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The theory behind both the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) and Bern's an-
drogyny research, as well as particular issues raised in the critiques of Pedhazur
and Tetenbaum and of Locksley and Colten, are discussed. It is noted that
(a) the BSRI is based on a theory about both the cognitive processing and the
motivational dynamics of sex-typed and androgynous individuals; (b) the strat-
egy of item selection for the BSRI followed directly from the theory and
utilized established techniques for test construction; (c) a short BSRI has been
developed in accordance with the results of various factor analyses; (d) current
research is testing the hypothesis that sex-typed and androgynous individuals
differ in the extent to which gender serves as a cognitive schema; and (e) the
concept of androgyny contains an inner contradiction and hence a built-in
obsolescence.

The methodological critique of the Bern Sex
Role Inventory (BSRI) by Pedhazur and
Tetenbaum (1979) rests on a misunderstand-
ing of both the purpose of the instrument and
the theory underlying it. The more conceptual
critique by Locksley and Colten (1979) re-
duces in most of its particulars to empirical
questions about the generality of the concept
of androgyny and about the domain of ap-
plicability of its -associated measuring instru-
ments. Accordingly, this response begins with
an explication of the theory on which the
BSRI is based, then proceeds to a discus-
sion of some of the specifics of the Pedhazur-
Tetenbaum critique, and ends with an over-
view of research currently in progress, re-
search that ought to answer some of the ques-
tions raised by Locksley and Colten.
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The Theoretical Rationale Behind
the BSRI

The recent debate in personality-social psy-
chology over the degree to which individuals
show transituational consistencies in their
behavior has led to the suggestion that we
ought to reverse our usual assumption of con-
sistency as given and inconsistency as prob-
lematic and, instead, adopt the view that it
is the phenomenon of consistency that re-
quires explanation (D. J. Bern, 1972). Such
an approach shifts the burden of proof and
leads us to ask why a person's behavior might
display consistency rather than why it does
not. Such an approach also suggests that be-
havioral consistency might itself be an im-
portant individual difference variable (e.g.,
Bern & Allen, 1974; Campus, 1974).

In the special case of sex roles, this shift
of emphasis brings two idealized groups of
individuals into focus: those "sex-typed" in-
dividuals who restrict their behavior in ac-
cordance with cultural definitions of sex-ap-
propriate behavior, and those "androgynous"
individuals who do not. This leads us for the
first time to view the situational adaptability
("inconsistency") of the androgynous group
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as the "unmarked" norm—the given, the base-
line—and to regard the sex-stereotyped con-
sistency of the sex-typed group as "marked"
or problematic, as the phenomenon to be ex-
plained.

Because the BSRI was developed to "cap-
ture" these particular groups of individuals,
its construction was based on two specific
theoretical assumptions: (a) Largely as a
result of historical accident, the culture has
clustered a quite heterogeneous collection of
attributes into two mutually exclusive cate-
gories, each category considered both more
characteristic of and more desirable for one
or the other of the two sexes. These cultural
expectations and prescriptions are well known
by virtually all members of the culture, (b)
Individuals differ from one another in the
extent to which they utilize these cultural
definitions as idealized standards of feminin-
ity and masculinity against which their own
personality and behavior are to be evaluated.
In particular, the sex-typed individual is
highly attuned to these definitions and is
motivated to keep her or his behavior con-
sistent with them, a goal she or he presuma-
bly accomplishes both by selecting behaviors
and attributes that enhance the image and
by avoiding behaviors and attributes that vio-
late the image. In contrast, the androgynous
individual is less attuned to these cultural
definitions of femininity and masculinity and
is less likely to regulate her or his behavior in
accordance with them. The BSRI is thus
based on a theory about both the cognitive
processing and the motivational dynamics of
sex-typed and androgynous individuals. More-
over, empirical research on the behavioral
correlates of sex typing and androgyny has
so far confirmed that it is serving its intended
conceptual purposes (cf. S. L. Bern, 1975;
Bern & Lenney, 1976; Bern, Martyna, & Wat-
son, 1976; Ickes & Barnes, 1978; Russell,
1978).

The Construction oj the BSRI

The strategy utilized in the construction
of the BSRI follows directly from these theo-
retical premises. Because the BSRI is founded
on a conception of the sex-typed individual
as someone who is highly attuned to cultural

definitions of sex-appropriate behavior and
who uses such definitions as the ideal stan-
dard against which her or his own behavior
is to be judged, items for the BSRI were se-
lected not on the basis of sex differences in
self-report, as most previous masculinity-
femininity inventories have been compiled,
but on the basis of judges' ratings of the
culturally defined desirability of various at-
tributes for each of the two sexes. In con-
trast to self-reports on such items, these cul-
tural definitions were expected to be widely
known and to be quite stable across time and
from sample to sample. The BSRI is thus
designed to assess the extent to which the
culture's definitions of desirable female and
male attributes are reflected in an individ-
ual's self-description. More specifically, the
BSRI presents an individual with a hetero-
geneous collection of attributes and assesses
the extent to which the individual clusters
this collection into the two categories desig-
nated by the culture -as more desirable for one
or the other of the two sexes.

In order to select items for the Femininity
and Masculinity scales of the BSRI, under-
graduate judges were asked to rate the desira-
bility of approximately 200 personality attri-
butes either "for a woman" or "for a man."
No judge was asked to rate both. A personal-
ity characteristic was then defined as femi-
nine or masculine (and hence eligible for the
Femininity and Masculinity scales of the
BSRI) if, and only if, it was judged to be
significantly more desirable in American so-
ciety for one sex than for the' other by four
independent samples of judges. The assump-
tion that the culture's definitions of desirable
female and male personalities are widely
known implies that virtually any sample of
American adults would be qualified to serve
as knowledgeable informants with respect to
these cultural definitions. Moreover, our in-
structions to the judges emphasized that we
were interested not in the judges' personal
opinions of how desirable these various attri-
butes were but in their judgment of how
American society would evaluate the various
attributes. The consistency of the ratings
across four independent samples of judges is
strong evidence that the BSRI is tapping
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widely known cultural definitions, as stipu-
lated by the theory.

As Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) point
out, there has recently been a discussion in
the literature as to how best to score the
BSRI. When the BSRI was first developed,
I set forth a definition of androgyny based on
the t ratio between an individual's endorse-
ment of feminine and masculine attributes,
with small t ratios indicating androgyny and
large t ratios (significant differences) indicat-
ing sex typing (S. L. Bern, 1974). This
method of scoring the BSRI follows directly
from the theory in that it distinguishes be-
tween those individuals who cluster the at-
tributes on the BSRI into the two categories
designated by the culture as more desirable
for one or the other of the two sexes, and
those individuals who do not. The later emer-
gence of behavioral differences between those
who score high on both the Femininity and
the Masculinity scales (the androgynous high-
highs) and those who score low on both (the
"undifferentiated" low-lows)—even though
both groups achieve small t ratios—led to the
suggestion that the BSRI be scored on the
basis of a median split on both dimensions,
a scoring procedure yielding four rather than
three distinct groups of individuals (S. L.
Bern, 1977). For empirical purposes, this was
an entirely sensible proposal, but it did tend
to obscure the original theoretical rationale
behind the BSRI.

liberately does not specify the particular con-
tents of these definitions, however, because
these will vary from culture to culture. The
theory is a theory of process, not content, and
the use of judges as "native informants" about
the particular contents of the culture's pre-
scriptions flows directly from the theory itself.
Contrary to Pedhazur and Tetenbaum, this
is not dust-bowl empiricism.

Closely related to the criticism that the
BSRI is atheoretical is the objection that the
Femininity and Masculinity scales are not
unidimensional, and that one should employ
a methodology for constructing the scales that
would guarantee their unidimensionality. But
Pedhazur and Tetenbaum are putting the
methodological cart before the theoretical
horse. The culture has arbitrarily clustered
together heterogeneous collections of attri-
butes into the two categories prescribed as
more desirable for one sex or the other. The
very concept of androgyny is a positive as-
sertion that these arbitrary clusters of apples
and oranges need not—and for some individ-
uals do not—"hang together." If the culture
groups a hodgepodge of attributes into a cate-
gory it calls "femininity" or "masculinity,"
then that hodgepodge is what sex-typed in-
dividuals will take as the standard for their
behavior. The purpose of the BSRI is to dis-
criminate between those individuals for whom
this hodgepodge does form a unitary cluster
and those individuals for whom it does not.

The Pedhazur and Tetenbaum Critique

The BSRI as Atheoretical

The most pervasive criticism advanced by
Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) is that the
BSRI is atheoretical: "Instead of defining
the domains of masculinity and femininity
and attempting to construct measures con-
sistent with the definitions, Bern has chosen
a strictly empirical approach" (p. 998), an
approach that "was destined to fail" (p. 1012).
The above discussion, however, contradicts
Pedhazur and Tetenbaum's conclusion. The
theory underlying the BSRI asserts that sex-
typed individuals will conform to whatever
definitions of femininity and masculinity the
culture happens to provide. The theory de-

Multiple t Tests as Inappropriate for
Item Selection

Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) criticize
the use of item-by-item t tests as the basis
for item selection, presumably because of a
concern that this strategy might capitalize
on chance findings. They did not note, how-
ever, that the initial list of 200 personality
characteristics was rated by four independent
groups of judges and that an item was de-
fined as feminine or masculine if, and only
if, it was consistently and reliably rated as
significantly more desirable for one or the
other of the two sexes by all four groups of
judges. The probability of this occurring by
chance for any individual item is 1/160,000;
the number of items out of 200 expected by
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chance to reach significance in all four groups
is .00125. Moreover, a recent replication at
the University of Washington cross-validated
this pattern for 37 of the 40 items on the
BSRI (Walkup & Abbott, 1978). The results
for the three exceptions were in the predicted
direction, but reached significance only for
female judges. Accordingly, the BSRI would
appear to tap relatively enduring definitions
of sex-appropriate behavior, culturally de-
fined standards of sex-appropriate attributes
that have not given way even in the face of
a strong feminist critique in the culture at
large. (The BSRI also contains 20 items that
were judged by the original four samples of
judges to be no more desirable in American
society for one sex than for the other. The
Walkup and Abbott replication cross-validated
this "neutral" pattern for only about half of
these items, a finding of little practical or
theoretical significance because these items
serve as filler and do not enter into the as-
sessment of an individual's sex role.) 1

Moreover, the use of item-by-item tests
(whether t tests, D, or item-total correlations)
is established practice in test construction
(Anastasi, 1968), and it is the use of stepwise
discriminant analysis that seems quite curi-
ous in this context. Because discriminant anal-
ysis weights each item only with respect to
the amount of incremental discriminating
power it has over and above the discriminat-
ing power of the items already entered into
the equation, discriminant analysis is exceed-
ingly sensitive to the composition of the par-
ticular items in the item pool. In the present
case, for example, discriminant analysis would
have yielded dramatically different weightings
if the two items "feminine" and "masculine"
had been excluded from the initial item pool,
but the content of the culture's definitions
would not have changed. Indeed, I suspect
that even these two items would have been
eliminated by a discriminant analysis if we
had simply included the items "female" and
"male" in the initial item pool. The goal of
the social desirability ratings was to identify
a comprehensive complement of items that the
culture consistently and reliably designates as
more appropriate for one or the other of the
two sexes. Given this goal, it is simply not

meaningful to conclude—as a discriminant
analysis suggests we must—that only the two
items "feminine" and "masculine" need to be
considered.

In fact, there is now a body of accumu-
lated evidence that suggests that—far from
being the best two items on the scale—"femi-
nine" and "masculine" are actually the worst
two items on the scale. It is true, as Pedhazur
and Tetenbaum (1979) point out, that these
two items are responsible in large part for
sex differences in self-report on the BSRI,
but the goal of the BSRI is to measure and
to facilitate the investigation of within-sex
differences, not between-sex differences. The
difference between females and males on the
scales of the BSRI has never been used either
as a criterion for item selection or as an in-
dicator of validity (unlike the sex difference
on Spence and Helmreich's Personal Attri-
butes Questionnaire, 1978), but only as an
empirical datum about a particular subject
sample at a particular point in time. The the-
ory behind the BSRI in no way commits it-
self even to the existence of a sex difference
in any particular sample of women and men.
Once again, the focus is on individual differ-
ences, not sex differences. Moreover, as fac-
tor analyses by Pedhazur and Tetenbaum and
others (e.g., Berzins, Welling, & Wetter, 1978;
Feather, 1978; Gaudreau, 1977; Waters,
Waters, & Pincus, 1977) have indicated,
these two items do not load highly with other
items on the BSRI; rather, they form a bi-
polar factor of their own, a factor correlated

1 It should be noted that an earlier study, also
conducted at the University of Washington, had pre-
viously replicated this pattern for only 2 of the 40
attributes—"feminine" and "masculine"—a finding
that was interpreted by the authors as indicating
that the original social desirability ratings were not
stable (Edwards & Ashworth, 1977). However, that
study did not utilize our original instructions, but
asked judges instead to rate "how desirable or un-
desirable you judge [each attribute] to be in an
American male/female." In contrast, our instructions
emphasized that we were only interested in each
judge's assessment of how American society would
evaluate the various attributes. The two kinds of
ratings are simply not equivalent—in 1972 or 1977.
The Edwards and Ashworth study thus constitutes
a failure to replicate our methodology, not a failure
to replicate our results.
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in several analyses with gender. Finally, these
two items are not highly correlated with their
own total scale scores, but serve primarily as
gender markers.

It is important in this context not to con-
fuse the individual items "feminine" and
"masculine" with the Femininity and Mascu-
linity scales. The labels for the scales are a
shorthand means of summarizing that all of
the items were selected in the first place be-
cause they were judged more desirable either
for women or for men.

Factor Analysis and the Short BSRl

As Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) sug-
gest, factor analyses of the feminine and mas-
culine items on the BSRI generally yield four
factors that account for 75% or more of the
common variance: (a) a single feminine fac-
tor defined by such items as "warm," "gen-
tle," and "eager to soothe hurt feelings"; (b)
two masculine factors, one defined by such
items as "dominant," "aggressive," and "as-
sertive," and the other defined by such items
as "independent," "self-reliant," and "self-
sufficient"; and (c) a factor correlated in
several analyses with gender and defined by
the items "masculine" and "feminine" (and
occasionally "athletic"). According to Ped-
hazur and Tetenbaum, these results are dev-
astating to the BSRI. I disagree. Because the
theory underlying the BSRI does not require
that the domains of femininity and masculin-
ity be unidimensional, it is only the existence
of that small fourth factor that is unantici-
pated by the theory.

The results of these factor analyses do sug-
gest ways in which the BSRI might be re-
fined, however; and in fact, a short BSRI
has recently been developed that contains
exactly half of the original items. Two groups
of feminine and masculine items in particular
were eliminated during the development of
the short BSRI: (a) The few items, including
"feminine" and "masculine," that defined the
factor correlated with gender, as noted above,
and (b) a group of feminine items with rela-
tively low social desirability, none of which
correlated highly with the Femininity score
or loaded on the feminine factor for either
sex, and a few of which even had high load-

ings on the masculine factor (e.g., "yielding,"
"shy," and "soft-spoken"). These feminine
items were included on the original BSRI in
order to balance the overall social desirability
of the feminine and masculine attributes, but
as the concept of androgyny has evolved, it
has seemed increasingly inappropriate to de-
fine androgyny in terms of these relatively
undesirable attributes. Accordingly, the Femi-
ninity and Masculinity scales of the short
BSRI consist of items that represent the most
desirable personality characteristics for a
given sex, and the variances of their social
desirability ratings are quite comparable as
well. Finally, the short BSRI also includes
10 filler items that were judged to be no more
desirable for one sex than for the other in all
four of our samples of judges as well as in
the Walkup and Abbott (1978) replication.2

The Locksley and Colten Critique

In contrast to the critique by Pedhazur and
Tetenbaum (1979), the Locksley and Colten
(1979) critique raises strategic issues of a
broader and more conceptual nature, issues
that turn on the eventual heuristic payoff of
differing approaches. For example, Locksley
and Colten question the feasibility of basing
the measurement of individual differences in
femininity and masculinity on broadly based
cultural stereotypes about women and men,
and they believe that a more cognitive ap-
proach to sex typing would be more fruitful.
Again, only future research can decide such
issues. They also question the concept of an-
drogyny itself: "Sex is an immediately per-
ceptible feature of every person. . . . Con-
sidering the role of sex in the very architecture
of experience and behavior, the notion of psy-
chological androgyny, with its implication of
freedom from sex-related social effects on per-
sonality and behavior, is arbitrary at best"
(pp. 1028-1029).

But like most psychological concepts, the
concepts of sex typing and androgyny are seen
as matters of degree. I, too, would agree with

2 A detailed manual for both the original and the
short BSRI will soon be available from Consulting
Psychologists Press, 577 College Avenue, Palo Alto,
California 94306.
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the rather unexceptional position that it is
not possible for an individual to be completely
free from sex-related social effects, but that
does not preclude the possibility that indi-
viduals may differ in the extent to which
gender serves as a cognitive schema for the
processing of information, a lens through
which they perceive and interpret social real-
ity. Moreover, my current research on the
cognitive processes mediating sex typing and
androgyny is addressed to precisely this hy-
pothesis.

Gender as a Cognitive Schema

The distinction between male and female
clearly exists "out there" in the real world as
a basic and fairly primitive dichotomy. More-
over, it is a dichotomy that is important to
almost all human cultures in a way that ex-
tends well beyond basic biological differences
in body build and reproductive function; and,
precisely because it does loom so large, it is
a dichotomy that cannot be overlooked or
treated as psychologically irrelevant by any-
one. Indeed, the distinction between male and
female is known by children as young as 1
or 2 years of age, and in most cultures, chil-
dren are explicitly taught to treat the gender
dichotomy with seriousness and respect from
that time forward. Moreover, within most
cultures, a variety of different sources can
aid and abet an individual's awareness of the
gender dichotomy: for example, interacting
exclusively with same-sex peers and inferring
that the other sex must be fundamentally dif-
ferent from you; observing mothers and
fathers in sex-stereotyped roles as homemaker
and breadwinner and inferring that the two
sexes must be fundamentally different from
one another; observing that mixed-sex rela-
tionships always seem to have sexual over-
tones and inferring that heterosexual attrac-
tion constitutes the only experience shared in
common by males and females; observing that
different pronouns are used in reference to
the two sexes and inferring that the distinc-
tion between them must be even more im-
portant than, say, the distinction between
black and white or between young and old;
and so forth.

But despite the universal recognition of the

gender dichotomy, it is a basic assumption
underlying my current research that there
are wide individual differences in the func-
tional importance attached to it. In particu-
lar, I hypothesize that sex-typed and androgy-
nous individuals differ from one another in
how much they believe the sexes to be basi-
cally different from one another—a belief in
"gender polarity"—and that the differences
between these sex-role groups both in self-
description and in behavior are themselves a
consequence of the differences in the content
of their beliefs about the two sexes. More-
over, it is suggested that not only do indi-
viduals of different sex roles differ in the
extent to which they hold different beliefs
and expectations about what the two sexes
are like but, furthermore, these beliefs medi-
ate both how they, as individual males and
females, behave and how they interpret the
behavior of male and female others as well.

At the more basic level, it is hypothesized
that individuals of different sex roles differ
not only in the content of their beliefs about
gender differences (gender polarity) but in
their cognitive structures for coding and proc-
essing information as well, structures that
have variously been called frames (Minsky,
1975), scripts (Abelson, 1976), and schemata
(Bartlett, 1932; Bobrow & Norman, 1975;
Kelley, 1972; Markus, 1977; Stotland &
Canon, 1972). The notion of a schema con-
notes a highly articulated and dynamic con-
cept that organizes and guides one's process-
ing of information by virtue of its rich
associative network, its implications for cause-
and-effect relationships, and its well-developed
criteria for making discriminations along the
relevant dimensions, implying that individuals
of different sex roles should differ in the cog-
nitive processing of gender-related informa-
tion. In particular, to the extent that an in-
dividual holds different beliefs about what
the two sexes are like, information related to
gender and to gender differences should be
more perceptually salient and more cognitively
available (Nisbett & Ross, in press; Ross,
1977; Tversky & Kahneman, 1973, 1974).
That is, gender differences should be more
readily perceived or noted; they should be
more readily stored in and retrieved from
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memory; they should be more readily used
as the basis of personality attributions and
predictive inferences; they should be more
readily put forth as a causal candidate for
a variety of behavioral outcomes. In short,
the gender dimension should be more cog-
ni lively available for the processing of in-
formation. Accordingly, individuals of differ-
ent sex roles are seen as differing in how much
they spontaneously process information about
the self, about others, and about the nonsocial
environment in general in gender-related terms.

In sum, then, individuals of different sex
roles are not viewed here as differing primarily
in terms of how much masculinity or feminin-
ity they possess, but rather, they are viewed
as differing more fundamentally (a) in the
content of their beliefs about what the two
sexes are like and (b) in their cognitive
schemata for processing gender-related in-
formation, and hence in the perceptual sa-
lience and cognitive availability of gender
and gender-related concepts as dimensions for
processing incoming information.

It should be noted that two studies already
in thg literature provide preliminary support
for the hypothesis that sex-typed individuals
differentiate along a gender-related dimension
significantly more than androgynous individ-
uals do. In the first study, sex-typed and an-
drogynous subjects watched either a female
or a male on videotape performing a series
of neutral activities, and, using a hand-held
recorder, they segmented the videotaped se-
quence into self-defined units that seemed
natural and meaningful to them. The results
revealed a significant Sex Role X Sex of
Actor interaction, with sex-typed subjects
differentiating between the female and male
actor significantly more than androgynous
subjects did (Deaux & Major, 1977). In the
second study, sex-typed and androgynous sub-
jects rated the similarity of handwritings on
masculinity-femininity, and they also rated
the handwritings on an absolute scale of mas-
culinity-femininity. The results indicated
both that sex-typed subjects differentiated
along the dimension of masculinity-femininity
significantly more than androgynous subjects
did and that they weighted it more heavily
in making similarity judgments (Lippa, 1977).

Androgyny as a Transitional Concept

Locksley and Colten (1979) are rightly
concerned with the conceptual status of the
androgyny concept. As I have noted elsewhere,
I have a discomfort of my own:
If there is a moral to the concept of psychological
androgyny, it is that behavior should have no gen-
der. But there is an irony here, for the concept of
androgyny contains an inner contradiction and hence
the seeds of its own destruction. Thus, as the etymol-
ogy of the word implies, the concept of androgyny
necessarily presupposes that the concepts of femi-
ninity and masculinity themselves have distinct and
substantive content. But to the extent that the an-
drogynous message is absorbed by the culture, the
concepts of femininity and masculinity will cease to
have such content and the distinctions to which they
refer will blur into invisibility. Thus, when androg-
yny becomes a reality, the concept of androgyny will
have been transcended. (S. L. Bern, in press)
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