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Abstract 

This study was designed to investigate the 

relationship between gender role attitudes and marital 

satisfaction. Heterosexual and homosexual couples 

were investigated. To measure gender role attitudes 

the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) was employed. 

Marital satisfaction was measured by the Inventory of 

Marital Satisfaction (IMS). 

Twenty three couples participated in the study. 

Both partners in each couple completed the BSRI and 

the IMS. Findings indicate that androgynous 

individuals report lower degree of marital problems 

than sex-typed individuals. The results also indicate 

that couples in which both partners are classified as 

androgynous report the least amount of marital 

difficulties. Couples comprised of a masculine and an 

androgynous partner report the highest degree of 

marital problems. Finally, couples who are made up of 

masculine and feminine partners report a degree of 

problems that falls between the other two groups. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

In 1989, the national divorce rate was 4.7 per 

1000 population. In Pima county, the divorce for 1989 

was 7.1 per 1000 population. Arizona ranks in the top 

ten states nationally in divorce rate per capita (The 

Family Center of the Conciliation Court, 1989). Gay 

and lesbian partnerships also have a tendency for 

failure (Berzon, 1990). 

Some couples who are experiencing difficulties 

turn to couples counseling instead of divorce or 

separation. The Family Center of the Conciliation 

Court in Pima county reports seeing 936 couples for 

marriage or divorce counseling in 1989 (The Family 

Center of the Conciliation Court, 1989). Of the 

mental health caregivers listed in the Director of 

Human Resources, for Pima county 73% offer couples 

counseling (Director of Human Resources. 1991). 

Couples counseling is difficult and challenging, 

in part, because of changing values in our society 

(Kern, Hawes & Christensen, 1989). Today, couples 

seeking counseling include those living together who 

have chosen not to get married, those who are 
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experimenting with the relationship before marriage, 

and gay and lesbian couples who do not have the option 

of marriage, as well as married couples (Hawes & Kern, 

1989) . 

One issue which may be causing difficulties for 

modern relationships is gender roles. Gender roles 

are clusters of expectations for behavior associated 

with one's gender (Berzon, 1990). Many of the 

apparent differences between men and women are the 

result of gender roles. Society has values for how 

members of each gender should behave. Men should be 

active, aggressive, independent and intelligent. 

People generally try to conform to the expectations of 

others and behavior that violates role expectations is 

likely to meet with disapproval (Frieze, Parsons, 

Johnson, Ruble & Zellman, 1978). 

Individuals in American society are no longer 

relying on traditional gender roles. Gender roles are 

being reevaluated and many individuals are questioning 

how they have been emotionally affected or restricted 

by society's norms for gender role behavior (O'Neil, 

1979) . Although traditional gender roles may be 

starting to change, many societal factors serve to 

maintain traditional roles (Frieze et al, 1978). 
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Rigid gender role socialization may explain 

dysfunctional relationships and the spiraling divorce 

rates (O'Neil, 1979). Many researchers also have 

suggested a correlation between relationship 

satisfaction and gender roles (Bahr & Day, 1978; Bowen 

& Orthner, 1983; Burger & Jacobson, 1979; Peterson, et 

al., 1989; Whisman & Jacobson, 1989; Zammichieli, 

Gilroy & Sherman, 1988). Additionally, gender role 

socialization is based on an assumption that males and 

females will eventually pair. Therefore, gender roles 

create problems for gay and lesbian couples (Berzon, 

1990). Perhaps, changing attitudes about gender roles 

have led to an increase in the discrepancy between 

expectations for behavior and the actual behavior 

experienced by couples. 

Statement of the Problem 

Is there a relationship between patterns or 

combinations of gender roles and marital satisfaction? 

Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

relationship between gender roles and relationship 

satisfaction in heterosexual and homosexual couples. 

Findings of this study will be helpful for 
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practitioners in the counseling field who work with 

couples. 

The following questions were addressed: 

1. What are the gender role combinations among 

heterosexual couples? 

2. What are the gender role combinations among 

lesbian couples? 

3. What are the gender role combinations among 

homosexual male couples? 

4. Are the different combinations related to 

satisfaction in the relationship? 

5. Is the relationship between gender roles and 

satisfaction the same for each group? 

6. Is an individual's gender role related to his 

or her satisfaction with the relationship? 

Statement of the Hypothesis 

Individuals who are classified as androgynous, 

using the BSRI, should report a lower degree of 

relationship difficulties as measured by the IMS. 

Likewise, couples comprised of both androgynous 

partners should report the lowest degree of 

relationship difficulties. 



Definitions 

The following are definitions of the terms used 

in this research: 

Gender role — Clusters of expectations for 

behavior associated with being male or female (Berzon, 

1990). 

Sex-role — One* classification on the Bern Sex 

Role Inventory (BSRI) (Bern, 1981) 

Masculine — A classification on the BSRI, 

denoting a high score on the masculinity scale and a 

low score on the femininity scale. 

Masculinity — Having characteristics that are 

generally attributed to males, such as independent, 

assertive, strong and competitive. 

Feminine — A classification on the BSRI denoting 

a high score on the femininity scale and a low score 

on the masculine scale. 

Femininity — Having characteristics that are 

generally attributed to females, such as gentle, 

sympathetic, affectionate, and tender. 

Androgynous — A classification on the BSRI 

denoting a high score on both the femininity and 

masculinity scales. 
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Androgyny — The integration of masculinity and 

femininity within a single individual. 

Undifferentiated — A classification on the BSRI 

denoting low scores on both the masculinity and 

femininity scales. 

Relationship Satisfaction — One's score on the 

Index of Marital Satisfaction (IMS), indicating the 

severity or degree of problems in the relationship. 

Summary 

In this chapter, the statement of the problem was 

introduced and the significance of the study was 

discussed. The present study seeks to investigate the 

relationship between gender roles and marital 

satisfaction. The information will be helpful to 

counselors who work with couples. Definitions used in 

this study were also given. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Introduction 

Adler viewed life as being comprised of three 

interconnected main tasks; love, occupation, and 

society. "The problem of love relationships is part 

of the problem of human life" (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 

1978, p. 105). Socialization differences between the 

sexes and resulting gender roles in relationships may 

explain dysfunctional relationships and high divorce 

rates (O'Neil, 1978; Orlofsky, 1982). Seeking 

superiority over one's spouse and other role conflicts 

are frequent and severe problems in couples seeking 

therapy (Nicoll, 1989; Whisman & Jacobson, 1989). 

Although there is no one right way to solve 

relationship problems, Adlerian counselors stress 

mistaken approaches and attitudes towards intimate 

relationships. The counselor's goal is to teach 

satisfactory, less erroneous approaches and attitudes 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978; Nicoll, 19899). 

Some authors have suggested that this education 

should focus on sex roles (O'Neil, 1978). Assisting 

couples to modify either their expectations or 

behavior toward a division of responsibilities best 
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suited for the couple is expected to positively impact 

marital satisfaction (Whisman & Jacobson, 1989). In 

this paper, as in other Adlerian writings, the term 

marriage will be used to describe any intimate 

committed relationship, including those couples who 

don't have a marriage license, those who are married, 

as well as lesbian and gay male couples (Hawes & Kern, 

1989) . 

Individual Lifestyle 

Most current models of couples counseling view 

the relationship system as interacting in repetitious 

patterns based on a set of explicit or implicit rules. 

Adlerian counselors would label this set of rules as 

the individual lifestyle. Each partner brings to the 

relationship a set of myths and values from one's 

family of origin (Nicoll, 1989). Each person's 

experiences within the family help to shape the 

lifestyle (Corey, 1991). The individual lifestyle 

directs all forms of expression (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978). The lifestyle refers to the 

individual's personality or basic orientation to life. 

In striving to achieve life goals, including finding 

an intimate love relationship, individuals develop and 
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apply their unique styles of life (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978; Corey, 1991). 

Analysis of the lifestyle will reveal the faulty 

belief systems and erroneous approaches to life and, 

therefore, to the intimate relationship (Ijams, 1989). 

In a person's love relationship his [or her] 

entire personality is involved. We can 

understand his [her] personality from his [her] 

love relationships, as well as guess at his [her] 

particular sexual aspirations from understanding 

his [her] personality as a whole. (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978, p. 110) 

Individuals act in accordance with their 

lifestyles when striving for life goals, including 

their guiding fictions. Adler stressed perception and 

believed that people lived by fictional views of how 

the world should be. The guiding fiction is, then, 

the central goal that guides a person's behavior; the 

striving for an imagined place of security, (i.e., If 

only I. . .then I'll be secure.) (Corey, 1991). 

When striving for this imagined place of 

security, a person will take the route assured of 

privilege. In our society, privilege belongs to the 

men. The privileged position of the male can be seen 



in the nursery and continues, typically, into old age 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978; Frieze, et al., 1978). 

Role Identity 

Gender roles, like the lifestyle, are exhibited 

in a variety of situations (Frieze et al., 1978). An 

individual's gender role strongly determines the 

subjective significance of occurrences in his or her 

life (Marecek, 1978). Roles are clusters of behavior 

that are associated with an identifiable aspect of a 

person's life. Gender roles refer to behavior and 

functions usually associated with being male or female 

(Berzon, 1990). "Gender identity refers to how 'male' 

or 'female' one feels. . . . There is considerable 

variation among members of each sex in the extent to 

which individuals identify with that sex" (Marecek, 

Finn & Cardell, 1982, p. 87). 

Gender role training is prominent in our society 

(Berzon, 1990). Both men and women describe 

themselves as being close to gender role stereotypes 

(Frieze et al., 1978). Gender role socialization 

divides people into two categories: masculine and 

feminine (O'Neil, 1978). The tendency to put people 

into categories and to stereotype is one of the basic 

processes of our cognitive development (Frieze et al., 
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1978). In childhood, we observe the behaviors of 

others and quickly develop expectations and demands of 

ourselves and others, based on gender classifications. 

We carry these expectations and demands to adulthood 

(Frieze et al., 1978; Ijams, 1989). 

Parents provide a model for gender appropriate 

behavior. They also directly and indirectly reward 

and punish desired behaviors (Frieze et al., 1978). 

Boys sense from the beginning, and at every step, how 

they are considered more valuable and preferred 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). Boys are also more 

likely to be punished for cross sex behavior than are 

girls (Frieze et al., 1978). 

Generalizations along the dimensions of power, 

competence, prestige, strength and size are among the 

earliest stereotypes to develop. Our "cultural 

ideologies attribute men with greater amount of all of 

these valued characteristics" (Frieze, et al., 1978, 

p. 129). It is difficult for a male child to accept 

that his mother, who performs all the domestic work, 

is an equal partner with his father (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978) . 

The masculine role is taken more seriously and is 

highly valued (Berzon, 1990). Consequently, it is 
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also the desired, enviable role (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978). Both men and women devalue the role 

of women (Frieze et al., 1978). To be called feminine 

is considered an insult to men, although for most 

women possessing masculine traits is not derogatory. 

The result of this devaluation of women is a dichotomy 

of concepts. The masculine role is identified with 

anything valuable, strong, and victorious, while the 

feminine role is identified with obedience, servitude, 

and subordination. "This manner of thinking has 

become so deeply rooted in our culture that everything 

excellent has a male tint, whereas, everything that is 

less valuable and objectionable is represented as 

feminine" (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978, p. 8). 

In spite of all the privilege assigned to the 

masculine role, men are also oppressed by rigid gender 

role socialization. Masculine socialization underlies 

many of men's problems with themselves, other men, and 

with women (O'Neil, 1978). One problem men have in 

their relationships with women is affection. 

[In] our culture, being generally oriented toward 

a masculine ideal, we grow up in the frame of 

mind that an affectionate impulse is a disgrace 

. . .love is a kind of unmanliness. . . .Every 
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affectionate impulse is accompanied by a sort of 

sense of shame and the impression that thereby 

one would become weaker or lose in value 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978, p. 106). 

Masculine socialization reduces a man's ability to 

communicate intimately and develop close relationships 

(O'Neil, 1978). 

Women are dissatisfied with the privileges males 

receive. Men are continuously striving for 

superiority over women to prove their higher status. 

The erroneous belief in women's inferiority is so 

widespread that it seems to be common to all human 

beings. The oppression and restrictions women face 

are unbearable and urge them to revolt against them 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). 

In the revolt against the female gender role 

different types of women may develop. Whereas the 

masculine role is fairly constant, diversity has been 

added to the female role (Frieze et al., 1978). If in 

the revolt against the feminine role, a woman is 

perceived as being masculine, it is because there are 

only two possibilities (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). 

Women who adopt a masculine model will encounter the 

same difficulties as masculine men (O'Neil, 1978). 
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"It is not easy in our culture for a girl to have 

confidence and courage" (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). 

These qualities are assigned to the masculine role 

(Bern, 1981) "It is difficult to read the words 

•masculinity* and 'femininity* without in some way 

associating them with the idea that one is appropriate 

for males and the other for females" (Finlay & 

Scheltema, 1991). Such a division of character traits 

as male and female is not justified and leads to 

psychological difficulties for both men and women 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978; Frieze et Al., 1978; 

Marecek, 1978; O'Neil, 1978). 

If a girl grows up in an atmosphere in which she 

did not feel the myth of inferiority, or felt it to a 

lessor degree, she has the freedom to develop a gender 

role more independent of cultural stereotypes 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). Children of both 

sexes, who grow up in a home where the mother has 

outside employment, are less traditional in their 

gender role values (Frieze et al., 1978). 

The freedom to develop outside traditional gender 

roles leads to the concept of androgyny. Androgyny is 

possessing the behaviors and attitudes of both sexes 

(Bern, 1981). Androgynous persons are more flexible in 
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their social behavior. They vary their behavior 

dependent on the demands of the situation not the 

stereotypes of their gender role. Androgynous people 

are whole and fully functioning (Bern, 1981; O'Neil, 

1978) . 

Common perception of homosexuals suggests that, 

as a group, they transcend traditional gender roles. 

Researchers have not been able to confirm this. 

Masculinity is most common gender role for men, gay 

and straight. Woman are distributed across all 

categories, and lesbians are not more androgynous than 

straight women (Finlay & Scheltema, 1991). In fact, 

lesbians are more similar to heterosexual women than 

they are different. They hold many of the same 

attitudes held by women in general (Frieze et al., 

1978) . The one difference found is that lesbians are 

slightly higher than straight women in masculine 

characteristics (Finlay & Scheltema, 1991). 

Researchers have found that gay males are less 

masculine than heterosexual men and lesbians are more 

masculine than heterosexual women. There was no 

significant difference for sexual orientation on 

femininity scores (Finlay & Scheltema, 1991). To 

understand these results the researchers conducted an 



item analysis. Lesbians were high on the masculinity 

items of self confidence and independence whereas 

straight men were high on the item competitive. The 

gay male group was very low on the item competitive. 

The authors concluded that masculinity scores mean 

something different for women and men (Finlay & 

Scheltema, 1991). For this reason researchers have 

expressed caution when comparing gays and 

heterosexuals on measures of masculinity and 

femininity (Cardell, Finn & Marecek, 1981; Finlay & 

Scheltema, 1991). 

Role Expectation 

Gender roles are behavioral expectations 

primarily defined by society (O'Neil, 1978). We 

internalize the roles that we see and create 

expectations for our own and other's behavior (Berzon, 

1990; O'Neil, 1978). Childhood perceptions and 

decisions shape our gender roles as part of our 

lifestyles (Ijams, 1989). Specific roles are self 

selected, then shape our experience and personality. 

The roles we choose have consequences. One 

consequence is that they define the behaviors expected 

of us by others (Frieze et al., 1978). 
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Clusters of expectations for behavior are 

important in guiding us to play out our lives (Berzon, 

1990). In new situations people draw heavily on prior 

experience (Frieze et al., 1978). 

Gender roles can be comforting and allow 

prediction of the behaviors of others (Berzon, 1990). 

By age four or five, children use gender role 

stereotypes to predict the behaviors of others (Frieze 

et al., 1978). A child's description of adult females 

and males provide clues to expectations of how men, 

women, and relationships should be (Ijams, 1989). 

Roles bring clarity, but there is a point of 

diminishing returns in how helpful those expectations 

can be (Berzon, 1990). 

When people deviate from gender roles, they 

violate the expectations of others. A person may 

receive external disapproval for his or her role 

inconsistencies (Frieze et al., 1978). The ultimate 

outcome of gender role stereotyping is the restriction 

of a person's potential (O'Neil, 1978). A person may 

be unsuitable for the position he or she is assigned 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978) . 

In relationships the primacy of men has brought 

general dissatisfaction with the female role 
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(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978) The role of women as 

men's helpmate has been established by men. For a 

woman to change her behavior to a higher status in the 

relationship makes her "unfeminine" (Frieze et al., 

1978). Likewise the man has been burdened since 

childhood with the obligation that he must prove his 

superiority over women in relationships. Some men may 

doubt their ability to fulfill this role and will 

avoid being put to the test (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 

1978) . 

Mate Selection 

Gender role expectations are based on the 

assumption that males and females will grow up to pair 

up. Masculine and feminine roles are supposed to 

compliment one another (Berzon, 1990). We make our 

marital choices on the basis of our perceptions of 

ourselves, others and our goals in life. Individuals 

decide to marry when they feel a certain amount of 

congruence between themselves and their partners 

(Nicoll, 1989). 

The entire system of male-female relationships is 

based on this trained-in complimentarity. It is 

a flawed system, but it does go a long way toward 

shaping the expectations of men and women as to 
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what their lives will be about (Berzon, 1990, p. 

199) . 

In choosing a mate, a person is guided by his or 

her ideal requirements of the opposite sex and of 

marriage. His or her preparation for marriage will 

always reflect his or her world philosophy and 

attitude toward men and women (Ansbacher & Ansbacher). 

A person wanting to be masculine and to dominate will 

seek a person willing to be feminine and submit. Love 

then equals slavery and the resulting power struggles 

prevent harmony in the relationship (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978). Women whose partners are less 

stereotyped have a wider view of gender roles (Frieze 

et al., 1978). People are not alike and two persons 

could perhaps be happier if each found a partner whose 

gender roles are compatible with their own (Ansbacher 

& Ansbacher, 1978). 

Some researchers have suggested the use of sex 

role questionnaires to aid couples in their search of 

complimentary roles (Zammichieli et al., 1988). 

Orlofsky (1982) used such questionnaires to study the 

ideal mate of single undergraduates. The study was 

comprised of 140 women and 95 men. Each completed a 

Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) for themselves and four 
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weeks later one for their ideal dating partner or 

potential mate. The results showed that 66% of the 

women preferred androgynous men regardless of their 

own gender role and 59% of the men preferred feminine 

women regardless of their gender roles. Feminine 

women did desire their men to be more masculine than 

the androgynous women, but the difference was not 

enough to change the classification from androgynous. 

Masculine men preferred feminine women exclusively and 

androgynous men were mixed in their preference for 

feminine and androgynous women. The authors concluded 

that all individuals seek a somewhat complimentary 

role in their ideal partner. Even if the desired 

partner is androgynous, the preference is for men to 

be more masculine and women to be more feminine 

(Orlofsky, 1982). 

In a follow up study the same author questioned 

63 males and 71 female undergraduates, using the BSRI 

for the ideal partner and the Attitude Toward Women 

Scale to measure the subject's own role. The 

researcher found that sex role egalitarianism is 

associated with androgynous partner choices. Men 

preferred traditional women and women sought 

androgynous men (Orlofsky, 1982). 



28 

In a similar study, Kimlicka, Wakefield & Goad 

(1982) studied 169 male and 204 female undergraduates. 

Each took a BSRI for themselves and another for their 

ideal person of the opposite sex. They found that 

feminine women attracted all men and that androgynous 

and masculine women attracted no men. Women who were 

classified as undifferentiated attracted 

undifferentiated men. Men who were androgynous 

attracted feminine and androgynous women. Feminine 

men attracted no women and masculine men attracted all 

women. Undifferentiated males attracted 

undifferentiated females. The authors cautioned 

against over generalization by stating. . . "What we 

find ideal in the opposite sex and what we will 

happily settle for are not always the same" (Kimlicka 

et al., 1982, p. 521). 

These studies do not present any information on 

the homosexual point of view. However, homosexuals 

learn how to be in intimate relationships from their 

heterosexual parents and other heterosexual couples 

(Berzon, 1990). Both partners in a gay relationship 

may be masculine, but if one is extremely masculine, 

his partner may be left to assume the complimentary 

feminine role (Marecek et al., 1982). 
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Relationship Lifestyle 

"Each spouse brings to the marriage a particular 

set of myths and values from one's own family of 

origin" (Nicoll, 1989, p. 6). These myths and values 

are usually unexamined expectations of how the 

relationship should be (Ijams, 1989). The rule and 

assumptions in the marital system are an extension of 

the individual lifestyle (Nicoll, 1989). The 

relationship lifestyle is the characteristic way that 

each partner deals with each other and with life 

(Ijams, 1989). 

Behavior in relationships is usually allocated on 

the basis of gender roles (Berzon, 1990). The unique 

airing and adjusting of gender roles helps form a 

separate couple identity (Berzon, 1990; Nicoll, 1989). 

The relationship style will reflect the outlook, 

values, apperceptions, and pattern of interacting 

within the couple (Nicoll, 1989). A lifetime of 

internalizing heterosexual relationships based on 

stereotypic gender roles produces an orientation 

toward the complimentarity of the masculine and 

feminine role behaviors (Berzon, 1990). 

Central to the marital style is power and 

control; the ability or inability to be egalitarian 
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(Nicoll, 1989). Mistaken beliefs will lead each 

partner to use ineffective behaviors in the 

relationship (Hawes, 1989). Successful development of 

the couple lifestyle will lead to a healthy 

functioning in the marital system (Nicoll, 1989). 

Heterosexual couples use traditional roles to 

guide choices and expectations in their relationships 

(Sneider, 1986). In homosexual couples these gender 

role behaviors are redundant and negates the 

complimentarity of gender roles (Berzon, 1990). The 

masculine role is the preferred role. The claim to 

the masculine role belongs to the partner with the 

most power or status. In heterosexual relationships 

this is usually the male. Alternatively, it may be 

based on age, income or education (Marecek et al., 

1982) . 

The role of the feminine subservient housewife is 

ascribed to a woman when she marries (Marecek, 1978). 

A woman may expect more participation in decision 

making and other masculine roles. Both members of the 

couple may expect the man to play a part in the more 

feminine roles in the relationship (Frieze et al., 

1978). Role playing "robs their relationship of 

spontaneity, and satiates them with prejudices in the 



face of which any prospect of happiness disappears" 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978, p. 25). Preconceptions 

and fixed ideas of who the partner is prevents the 

growth necessary in relationships (Berzon, 1990). 

"The attitudes adopted by each spouse regarding 

marriage and the nature of the relationship is 

considered the single crucial variable responsible for 

the success or failure of the marriage" (Nicoll, 1989, 

p. 15) . 

Role Congruence 

Role congruence hypothesis assumes that behavior 

in the relationship needs to be congruent with the 

attitudes of each partner. If roles are congruent 

marital satisfaction will be higher (Bahr & Day, 

1978). Gender role strain is the lack of this 

congruity or a malfit between the expectations each 

has for himself or herself and his or her partner and 

the actual behavior exhibited (Frieze et al., 1978; 

O'Neil, 1978). Gender role strain has negative 

consequences for the individual and for the 

relationship (Berzon, 1990; O'Neil, 1978). Burr 

(1971) studied 116 middle class married couples using 

role expectation and role behavior questionnaires. 

The researcher concluded that role discrepancies 
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explained a considerable amount of the variation in 

marital satisfaction (Burr, 1971). 

"In troubled relationships, the partners usually 

hold widely disparate views of life, reflected in the 

expectations each has of people, self and situations" 

(Ijams, 1989, p. 57). Role conflict will eventually 

force a person to violate another's expectations 

(Frieze et al.r 1978). Problems occur when one 

partner finds himself or herself locked into a gender 

role pattern that is unacceptable and he or she 

doesn't know what to do about it (Berzon, 1990). 

Discontinuity, (i.e., being in an unacceptable role) 

is more likely to be experienced by women especially 

in the feminine role (Frieze et al., 1978). 

Tobin (1975) classified relationships into six 

groups along the dimensions of control. These 

classifications also show the pairing of different 

gender roles. Tobin's (1975) first classification is 

the couple where one spouse controls and the other 

acquiesces. This is the most common marital type 

(Nicoll, 1989; Tobin, 1975). Such a relationship in 

our culture is usually characterized by the man 

seeking to subordinate the woman. For gay and lesbian 

relationships the masculine feminine pairings do not 
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seem to be problematic (Berzon, 1990). In all 

relationships, these arrangements can work smoothly if 

the expectations are the same for each spouse (Ijams, 

1989). Both appear to accept this arrangement. In 

early marriage, the wife appears to thrive in a 

traditional role (Frieze et al., 1978). 

Some women, due to their lifestyle, may find this 

traditional feminine role half way satisfactory 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). The problem arises 

when one partner becomes dissatisfied with his or her 

role (Berzon, 1990). The person who feels in the 

position of the inferior one will become angry and 

disgusted (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). The partner 

in the feminine role is likely to be the dissatisfied 

partner and may feel discomfort, powerlessness and 

futility (Berzon, 1990; Nicoll, 1989). This type of 

relationship is bound to turn out poorly because the 

inferior partner will not tolerate this for long 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). 

The lack of tolerance characterizes the second 

classification, where one partner controls and the 

other fights this control (Tobin, 1975). The patterns 

in this relationship seem to be similar to the pairing 

of masculine and androgynous roles. Men in 
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traditional roles paired with women who desire 

equality will have intense interpersonal conflict 

(O'Neil, 1978). The androgynous partner does not seek 

control over the other but refuses to be controlled by 

the other. Masculine men (and women) have difficulty 

adapting to non-stereotypical women (O'Neil, 1978). 

Tension and conflict will characterize these marriages 

(Nicoll, 1989). 

The third classification is where both partners 

actively seek to control (Tobin, 1975). This pairing 

of two masculine roles requires each to strive for 

dominance. Masculine tendencies to dominate and 

control lead to conflict and limited intimacy. The 

rigid masculine gender role produces dysfunctional and 

inflexible behavior (O'Neil, 1978). In partnerships 

where both partners are conditioned for the same role, 

the couple is challenged to create acceptable roles 

for each partner (Berzon, 1990). In this relationship, 

however, only one winner is possible and neither 

wishes to be the loser. Fighting, arguing and sarcasm 

or sullen withdrawal will characterize this 

relationship (Nicoll, 1989). 

A fourth classification is one in which neither 

relinquishes control (Tobin, 1975). Each partner 
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seems quite autonomous (Nicoll, 1989). This 

relationship is like the undifferentiated individual. 

There are none of the feminine characteristics of 

intimacy and the avoidance of any control shows a lack 

of masculinity (Bern, 1981; Tobin, 1975). Although 

each partner is able to avoid role conflict, the 

relationship does not have any comradeship necessary 

to be fulfilling (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978; Frieze 

et al., 1978) . 

The fifth classification is where both partners 

seek to relinquish control in the relationship (Tobin, 

1975). In this type of relationship both partners are 

wanting to be in the feminine role. The relationship 

will probably be indecisive and inactive (Nicoll, 

1989; Tobin, 1975). 

The final classification is where both desire 

independence and intimacy. In this androgynous 

relationship both partners work together to see how to 

divide control and how much control to relinquish 

(Tobin, 1975). Superiority and inferiority issues are 

eliminated from this relationship (Nicoll, 1989). 

Both masculine and feminine traits are visible in each 

partner (O'Neil, 1978). This type of relationship is 

viewed by Adlerian counselors as the only healthy 
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relationship (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978; Nicoll, 

1989; Tobin, 1975). "Sexuality is 'twosomeness• 

(Nietzsche) the achievement of two equal partners" 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). "Functional or healthy 

relationships can only exist where egalitarian 

attitudes based upon mutual respect are present" 

(Nicoll, 1989). 

Relationship Satisfaction 

In happy marriages. . . "the feeling of 

unconditional comradeship will develop, so that 

disagreeable differences are out of the question or 

are easily overcome" (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978, p. 

96). Differences in gender roles that are not 

overcome, can restrict intimacy and can stimulate 

marital conflict, divorce, and family violence 

(O'Neil, 1978). Marriage seems to have a more 

positive effect on men or masculine individual than on 

women (Marecek, 1978; Cardell et al., 1981). Married 

women are more likely to seek psychological help than 

married men. Single women are better adjusted than 

single men (Marecek, 1978). Masculinity is validated 

by the use of power and control; therefore, in a 

relationship the division is steered in favor of men 
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or those who are in the masculine role (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978; O'Neil, 1978). 

Cardell, Finn and Marecek (1981) studied couples 

who had been together for six months to two years. 

Each couple took a BSRI and a Dyadic Adjustment Scale 

(DAS). There were ten heterosexual, ten lesbian, and 

five gay male couples in the study. The results 

indicated that gay males were the most sex typed of 

all couples, and heterosexual couples were more sex 

typed than the lesbian couples. The lesbian couples 

seemed most similar to each other in the BSRI scores. 

Those who were in masculine roles were most satisfied 

with the relationship. The more role similarity there 

was in the relationship, the higher the combined level 

of satisfaction (Cardell et al., 1981). 

Schneider (1986) compared ten lesbian and ten 

heterosexual couples. She found that heterosexual 

couples divided relationship tasks by traditional 

gender roles. Lesbians divided tasks by ability or 

preference and obtained a more even division. 

Schneider (1986) concluded that lesbian relationships 

are more egalitarian and more flexible, which are 

characteristics of androgynous/androgynous pairings. 
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In a study comparing couples where the wife was 

depressed and couples where the wife was not 

depressed, Whisman and Jacobson (1989) found that the 

wives1 depression was greatly mediated by marital 

distress. They report a correlation between marital 

satisfaction and equality of roles in the marriage. 

Less task sharing and dissatisfaction with the 

distribution of decision making correlated to marital 

distress in both husbands and wives (Whisman & 

Jacobson, 1989). 

Bowen and Orthner (1983) completed a study on 

gender role congruency and marital quality. The study 

was conducted with 331 U.S. Air Force couples at nine 

U.S. bases and seven European bases. The couples in 

the study were randomly selected. Each couple took a 

marital quality scale and a sex role attitude scale. 

The sex role attitude scale measured whether the 

individual was traditional or modern'in his or her 

views of gender roles. Traditional views would be 

masculine for men and feminine for women. Modern 

views were described as more egalitarian and seem very 

similar to the concept of androgyny. 

The researchers found that gender role attitude 

congruency was somewhat related to the perceived 



39 

quality of the marriage. The lowest degree of marital 

quality was found in couples where the wife had modern 

views and the husband held traditional views (Bowen & 

Orthner, 1983). This finding was consistent with the 

theoretical view that this type of relationship would 

be characterized by intense arguing and fighting 

(Nicoll, 1989; Tobin, 1978). 

Surprisingly, the authors found that 

relationships consisting of modern husbands and 

traditional wives were equal in perceived marital 

quality to relationships where views were congruent 

(i.e., traditional husbands with traditional wives and 

modern husbands with modern wives). The researchers 

concluded that although these relationships showed 

incongruent attitudes, the attitudes were compatible 

and that both spouses were able to define the 

relationship as equitable or just (Bowen & Orthner, 

1983) . 

Zammichieli, Gilroy and Sherman (1988) studied 

185 married couples who were randomly recruited door 

to door. Each member of the couple received a BSRI 

and a Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment scale. The 

researchers found that androgynous/androgynous couples 

reported the highest level of satisfaction and 
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masculine/feminine pairings were the least satisfied, 

although their level of satisfaction was not 

significantly different than the incongruent couples 

(i.e., androgynous/feminine or masculine/androgynous 

pairings. They concluded that sex role 

complimentarity was not related to satisfaction. It 

is interesting to note that the researcher did not use 

the data from any couple when gender roles were cross-

sexed (Zammichieli et al., 1988). 

In another study on gender role identity and 

marital adjustment, gender role identity was found to 

contribute to the level of marital adjustment 

(Peterson et al., 1989). The study consisted of 144 

clinical and 138 non-clinical couples. The clinical 

couples were maritally distressed and seeking marital 

counseling. The use of two groups provided a wider 

range of scores on marital adjustment (Peterson et 

al., 1989). 

The researchers discovered that androgynous/ 

androgynous was the most frequent pairing for the non

clinical couples and the least frequent pairing for 

the clinical couples. Undifferentiated/ 

undifferentiated was the most frequent pattern for the 

clinical couples and the least frequent for the non-
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clinical couples (Peterson et al., 1989). This 

finding would be consistent with the theoretical view 

that undifferentiated/undifferentiated couples would 

lack the intimacy necessary to have a successful 

relationship (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1978). 

The authors also found that the femininity level 

of both spouses and the masculinity level of the wives 

demonstrated a main effect on the marital adjustment 

of both partners. That is, when either spouse is high 

on femininity or the wife is high on masculinity, both 

partners appear more satisfied with their 

relationship. Husbands' level of masculinity had no 

effect on marital satisfaction (Peterson et al., 

1989) . 

Summary 

Individuals develop their unique lifestyles. 

Because of our lifestyle we take on certain roles in 

life, some based on gender. We seek out individuals 

whose roles supplement our own (Nicoll, 1989). Each 

spouse brings this set of attitudes and expectations 

to the relationship. "The relative fit [of these 

roles] is of central concern to the Adlerian 

counselor" (Nicoll, 1989, p. 15). 
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CHAPTER 3 

Research Design and Methodology 

Description of the Sample 

A total of 150 couples were originally sought to 

participate in this study. Fifty couples were to be 

heterosexual, fifty were to be lesbian, and fifty were 

to be gay men. The final sample consisted of thirteen 

heterosexual, four lesbian, and six gay male couples. 

In order to qualify for participation, subjects had to 

be at least 18 years of age, in a romantic 

relationship, and cohabiting with their partner for a 

period of at least one year. Both members of the 

couple were enlisted for participation. The sample 

was drawn from the Tucson metropolitan area. The gay 

and lesbian couples were recruited through social 

networks and through gay and lesbian organizations and 

groups. The heterosexual couples were recruited 

through social networks and couples organizations and 

groups. All participants received a brief description 

of the study and the packet of research materials. 

Instrumentation 

The packet of research materials consisted of 

three instruments. The first was a 13 item 
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demographic questionnaire. Items solicited 

information about the individual partner as well as 

information about the relationship. (See Appendix 

B) . 

The second instrument was the Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI). The BSRI consists of sixty 

adjectives and phrases printed on a single sheet. 

Twenty of the items are on the masculine scale, twenty 

on the feminine scale and twenty are filler items. 

The test is self-administering and is appropriate for 

individual, group and mail in testing. Subjects are 

asked to rate each adjective or phrase on a seven 

point scale ranging from one (1) never to almost never 

true of the subject to seven (7) always or almost 

always true of the subject. Scoring is done by 

averaging the subjects' answers on the feminine and 

masculine items separately. The raw scores are 

converted to standard scores and the subjects are 

classified as feminine, masculine, androgynous or 

undifferentiated on the basis of a median split. 

Psychometric analyses of the BSRI were performed 

on two samples of subjects consisting of undergraduate 

students enrolled in Introductory Psychology at 

Stanford University. The first sample consisted of 
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279 females and 444 males who completed the BSRI in 

1973. The second sample included 340 females and 476 

males who took the BSRI in 1978. Coefficient Alpha 

was computed as a measure of internal consistency. 

Coefficients were calculated for the femininity, 

masculinity and femininity minus masculinity scores 

separately. The coefficients ranged from .75 to .90, 

showing high reliability. 

Test-retest reliability data was obtained from 28 

males and 28 females from the 1973 sample. Subjects 

took the BSRI for the second time four weeks after the 

first administration. Product-moment correlations 

ranged from .76 to .94, again showing acceptable 

reliability. 

The Marlow Crowne Social Desirability scale was 

administered to a test retest sample. Product-moment 

correlations ranges from -.02 to .18, indicating that 

the BSRI was not measuring the tendency to describe 

oneself in a socially desirable manner. The test 

manual reports validation studies that show that 

individuals who were sex-typed by the BSRI resisted 

sex inappropriate activity, even when offered payment 

for such activity (Bern, 1981). The manual does not 

provide validity coefficients. 
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The third instrument included in the packet was 

the Index of Marital Satisfaction (IMS). The IMS was 

designed to measure the degree of magnitude of 

problems in a relationship. The test manual reports 

Alpha coefficients in excess of .90. Validity 

coefficients are reported to be .60 or greater, with 

respect to content, construct, factorial and known 

groups validity (Walmyr Publishing Co., 1990). 

Participants completed the research packet at 

their leisure. Questionnaires were returned to the 

researcher by hand or mail. 

Research on Human Subjects 

Guidelines on research with human subjects were 

adhered to. Care was taken to: 

1. avoid causing psychological, physical or 

social injury to the subjects; 

2. inform the subjects of the purpose of the 

study; 

3. protect the volunteer status of the subjects; 

4. protect the subjects' privacy by making the 

questionnaires anonymous. 

The questionnaires comprising the research packet 

were submitted to the University of Arizona's 

Committee for Research on Human Subjects for approval. 
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a letter of the committee^ approval may be found in 

Appendix C. 

Methods of Analysis 

A Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way Anova was used to compare 

relationship satisfaction scores to gender role 

classifications (i.e., do individuals who are 

classified as androgynous report higher relationship 

satisfaction?). In addition to the Kruskal-Wallis 

1-Way Anova, t-tests were also used to compare marital 

satisfaction scores to combinations of gender role 

classifications (i.e., Do couples who are classified 

as masculine-feminine pairings report higher 

relationship satisfaction?). The Kruskal-Wallis was 

chosen because of its appropriateness to small 

samples. 

Summary 

This chapter discussed the design and methodology 

of the present study. The Bern Sex Role Inventory and 

the Index of Marital Satisfaction were introduced. 

Psychometric information on these two instruments was 

also discussed. Approval from the Committee for 

Research on Human Subjects was presented. Finally, 

the methods of analysis were discussed. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

relationship between gender roles and relationship 

satisfaction in heterosexual and homosexual couples. 

This chapter will present the findings of the present 

study. A demographic description of the sample will 

be followed by an examination of the hypothesis. 

Demographic Description 

Twenty-five couples returned 50 questionnaires. 

Four questionnaires were discarded, two because they 

were turned in blank and two because one partner did 

not complete the Index of Marital Satisfaction (IMS). 

Of the 23 remaining couples, 13 were heterosexual, 6 

were gay male, and four were lesbian couples. 

Of the 46 respondents 54.3% (N=25) were male and 

45.7% (N=21) were female. The sample was fairly well 

educated, with no respondents having less than twelve 

years of formal education and two respondents having 

twenty years of education (M=15.8). The sample was 

also an older group ranging from 22 to 71 years of age 

(M=41.1). The average joint income was $45,020 

annually and ranged from $14,000 to $99,000 annually. 
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The sample was 88.9% Anglo (N=40), 6.5% Hispanic 

(N=3), and 4.3% of other ethnicity (N=2). 

For most of the respondents (60.9%) their current 

relationship was not the first one in which they had 

cohabited with their partner. A vast majority of the 

respondents (95.7%, N=44) report being monogamous in 

their current relationship. One of the non-monogamous 

respondents was lesbian and the other was a gay male. 

Thirty-one individuals (67.4%) reported being 

legally married or having had some ceremony of 

commitment. Fifteen respondents (32.6%) stated they 

had not formalized their commitment with a ceremony. 

The partners who disagreed on this question comprised 

a gay male couple. Only 30.4% (N=14) of the 

respondents report that they had sought counseling for 

relationship problems. Of those who had sought 

counseling, 84.6% (N=ll) felt it was successful. The 

length of the relationships ranged from 1.8 years to 

26 years (M=10.91). The number of children living in 

the household ranged from zero to two. The percentage 

within the sample for each are as follows: 65.2% 

(N=30) had no children; 17.4% (N=8) had one child; 

17.4% (N=8) had two children living in the household. 



Table 1 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

FACTOR % N RANGE MEAN 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

54.3 
45.7 

25 
21 

Sexuality 
Heterosexua1 
Gay Male 
Lesbian 

56.5 
26.1 
17.4 

26 
12 
8 

Ethnicity 
Anglo 
Hispanic 
Other 

88.9 
6.5 
4.3 

40 
3 
2 

Legally Married or 
Formally Committed 
Yes 
No 

67.4 
37.6 

31 
15 

Monogomous 
Yes 
No 

95.7 
4.3 

44 
2 

First Relationship 
Yes 
No 

39.1 
60.9 

18 
28 

Previous Counseling 
Yes 
No 

30.4 
69.6 

14 
32 

Counseling Successful 
Yes 
No 

84.6 
15.4 

11 
3 

Number of Children 
0 
1 
2 

65.2 
17.4 
17.4 

30 
8 
8 

Years Married 1.8-26 10.91 

Education (years) 12-20 15.80 

Age (years) 22-71 41.10 

Income (thousands) 14-99 45.02 
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A Pearson Product Moment correlation indicated a 

significant relationship between length of 

relationship and age of respondent (r=.5022 pc.01). 

Likewise, a significant correlation existed between 

length of relationship and combined income (r=.3022 

p<.05). A Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way Anova indicated that 

heterosexual, lesbian, and gay male couples differed 

significantly on combined income ( 2=6.3204 p<.05). 

Lesbian couples had the highest combined income 

(M=$33,070), followed by heterosexual couples 

(M=$21,630) followed by gay males couples (M=$17,820). 

No other demographic variables were found to be 

significantly related to each other. More 

importantly, none of the demographic information was 

found to be significantly related to the IMS scores. 

Findings of rhe Hypothesis 

Subjects were classified on the Bern Sex Role 

Inventory (BSRI) using the means of the 

standardization sample. The standardized mean was 

chosen because of the small size of the current 

sample. For the current sample the femininity score 

mean was 4.92 and the masculinity score mean was 5.13. 

The standard femininity score mean was 4.90 and the 

standard masculinity score mean was 4.95 (Bern, 1981). 
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Subjects, whose femininity and masculinity scores both 

fell below the respective means, were classified as 

undifferentiated. Subjects, whose femininity scores 

were above the mean and whose masculinity scores were 

below the mean, were classified as feminine. Subjects, 

whose femininity scores fell below the mean and whose 

masculinity scores were above the mean, were 

classified as masculine. Subjects were classified as 

androgynous if both femininity and masculinity scores 

were above the respective mean. For the purpose of 

classification scores falling on the mean were 

considered above the mean. 

In the present sample 10.9% (N=5) were classified 

as undifferentiated, 21.7% (N=10) were classified as 

feminine, 32.6% (N=15) were classified as masculine, 

and 34.8% (N=16) were classified as androgynous. Nine 

of the forty-six subjects would have been classified 

differently had the sample mean been employed. This 

change is due to the high masculinity scores of the 

current sample. 

Of the heterosexual respondents, 30.8% (N=8) were 

classified as feminine, 30.8% (N=8) were classified as 

androgynous, 23.1% (N=6) were classified as masculine 

and 15.3% (N=4) were classified as undifferentiated. 



Of the gay males, 41.7% (N=5) were classified as 

masculine, 41.7% (N=5) were classified as androgynous 

and 16.6% (N=2) were classified as feminine. No gay 

males were classified as undifferentiated. Of the 

lesbian respondents, 50% (N=4) were classified as 

masculine, 25% (N=2) were classified as androgynous, 

12.5% (N=l) were undifferentiated and 12.5% (N=l) were 

feminine. 

Classification on the BSRI was related to IMS 

scores. A Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way Anova showed a 

significant difference between the four groups on IMS 

scores ( 2=8.6546 p<.05). The androgynous group had 

the lowest IMS scores (M=16.50) indicating a lower 

degree of problems in the relationship. Masculine 

individuals were second lowest on IMS scores 

(M=24.30), followed by feminine individuals (M=28.35). 

Those individuals, who were undifferentiated had the 

highest degree of problems in their relationships, as 

shown by high IMS scores (M=33.80). 

Because the IMS is intended to measure an 

individual's perception of the degree of problems in 

the relationship, no attempt was made to combine 

partner's scores. The forty-six individuals were 

assigned a relationship category based on their BSRI 
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Table II 

IMS by BSRI Classification 

Mean Rank Cases 

33.80 5 BEM = 1 UNDIFF 
28.35 10 BEM = 2 FEMIN 
24.30 15 BEM = 3 MASC 
16.50 16 BEM = 4 ANDROG 

44 Total 

Corrected for ties 
Cases Chi- Significance Chi- Significance 

Square Square 

46 8.6546 .0343 8.6616 .0341 

classification and the BSRI classification of their 

respective partners. Relationship categories were 

then examined for any statistical relationship to IMS 

scores. 

Ten relationship categories were possible. The 

present sample represented eight of those ten 

categories. Ten individuals (five couples) were in 

masculine/feminine pairings. Ten individuals were in 

masculine/androgynous pairings. Ten individuals were 

in androgynous/androgynous pairings. Six individuals 

were in undifferentiated/feminine pairings. Four 

individuals were in masculine/masculine pairings. Two 

individuals made up the feminine/feminine category. 
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Two individuals were in an undifferentiated/masculine 

couple. Two individuals were in the undifferentiated/ 

androgynoud category. No individuals were in 

undifferentiated/undifferentiated or androgynous/ 

feminine pairings. 

The two categories considered most important to 

testing the hypothesis were the masculine/androgynous 

(M/A) couples and the androgynous/androgynous (A/A) 

couples. Theoretically individuals in the M/A 

category would report the highest degree of problems 

in the relationship. Likewise, A/A couples should 

report that their relationships are fairly problem 

free. A significant difference was found between the 

M/A and A/A groups on IMS scores (t=3.08 p=.001). The 

M/A group did report more relationship problems as 

indicated by higher IMS scores (M=27.27). The A/A 

group reported a fairly low degree of relationship 

problems as indicated by lower IMS scores (M=8.33). 

Table III 

IMS by Relationship Category (t-test) 

Variable Number Standard Standard 
of Cases Mean Deviation Error 

IMS M/A 10 27 .2720 18.739 5.926 
A/A 10 8 .3310 5.100 1.613 

t= 3.08 p=.006 
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Theoretically the masculine/feminine (M/F) group 

would be found between the M/A and A/A groups on IMS 

scores. A Kruskal-Wallis 1-Way Anova revealed that 

the three groups were significantly different 

regarding IMS scores ( 2=8.1426 p<.05). The M/F group 

was indeed between the other two groups on IMS scores 

(M=14.50). 

Table IV 

IMS by Relationship Category (ANOVA) 

Mean Rank Cases 

14.50 10 RELCAT = 4 M/F 
21.55 10 RELCAT = 5 M/A 
10.45 10 RELCAT = 5 A/A 

30 Total 

Corrected for ties 
Cases Chi- Significance Chi- Significance 

Square Square 

30 8.1426 .0171 8.1535 .0170 

Summary 

Demographic data of the current sample was 

described. None of the demographic variables were 

related to the dependent variable of IMS scores in the 

current study. Significant results were found for the 

hypothesis tested. Individuals1 sex roles were 

related to IMS scores. Likewise relationship 
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categories, based on sex role pairings were found to 

be related to IMS scores in the predicted direction. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Introduction 

This study was designed to investigate the 

relationship between gender roles and satisfaction in 

heterosexual and homosexual couples. Twenty-three 

couples participated in the study; thirteen were 

heterosexual, six were gay male and four were lesbian. 

Gender role attitudes were measured by using the 

Bern Sex Role Inventory. Subjects were classified as 

masculine, feminine, androgynous or undifferentiated. 

Androgyny is the possession of both masculine and 

feminine qualities. Being classified as 

undifferentiated indicates the absence of these 

qualities. 

Marital satisfaction was measured by the Index of 

Marital Satisfaction (IMS). Lower scores on the IMS 

indicate lack of or low degree of problems in the 

relationship. 

The findings indicate that androgynous 

individuals report a lower degree of relationship 

problems than individuals classified otherwise. The 

results also indicate a continuum of relationship 
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satisfaction with androgynous/androgynous and 

masculine/androgynous couples at either end and 

masculine/feminine couples about the midpoint. The 

androgynous/androgynous couple represent the lower 

degree of problems end of the continuum. 

Discussion 

The results indicate that an individuals gender 

role is related to marital satisfaction. Androgynous 

individuals report fewer or less severe marital 

problems. This supports the hypothesis that 

individuals who are androgynous are whole and fully 

functional (Bern, 1981). The androgynous person is 

able to bring this healthiness to the relationship and 

build on egalitarian attitudes necessary to the 

functioning of the relationship (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978; Nicoll, 1989). 

The results also indicate that couples in which 

both partners are androgynous report less marital 

difficulty. This finding is, again, congruent with 

the Adlerian hypothesis. In the A/A couples, each 

partner brings to the relationship masculine qualities 

such as strength, independence and assertiveness, in 

addition to, feminine qualities such as intimacy and 

nurturancy (Bern, 1981). Both partners are able to 
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work together as equally contributing members of the 

relationship. Superiority issues, based on gender, 

are eliminated from this relationship (Nicoll, 1989; 

Tobin, 1978). 

Couples who were classified as masculine/ 

androgynous reported the highest degree of marital 

problems in the sample. In the M/A relationship, one 

partner has the flexibility of both gender 

characteristics and seeks equality. These efforts 

towards equality are thwarted by the partner who is 

limited to the masculine role. The masculine partner 

seeks to dominate or control the other and is unable 

to contribute the lacking feminine characteristics. 

The higher IMS scores confirm the tendency for this 

relationship to be characterized by tension and 

conflict (Tobin, 1978). 

Couples in M/F pairings report fewer relationship 

problems than the M/A couples but more than the A/A 

couples. These results support the hypothesis that 

both partners may accept this unequitable arrangement 

and find it partially satisfying (Ansbacher & 

Ansbacher, 1978), but that they also experience some 

discomfort with the inflexible roles (Berzon, 1990). 

Adlerian theory suggests that satisfaction with this 
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arrangement is not only limited in quality but also in 

duration. The inferior partner will eventually revolt 

against the superior partner (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 

1978). The high degree of marital problems 

characteristic of this type of revolt were not present 

in the M/F group. Two explanations are likely. When 

the inferior partner becomes dissatisfied with his or 

her role and revolts, he or she would probably be 

categorized differently by the BSRI. This change in 

gender role may take the form of androgyny, but more 

likely, to a more masculine role. The inferior 

partner may then deny in him or herself those 

characteristics that lead to the inferiority (i.e., 

feminine qualities) while at the same time assuming 

those characteristics that lead to his or her 

partner's superiority (o.e., masculine qualities). 

The second explanation is that the relationship does 

not survive the revolt and, therefore, would not be 

represented in the sample. 

Implications for Counseling 

The findings suggest that gender roles and role 

relationships should be considered by practitioners 

counseling troubled couples. Couples seeking 

counseling may be unaware of gender role attitudes and 
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their possible contribution to the relationship 

dysfunction. The therapist and couple can work 

together to identify and change those gender role 

attitudes that lead to relationship difficulties. 

Interventions should be intended to educate the couple 

(Hawes, 1989). Insight into the mistaken beliefs, 

based on gender roles, can lead to a decision by the 

couple to change their attitudes and behavior (Ijams, 

1989). Aware of gender based role inequalities, the 

couple can choose behavior, rather than becoming 

locked into ineffective patterns (Berzon, 1990). The 

couple can then establish a relationship that both 

define as equitable or just (Bowen & Orthnor, 1983). 

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

The lack of correlation between demographic data 

and IMS scores suggests that none of the information 

gathered accounts for variance in marital 

satisfaction. Also of interest is the similarity 

between the heterosexual and homosexual groups. 

Although few differences were found between these 

groups in the present sample, caution should be 

exercised before generalizing that relationship 

patterns are similar for heterosexual and homosexual 

couples. Further research will benefit practitioners. 
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The three relationship categories tested (i.e., 

M/A, M/F, A/A) represent the theoretic end points and 

middle on a continuum of marital satisfaction. The 

small size of the present sample prohibited 

exploration of the other relationship categories and 

their relative placement on this continuum. Further 

investigation is needed before generalization can be 

made of these groups. Placement of the left out 

categories along the continuum will strengthen the 

present findings. 

While the femininity score mean of the present 

sample was close to the standardization sample mean, 

the masculinity score means was much higher. This 

finding might suggest that the population is becoming 

more masculine and, therefore, possibly more 

androgynous. It is also possible that the items used 

to describe masculine characteristics in the 1970's 

are no longer gender oriented. For example, the 

adjective 'assertive* is scored as a masculine item on 

the BSRI. 'Assertive' might now be considered a gender 

neutral characteristic, that is considered positive 

for both men and women. Further research analyzing 

the items that construct the BSRI is suggested to test 

this hypothesis. If gender roles are being questioned 



and reevaluated, (O'Neil, 1978), the societal 

definitions of femininity and masculinity may have 

changed. 
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Dear Participant, 

Thank you for taking part in this study. The 

attached survey is concerned with the dynamics of 

relationships. The questionnaire is designed to be 

quick and easy; no more than 30 minutes of your time 

should be needed to complete it. Completion of the 

questionnaire will indicate your voluntary 

participation. You do have the right not to answer 

the questions and withdraw your participation. The 

results of this study will be used in a matsters 

thesis for the Department of Counseling and Guidance, 

University of Arizona (621-3218). Your responses will 

be anonymous and confidential. There is no way that 

you can be identified by your completed forms. 

Therefore, it will not be possible to withdraw from 

the study once the completed forms have been turned 

in. 

Your complete openness and honesty will enhance 

our understanding of your relationships. Please 

remember there are no right or wrong answers. Please 

do not share your answers with your partner and do not 

write your name on any of the forms. When you are 

finished, please double check to be sure you answered 



each item. Enclose your questionnaire, with your 

partner's, in the self-addressed steunped envelope. 

Thank you for your time and interest. 

Julie Treinen 

Masters degree candidate 

Counseling and Guidance 
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Human Subject Committee 

THE UNIVERSITY OF 

ARIZONA 
HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 

1690 N. Warren (Bldg.526B 
Tucson. Arizona 85724 
(602) 626-6721 or 626-7573 

February 17, 1992 

Julie Rose Treinen, M.A. 
College of Agriculture 
Education Building, 218 
Department of Counseling and Guidance 
Main Campus 

RE: GENDER ROLES AND RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION IN HETEROSEXUAL AND 
HOMOSEXUAL COUPLES 

Dear Ms. Treinen: 

We received documents concerning your above cited project. 
Regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services [45 CFR Part 46.101(b)(3)] exempt this type of research 
from review by our Committee. 

Please be advised that approval for this project and the 
requirement of a subject's consent form is to be determined by your 
department. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
concerning the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours, 

William F. Denny, M.D. 
Chairman, 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:sj 

cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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