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Temporal Dynamics of Gender Roles and their Implications on Relationships – Associating Sexuality with Intimate Interpersonal Interactions. 
The discussion herein employs the socialist constructs of gender roles to explore the dynamics of how the four different sex roles work in intimate relationships with each other. The key aim of the research is to assess the deliberations of gender performances when engaging in relationships and subsequently, how these performances are at times changed as a result of the sexual orientation, that is, evaluating how each of the ascribed sex roles develops and maintains the daily intimate interpersonal relations with one another. 
The definitions of modern gender roles have been greatly transformed. Social constructionist theories have departed from the usual binary categories – the biological categories of female and male, or the cultural depictions of only femininity and masculinity. Today, theorists such as Arrindell et al. (2013; pp 51-67) conceptualize gender more as a performance; that sex roles are not based on the inherent qualities of men and women, but rather on the performed behaviors by the individuals. Therefore, on top of being feminine or masculine, people can now identify with two more categories; androgynous and undifferentiated. There has been quite a few sociological and gender studies that have clearly attempted to explain the inherent power dynamics in intimate relationships and the subsequent sex roles that characterize them as such. Here, the discussion looks deeper into these dynamics by assessing some of the principal notions by previous scholars and theorist in these fields. 
The different kinds of behavior that define intimacy in any kind of relationship have been presented in four dimensions, that is, physical closeness, intellectual, emotional connections and shared activities. Accordingly, some relationships may display all these as forms of intimacy, while some may only exhibit one or any combinations of the dimensions. It is also important to note that intimacy and closeness in a relationship may not mean the same thing, some close relationships operate with high levels of intimacy while some do not. A clear distinction between these two aspects is required to fully understand the temporal gender roles and their implications on relationships, which the paper seeks to clarify. In other words, the conversation first looks at how intimacy is generally achieved in any kind of interpersonal relations, and then goes further to analyze if the interactions between the aforementioned sex roles, conform to these concepts and subsequently link to how they develop and maintain intimacy, if or when they do. This includes tackling questions such as; which groups are better when it comes to showing intimacy? Or, which combinations result in the highest level of intimacy and, does the specific type of grouping, depict a certain level or vibrant intimate relationship? 
Feminine males and feminine females can engage in deeper conversations and this type of continued communication with each other gets them closer and ultimately leads to intimacy between them. It has been shown those who exhibit feminine traits, whether women or men normally express themselves easily, especially between one another. Reisman (1990) conducted a cross sectional study which conclusively reported that women; whether feminine or masculine are normally much more satisfied with friendships formed with other women. When considering the sex roles however, Elkins and Peterson (1993) presented that feminine women equally enjoy their relationships with others regardless of the identity (feminine male or female). They are thus more likely to engage in shared activities which then transforms into intimate relationships between them.
While it is easier for feminine persons; boys or girls to develop strong friendships that create intimacy due to emotional connections or shared activities, the case is quite different when it comes to the interactions between them and masculine people generally. Feminine women and masculine women can form friendships but may take some time to gain some level of emotional intimacy. This is also true for feminine men and masculine men who have even much more minimal chances at developing intimate relations (Kamas, Linda, and Anne Preston, pp. 82-97). On the other hand, feminine women and masculine or androgynous men can easily form friendships, but then the intimacy takes quite a while to finally develop. In the end nonetheless, studies confirm that these associations slowly adopt physical intimacy signs, especially when they start loving each other. It then becomes full blown when the two groups decide to date or marry each other and especially when they begin sharing personal information and offer emotional support to one another. Normally, this is as a result of the gains that they expect from each other, such as protection or security. 
Considering masculinity, things get a little more different and complicated. Masculine boys and girls do not frequently interact with other masculine or androgynous men and women. Several studies have shown that traditionally, men are not very expressive in nature and although they might have different kinds of ways of showing love, it is seldom open. The masculine females usually adopt some of these behaviors and traits that are ascribed to men culturally. Thus, masculine people may develop casual friendships with one another, but then intimacy rarely develops between them. They might grow quite close, however as a result of minimal expressions and open communication, it is hard to transform into any of the four dimensions of intimate relationships, particularly, emotional and physical. There are some few cases however, where intellectual and shared activity intimacy may arise – for instance, masculine females and androgynous people or masculine men and other men who also identify as androgynous or masculine (Ratzer et al., 2019). 
Androgynous and undifferentiated individuals are quite complex. There exists a similarity between these two categories in terms of the fact that they both don’t identify with either feminine or masculine qualities solely. However, androgynous people are highly adaptable and can identify with either maleness or femaleness traits depending on the situation. The undifferentiated do not show any of these traits and usually fall below the median for femininity and masculinity on the Bern sex role scale (Bem, pp. 155–162). As such, they do not conform to any of the roles which quite makes them hard to interact with and develop friendships let alone intimate relationships. The androgynous on the other hand, due to high adaptability are able to be both expressive and instrumental or assertive and yielding at the same time based on the circumstances. They are therefore able to create significant friendships with the masculine or feminine boys and girls easily and due to the higher competence, they are subsequently the best category in developing and maintaining intimate relationships with either of the other roles. They are quick to develop emotional, intellectual and shared activity intimacy especially with feminine individuals as long as they get the same level of energy back. 
In conclusion, sex role plays a key part in the development of everyday social relations and by extension intimate relationships. Studies have shown that feminine individuals, both boys and girls normally form significant cross-sex friendships with one another. Such friendships usually develop into intimacy when the level of trust between the individuals is raised and they can emotionally engage with each other easily (Schmitz, pp.57-72).
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