole, as
obtained on a test such as Bem's, can, in fact, predict behaviour. Essentially
this research demonstrated that androgynous individuals, having the response
repertoire of both masculine and feminine typed individuéls, are behaviourally
more flexible or adaptable than others, that i1s, they are capable of responding
to a situation based on its demands rathex than what is dictated by stereotyped
sex roles. This finding is consistent with the model of sex role transcendence
developed by Rebecca et al. (1876).

The concept of behavioural flexibility deserves elaboration. Bem (1574),
having developed the Bem Sex Role Inventory, launched a series of studies to
investigate the behavioural flexibility of the various categories of individuals
cbtained by her mgksure (Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976; Bem, Martyna & Watson,

1976).
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In the study by Bem and Lenney, 24 sex-typed, 24 androgynous, and 24 sex-
reversed introductory psychology students of each sex were asked to perform
activities which differed in their sex role connoéations and were offerea_
greater payment for participating in cross-~sex behaviour. In support of the
behavioural flexibility hypothesis, sex-typed subjects were significantly more
stereotyped in their choices than androgynous or sex=-reversed subjects, the
latter two of whom did not differ significantly from each other. Bem (1975)

attempted to demonstrate whether this hypothesis held for the domains of

expressiveness versus instrumentality or communion versus agengy. Activities
- i‘

-~

g,

ere devised to tap masculine independence and feminine nurturance. ITH the
first part of the study, which cénsisted of 9 masculine, © feminine and 9 andro-
bynous introductory psychology students of each sex, masculine and androgyvnous
subjects were found to be significantly more independent than feminine subjects
in a conformity task anéd maseuline and androgynous subjects did not differ
significantly from each other. In the second part of the study consisting of
11 mascuiine, 11 feminine and 1l androgynous introductory psvchology students
of each sex, feminine and androgynous men were found to be significantiy more
nurturant toward a kitten than masculine men ané feminine and &ndrogyncus men
did not differ significantly from each cther. Feminine and androgynous wcmen,
however, were not significantly more respoﬁsive to the kitten than mdSculine
women. In fact, feminine women were found to show significantly less overall
involvement with the kitten than androgynous women. In the first part of a
study of nurturance, Bem, Martyna and Watson, studied 14 mascplinc, 14 feminine,

and l4 androgvnous introductory psvchology students of each sex and found that
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feminine and androgynous subjects were significantly more nurturant toward a

baby than masculine subjects and that feminine and androgynous subjects did

not differ significantly from each other. In the second part of the stuéy
-~

/
e
f nurturance carried out by Bem, Martyna and Watson, where nurturance was
Vi
. . // . -
assesseéd by the extent to which the subject was seen a$ a good listener in an .

. 7
. 3 . \""/ - »
interaction with a lonely student, and l4«masculine, 14 feminine and 14 andro-

bynous introductorvy psychology students of each sex were studied, results
indicated that masculine subjects were significantly less nurturant than femi-

nine or androgynous subjects and feyinine and.androgynous‘subjects did not
differ significantly from each other. Bem et al. congluded that' low nurturance
of ?eminine women, a finding in Bém‘s (1975) study, does not extend to humans.
These séudies-thus served to demonstrate the effect of cne's self-ascribed
masculine and feminine characteristics on cne's behavioural repertoire.
Other research carried out in the area of sex role using contemporary tests
( .
cf M-F have uncovered relationships between sex role and such variables as self-
esteem (Bem, 1977; Spence et al., 1975; Wetter, as cited by Kelly g Worell},
feminism {Bem, 1977), personaiity characteri;tics (Beréins, as cited by
Kelly & Worell), autobiographical variables (Belmreich,; Wilhelm, & Stapp, 1975:
Woods, as cited by Kellv & Worell), and parent practices {Kelly & Worell, 1976).
The Be@ Sex Role Inventory, developed by Beﬁltl974), consist§ of separate
scales of Masculinity and Femininity and a get of neutral items described as a
Social Desirability Index. Each scale consists of 20 items. Subjects respond

by indicating on a 7-point scale ranging from "never or almost never true" to

"always or almost always true" the degree to which each personality characteristic
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applies to them. The Bem Sex Role Inventory items had first been chosen from

a

a poolof personality characteristics that "seemed ... ‘positive in value and

either masculine of feminine ‘in tcone" (Bem, 1974, D. 156). College student

N -

judges then rated them on the basis of desirability of each characteristic
for either an American man or woman. Included in the Masculinity and Femininity
Scale were-those items that were fouad to be significantly more desirable for

males than females and for females. than males respectively. Based on the cri-

ginal scoring system developed by Bem (1974), subjects were assignegd three

Scores: Masculinity, Femininity, ané Androgvny. The first two scores were a
mean 'self-rating for the Masculinity and Femininity items respectively, the

Androgyny” score was defined as Student's t ratic for the difference between a
R X

-

person's Masculinity and Femininity sélf-endgrsemen;. Masculinity and Femini-

.

nity scores were found to be uncorrelated, arguing for empirical as well as

ed by Gaudreau

0

logical independence of the two dimensions. This was support
(1977) in a factor analysis of the Bem Sex Role Inventorv. Low correlations

betweazn Androgyny and Social.Desirability suggest Androgyny. 1s not just measuring

& general tendency to respond in a socially desirable direction. Low to mode-

|

rate correlations of the Bem Sex Rolé Inventory with the M-F scales of the

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (Guilford & Zimmerman, 1949) and the
. .

Califorﬁia'?ersonality Inventory (Gdugh, 1957), both traditional sex role

measures, suggest that the Bem Sex Role Inventory is measuring an aspect of

- L@

sex role not tapped by these two scales.
Bem's original method of determining the Androgyny score was eventually

challenged by other ihvestigators (éauéom, 1976; Spence et al., 1975; :
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Strahan, 1975; Berzins et al. as cited by Kelly & Worell) since it could lead
to a classification of Androgyny regardless of absolute levels of masculine
and feminine personality endorsement. A more rigourous method of sex rele
classification was in use in the Perscnal Attributes Questionnaire developed by
Spence et al. This essentially involved a median split based on the four
possible combinations of Masculinity and Femininity scores and led to the
following categories: masguline - high Mascu}inity; low Femininity; feminine =
low Masculinity, nhigh Femininity; androgynous - high Masculiinity, hich Femini-
- .
nity; undifferentiated - low Masculinity,'iow Femininity. By Bem'’s original
method, undifferentiated individuals fell into the androgynous category. Bem

(1977}, in response to this criticism, revised her scoring system tO the

median split method and it is this system that has been-used in the presen

t

study. For further informaton regarding the computer set-up for this scoring

procedure, the reader is referred to the Scoring Packet: Bem Sex Reole Inventory,

Bem (Note 5). A further publication on the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, Note 6)

will contain information on norms, including separate norms for males and

females, and reliability and validity studies based on the revised scoring system.

-
.
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- Part 2: Comfortable Interperscnal Distance Scale
= ~

The Comfortable Interpersonal DistanchScale was desbribed‘by its authors as

‘a standardized, culture-free, group administerable measure of personal space

X

that could. be used across wide age ranges. '

Measures of -reliabllity were obtained by Duke and Nowicki (1972) in two
studies. In the first study, 23 male .and 21 female midédle to upper middle

socioceccnemic class, introductorv psycheology freshmen were reguired to indicate,
" using the Comfortable Interperscnal Distance Scale, their preferred distance to
strangers of the same and opposite sex. Test-retest reliability was obtained
by repeating the procedure two weeks later. For males, the test-retest relia-

v

H

bilities were .86 for same sex stimulusand .75 for opposite sex stimulus; for

~

femaies, the test-retest reliapilities were .84 for same sex stimulus ané .85
- ~ . :

.

for. opposite sex stimulus. ) g -\
In another study, 61 male ané -4l fémale hich scheol students and E7 male
- N .
and 84 female elementary school students were administered the Comfortable
Interpersconal Distance Scale. Same sex and cpposite sex strangers were the

stimuli used. Test-retest reliability was obtained by repeéting the procedure

four months later. For high school students, test-retest reliabilities were:

males, same sex: .68; males, opposite sex: .79; females, same sex: .77;
females, opposite sex: .83. For elementary school students, test-retest
reliabilities were: males, same Sex: .45 males, opposite sex: .407 females,

same sex: .39:; females, opposite sex: .52. The relatively lower correlations

.
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found in vounger children wae explained in terms of developmental changes in

personal space.

The Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale wa§~also found to be free of
social desirability.

Construct Qalidation Qas studied by comparing scores obtained on the
Comfortable interperéonal Distance Scale to ‘actual appreoach methods (Martin,
1972). Correlations ranging from .6% for same sex t; ;71 for opposite.sex
stimali in 26 male and 25 femalexcollege students were found. ;}‘

Other studies using the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale and/ar

investigating the reliability and/or validity of this instrument have vielded

similar results (Duke & Kiebach, 1974:; Duke & Wilson, 1973; Duke, Shaheen, &

Nowicki, 1974; Eéwards, 1977; Eollender, Duke, & Nowicki, 1973; Petri et al.,

1974; Sanders, 1976; Schadfer & Higgins, 1976; Veitch et al., 1976).
, N A

b <
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Part 1: Introduction and Class Administration of the Bem Sex Role Inventory

4

. , ( .
My name 1s Irwin Pencer. I am presently doing research for my doctorate

in psychology. My specific interest area is vocational and éersonal counsel-
iing. .

This‘study proposes to ilnvestigate the relationship between perscnality
characteristics and attitudes toward such counselling programs in secondary

i

schools.
Rescarch in this area has shown that secondary sc#¥ol students respond to

different counselling approaches differently and that the effectivencess of

counselling depends on the interaction between the particular approach taken by

the counsellcr and the personality characteristics of the student. One of the

many criteria used in assessing the effectiveness of counselling is how the
student feels about the counselling program as a ‘whole. In view of this, the
present study plans to lock at student attitudes toward their secendary school
counselling program in an attempt to find out what approaches are best with what

N -

L) 5
tvpe of students.

1
N The oply qualifications necessary to be able to participate in this study
are that subjects be female and English-speaking. Subjects are not reguired to
have had intensive involvement in theilr secondary school counselling programs

since it has been found that cne's impressions from even brief encounters have

been valuable.
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There are two parts to the present study. The first part involves a
questionnaire that will be done right here in class. Total time for completion

of the task will be approximately lé minutes. !

The sccond part of the study will invelwve a-bricf-interview to obtain
information on youg attitudes toward counselling programs. This will be carried
out on an individual basis ocutside of class at a later date (October or Novembef)
and further instructions will be given at that time. Total time for completion
of this task Qill be 15 minutes as well. The majority of you will be eligible

to participate in both parts of the study and those who qualifv for the second

part will be contacted by telephone. Those who do not gualify can rest assured

h

that it is because the present study can only concern itself with a specified

number qf subjects.

Total time invelved for the complete study will be 30 minutes. A time can .
be arrangeé for feedback to provide you with the results of the study. This may
previde you with interesting insights about vourself and with xeasons for yvour
particular attitudes.

Partiéipation is on a purely voluntary basis (though an arrangement has
been made through the department to provide two marks for participation outside
of class). Though vour name will be requested it is solely for cleriecal DUrposes
and confidentiality is assured. Your participation will help in the evaluation
of existing counselling programs in secondaryv schocls and in the development of

L
more effective programs in the future. -
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Are there any questions? .

I will now pass around the questionnaife booklet. Note that there are 4
pages in your booklet. Page 1 15 for personal infeormation and contains direct-
ions and examples. In the spaces provided, write vour name, age, fear in uni-
versity and telephone number. If vou have no telephone please indicate some
way to contact you. -

On the bottom right hand side of the paée I would like you\to respond to
these 3 questions: |

1. wWhich language do you speak most frequently?
W
2. In what country were yocu born?
3. If vou were not born in Canada, how many fears have
vou lived in Canada?
. Page 2 contains the test items. The answer sheet 1s attached to 'the back
¢f the booklet (page 4) and may be removed and reattached ;fter vou have £finished.
The guestionnaire provides for 7 alternatives for each item. The answer sheet ¢
has place for 9 alternatives. Please ignore columns 8 and ¢ and respeond. to each
}tem by marking one of alternatives 1-7.

Afrer you have completed the questionnaire, please fill in the times t‘na:t

vou are free to participate in the second part of the study on the schedule

~

sheet provided on page 3. Include Saturday and/or Sunda&if these are convenient '
~ X
days. This will help me to arrange the meeting times for the second part of

the study more cfficiently. I will be contacting vou by telephone over the
next couple of weeks to set up the meeting place and time for the second part

.

cf the study. Thank you for vour co-operation.
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Part 2: Bem Sex Rele Inventory

Telephone

Year in University (e.g.

(please print)

'1]

irst vear)

{If you have no phone, please give some way

of contacting you, c.g. vour adéress)

On the following page, vou will be shown a large number of perscnality

characteristics. I would like vou to use those characdteristics in order to

describe vourself.

That is, please indicate, on a scale.from 1 to 7, how true

of vou these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristic

unmarked.

Example:
Mark
Mark

Mark

Mark

Respond to

if

if

if

it

it

it

it

it

it

the items on the attached computer answer sheet.

is

is

is

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly.

USUALLY NQT TRUE that you are sly.

SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are sly.

OCCASIONALLY TRUE that vou are sly.

QFTEN TRUE that you are\giii\h

USUALLY TRUE that vou are slv.

ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that vyou are sly.

(over)
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Thus, if vou feel it is sometimes but infrequentlv true that you are "sly",

never of almost never true that vou are "malicious", alwavs or almost alwavs

true that vou are "irresponsible", and often true that you are "carefree",

then vou would rate these characteristics by marking the appropriate number on

the computer answer sheet as follows: -
sly Mark the 3
malicious Mark the 1

irresponsible Mark the 7

- carefree : Mark the 5

Please turn to the next page and begin.

e
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2 3 4 5 6 7
NEVER CR USUALLY SOMETIMES OCCASIONALLY OFTEN USUALLY ALWAYS OR
ALMOST NOT ) BUT TRUE TRUE TRUE ALMCST
NEVER TRUE TRUE INFREQUENTLY ALWAYS TRUE
TRUE
1. Self reliant 2l. Reliable 41. Warm
2. Yielding 22. Analvtical, 42. Solemn
3. Helpful 23. Sympathetic . 43. Willing to take
a stand
4. Defends own beliefs 24. Jealous :
44. Tender
5. Cheerful 25. Has leadership v
abilities 45, Friendly
6. Moody
26. Sensitive to the 46. Aggressive
7. Independent needs of others
. 47. Gullible
S. Shy 27. Truthful
48. Inefficient
9. Conscilentious 28. Willing to take risks
49. Acts as a leader
10. Athletic 29. Understanding
50. Childlike
11. Affectionate 30. Secretive
’ 51. Adaptable
12. Theatrical 31. Makes decisions
casily 52. Individualistic
13. Assertive
32 Compassionate 53. Does not use
14. Flatterable K harsh language
33. Sincere
15 Happy 54. Unsystematic
34. Self-sufficient
l6. Strong personality 55. Competitive
35. Eager to socthe
17. Loyval hurt feelings [_—_ggt\\foves children
18. Unpredictable 36. Concelted ; 57. TQthul
19. Forceful 37. Dominant 58. AﬁLitious
20. Feminine 38. Soft-spoken 59./ Gentle
39.° Likable 60. Conventional
40. Masculine
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Part 1: Instructions to Confederates

You will be conducting 5 minute interviews, 1 every 15 minutes, with female

university students, primarily introductory psychology and sociology students

,
” .

over a total period of approximately 2 davs.

The subjects will have beerr ﬁold that a research group was initiated at
the University of Ottawa to assess the value of high school counselling programs
ﬁnd that the present study is concerned with the relationship between personality

~

characteristics of students and preferred tvpe of counselling program in second-
a;y schoels in an attempt to £ind out what approaches are effective with what
type of students. Subjects will be expecting a5 minute interview with either
another student who has agreed to jot down notes far the researcher or with a
srofessor with eXtensive research experience in the counselling area. Each of
you will be plaving both roles. h

As a student, dress should be casual: jeans, Jersey, shirt or blouse,
sandals are appropriate. As a professor, dress should be fairly formal: jacket
and tie for men: dress, skirt and blouse for women. For female confederates,
yhere makeup will further enhance their status, this should be worn. Remember,

-

the impression vou are able to give as either a student or professor is of key
importance in dgtermining the effectiveness of the status manipulation in this

-

study.
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Subjects will be expecting to discuss the perceived value of their school
counselling program (e.g. how they were assistedmin choosing a college curricu-
lum, a potential career, assistance with personal problems) and to provide

ideas regarding what types of approaches and facilities they would see as worth-

St

while. (Approaches refer to personal counselling ‘versus vocaticnal counselling
cmphasis, high school counsellor as therapist versus provider of information).
Should the subject have difficulty initiating, ask guestions such as:
What did vou think df‘yoq{ high school counselling program?
What suggestions would vou ﬂévc 1f you were to set up a coun-
selling program in a high school?

Some subjects may indicate that they never had a counselling department in
their scheol or that it was so long ago they don't remember much about it. These
individuals should be assured that what matters is the suggestions they might
have regarding what apprcaches méy be useful.

After an initial briefing sessicon with the researcher, each subject will
be escorted to the room, will knock and enter.

You will be sitting at vour desk on vour swivel chair reading a book (%o
be provided) when the subject enters. As the subject enters, vou will turn to
face the chair situated on the opposite wall. Remain seated, feet flat on the
floor, hands on the arms of the chair, sit upright. Make brief eyve contact
with the subject and gesture toward the chair and sav "Pull up a chair". Your
face should have a neutral .expression ané aveid any further eve contact until

the subject is seated. '
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When the subject is seated, introduge you}self as follows:

~

Situation A: .

s
-

Hello, I'm Professor . I'm a professor inm.the Department

of Psychelogy. here at the University of Ottawa and am heading the present

research team which is investigating the effectiveness cf counselling

- -

program in high schools. I'm interested in your impressions about youf

high school counselling program and in any suggestions you might have
about what approaches or facilities you sce as potentially worthwhile in

such an eavironment.

- ‘.

=
Eello, I'm Professor . I'm the Head of the Department of
Y

-

Counselling Psychelogy hexe at the Uniyergity of Ottawa and am heading

the present research team which 1S weeeme-nns .o

Hello, I'm Professor . I'm Vice-Dean of the Faculty of
Social Sciences here at the University. of Ottawa and am heading the

present research team which 1S .e...ceevcennennes

Situation 3B:

Hello, I'm , an undergraduate .student at the University

of Ottawa and I've agreed to take notes on your impressions about vour
high school counselling program and suggestions vou might have about

what approaches or facilities you see as potentially worthwhile in such

an environment.
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After vour introduyction, pick up.the clipboard on the table and take
A
real notes of what the subject is saving {clipboard, paper, pen will be provided}.
Also, note the predominant body lean and distance using whatever cues are avail-
able just in case the chair is moved by the subject prior to leaving. After
no mere than 5 minutes terminate the interview, giving thanks, and indicate to

the subject to return tec the room wheré she had previously been given the

instructions.

’
You will be" provided with a sheet of paper with the subjects' names. This

will be kept hidden from view {at the bottom of the clipboard). After the sub-
ject leaves, vou will take the following 6 measures using a metric tape measure

and protractors?

LY

v
]
A
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Use metric units.

1.

5.

6.

Measure the distance between the centre fronts of the two chairs. Leave
tape measure in position to serve as a guide for [measures 2 & 3. (See

Figure 1). "  «

-

~

- : A

Subject's Chair T

B Y-~
. J3
.-" -
e .
. 1 .
) ‘ "2 "
“Your Chair S
' A
‘"

Figure 1

»

-

Place protractor at A. Measure angle indicated in Figure 1.

Place protractor at B.

'm .
Measure angI;\Qfﬁiggz;d in Figure 1.
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Measure .the distance between yvour chair's left leg and subject's chair's
-

right leg. 'féee Figure 2)..
. /

Measure the distance between
left leg. .(See Figure 2).

Note ,predominant body lean: ro-

-
.

I3

L/ A Subject's Chair

L R

Your Chair

~

Figure 2

]

orward”
U. - Upright

B = Backward

your chair's right leg and subjeéct's chair's



-

v

Measurements will be tabulated on ? sheet such as thg one attached (See Part I;).

-~

Once this is done, remove the sheet, tape measure and protractor from view.

Return the subject's chair to the standardized position and resume vour reading

v

o

posture and await the next subject.’

[ ]
.



Name

Distance
from centre
fronts of
chairs {cm)

2+B

Part 2

angle formed Angle formed Distance
by tape and by tape and
C's chair

Distancé  Body
from C's from C's
S$'s chair left to right to
. S's right S's left
leg leg

Lean
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Part 3

POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Name: . ) .-

1. In view of position in the university, expertise in the specific research
arca of concern and general.demeanour please indicate how vou view the
status of the interviewer relative to vourself by circling the appropriate
number below. N

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
LOWER : EQUAL ) HIGHER

S
3

2. Circle the number on the continuum which best describes how vou felt in
the interview in terms of the following adjectives.

COMFORTABLE < - . UNCOMFORTABLE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
AT EASE ; ANXIOUS

1 2 3 4 5 S 7
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R

Post-Experiment Questionnaire

Oral Administration
r

3. Did your impressions regarding the status of the interviewer change from

just before vou entered the room, to right after entering, to the end of

£ Y
the interview?

4. Do vou have any ideas about any unstated purpose of the interview?

5. De you have any further comments regarding the study as a whole?
i

The following was said after completion of the post-experiment cuestionnaire:

Please don't discuss the experiment and post-experiment questionnaire with others
because I'll be conducting many other interviews. Feedback about the study will

be provided at a later .date.
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Part 1: .Introduction and Class Administration .

- . . .
of the Schematitc Persenal Space Measure .
; R .
- p— A . .
My name is Marcia Modlin and I'm a graduate student in psychology doing N

research in the area of perscnal space, an areca of social bsychology involved
with the physical distances individuals maintain from each other when interacting
under varying conditions. The present study proposes to obtain measurements of
personal space preferences of people interacting under different conditions.
Schematic diagrams representing possible real life interactions will be uscd.
7 -
As & result of time l{éitations, only females will be studied.

. P . N M N . - - -
You will be provided with a booklet which contains instructiens, followed

sted to respond in terms of yvour own

e

by a number of situations. You are regu

th

personal space preference for each of the situations provided. This exercise will
be carrie§ out 1in clags and will take apgproximately 20 minutes. On the last page
the booklet is a post-experiment guestion for vou to answer after completion
of t@is task.

Once you obtain your booklet, please £ill in vour name, course name ané name
of vour professor, read the instructions and begin. All responses will remain

confidential. If you have any questions please let me know and I'll come over

to discuss your concern. When vou have completed the exercise and the post-

experiment question, please return vour booklet and pencil and then vou may leave.

Thank vou for vour co-operation.
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.

(én;e all have received their booklets the following il;ustratfbn is,

‘made on the blackboard with the following instructions:) N

¥ -

The line indicating the distance you p:eferﬁfor each situation.should be

a single line-.crossing the other Iine rather than an X or a.circle.

- X
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Part 2: Schematic Personal Space Measure ¥
NAME : . T .
COURSE: .
PROFESSOR:

The present stdﬁy is about personal space and 1s concerned with the distances
individuals prefer te maintain when interacting Qith eaéh other under different
conditions. : ) ‘ . “¥

On each of the following 10 pages vou will be presented with a diagram
(See Figure 1 below) which consists of a straight line joining a bar and a circle.
The bar represents a door (labelled D), the circle represents a person (labelled
A). On each of the .l0 pages vou will be presented wWith a different situation.

In ecach case you will be asked to imagine that you are entering a rocm through

a doorway (labelled D) and approaching a stationafy persen (lakelled A) who will
be standing in the room_and facing vou as you_e;ter. You will be asked to make

a mark on the line (labelle& DaA), leading from the door to the person, to indicate

the distance from the person you would £iné most comfortable for carrying on a

conversation.

D | === A
o @

DOOR PERSON
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¢, On the last page will be found.a guestion to be answered after completion

of the previously described task.

Your co-operation is much appreciated.

Please turn to the next page and begin.

i
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Imagine that you are enterifg a room through a doorway (labelled D) and

approaching a stationary person (labelled A) to whom vou wish to be very close.

Imagine this person to be standing in the room and facing YOu as you enter.
Make a"mark on the line (labelled DA), leading from the door to the person, to
indicate the distance from this person you would find most comfortable for car-

rying on a gonversation.

Lry
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Imagine that yvou are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D) and

. . ] . I
approaching a stationary person (labelled A) from whom vou wish to stay very far

. . , I
away. Imagine this person to. be standing in the room and facing vou Fs you enter.

+

Make a mark on the line (labelled DA), leading from the door to the person, to
indicate the distance from this person vou would find most comfortakble for car-

.- i
rying on a conversation. i
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Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D} and

. .

approachihgfa‘statiénary male stranger (iabelled A) who is'a Professor at the
Universitf of Ottawa. Imagine him to be standing in the room and facing vou
as you enter. Make a mark on the line (lébelled DA), leading from the door to:
him, to indicate the distance from him vou would fing nost comfortable for

carrying on a conversation.
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Imagine that vou are entering a rrom through a doorway {labelled D) and

o

-"approaching a stationary female sﬁranqer (labélled A) who is the Head of the

Department of Psvchologv at the University of Ottawa. Imagine her to be stand-
ing in the room and facing you as you enter. Make a mark on the line (labelled

DA), leading from the deor to her, to indicate the distance from hér;you would

find most comfortable for carrving on _a coriversation.

-



, ) .
Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D) and

-

approaching a stationary male stranger (labelled A) who is the Vice-Dean of

the Faculty of Social Sciences at the University.of Ottawa. Imagine him to be

standing in the room and facing vou as yvou enter. Make a mark on the line
(labellgd DA), leading from the door to him, to indicate the distance from him

vou would find most comfortable for carryving on a conversation. A

D { _ l @
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Imagine that;yqp are entering a rodm Ehrough a doorway (labelled D) and

/,\' T

approaching a stationary female stranger (labelled A) who is a first vear unders

room and facing vou as you enter.
from. the door to her, to indipate.the distance

comfortable for carryving on a conversation.
- k] .

[

“

-"graduate student at the University of Ottawa. Imaéine her to be standing in the

®

Make é-mark on _the line (labelled Di)&-leadigg

.

from her vou would find most

L4
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%

Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D) and

- .

approaching a stationary male stranger (labelled A) who is the Head of the

Department‘of Psychology at.the‘UniverSity of Ottawa. Imagine him to be stand-

y .

ing %n the réom and facing you as you enter. Make a mark on the line (labelled

DAY, .leading from the door to him, to indicate the distance from him you would ‘ oo

find most comfortable for carryving on a conversation.’

o
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.,b. ;o
4

7 Imagine that you are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D} and

*

approaching a stationary female stranger ({(labelled A) who is a. Professor at
the University.of Ottawa. Imaginerher to be standing in the room and facing
you as vou enter. Make a mark on the line (labelled DA}, leading from the door

to her, to indicate the distance from her vou would f£ind most comfortable for

carrying on a conversation.

I3

R



.

Imagine that vou are entering a room through a doorway (labelled D) and

approaching a stationary female stranger (labelled A) who is the Vice-Dean of

the Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Ottawa. Imagine her %to be

standing in the room and facing vou as vou enter. Make a mark on the line
(labelled DA}, leading from the door to her, to indicate the distance from her

vou would find most comfortable for carrying on a conversation.

D { ‘ J\FD
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Imagine that vou are entering a room through a aoorway (labelled D) and

approaching a stationary male stranger (labelled A) who is a first vear under-

graduate student at the University of Ottawa. Imagine him to be standing in the
room and facing you as you enter. Make a mark on the line (labelled DA}, leading

-

from the door to him, to indicate the distance from him vou would find most com=-

fortable for carryving on a conversation.
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-

‘POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTION

. A
Please comment on what you see as the main purpose{s) of the present research
. i ’ \' A
projeckt.



- 237

2¢
Part 3: Measuring Procedure for Schematic Measure of Personal Space
slash madé by suﬁject
subject D { /{l_ : ' — Cg) object
R V.4 . -
door

distance
measured
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. Irwin Pencer
January 18, 1979.

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH PROJECT

Female students were requestéd to participate in a study investigating
attitudes toward counselling programs in high schools. Students werc informeh
that there was a relationship between an individual's personality and her
attitudes toward her high school counselling program. The purpose of the study,
as stated, was to investigate what tyvpes of counselling approaches are prefer-
red by which people so that counselling programs in high schools might serve
the individual needs of the students more effectively.

In fact, the previous is a set-up for a study of a cempletely different
nature, one concerned with pérsonal.space, the distances individuals maintain
from each other in interpersonal communication situations.

The present study was set up to investigate the effects of such factoré

™ =
as sex role of individuals, the sex of interactants and the relative status of
interactants on personal space préferences.

In the personal space literature, it has been found that persons tend to
maintain greater distances from male strangers than female stranéers and great-
er distances from higher status than from same status persons. Sex differences
in personal space are usually explained in terms of the differential socializa-
tion processes of males and females, the greater passivity of the female or the

lower perceived status of the female in our society. In this study it was hypo-

thesized that it is possibly a person's sex role that determines how "passive"
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that person is in interaction with others or determines how that person cate-
gorizes others in terms of status and that, in turn, these factors play a part
in deciding an indiQidual's distance preference in interaction with others.

The presént study thus sought to investigate the effects of thrée factors
separateiy and in combination on personal space preferences:

l)"éex role - Do individuals who diffe; in sex role have different per-
sonal space preferences? .

2) Sex - Do individuals stay fﬁrther away from.male vérsuslfemale inter-
viewers?

3) Status - Do individuals stay further away from higher versus same
status interviewers?

4) Does sex role combine with sex and/or status to produce an
effect? Does cone's sex role affect how one views the relative statu; of thé
sexes ana thus 5ne's personal space preferences?- Does one's sex role lead one
to ignore or magnify the importance of the sex of the other in asgessing the
other's status and is this effect seen in one's personal space prefgrences?

An individual's sex role, for purposes of thig study, was obtained by
means of a qhestionnaire (Bep Sex Role Inventory)} which measures the extent to
which individuals ascribe to masculine ané feminine personality characteristics.
The guestionnaire was develored under the assumption-that individuals could
have both masculine and feminine personality characteristics {(i.e., being
masctline does nog-megn you cannot be feminine} and:that being both magculine
and feminine in personality characteristics would lead to greater adaptibility

o

and flexibility in situvations and less stereotvped behaviour. Based on the

results of this guesticnnaire, subjects were divided into four categories:
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Masculine {high masculinity, low femininity) i
Feminine (low masculinity, high femininity)
Androgynous (high masculinity, high femininity)
Un@fgg\ cntiated (low masculinity, low femininity)

: e*\__/ﬁj >

Suﬁjectgﬂﬁafé\reqdésted to come for an interview about counselling pro-
grams. Each subjéct saw one of six interviewers (3 males, 3 Eemalgs) plaving
one of two roles (Student - same stétus object person; Pfofessor, Head of
Department, vice;pean - higher status object person). The purpose of the inter-
view was tc cbtain distance'measures after subjects "pulled up a chair". also
studied were angle of orientation of ‘the subject's chair relative to the inter-
viewer's chair and the predominant body lean of-tﬁe subject both of which are
aspects.of persconal spaee preferences. ’ . . -

A post-experiment questionnaire assessed the extent to wiich there was
agreement between an intervieygr‘s status and the subéeqt's perceptions of the’
interviewer's status, how comfortable or-at.eése §ubjécts were in the situation
and whether or not they were aware ofrthe plov.

t a later date, a measure o$ perscnal épace was carried cut in class by
an accomglicel(my Qife) to invéstigate the usefulnéss of a paper and pencil -
‘measure in studying the same issues. .

' Results are not vet available. If vou would like to discuss the study fur-

ther, please contact me at 521-3849. Thanks again for vour co-operation.

»
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2-E

Procedure for Obtaining Difference and Angle of Orientation Measures

l. Differcence Measure ) !

A/ S's Chair L
‘ !
A i
!
i
: _ |
H
; }
c D C's Chair c ' D ;
. i'
; Orientation . - Qrientation i
|ac - BD| = difference measure |
: |
- |
i
2. Angle of Crientation Measure
|
A -
-+ T -~
3 ™~ s
~
~ . /,"’
~ /
Angle of \5\\: Angle of
Qrientation Orientation .
| S SV - )
B TC o ' ; B
+ Orientation : - Orientation

180° - 42 - &3] = anglc of orientation
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Supplementary Data



Table A

Analyéis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
on Degree of Comfort in an Interview

243 -

(N = 120)
Source -85 af MS F-Ratic
¢
Main Effects _ )
Sex Role of Subject - . 10.80 1 e 10.80 % 6.55%
Sex of Interviewer o 1.20 1 1.20 .73
Status of Interviewer < ) .53 1 .53 .32
Confederate . 2.37 4 59 .36
2-Way Interactions
x Role ub >
. Jex . of Subject x .03 1 .03 .02
— . Sexo Interviewer
X F of j e X
Sex Role SUbjgct X 40 1. . .40 3.44
tatus of Interviewer ‘ e
x of Interviewer : T
Sex © 2‘e*v1ew§ X 83 1 .53. 51
Status of "Interviewer Ked R
Sex Role of Subject‘x ' )
Confederate -38 4 -94 =37
of I Lew 3
Status nterviewer x 7.63 4 1.91 1.16
Confederate
3-Wa§ Interactions
Sex Role of Subject x .
Sex of Interviewer x : _ .53 1 .53 .32
Status of Interviewer
Sex Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer x 18.23 4 4.56 2.76*
Confederate
Erxor ' 158.40 96 1.65

*r <.05
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Analysis of Variance:
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
on Degree of Anxiety in an Interview

Tabhle B

Effects of Sex Role of sSubject,

244

(N = 120)
Source Ss af MS F-Ratio
Main Effects
Sex Role of Subject 12.03 1- 12.03 §.65%*
Sex of Interviewer 03 1 .03 .02
tatus of Iq;erviewer .83 1 .83 .60
Confederate ' 8.67 a 2.17 1.56
2-Way Intexacticns
Sex Role of Subject x -
Sex of ‘Interviewer .30 1 .30 .22
» Sex Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer 5.63 1 5.63 4.05*
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Interviewer .83 1 .83 .60
‘Sex Role of Subject X
Confederate 1.67 4 42 .30
Status of Interviewer
“ Confederate 3.33 4 .83 .80
: \
3-Way Interactions .
Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer x ¢
Status of Interviewer .83 1 .83 .60
J .
Sex Rele of Subject x
Status ‘of Interviewer X
Confederate 15.53 4 3.88 2.80*
‘Error 133.60 9€ 1.39 ¢




- Table C "

Analysis®of-Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subjects,

. - Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
R on Degree of Comfort in an Interview
. (N = 240}
o . . . ‘
- Source c ’ ' . 85 df MS F-Ratie
Main Effects ’ _
Sex Role of Subject 11.31 3 3.77  C2.57
Sex o@'Interviewe; . : 1.20 o1 1.20 .82
v tatus of Interviewer o .10 1 .10 .07
Confederate ‘ 8.27 4 2.07 1.41
<+
-2-Way Interactions . '\_
Sex Role of Subjeét x '
Sex of Interviewer : .31 3 -10 -07
~  Sex Role of Subject x . :
JStatus of Interviewer [N 5.21 3 1.74 1.18
Sex of Imterviewer’x
Status of Interviewer . 1.50 ! 1.50 1.03
Sex Role of Subject x '
. .Confederate 13.20 12 “1.10 .75
Status of Interviewér X
Confederate l 3.67 %l .92 .63
‘ M -
3-Way Interactions
c - Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer x .
; . Status of InEFrviewer .95 3 .32 .22
Sex Role of Subject x .
Status of Interviewer x : -
Confederate 36.47 12 3.04 \3;?7*
Errox ' ) 281.60 o192 1.47
-~ a ‘ " . 5.
2
e
*p < .05



246

Table D

Analysis of Variance: Effécts of Sex Role of Subjects,
Sex and Status of‘;ntervieweF, and Confederate
: on Degree of Anxiety in an Interview

(N = 240) %
Source . . i 85 as : MS - F-Ratio
v
' Main Effects
Sex Role of Subject 12.28 3 4.09 " 2.84%
Sex of Interviewer .00 1 .00 .00
Status of Interviewer . ‘ Q0 1 Q0 .00
Confederate - : 10.33 4 2.58 1.79
2-Way Interactions .
Sex Rele of Subject x-
Sex of Interviewer . .75 3 .25 .17
Sex Role of Subject X
Status of Interviewer _ 7.88 '3 2.62 1.82
Sex of Interviewer x ‘ ' )
Status of Interviewer . 1.50 "1 1.50 "1.04
- Sex Role of Subject x ‘ -~ .
.Confederate 15.89 12 1.32 .21
Status of Interviewer x ’
Confederate . 1.76 4 a .44 .31
3-Way Interactiens
Sex Role of Subject x -\
Sex of Interviewer x
tatus of Interviewer -85 3 - .28 .20
-\_/@Role of Subject x .
" Status of Interviewer x
Confederate - 26.10 1z 2.18 1.51
Error 277.20 192 1.44
*D < .05
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2
Table E
) Test of Simple Main Effects:
- Sex Role of Subject x Status of Interviewer Interaction Effect
' on Degree of Anxiety in an Interview
(N = 120} ]
r
Source - 85 af MS, F~Ratio
) .
sum of Squares of Sex Role
at Same Statu 2l .60 ‘ 1 .60 .43
Sum of Sguares of fSex Role . - .
at Higher Status Lewvel 17.17 1 17.17 12.34%*
Sum of Squares of Status
at Feminine Sex Role Level 5.40 1 5.40 3.88
Sum of Sq]’.;arés of Status ¢ .
at Androg¥aous Sex Role Level 1.G69 1 1.09 .78
rror ¥ 133.60 96 1.39
L]
*p < .01 -
S
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; Table F

.

Test/Bf Simple Main Effects:
Sex Role of Subject x Sex of Interviewer Interaction Effect
on Perceived Status of Interviewer

(N = 240)

Source . Ss ag MS  F-Ratio
Sum of Sguares of Sex Role .
for Male Conditicen 4.96 3 - 1.65 2.12
Sum of Sguares of Sex Role .
for Female Condition ' 4.84 3 l.61 2.07
Sum of Squares of Sex o . r
for Masculine Subject Condition ) .05 1 #05 .07
Sum of Squares of Sex .0 .
for Feminine Subject Condition 4.70 1 4.70 6.04%
Sum of Squares of Sex .
for Androgynous Subject Ceondition 7.99 ’ 1 7.99 10.26%*
Sum of Squares of Sex .
for Undifferentiated Subject Condition .60 1 .60 .77
Exroxr - 149.60 192 .78

*o < .05

*xpn < 01 - -

B

<«
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. : Table G
Analysis of Variance: Effects of Masculinity and Femininity
Scale Scores of Subject, Sex and Status of Interviewer,
and Confederate on Perceived Status of Interviewer
(N = 240)
Source ss af MS F-Ratio
Main Effects
Masculinity Scale Sq?:e of Subject .10 1 .10 .13
Femininity Scale Score of Subject .00 1 .00 .01
Sex-of Interviewér 4.00 1 4.00 5.14*
Status of Interviewer 67.20 1 67.20 86.25**
Confederate 4.38 4 1.10 1.41
2-Way Interactions .
Masculinity x Femininity .34 1 -34 .43
Masculinity x Sex .34 b .34 .43
Femininity x Sex 9.20 1 9.20 . 1l.81%**
Masculinity x Status . 34 1 .34 .43
Femininitv x Status .00 1 .00 .01
Status x Sex .20 1 .20 .26
Masculinity x Confede*ate 2.18 4 .55 .70
Femininitv x Confederate 1.72 * g .43 .55
Status x Confederate 2.32 4 +38 .74
3-Way Interacéions
Masculinity x Femihinity x Sex .00 1 .00 .01
Masculinity x Sex x Status .20 1 .20 .26
Femininity x Sex x Status .04 1 .04 .05
Masculinity x Femininity x Status .20 1 20 .03
Masculinity x Femininity x Confederate .78 4 v, 20 .25
Masculinity x Status x Confederate 2.78 4 .70 .89
Femininity x Status x Confederate .78 4 .20 .25
4-Way Interactions
Mascullnltvzchemlnlnltv:cSex*cStaLus .50 1 50 .65
Masculinity x Femininity x Status x ) /
Confederate 1.72 §‘4 43 .55
Error 14%8.60 192 .78
*D < .05

N
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5.8

5.7
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Perceived Status of Interviewer
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4.2
4.1

4.0
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5.33

5.08

4.95
4.68
.
Male Female

Figﬁre A.

Sex of Interviewer
‘ -
Mean perceived status of interview for each condition of the

Femininity Scale score of subject x sex of interviewer interaction
offort '



Table H

o~ " Test of Simple Main Effects:

‘

Femininity Scale Score of Subject x Sex of Interviewer

Interaction Effect on Perceived Statu# of Interviewer

251

(‘N - 240)
Source sSs df MS F-Ratic
Sum of Squares of Femininity Scale
Score for Male Condition 4.33 1 4.33 5.56*
Sum of Squares of Femininity Scale 4
Score for Female Condition 4.80 1 4.80 6.16*
Sum of Squares of Sex for Eigh -
Femininity Scale Score Condition 12.68 1 12.68 16,27**
Sum %f Squares of Sex for Low
Femininity Scale Score Condition .51 1 51 .65
Error 14%8.60 192 .78
~ E .
*E < .05 - -
**xp < .01
-~

A



N

*p < .01
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&« -
Table I
3
Test of Simple Main Effects:
Sex of Interviewer x Status of Interviewer Interaction Effect
on Distance Between Two Chairs in an Interview
(Behavioural Measure of Personal Space}
(N = 240)
Source 5S df MS F-Ratio
&~
Sum of Squares of Sex
at Same Status Level 4597.90 1 4597.90 1.60
Sum of Squares of Sex .
at Higher Status Jevel 62052.86 1 62052.86 21.61*
Sum of Squares of Statys
for Male Condition éf 10167.80 1 10167.80 3.54
Sum of Squares of Status .
for Female Condition ) 6473.96 1 6473.96 2.25
Erroxr 551406.50 192 2871.91 -~
>



Table J

Analysis of variance: Effects of Masculinity and Femininity Scale
b Scores of Subject, Sex and Status of 'Interviewer, and
Confederate on Distance Between Two Chairs in an Interview
{Behavioural Measure of Personal Space)

253

‘ (N = 240)
- Source ss df Mé F-Ratic
Main Effects
Masculinity Scale Scoré of Subject 2693.40 1 2693.40 .94
Femininity Scale Score of Subject 130.54 1 130.54 .05
Sex of Interviewer 50228.27 1 50228.27 17.49%**
Status %f_Interviewer 207.20 1 207.20 .07
Confederate. 133547.23 4 33386.81  11.62**»
2-Way Interactions
Masculinity x Femininity ‘ 1771.27 1 1771.27 .62
Masculinity x Sex - 6110:50 1 6110.50 2.13
Femininity x Sex 814.02 1 814.02 .28
Masculinity x Status 2982.15 1 2982.15 1.04
Femininity x Status 8272.00 1 8272.00 2.88
tatus x Sex 16434.42 1 16434.42 5.72*
Masculinity x Confederate ! 12685.00 4 3171.25 1.10
Femininity x Confederate 4169.55 4 1042.39 .36
Status x Confederate 6414.82 4 1603.71 .56
3-Way Interactions
Masculinity x Femininity x Sex 30.10 i 30.10 .01
Masculinity x Sex x Status 18638.50 1 19638.50 ° 6.B4**
Femininity x Sex x Status 160.07 1 160.07 .06
Masculinity x Femininity x Status 2574.15 1 2574.15 .90
Masculinity x Femininitv x Confederate 14026.78 4 3506.69 1.22
Masculinity x Status.x Confederate 3143.42 4 785.86 .27
Femininity x Status x Confederate 13207.60 4 3301.90 1.15
A -
4-Way Interactions
Masculinity x Femininity x Sex x Status 12600.50 1 12600.50 4.39*
Masculinity x Femininity x Status x
Confederate 9957.77 4 2489.44 .87
Exror 551406.50 182 2871.91
*p < .05
**P_ < . Ol
kxxny < 001

.")
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Analysis of Variance:

.s, on Position of Subject's Chair Relative to Interviewer's Chair

Table L

Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate

(Angle of Orientation Measure)

L4

256-

(N = 1209
Source ss daf MS r-Ratio

Main Effects

Sex Role of Subjéct 472.03 1 472.03 1.74

Sex of Interviewer 282.13 1 282.13 1.04

Status of Interviewer 19.20 1 19.20 07"

Confederate 1952.93 4 488.23 1.80C
2-Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Interviewer 67.50 1 67.50 .25

Sex Rele of Subject x .

Status of Interviewer 177.63 1 177.63 .65

Sex of Interviewer x ’

Status of Interviewer 1.20 1 1.20 .00

‘Sex Role of Subject/xA

Confederate 325.87 4 Bl.47 .30 .

Status of Interviewer x

Confederate 651.40 4 162.85 .60
3~Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Interviewer x

Status of Interviewer 520.83 1 520.83 1.92

Sex Role of Subjec£ X

.Status cof Interviewer x

Confederate 355.93 4 88.98 .33
Error 26079.20 86 271.60
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[ ’ . : . .. Ta.b’le‘N
‘ Analysis of Varjance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
. i Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
on Position of Subject S Chair Relative to Interviewer's Chair
{(Difference Measure)

¢ . - AN = 120) N ’ )
L—_— . .'_:‘ h
Souzce - ; ss ag MS F-Ratio
JMain Effects ) T T ,
s  Sek Role of subject - * 364.01 1 364.01.  2.35
- . Sex of Interviewér. ., ° N 91.88 1 91.88 .59
fatus of Interviewer oo 3.68 1 © 3.68 .02
., ¢  Confederate . 1106.57 4 276.64  1.78
C\‘ ' 2-Way Interactions - '/ : o h
Sex Rol‘o‘ Subject x, T % .
Sex: o‘ Interviewer 70.53 1 70.53 .46
» Sex Role of Subjec;_ x . :
.Status of Interviewer 50.70 1 0 50.70 .33
Y sex of Interviewer x
»Status of -Interviewer - 9.63 - ) 1 ‘ 8.63 .06

Sex  Role of Stzb-ject x , . A
- ' Confederate ) -, . 1 224.53 . 4 56.13 .36

- ' 3

Status Qf Interviewergx : - ) .
% ‘Confedérate - f 427.27 ° 4 106.82 .69
: - R // 4 . -—
" 3-Way Interactions . ) i
. - s
Sex Rgle of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Ineerviewe: L 385.21 gt 385.21 2.49
Sl
Sex Role of Subject x . . S e
Stat%geof InteYviewer x T . i}'r .
Confederate - . . 236.67. 4 . 59.17 - %38
Erzor foe ©14881.13 96 . 1s55.01
. - ¢ ’ . % .
>r ' ‘. . . * . )
. & . S ¥
A .
‘. ' . % . .
. - o : L
. C:p : J . - eoN,
: \ . .
~ . - R
T e e e _— 5 . '
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¢ ' /
' Table P
Analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
On Body-Lean of Subject in an Interview
(N = 120) -
Source ss as.’ MS F-Ratio
Main Effects
Sex Rele of Subject .21 1 2l .58
Sex of Interviewer 1.01 1 1.01 2.81
Status of Interviewer ° .08 1 .08 .21
Confederate 2.13 4 .53 1.49
2-Way Interactions .
Sex Role of Subject x s W .
~  Sex of Interviewer 01 1 / .01 .02
Sex Role of Subject x
Status of Interviewer .21 1 .21 .58
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Interviewer .21 1 L 21 .58
Sex Role ofoubject X
Confederate .53 4 .13 .37
Status of Interviewer x o
Confederate 1.87 4 - .47 1.30
3-Way Interaction
Sex Role of Subject x
Sex of Interviewer x
Status of Interviewer -68 1 .68 1.88
Sex Role of Subject x .
Status of Interviewer x .
Confederate . .67 4 .17 .47

Error R 34.40 i 96 .36

%
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. Table R
analysis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role -of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
on Position of Subject's Chair Relative to Interviewer's Chair
(Angle of Orientation Measure)
AN = 240) _
—t . R \ - .
. _ ES - -
_._-.Source - - . SS o daf . MS F-Ratio
. . l\
#dain Effects .

Sex Role of Subiject - 601.15 3 200,38 74
Sex of Interviewer 2226.50 1 2226.50  8.22*
Status of Interviewer "55.10 1 55.10 .20

Confederate 5328.23 ! 1332.06 4.92%

2-Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Interviewer 679.61 3 226.54 .84

Sex Roie of Subject x {/" .

Status of Interviewer 800.21 3 266.74 .99

Sex of Interviewer x '

$tatus of Interviewer 10C.10 1 100.10 .37

Sex Role of Subject x : ’/?

Confederate 3108.97 12 259.08 2?6

Status of Interviewer x

Confederate 412.87 4 103.24 .38

3-wav -Interactions N
Sex Role of Subject x
Sexlof Interviewer x
tatus of Interviewer 592.55 3 197.52 .73

Sex Role of Subject x

Status of Interviewer x

Confederate 2949.57 12 245.80 .91

Errox 51980.00 192 270.73
*p < .00L )
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Table T

Anglysis of Variance: Effecgts of Sex Role of’ Subject,

) Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
on Position of Subject's Chair Relative to Interviewer's Chair

(Difference Measure)

272

{N = 240}
. N
Source 55 4aft MS F-Ratio

Main Effects 0’

Sex Role of Subject 434.68 T3 144.89 .84
. Sex of Interviewer 1228.54 1 1228.54 7.10*

Status of Interviewer .7.70 1 7.70 .04

Confederate . . 2975.17 3 743.79 4.30*
2-Way Interactions

Sex Role of Subject x , .

Sex of Interviewer 536.98 3 178.99 1.04

Z‘

Sex Role of Subject x

status of Interviewer 228.21 3 76.07 .44

Sex of Interviewer x s ) ‘ _

Status of Interviewer 58.02 1 58.02 .34

Sex Role of Subjept x C -

Confederate C A£364.71 12 .187.06 1.14

Status of Interviewer x A

Confederate . l4s.03 4 36.26 .21
3-wWay Intera\ctions

Ssex Role of Subject x \

Sex of Interviewer x g

Status of Interviewer 435.30 3 —— 145710 .84

Sex.Role of Subject x g . .

Status of Interviewer x

Confederate &1451.00 12 120.92 .70
Error : . 33201.00 192 - 172.92

*p o< .01 RN
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Table V
P .
Analvsis of Variance: Effects of Sex Role of Subject,
Sex and Status of Interviewer, and Confederate
’ on Body Lean of Subject
(N = 240)
Source =158 daf MS F=Ratico

Main Effects

Sex Role of Subject .55 3. .18 .48

Ssex of Interviewer .70 1 .70 1.86

Status of Interviewer .34 1 .34 .89

Confederate 2.42 4 .60 1.59
2-wWay Interactions

Sex Role cof Subject x

sex of Interviewer .88 3 .29 .77

Sex Role of Subject x

Status of Interviewer 3.58 3 1.19 3.15«*

Sex of Interviewer X

Status of Interviewer .34 1 .34 .89

Sex Role of Subject x

Confederate 2.45 12 .20 .54

tatus of Interviewer x

Confederate 2.45 4 .61 1.62
3-Way Interactions -

Sex Role of Subject x

Sex of Interviewer x

status of Interviewer .98 3 .33 .86

Sex Role of Subject x

Status of Interviewer x .

Confederate 2.42 12 .20 .53
Errcxr 72.80 192 .38
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Table W

Test of Simple Main Effects:
Sex Role of Subject x Status of Interviewer Interaction Effect
on Body Lean of Subject

(N = 240)

Source S8 af MS F=Ratio
Sum of Sguares of Sex Role
at Same Status Level : 3.21 3 1.07 2.82
sum of Scquares of Sex Rele .
at Higher Status Level ] .85 3. ,,/f .28 75
Sum of Sguares of Status
for Masculine Subject Condition .79 1 .79 2.09
Sum cof Squares of Status
for Feminine Subject Condition .01 1 .01 .04
Sum of Squares of Status
for Androgynous Subject Condition .29 1 .28 .78
Sum of Squares of Status for
Undifferentiated Subject Conditien 2.77 1 2.77 7.31*

i

Error 72.80 192 .38

.01

*.
ro
Fay
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Personal Space

pDefinitions, Theoretical ‘Developments, Methodological Issues
?/’ \\1

The present section cites a number of/defihitions of personal space, -

followed by definitions in which an equilibriating mechanism is implied'or
stated as a determiner of personal space preferences, foilowéd by definitions
of personal ﬁpace from the poin£ of view of a particular theoretical orienta;.
tion. The presentation is made in this manner to portray the concept of
personal space in terms of increasing complexity rather than strictly id;\ﬂ
terms of chronclogical order.

In a series of studies, Xuethe (1962a, 1962b, 1964) and Kuethe and

Stricker (1963) developed the concept of a social schema, the manner in which

persons form'units of human objgcts. Essentially, Kuethe presented subjects

with a feltboard and various combinations of felt cutouts of males and. females.
The non-directiveness of the task was felt to permit the operation of whatever
schema was "pre-potent” (Kuethe & Stricker, p. 656). Kuether andé Stricker,

-~

in a study of 50 male and 50 female undergraduates found that, wheﬁ\gresented

. ' ~ N
with two male and two female object perscns, males tended to form'qne group

. .

with male d female figures alternating and females often formed separate
male-fepe¥e pairs. Kuethe (1962b), in a study of the reconstruction of social
schemas from memory, using 50 subjects, found that when reguired to reconstruct
the placement of stimulus pairs originally placed at a constant distance,

separation in order of decreasing distance was as follows: male-male figures

facing away from each other, female-female figures, male-female figures and



male-male figures facing each other. The consistency of Macement across
subjects and the tendenéy to,réconstruct distance dgpending gﬁ the particular
object figures rather than the original pldcement of figures revealgd that
the objects themselves produced dispositions iegarding'approprigﬁe distance

placement and that “schemas are fundamental patterns of social organization

for subjects" (Kuethe, 1962b, Pp. 74) ané ndt just chance occurrences.

.
]

xuethe, then, in addition to developing a personal space measuxe, can be said
- N '
to have laid the groundwork for viewing physical distance between individuals
as more than an obvious phenomenen involving a subject's attempt to respond
in a manner true of most people.

Hall (1966) conceptualized human space use in terms of a series of
concentric circles surrounding an individual. He proposed that different disrt

rances are used under different circumstances and described four distance zo

with this in mind. These include the intimate distance (6-18 inches), perso

1
1
n%s
H
t
nal
;
distance, the term used by Hediger, {close phase: 1'1/2 - 2 1/2 feet; far :
phase; 2 1/2 - 4 feet), social distance (close phase: 4 - 7 feet; far phase:
= - 12 feet), and public distance (close phase: 12-25 feet; far phase:
25 feet or more).
Sommer {(1959) distinguished between human and non-human territery indi-
cating that, unlike animal territory, human territory is portable and is 2
functiocn of the particular situation or circumstances. Sommer {1969) -used the

term personal space to describe the personal distance concept and defined it

as "an area with invisible boundaries surrounding a person's body into which
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intruders may not come" (p. 26), and also felt that concentric cixcles, as

suggeéﬁed by EBall (1966) were not an accurate representation of the rheno-

-

menon of personal space.

.

L

Little (1965) defined personal space as '"the area immediately surrounding

; /
the individual in which the majority of his interactions with others takes

pldce” (p. 237). He felt personal $pace was determined by a combination of

such factors as degree of acguaintance, friendship and setting.
[
Evans ahd Howard (1973) viewed personal space as a mediating cognitive

construct whiph aileows the human organism to operate at acceptable stress

.

levels and aids in the tcontrol of intraspecies aggression" (p. 340).
+
Argyle and Dean (1965) indicated that personal space is a phenomencn

based on an equilibriating mechanism, in which, in an interactien, a balance

between such factors as distance, eve contact, intimacy of topic, and facial

expression is sought.

Leibman (1970) described personal space as "a set of expectations held

by an individual that his own and others' behavior related to distance and

.

position in space, will satisfy interpersonal geals in the most appropriate
’

wayvs', (p. 210). She distinguished between physical and symbolic distances,

".physical possible distances being just one of many interrelated dimensions
= .

of personal space. Symbolic distance weould include such variables as eye
contact, body movement, breathing andé conversation which interact with physical

distance as equilibriating mechanisms.
Duke and Nowicki (1972) defined space as "an infinite series of oscil-

lating rings represented in all planes (thus forming a gloke). These rings

are not considered necessarily circular but may be ovoid.or elliptical” (p. 120}.
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They. used social learning theory as develope%fby Rotter (1954) to discuss the
/

- /
concept of interpersonal distance and found Fhat differences between externals

and internals in interpersonal distance only occurred in situations where no

e
Y.,

in which the person is considered a system which
67), involving the evaluation of sensed changes

expectancies existed such as in inte;actioh with strangers.
Pedersgn and Shears (1973) discussed perscnal space within the frémework:
input, involving the sensing of changes in the

performs three functions:
(. 3

of general systems theory
acting to alter the external state if it is unaccept-

vielding a decision concerning their acceptabili

environment, "throughput"

against internal criteria

involving the
person syvstem with respect to persconal space,
agpective placement of

and output,
In research on the
and nonverbal communication as a means of transfering inform-

able.
Pedersen and Shears cited two areas of concern, the

people in space,

F
tion regarding feelings and attitudes.
A wide and somewhat confusing array of methods have been used to measure
-

personal space. Duke and Nowigki {1972) and Evans and Howard (1973), in
reviews of the major findings of personal space, have attributed the lack of

comai§tent findings in the literature to lack of experimental controls and
methodological difficulties. They have stated that many investigators S€€
As a result, the personal space

-

personal space as an obvious phenomenon.
measures have seemed commonsensical but have been minimally developed psycho-
Researchers, it seems., have developed thelr own measuring

metrically.

I

. .
instruments and make few attempts to compare methodologies. Generalizations



are made about results obtained without taking into account the limitations
of the instruments used. Evans (1973) has described some of the methodolo-
gical categories used in the'study of personal space, an adaptation of which

+
was presented in Chapter I, Table 1.

—~ |

L





