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Abstract

The investigation was undertaken to examine in a broad-based
exploratery fashion four of the most salient factors in contemporary sex
role research (differential evaluation of the sexes, the motive to avoid
success, psychological androgyny, and attitudes toward women's roles
in society) in an effort to achieve synthesis in a comprehensive theory
of sex role ideology. The theory advanced here rests on the supposition
that pervading sex role stereotypes are uncritically accepted by males
and females and readily incorporated into emergent self concepts. While
the assimilation of this artificial dichotomy of masculinity and femininity
is restrictive to both sexes, the problem is more acute for the female
due to the underlying notion of inferiority and adversely affects attitudinal,
motivational and personality dispositioné.

The theory is corroborated by evidence which demonstrates
‘he prevalence of stereotypic views in men and women varied in age,
marital status, religion, educational and occupational history and its
high correlation with unitarily stereotypic masculine or feminine self
concepts, respectively. Dichotomized, sex appropriate self concepts
are also associated with inflexible, conservative attitudes towards women's
roles and behavioral potentials in society. Finally, the notion of feminine
inferiority is illustrated by the devaluation of women in areas of profes-
sional expertise and motivational ambivalence and conflict concerning
female achievement.

In conclusion, sex role research is criticized on its neglect of
critical synthesis of empirical data,and problems with theoretical valida -

tion are discussed in terms of phenomenology and methodological variation.
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Introduction

Sex role research, in the past, has been multi-
dimensional (but not necessarily profound), mis-
leading and often mythical in its foundations
(Lipman-Blumen, 1974, p. 1).

Current sex role research has emerged as an incoherent mass of em-
pirical data, gathered in support of independent, perhaps contradictory, sex
role theories exemplifying the various social scientific approaches. So-
ciologists have attacked the issues from a differentiation perspective, stres-
sing social and economic hierarchies and highlighting role theory and social~
ization processes. Anthropologists , by contrast, have fallen into the
nature-nurture controversy concentrating upon the examination of sex roles
within a cross-cultural matrix, and psychologists have been primarily
divided between the proponents of sex differences per se (emotional, cog-
nitive and physical traits) and attitudes about sex differences (stereotypes).

The omission of critical synthesis of descriptive and analytical data is
obvious at the interdisciplinary level; however, even within the relatively
specific areas of stereotype research the independent . amassing of empirical
evidence with apparent disregard of fundamental related research is easily
discernable. It may be that research of this type is presently fashionable
which induces a sense of urgency to outweigh careful consideration and sys-
tematic investigation, but whatever the reason, various facets of stereotype
research appear to be developing in respective vacuums and following separate
discrete paths. In short, the research has resulted in too much data and too
little theory, sadly neglecting the formulation of a comprehensive sex role

model.

While research in sex role stereotypes is important in its own right,

particularly in the assessment of influences on personality, attitudinal



and motivational variables, it becomes more neaningful in a multidis-
ciplinary approach to sex roles. The purpose of this thesis, then, is to
examine in a broad-based exploratory fashion, four of the most salient
aspects of stereotype research (differential evaluation of the sexes, the
motive to avoid success, psychological androgyny, and attitudes toward
women's roles in society) and to relate them in a comprehensive manner
in the formulation of a model of sex role ideology. Although a great deal
of work has been previously undertaken in these areas, the burgeoning mass
of research has not yet been synthesized and assimilated- a necessary step
before a meaningful, interdisciplinary approach to the study of sex roles
may be assumed.

This research contributes only on a small scale to the development of
sex role research in-toto . Nevertheless, by developing interaal consisteacy,
stereotpye research may meaningfully contribute to an interdisciplinary
approach and the ultimate development of appropriate, multidimensional

methodologies to meet the intrinsically complex problems of sex role research.



CHAPTER 1 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Sex Role Stereotypes

——

The existence and influence of sex role stereotypes, consensual beliefs
about differing characteristics of men and wone n, has been documented and
analyzed in historical terms, tracing the history and development of sex
roles (Alcott,1837,1839; Graves, 1843; Hale, 1828, 1835; Lantz, Britton,
Schmidt & Snyder,1972; Peal, 1975; Sandford, 1844; Smith, 1851), sociological
polemics - establishing and explaining male/female roles and the advantages
and disadvantages in contemporary society (Bernard, 1971; de Beauvoir, 1952;
Friedan, 1963; Jesser, 1972; Klein, 1950; Komarovsky, 1946,1950; Seward,
1945), political dialectics- emphasizing status and power differentials be-
tween the sexes (Blackstone, 1975; Firestone, 1970; Gillespie, 1971; Holter,
1974; Millett, 1970) and descriptive psychological neologisms- highlighting
restrictions and limitations of the masculine and feminine gender orienta -
tions (Bardwick,1971; Bem & Bem, 1970; Freeman, 1970; Lipman-Blumen,
1972; McClelland, 1965; Naffziger & Naffziger, 1974; Weisstein, 1971).

Regardless of veritable sex differences, stereotypes are currently wide-

spread and reticent to change, being propagated by parents (Meyer &
Sobieszek, 1972; Rubin, Provenzano & Luria, 1974), teachers (Bunt & Arm-
strong, 1975; Cuffaro, 1975; Dale, 1975; Bavies & Meighan, 1975; Engin,
Leppaluato & Fodor,1973; Etaugh & Hughes, 1975; Harris, 1975, 1976; Ricks
& Pyke, 1973; Sadker & Sadker, 1974) and the mass media (Blom, Waite,
Zimet & Edge, 1972; Busby, 1974; Courtney & Whipple, 1974; DeFleur, 1964;
Downing, 1974; Flora,1971; Franzwa & Katzman, 1972; Long & Simon,

1974; Stemple & Taylor,1974; Tedesco, 1974).
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As contrasted with other disciplines the study of sex roles from a
psychological perspective is characterized by a focus on the measurement
and assessment of these stereotypic perceptions. In the earliest stereotype
questionnaires individuals selected from extensive lists those traits which
characterize. men and women (Fernberger, 1948; Sheriffs & Jarrett,
1953). Results demonstrated the traditional st ereotypic tendencies with
men depicted as competent, intelligent and rationaland women described
as emotional and passive. Sheriffs & Mc Kee (1953, 1957) condensed the
masculine stereotype into three components- 1) straightforward, unin-
hibited social style, 2) rational competence and ability and 3) active ef-
fectiveness and vigor. Femining characteristics centered on 1) social
skill and grace and 2) tenderness. It was also discovered that with
reference to self evaluation men emphasize the highly desirable qualities
of masculinity while women stress the unfavorable feminine characteristics.

More recent inventories as developed by Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Brover-
man & Broverman, (1968) and refined by Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp
(1974) rely on the conceptualization of stereotypes as the degree to which
men and women are believed to possess particular traits and require
ratings of the typical man, woman, and self on a series of bipolar items.
Results of research based on the Stereotype Questionnaire (Rosenkrantz
et al., 1968) and the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence et al.,
1974) indicate that socially desirable male traits reflect activity, com-
petence and lack of emotion, e.g., aggression, independence, objectivity,
self confidence and competitiveness while the socially desirable female
traits reflect sensitivity- gentleness, tactfulnesa., and tenderness. In

short, the masculine traits form a competency cluster while the feminine



characteristics constitute a warmth expressiveness grouping.(Broverman,
Broverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz & Vogel, 1970; Broverman, Vogel,
Broverman, Clarkson & Rosenkrantz, 1972; Rosenkrantz et al., 1968).

In addition, masculine characteristics are more highly regarded and pos-
itively valued. Rosenkrantz et al. report that 70% of those traits defined
as masculine by college students were viewed as highly socially desirable
as compared with 30% of the female traits. The preference for masculine
characteristics and the devaluation of feminine traits has been corroborated
by Broverman et al. (1972), Clifton & Firenze (1973), Fernberger (1948),
Kitay (1940), MacBrayer (1960), McKee & Sheriffs (1957, 1959), Sheriffs
& McKee (1957), and W.lliams & Bennet (1975).

It is also interesting to note that sex role prescriptions encourage
discrete, separate standards of healthy personality development for men
and women. Broverman et al. (1970) performed a classic study in which
male and . female mental health clinicians were asked tecdescribe a mature,
healthy, socially competent man, wyman or adult on a series of 122 bi-
polar traits. Results indicated that although there were no significart:
differences in the ratings of mmle and adult, the psychologically adjusted
female differed by being described as less ambitious, adventuresome,
logical, rational and aggressive and depicted as more emotional and de-
pendent. A dichotomy, then, appears between wo man and person and the
feminine becomes equated with child-like. These findings have been
replicated by Anderson (1975) and Nowacki & Poe (1973).

Broverman et al. (1972) maintain that repeated research with the.

Stereotype Questionnaire has ~warranted four broad conclusions:



1) A strong consensus about differing characteristics of men and
women exist across groups which are varied in age, sex,
religion, marital status and educational level.

2) Characteristics ascribed to men are more positively valued
than characteristics ascribed to women.

3) Sex role definitions are implicitly and uncritically accepted
to the extent that they are incorporated into self concepts of
men and women (i.e., there is an association between stereo-
#ypes of males and females and sex appropriate self concepts).
4) Individual differences in sex role concepts can be associated
with certain sex role relevant: behaviors and attitudes as well
as specific antecedent conditions (e.g., less stereotypic views
are associated with working mothers and the desire to have less
children).
These conclusions are particularly important as Broverman et al . have
bridged a gap making it possible to switch in emphasis from the measure-
ment of stereotypes to the effects of their internalization and acceptance.
These fundamental suppositions in sex role research provide a conceptual
framework and lend theoretical coherence to apparently diverse areas of
research. In particular, they furnish theoretical links between four
broad areas of stereotype investigation: differential evaluation of men and
women, the motive to avoid success, psychological androgyny, and attitudes
towards women's roles in society.

The assertion that a strong consansus concerning the differing charac-
teristics of men and women is widespread and that the masculine traits
are more highly valued is especially relevant to research on differential
evaluations. What is ccnsidered sex typical and sex appropriate can in-
fluence the appraisal of individuals' performance, ability and overall com-

petence. Evaluative judgements which are based solely on the sex of an

individual can, in a sense, be defined as prejudice, a favorable or un-



favorable judgement made prior to actual experience, and relies on the
attribution of specific traits to an individual merely on the basis of

his /her membership in a particular group. A review of the literature
will demonstrate that females are frequently devalued in relation to males,
ONLY ON THE BASIS OF SEX, even if there is no objective reason for

the devaluation.

The motive to avoid success (M-S) and psychological androgyny
are more reliant on the supposition that sex role definitions are incor-
porated into self concepts. M-g has been conceptualized as a stable per-
sonality 'disposition acquired early in life in conjunction with sex role
standards. It acts as a debilitating factor of achievement motivation in
women by arousing anxiety due to the traditional dichotomy of success and
femininity. Women are placed in a double bind and are forced to sacrifice
either their "feminine' identity or success and autonomy; consequently,
many women learn to fear success and alter their behavior in achievement-
oriented situations. In this case it is clear that an acceptance and in-
ternalization of the traditional female stereotype is necessary to cause
conflict and adversely affect achievement motivation.

Psychological androgyny refers to a measurement of psychological
masculinity and femininity and reflects the incorporation of sex role stereo-
types into self concepts. The measurement of androgyny differs from the
traditional M/F scales on a conceptual level by defining masculinity /
femmninity as orthogonal variables as opposed to bipolar dimensions of
a single trait. The theory proposes that a psychologically androgynous
individual may assimilate both the socially desirable macsuline and fem-

inine characteristics as opposed to the unitarily masculine or feminine
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individuals (Bem, 1972,1974, 1975). Research indicates that the measure-

ment of androgyny may be a valid predictor of adaptive behavior in the same,
neutral and cross sexed situations, and that highly sexed typed individuals
actively avoid cross sexed behavior.

Broverman et al, (1972) also mavintain that individual differences in
sex role concepts are associated with certain sex role relevant behaviors
and attitudes. This furnishes the link between sex role stereotypes and
attitudes concerning the social roles of men and women. Assessment of
these attitudes differs somewhat from research on differential evaluations
in that the former is a more overt measurement stressing the cognitive
component of attitudes while the latter, a more subtle appraisal, em-
phasizes the evaluative facet. In addition, measurement of attitudes
toward men's and women's roles in society encompasses a broader range
of features rather than a direct and specific comparison of competence

and i'elative worth,

Differential Evaluation of Males and Females

Professional Ability

... women have been forced to accept an inferior
role in society, but they have also come to believe
that they are truly inferior. (Morse & Bruch, 1970, p.26).
Females' bias against females in areas of professional competence
was first demonstrated by Goldberg (1968). Goldberg presented college
women with a series of acadmic articles which they were asked to read

and evaluate. Although the works were identical, half were alledgedly

male authored and half female authored. Goldberg hypothesized that
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articles affected the bias in evaluations. Female authored works were
more highly valued in dietetics while male authored articles were
preferred in law. Starer and Denmark (1974) found that testing situations
can further influence evaluations. When tested in mixed sexed groups
men demonstrated a preference for male authored poems while women
preferred female authored works. However, individual testing revealed
a preference for poems by opposite sexed authors. Starer and Denmark
suggest that mixed sex testing may induce a pressure to defend one's
group and positively bias evaluations; this pressure is not apparent in

individual testing.

Differential Evaluation in Occupational Suitability
As much as women want to be scientists and engineers,
they want first and foremost to be womanly companions
of men and mothers (Bettleheim, 1965).

Differential evaluation of occupational suitability of men and women
does not appear to result in a global bias against women but rather appears
to be a function of sex appropriateness and status of an occupation. In
particular, women are ostensibly devalued in prestigious, male dominated
professions.

FideH (1970) empirically verified discriminatory hiring practices in
academic institutions. She presented a series of resumés (sex of the ap-
plicant varied) to department heads and asked them to indicate what position,
if any, the candidate might be offered. Results demonstrated differential
evaluations- lower positions were offered to the candidates described as

female.

Sex bias due to stereotypes is also apparent in the executive suite.
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Rosen & Jerdee (1974a,b,c) demonstrated that ..male applicants are more
frequently accepted for managerial positions than equally qualified females.
In addition they are more highly evaluated on general suitability, poten-
tial for long service and fitting into the organization and were favored for
promotion. Unfavorable attitudes toward female managers by male
executives has been further substantiated by Bass (1971) and Bowman,
Wortney, & Greyser (1965), but the antifemale bias is not confined to
males as Schein(1975) demonstrated that female executives perceive
managers to possess the traits, temperaments and characteristics at-
tributed to males.

The promale bias in evaluations breaks & wn in those occupations
which are less sex stereotyped. Brief & Wallace (1976) found that eval-
uations 'of performance in a . "neutral" occupation (library administrator)
was not affected by sex of the employee, and Hamner, Kim, Baird &
Bigoness (1974) reported that females were rated higher in overall task
performance as a grocery clerk.

Evaluative judgements, however, vary between actual and potential
employers. For example, although Rosen & Jerdee reported a bias against
females in managerial positions by employers, this trend was not apparent
in role playing students who selected department managers (Soto & Cole,
19%). Likewise, although Fidell verified discrimination against female
academics, students have been reported to view female professors as
more competent, valuable and wiser and equal in prestige to male pro-
fessors (Mackie, 1976). However, Ferber & Huber (1975) have demon-

strated a selective bias in students- a preference for ma le lecturers
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in science and social science and a prediliction for females in home
economics,

Separating the effects of sex appropriateness (masculie-feminine)
and status on the evaluations of occupational suitability is particularly dif-
ficult because the majority of high status occupations are, in fact, male
dominated and the introduction of women into high status positions lowers
the prestige (Touhey,1974). The problem is compounded by evidence
from Stefflre, Resinkoff & Lezotte (1968) which indicates the prestige of
an individual may vary as a function of sex. Male architects and account-
ants were rated more prestigious that their female counterparts; however,
female social workers and commercial artists were viewed more eminent
than males. Differential evaluations of prestige within an occupation
are not necessarily reflective of its sex appropriateness- there were no
biases in the prestige ratings of individuals physicians and counsellors.

Cecil, Paul & Olins (1973) suggest that differential factors are im-
portant in the evaluation of job applicants. Consequently, even if ap-
plicants present identical resumes, the variables which promote selection
differ. Females are judged on personality, appearance and skills while
males are considered in terms of their ability and skill. This could
explain why managers have differential expectations for men and women.
Rosen & Jerdee (1974b) found that managers expect men to give priority
to their jobs and women to their family which biases them in favor of

selection, promotion and career development of men.

Femininity, Competency-and Attribution of Success
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Both men and women tend to value many traits and
activities conventionally associated with males more
than those associated with females. Included among
these masculine attributes are strivings for achieve-
ment and its successful attainment- in a word, competen-~
cy (Spence & Helmreich, 1972, p. 210).

Differential evaluations of men and women may be dependent upon
extraneous factors which cause individuals described in identical terms
to be perceived differently. In particular, the male sex role stereotype
is inherently compatible with the definition of success; consequently,
even when a woman is described as equally successful as a man, the at-
tribution of success varies. For example, Feldman-Sommers & Keisle;'
(1974) found that evaluations of successful female physicians in comparison
with males entailed a greater level of motivation, i.e., women try harder.
The implication is clear- women find it more difficult to become suc-
cessful in medicine because they are hindered by femininity.

Along these lines Taynor & Deaux (1973) have proposed an equity
theory which states that individuals working under nonvoluntary constraints
appear to be more deserving of reward than those operating under dif- |
ferent limitations. Women operate within gender limitations and the
possession of stereotypic traits such as emotionality, dependence and
passivity. Consequently, in specific demanding situations, such as
emergencyy circumstances, women who perform well are viewed as man-
aging better, expending more effort and deserving more reward than
their male counterparts.

Feather & Simon (1976) maintain that there are distinctly different

images of masculine and feminine competence. Ty, is is supported by

Deaux's (1976) and Deaux & Emswiller's (1974) work on differential
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for the masculine sex role stereotype. Nevertheless, these results

are not conclusive as a preference for a feminine ~competent stimulus
person has been reported by Kristal, Sanders, Spence & Helmreich (1975)
and Shaffer & Wegley (1974). On the basis of these results Shaffer &
Wegely suggest that competent women are attractive to the extent that
they retain a feminine sex role perspective and are not strongly motivated
to compete successfully with men in masculine endeavors. This receives
support from Hagan & Kahn (1975) who report that men prefer to observe

competent women rather than. interact with them.

Does Differential Evaluation of Men and Women Constitute Prejudice?

Prejudice can be defined as an attitude which predisposes an individual
to make negative judgements about persons, objects or concepts prior to
objective evaluation. In some cases, then, differential evaluation of men
and women does constitute prejudice. This is particularly apparent in
Goldberg's research where the underlying stereotypic notion of feminine
inferiority promotes distorted perception and the devaluation of professional
competence in women. In absence of any objective criteria women are
downgraded in relation to men.

In The Nature of Prejudice Allport maintians that antifeminism

reflects the two basic ingredients of prejudice~ denigration and gross

overgeneralization.

Women are viewed as a wholly different species from
men, usually an inferior species. Such primaryand
secondary sex characteristics as exist are generally

exaggerated and are inflated into imaginary distinctions
that justify discrimination (p.34).

Maintenance of a specific stereotype is not enough to constitute
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of her (his) medical school class.'" Females produced negative imagery
in about 65% of the stories, frequently composing themes of social rejec-
tion, loss of femininity and cue denial. Men on the other hand, responded
with about 10% negative imagery. Specifically, stories were considered
to demonstrate fear of success imagery (FOS) if they contained negative
consequences or anticipation of negative consequences due to success,
negative affect, instrumental activity away from success, denial of
effort or situation, or bizarre, nonadaptive responses.

Scored in this manner, story content appears to be a valid predictor
of behavioral responses in achievement oriented situations. In fact,
when relating task performance to motivational assessment Horner
found that T-g as opposed to Tg and Ty is the most reliable predictor
of behavior. Women demonstrating FOS were tested on math and verbal
skills alone and in mixed sex competition. Horner found that those subjects
who were low in FOS performed significantly better under competitive
circumstances than alone while the reverse was true for high FOS women.
Horner inferred that the internalization of the motive to avoid success
is prevalent resulting in debilitating anxiety and break down in task per-
formance and further postulated that the motive is most prominent in

highly competent women when placed in competition with men.

Fear of Success: Variation in Cues and Subjects

Horner's original cue contained three components: female success

in a competitive, male dominated field. Breedlove & Cicirelli (1974)

assessed M-g in response to female achievement in education and medicine

and found the proportion of FOS significantly higher in the latter instance.
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Lockheed (1975) discovered the proportion of FOS diminished in response
to a female cue when the medical school class was described as 50% female.
It appears that when an occupation is defined as deviant for women a
higher percentage of FOS imagery is elicited. However, Hoffman (1974)
presented students with three variations of Horner's cue- a less mas-
culine field (child psychology), achievement communicated privately,

and competition minimized. None of these variables diminished FOS.
Variations in extraneous factors in the cue have also been investigated
and apparently affect the proportion of FOS imagery. For example,
Spence's (1974) research indicates the marital status of a female stimulus
person (SP) may affect the quantity and quality of FOS imagery.

For the most part, women have been found to evince more FOS than
men {Feaher & Simon, 1973; Horner, 1968, 1972b; Monahan, Kuhn & Shaver
1974; Prescott, 1971), although Levine & Crumrine (1973) and Morgan &
Mausner (1973) report a higher incidence of FQOS in the latter. Likewise,
white women appear more prone to FOS than blacks. Horner (1972b)
and Weston & Mednick (1970) report less FOS imagery in black than
white women. This was corroborated by Puryear & Mednick (1974)
but not supported by Mednick & Puryear (1976) in a later sample. In
addition, M-g was associated with militant black attitudes, particularly
in those women who had no attachment to a man. These results appear
to be consistent with the view of the black ma’riarchal society which
forces women to be more autonomous. Black men, on the other and,
display a greater proportion of FOS than either white men or black women

(Horner, 1972b).
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Cross-cultural comparisons have yielded a higher incidence of FOS
in Australian women (47%) as compared with Americans (27%) (Feather
& Raphelson,1974). It has been suggested that the more rigid sex role
stereotypes maintained in Australia may be conducive to demonstration
of more FOS in those women. Weinreich (in press) reported a similar
proportion of FOS in a British sample (44.5%).

Investigation of the relationship between academic field and M-g
has yielded contradictory results. Horner (1969) and Patty (1972)
found a concentration of FOS females in traditional fields such as educa-
tion and humanities. Horner reported 89% of FOS stories from women
in traditional areas as opposed to 43% from those in nontradtional en-
deavors. However, Gearty & Milner (1975) found no relation between
M- and academic concentration, nor did Moore (1972) who tested women
in law, nursing, graduate arts and sciences. M-g has been reported
to be more prevalent in honor students (Hornet,1974), women of high
academic ability (Hoffman, 1974; Kresojevich, 1972; Sorrentino & Short,
1974) and females attending co-educational institutions (Winchel,

Fenner & Shaver, 1974).

FOS does appear to be positively correlated with age. Baruch (1975)
established an increase in FOS imagery in students from fifth to tenth
grades (10-15 years). This is corroborated by Horner & Rhoem (1968)
with seventh and eleventh grade subjects, Kimball & Leahy (1976) with
fourth to tenth grade children and Lavach & Lanier (1975) with seventh
and tenth grade samples. However, Kresojevich (1972), Monahan et al .

(1974) and Zuckerman & Allison (1973) have failed to replicated these

findings.
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FOS and Personality

Because Horner maintains that M-S is a stable personality dis-
position various attempts have been made to correlate FOS with specific
personality traits, personal attitudes and ambitions. Midgley & Abrams
(1973) found that FOS is associated with high external scores on Rotter's
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale. External orientation~ reflects
a belief in chance, luck or fate suggesting that women who fear success
may attribute their success/failure to extrinsic factors rather than sub-
ject to internal control. This is supported by Thurber & Friedli (1976)
who also reported a relationship between FOS and low scores on the In-
terpersonal Trust scale. Feather & Simon (1975) and Patty (1976) ex-
plored the effect of success and failure on the I-E locus of control. Re-
sults indicated that subjects who exhibit M- and succedd on a task view
task difficulty and luck as less important causes of the outcome than
than those who fail while the reverse is true for other subjects. This
more complex approach to the investigation of the relationship between
attribution of locus of control and FOS appears more effective in yielding
consistent results. Simple attempts to relate intrinsic/extrinsic factors
to FOS have failed. For example, FOS does not directly correlate with

test anxiety (Sorrentino & Short, 1974).

Patty (1972) found that although FOS women are intellectually career
oriented, they lack actual dedication and commitment to achievement.
They have a tendency to be concentrated in traditional fields and display
feelings of inadequacy and self criticism. Parker (1972) discovered

that high FOS women view home and family as most important vh ile
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they may induce its arousal (Peplau, 1976b).

The Motive to Avoid Success under Test Conditions

One of Horner's basic tenets is that women exhibiting M-, feel
unsexed by success and experience the most anxiety in competition with
men. Murphy-Berman (1975,1976) attempted to test this underlying
assumption by questioning women after they had been engaged in competi-
tive tasks. FOS subjects did not estimate their male partners wanted
to be with them less after success than failure or that their partners
viewed them as less feminine after success. Nevertheless, Makosky
(1972) and Parker (1972), as well as Sorrentino & Short (1974), dis-
covered that FOS women perform optimally on a task labelled feminine.

Horner (1968,1969, 1970,1971, 1972a,1972b, 1973,1974) asserts
that women who evince M~-g perform worse in competition with men than
against other women or working alone. This has been empirically demon-
strated byAllen & Boivan (1976), Groszko & Morganstern (cited in Makos~
ky, 1972), Hyatt, Cooper & Allen (1970), Karabenick, Marshall &
Karabenick (1976), Makosky (1972) and Pa:rker (1972). Further support
is offered by Karabenick & Marshall (1974) who found that wome:n who
are high inboth fear of success and fear of failure depress performance
in competitive situations. Zaro (1972) reported that women who are
high in FOS react more cooperatively in competitive situations than low
FOS women; likewise, Bongort (1974) found high FOS women  more
cooperative in the prisoner's dilemma game. However, results from

Althof (1973), Feather & Simon (1973), Karabenick (1972), Morgan &
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Mausner (1972,1973), and Zanna (1973) do not reflect these trends.

Critical Assessment of the Motive to Avoid Success

Horner's work has been open to the criticism that fear of success
imagery has not been established as a motive. First, Tresemer (1974,
1976) maintains Horner did not adopt the conventional method of establishing
and isolating a motive. Typically, projective stories from an aroused
group form the basis of a scoring system which is applied to themes from
a neutral group. Horner did not compare themes of aroused and neutral
groups, but rather established her own criteria. Stories were scored
high in FOS imagery if they exhibited negative affect, instrumental ac-
tivity away from success, anticipation of negative cansequences due to
success, conflict about success, denial of effort or situation or bizarre,
nonadaptive responses. However, Horner did place subjects in aroused
situations and found the M-g is predictive of behavior. In particular,
women displaying FOS imagery in stories performed significantly worse
in competitive circumstances than alone.

The second major criticsm comes from those researchers who have
expanded the original Horner design to allow both sexes to respond to
male and female stimulus persons (SPs). Results have been inconclusive,
but the majority of studies report FOS imagery most prevalent in response
to a female SP (Alper,1974; Brown, Jennings & Vanik, 1974; Feather &
Simon, 1973; Feather & Raphelson, 1974; Monahan et al., 1974; Prescott,
1971; Solomon, 1975; Wellens, 1973; Winchel et al., 1975). However,

Hoffman (1974), Jackaway (1974), Katz (1973), Kimball (1973), Krusell
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(1973), Levine & Crumrine (1975), Robbins & Robbins (1973) and Tresemer
(1974) found no siginificant difference in the proportion of FOS imagery
in response to male and female SPs. (In the same fashion Bean & Levy
(1976) found that both sexes produce primarily positive responses.) The
former, supported by Zuckerman & Wheeler (1975) , maintain that pro-
jective techniques for the assessment of M-S may be merely tapping
sex role stereotypes rather than providing a valid motivational measure-
ment. This is because men tend to respond with wvery high proportions
of negative imagery to female cues while females produce primarily
positive stories for male cues.

Although these studies may yield interesting and informative results,
in terms of motivational assessment, sex appropriateness of the SP is
a crucial factor. A consistent body of data on the measurement and develop-
ment of achievement motivation was derived from male subjects in response
to male TAT figures (Atkinson,1958). But responses of female subjects
to male TAT figures do not conform to these patterns. French & Lesser
(1964), Veroff, Wilcox & Atkinson,(1953) and Wilcox (1951) found that
although achievement imagery was greater in women in response to male
pictures, it did not increase in achievement oriented situations. Nor do
female cues accurately measure achievement motivation in males.
Veroff (1950) found that achievement imagery is low for high school
males in response to female pictures and that there is little change from
neutral to aroused conditions. McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell
(1953) conclude that '"male pictures provide a measurement of achievement

motivation, female pictures do not (p.168)." They do not conclude that
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the measurement of achievement motivation is merely reflective of
sex role stereotypes because males respond with less achievement imagery
to female cues.
The importance of a sex appropriate SP is further corroborated

by Murray (1943) in his development of the TAT technique:

Experience has shown that in the long run the

stories obtained are more revealing and the validity

of the interpretations is increased if most of

the pictures include a person who is of the same

sex as the subject (p.2).
This has been empirically demonstrated by Wayner & Lindskold (1976)-
subjects project more of their own characteristics on SPs they perceive
to be similar.

Finally, there is the argument proposed by Condry & Dyer (1976)

that fear of success should be considered as a situational rather than a
motivational variable. This rests on the assumption that social norms
imply the existence of an extrinsic social reward system~ positively
valuing acceptance of norms and actively punishing deviation (Festinger,
1954). In these terms fear of success is seen as realistic expectancies
about the negative consequences of deviancy from a set of cultural norms
for sex appropriate behavior. This is corroborated by Argot, Fisher,
McDonald & O'Neil (1976) who found that females who were rejected
after success or accepted after failure in competition with men performed
significantly worse on subsequent tasks than those accepted after success
or rejected after failure. While this argument is plausib'e, even favorable,
in light of masses of contradictory evidence, it is not antithetical with

Horner's notion of M-g . The discrepancy lies in the tendency for

Condry & Dyer to dismiss FOS as merely reflective of realistic expectancies



27
while Horner maintains that these expectancies are incorporated into

personality dispositions and directly affect motivation.

The Motive to Avoid Success and Sex Role Stereotypes

The motive to avoid success is conceptualized as a stable personaﬁty
disposition acquired early in life in conjunction with sex role standards.
Although it is defined as a motive and has been empirically demonstrated
as a valid predictor of behavior, it is heavily influenced by sex role
stereotypes. For example, Horner hypothesizes that M-g is most ap-
parent in high achieving women when placed in competition with men.

She has inferred a debilitating anxiety- due to the incongruence of success
and the female role. More specifically, a woman placed in competition
with a man may feel unsexed by success or forced to choose between
accomplishment or femininity. If this is true, M.g would be most prevalent
in those women who embrace the traditional female stereotype and actually

view success and femininity as dichotomous.

Masculinity and Femininity

Our current system of sex role differentiation
has long outlived its utility, and it now serves
to prevent both men and women from developing
as full and complete human beings (Bem, 1975, p. 634).
‘ Sex role identity has been conceptualized traditionally in terms of

masculinity and femininity; historically and cross-culturally, mas-

culinity and femininty have been represented as bipolar or complementary

domains of traits and behaviors. Parsons & Bales (1955) associate mas-
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culinity with an instrumental orientation and a cognitive focus while
femininity is related to an expressive orientation and an affective con-
cern. Bakan (1966) refers to masculinity as an agentic perspective as
opposed to femininity, a communal orientation. Both of these characteriza-
tions are akin to Broverman et al. 's (1972) conceptualization of per-
sonality traits in terms of the masculine or competence cluster and the
feminine, expressive cluster.

There is a logical connection between one's sex role stereotypes,
the beliefs about differing characteristies of the sexes, and one's own
sex role identity, psychological masculinity/femininity. According to
both Kagan (1964) and Kohlberg (1966), a highly sex typed individual is
motivated to maintain the appropriate masculine or feminine image. Con-
sequently, individual self concepts and role relevant behaviors should

vary as a function of the acceptance of sex role stereotypes.

Research

Although there has been a great deal of work on the relationship
of masculinity /femininity to other personality variables and dispositions,
there has been relatively little research on its relation to sex role
behavior. Investigations in this area have been concentrated on the
choice of academic major and career selection in women. Career choice,
in fact, appears to be a function of one's m/f identification. Rezler
(1967) found that girls choosing atypical occupations (pioneers) were
more intellectual and masculine than those pursuing traditional vocations.

In addition, career oriented women score higher in masculinity, com-
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petency and achievement (Rand, 1968). Sex role identification in rela-
tion to career selection appears reflective of current stereotypic notions
of professions. Fleming (1972) tested graduates females in education
and pharmacy. Women in education viewed themselves more feminine

than their counterparts in pharmacy.

The Measurement of Masculinity and Femininity

The measurement of masculinity and femininity has posed serious
problems on both the conceptual and psychometric level. The main
criticism of the traditional inventories, Gough Fe Scale, Guildford-
Zimmerman Masculinity Scale, MMPI, SVIB, and Terman- Miles
Temperament Scale, is that they are based on the untested assumption
that M/F is represented by a single, bipolar dimension (Gough, 1952,
1964, 1966; Guildford & Zimmerman, 1949; Hathaway & McKinley, 1943;
Strong, 1943; Terman & Miles, 1936). Bipolarity assumes a single
continuum ranging from one extreme to the other, through a zero point;
behaviors defining one end point are opposite to the other and should be
negatively correlated.

In M/F scale construction, assumptions of bipolarity are apparent
on three levels: 1) dependence on: biological sex as the appropriate
criterion for an item's m/f relevance (item selection is based on the
item's ability to discriminate between responses of males and females),
2) the implication that the opposite of a masculine response is indicative
of a feminine one, and 3) the use of a single M/F score which places

the individual on a bipolar dimension.
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According to Constantinople (1974) the problem of polarity in the

domain of M/F measurement is further intensified by the fact that it is
viewed as the psychological correlate of a biological dimorphism-

even though evidence casts doubt on the either/or monolithic approach
on a basic biological level. Constantinople further criticizes the major
M/F tests on two accounts- the suppositions that the M/F construct is
unidimensional in nature and can adequately be measured by a single
score and that it can best be defined in terms of sex differences in item
responses. In the first instance she suggests that M/F is not a unitary
trait and may be more accurately measured by a set of subtraits which
can be related to other variables through profile scoring. The same
criticism has been propounded by Lunneborg (1972). The second criticism
focuses on the definition of masculinity and femininity which appears
vague, ambiguous and variable between inventories. In the most general
sense masculinity and femininity appear to encompass relatively enduring
traits which are more or less rooted in anatomy, physiology and early
experience and serve to distinguish males from females in appearance,
attitudes and behavior. The reliance on the item's ability to distinguish
between the responses of men and women and the emphasis placed on
different dimensions of the concept adds to the ambiguity in definition.

In some cases item content would appear to be logically related to an
intuitive definition of M/F and in others the content seems irrelevant to
any identifiable definition of the concept. This is particularly true of the
strictly empirical approach which accepts any item which discriminates
men from women at a particular point in time in a particular culture as
a valid indicator of M/F with no assessment of centrality of that trait

to an abstract defhition of masculinity and femininity.
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The major M/F tests can also be criticized on the obvious and
stereotyped measurement of masculinity and femininity. Sex role
stereotypes clearly contribute to the "fakability' of M/F measures
(Bieliaukas, Miranda & Lansky, 1968; Lunneborg, 1970). Lelieuvre
& Wise (1974) found that subjects were able to produce opposite sexed
scores on the Gough Fe Scale. Nichols (1962) maintains that the MMPI,
SVIB, Guildford & Zimmerman, Terman & Miles and Gough scales are
composed of obvious responses and argues for the construction of a more
sultle scale.

Attempts to develop verbal measures of M/F as distinct from stan-
dard inventory techiniques have also incorporated the notion of bipolarity.
This includes the adjective check lists by Berdie (1959). and Heilbrun (1964)
and Reece's (1964) semantic differential, Nonverbal projective tests have
also been devised, the criteria being the ability to discriminate between
men and women (Caligor,1951; Franck & Rosen,1949; May, 1971; Webster,
1953). However, with the exception of the Franck & Rosen Drawing
Completion Test, these measurements have not been employed in a sub-
stantial number of studies. The nonverbal assessments of M/F alledgedly
tap a somewhat unconscious concept of one's masculinity or femininity as
contrasted with the verbal measures and produce low intercorrelations
with the latter. The standard inventories, by contrast, highly inter-
correlate(Barrows & Zuckerman, 1960; Heston, 1948; McCarthy, Anthony

& Domino, 1970; Shepler, 1951).

The Bem Sex Role Inventory
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Measurement

There has been much argument against the notion of bipolarity of mas-
culinity and femininity in psychological literature (Baucom, 1976; Jenkin
& Vroegh,1969; Symonds, 1973). More recently, the concept of psychologi-
cal androgyny, the intergration of both masculinity and femininity with-~
in a single individual has been suggested by scholars in all fields of
social science (Bazin & Freeman, 1974; Block, 1973; Gelpi, 1974; Harris,
1974; Heilbrun, 1973,1976; Pleck, 1974; Secor, 1974; Spence, Helmreich
& Stapp, 1974).

Along these lines, Bem (1974) has devised a Sex Role Inventory
(BSRI) which is distinguishable from the traditional measurements in
that the standard criticisms are met and dealt with. In particular,the
BSRI treats masculinity and femininity as two independent variables.
Individuals describe themselves on 60 personality characteristics (20
masculine, 20 feminine and 20 undifferentiated) on a 1-7 scale ranging
from never to always true. A mean masculinity and femininity score
is established, and the measurement of psychological androgyny is
obtained by finding the difference between the means and converting it
to a t-ratio. Subjects may then be classified as masculine, feminine or
androgynous on the basis of their scores.

Because the BSRI is founded on the conception of sex typed persons
as those who have internalized society's sex typed standards of desirable
behavior, personality characteristics are selected as masculine or
feminine on the basis of sex typed social desirability- that is charac-

teristics qualify as masculine if they are independently judged by both
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sexes to be significantly more desirable for a man than a women and

vice versa. This differs from other inventories which have based the

choice of personality traits on differential endorsement by males and
females.

Psychometric analysis of BSRI data has been concentrated on the
assessment of internal consistency and test-retest reliability and the
intercorrelation with other M/F scales (Bem,1974). Analysis of in-
ternal consistency by alpha coefficients has shown that the masculinity
and femininity scores are highly reliable with ©¢ = ,70. With reference
to test-retest reliability, correlations between first and second administra-
tions for masculine, feminine and androgyny scores proved highly sig-
nificant with r =.90. However, the BSRI is not significantly correlated
with the M/F scales of the CPI or Guilford-Zimmerman.

It has been suggested that the androgyny score may be reflective
of social desirability responses because both the masculine and feminine
items are desirable and positively valued for adults. Aithaugh masculinity
and femininity are positively correlated with social desirability, the
near zero correlation between androgyny and social desirability con-
firms that the androgyny score is not merely tapping a social desirability

response set.

The establishment and examination of normative data for the BSRI
and later psychometric analysis has led Bem to the following conclu -

sions:

1) The dimensions of masculinity and femininity are empirically
and logically independent.
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2) The concept of psychological androgyny is a reliable one.

3) Highly sex typed scores do not reflect a general tendency to res-
spond in a socially desirable direction but rather a specific ten-
dency to describe oneself in accordance with sex typed standards
of behavior for men and women.

BSRI and Behavior

BSRI scores have been found to be valid predictors of sex role
behavior in a number of studies. Bem & Lenney (1976) investigated
activity preferences in college students where individuals were asked to
choose one activity to perform from a sex role conflict pair. Activities
were previously rated by male and female judges as masculine, feminine
or neutral, and subjects were paid for their choices with the sex reversed
choices yielding the greatest profit. Results indicated that sex typed
subjects as measured by the BSRI were more likely than androgynous
or sex reversed individuals to prefer an activity because of its stereo-
type as sex appropriate.

Later subjects actually performed three masculine, feminine and
neutral activities and described their feelings about the tasks on rating
scales. Sex typed individuals felt significantly worse after performing
cross sexed activities than did either androgynous or sex reversed sub-
jects. Analysis of data also yielded some interesting interaction effects.
Sex typed individuals report feeling less comfortable performing cross
sexed activities in the presence of an opposite sexed experimenter
whereas androgynous subjects actually reported feeling more comfortable
in those circumstances. Results suggest that cross sexed behavior may
be motivationally problematic for sex typed individuals as they actively

avoid these behaviors.
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Bem (1975) also designed a study to investigate the relationship
between the BSRI and masculine or "independent' behavior and feminine
or "nurturant'" responses. In the first instance independence was measured
in terms of conformity. Subjects volunteered to participate in an experi-
ment on humor; they were placed into individual booths equipped with
microphones and earphones and shown a series of cartoons which had
been prerated for funniness. Subjects heard three taped voices giving
false responses in an effort to induce conformity over a series of trials.
Results indicated that masculine and androgynous subjects did not differ
from each other and were significantly more independent than the feminine
participants. This held true for both sexes.

The investigation of nurturant behavior was presented as a study on
mood, and subjects were told that they would be requested to perform
several activities and rate their mood after each. After a construction
task subjects were allowed to interact with a kitten. Nurturant behavior
was indexed by subject contact with the kitten. Feminine and androgynous
men did not differ from each other and were significantly more responsive
than masculine men. However, contrary to expectdions, feminine women
were significantly less responsive than androgynous women with mas-
culine women falling somewhere in between. Considering the two studies
together, androgynous individuals appear optimally adaptive to both

masculine and feminine behavioral situations.

Bem, Martyna & Watson (1975) pursued further investigation of the
expressive domain due to the ambiguous results with female subjects.
In the second study subjects were allowed to interact with a five month

old baby, and responsiveness was measured (smile, touch, talk).
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Again, feminine and androgynous men did not differ and were significant-
ly more responsive than masculine men; however, no behavioral differences
between women emerged. Bem hypothesized that the lack of behavioral
differences may be due to the fact that subjects were required to initiate
and sustainactivity. Such initiation is not congruent with the feminine
role; therefore, a study was devised so that the subject could behave
nurturantly in a passive mode. Subjects were recruited o participate

in a study of the acquaintance process and took the part of the listener
while the experimental assistant played the role of the talker. After
starting on impersonal background info, the assistant would become more
personal describing himself /herself as a lonely transfer student. Sub-
jects' behavior was recorded including responsiveness of facial expres-
sion, nods, comments and reactions to requests for further contact.
Again, the data for males followed the same trends, but for the first
time feminine females behaved most responsively.

Based on a series of experiments the following trends are evident.
Androgynous men perform well in both instrumental and expressive
domains while the competency of the feminine male is limited to the ex-
pressive domain and the masculine male to the instrumental realm.
Behavioral patterns in women are not so simple. Androgynous women,
like men, function effectively in both the instrumental and expressive
spheres. Masculine women, on the other hand, maintain independence,
but contrary to original expectations, are not hampered in nurturant
activities. Feminine women, however, pose a problem. As expected,
they are severely limited in masculine, instrumental activities. Bem

hypothesizes that this inhibition is so great that it prevents initiation of
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feminine which is consistent with an internalized sex role standard.
To quote Bem (1972):

The highly sex typed individual may have to constantly
monitor his behavior in order to filter out anything that
might be considered sex inappropriate. In contrast,
because he has no sex typed image to maintain, the androgy-
nous individual can remain sensitive to the changing con-
straints of the situation and engage in whatever behavior
seems most appropriate at the moment, regardless of its
stereotype as appropriate for one sex or the other.. For
the androgynous individual the traits of masculinity and
femininity simply do not exist (p. 8).

Attitudes toward Women's Roles in Society

Men are expected to fly despite the fact that nature gave
them no wings...yet women's chief function is to re-
produce the species and care for their men and their
houses (Morse & Bruch, 1970, p. 26).

In most research attitudes toward women have been assessed in terms
of support of or activism in the Women's Liberation Movement (WLM)
and have been arbitrarily divided into categories of liberalism and con-
servatism. Studies of this nature are more useful in delineating a per -
spective on women's roles in society rather than the actual measurement
of attitudes. This is because researchers have not employed standard
attitude scales nor produced consistent, reliable forms of questionnaires.
In general, liberalism is defined by support of the basic tenets of the
WLM which are frequently couched in social and political terms- equal
job opportunities and remuneration, abortion on demand and child care

facilities. Nevertheless, these studies are useful in relating liberalism/

conservatism in the broadest sense to various personality factors, group
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memberships and parental influences.

Bayer (1975) investigated the relationship between a number of
demographi¢c variables and "attitudes' towards sex roles in society.

In this instance traditionalism was defined in terms of the status quo
and equated with rigid sex role ideologies. Bayer reported that tradi-
tionals are more likely to be non-white, non-Jewish and come from a
lower socioeconomic background. They are also likely to have been
less successful in high school, have delayed entry to college and lower
aspirations. These results suggest that those who have been exposed
to middle class ideologies and role models will develop more liberal
attitudes toward sex role expectancies.

Sex, age and educational level are three of the most consistent pre-
dictors of liberalism. Welch (1975) found that women supporting the
WLM were most often young, well educated and politically liberal, Like-
wise, Etaugh (1973) reported that the most negative attitudes among
professionals toward married, professional women were held by older,
males with less advanced academic degrees. This is corroborated by
Kaley (1971) who found that married, professional men have a tendency
to express negative attitudes toward the dual role of the married
professional woman.

Even within academic circles support of WLM varies between indiv-
duals within various scholastic disciplines. As expected, those adopting
traditional sex role ideologies are motivated to maintain consistent
behavioral responses and opt for the sex appropriate occupations. Em-
pirical evidence verifies that individuals choosing sexually atypical

areas of academic concentration are more supportive of WLM (Valentine,
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Ettinger & Williams, 1975). Similarly, Goldschmidt, Gergen, Quigley
& Gergen (1974) found that women in social sciences are more active
in WLM than those in education and humanities.

Racial and personality differences are also apparent between those
who do and do not support WLM. Those who show the least support
score high in authoritarianism (Young, Beier & Barton, 1975) and in
keeping with role consistent behavior, score higher in the conventional
personality theme on the SVIB (Tipton,1976). Furthermore, Fowler
& van de Riet (1972) and Fowler, Fowler & van de Riet (1973) reported
that feminists are characterized by autonomy, domimance and self con-
fidence. Racial differences may be reflective of differences in role
models between groups during the acquisition of sex role standards.
Gump (1975) reported that black women define their identity with res-
pect to the wife and mother role, home centered with a submissive
position, while white women exhibit more interest in fostering autono-
mous careers and development.

These studies are problematic in that they are not consistent ‘concerning
attitudinal componenk (affective, cognitive, conative) that they purport
to measure nor provide uniform, specific issues on which liberalism/
conservatism is based. Tavris (971, 1972) found that greater liberalism
in women is not apparent on all issues but varies as a function of the topic.
Women, for example, are frequently more conservative thah men on
ideological matters. A larger proportion of women maintain that women
have only themselves to blame for not doing better in life and are sig-
nificantly less likely to advocate group action for social change (Tavris,

(1973). Men tend to be more liberal on issues that do not touch them
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closely- ideologically men are sexists, women are exploited- but also
share myths designed to keep social change from their own homes-
children of working mothers are less well adjusted. In general it appears
that the capacity of woman as worker is not questionned so much as the
heinous neglect of home and family. Mason & Bumpass (1975) found a
strong consensus that the traditional division of responsibility and labor
is desirable and that maternal employment harms children.

Large discrepancies in attitude assessment may be a function of the
attitudinal component measured. Traditionally, attitudes are operation-
alized into three factors, the cognitive, conative and affective. The cog-~
nitive component deals with beliefs and aﬁe related to stereotypic notions
of men and women. For example, men are believed to be competent,
independent and ambitious while women are described as passive and
emotional. The conative component is the “active' factor which relates
to the belief. With reference to sex roles the conative factor is reflec-
tive of the attitudes concerning what men and women should or should
not do. The affective component is evaluative in nature and lends
emotional coloring to an attitude. Attitudes toward sex roles may vary
in liberalism/conservatism as a function of the component assessed.

To illustrate, Haavio- Mannila (1975) reported that women are accepted
in professional positions (conative) but that both sexes state a preference
for ma le supervisors (affective). Consciousness raising groups appear
very effective in liberalizing attitudes on the cognitive level- belief in
the stereotypic notions of masculinityaxd femininity- but have more dif-
ficulty on the affective and conative planes. Although women in these

groups readily alter their perceptions of sex discrimination, they are
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reticent to change their own future plans with regard to sex roles and
still prefer male companions due to their distrust of women (Ruble,

Croke, Frieze & Parsons, 1975).

The Queen Bee Syndrome

My first reaction to the Women's Liberation Move-
ment was one of disinterest. After all, what did it have
to do with me? I had faced no discrimination pursuing
my career... and if I wasn't complaining, I didn't

see why anyone else should be. I also looked some-
what suspiciously upon the growing expressions of
female anger and discontent. If women were feeling
like glorified scullery maids, why didn't they get

out of the kitchen? If they wanted to be treated like
mature women, why did they refer to themselves as
girls and act like giggly, gossipy dependent adolescents?
«+ If women didn't like their place in life, what were
they doing there?(Lerner, 1973, p.20).

This quote typifies what Staines, Jayratne & Tavris (1974) refer to
as the Queen Bee Syndrome- striking antifeminism in professional women.
Countermilitancy of this nature is rooted in personal success in the sys-
tem~ both professional and social success~ and is perpetuated by a num-
ber of self interest factors.

Successful women, members of a group frequently discriminated
against, enjoy a privileged status that is unavailable to most of their
peers. They have unique qualifications which allow them to maintain
high ranking positions. Intrusion of additional women into the professions de-
tract from their uniqueness; consequently, the aims of WLM are anti-

thetical to their personal interests.

The most fascinating aspect of the Queen Bee Syndrome is the iden-

tification of these women with their male colleagues.



43

The Queen Bee who is successful in a male dominated
field feels little animosity toward the system that has
permitted her to reach the top and little animosity to-
ward the men who praise her for being so unique. She
identifies with specific male colleagues who are her
reference group rather than the diffuse concept of
women as a class (Staines et al., 1974, p.57).
It is tempting to parallel this phenomenon with Allport's (1954) notion
of identification with a dominant group although in the case of women,
it does not constitute a pathological mechanism of ego defense. Allport
provides examples of prisoners in Nazi concentration camps who iden~
tify with and imitate prison guards, flaunting power over new prisoners
and assuming anti-Semitic biases. Sarnoff (1951) has also demonstrated
internalization of anti-Semitism by American Jews. More recently,

Friere (1973) broaches the phenomenon in social political terms in

Pedagogy of the Oppressed, maintaining that perception of oneself as op-

pressed is impaired by submersion in oppression and that the aspiration
to identify with the dominant group may become overwhelming and the
role of oppressor subsumed.

Empirical evidence for the Queen Bee Syndrome is scanty but does
suggest several trends. Ina Psychology Today questionnaire Tavris
(1971) found tﬁat professional women frequently adopt a masculine per-
spective on women's roles, even more so than less educated women
and housewives. In keeping with their elitist self concept "Queen Bees"
are most likely to believe that women have only themselves to blame for
not doing better in life; they are also more likely to endorse the individual
approach to countering discrimination and reject feminist groups as
either a means to end discrimination or towards self awareness and

development.
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The Attitudes toward Women Scale

Construction

The unavailability of consistent data on attitudes toward women's
roles in society is due to the absence of standardized, psychometrical-
ly sound instruments for surveying these attitudes. In an effort to remedy
this situation Spence & Helmreich (1972b) have devised an Attitudes
toward Women Scale (AWS) which taps the conative and evaluative com~-
ponents of attitudes concerning vocational, educational and intellectual
roles of women; freedom and independence; dating courtship and etiquette;
sexual behavior; and marital relationships and obligations. The AWS
was modelled on Kirkpatrick's Belief Pattern Scale for Measuring
Attitudes toward Feminism (1936) and devised in Likert fashion,
presenting 55 declarative statements to which there are four response
alternatives: agree strongly, agree mildly,disagree mildly, and
disagree strongly. Each item is scored 0-3, ranging from the most
traditional, conservative response to the most liberal, profeminist
attitude. Scores are obtained by summing the values for individual
items with the possible range varying from 0-165.

Spence & Helmreich have also established normative data for
the AWS based on 713 male and 768 female university students. Results
indicate that the mean score for women is higher (more liberal) than
for men. Normative data have also been provided by 542 parents of
university students. In this samplg again, women produce more liberal
scores than men. Comparisons between groups reveals lower, more

conservative scores in the parental sample. In addition, significant
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such as higher education, an urban background and agnosticism/atheism.,

In the realm of personality research Minnigerode (1976) investigated
the relationship between the AWS, BSRI, and Rotter's Internal-External
Locus of Control Scale. Profeminist women scored higher in masculinity
and internal control than other women. These results fit neatly into the
eonceptual framework of sex role identification. Those females who en-
dorse greater flexibility in women's roles are more likely themselves
to adopt socially desirable masculine characteristics. High internal
scores, which reflect internal control of reinforcement, are also related
to psychological masculinity; males typically score higher in internality
than females. The association of profeminist attitudes in women with
internal locus of control has been corroborated by Midgley & Abrams
(1974) and Pawlicki & Almquist (1973).

A further investigation by Etaugh & Bowen (1976) revealed that
attitudes toward women's roles in society may discriminate between
choice of life style in men and women. Etaugh & Bowen found that men
enrolled in universities were more conservative in their attitudes toward
women than nonenrolled men matched in age. The reverse was true for
females suggesting that the more traditional women actually opt out of
university. The implication is clear-~a high level of education and
caree'r orientation is extraneous, if not antithetical, to the female role
model. For those conservative women who remain at university, choice
of an appropriate discipline is a crucial factor; Stein & Weston (1977)
report that women in education are more conservative than in science
and social science.

Further attempts at testing the internal consistency and reliability
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beliefs about sex differences, due to variations in personal experience,
the evaluation of the differences may be dissimilar. Nevertheless, a
theoretical framework can be maintained with a cognitive element, i.e.,
stereotype, forming the base of the attitude and the conative and the
evaluative elements following from it. With regard to sex differences,

it would be expected that those who hold the least rigid notions of mas-
culinity /femininity would demonstrate a more liberal perspective on the
evaluative and conative attitudinal components. For example, if one

did not believe that women are passive and incompetent, he /she is more
likely to endorse equal job opportunity (conative) or evaluate competent

performances by women as equal to those by men @ffective).
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CHAPTER 2 DIFFERENTIAL EVALUATION OF MALES AND FEMALES
(PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE)

Introduction

In 1968 Goldberg demonstrated that in areas of professional exper-
tise females are, in fact, devalued in relation t0 males. Goldberg
presented college women with a series of academic articles which they
were asked to read and critically evaluate. Although the articles were
identical, half were alledgedly male authored and half female authored.
Goldberg hypothesized that in traditionally masculine fields the female
authored articles would be devalued in relation to male authored works
but that this devaluation would not be apparent in feminine domains.
However, a pervasive devaluation of women emerged- both in masculine
fields such as law and city planning and in feminine professions such as
dietetics and primary education. More recently, Dorros & Follett (1969)
have obtained the same antifemale bias with male subjects, and the
Goldberg findings have been replicated with both sexes by Etaugh & Rose
(1975), Etaugh & Sanders (1974) and Gold (1972).

Pheterson, Keisler & Goldberg (1971) undertook a comparable ex~
periment but employed paintings as the stimulus objects and introduced
two new variables=- personal history of the artist and status of the painting
(entry ot contest winner). Although the artist's personal history did
not affect the ratings of the works, there was a significant interaction
effect between sex of the artist and status of the' painting. More specifical-

ly, entry paintings attributed to females were rated significantly less
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this may be accounted for in what Allport (1954) terms exploitative
advantage- prejudice allows a number of exploitative gains: economic
advantage, social snobbery and a feeling of moral superiority. Staines
et al. hypothesize that these gains are also available to a select group
of women, in particuiar, professionals (Queen Bees) who have succeeded
in traditionally masculine arenas. These women feel little animosity
toward a system which has allowed them to achieve and develop the
tendency to identify with their male colleagues rather than the diffuse
concept of women as a class. This resembles Allport's identification
with the dominant group, a form of ego defense due to out group vic-
timization. Specifically, it entails the comprehensive assimilation of
male values (dominant group), even the derogation of women - this
enhances individual self esteem.

Queen Bees denigrate the efforts of other women to

make it into the system. They are highly rewarded

for doing so, for being special, for looking so fem-

inine yet thinking like 2 man (Staines et al., 1974, p.57).

As opposed to the Goldberg technique which subtly taps the evaluative

component of attitudes toward women, Staines et al. rely on an overt
indicator of cognitive, conative and evaluative components of attitudes
toward sex roles. Their contentions concerning the exploitative ad-
vantage and the Queen Bee Syndrome have been corroborated by the
overwhelming conservatism evinced by professional women in relation to
nonprofessionals and members of women's groups, In particular, profes-
sionals hold that women have only themselves to blame for not doing bet-

ter in life and that discrimination can best be overcome by working in-

dividually to improve abilities. They are also opposed to preferential
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treatment of women and score high on family ideology.

Staines et al.'s investigation of antifeminism and Goldberg's ex-
amination of differential evaluation taps separate components of attitudes
by discrete methodologies. Nevertheless, because both are largely
dependent upon the acceptance of sex role stereotypss, the framework
provided by Staines may also be useful within the context of differential
evaluations. Ward (1974) examined the Queen Bee Syndrome in univer-
sity women with the Goldberg design. It was hypothesized that hoxic:f
students, who are recognized by continual assessment as academically
outstanding, would fit the Queen Bee image, being successful in the
masculine domain of scholorship. Students were asked to read and evalu-
ate academic articles, half of which were alledgedly male authored
and half female authored. Although the overall evaluative ratings by honor
students were not significantly different from appraisals by other students,
hohor students evaluated female authors more negatively than male
authors while this trend was not apparent in the control group. This ap-
pears consistent with the Queen Bee image- denigration of women by
females who have achieved success in male arenas.

With this in mind, a set of experiveints was designed to examine the
differential evaluation of men and women in general and the applicability
of the Staines hypothesis to this area in particular. Experiments in-
vestigating the denigration of women were completed with a) university
males, b) academically successful university females and c¢) university
and art students of both sexes. Because the majority of this research

has been undertaken in the United States and hypotheses generated from
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"bright' if they were predicted to achieve a 2/1 or a first class honors
degree and "average' if they were predicted to achieve a 2/2 or third
class honors degree. Although the division is arbitrary, somewhat artifi-
cial and crude, it was the most apt classification system and the most
analogous to the division of honor and non-honor students as employed

by Ward (1974).

Procedure. The procedure is identical with that of the previous ex-

periment; the same academic article was utilized.

Results _

A 2X2 analysis of variance (sex of author X academic level), method
of unweighted means, was performed for each of the seven items. An-
alysis indicates that there were no significant main effects (Table 2).

The predicted interaction was achieved on ratings of content (p<.05).
Bright females evaluated female authored articles more negatively than
male authored works although the reverse trend was apparent for average
women {Table 3). This does not achieve overall significance( Sakoda,

Cohen & Beall, 1954).

Experiment III

The experiment was undertaken to obtain a comparable American
sample in the assessment of differential evaluation of men and women.

Data from British samples have not supported the pervasive devalu -
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ation that was evident in the original American dudies performed in the
late 1960's. Members of the Institute of European Studies, third year
students in a variety of disciplines, spending an academic year abroad
were tested to resolve if a pervasive devaluation of women is evident
in an American sample, thus constituting a valid cultural difference,

or if the pervasiveness has diminished over time.

Method

Subjects. Fourteen male and 16 female American university students

at the University of Durham participated in the study.

Procedure . The procedure was identical to that of the two previous

studies with the exception that questionnaires were circulated by in-

ternal post. The same academic article was employed.

Results

A 2X2 analysis of variance (sex of author X sex of subject) method
of unweighted means, yielded no significant main or interaction effects

for any of the seven items (Table 4).

Experiment IV

The experimment was designed to examine differential evaluation
of men and women and more specifically to test the Queen Bee hy-
pothesis within a broader context. In particular, Staines et al. suggest
that professional men may exhibit a striking antifemale bias- an explana-

tion is offered in terms of Allport's notion of exploitative advantage
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Results

Results of the analysis are available in Tables 5 - 8. Painting I,
the untitled watercolor, produced several main effects, the most ob-
vious being the preference for a female artist on: composition, use of
color, originality, artistic appeal and artistic potential (p<£ .001; see
Sakoda et al.,1954). The other main effects indicated that art students
produced lower evaluations for originality., Two interaction effects were
also apparent. Both men and women preferred same sexed artists when
evaluating use of color, and for vitality, art students preferred same
sexed artists while university students gave higher evaluations to works
attributed to opposite sexed artists.

Analysis of Painting II, Girl in Blue, yielded markedly different

results; no main effects for sex of artist was apparent for any of the

14 items. Educational institution produced a series of main effects with
art students giving more negative evaluations of use of color, technique,
subject matter, warmth, sensitivity, originality, expressiveness, vitality,
overall evaluation, artistic appeal, artistic status and artistic potential
(p € .001), and sex of subject produced a main effect with males more
positively evaluating subject matter (p<.025). More interesting, how-
ever, was the relatively consistent interaction effect between sex of
artist and educational institution. Art students were most critical of
female artists according them more negative evaluations for composition,
technique, expressiveness, overall quality and artistic- appeal(p .001).

No thirdeorder interaction effects were evident.

With these two divergent trends, a comparison of the comprehensive
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evaluations of paintings was made to assess if the divergence may be
reliant upon differential evaluations of the works. Results of analysis
by t-test are presented in Table & For 12 of the 14 items, Painting I,
the untitled watercolor, received lower mean ratings than Painting II,
Girl in Blue. No significant differences were found for appraisals of

composition or vitality.

Discussion

Differential Evaluation

Unlike the Goldberg data, results reported here do not support the
notion of a pervasive devaluation of women in relation to men. Devalua-
tive trends appear to be variable and are elicited by selective factors.

Examination of evaluations of academic articles by males reveals
no overall bias against female authored works. Mean ratings of items
denoting the quality of scholarship were not significantly different. Dif-
ferential appraisals did occur in the ratings of the authors' status and
competence. In the first instance, devaluation may represent not a prej-
udice, but a realistic view of the occupational hierarchies. To be specific,
women do tend to fill the lower status academic positions, and '""leaders’
in scholarly pursuits are almost categorically male. It is not totally
unwarranted to assume that although a woman may produce sound, academic
material, her status, in relation to the male, will be slighted. Ratings
of the authors' competence, however, do reflect a more genuine pro-

male bias. Because the works were judged to be qualitatively equivalent,
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the implicit conclusion should be that the authors are equally competent
in the field. Females, however, are viewed as less competent. This
would appear to support the age old argument that a woman must be bet-
ter than a man to be judged his equal; it may be inferred, at least in this
instance, that a woman must produce a superior example of scholarship '
to be judged equally competent. This exemplifies a very personalized
prejudice- the denigration of women per se, rather than their academic
accomplishments.

Data elicited from female students present a different picture.
There was no support for a pervasive devaluation of women, #either in
the appraisals of the article loxfa&uthor. In fact, although the results
were not significant, there was a tendency for females to be more pos-
itively evaluated than males. It may be that females are less suscep-
tible to the influence of stereotypes and are less prone to devalue women,
as there are data to suggest that men maintain more stereotypic values.
(Kitay, 1940; Meyer & Sobieszek, 1972). Alternatively, the favorable
evaluations of female competence may represent a conscious denial
of feminine inferiority and a resulting increment in positive appraisals.

The experimental hypothesis concerning the Queen Bee Syndrome,
that "bright'" women would devalue the female authored article, was not
substantially supported. Only on one item, content, did the predicted
interaction reach significance. Ratings of female authored works by
"bright' women were lower than ratings of male authored works while
the revemse trend was apparent for other women. The overall significance
of the interaction effect, however, appears to be largely dependent on

the inflated ratings of female authored works by **average' women.
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These data do not substantially support the postulated Queen Bee
Syndrome, but inherent methodological difficulties should not detract
from its plausibility. The study was designed as a counterpart to an
experiment undertaken with American undergraduates (Ward, 1974).
The predominant problem with its operation in the British educational
system lies in the artificial division of '"bright' and '"average' students.
Although within the American system the division is also crude, the
structure provides a more obvious classification. Students are continually
assessed and receive a grade point average (GPA) which denotes their
academic standing. The GPA has the advantage of being both concrete
and obvious. The student is continually and consciously aware of her
academic standing; if she is an honor student, she earns the privileges
accompanying the standard. In this way American honor students more
readily fit into the conceptual framework of the Queen Bee Syndrome-
awareness and enjoyment of membership in a particular elite academic
group. The classification of British students was less definitive as they
were divided into groups on the prediction of their examination results,i.e.,
a status which they had not actually achieved. Feedback on scholastic
quality was not evident and students were not able to enjoy comparable
status of an elite academic group. Although these constraints were or-
iginally realized, a superior or more analogous experimental design was
not apparent, and the study was initiated within.the academic setting.

Although it is maintained that this theory may be ultimately supported
(and is by later data), there is an antithetical position. In particular,

it may be hypothesized that able women who .do not conform to the negative
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& Sanders, 1974; Mischel, 1974), although results are not conclusive. It
should be considered that the fields examined here, psychology and art,
may be defined as sexually neutral in themselves, although the achieve-
ment of popular acclaim in the areas is particularly masculine.

To tentatively summarize, then, it appears that a two way bias is
evident in the evaluations of men and women. Concerning appraisal of
academic and/or artistic output there is a tendency for women to be
preferred at low levels of competence and men to be more positively
evaluated at higher levels while at intermediate levels differential apprais-
als are not apparent. In assessment of professional competence and status,
females appear to be judged less favorably at both intermediate and high
levels of expertise although preferred at low levels suggesting that women
per se rather than their academic or artistic endeavors are devalued
in relation to men. These trends become apparent by examining ab-
solute mean ratings within the context of specific scale ranges. It is also
important to note that this bias is constant only in cases where individuals'
interpretive evaluations, independent of additional ¢xperimentally induced
factors,e.g., comparative expert assessment, are examined. To illus-
trate, Pheterson et al. (1971) found that male artists were judged more
competent than female artists when paintings were described as contest
entries but not when denoted as winners. In the former case the status
of the artist is ambiguous and males are assessed more positively; in
the latter instance, where there is an additional expert assessment
diminishing ambiguity, differential evaluation is not apparent. This
is true even though the absolute ratings of the paintings in the winner vs.

entry condition did not significantly differ. This serves to illustrate
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other hand, are not threatened by the intrusion of female artists and
can afford to render more positive evaluations.

Aronson (1972) postulates that an antifemale bias may be dependent
upon social, political and economic factors.

Prejudice can be considered to be the result of economic
and political forces. According to this view, given that
the resources are limited, the dominant group might at-
tempt to exploit a minority group in order to gain materi-
al advantage (p.180).
His social-political theory is supported by the fact that women are
preferred at low levels of competence. Society can afford to patronize
women at this standard because only those at relatively high levels of
competence secure employment and/or recognition. Preference for
women at low levels of expertise can be tolerated because it has no
ramifications in the realm of professionalism.

Traditional sex role stereotypes also encourage the approbation of
women of mediocre ability. Men are expected to be independent, com-
petent and ambitious. If they do not conform to these expectations, they
are penalized for atypical role behavior- men are unsexed by failure.
For women, expectations are lower and the stereotype connotes depen-
dency and inconsistency. An incompetent woman, therefore, is sanc-
tioned for appearing consistent with sex role standards. It is not sur-

prising, then, that at low levels of competence women are more positively

evaluated than men.
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Implications

Within this framework, those who are most critical of feminine
competence are those who feel particularly threatened by it. In a political
context this may refer not merely to competition for jobs per se , but
specifically competition frem an inherently inferior minority. This is
evidenced by male and female art students who devalue compositions at-
tributed to female artists. The promale bias may be explained by the
equation of femininity with inferiority and the unwillingness to allow a
decline in occupational prestige. This hdds true for men and women
but the women have the additional necessity to protect their elitism in
professional endeavors. The most ironic facet of the Queen Bee Syndrome
is that these women, having achieved success, are in the best position
to realize the potential of women and to abrogate the feminine #allocation
as the second sex, characterized by incompetency and lack of committment.
Yet the logical generalization is ignored and women choose to augment
their self esteem by acclaiming their uniqueness at the expense of other

achievement oriented women.

Summary

Four studies were undertaken to examine differential evaluation of
men and women. Results did not reflect a pervasive devaluation of women;

however, women were selectively denigrated with reference to specific

factors.
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In cases of differential evaluation data indicated that:
1) Men devalued female authors in status and competence.
2) Female artists were preferred at low levels of competence.
3) At intermediate levels of perceived ability, art students
denigrated works attributed to female artists although
this trend was not apparent in university students.
Consideration of individual subjective interpretations of academic/
artistic works within the context of specific scale ranges suggests that
although differential evaluations are not apparent at intermediate levels
of ability, females are more favorably appraised at low levels of
competence while males are preferred at high levels. Evaluations of
professionals follow the same trend although men are more likely to
be preferred at intermediate stages. This was discussed in terms of
Aronson's theory of economic and political gain, Allport's exploitative
advantage and some mention of sex role stereotypes. In addition, ex-
cessively critical evaluations of female professionals was viewed as a

function of an individual's *stake" in the particular case, and considered

in terms of occupational prestige and the Queen Bee Syndrome.



T-test:

Item

Style

Content

Persuasiveness

Profundity

Professionalism

Competence

Status

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 10 (favourable)

TABLE 1

Evaluations of Academic Articles -

Male subjects

Author
Sex

male
female

male
female

male
female

male
female

male
female

male
female

male
female

i

5.7931
5.7931

6.6896
6.4137

7.0344
6.8620

5.3103
4.6896

6.1034
5.5172

6.3103
5.5862

4,.8275
3.8965

s.d.

1.9526

2,0767

1.6713
2,0792

1.9546
1.6197

1.9658
1.7547

2.0589
2.1650

1.8343
1.3762

1.8912
1.5200

s.d.

2.0156

1.8863

1.7950

1.8633

2.1126

1.6215

1,7156

-+
'

0.0000

0.5569

0.3657

1.2684

'1.0566

'1.7004

'2.0664

56

56

56

56

56

56

56

72

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.025






TABLE 3

Mean Evaluations of Academic Articles -

Female subjects

Item Author Group
Sex Bright Average
male 5.14 5.45
Style female 5.33 5.14
male 6.29 5.00
*
Content fomalo 5 33 > e
Persuasiveness male 5.86 5.36
female 5.11 6.71
. male 4.14 3.73
Profundity omnle 3 89 5 71
. . male 4.14 4.27
Professionalism female 5 33 5 43
male 4,71 5.27
Status fomale s 67 e
Competence male 4.57 5,00
pe female 4.56 4.71
*p< .05

Role - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 10 (favourable)



Analysis of Variance:

SS

124,89068
1.55128
5.12820
5.12820

113.083

143.99005
0.15705
0.08013
0.38782

143.208

177.15992
0.32051
13.1282
0.62821
163.083

115.99005
0.08013
2.69551
3.92628

109.208

148.40182
9.34415
4.15384
5.65383

129,250

183.69228
6.49038
2.33654
6.49036

168,375

231.78490
3.08013
5.38782
2.69550

209.458

Note - Factors:

TABLE 4

Evaluations of Academic Articles -
American sample

style
df Ms
29 -
1 1.55128
1 5.12820
1 5.12820
26 4.34935
content
29 -
1 0.15705
1 0.08013
1 0.38782
26 5.50800
persuasiveness
29 -
1 0.32051
1 13.12820
1 0.62821
26 6.27244
profundity
29 -
1 0.08013
1 2.,69551
1l 3.92628
26 4,20031
professionalism
29 -
1 9.34415
1 4.15384
1 5.65383
26 4.,97115
status
29 -
1 6.49038
1l 2.33654
1l 6.49036
26 6.47595
competence
29 -
1 3.08013
1 5.38782
1l 2.69550
26 8,05608

A = Author sex

F

0.38667
1.17907
1.17907

0.02851
0.01455
0.07041

0.05110
2.09300
0.10015

0.01908
0.64174
0.93476

1,88008
0.83559
1,13733

1,00223
0.36080
1.00222

0.38234
0.66829
0.33459

B = Subject sex

ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns



Analysis of Variance:

Source

Total
A
B
C

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

SS

366.56758
8.13730
0.88007
0.78231
1.20085
0.15103
1.90535
1.85067

351.660

414.22529
12.7294
2.19447
0.14216
14.0362
0.02221
0.00036
0.03049
385.070

4829,334
5.42380
0.21794
0.71493
0.87630
0.58786
1.58236
0.16385

4819.767

371, 90615
3.22759
4,.72274
0.00147
3.54163
0.22245
0.92784
6.06243

353.200

477.75129
0.40529
0.25093
0.68629
0.58632
0.18359
0.91686
3.54177

461.613

TABLE §

Evaluations of Untitled Watercolour

composition

daf MS

181 -
1 8.13730
1 0.88007
1 0.78231
1 1.20085
1 0.15103
1 1.90535
1l 1.85067

174 2,02104

use of colour

181 -
1 12.7294
1 2.19447
1 0.14216
1 14,0362
1 0.02221
1 0.00036
1 0.03049

174 2.21304
technique

181 -
1 5.42380
1 0.21794
1 0.71493
1l 0.87630
1 0.58786
1 1.58236
1l 0.16385

174 2.41245

subject matter

181

B R e e

3.22759
4.72274
0.00147
3.54163
0.22245
0.92784
6.06243
2,02988

warmth

181

S o

174

0.40529
0.25093
0.68629
0.58632
0.18359
0.91686
3.54177
2.65295

F

4,.12630
0.43545
0.38708
0.59417
0.07473
0.94276
0.91570

5.75200
0.99161
0.06424
6.34247
0.01004
0.00016
0.01378

2.24825
0.13179
0.29635
0.36324
0.24140
0.65819
0.06792

1.59004
2.,32661
0.00072
1.74475
0. 10959
0.45709
2,98659

0.18277
0.09459
0.25869
0.22101
0.06920
0.34560
1.33503

.05
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

.025
ns
ns
.025
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns



Source

Total
A
B
C

AxB
AxC
BxC

AxBxC

Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

SS

352,93184
1,03648
1.18279
1,23384
2.18952
0.00832
5.99851
1.77538

339,507

333.12666
10.4266
0.00320
10.7354
2.38229
1,28366
1.34061
0.40590
306.549

487,24828
0.19927
0.28340
0.14873
3.21921
3.08428
0.10271
0.05368

480.157

397.17053
1.59774
0.98170
0.41949
0.05472
0.01171
0.38931
0.77886

392.937

501.03963
4,09813
0.15468
1.38586
0.56104
2.69500
0.19832

12,1426

479,804

TABLE 5 (continued)

sensitivity
df MS
181 -
1l 1.03648
1 1.18279
1 1.23384
1 2,18952
1 0.00832
1 5.99851
1 1.77538
174 1.95119
originality
181 -
1 10.4266
1 0.00320
1 10.7354
1 2.38229
1 1.28366
1 1.34061
1 0.40590
174 1.76178
expressiveness
181 -
1 0.19927
1 0.28340
1 0.14873
1 3.21921
1 3.08428
1 0.10271
1 0.05368
174 2.75949
intensity
181 -
1l 1.59774
1 0.98170
1 0.41949
1 0.05472
1l 0.01171
1l 0.38931
1 0.77886
174 2,25826
vitality
181 -
1 4,09813
1 0.15468
1 1.38586
1 0.56104
1 2.69500
1 0.19832
1l 12. 1426
174 2,75749

F

0.53120
0.60619
0.63235
1,.12215
0.00426
3.07429
0.90990

5.91824
0.00182
6.09359
1.35224
0.72862
0.740924
0.23039

0.07221
0.10270
0.05390
1,16460
1,11770
0.03722
0.01945

0.70751
0.43471
0.18576
0.02423
0.00518
0.17239
0.34489

.48618
.05610
. 50258
. 20346
.97734
07192
.40348

B OO0 O0QO

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

.025
ns

.025
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
.05

77



TABLE 5 (continued)

overall evaluation

Source SS df MS F

Total 336.42664 181 - -
A 6,66356 1 6.66356 3.54280
B 0, 25850 1l 0.25850 0.13744
C 0.78139 1 0.78139 0.41544
AxB 0.27213 1 0.27213 0. 14468
AxC 0.75818 1 0.75818 0.,40311
BxC 0.28563 1 0.28563 0.15186
AxBxC 0.13525 1l 0.13525 0.07191

Error 327.272 174 1.88087 -

appeal

Total 435.36079 181 - -
A 11.4666 1 11.4666 4,92287
B 0.00245 1 0.00245 0.00105
C 6.63492 1 6.63492 2.84835
AxB 8.73944 1 8.73944 3.75182
AxC 1.19203 1 1.19203 0.51174
BxC 0.08324 1l 0.08324 0.03574
AxBxC 1.92911 1 1.92911 0.82816

Error 405,313 174 2.32939 -

status

Total 422.26952 181 - -
A 2,74234 1 2.74234 1.16709
B 0.79352 1 0.79352 0.33771
C 0.00004 1l 0.00004 0.00002
AxB 0.96798 1l 0.96798 0.41195
AxC 2.76795 1 2.76795 1.17799
BxC 3.88090 1l 3.88090 1.65164
AxBxC 2.26379 1 2.26379 0.96343

Error 408.853 174 2.34973 -~

artistic potential

Total 452.49976 181 - -
A 18.4085 1l 18.4085 7.48201
B 0.28046 1 0.28046 0.11399
Cc 1.44573 1 1.44573 0.58761
AxB 3.25714 1 3.25714 1.32384
AxC 0.00343 1 0.00343 0.00140
BxC 0.45304 1 0.45304 0.18414
AxBxC 0.54846 1 0.54846 0.22292

Error 428.103 174 2,46026 -

Note - Factors: A = Artist sex
B
C

Subject sex

Educational institution



TABLE 6

Analysis of Variance: Evaluations of Girl in Blue

composition
Source SS df MS F P
Total 384.,53688 185 - - -
A 0.66856 1 0.66856 0.33288 ns
B 5.03923 1 5.03923 2, 50908 ns
C 6.67233 1 6.67233 0.32221 ns
AxB 0.26529 1 0.26529 0. 13209 ns
AxC 9.91564 1 9.91564 4.93709 .05
BxC 0.18487 1 0.18487 0.09205 ns
AxBxC 4.29596 1 4.29596 2.13900 ns
Error 357.495 178 2,00840 - -
use of colour
Total 461.0976 185 - - -
A 6.66373 1 6.66373 2.74164 ns
B 0.19964 1l 0.199264 0.08214 ns
C 11.7780 1 11.7780 4.84580 .05
AxB 0.14775 1 0.14775 0.06079 ns
AxC 5.50439 1 5.50439 2.26466 ns
BxC 0.21202 1 0.21202 0.01723 ns
AxBxC 3.95107 1l 3.95107 1.62557 ns
Error 432.641 178 2.43057 - -
technique
Total 470.40612 185 - - -
A 1.96868 1 1.96868 0.83068 ns
B 0.14117 1 0.14117 0.05957 ns
C 16.5220 1 16,5220 6.97138 .025
AxB 6.96015 1 6.96015 2.93680 ns
AxC 15.0987 1l 15.0987 6.37084 .025
BxC 2.47202 1l 2.47202 1.04305 ns
AxBxC 5.38748 1l 5.38748 2.27322 ns
Error 421.856 178 2.36998 - -
sub ject matter
Total 434.0039 185 - - -
A 1.91832 1 1.91832 0.89696 ns
B 11.8571 1l 11.8571 5.54410 .025
C 27.2388 1l 27.2388 12.7362 .001
AxB 2,78276 1l 2.78276 1.30116 ns
AxC 8.17647 1 8.17647 3.82313 ns
BxC 0.38078 1 0.38078 0.17805 ns
AxBxC 0.96469 1 0.96469 0.45107 ns
Error 380.685 178 2.13868 - -
warmth
Total 530. 19566 185 - - -
A 0.05816 1l 0.05816 0.02212 ns
B 1.62221 1 1.62221 0.61696 ns
C 48,8526 1l 48.8526 18.5798 .001
AxB 1.51814 1 1.51814 0.57738 ns
AxC 4.03333 1 4.03333 1.53397 ns
BxC 3.02481 1 3.02481 1.15041 ns
AxBxC 3.06421 1 3.06421 1.16539 ns
Error 468,0222 178 2,62934 - -



AxBxC
Error

AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

SS

585.04273
0.35025
7.13071

37.1566
2.99290
0.89970
4,95050
2.34407

529.218

390. 2039
3.07085
0.21702

34.2408
0.61523
0.17015
0.05624
0.30862

351.525

499, 61945
0.21121
6.66998

31.6182
0.52148
11.8225
1,80542
0.72466
446.246

543.3424
2.58399
4,56235
8.99255
3.58952
7.22620
3.31215
1.54788

481,261

46.74884
0.57310
2.77047

15.9627
7.18330
7.55354
8.10329
0.48465
4.11779

TABLE 6 (continued)

sensitivity
df MS
185 -
1 0.35025
1 7.13071
1 37.1566
1 2.99290
1 0.89970
1 4,95050
1 2.34407
178 2.97313
originality
185 -
1 3.07085
1l 0.21702
1 34.2408
1 0.61523
1 0.17015
1 0.05624
1 0.30862
178 1.97486
expressiveness
185 -
1 0.21121
1 6.66998
1 31,6182
1 0.52148
1 11.8225
1 1.80542
1 0.72466
178 2.50700
intensity
185 -
1 2.58399
1 4,56235
1 8.99255
1 3.58952
1 7.22620
1 3.31215
1 1.54788
178 2.70371
vitality
185 -
1 0.57310
1 2.77047
1 15.9627
1 7.18330
1 7.55364
1 8.10329
1 0.48465
178 2.31336

F

0.11780
2,39838
12,4975
1,00665
0.30261
1.66508
0.78842

1.55497
0. 10989
17,3383

0.31153
0.08616
0.02848
0.15628

0.08425
2.66054
12.6120
0.20801
4.71580
0.72015
0.28905

0.95572
1.68744
3.32600
1,32763
2.67270
1,22504
0.57250

0.34773
1.19759
6.90022
3.10513
3.26518
3.50282
0.20950

ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns

.001
ns

.05
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns

.025
ns
ns
ns
ns

80



Source

Total
A
B
C
AxB
AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error

AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

Total

AxB

AxC

BxC
AxBxC
Error

SS

412,86793
0.71152
1.59352

36.9963
1.08347
8.61807
5.11670
2.34135

356.407

136.4463
6.89168
0.44474

88,5397
1.41154

21,6275
8.32802
4.06676
5.13636

484.95868
7.07456
0.07897

19,5246
1.66841
2.34773
0.00473
1.84668

452.413

495,0843
1,04067
0.89580

19,2247
0.18592
0.32649
7.49802
1.68970

464.223

Note - Factors:

TABLE 6 (continued)

overall evaluation

daf
185

[
00
3] L I N A S R

00 14 =t b P fod

[}
~3

MS

0.71152
1.59352
36.9963
1.08347
8.61807
5.11670
2.34135
2.00229

appeal

6.89168
0.44474
88,5397
1.41154
21.6275
8.32802
4.06676
2.88560

status

7.07456
0.07897
19.5246
1.66841
2.34773
0.00473
1.84668
2.54165

artistic potential

185

00 bt b o o e et

A
B
C

1.04067
0.89580
19,2247
0.18592
0.32649
7.49802
1.68970
2,60800

Artist sex

Subject sex

Educational institution

F

0.35535
0.79588
18,4771
0.54115
4.30412
2.55542
1.16934

2,38830
0.15413
30.6833
0.48917
7.49497
2.88606
1,40933

2.78346
0.03107
7.68186
0.65643
0.92370
0.00186
0.72657

-

0.39903
0.34348
7.81144
0.07129
0.12519
2.87501
0.64789

ns
ns

ns
.05
ns
ns

ns

.001
ns

.01
ns
ns

ns
ns
.01
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
.01
ns
ns
ns
ns

81



TAB

LE 7

Evaluations of Artistic Works:

82

Means of Significant Main Effects

Painting Item Factor Level X
" A 1 3.19320
composition 11 3.63061
I 3.08151
use of colour A 11 3.62859
1 1.95405
originality A
Untitled H 244538
watercolour 1 A I 2.27972
appea 11 2.79896
. I 3,04172
artistic potential A 11 3.69962
inalit c 111 1.95041
originality IV 2,45282
¢ col e 111 3.98480
use ol colour v 4, 50607
. I1I 3.48537
technique C IV 4.10287
. I1I 3.00772
subject matter c v 3.80058
11X 4,00140
warmth C 1V 2,93958
o 111 4.20713
sensitivity c v 3.28111
.. . 11X 3.05339
originality c v 2.57353
_ . IIT  3.02439
Girl in expressiveness C v 3.87863
Blue
o 111 2.56907
vitality c IV 3.17405
. II1 3.99651
potential c v 4.25767
111 3.69944
status c IV 4.37071
111 2.57764
1l
appea ¢ v 4.00711
I1I 3.06132
11 luati :
overall evaluation C 1V 3.98535
1 3.66571
subject matt B )
ubjec er 11 3.14259
Note - Factors: A = Artist sex Levels: I = male
B = Subject sex II = female
C = Educational institution I1II = St. Martin's
Art College
IV = University
of Durham

Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable)



TABLE 8

Evaluations of Artistic Works: Means of Significant Second Order
Interaction Effects

Factor:
Painting Item Artist Sex Educational institution
St. Martin's Durham
itio 3.63624 3.55028
composition 3.28209 4.15287
tochniqu 3.67394 3,70114
echnique 3.29679 4,50460
Girl in Lvencss 3.25066 3.58254
Blue expressivene 2.79813 4.17471
3.22024 3.69829
overall evaluation 2.91241 4.27241
appeal 2.73148 3.45446
ppe 2.42380 4.55977

Sub ject sex

M F
Untitled 3.28517 2.90784
watercolour US5€ °f colour 3.22778 4.02941

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable)



TABLE 9

T-test: Evaluations of Untitled Watercolour and Girl in Blue

Item Painting X SD SD T af
composition . 2:2222 I ios 1.860 104 181
use of colour g 2:1232 ;:223 2.112 4,18 181
technique AL B30T LS8, 0 gy g
subject matter " g:gggg LT 1997 3.42 181
warmth g g:ggiz i:gig 2.269 3.01 181
sensitivity " g:gggg i:gig 2.275 -6.55 181
originality g g:g:;i i::gg 1.735 2.61 181
expressiveness g g:gggg i:g;g 2.151 -:3.17 181
intensity 3 g:gggg loes 2114 3.5 181
vitality g g:igg; i:ggg 2.138 1,53 181
overall evaluation g g:gégg i:gg: 1.964 4,08 181
appeal : 2y 1 o33 2.458 4.55 181
status g i:gig; i:zgg 1,957 4.17 181
artistic potential g g:;;ié i:gg; 2,026 3.70 181

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable)

Paintings - A = Untitled watercolour
B = Girl in Blue

* two tailed

ns

.001

.001

.001

.003

.001

.002

,001

ns

.001

.001

.001

84
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profitable functioning as an ego crutch for insecure personalities by
delimiting a lower status group, which by contrast, may contribute to
enhancement of prestige and augmentation of self esteem of the dominant
group, This explanation is particularly popular because the onus for
discrimination is shifted to an amorphous collectivity, and education,

an effective but dilatory process, is proposed as the most efficacious
remedy, thus resulting in delayed social change. The third alternative
rests on the supposition that the attitudes of the minority group explain
their subordinate predicament. Although this explanation, which Allport
terms the earned reputation theory, is incomplete in that it ignores social
pressures which influence the subordinate group's attitudes, superficially,
it can be very compelling. For example, evidence from Horner who main-
tains that women are motivated to avoid success and from Goldberg who
has demonstrated a tendency for women to devalue females in relation to
males would suggest that this may be the most appropriate explanation for
sexual discrimination- the implication being that women are, in fact,
inferior and have accepted their station. Although each explanation, in
turn, appears highly plausible, its appropriateness varies as a function

of a particular instance of discrimination.

Discrimination may be distinguished from prejudice in that it implies
action rather than an attitudinal predisposition. More specifically,
discrimination may be defined as *'any conduct based on a distinction made
on grounds of natural or social categories which have no relation to
either the individual capacities or merits a concrete behavior of the in-

dividual person (Allport,1954,p.52)." If sex stratification in the profes-
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sions reflect a promale bias, this exemplifies discrimination rather than
prejudice as it directly involves explicit legislated or customary policies
designed to restrict women rather than covert attitudes about them.
Prejudice can only be inferred from discrimination, although it is pos-
sible to detect the former without the latter and vice versa. Empirical
investigations of discrimination are more easliy achieved as behavioral
responses can be isolated and quantified as contrasted with attitudes
which are not as obviously definable or measurable, and studies of
discriminatory patterns may ultimately provide valuable information
about factors affecting prejudice.

Results of studies concentrated on differential assessment of men and
women in occupational suitability may be expected to follow the trends
of evaluations of male and female professionals in that individuals, in
the context of sex roles, rather than their professional accomplishments
are appraised. This would suggest a strong te@ndency for males to be
more positively evaluated except at either low levels of competence or
in low status, unskilled jobs. However, sex appropriateness of occupa -
tion could also appear as an important factor, and although research in
this field is not abundant, empirical evidence suggests that women are
most frequently denigrated in highly prestigious, masculine professions.

Fidell (1970) verified sex discrimination in hiring practices for
academic psychology. Resumés of ten hypothetical psychologists were for-
warded to departmental chairpersons in over 200 universities who were
asked to judge, as part of a longitudinal study of careers in psychology,
the probability of each applicant receiving a full time position within

their department. Fidell found that candidates described as female
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were offered lower positions than when depicted as male. The modal
level of offer for women was assistant professor as contrasted with
associate professor for men. Likewise, Rosen & Jerdde (19733 19744,
b,c ) reported that average male applicants are more frequently accepted
as managers and are more highly evaluated on general suitability than
females.

Brief & Wallace (1976) maintain that a sex bias against women is
not apparent in neutral sex typed occupations. Designing an evaluative
study, they found that male and female library administrators were not
appraised significantly differently on employee perfermance. Brief and
Wallace argue that studies on differential evaluations in occupational
suitability should be focused on the job sex typing phenomenon rather
than general, person centeredsex stereotypes. This gains support
from Nilson (1976) who found that individuals who violate role expecta-
tions in occupational choice are accorded lower social standing than those
who conform.

As with sex appropriateness, occupational prestige plays a large
part in the evaluation of vocational suitability, Hamnper, Kim, Baird
& Bigoness (1974) reported that female grocery clerks were more favorab-
ly assessed on task performance than males. With these results they
postulate that the position "is a low level unskilled task which a male
could be expected to hold, and when the female performs equally well on
the task, she is seen as being a better performer than the male (p.709)."
This is consistent with Bose's (1973) findings that women are accorded
greater status in low paid, blue collar jobs while the reverse is true in

highly male typed, prestigious positions.



In the light of this evidence three studies were designed to examine,
in a broad context, differential evaluation of men and women in occupa-
tional suitability. The studies focus on the effects of sex appropriateness
and prestige on differential evaluation and touch on the distinction between
evaluative and conative (potential discrimination) components of prejudice

in the appraisal of prospective employees.

Experiment V

The experiment was designed to investigate differential evaluation
of men and women as pntential employees with specific reference to
sex typing of occupations.

Hypothesis: Candidates (with average qualifications) will

be more negatively appraised when described as female,
particularly in male dominated occupations.

Method

Subjects . One hundred questionnaires were distributed and 44 Open
University students, 23 males and 21 females, attending a social science
summer school session returned completed copies. The subje?ts ranged
in age from 24-58, median age 34.5, and were varied in educational,

occupational and religious backgrounds.

Materials, The questionnaire presented a brief description (scope and
required training) of six occupations: architect, hairdresser, university
lecturer, social worker, baker and mathmatician (adapted from Priestley,
1973). Because the hypothesis centered on the denigration of women in

male dominated professions, two examples, architect and mathmatician,
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were included. However, other occupations (defined a priori) were
included for comparative purposes: feminine profession- social worker,
more neutral profession- lecturer, low status female occupation~ hair-
dresser, and low status male occupation- baker. In addition, a brief
resume of an "average'' candidate described as either male or female
was presented for each occupation. To check for possible effects of

serial positioning, occupations were presented in a standard (architect,
hairdresser, lecturer, social worker, baker and mathmatician) and reverse

order(Appendix IH).

Procedure. Ss were informed that the purpose of the experinmrent was to
obtain opinions concerning qualifications for different occupations and

were instructed to read the resumes of each candidate and rate him/her

on a 1(low) to T(high) scale as a prospective employee. In each case the

S assumed the role of personnel manager. In addition, Ss were requested
to appraise each occupation as feminine-masculine on a 1-7 scale. Ss
completed the questionnaires at their own convenience and returned them

before the end of the summer school session.

Results

Initially data were analyzed in a 2x2 (applicant sex x order) analy-
sis of variance, method of unweighted means , to check for effects of
serial positioning on evaluations of applicants. Analysis revealed no
significant main or interaction effects (Table 10). Consequently, order
was collapsed as a factor and the main analysis, 2x2 (sex of applicant x

sexd subject) analysis of variance, method of unweighted means was
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performed (Table 11). Results indicated a preference for female lec-
turers (p< .025) who received a mean evaluation of 6.48701 as com-

pared with the males' rating of 5.54167. In addition, a seemingly spurious
tendency that females more positively evaluated bakers (p{.05) occurred.
Mean ratings of applicants are available in Table 12,

Mean ratings of occupations in terms of masculinity/femininity are
presented in Table 13. A Pearson correlation was performed to assess
the relationship between the evaluations of male and female candidates
and the sex appropriateness of the field (Table 14). An indication of
more positive evaluations of an employee with sex appropriateness of
occupation would be evinced by a significant positive correlation for males
and negative for females. Male hairdressers were evaluated more posi-
tively by those who viewed this as a sex appropriate occupation (p£ .002).
Conversely, females were appraised more positively in the fields of
hairdressing (p <.02) and social work (p <.04) the less feminine the

occupation was viewed.

Experiment VI

The absence of a promale bias in the assessment of occupational
suitability emsequently prompted an expansion of Experiment V and an at-
tempt to apply the Deaux-Taynor 'bias works two ways" theory to this
specific measurement of differential evaluation. In particular the influence
of the level of qualification on the assessment of prospective employees
was investigated.

Hypothesis: In keeping with the Deaux-Taynor theory, females

will be preferred at low levels of competence but males will be
more positively evaluated at high levels of qualifications.
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of applicant.

Results

Results are presented in Table 15. Ratings of status and employability
were significant by levels for all 12 occupations. Distinctions between
low, medium and _high levels of qualification occurred in the expected
order for geologist, architect, matfmatician, dental hygiemist, hair-
dresser, teacher, lecturer, economist, interior designer, and baker.
However, in the evaluative ratings of status of candidates described as
social workers the a priori expected medial applicant was not distin-
guishable from the high (X, =5.447, X}, =5.421), and for telephonist
the medial applicant was evaluated less positively than the least qualified
Xm =4.079, X; =4.342), See Table 16.

Male geologists (X =4.9333) were preferred to females (X =3.7297)
in employability as indicated by a sex allocation x level interaction effect
(p €.025). In addition, male economists (X =5.3026) were rated mar-
ginally higher in status than females (X =4.9729, p<.06).

For the position of lecturer there was a main effect for sex allocation
implying a sex x level interaction. For employability females were
preferred at high levels of competence (X =6.200, X, =5.6842), but
were devalued at intermediate levels (X; =4.250, Xy, =5.4285) and were
appraised similarly at low levels (X; =4.6153, X =4.666). For status
a similar trend occurred with females being more positively evaluated
at high levels (X; =6.130, X, =5.6363), devalued at intermediate levels
(X =4.444, X5, =5.2142) but preferred at low levels (Xf = 5,000, X, =

4.4583).
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In general, Ss reported the greatest liking for the most qualified
applicants. This was apparent in evaluations of telephonist (p<.001),
baker (p<.002), architect (p<.001), hairdresser (p<.001) dental hygienist
(p<. 05, teacher (p<.001) and interior designer (p<.001). For geologist,
however, the intermediate candidate was preferred (p<.025). No dif-
ferences emerged in likability ratings of economist, lecturer, social
worker or mathmatician by levels. In addition, female dental hygiénists
(X =4.6901) were preferred to males (X =4.2432), but male economists
were liked more than females (X, =4.6756, X, =4.270),

The mean rank order of occupational prestige emerged as follows:
architect (2.5), lecturer (3.3), economist (3.7), geologist (4.3), math-
matician (4.6), social worker (6.1), teacher (6.3), interior designer (6.9),
dental hygiénist (8.7), baker (10.4), hairdresser (10.8) and telephonist
(10.9).

Experiment VI

Results of the previous experiments did not reveal a pervasive de-
valuation of females in occupational suitability. Although male candidates
were more positively assessed in two areas, geologist and economist,
this trend was not consistently apparent in male dominated, prestigious
fields. The most surprising resull, and the only one which reflects a
favorable bias toward women, was the preference for female university
lecturers. With this in mind a third experiment was designed which em-
phasized the conative rather than the evaluative component of attitudes

toward working women, and thereby, attempted to examine the previous
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biases as potentially artifactual.

Pilot Study

Method

Subjects. Thirty-one first year psychology students completed the

preliminary questionnaire within a practical class.

Materials and Procedure. A pilot questionnaire was devised which in-

structed Ss to evaluate three applicants, sex unspecified, X,Y, and Z in
four occupations on a 1 (low) to 7 (high) scale on the basis of a brief resume.,
The resumés were constructed with the intention of presenting two equally
qualified applicants and a third less qualified candidate, so that the resumeés
could be employed in the main experimental investigation. The four occu-
pationis were chosen on the basis of previous experimental results. In
particular, two occupations which had previously induced a sexual bias

were selected (geologist, lecturer) as well as a stereotypically male and

female profession which did not evince a bias (architect, social worker).

Results

Table 17 presents the results of a one way analysis of variance which
was performed on the evaluative ratings of resumés for each occupation.
In each case the F ratio indicated a significantly different evaluation of
candidates: geologist (p<.025), social worker (p¢.025), lecturer (p& .025),
and architect (p<.001).

A t-test for multiple comparisons was then performed indicating
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that two of the three applicants were not differentially evaluated but that
both were more favorably appraised than the third (Table 18). This

provided the necessary material for the experimental study.

Experiment
Method

Subjects. Thirty two male and 32 female undergraduates participated

in the study. The majority of students completed the questionnaire in

a practical class. The remaining students, who were sought to equalize
the numbers, received {he questionnaires in practical classes but returned
them to E_ at their convenience. Half of the males and half of the females
completed form A of the questionnaire and half of each completed form

B (Appendix III),

Materials and Procedure. Ss received a questionnaire containing the
resumes of three candidates, pre rated by the original group, in four
occupations (geologist, social worker, lecturer and architect). Ss were
instructed to role play a personnel manager, to select one of the three
candidates for employment and to state the reasons for the selection.
Two forms of the questionnaire was administered; one half described

one of the previous highly qualified applicants as male and the other as
female while the sex of the highly qualified applicants was reversed on
the complementary form. The third candidate, who served as a '"buffer"
to undermine an obvious choice between male and female, was always

described as male. This design differs from previous experimentation



98

in that it forces Ss to choose an employee rather than allowing for in-
dependent evaluations. In this sense the design emphasizes the conative
component of attitudes toward working women rather than the evaluative

factor.

Results

Data were analyzed by a binomial test for significance of a proportion
separately for male and female Ss (Bruning & Kinitz,1968). This test
relies on the underlying assumption that of the two highly qualified applicants
males should be chosen 50% of the time. Consequently, for purposes
of this analysis, data are lost in those instances that the least qualified
applicant is chosen. In this analysis z scores are derived from the
formula z =p -~ P when p =observed proportion, P =the expected propor-

P (1-p)
N
tion and N =number of cases. Tables 19- and 20 present z scores and
frequency of responses, respectively.

A preference for female lecturers was not apparent but the analysis
indicates that there was an overwhelming preference for male geologists
by female Ss. (p£.005). No significant differences in the frequency of
choice for males or females in either social work or architecture occurred.

Although most Ss stressed . their perception of educational and
occupational experience as the prime factors influencing choice of em~-
ployee, some interesting discrepancies emerged. First, the minority
who chose the *'buffer' candidate attributed the bright youth image to him

inferring that although he was younger and less experienced, he had more
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promise. Marriage and family emerged as a positive influence for the
choice of male candidates, the implication centering on the augmented
stability and increased acceptance of responsibility. However, marriage
was considered as a liability for women except in the field of social work
where child rearing was viewed as lending insight into domestic problems.
In only one instance was women's equality mentioned, and in that case

by a male S_ who supported selective preference for women to achieve

occupational equality of the sexes.

Discussion

As with the evalmation of professional expertise the results of these
studies do not indicate a pervasive devaluation of women in occupational
suitability. Although previous findings would suggest that devaluation
of women in occupational suitability is highly probable due to the emphatic
assessment of the individual rather than professional achievement , results
do not support this premise. More specifically, results of experiment VI
(evaluations of candidates depicted as architects, social workers, bakers,
hairdressers, lecturers and mathmaticians) ran counter to the argument
maintained in Chapter Two. - that at high levels of competence males are
preferred to females. Although, in this instance, resumes were designed
to portray an '"average' candidate in various occupations, applicants
received very favorable evaluations with mean ratings ranging from
5.00 to 6.02 on a 1-7 scale (Table 12). Nevertheless, even with such
positive appraisals, in no instance was the male more favorably assessed

than the female, even in traditionally masculine professions. And contrary
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to expectations, female lecturers were more positively evaluated than
males.

Experiment VI, which was designed as an expansion of experiment V,
also largely failed to yield a promale bias. Over 12 occupations- geologist,
interior designer, teacher, economist, telephonist, dental hygienist,
architect, lecturer, baker, hairdresser, social worker and mathmatician-
males were rated as more suitable employees than females in geology

rand as possessing more status as economists. For the most part introduc-
tion of level of qualification as a main factor to investigate Deaux & Taynor's
"bias works two ways' supposition did not influence evaluations of male
and female applicants. Although evaluative ratings did distinctly delimit
a low, medium and highly qualified applicant, the prediction that males
would be preferred at high levels of expertise and females at low levels
of competence was not supported. In fact, contrary to this hypothesis,
highly qualified female lecturers were preferred to gqually qualified
males in both employability and status; the reverse was true at intermediate
levels of qualification.

Examination of those occupations which did produce more favorable
evaluations of males reveals a concentration in those fields which appear
both male dominated and prestigious. Although the preference for male
geologists as employees and male economists in status attainment does
not constitute overall statistical significance as defined by Saltoda et al.
(1954), the very nature of the professions warrants special comment.
Both appear to be male dominated, but more importantly, highly pres-
tigious, as indicated by their rank order in the prestige hierarchy. It

is not surprising that women should be devalued in these fi elds, what
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is surprising is that the devaluation is not consistent in professions with
similar characteristics, for example, architecture or matfmatics.

Because female geologists and economists received more negative
evaluations than males the resumes were analyzed for factors which may
have specifically contributed to the devaluation of women. For example,
later experimentation indicated that marriage and family may act as
liabilities. For geologist, only one candidate was described as married,
which is unlikely to be responsible for the overall devaluation of female
geologists. However, the synopsis of the profession does suggest that
physical toughness is required for field work, and this may have induced
a promale bias on the basis of strengfh and physical stamina. Reasons
for women's more negative evaluation in status as economists are not
so apparent, particularly due to the fact that differential appraisal was
not manifest in the assessment of employability.

In the light of previous results and a realistic look at the composition
of the contemporary labor force, the promale bias in occupational suitabili-
ty is very slight indeed. It is postulated that the failure to replicate
previous experimental trends may be largely due to the subject sample.
The two prime studies which demonstrated discrimination against women
were undertaken as field studies. Fidell verified discriminatory prac-
tices in hiring for academic positions by sampling departmental chair-
persons. Likewise, Rosen & Jerdee concluded that males are favored
in selection, promotion and career development decisions by questionning
executive managers. Alternatively, Soto & Cole found no bias in per-
sonnel selection when students were requested to role play departmental

managers, nor did Brief & Wallace who instructed students to exercise
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supervisory abilities in the evaluation of library administrators. It
may be that subjects who participated in the experiments reported here
being older and relatively less educated, may be unwilling to devalue
occupational candidates in general and consequently, do not assume a
promale bias.

This supposition can be supported by evidence presented in Chapter
Two. To illustrate, a small promale bias was present in .university
students when evaluating academic articles. Students, who are familiar
with discerning assessment of scholastic works, do not hesitate to criti-
cize academic compositions. Similarly, art students, well schooled
in artistic endeavors, evinced a preference for paintings attributed to
male artists, a bias which was not prevalent in university students. It
seems probable that familiarity, competence and/or experience in an
area is required before selective devaluation occurs. This is supported
by Pheterson (1969) who found no promale bias in the evaluation of academic
articles by relatively uneducated women and by Deaux & Taynor (1975)
who reported a more positive appraisal of male candidates to study
abroad than equally qualified females by university students.

Perhaps the most surprising result is the rather consistent preference
for famle lecturers apparent in experiments V and VI. The profession
is largely male dominated and has been appraised as highly prestigious;
the results are even more unusual when it is considered that a similar
profemale bias did not emerge in evaluations of teachers. Two potential

explanations are probable, but neither can be delimited as the sole cause.

The first explanation focuses not on theory of sex role stereotypes but

on experimenter demand characteristics and social desirability factors.
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Both Orne (1962) and Reicken (1962) have demonstrated that subjects
make special efforts to please the experimenter or confirm the perceived
hypothesis. In these studies the experimenter was known to subjects

as either a course tutor or as a research psychologist at the local univer-
sity. Sex of the experimenter could, therefore, likely influence subjects’
evaluations of female lecturers. More specifically, in a conscious or
unconscious effort to please the experimenter subjects may have more
positively appraised femule academics.

The alternative explanation centers on sex role stereotypes and
concern Taynor & Deaux's (1973) equity theory. Mackie (1976) has reported
that female professors were perceived as more competent than male
instructors by university students. Although she does not provide a ‘de-
tailed explanation she suggests that the findings may be interpreted in
light of Epstein's (1970) supposition that routine accomplishments of a
highly visible minority may be positively exaggerated. Similarly, these
results may be explained in terms of Taynor and Deaux's equity theory,
i.e., that individuals performing tasks under nonvoluntary constraints
are viewed as more deserving of reward. For example, Taynor & Deaux
empirically demonstrated that women performing successfully in an
emergency situation were rated more positively, judged to expend more
effort and merited greater reward. The implication in this instance
is that women who achieve in spite of their sex are more highly regarded

than men.

Initially this theory appears contradictory to the '"bias works two
ways' phenomenon (preference for females at low levels of ability and for

males at high levels of competence). However, examination of question-
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naire formats sheds light on this apparent contradiction. In the original
set of experiments subjects were given no specific information concerning
the artists and authors, Inferring from the perceived quality of academic
and artistic compositions, subjects reflected a tendency to devalue females
in stutus and competence at high levels of qualification but to prefer
them at low levels. This trend is coneistent with traditional sex role
ideology~ men are suited to success and women are excused for failure.
In this instance, the ambiguity shrouding the artist /author enhances the
tendency to favor males. However, in the second set of experiments
where female lecturers are preferred, subjects were allowed to become
more familiar with the ratees, and attention was drawn to the unambiguous
presentation of the individuals achievements. In this case subjects
became more aware of the females' achievements, in spite of nonvolun-
tary restraints, and reward them accordingly. Consequently, females
are preferred at high levels of competence. Still, this explanation does
not clarify why this trend is only apparent in lecturing. It can only be
postulated that by comparison to the other professions ranked as prestigfous
subjects are more willing to concede sexual equality in this one which is
composed of more women than perhaps architecture, geology or mathmatics.
Experiment VII was designed to examine attitudes toward working
women from a different perspective shifting the emphasis from the evalua-
tive to conative component of attitudes. In this study the subjects were
required to select a set of candidates for employment, forcing a direct
choice between male and female. as opposed to the independent evaluation

of each applicant. For three of the four occupations the same trends emerged
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as with the evaluative studies- male geologists were preferred to females,
but male and female social workers and architects were chosen with

equal frequency. However, the preference for female lecturers which
was strongly evidenced in the evaluative studies was not apparent in this
instance.

It is, of course, possible that a sample of sophisticated university
students were not perceptive to experimenter demands as the adult popula-
tion who participated in the original studies and did not view pleasing
a female experimenter as rewarding. Alternatively, the preference for
female lecturers may be considered artifactual, only emerging in evaluative
assessments. There is a third possibility which can only be deemed specu-
lative- that is, there exists a blatant discrepancy between the conative
and evaluative components of attitudes. This, however, rests on the un-
testable assumption that subjects in this experiment, as others, experienced
more positive perceptions of females, but that this did not affect their
dispositions toward hiring them. Although this proposition is experimental-
ly unverified, it has the most interesting implications~- that prejudice
does not necessarily result in discrimination, and that although female
competence is acknowledged, it may have little effect on professional
attainment.

Finally, a mention of interpersonal attraction should be made. Pre-
vious research by Spence, Helmreich & Stapp (1975a), who allowed stu-
dents to view videotaped versions of male and female stimulus persons,
demonstrated that the opposite sex was found more attractive overall but
for females, the competent stimulus person with masculine interests

was preferred to the feminine counterpart. Spence et al.'s results sug-
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gest that although males may be liked more by female sujbects, a mas-
culine sex role orientation or a high level of competence should not
decrease the liking of a female professional. Alternatively, it may be
intuitively hypothesized that males or females in atypical occupations
may be defined as deviant and liked less than their traditional colleagues.
Spence's findings are supported in that generally subjects did prefer the
most qualified candidates. However, sex appropriateness of the occupation
did appear to affect attraction towards the hypothetical candidates. Male
economists were preferred to females, but female dental hygienists

were liked more than males. Although females are not censured for
competence as postulated by Horner, it appears that individuals of both

sexes may be socially penalized for choosing sexually atypical professions.

Implications

The discrepancy between reality, the composition of the labor force,
and the attitudes eeflected in these questionnaires appears difficult to
reconcile. Although low percentages of women in high status occupations
might be taken to demonstrate that women are uninterested or incapable
in demanding positions, these attitudes are not inferred by questionnaire
responses.

I this method of measurement is accurately assessing attitudes,
results indicate that prejudice against working women is not a pervasive
factor but mostly characteristic of select groups, in particular, those
who have the active opportunity to practice discrimination (Fidell, 1970;

Rosen & Jerdee, 1973, 1974). Very little differential evaluation of men
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and women in terms of occupational suitability was present in these ex-
periments. However, sex appropriateness and occupational prestige
did appear as important factors influencing differential appraisals with
females being more negatively assessed in highly prestigious, male
dominated professions.

The results of the first seven experiments taken as a whole indicate
that ambiguity and level of competence interact in the evaluation of males
and females. With sustained ambiguity, evaluative tendencies reflect
the *bias works two ways' phenomenon, with females being preferred
at low levels of competence and males more positively appraised at higher
levels (Chapter Two). However, when dimunition of ambiguity concerning
professional achievement occurs, the equity theory accounts for the results.
Familiarized with the female's accomplishments, achieved in spite of
nonvoluntary restraints, subjects reward her accordingly by more pos-
itive evaluations at high levels of competence. These theories may
initially appear contradictory but constitule plausible explanations of the
findings resulting from disparate experimental methodologies.

Essentially, then, may factors can modify differential evaluation
of men and women. Sex appropriateness and prestige of endeavors, amount
of ambiguity, level of competence, subject sample and measurement

techniques may all influence the assessment of prejudice against women.

Summary

Three studies were designed to assess differential evaluation of men

and women in terms of occupational suitability. A pervasive promale
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bias was not apparent although males were preferred in some, though

not all, of the male dominated, prestigious professions (geology, economy).
It was postulated that the absence of a strong promale bias may be

related to the subject sample, who as older and less experimentally
sophisticated adults, may be unwilling to devalue job applicants in

general.

Surprisingly, a preference for female lecturers emerged in the
two evaluative studies, although it was not apparent in the final experiment
in which subjects were required to select an employee. It could be that
in the first instances subjects more positively evaluated female lecturers
in an effort to please the experimenter, known to them as a tutor or
research psychologist. Alternatively, these results may suggest that
the preference is artifactual, highlighting the discrepancy between the
evaluative and conative components of attitudes.

The preference for female lecturers at high levels of qualification,
results countering the hypothesis supported in Chapter Two, was ex-
plained by the equity theory. In particular, women who achieve profes-
sional status, working against nonvoluntary restraints, are seen as more de-
serving , of reward. The equity theory, in contrast with the *"bias works
two ways" phenomenon, is evident in instances of diminished ambiguity.

Finally, interpersonal attraction was briefly examined. Results
indicated that although women are not censured for competence per se,
they may be socially penalized for pursuing sexually deviant occupations.
In the same way, sex appropriateness of profession influences attraction

towards men.



Analysis

Source

Total
A
B

AxB

Error

Total

Error

Total

Errer

Total

Error

Total

AxB

Error

Total

Error

of Variance:

SS

55.74357
1,88758
1,51111
0.52288

51.8220

75.07686
8.36601
5.02483
0.13072

61,5553

36.73319
0.01176
1,98823

0.000002

34,7332

86.22903
0.60425
7.85130
0.11798

77.655%

105.45327
2.76601
0.13072
3.53464

99.0219

0.44739

0.11797

5.60817
97.7886

Note -~ Factors:

TABLE 10

Evaluations of Occupational Suitability -
Effects of order

Architect
df MS
43 -
1l 1.88758
1l 1.51111
1 0.52288
40 1.29555
Lecturer
43 -
1l 8,36601
1 5.02483
1 0.13072
40 1.53888

Social worker

43 -
1 0.01176
1 1.98823
1 0.000002
40 0.868331
Hairdresser
43 -
1 0.60425
1l 7.85130
1 0.11798
40 1.94139
Baker
43 -
1 2.76601
1 0.13072
1 3.53464
40 2.47555
Mathematician
43 -
1 0.44739
1l 0.11797
1l 5.60817
40 2.44471

A = Applicant sex

F

1,45697
1.16638
0.40360

5.43642
3.26525
0.08495

0.01355
2.28972
0.000002

0.31125
4.04442
0.06077

1.11733
0.05280
1.42782

0.18300
0.04826
2.29400

B = Order of presentation

ns
ns
ns

.025
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

Ba

ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
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Occupation

Architect

Lecturer

Secial Worker

Hairdresser

Baker

Mathematician

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable)

TABLE 12

Mean Ratings of Candidates

_ Ratings _

T%fal ﬁﬁle Feﬁale

employees employees
5.85200 6.11309 5.59091
6.01434 5.54167 6.48701
6.02949 5.99405 6.06493
5.24459 5.17857 5.15476
5.69724 5.553567 5.84091
5.00135 5.22024 4.87247
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Mean Ratings: Perceived Masculinity/Femininity of Occupations

Occupations

Architect

Hairdresser

Lecturer

Social Worker

Baker

Mathematician

TABLE 13

Sub ject Sex

Femalo

4.619

3.381

4.095

3.571

4.61°

4.714

Male

4.471

3.783

5.087

4,609

Note - 1 = feminine, 7 = masculine
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TABLE 14

Correlations between Masculinity/Femininity Ratings and Evaluations of
Candidates in Occupational Suitability

Applicant Sex

Male Female

r P f P
Architect 0.1458 ns 0.0990 ns
Social Worker 0.0721 ns 0.4029 .04
Lecturer 0.0902 ns 0.2083 ns
Hairdresser 0.6349 .002 0.4221 .02
Baker 0.0444 ns 0.0 ns
Mathematician =0.1324 ns 0.1319 ns

Nete - Original scales:

Evaluations of candidates - 1 (unfavourable)
7 (favourable)

M/F ratings - 1 = feminine
7 = masculine



Analysis of Variance:

Employability
Source SS
Total 338.784
A 5.108
Errorb 79,560
B 92.244
AxB 23.554
Error 138.318
w
Total 184.6490
A 1.506
Errorb 62.270
B 60.884
AxB 4.134
Error 55.855
Total 377.9598
A 11.704
Errorb 89,767
B 161,758
AxB 2.839
Error 111,527
Total 196,613
A 0.919
Errorb 50.432
B 100.571
AxB 4.434
Error 40, 257
Total 198,799
A 12.148
Error 19.659
B 78.322
AxB 1,816
Error 86, 844
Total 152,786
A 0,081
Errorb 71.744
B 22.900
AxB 1.961
Error 56.099

TABLE 15

Evaluations of Occupational Suitability

Geologist
daf MS
113 -

2 2.555
35 2,273

2 46.122

4 5.889
70 1.976

Interior Designer

113 -
2 0.753
35 1.779
2 30.442
4 1.033
20 0.798

Teacher

113 -
2 5,852
35 2,565
2 80.879
4 0,710
70 1.593

Economist

113 -
2 0.460
35 1.441
2 50.285
4 1.108
70 0.575

Telephonist

113 -
2 6.014
35 2.276
2 39.166
4 0.454
70 1.241

Dental Hygienist

113 -
2 0.041
35 2.050
2 11.450
4 0.490

70 0.801

1.124

23.342
2.980

0.423

38.151
1,295

2,282

50, 764
0.445

0.319

87.439
1,927

2.669

31.570
0.366

0.020

14,287
0.612

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
ns



Employability

Total
Error

AxB
Error
W

Ss

238,775
2,116
78.962
99,253
1.863
56.581

193,802
30,237
96,158
22.625

1,118
43.667

165.533
1.129
82.313
48,680
2.478
30.933

202,126
2,074
93.962
63.455
2,057
40.578

187,879
3.155
79.135
58.332
2.485
44,772

211,532
0.483
95.135
42.707
3.464
69.743

TABLE 15 (continued)

Architect
df | ]
113 -

2 1.058
35 2.256

2 49,627

4 0.466
70 0.808

Lecturer
113 -

2 15,118
35 2.747

2 11.313

4 0.279
70 0.624

Baker

113 -

2 0.564
35 2.352

2 24,340

4 0.619
70 0.442

Hairdresser
113 -

2 1.037
35 2,685

2 31,727

4 0.514
70 0.580

Social Worker

113 -

2 1,578
35 2.261

2 29.166

4 0.621
70 0.640
Mathematician
113 -

2 0.241
35 2.718

2 21.353

4 0.866
70 0.996

F

0.469

61.397
0.576

5.503

18.136
0.448

0.240

55.081
1.402

0.386

54.732
0.887

0.698

45.600
0.971

0.089

21.432
0.869

ns

.001

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
ns



Status

Source
Total

Error

AxB
Error
w

Total
Error

AxB
Error
w

SS

251.799
4,721
66.896
96.152
5.943
78,084

256.046
1,257
112.211
89.389
0.783
52.406

311.149
4.625
94,578
100.923
1.936
109.087

206.692
4.127
56.304
82.495
7.575
56.191

308.286
11.937
121.800
99.517
5.891
69.111

195. 656
3.458
114.851
22.963
1.487
52.897

Geologist
daf MS
113 -

2 2,361
35 1.911

2 48,076

4 1.487
70 1.115

Interior Designer

113 -
2 0.629
35 3.206
2 44,695
4 0.196
70 0.749
Teacher
113 -
2 2.312
35 2,702
2 50.462
4 0.484
70 1,558
Economist
113 -
2 2,063
35 1.609
2 41.248
4 1.894
70 0.803
Telephonist
113 -
2 5.969
35 3.480
2 49.789
4 1.473
70 0.987

Dental Hygienist

113
2
35
2
4
70

TABLE 15 (continued)

1.729
3.281
11.481
0.372
0.756

F

1,235

43.099
1.333

0.196

59.699
0.261

0.527

15,194
0.492

ns

.001
ns

ns

.001
.06

ns

.001
ns

.001
ns
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Status

SS

220,606
3.978
86.118
78.999
1.564
49.947

184,056
18,152
97.682
24,257

0.583
43.382

223,848
4.461
150. 888
24,442
1.063
42,994

263.284
5.7555
164.434
50.512
2,145
40.437

202.206
2.255
107.234
45.103
4,735
42.879

225.136
2.662
127.838
22,538
3.780
68.317

TABLE 15 (continued)

Architect
df MS
113 -

2 1.989

35 2.461
2 39.500
4 0.391

70 0.714

Lecturer
113 -

2 9.076

35 2,791
2 12,129
4 0. 146

70 0. 620

Baker
113 -

2 2.231

35 4,311
2 12,221
4 0.266

70 0.614

Hairdresser
113 -

2 2.877

35 4.698
2 25,256
4 0.536

70 0.578

Social Worker

113 -

2 1.128
35 3.064

2 22,552

4 1.184
70 0.613
Mathematician
113 -

2 1.331
35 3.653

2 11,269

4 0.945
70 0.976

F

0.808

55.359
0.548

3.252

19,571
0.235

0.517

19,897
0.433

0.612

43.720
0.928

0.368

36.815
1.932

0.364

11. 547
0.968
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ns

.001
ns

ns

.wl
ns

ns

.wl
ns






Likability

Seurce
Total

Error

AxB
Error
w

Total
Error

AxB
Error
w

Total
Error

AxB
Error
w
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TABLE 15 (continued)

Architect
Ss at MS F p
245,614 113 ~ - -
7.603 2 3.801 0.780 ns
170.531 35 4,872 - -
16, 149 2 8.075 12,043 .001
1.398 4 0.350 0.521 ns
46,933 70 0.670 - -
Lecturer
196,790 113 - - -
8.248 2 4.124 0.942 ns
153.176 35 4.376 - -
1.697 2 0.849 1.783 ns
0.362 4 0.090 0.190 ns
33.307 70 0.476 - -
Basker
237.322 113 - - -
4,754 2 2.377 0. 509 ns
163,322 35 4.466 - -
10. 548 2 5.274 6.907 .002
5.250 4 1.313 1.719 ns
53.3448 70 0.764 - -
Hairdresser
247,280 113 - - -
19,757 2 9,878 1,938 ns
178.433 35 5.098 - -
10,322 2 5.161 10,307 .001
3.718 4 0.929 1.856 ns
35.050 70 0.501 - -

Social Worker

220,780 113 - - -
7.287 2 3,644 0.798 ns

159.843 35 4,567 - -
2.965 2 1,483 2,138 ns
2.102 4 0.525 0.758 ns
48,538 70 0,693 - -

Mathematician

234.834 113 - - -
6.787 2 3.3%4 0.690 ns

172,172 35 4,919 - -
0.682 2 0,341 0.437 ns
0.532 4 0.133 0.170 ns
54.661 70 0,781 - -

Note - Factors: A = Sex allocation
B = Level of qualification



TABLE 16

Mean Ratings of Candidates:

Occupation

Geologist

Interior Designer

Teacher

Economist

Telephonist

Dental Hygienist

Architect

Lecturer

Baker

Hairdresser

Social Worker

Mathematician

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable)

Item

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

‘Employability

Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

Employability
Status

level of Qualification

3.342
3.289

1.447
3.842

3.474
3.711

3.921
3.974

4.342
3.163

4.500
4.053

4.105
4.184

4,711
4,658

4.289
4.316

4.026
3.763

4.105
4.000

4.342
4,553

Level
Medium

4,597
4.658

5.842
5.368

3.605
3.763

5.526
5.447

4.079
3.789

5.395
4.974

5.105
4.500

5.184
5.026

5.474
5.132

5.105
4.711

5.500
5.447

4.895
4.763

High

5.632
5.684

6.263
6.026

6.105
5.789

6.211
6.079

6.000
5.868

5.605
5.132

6.211
5.132

5.842
5.816

5.895
5.500

5.868
5.421

5.763
5.421

5.789
5.553
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TABLE 19

Binomial - Z scores for Test of Significance of a Proportion

Occupation

Geologist
Social Werker
Lecturer
Architect

Frequency of Choices:

Msle
Occupation Frequency of Responses
Male Female Other
Geologist 10 10 12
Secial Worker 13 12 7
Lecturer 12 17 3
Architect 18 12 2

Sub jects
Males Females

z P Z
0.00 ns 3.0297
0.100 ns . 5583
-.9309 ns -0, 1789
1.0989 ns -0.8956

TABLE 20

Selection of Employees

Sub jects

Female

Frequency of Responses

Male Female

22
16
15
13

Other

= = Wb

Note - Male refers to the highly qualified male candidate.

Female refers to the highly qualified female
candidate and other refers to choice of buffer

candidate or no response.
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TABLE 21

Occurrence of FOS Imagery

Sex of Subject

148

Male Female
N FOS/Present FOS/Absent N FOS/Present FOS/Absent
T N % N % T N % N %
Medical 22 14 63.6 8 36.4 31 17 54.8 14 45.2
Nursing 22 18 81.8 4 18.2 25 10 40 15 60
TABLE 22

Analysis of Variance: Evaluations of Occupational Suitability

Source Ss af MS F
Total 217,979 207 - -

A 5.214 1l 5.214 4,309
Errorb 60.493 50 1.210 -

B 75.883 3 25,294 50.429
AxB 1.152 3 0.384 0,766
Errorw 75.237 150 0.502 -

Note - Factors: A = FOS
B = Applicant
TABLE 23

Mean Ratings of Candidates: Occupational Suitability

Occupation FOS
Present Absent
Lecturer (F) 3.833 4.136
Programmer (F) 2.567 2.909
Geologist (M) 4,167 4.273
Manager (M) 2.833 3.364

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 5 (favourable)
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TABLE 24

Occurrence of FOS Imagery

Stimulus Person

Ann John
Sex of
Sub ject Nep % Np %
Females 38 52.9% 39 38.6%
Males 40 67.5% 45 40.0%
TABLE 25

4L 2. Occurrence of FOS

A
‘ df p C

59,8924 3 .025 .2398
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TABLE 27

Analysis of Variance: Attitudes towards Women Scale

Source SS daf MS F p
Total 20280.2676 158 - - -
A 10,7525 1 10,7525 0.0912 ns
B 2148.43 1 2148.43 18,2267 .001
C 50. 1325 1 50,1325 0.4253 ns
AxB 248,576 1 248,576 2.1089 ns
AxC 5.4282 1 5.4282 0.0461 ns
BxC 7.7844 1 7.7844 0.0660 ns
AxBxC 10. 3643 1 10.3643 0.0879 ns
S 17798.8 151 117.873 - -
Note - Factors: A = SP sex
B = Subject sex
C = FOS
TABLE 28

Correlations between Ratings of Female Applicants and Attitudes
towards Women Scale

X

Subjects AWS Rating Correlation o)
Male 47.2024 3.9908 +.2078 .03
Female 54.4933 4.0036 +,2369 .02

Note - AWS scores range from O (conservative) to 75 (loberal).

Ratings of applicants range from 1 (unfavourable) to 7 (favourable).



Occupation

Manager

Teacher

Lecturer

Programmer

TABLE 29

T test: Ratings of Candidates

Item Candidate
. A(male)
qualification B(female)
potential A
B
A
performance B
o ., A(female)
qualification B(male)
potential A
B
A
performance B
o . A(male)
qualification B(female)
. A
potential B
A
performance B
s . A(female)
qualification B(male)
potential A
B
A
performance B

Note - Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to

5 (favourable)

X
3.6957
3.3478

4,0435
4.,0870

3.5652
4.1739

3.4783
3.9130

46000

4.4348

4,1304
4.4348

4.,6522
3.6087

3.6522
4.1304

3.8696
3.8261

3.9130
3.1739

4.0870
3.5652

4.1739
3.8696

* two tailed

0O O OO0 O O W= O OO0 OO0 =0

OO0 OO0 OO

sd

.822
.071

.976
. 668

.843
.887

- 846
.083

.168
.590

.058
.662

.573
.988

.112
.869

.968
.072

. 596
717

.815
.662

717
.626

df

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

sd

0.775

0.825

1.076

0.992

1.037

0.926

1,107

0.898

1.692

0.689

0.790

0.822

2.15

0.25

2,71

2.10

2.01

1.58

4.52

2,55

0.12

5.15

3.17

1.78
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.05

ns

.01

.05

ns

ns

.025

ns

. 0005

. 005

ns



Occupation

Business
Manager

Teacher

Lecturer

Programmer

TABLE 30

Mean Ratings of Applicants

Item

qualification

employability

performance

qualification

employability

performance

qualification

employability

performance

qualification

employabil.ity

performance

Candidate

A(male)
B(female)

A

B

A

B
A(female)
B(male)

A

B

A

B
A(male)
B(female)

A

B

A

B
A(female)
B(male)

A

B
A
B

Condition

Sex Sex
specified unspecified
3.969 3.696
3.685 3.348
3.580 4.044
3.469 4.087
3.815 3.565
3.957 4.174
4.407 3.478
4.216 3.913
4.099 4.000
4,068 4.438
4.057 4.130
4.198 4.435
4.475 4.652
3.981 3.609
3.722 3.652
3.642 4,130
3.593 3.870
3.784 3.3826
4.352 3.913
3.167 3.174
4.160 4,087
3.019 3.565
4.049 4.174
3.111 3.870

Scale ranges from 1 (unfavourable) to 5 (favourable)
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% of FOS Imagery:

Horner, 1968

Feather & Simon, 1973

Brown et al., 1974

Feather & Raphelson,
1974

Hoffman, 1974

Jackaway, 1974

Monahan et al., 1974

Spence, 1974

Winchel et al., 1974

Levine & Crumrine,
1975

All studies performed with university students except where denoted:

TABLE 31

Subject

M
F
M

sSex

(HS)
(HS)

(AM)
(AM)
(AUS)
(AUS)

Male Dominated Fields

66

35

17
46
42
38

27
49
47
51

62

31

28

51
68

35
42

25
29

73
76

Sex of SP
Female

Male

25

20
25
18
18

23
30
20
28

76

24
33

30
21

12
11

73
69

HS (high school). Feather & Raphelson contrasted American and

Australian students.
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58.

59.

60.
61,
62,
63.
64.
65.

66.

67.
68.

69.
70.
71.

72,

73.

74.
75.

76.
1.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

Iten

uncomfortsble about
aggressions

poor sénse of
humour#®
understanding
calm+

prafers groups*
need security#*
ambitious
frequently takes
cxtreme position

unable to separate feel-

ings from ideas*
dependent*
enjoys art and
literature

evoids new experience*

restless

not uncomfortable when
people express feelings
does not express tender

feelings easily*

never conceited about

appearance
forward

does not think men are

superior to women?
not scciable*
unaffectionate*
unconventional
unmasculine?
unfeminine?
unassertives

not compulsive

Note - * indicates social desirability of opposite

TABLE 32 «continued)

Male Subjects

2 score

~3.3340

2.1573

~1.3728
1.3728
=0.1961
3.6000
2. 8000

0. 8000

~2.4000
-3.200
2.4000

2, 8000
0.8000

~1.0208
3.2000

2.0000
2,0000
~2.4000

-0.5884
2.9418
-0.3922
-4,8000
4. 8000
~2,9418
0.5884

p

N 4 §

.03

ns
ns
ns
.003
. 005

ns

z score

~2.6189

0.0

~1.7460
0.0

-0.4365

-1.3095%
1.7460

2.1825

~-2.6189
-2.1825
-3.0554

-1.3095
0.0

~1.7460
1.7460

0.8730
2.1825
~1.3095

0.4365
0.8730
0.0
~3.9284
3.4919
-1.7460
0.8730

Female Subjects

4

.03

ns

ns
ns
ns
ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns
ns
ns

.0006
ns

Overall

% scoro

-4.

~0.

~-2.
0,
-0,
-4.
2,

2.

-3.
-3.
-2.

~-3.
0.

-2.

3.

2.
3.
.8015

pole

3668

5822

3290
8734
1456
2760
9255

2117

6862
9811
8015

0964
7372

0914
6862

2117
09%64

2911

.9112

1135

.8224
.4934

1645

p

.0001

ns

ns
ns
.Q001

.02

.003
. 0001
.005

.002
ns

Direction

£ ® £ € E 8 S8 & W

frs =
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TABLE 34

Analysis of Variance:
Educational and Occupational Levels

Women/Occupation
Source SS
Total 2218,1744
Between 11.6163
Within 2206.5581
Total 147.1654
Between 20.1528
Within 127.0126
Total 1046,0487
Between 148,8974
Within 897.1513
Total 522.1880
Between 12.4146
Within 509.7734
Total 334.9915
Between 4.3931
Within 330.5984
Total 279,3359
Between 10.8793
Within 268.4566

af
21

19

21

19

21

19

21

19

21

19

21

19

MS

5.8082
110.3279

MVF

10.0764
6.3500

MVS

74.4487
44.8616

FVM

6.2073
25.4887

FVF

2.19655
16,5299

FVS

5.43965
13.4228

0.0526

1.5867

1.6597

0.2435

0.1329

0.4053

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

184



Women/Education
Source SS
Total 157.330
Between 4,560
within 152,770
Total 660,0208
Between 16,5555
Within 643.4663
Total 1046.5987
Between 126,5421
Within 920.0566
Total 414.1842
Between 51.1049
Within 363.0793
Total 558.6704
Between 1.0837
Within 557.,5867
Total 279,3354
Between 15,7934

Within

43.000

df
22

20

22

20

22

20

22

20

22

20

22

20

TABLE 34 (continued)

MVS

8.2778
32,1733

63.271
46,0028

FVM

FVF

FVS

25.5525
18.154

0.54185
27.8793

7.8967
13.1771

0.2984

0.2573

1.3754

46,0028

1.4075

0.0194

0.5993

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns
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Men/Occupation
Source SS
Total 287 .47
Between 8,650
Within 278,782
Total 541.050
Between 39.450
Within 521.60
Total 422,400
Between 16.410
Within 405,990
Total 235.629
Between 1.5807
Within 234.0483
Total 360,9268
Between 57.2132
Within 303.7136
Total 204 ,0605
Between 17.042

Within

187.0185

TABLE 34 (continued)
MVM
df MS
25 -
2 4,325
23 12.120
MVF
25 -
2 19.725
23 0.2268
MVS
24 -
2 8.205
22 18,450
FVM
25 -
2 0.79041
23 10.1760
FVF
25 -
2 28,6066
23 13.2049
FVS
24 -
2 0.8521
22 8. 5008

0.360

0.8697

0.440

0.081

2.1659

1.0024

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns
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One Way Analysis of Variance:

Source

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Within

SS

2520.039
202.753
2317.286

2368.500
134.834
2233.666

2894.138
168,320
2725.818

3316.138
844.864
2471.274

Mann Whitney U:

Factor

Religion

Marital
status

TABLE 35

Women/Occupation
af MS
25 -

2 101.376
23 100,752
Women/Education
25 -
2 67.467
23 97.116
Men/Occupation
28 -
2 84.60

26 104.839

Men/Education
28 -

2 422,432
26 95.049

TABLE 36

Attitudes toward Women Scale

1.0062

0.695

0.8028

4.44

Sex of Subject

Male
U p

56.5 ns
z=, 123 ns

Female
U P
27 .025
33 .05

AWS Scores - over Educational and
Occupational Levels

ns

ns

ns

.025

Note - Married, church affiliates are more conservative
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Analysis of Variance:

Factor

Religion

Marital
status

Source SS
Total 2368,
Between 134.
Within 2233.
Total 42.
Between 6.
Within 35.
Total 21
Between 3.
Within 18,

500
834
666

386
582
804

.991

914
078

TABLE 37

Mann Whitney U:

U

58.5

Sex of
Male
P

ns

2=1.7077 ns

TABLE 38

BSR1I
Sub ject
Female
U
58.5
61

ns

ns

BSRI - Educational and Occupational Level

Women/Education

df MS F

25 - -

2 67.467 0.695

23 97.116 -
Women/Occupation

25 - -

2 3.291 2.112

23 1.558 -
Men/Occupation

23 - -

2 1.957 2.273

21 0.861 -

ns

ns

ns

Note - Because of the educational background of male respondants
completing the BSRI scores would not be easily classified
into the Level I-III educational scheme; therefore, a
t-test was done on Level I and II compared to Level III,

but revealed no significant differences (t = 1.5387, df 26).
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TABLE 41

One way Analysis of Variance: Evaluations of Female Authors over
Subjects' Educational and Occupaticnal History

Men/Occupation
Source SS daf MS F P
Total 11.6945 29 - - -
Between 0.0736 2 0.0368 0.0855 ns
Within 11.6209 27 0.4304 - -
Men/Education
Total 21.4489 29 - - -
Between 0.3279 2 0. 1640 0. 2088 ns
Within 21.1210 27 0.,7856 - -
Women/Occupation
Total 7.8649 23 - - -
Between 0.7354 2 0.3677 1.1345 ns
Within 7.1295 21 0.3240 - -
Women/Educat ion
Total 1.9773 23 - - -
Between 0.2906 2 0.1453 4.4434 .025
Within 0.6867 21 0.0327 - -
TABLE 42

Mean Ratings of Female Authored Works

Educational Level

Sub ject 1 I1 111

Females 2.33 1.56 2.54

Note - lower means represent more positive ratings

Educational Level: I =0 level, 1 A level.
IT1 = Multiple A levels, and/or
technical college.
I11 = College or university.
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TABLE 43

Analysis of Variance: Evaluations of male authors

Source

Total
Betwoeen
Within

Women/Education
SS daf MS F P
5.8002 24 - - -
0.0147 2 0.0074 0.0314 ns

5.7855 22 0.2630 - -


















Source

Total
A
B
AxB
SxAxB

Source

Total

AxB
SxAxB

TABLE 49

Analysis of Variance: BSRI

SS df MS F
58.42139 42 - -
0.99116 1 0.99116 0.067924
0.48164 1 0.48164 0.33018
0.05840 1 0.05840 0.04003
56.8902 39 1.45872 -

Note - Factors: A = FOS

B = SP Sex
TABLE 50

Analysis of Variance: AWS Scale

7279.9004 42 - -
628. 584 1 628.584 3.68793
1.73032 1 1.78032 0.01015
2.28613 1 2.28613 0.01341

6647.30 39 170. 444 -

Note - Factors: A = FOS
B = SP Sex
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ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns



TABLE 51

One Way Analysis of Variance:
Occupational Level

Source

Total
Between
within

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Wwithin

Total
Between
Within

8S

17.0956
3.4481
13.6475

17.0121
3.0230
13.9891

33.2288
1.0054
32.2234

30.2829
3.9421
26.3408

Education:

*

Women/Education
daf MS
20 -
2 1.7240
18 0,7581
Women/Occupation
19 -
2 1.5115
17 0.8228
Men/Education
22 -
2 0.05027
20 1.6111
Men/Occupation
20 -
2 1.9710
18 1.4633
Level I 0 level
Level 11
college
Level 111

for
females

Androgyny Scores -~ Educational and

Occupation: for males

2.2741

1.8370

0.0312

1.3469

A level and/or technical

College or university

Level
Level
Level 1

Level
Level
Level 1

I
11
II

1
1I
II

blue collar
white collar
professional

housewife

ns

ns

ns

ns

blue and white

professional

199

(* Due to sample, blue and white collar women grouped together - this
differs from division in previous experiments).
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TABLE 52
Mean Androgyny Scores

Factor
Sex Education Levelx Occupation Level*
I II 111 1 II I11
Females -0.390 0.725 0.323 -1.75 0.083 0.659
Males -0,.517 =1.071 -0.714 0.480 -~-1.625 -0.840

* gee table 51

Note - negative scores reflect a masculine self image

TABLE 53
T-test and Mean Androgyny Scores

Factor

Marital status Religion
Sex

XM XS t a p XR xN t af p
Females 0.1914 0.4071 0.4950 19 ns 0.3100 0.3400 0.0747 19 ns
Males * - - - = 0.604 0.8467 1.0176 21 ns

Nete - M = married
S = single/separated/divorced
R = church affiliated
N = no affiliation

* As only one unmarried man completed the questionnaire, this was
not computed

TABLE 54

T-test: Androgyny Scores of Men and Women

Females Males
% % sd df t p
0.0268 -0.8326 1.0992 42 +3.3174 . 005%

* one tail

Note - Scores may range from -7 to +7,
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TABLE 55
One Way Analysis of Variance: AWS Scores - Educational and Occupational
Background
Women/Education
Source SS df MS F o]
Total 2470.9526 20 - - -
Between 127.6190 2 63.8095 0.4901 ns
Within 2343.3334 18 130. 1851 - -
Women/Occupation
Total 2470.9524 20 - - -
Between 953.9190 2 476.9595 5.6592 .025
Within 1517.0334 18 84.2796 - -
Men/Education
Total 2115.3182 21 - - -
Between 702.7514 2 351.3757 4.7262 .05
Within 1412. 5668 19 74.3456 - -
Men/Occupat ion
Total 2115.3182 21 - - -
Between 8.1686 2 408.4305 5.9764 .01
Within 1298.4572 19 68,3393 - -
TABLE 56
Mean AWS Scores
Factor
Educational Level Occupeational Level
1 11 111 1 1I 111
Females 61.000 54.167 57.500 59.200 66.667 50.900
Males 60.667 60.8333 49.400 64.400 58,143 49.400

Note - Scores ranged from O (conservative) to 75 (liberal).
Classificationary levels as previously described.

(See Table 51).
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TABLE 57
T-test: AWS Scores - Marital and Religious Status

Marital Status Factor Religion

XM XS t daf p XR XN t df P

Females 57.071 58.000 0.176 19 ns 52.385 65.500 3.1618 19 .025

Males * 55.286 56.125 0.1842 20 ns

* not computed

Scores range from O (conservative) to 75 (liberal)

TABLE 58

One Way Analysis of Variance: AWS - Scores over Androgyny Classification

Source SS df MS F P
Total 3839.9688 31 - - -
Between 69.3314 2 345.6657 3.1836 >.05<.1

Note - Subjects were divided into masculine, feminine and androgynous
groups.

TABLE 59
AWS Scores

Androgyny Level

Masculine Androgynous Feminine

52.8571 60.9230 49.000

Note - Scores classified as androgynous ranged from -1.00 - t 1,00

These scores were classified as masculine if < -1.00 and
feminine if > 1.00






















































TABLE 61

T-test: AWS and BSRI Scores

Scale Group X sd n sd daf
BFUW/BP 55.6875 9.5618 16
AWS BSA/BPS  70.4133 4.4575 75 06906 89
-0.728 X
Androgyny DBFUW/BP  -0.7282  0.6870 17 o ... o

BSA/BPS -0.1855 0.8858 84

Note ~ AWS Scale ranges from 0-75
Androgyny - negative scores connote femininity.

* two tailed probability

9.4636

41%98
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.001

.001



TABLE 62

Analysis of Variance:

Source

Total

AxB
Error

AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error
w

Total

AxB
Error

AxC
BxC
AxBxC
Error
w

Total

AxB
Error

AxC
BxC
AxBxC

Error
w

Total

AxB
Error

AxC
BxC
AxBxC

Error
w

SS

178. 687
0.152
2,750
0.030

85.214
9.769
1.709
1.834
0.068

77.161

170.044
0.782
7.724
0.860

98.612
6.315
0.048
2.168
0.755

52.780

200.812
0.236
2.650
1.265

100. 393
9.584
0.011
1.354
0.019

85.300

193.045
0.884
0.495
0.047

109.891
1.119
1.406
1.245
2,934

76.024

Evaluations of Academic Articles

Agreement

af

191
1

X I S X R

QO MMEHWOLOONMO

MS

. 152
.750
.030
.926
.769
.709
.834
.068
.839

Persuasiveness

191

IS T T T R

191

DO o e et DO e

191

DO b bt e b D) R e

0.
.724
.860
.072
.315
.048
. 168
.755
.574

[¢7] <
o )
p 3
o OO QUOUKEMKDNO ] QONOMOKO=N

ON i b b OO O

782

.236
.650
.265
.091
. 584
.011
. 354
.019
.927

.884
. 495
.047
. 184
. 119
.406
.245
.934
.826

OoOwOo

(o3 NI SR

©~NO

- O

1

Q= QO

oM e N

W ke o

WO M

.164
. 969
.032

. 647
.038
. 187
.081

.729
. 206
. 802

.083
.779
.315

.216
.429
. 160

. 337
.012
.460
.020

. 747
.418
.039

.354
.701
. 907
. 950

ns
ns
ns

.001
ns
ns
ns

ns
.01
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

.002
ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
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T-test:

Group

BPS/BSA

BFUW/BP

Analysis of Variance:

Source

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Within

Source

Total
Between
Within

Total
Between
Within

TABLE 65

BSRI and AWS scores - marital

Scale

Androgyny

AWS

Androgyny

Single

Condition X

Mgrried -0.1183 O
Single -0.0647 O
Married 70.3947 4
Single 70.5641 4
Marital 0.6287 O
Single 0.9700 O
Marital 56.5454 10.
Single 53.8000 6.

TABLE 66

SS

1368.8116
82.6352
1286.1764

60. 1390
0.3123
59.8762

SS

1371.4375
168.9375
1202. 5000

8.4235
0.1707
8.2528

and religious status

sa

.9298
.8552

. 4026
.5119

L7112
. 6270

7459
9065

BPS/BSA
AWS
df MS
68 -
2 41.3176
66 19.4875
BSR1I
75 -

2 0.1564
73 0.8202
BFUW/BP
AWS

df MS
15 -

2 84.4687
13 92. 5000

BSRI

l6 -

2 0.0853
14 0.5894

* See Table 67

n
40
44
38
39

12
S

11
6

225

sd o)

‘0.2752 82 0.8915 ns

0.1666 75 4.4583 ns

0.9296 15 0.6897 ns

0.5191 15 9.8056 ns

AWS and BSRI Scores over Education*

0.1906

0. 1447

ns

ns
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TABLE 70
T-test: Attitudes Towards Women Scale
Condition X SD df T SO df p

EMG $53.7750 7.7409 40
Rating 56.9500 10.8319 40

1.5082 9.4141 78 ns

Note - Scores range from O (conservative) to 75 (liberal)
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