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Biological sex has been assumed to be a basic category that importantly in- 
fluences perceptions people have o f  others. However, it has recently been 
proposed that there are individual differences in this presumed generic pro- 
pensity to use sex in person perception-that some people have schemas 
with regard to sex and gender, whereas others do not. Prior attempts to 
demonstrate these differences have frequently operationalized their vari- 
ables in such a way that activation of hypothesized elaborate and dense gen- 
der schemas (schemas relating to psychological masculinity and femininity) 
could not be disentangled from activation o f  very shallow schemas related 
simply to biological sex or sex stereotypes. This study provides initial sup- 
port for  the conceptual distinction between cognitive processing based on 
biological sex vs. psychological gender. Independent manipulation of  both 
sex-stereotyped information and less salient, nonstereotyped gender-relevant 
behavioral cues demonstrated that two levels o f  cognitive operation seem to 
be used. All subjects, regardless o f  gender role, used surface information re- 
garding biological sex to make inferences regarding targets" masculinity and 
femininity. However, only some subjects made use of gender-related behav- 
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ioral cues when assessing masculinity and femininity on indirect measures. 
Masculine males demonstrated their expertise in sex appropriateness in 
judging a male target who behaved sex appropriately, whereas cross-sex- 
typed subjects demonstrated expertise in sex inappropriateness in judg- 
ments o f  a male target who behaved sex inappropriately. The results are 
consistent with self-schema theory predictions regarding individual differ- 
ences in schematic processing. 

Biological sex is one of the first things noticed and encoded during social in- 
teraction. As a category, sex is learned early and then reinforced throughout 
life as a meaningful characteristic with rich connotations and implications. 
Indeed, studies have demonstrated that there is clear consensus on how 
males and females are expected to differ (e.g., Broverman, Vogel, Brover- 
man, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972). Recently, it has been suggested that 
there are individual differences in this presumed generic propensity to use 
sex as a meaningful piece of information when judging oneself or others. 
Two theories have suggested that some people are more likely than others to 
use biological sex and psychological gender as the basis for categorizing or 
assimilating information: gender schema theory and self-schema theory. 
While similar in some respects, these theories also yield some different pre- 
dictions about who uses sex in cognitive processing and why. 

The goal of  the present study is to point out a fundamental ambiguity 
in this area of research: there is no clear conceptual or methodological dis- 
tinction drawn between cognitive processing related to biological sex vs. 
more sophisticated concepts of  psychological gender. The present study was 
designed to tease apart whether there are individual differences based on 
self-description in gender terms in the propensity to use these different cog- 
nitive content categories in person perception. 

Gender Schema Theory 

According to gender schema theory (Bern, 1981a, 1982, 1984), being 
schematic means having a readiness to sort information into categories on 
the basis of  a particular dimension, despite the availability of  other possible 
and reasonable alternative dimensions. Thus, being gender schematic means 
spontaneously sorting attributes and behavior into categories related to sex, 
despite availability of viable alternative categories unrelated to sex. For the 
gender-schematic person, the gender connotations of stimuli as either mas- 
culine or feminine are proposed to be especially salient. 

Self-definition as either masculine or feminine is proposed to be asso- 
ciated with a greater tendency to see others in gender terms. Gender role in- 
ventories that measure orthogonal characteristics of  masculinity and femi- 
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ninity [e.g., Bem's 1974 Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) or Spence and Helm- 
reich's 1978 Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ)] are used to identify 
subjects' self-perceptions as either Masculine (high scorers on a Masculinity 
scale, but low scorers on a Femininity scale), Feminine (low scorers on a 
Masculinity scale, but high scorers on a Femininity scale), Androgynous 
(high scorers on both scales), or Undifferentiated (low scorers on both 
scales). At times, researchers classify subjects who score as gender role in- 
congruent with their biological sex (e.g., Feminine males and Masculine fe- 
males) into the separate category of Cross-sex typed. 

Subjects who describe themselves in conventionally sex-typed ways 
(Masculine or Feminine) are proposed to be gender schematic, since they 
spontaneously organize information about themselves into gender catego- 
ries. Aschematics are expected to be Androgynous and Undifferentiated 
subjects, since they do not sort information about themselves into gender 
categories. Bern refrains from clear predictions for Cross-sex-typed sub- 
jects-those subjects who rate sex incongruent sets of characteristics as 
more self-descriptive (Bem, 1984). 

Conceptualizing and operationalizing the tendency to be gender sche- 
matic in terms of gender roles has not gone uncriticized. The BSRI (as well 
as other measures of gender identity) was designed to measure two orthog- 
onal continua of masculinity and femininity rather than the single continu- 
um of gender schematic to gender aschematic (Spence & Helmreich, 1981). 
However, Bem (1981b) replies that the BSRI and related instruments do not 
enable one to measure gender-schematic processing per se, but instead serve 
as tools for identifying who ought to be exhibiting gender-schematic pro- 
cessing if the theory is correct. There are clearly different positions regard- 
ing the most appropriate way to proceed with studying individual differ- 
ences in gender-related cognitive processing. Obviously, more direct mea- 
sures of the propensity to use gender as an organizational frame of refer- 
ence would be desirable, but this issue is beyond the scope of the current 
study (see, however, Skitka & Maslach, 1988, and Stangor, 1988, for recent 
efforts to resolve this problem). 

Self-Schema Theory 

According to self-schema theory, a schema is defined as a large 
amount of highly differentiated knowledge in a specific domain, and is 
marked by the ease and efficiency of processing that knowledge. A person 
who is schematic in a particular area can be thought of as an "expert" within 
that domain (Markus, Crane, Bernstein, & Saladi, 1982). The biggest dis- 
tinction between self-schema theory and gender-schema theory is that the 
former argues that individuals will only be gender schematic in more specifi- 
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cally self-relevant ways. Males may have a masculinity schema and females 
may have a femininity schema, since these are the particular domains in 
which they are respectively "expert" (Crane & Markus, 1982). This is not to 
say that self-schema theory predicts that a masculine person, for example, 
will have absolutely no knowledge of femininity. However, a masculine per- 
son's knowledge base on femininity will be considerably less dense and elab- 
orate, and related to schematic processing. ~ Androgynous subjects, who de- 
scribe themselves as both masculine and feminine, are predicted to be the 
only ones to develop a gender schema that incorporates both masculinity 
and femininity, since they are the only ones with explicit self-knowledge 
within both domains. Undifferentiated subjects, who describe themselves as 
neither masculine or feminine, are expected to be the only gender-aschemat- 
ic group (see Table I for a summary of the contrasting predictions of self- 
schema and gender-schema theories). 

Whereas gender-schema and self-schema theory differ in the specific 
predictions they make about who should be gender schematic vis-a-vis spe- 
cific targets, both theories emphasize that people who have conventional 
gender identities will process information about others in different ways 
than people who do not have conventional gender identities. Rather than 
pitting these theories against each other, it is more useful to think about 
how they both attempt to explain differences in the way conventionally sex- 
typed people look at the world vs. those who do not focus their self-defini- 
tions around tfiese normative expectations. 

Empirical Support for the Gender-Schema Concept 

Empirical research investigating individual differences in the tendency 
to use gender or biological sex as a cognitive frame of reference have fo- 
cused nearly exclusively on how gender schema directs information process- 
ing. For example, Bem (1981a) found that Masculine and Feminine subjects 
recalled more sequential pairs within and across categories on the basis of 
gender than Cross-sex-typed, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated subjects. 
Other studies have failed to replicate this pattern of results, and have either 
not found individual differences, or differences that do not clearly support 
the idea that people with conventional gender identities process information 
any differently that those with unconventional identities (e.g., Deaux, Kite, 
& Lewis, 1985; Edwards & Spence, 1987; Payne, Connor, & Colletti, 1987). 

Other reseach using measures of gross recall have found similar mixed 
support for individual differences in processing information in ways related 

3We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out. 
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Table I. Likelihood of Using Gender as a Schema: Predictions from the 
Gender-Schema and Self-Schema Approaches 
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Gender-schema theory Self-schema theory 
Target sex Target sex 

Target gender role Male Female Male Female 
Masculine High High High Low 
Feminine High High Low High 
Androgynous Low Low High High 
Undifferentiated Low Low Low Low 

to gender. Some studies have found patterns of  recall data relatively consis- 
tent with self-schema hypotheses (Markus et al., 1982; Mills, 1983), and 
others report no differences between subjects of  different gender roles (e.g., 
Edwards & Spence, 1987; Markus,  Smith, & Moreland, 1985; Payne et al., 
1987; Bem, 1981a4). Studies including memory  recognition measures have 
found support  for gender-schema theory hypotheses (Bem, 1981a) and self- 
schema theory predictions (Payne et al., 1987; Markus et al., 1982; Mills, 
1983), but some have found mixed results (e.g., Hungerford & Sobolew- 
Shubin, 1987). Other research (Markus et al., 1985) has investigated how 
gender schemas affect the organization of  memory,  again finding mixed 
support  of  individual differences. 

Yet other research has demonstrated that sex strongly affects how peo- 
ple remember and process information about social interactions (Beauvais & 
Spence, 1987; Frable & Bem, 1985; Taylor & Falcone, 1982). These results dearly 
indicate that sex is a cognitive category that many people use to encode person 
perceptions. Some of these studies have additionally found that differences in 
gender-related self-description (e.g., on the BSRI) relate to how people re- 
member  and process some kinds of  person perceptions (Beauvais & Spence, 
1987; Frable & B e m ,  1985; Taylor & Falcone, 1982). 

In summary,  it seems clear that biological sex influences recall and 
processing of  information,  particularly in terms of  person preception. How- 
ever, the results suggest that gender as a schema may operate in a more sub- 
fie, less pervasive way than has previously been suggested. One possible ex- 
planation for the ubiquitous effect of  sex in encoding information,  at least 

4Bem (1981a) did not explicitly report recall differences in the study of clustering during recall, 
but Ruble and Stangor (1986) cite a personal communication in which Bem reported that sub- 
jects endorsing traits consistent with conventional gender roles had no better memory for gen- 
der-related information than subjects endorsing traits consistent with nonconventional gender 
roles. 
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in these contexts, is that activation of the gender schema may be intertwined 
or entangled with activation of sex stereotypes. The stimulus materials used 
in all of  the recall and recognition studies were specifically chosen because 
they had been empirically established to represent sex stereotypes held by 
the vast proportion of the population. Sex stereotypes, by definition, are 
widely held consensual beliefs about what men and women are or should be 
like. It is inconsistent with this definition that many members of  society 
could escape without at least some conception of  this shared belief system 
(in fact, this is a major premise in much of Bem's theorizing). The trait terms, 
videotaped behaviors, and other stimulus materials used by all the gender- 
schema studies have relied specifically on empirically derived stereotypic in- 
formation. By definition and empirical fact, everyone should have access to 
information regarding these stereotypic stimulus materials, and would 
therefore appear "gender schematic." Using sex-stereotyped stimulus mate- 
rials does not allow a strong test of gender-schema activation distinct from 
sex-stereotyping. 

This is not to say that studies that find individual differences are in 
any way "better" that those that do not. Rather, it is being suggested that 
with all the "noise" contributed by confounding sex-stereotyped vs. gender- 
related stimulus materials and dependent measures, detecting true differ- 
ences (assuming they exist) becomes fundamentally more difficult and sus- 
ceptible to Type II error. 

Noticing and responding to the sex of  others is unlikely to require ap- 
proval or endorsement of sex stereotypes, but instead is largely a function 
of the general availability of sex as a social category (e.g., Hamilton, 1979). 
Individual differences related to gender in the tendency to notice and en- 
code the sex of  others seem unl ike ly-a l l  that is needed is biological sex of  
the target to trigger the basic categorization process, especially assuming lit- 
tle other diagnostic information is available (e.g., status; Eagly & Wood, 
1982). 

However, what people have been arguing with gender-schema theories 
and research is something considerably different than cognitive categoriza- 
tion on the basis of  a salient social and physical attribute. Rather, these the- 
ories argue for cognitive constructs considerably more complex and sophis- 
ticated. Using stimulus materials and dependent measures consistent or con- 
founded with sex stereotypes and measuring only inferences based on bio- 
logical sex rather than psychological gender, may be interfering with study- 
ing the hypothesized complex aspects of gender schema. 

In practice, the distinction between cognitive processing based on sa- 
lient physical and social characteristics (e.g., biological sex) vs. more com- 
plex and richly developed conceptions of psychological meaning (e.g., psy- 
chological gender) has often been blurred. The current study is designed to 
address the following question: Are there two levels of  cognitive processing 
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in this domain? Specifically, do most people react at a surface level to the 
biological sex of others? And in comparison, do only some people react to 
the psychological gender of others, independent of obvious sex-stereotyped 
cues? 

To address this question, stimulus information needs to be systematic- 
ally varied in its relationship to sex stereotypes. Making the biological sex of 
a target explicit should trigger surface appraisals related to sex. However, 
manipulating gender related, but non-sex-stereotypic information presents 
a greater challenge, as two criteria must be met" (1) the stimuli can not be 
part of common sex stereotypes, but (2) the stimuli must be demonstrably 
related to either masculinity or femininity. In fact, one set of studies meets 
these criteria (Bem, 1981a; Deaux & Lewis, 1984; Edwards & Spence, 1987). 
Lists of animals, birds, and clothing were pretested for their associations 
with masculinity and femininity. The words themselves were unlikely to 
elicit generic gender schemas because alternative categories were found em- 
pirically to be more salient (Kite & Deaux, 1987). Subjects were subsequent- 
ly tested for gross and clustering recall. Whereas the expected patterns of in- 
dividual differences were found in the original Bem (1981a) study, they were 
not found in subsequent replications. 

However, given that these studies examined what Deaux et al. (1985) 
refer to as the "furthest reach for the gender schema net" (p. 389), a more 
appropriate test might be in a realm more securely within the boundaries of 
the theory-specifically person perception. If within the person perception 
domain-where gender-schematic processing (a) should be most likely to 
demonstrate itself and (b) has the most interesting implications - individual 
differences fail to be demonstrated, even after controlling for conceptual 
ambiguity in stimulus materials and dependent measures, then further pur- 
suit of an individual difference approach seems to be unwarranted. 

One way to fulfil these criteria within this realm would be to identify 
sets of non-sex-stereotyped behaviors that are, nevertheless, characteristics 
of a particular gender role. Such gender-relevant behaviors could be manip- 
ulated in terms of consistency with a target's biological sex. Together, these 
manipulations should allow both surface and more specialized schematic 
processing to emerge. People without well-developed schematic categories 
around gender should be likely to base their inferences on biological sex 
solely (Stangor, 1988). People will well-developed schematic categories re- 
lating to gender, however, should be influenced not only by the sex of the 
targets, but also by nonstereotyped gender-relevant behavioral cues when 
forming their impressions of others. 

It has to be recognized that dependent measures themselves are reac- 
tive and can serve as stimuli for people without elaborate gender schemas. A 
direct question about the masculinity or femininity of a target person is like- 
ly to initiate greater attention to sex and gender. Such direct dependent mea- 
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sures are characteristic of  much gender-schema research. According to the 
position outlined here, more subtle dependent measures (in addition to 
more subtle stimulus materials) are required to allow a strong test of  indi- 
vidual differences in "true" gender-schematic processing, independent from 
common surface-level reactions to biological sex. Therefore, dependent 
measures should also be designed to vary in subtlety and over tness -near ly  
everyone should be able to evaluate and correctly categorize a target in 
terms of  overt gender implications related to biological sex (e.g., when 
asked about the masculinity of  a male, rate him as above the midpoint on 
masculinity), but unlike a person with an elaborate gender schema, should 
not be able to infer the more subtle trait implications of  the target's behav- 
ior. 

This study fills the important gaps outlined here, and derives its hypo- 
theses from reframing the research question to focus on allowing gender 
schematics to demonstrate their distinctive talents. These hypotheses are as 
follows: 

1. Essentially all subjects should use biological sex as information re- 
lating to overt questions assessing the masculinity and femininity 
of  targets. 

2. Individual differences should emerge in the use of  less obvious gen- 
der-related cues. Gender schematics should recognize more subtle 
gender-relevant behaviors, and use these behavioral cues to make 
inferences about the target's traits on indirect measures of  mascu- 
linity and femininity. Predictions from both gender schema and 
self-schema theory will be tested in this regard. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

One hundred and fifty one undergraduates at the University of  Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley (72 females and 79 males) completed questionnaires as ful- 
fillment of  class requirements for an introductory psychology course. All 
subjects filled out either the BSRI (Bem, 1974) or the PAQ (Spence & Helm- 
reich, 1978) several weeks prior to the study, 5 and were classified according 
to their gender role (Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferenti- 
ated) using the established median-split procedure (see Table II for group 
structure). 

~Subjects completed these measures as part of  a large department pretest packet including mea- 
sures to be used in a variety of  studies. Because of  the needs of  numerous researchers, half the 
subject pool received the BSRI and half the subject pool received the PAQ. No significant ef- 
fects for inventory were found with any dependent measure (person perceptions) in this study. 
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Table II. Sample Size by Gender Role and Sex 
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Gender role of subject 

Sex of subject Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 
M ale 28 12 19 20 
Female 9 27 19 17 

Stimulus Materials 

Some stimuli were required to manipulate sex stereotypes, whereas 
other stimuli were needed for non-stereotyped but gender-related informa- 
tion. Providing explicit information about the biological sex of  the target 
was expected to serve the purpose of  providing subjects with obvious infor- 
mation with gender implications. However, as outlined earlier, two criteria 
must be met to satisfy the requirements for nonstereotyped stimuli: (1) the 
stimuli cannot be obviously part of  common sex stereotypes, but at the 
same time (2) the stimuli must be correlated with either masculinity of  femi- 
ninity. To find stimuli that satisfy these criteria, we turned to some new re- 
s e a r c h -  behavioral correlates of  gender (Gough, 1986). For all the subjects 
in this study, gender was assessed on the revised California Personality In- 
ventory (CPI) Fe scale (Gough, 1987). These adult subjects also rated the 
extent to which 360 everyday behavioral acts were characteristic or unchar- 
acteristic of themselves. These behavioral acts covered a wide range of  fairly 
mundane, typical behaviors (e.g., enjoyed playing monopoly;  eats alone in 
a restaurant). Each self-assessment was independently validated by a second 
person who knew the subject well (the spouse). On the basis of  these self- 
and peer ratings, it is possible to establish a set of  behaviors that are charac- 
teristic of  highly feminine men, and a different set of  behaviors that are un- 
characteristic of  highly feminine men. 

It is important to emphasize that these behaviors were empirically es- 
tablished correlates of  gender (and were not stereotypes), and additionally, 
were behaviors, not traits. For the purposes outlined here, these empirically 
derived gender-related behaviors were used to design two scenarios: a Femi- 
nine Male Behavior Set (a description of  a man who behaved in ways that 
were positively correlated with high femininity in males) and a Nonfeminine 
Male Behavior Set (a description of  a man who behaved in ways that were 
negatively correlated with high femininity in males). 6 

The methods used by Gough to derive these gender-relevant behaviors 
did not in any way rely on consensual beliefs about how high-feminine men 

6Feminine female and nonfeminine scenarios were similar constructed, but manipula- 
tion checks suggested that any level of femininity was viewed as "appropriate" for females. Fe- 
male scenarios that varied in masculinity rather than femininity would have been a more mean- 
ingful contrast, hut such empirical derived behavior sets were unavailable. 
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do or do not act. Instead, these behaviors reflect how these men in fact do 
or do not act. Therefore,  these behaviors were not always the obvious ones 
of  popular  stereotypes. For example, behaviors included in the Feminine 
Male Behavior Set were throwing a big party,  reading a book all af ternoon,  
and not complaining when overcharged at the store. The Nonfeminine Male 
Behavior Set included leaving a car door unlocked while running an errand, 
taking charge of  a situation after an accident, and rolling down the car win- 
dow to talk to a person in the next car. 

Procedure 

Subjects were instructed to read each scenario as if they were consider- 
ing the person as a new housemate.  They were told that, although there 
were a number  of  other people who would be living in the house, they were 
certain to do quite a bit of  interacting with the individual. Scenarios were 
presented in a random order. After reading each scenario, subjects were 
asked to evaluate the person they had just read about in terms of  the items 
on the PAQ (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). After completing the PAQ for 
each target, subjects responded to several questions about  the target includ- 
ing "How feminine is this person?" and "How masculine is this person?" 
(these will be referred to respectively as "direct femininity" and "direct mas- 
culinity"). These questions were embedded with other questions, neutral 
with respect to gender, to lessen their saliency. After subjects responded to 
both scenarios on these measures, they were fully debriefed by the experi- 
menter. 

Indirect Measures of Masculinity and Femininity 

As mentioned earlier, it was important  to include nonreactive depen- 
dent measures, since overt questions (e.g., "how masculine" or "how femi- 
nine") are expected to be sufficient to trigger differentiated impressions on 
direct measures of  gender. However,  it is additionally important  that any 
indirect measure be empirically linked to masculinity and femininity. Fol- 
lowing the precedent of  Deaux and Lewis (1984), nonreactive measures of  
the gender relevance of  targets'  behavior were obtained f rom the PAQ 
which subjects filled out for each target. A masculine and feminine score 
for each target was derived in the same way as these are scored for self-rat- 
ings (see Spence & Helmreich, 1978, for scoring method).  Research has es- 
tablished that the PAQ measures instrumentality and expressiveness, which 
are associated with and implied by masculinity and femininity. This mea- 
sure does not actually use the terms masculine or feminine, nor does it 
overtly capitalize on sex stereotypes. For this reason, the measure itself is 
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less likely to make biological sex salient. Instead, it includes less obvious in- 
dices of  masculinity and femininity as "cold versus warm in relations with 
others"; "indifferent versus needful of  others' approval," etc. 7 It was 
thought that the expertise or sensitivity of  gender schematics would be dem- 
onstrated more powerfully on this relatively indirect measure of  the trait im- 
plications of  sex-typed behavior. They alone should recognize that target 
behaviors are related to these types of  traits. For ease of  discussion, the 
scores derived from this measure will be referred to as "indirect femininity" 
and "indirect masculinity." 

RESULTS 

Tests Related to Surface Level Processing 

No gender role differences were expected in the use of biological sex as 
a source of  information relevant to direct questions assessing the masculini- 
ty and femininity of the targets. A mixed analysis of  variance was con- 
ducted on the dependent measures to test this hypothesis, with the between- 
subject factors sex of  subject (2: male and female) and gender role of  sub- 
ject (4" Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous,  and Undifferentiated), and the 
within-subject factor of  target behavioral descriptions (2." High-Feminine 
Male Target, Low-Feminine Male Target). Virtually all the subjects, regard- 
less of  their own sex or gender role, saw the male targets as more masculine 
than feminine. 

Individual Differences in "True" Gender-Schematic Processing 

Individual differences with regard to gender role were expected to 
emerge in the use of nonstereotype information relevant to perceptions of  
psychological gender. Gender schematics were predicted to correctly assess 
the implications of  the Feminine or Nonfeminine behavioral cues, and 
therefore differentiate more between the targets on indirect ratings than 
aschematics. On both indirect masculinity and femininity judgments, signi- 
ficant interactions of  subject sex, gender role, and target behavior were 

71n addition, in response to recent statements of Spence and Helmreich (e.g., Spence & Sawin, 
1984) regarding a special obligation of researchers to justify the use of the PAQ or BSRI, we 
submit that the PAQ is not being used in this case to assess "broader theoretical constructs 
than their manifest content." Rather, an explicit attempt was made to allow a one-to-one cor- 
respondence between subjects' gender role self-definitions (i.e., on gender role identity mea- 
sures such as the PAQ and BSRI) and how they perceived others on those same dimensions. 
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found [F(3, 143) = 6.33, p < .01, and F(I, 143) = 3.65, p < .01, respec- 
tively]. 

Indirect Masculinity Ratings. Females, regardless of  gender role, 
rated the Nonfeminine target as more masculine than the Feminine target 
behavior set [in other words, there was an insignificant partial interaction of  
gender role by target for females, F(3, 143) = 2.31, ns]. Males, on the other 
hand, had a significant partial interaction of  gender role by target on ratings 
of indirect masculinity [F(3, 143) = 5.12, p < .05]. Further examination of 
this partial interaction indicated that there were no differences in the ways 
the males rated the Feminine behavior target set [F(3 143) = .81, ns], but 
there were significant differences in the way males of different gender roles 
rated the Nonfeminine behavior target set [F(3, 143) = 9.58, p < .01], 
Feminine males (Cross-sex-typed males) rated the Nonfeminine behavior set 
as more masculine than males of  other gender roles [F(1,143) = 28.53, p < 
.01], with no significant differences between Masculine, Feminine, and An- 
drogynous males. 

Indirect Femininity Ratings. The ratings of  indirect femininity were 
similarly examined by first breaking the three-way interaction into two par- 
tial interactions by sex. Both males and females had significant partial inter- 
actions of gender role by target behavior set [F(3, 143) = 6.18, p < 05, and 
F(3,143) = 4.08, p < .05, respectively]. In both cases, the only significant 
differences that emerged to explain these interactions differentiated the 
Feminine males and Masculine females relative to the other subjects. 
Whereas no significant differences emerged between male subjects' rating of  
the Nonfeminine behavior target [F(3, 143) = .46, ns], Feminine males 
rated the Feminine behavior target set as much more feminine than the oth- 
er males [F(1,143) = 36.62, p < .01]. Similarly, only the Masculine female 
subjects showed significant differentiation between the Feminine and Non- 
feminine targets on indirect femininity [F(1. 143) = 13.54, p < .01], rating 
the Feminine behavior target as more feminine than the other females [F(1, 
143) = 13.54, p < .01]. The distinctiveness of  the Cross-sex-typed subjects 
is clear from the mean indirect femininity ratings of the Feminine target in 
Table III. Masculine females and Feminine males on the average rated this 
male target at least 7 points higher on indirect femininity than other sub- 
jects. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

The striking emergence of  the Masculine female and Feminine male 
subjects appeared to warrant analysis based on five sex types rather than 
four. No significant differences emerged between Masculine females and 
Feminine males on any dependent measures, which suggests that these re- 
sults are not dependent upon these particular subjects' sex, but more on 
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Table I11. Mean Indirect Femininity Ratings of Target Behavior Sets 

1,15 

Gender role of subject 

Sex of subject Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 
Feminine target 
Male 20.67 28.58 20.58 20.75 
Female 27.88 21.07 21.21 21.88 

Nonfeminine target 
Male 18.75 19.67 19.42 20.60 
Female 22.00 21.56 22.37 20.18 

their gender ro le -Cross -sex  typed. A reanalysis based on five gender roles 
(Masculine, Feminine, Androgynous, Undifferentiated, and Cross-sex 
typed) allows an increased sample size per group, which additionally pro- 
vides a more powerful test of individual differences on these measures. 

Tests Related to Surface-Level Processing. Results based on these five 
gender roles (collapsing across sex) indicated that the clear determinant of  
direct ratings of  masculinity and femininity of  the targets was the sex of tar- 
get. No significant effects for sex-type of subject emerged on either direct 
rating. Both target behavior sets were seen as above the midpoint on direct 
masculinity and below the midpoint on direct femininity. 

Individual Differences in "'True" Gender-Schematic Processing. On in- 
direct ratings, Masculine males and Cross-sex-typed subjects distinguished 
between the targets on measures of  indirect femininity, whereas the other 
sex types did not. The targets' behavior actually varied as a function of  femi- 
ninity, and these gender-relevant cues were accurately perceived by these 
two subject groups. That  is, the Masculine males and Cross-sex-typed sub- 
jects made appropriate distinctions between the targets on the measure of  
indirect femininity. A significant interaction of gender role of subject and 
target behavior emerged on ratings of indirect femininity IF(4, 146) = 5.84, 
p < .01], no interactions emerged on ratings of  indirect masculinity. Femi- 
nine females, and Androgynous, and Undifferentiated subjects, did not dis- 
tinguish between the targets at all on ratings of  indirect femininity. How- 
ever, Masculine males did infer some feminine trait implications of  target 
behavior and rated greater differences between the targets than Feminine, 
Androgynous, and Undifferentiated subjects [F(1, 146) --- 3.94, p < .05]. 
This difference is due to the Masculine males' inferring fewer feminine trait 
implications of  the Nonfeminine behavior target than did the other sex 
types [F(1, 146) = 9.22, p < .01]. There were no significant differences in 
the Masculine males' ratings of the Feminine target relative to Feminine fe- 
males, or Androgynous or Undifferentiated subjects. 
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Cross-sex-typed subjects, consistent with the previous analysis, also 
differentiated between the targets on indirect femininity. Cross-sex-typed 
subjects inferred greater femininity of the Feminine behavior target than the 
other gender roles [F(1,146) = 51.19, p < .01], but rated the Nonfeminine 
target no differently than Feminine, Androgynous, or Undifferentiated 
subjects. 

DISCUSSION 

This research provides initial support for the conceptual distinction 
between cognitive processing based on biological sex vs. more complex and 
elaborate cognitive processing related to psychological gender. No individu- 
al differences emerged in the propensity to use surface information regard- 
ing biological sex, but only some people picked up on embedded gender-re- 
lated behavioral cues, and shaped inferences around this information on in- 
direct, nonstereotyped measures. 

Of interest is who turned out to be sensitive to psychological gender in 
this situation-Masculine males and Cross-sex-typed subjects. Masculine 
males differentiated themselves from the other gender roles only when mak- 
ing judgments about a man who behaved in sex-appropriate ways (the Nonfem- 
inine Male Behavior Set). The special skills of Cross-sex-typed subjects 
emerged only when they made judgments about a man who behaved in sex- 
inappropriate ways (the Feminine Male Behavior Set). The design of this 
particular study allowed for an assessment of the accuracy of gender-sche- 
matic judgments. The behaviors manipulated in the study were validated 
descriptions of how high-feminine men do or do not act. Cross-sex-typed 
subjects inferred a link between those behaviors characteristic of high-femi- 
nine men and feminine traits. Masculine males inferred a negative link be- 
tween behaviors uncharacteristic of high-feminine men and feminine traits. 

Cross-sex-typed subjects appear to have "specialized" self-knowledge 
regarding sex inappropriateness. Their gender schema seems less rigidly defined 
by the sex of the perceiver, since both Masculine females and Feminine males 
perceived the inappropriate target similarly. In other words, the gender 
knowledge of Cross-sex-typed subjects does not appear constrained by 
whether the perceiver is Masculine or Feminine, or male or female. The cru- 
cial component is that the perceiver characterizes him- or herself as sex in- 
appropriate. These findings are relatively consistent with the results re- 
ported by Frable and Bem (1985). In their study (following the "who said 
what" paradigm described earlier), they found that Cross-sex-typed subjects 
were the most likely to confuse members of the opposite sex with each oth- 
er. They concluded that Cross-sex-typed people have a greater readiness to 
sort at least some kinds of information on the basis of gender, particularly 
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information about other people. This conclusion is well supported by the 
present study. 

The present study also addresses Frable and Bem's assumption that it 
would be inappropriate to think of  Cross-sex-typed subjects and conven- 
tionally sex-typed subjects as being gender schematic in the same way for 
the same reasons, even though both groups may demonstrate evidence of  
gender-related cognitive processing. This study begins to flesh out how 
these groups may be different. Cross-sex-typed subjects were more likely to 
process information about a sex-inappropriate target in terms of  gender. In 
contrast, Masculine males were more likely to process information about a 
same sex, sex-appropriate target in terms of  gender. It can be inferred that a 
same-sex, sex-appropriate target activates conventionally sex-typed sub- 
jects' gender schema, whereas it is a sex-inappropriate target (regardless of  
sex) that activates Cross-sex-typed subjects' schema. 

These results are consistent with the explicit emphasis given by schema 
theories to the self as a source of  knowledge. The gender schema appears to 
be a direct function of  self-knowledge. Masculine males appear to have 
some expertise at recognizing (or being sensitive to) the trait implications of  
male appropriate behavior, whereas Cross-sex-typed subjec.ts have some ex- 
pertise at recognizing (or being sensitive to) sex-inappropriate behavior. In 
the latter case, sex inappropriateness seems to engulf sex as a primary initia- 
tor of  gender schematic processing. 

Because it was only Masculine males (rather than both Masculine 
males and Feminine females) who were sensitive to gender cues in men's be- 
havior, the self-schema position is more firmly supported by this study. 
However, Masculine males must have some knowledge of  femininity, be- 
cause the measure upon which they differentiated the targets was related to 
femininity, not masculinity. It seems that a male target activated the Mascu- 
line males' gender schema, but did not activate a gender schema for Femi- 
nine females. The self-schema position would argue that Masculine males 
do not have expert knowledge of  femininity and that Feminine females do 
not have expert knowledge of  masculinity. The data here are consistent with 
this explicit emphasis on self-knowledge to a large extent. A same-sex and 
sex-appropriate target appears to be required to activate the relevant sche- 
ma for sex-typed subjects. However, even though a self-relevant target is re- 
quired to activate the gender schema (more consistent with self-schema the- 
ory), once activated, knowledge of  both masculinity and femininity appears 
available (more consistent with gender-schema theory). Masculine males 
demonstrated knowledge of  femininity once their gender schema was acti- 
vated by the sex-appropriate target. 

The judgments made by Cross-sex-typed subjects give further support 
to this interpretation. It took a self-relevant target to promote gender-sche- 
matic processing (in this case a sex-inappropriate target). Both Masculine 
and Feminine Cross-sex-typed subjects had access to information about 
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femininity, and correctly inferred that there were more feminine trait impli- 
cations of  the Feminine Target's behavior. 

Future research should consider the methodological and conceptual 
distinctions made here. It is necessary to untangle gender-schematic pro- 
cessing from sex stereotyping in order to find the expected individual differ- 
ences. Such untangling requires that careful consideration be given to both 
the nature of  the stimulus materials and the dependent measures. In addi- 
tion, the research question needs to be framed in terms of  demonstrating 
gender-schematic rather than gender-aschematic processing. Further repli- 
cations should look at female as well as male targets, whose behavior varies 
in its relationship with masculinity as well as femininity, to determine if the 
findings reported here are in fact the general phenomena predicted. It is ex- 
pected that Masculine males will demonstrate specialized gender-schema 
processing only in relation to behaviors performed by sex-appropriate 
males. Feminine females should use a gender schema when perceiving a sex- 
appropriate female target. Cross-sex-typed people should use a gender sche- 
ma when perceiving and making judgments of  sex-inappropriately behaving 
targets, regardless of their sex. Based on these results, it is expected that An- 
drogynous and Undifferentiated subjects will not be inclined to use gender 
as a schema. 

The terms specialized and expert have been occasionally used in this 
paper to capture the idea that some people are especially sensitized to gen- 
der-related phenomena, either because they have gender more readily avail- 
able as a cognitive category, or because they have greater access to gender 
information (or some combination of  these causes). Generally, there are 
positive associations with the description of  someone as a specialist. A spe- 
cialist is expected to have a better handle on the "truth" related to her or his 
area of  specialization. What has been ignored in this discussion is the ques- 
tion of  bias. Gender schematics as gender experts or specialists may indeed 
be more prone to notice and use subtle gender-relevant cues, and perhaps 
impressions based on these cues have a high probability of  being accurate. 
But gender schematics may just as well be prone to misinterpret subtle 
pieces of information as also being gender related, or to use gender-relevant 
cues inappropriately in making certain kinds of  judgments. 

For example, would an interviewer who encodes surface information 
about biological sex, but who does not have a dense and well articulated gen- 
der schema, be more likely to select or give priority to job candidates on the 
basis of  biological sex? The answer is less than obvious. Despite the tradi- 
tional ties between stereotyping and prejudice, perhaps those without com- 
plex gender schemas get beyond biological sex very quickly and find stereo- 
typed information of  little use as the interview progresses. However, a spe- 
cialized gender schematic may be reading gender relevancy into every word 
and gesture, and may in fact be oversensitized to the sex and gender of  an 
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applicant. In addition, the gender information upon which a specialized 
schematic may base his or her judgment may not be at all relevant to the de- 
mands of  a particular job. Gender schemas derive from and integrate gen- 
der information from the culture at large and specific self-knowl- 
e d g e -  whether or not this information is accurate or reasonable predictors 
in any sense, is another question. 

These concerns are not limited to gender schema as a form of  special- 
ization. Specialization in any particular area may well oversensitize the per- 
ceiver to the central concerns of  his or her area of  expertise. The same set of  
symptoms, for example, can be inferred to have an organic or psychological 
cause, depending upon whether an internist or psychiatrist is consulted. 

These are different notions than what is typically encompassed in the 
term specialist. In future research, it may be important to test the limits of  
expertise or sensitivity as it verges toward bias and oversensitization to cues 
consistent with the expert's dominant interest, at the expense of  other valu- 
able and important information in making "correct" inferences. To borrow 
an analogy from signal detection theory, the use of  an elaborate and well- 
articulated schema may well increase one's "hit" rate, but perhaps at the ex- 
pense of  an increase in the number of  "false alarms." 
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