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FACTS AND FICTIONS ABOUT THE AMERICAN WORKING WOMAN

Joan E. Crowley, Teresa E. Levitin, and RobertAP. Quinn

The American man works to support {.is family, to contribute to so-
ciety, and to find his place in the sun, He wants a job that challenges
him intellectually. He wants to show initiative; and above all in our
achievement-oriented society,'he wants to get shead.

The American woman works for pin money. She does that only when
" she Has to. She is indifferent to intellectual'challenge“at.work and
is not interested in finding work_that'contributes significantly to her
peroeétion of herself. Wha; concerns her:most are friendly co~workmxs
and whether or not she gers home fram wemk #m time to fix dibnner fuesger
Lamily.

These are admitterfx stereotypical views owaorking~mtn and women
in our society, and they might at first seem innocuous.and perhaps even
a bit quaint. ' They become dangerous weapons, however, when they are used
to relegate working women to second-class employment and to justify dif-
ferential treatment of men and women in terms of wages, promotions, and
qoeiity of employment., ﬁoreover, a woman's ecceptance of such'a.stereo-
type and its incorporation into her imageiof herself may not only lead |
her to submit to such oiscrimination_without'comolaiot but to'limit the

full development of her potentialities.
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How accurate are such stereotypic views of the American working wo-
man? ‘This paper attempts EQ answer this question.: Most of the steveo-
types that were examined were found to be both vague énd full of half-
stated assumptions. They were therefore reduced to a set of seven rel-
atively more explicit statements that were intended to be neither exclu~

.8lve nor exhaustive but which were testable with the data available.
These stercotypes were:

1. American women work just for pin money.

2, Women would not work if they did not absolutely have to fof econ-

omic reasons,

3. Women are more copce%ned than men with the socio-emotional as-

pects of tﬁéir jobs.

4, Women préfer not to take initiative on the job,

5. Women are more concerned than mén with the hygeric.m=speczs of

their'jobs.

6. Women afe less concerned than men with challenging work,

7. Women are less concerﬁed than men with getting ahead on'tﬁeir

jobé.

Relevant to most stersotypes about working men and women are the as-
sumed differences between the sexgs.in their reasons for working and in
the meaning to them of work.'.Such differenceé have generally been inter-
préged in terms of either biology or, more commonly, stable personality
.traits developed in»chiidhood or adblescencé.‘ |

Early sociélizaﬁion prepares children for different adult attitudes
toward work and for different: personal styles énd ihterésts that have

direct implications'for_:heir choice of careers, interest in work, and

LY
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occupational success or failure. The early training of girls is aimed
a4t producing women whose energies will be primarily directed toward
caring for their husbands and families, with a job as a secondary,
”fall-back-on-it-if-you-really-need-it” goal. As a result of this

" training there are pervasive sex dirferences in the occupational aspir-
ations” of adolescents (Douvan & Adelson, 1966), Béys are concerned
with achicvement, girls with affiliation; boys are. concerned with work
through which they can identify themsélves, girls with work that is
secondary to other self-defining goals,

Boys tend to concentrate on the vocational future and their

style is all business -~ concrete, crystallized, tied to

reality, if not always realistic. They think of job prepar-

ation and channels, and of their own capabilities-and tastes

for particular work roles . . . Girls focus on the interper-

sonal aspects of future life -- on marriage and the roles of

wife and mother . . . Their reasons for choosing.particular

jobs reveal that girls want jobs -that express femimine inter-

ests and provide a social setting: . for meeting mraspective

husbands . . , (A giwl) need1uotntest‘her“destreaggainst her

own:talent amd skill, since these will not be -crucial deter-

minants of her future status (Douvan & Adeison, 1966, pp. 342-

343). ' ' :

Hof fman (1972) has critically reviewed the early.socialigation
processes which result in feminine, dependent girls, and independent,
exploring boys. These processes begin at birth and continue into adult-

.hood. Both sexesAlearn early which behaviors are tolerated and/or re-'
warded, Dépendency is encéuréged in little girls at a ‘time when it is
forbidden to little boys. Boys are more-likely to be forced into explor-

ing on their own, girls to be overprdtected, learning to he cautious and

to fely on others rather than on their own abilities,

—

i

The outcome of such socialization is that girls, on the average,

become women who are more dependent and passive than men, who are motiva-
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ted more by affiliative than achievement ueeds and who do not see their
jobs ns important asueCts of them5c1ves or as central to their self-
esteem, Boys, on the average, become men who are ﬁore iudependent and asg-
gsertive tﬁen women and.whu regard their work roles as impertant to their
self-identities,

But socialization does not stop at adolescence. There are, for ex-
ample, many social forces that.encourage vomen to become motre inc- >endent
and asscrtive and to view their jobs as imporkamt components of -them-
selves. Educatioa;&nd‘professional training pmwvide women with. opportun-
ities to develop wmmser interests. An importamt source of re;socializa-
tion may be the demand cuaracteristics of the jub -itseff. Thus, jobs
which permit initiatsive -and independence may elicit such :behawdiors cewen
when they comtradict earlier disposimions. fhsemved sex differenres in
work-related ctharacteristics can be fully understood only intlight of both
their consistency with what is known about early SOC1a11zat1on and with
data that comehow take into account the possible effects of subsequent
socialization and work eXpet1enees. |
Background |

Many of the stereotypes about working &omen_hiuge upon supposed sex.

"

differences in what is important to workers in their jobs. '"Considering
the social implications of these sex differences, relevant data are ‘sur-
prisihgly scarce and replicated findings are even scarcer.

- Herzberg et al,'s 1957 review of previous research concerning which

— —

job facets were important to workers summarized the findings of nine
stud1es that examined sex differences. Figure 1, taken from Herzberg
et al., shows the mean ranks of eleven job facets for female and male

Sy

employees.
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Herzberg et al.'s interpretation of this figure was as follows:

The factor which is most apparently different in importance for male

and female cmployees is Working Conditions. As might be expected,

Working Conditions are substantially more important to women than

to men, Similarly, "ease'" of work ranks higher for women than for

men, although other intrinsic aspects of the job are more important

to men. Since the majority of employed women do not. have the same

magnitude of off-the-job- responsibility as their male co-workers,

the lower ranks given by women to Wages and to Opportunity for Ad-

vancement Seem quite reasonable. Similarly in line with current

stereotypes is the greater influence on women's preferences of the

Social aspects of the Job,

In.a later national survey of workers, Kipatrick, Cummihgs, and Jew-
nings (1964) found -that mem tentedt to stress security, opportunity for seli-

advancement, and amount of self-determination of the job as pogitive values.
Women, significantly more than men, mentioned personal relationsh’ns with
people at work, good and understanding supervision, and dqing work that was
worthwhile. The two greatest points of similarity befween the data summar-
ized by Herzberg et al., and those obtained by Kilpatrick, Cummings, and
Jennings were that more women than men felt that the social aspects of
their jobs were important, and fewer women than men were concerned with
_their opportuﬁities for advancement. The general conclusion made by Herz-
berg et al. that men were more intrinsically oriented than women was not
substantiated in the Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings survey.

Even the observed sex differences just reported were not very great.
Only with regard to the social aspects of the job did Kilpatrick, Cummings,
and Jenninzs observe sex diffe;ences in importance estimates anong the gen-
eral population that were in excess of ten percent; most differénces were
considerably less. Likewise, as Figure 1 indicates, the rank differ- B

ences obtained by Herzberg et al. for men and women were in some cases so

small as to make the conclusions drawn from them tentative at best. For



example, -the sex differences in ranks for?gpportﬁnity for advancement,

o

wages, and intrinsic aspects of the job-were one, one, and two respect-

e

ively. Unfortunately, the conclusion by Herzberg g%_ 1. that women are
less in;rinsicéliy motivated than men has subséquehtly been wideiy
quoted with little consideration of the fragilitj of the;aata base upon
which the conclusion rests.

Later studies have attempted with only interniittent success to ver-
ify Herzberg et al.'s conclusion, ,Burke (1966a, 1966b) had female and
male college students rank (five intrinsic and five extrinsic) joB‘
facets in order of importance to each of them. He found that both males
and.fémales had similar job facet preferences, and both ranked the in-
trinsic facets as more important than the extFins?c ones. According to
Saleh and Lalljee (1969), it could be argued fhat differences inkthese.
resultsvwere due'to'the type of'samplés used, in that the sfudies reviewed
by Herzberg et al. consisted primarily oﬁ a-working population, while
Burke used a student populétion. This argument was not, however, sup-
ported by the results of another recent study in which Centeré and
Bugental (1966) used a sample of 692 employed adults representing a cross-
section of a major urban area. Respondents were presented with a card
describing tiiree intrinsic'and three gxtrinsic job facets and were asked
to choose which one of them was first, second, and third in importance,
Althéugh women placed a higher value onrinterPErsonal relations than did
méﬁ, and‘men laid greater importance on(self-expféésidn than did women,

ltﬁere were in general no sex differences in the overall value placed on
intrinsic versus extrinsic facets.

. Saleh and Lalljeé further compliEéEed matters by arguing that, even

\
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1f consistent sex differences could be identified in what workers want

from their jobs, Euny'such differences would prbbably be artifactual.

They regard diffbruuccs in education and job level aé mdre'fundamental

than sex in détermiﬁing jos\attitudeg andigrgue that observed sex differ-

ences are the iﬁcidental results of differences between the séxes in terms

nf educational and occupational levels. Saleh %nd Lalljee draw the follow-~

ing conclusions from their data:

When we consider the two broad categories of job attitude (Intriu-
sic vs. Extrinsic), the results suggest that, everything else being
cqual, what females look. for in their work is not different from
what males consider important. The results might be surprising to
those who perceive the female role in society as distinctly differ~
ent from that of the male. . . Assumlng that social role affects

jol. orientation, the results of the present studies suggest that
role differentiation betwecen men and women in this context is be-
coming, with time, less and less true. . . The general results of
the ihird sample showed significant sex differences. The sample

of 259 and 143 female employees represented a technical division of./
a large service-oriented organization, Education and job level were
significantly different for the two sub-groups. When these two var-
iables were controlled for a sample of clerks and of first-level
.supervisors, no sex differences appeared in job orientation,

Three conclhsions may tﬁerefore be drawn from previous research on
what men and women want from their jobs:

1. The mést consistent¥y replicated finding is that women are more
concerned with the sociai aspects of~their jobs, par;iculafly with having
good relations with co-workers'<Cepters & Bugenfal, 1966;.Hérdin, Reif, &
Heneman, 1951; Herzberg et al., 1957; Jurgehsqn, 1547; Kilpdtrick, Cum-~
mings Jr., & Jengings;>1964).

2. The oftenérepeated'generalization that women are less intrin- -
sically oriented thén men has réceived only slight, and geﬁera}ly inéon;

sistent empirical support,

3. Sex differences in importance of job facets, when they are observed,



are small in magnitude and tend to disappear when the confounding

cffects of educational and/or occupational level are removed.
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Sample |
Personal interviews were conducted late in 1969 with a national
prooability sample of 1,533 Americans who were llving in households,
who were 16 years old or older, and who were working for pay for 20 '
hou"s a week or more. 539 of-these workers were women; and 993 were men.
One worker was excluded from the preseot analysls because his or her gex
was improperly recorded. Since all eligible workers in a household were
interviewed, every worker invtheopopulaeion had -an equal probability of - | 5;
beingjselected. The data were therefore self-weigoting. The sample was
representative of the entire spectrum of occupations, and the results
were consequently generalizable to the employed American work force. A

full description of the sample and a copy of the interview schedule are

1. (1971).

e we———

presented by Quinn

Measures
Tests of several of the stereotypes used data obtained from workers'
ratings of job facets in terms of how important these facets were to them

as job desiderata., Each of the 23 job fricets, only a few of which were

directly relevant to predictions concerning straw women, was represented
by an evaluative statement (e g., ''the hours are good " "the work is in-
teresting," "my supervisor is competent in doing his job"). Each worker
rated these joB facets ©zcording to the following instructions:

The next question involves things a person may or may not look

for in a job. . . . People differ a lot in terms of which of

these things are more important to them. We'd like to Lnow »

how important to you each of these things is. Please (rate each
item) according to how important each thing is to yeu,
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- The four response élternAEives were: ''ve ""somewhat importanf"
"not too imbortant"; “not at all importe.. .0gS were obtained by
using Hunt, Schupp, and Cobb's (1966) automated card-sort technique.
Procedure -

| Thé analysis first attempted to identify whether there were indeed
any observable sex differences that were.consistent with the stereotypes.
If such a difference wés fodnd,.i:'was USUally_re-examinéd, controlling -
on the single aspect_of the worker's job situation or life style which
was félt to be the single most plausible contemporafy exﬁlanation of the.,
observed difference. Obviously, practically any difference could be erad-
icated (junst és practically any difference could be enlarged) had a flurry

of secondary controls been instituted, A ground-rule was therefore adopt-

ed: not more than one secondary control would be used in the analysis of
each étereotype} This éecondar§ control was either some characteristic
qf the worker's current job of some factor, such as marital status, ﬁhat 
could be expected Eb_make a major difference inAa worker's current 1ife-

 style,
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Results and'Discussion

1. Women work just for pin money

The first two stereotypes do nof deal with attitudes toward the job
itself, but rather with reasbns for holding a job at all., Certainly,
the choices presented to males and fewales differ invpur culture. .Boys
choose what they want to do when they grow up, but the éption of not
doing anything in the labor market is rarely consideréd. Cirls, on
tﬁé other handj*aré taught that their primary role is in the,home; The
decision to work, then, can.be more df a conséious selection betwggn op-

tions for women than for men.

According to the Random House Dictionary, "pin money" is either "any

small sum set aside. for nqnessential minor expenditures" or "an,allowancé
of money given by a hqsband to his wife for her personal expenditures'".
Supbosedly; since most women are supported eéonomically by‘either'fatheré
or husbands, men’ should be paid more ghan women bécause'mén‘have families
to support and need mére money than wcﬁen who are working just for a.few
extra lukuries.'
‘The data indicated that about two out of every five working women
could not be regarded as econcmicaliy dependent on a male Qage eafner,
be he eithe¥ a husband or a father.. A third of thé womeﬁ-in the sample
were the soie wage earnérs'in their households, An additional eight. per-
cent reported that fhey provided the bulk of the family's'income. |
Working women were heavily over-represented among QQ;:kers with low
family incomés. ‘Among families who had at least one worker
who was interviewed and had a’ total annual family income of less than

$5,000, 57 percent of the workers were women. As total family income



~-13-

Toge in the sample, the percentage of women workers'dropped. Many of the

¥Omen workers, then, were providing for a decent standard of living for

their families, not just for 2y extra luxuries.
gi\ﬂgmqn would not work i. thev ‘d not absolutely have to for economic

rc8sons.
At first glance, this would seem to be pProved by. the data just presen-
€ed. Since economic necessity forces many women to work, it could be inl

ferred that those who do work do so only for the money. Neither personal

i
involvemenp, nor the desire to do a good job for its own sake, nor any

Other intrinsic factors motivates women on the job,raccording to this ster-
€otype, and a Qoman will quit wheﬁ the economic need is rémoved. This line
of reasoning makes no more sense for women than it dées when apblied to men.

Demonstrating the presence of one motive does'not preclude the possibility

that other motivations also are involved.

Table 1.

TOta]l annual family income Percentage of workers'

. ‘ at each income level N

who were women

Lesg than $3,400 58.6% - 63
$3,400 ~ $4,999 56.6% ' 83
$3,000 - $7,499 ' 32.7% 217
$7,500 ~ $9,999 . 29.7% ‘ 266
$10,000 - $14,999 o 29.4% | | 417
$15,OOO or more ' 30.6% _ 310

Note: ' Chi-square test of association between total family income and sex

of worker = 124.97; df + 5; p<.001. l
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Each worker in the sample was askod, "If you were tu get cnough
méney to live as comfortably as you would like for the rest of your'
life, would you continue to work?" Seventy-four percent of the men
indicat ' ‘ 1ld continue to work, while only fifty-seven per-

cent of the women said they would. Most of this sex difference result-

{
i

ed, however, from reéponse by married women., Single women did not dif-
fer significantly from men in the percentage who said they wou;d continue
~to work in tge'abSence qf economic need.

The relativeiy low percentage of "yes" answers to the question
among married women may be the result of the.roles available to married
women in our sociéty. Marr;ed women have a well-defined,‘socially‘ap-
proved aiternative to work -~ the role of housewife and mother. These
roles are the'major sources of'rewards and bases of self-identity for
ma#y women. VMen and'single women would havé no such role, no clearly
defined thing to dq and be outside of work, 'éiven the éerQasiVéness of
the image of women as primarily wiyeéland'mothers and only secondarily

as workers, it is noteable that half of the married women said that they

would continue to work without economic need. It would appear that,

for these women, work does indeed add something to their lives and that
economic need is not the prime motive for remaining on the job.
3. Women are more concefned than men with the socio-emotional aspects of

The usual implication of this statement is that women let emotional
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ties with co-workers int~rtere with their performance on the job. Accord-
ing to this stercotype, women are more concerned with making friends and - .
general socializing on the job than with getting their work done.

Although the study had no measure of job performance, it did have
ratings of the impbrtance which worxers attached to various facets of
their joﬁs‘ Four of these facets could be applied to the stereotype:

"My co-workers are friendly and helpful;” fI am'giveﬁ a lot of chances to
-make friends;" "My supervisof is very concerned about. the welfare of ;hose
under him?" and "My supervisor is competent in doing his* job," Theré

was only onc significént sex.difference in these importanca ratings

(Téble 2). More women than men indicated that it was very important

to them that their co-workers be friendly and helpful.

This difference could be explained in two ways. First, the early soc~
cialization of girls and bbys might produqé lasting personality differ-
ences between the sexes. Gi-ls are generally taught froﬁ childhood to
get what they want and need through interaction with othefs, whereas boys.
are generally.trained to get what tﬁey want through thgir own exertionsA
(Hoffman, 1972). A.secdnd explanétion is found~in-tﬁé.differencés in
types of jobs that meﬁ.and women hold, The nééessity.gf using others as
a resource is reinforced by the demands of womgﬁ's current work environ- .
ments. Whereas the jobs of fifty-five pefcent of the mén in the‘sample-
demanded significant interaction with other people (this was estimated

from the coding of each worker's occupation, using the "5eop1e" code from

*The use of the pronoun "him" resulted from men having written the inter-
view items. They have since been made to see the error of their ways.,
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the Dictionary of Occupational Titles, 1965), such interaction was demand-

ed in the jobs of seventy-three percent of the women Howrnr o eaven when
a control was instituted on whether the Jjob of each worker in the sample

demanded significant intéraction, the ‘observed sex difference in the
desire for frrendly and helpful co-workers (Table 2) remained,

4. Women prefer not to take initi.stive on the job.

This stereotype is SLHmlar in two critical ways to the stereotype
just described and to the one to follow. All three are quite consistent
outcomes of what is known about the early socialization of men and
women and there are no imnediately evident current job forces that, for
most women, would counteract such early socialization.

Significantly fewer womem than men were interested in having freedom
to do thedr jobs. Forty-six percemr of the\women felt that such freedom
was ''very 1mportant", as oppogsed to fifty-seven percent of the men.
Women were also.more concerned tham men with having their job respon- '
sibilities clearly defined (sixty-six percent versus fifty-nine percent
said this was "very.ihportant” to them ~- Table 2),

5. Women are more concerned than men with the: hygenic aspects of their

{.

: jobs.
This notion follows easily from the.acrepted American masculine and
feminine roles. Little girls are expected to be — an& taught to be =--

tidy, fastidious, and "clean". 1ittle boys are expected and taught to be

. ) !
toughn, unconcermed with a little di#t, and ablemtoitolerateq(or,ar least

not complair abeut) inconveniences of'mhysical nuisamces.
To use this stereotype to Jjustify discrimination requires the assump-

tion ¥hat women are willing to trade pmestige and pay- for jobs with
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comfortable surrocundings, good hours, and goou transportation. This
actually makes i} tle sense, éince high pay and high status arc more
often than not associated with good pours and plcasant physical surround-
5 )
ings’. ’
fhe_data showed several significant sex differences in the imporpance

that workers assign to the hygenic aspects of work. Women valued good

tours, ease of travel to and from work, and pleasant physical surround-

ings more than men did (Tablg 2).
Not only did such observed differences appear to be quite consis-

tent with what is known about the early socialization of the sexes, but

there appeared as well to be no job demand characteristics that would

eradicate the obsexrved first-order sex differences. Knowipg that”

the quality of employment of working women is

siénificaétly less than that of equally qﬁalified men, a deprivatiohrhf;
pothesis could plausibly have béen invoked. According to this hypo£;e~
sis, women, }acking houré, physical surroundings, and tfansportapion fo_
work as goo@ as th;se of men, would value these commodities mo;e highly.
This was-not'supported; ﬁhggﬂa-control was instituted on howlmuch of
each of the th:ee.commodities a wofker_had and thexsex diffgrence in the

!

importance attached to it was examined, the initial sex differences .

persisted.

6. Women are less concérned_than men with cﬁallengiqg work

Unlike the p;éceeding £hree stereotypes, there is little about the
childhood SOCiélization of theltwo sexes to sﬁpport this stereotype;
While it is clear that children are Eaught ﬁhat-work is mofe‘bedﬁral to
the maie role than it is to the femaie‘role,vthere is no reasoﬁ to be-

Ly

1B¥we that a woman .who has chosen to work should want less challenging

O
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work than a man. Generally this stercotype has been justified through

two related, indirect, and unsubstantiated lines of reasoning. Firét,
one can arguc that women are less concerned than men with challenging
work because their energies at work are more invested in their social
relations; they have cdmparat;vely less time_and energy to ipvest in
self-development at work. Second, women are challenéed in activities
outside theif'work role, in tﬁeir primary roles of»WiQeé and motheré.
Singe women have "enough"'challenge in their lives fpom theée other
sourées; they shQuld be less'concerned with challénge on the job;

The first prediction we made ffom this stereotype was that women
would be less likely than men to feel that challenge from the job was’
very important. Tﬁis was not supported. On the three items related to
challenge for which there were importance ratiﬁgs ("1 have aﬁ opportun-~
ity to develop my own special'abilities," "I am given a chénce to do the
tﬁings Ibdo best,' and ;Thé work is interesting') there were no signif-
icant sex differences.

The second prediqti;n‘deriVéahfiamﬁfﬂémgféréétypé was that women |
would be morevsatisfied than men with intellectually undemanding jobs.
The intellectual demand of each worker's job was measured by a summary
index of the worker's rafings of the extent to which his or her job ''re-"
quires that you have to learn new things," "requires tha; you do a lot
of planhing ahea&,” ”aIIOWS'you a lot of frégdom as to how you do your
work," "requiréé‘that you be creative,'" and "allows you to do a variety

The distribution of écores on this index was dichotomiéed at the me-

dian into '"intellectually demanding" and "intellectually unqemandihg"



job categories, Mean scores on a measure of overall job satisfaction

for workers of both sexes in these two

groups. chording to Table 3, women were over-represented-in_intel-
lectually undemanding jobs, and the job satisfaction of.workers in intel-
lectuaily undemanding jobs was significaqtly lower than'those in demanding
ones. More pertinent to the test of thé steredtype was the lack of a sex
difference in job satisfaction when the‘ihteliectual demand level of* the
-job was taken int;.accoﬁnt. Althoﬁgh women Qere generally less satisfied
than men, this sex difference disappeared when the intellectual deﬁand

level of the job was controlled. Both men and women Wefe equélly dis-

satisfied with undemanding jobs.

Table 3

Mecan Job Satisfaction in Relation to Sex of Worker
and Intellectual Demand Level of Worker's Job

Intellec- : ) Sex \
Men . Women
tual demand t P
level - Mean N Mean N . :
satisfaction satisfaction .
" Demanding 30 S44 _ 20 197 1,53 ..
Undemanding -21 - 447 4 -28 3400 1.13  n.s.

TOTAL . 07 991 -11 537 3.65 <.001




7. WOmoniare less concerned than men with getting ahcad on the job,

The lure of promotion, with its attendant increases in pay, status,
and respbnsibility is supposed tp encourage hard work and extra effort.
A person who is not interésted in promotion may put forﬁh only the min-
imum effort acceptable to his or her employer. Accqfding_to'this view
of job mobility, the more ambitious people will rise té the top, leav-
ing the others behind in'IOWer-level Jjobs., And, accordlng to this ster-

—-eotype, ‘the prevalence of women in lower-1level positions is their own
fault aqd not a product of deliberate discriminationvby their employer,
because women are not concerned with working hard to get.ahead.on their
jobs., . : ‘ ' ’ .

It is unclear, on the basis of what is gnown about early socializa~
tion of bbys.and girls, whethgr women workers shogld be léss concerned

o than men with promotions. Such a prediction could be based on the know-
-ledge that achievement-related behavior is encouraged more among boys
than.among girlsg This prediction aésumes, however,‘that the desire for
promotion is motivated by the need'for achievement and nothing else. But
being prbmqted‘can equally well be regarded as being instrumental to ﬁhe
attainment of other job-related goals that are eithér equally important
to both sexes (e.g.,,haVing challenging work) or are iﬁ fact more impor-
tant to women than to men (e.g., hav1ng a comfortable offlce, or receiv-
ing social approval),

Workgrs were asked two que;tions concerning—p;omo;ioné at their
presehc place Of empldyment: - "Of course thg future is uncertaln, but
approximately how many years or months do you think it wi‘l be before
you are glven a chance to take on a JOb at a higher level where you now

work?'" and "Approximately when would you like to take_qn a job at a




highervlevél?” In response to the latter questioﬁ, significantly
(p ¢ .001) more Qomcn than men said that they ne§cr.wantcd to be promoted,
T;is sex differcence could havé rgfleqpcq a pervasive, charéctérologically-
based disinclination of women té,énter_into the interpersonal competition
that might.be necessary in ébtaining promotions, or a lack of occupation~
aliy-oriented ambition. Alternatively, the difference‘coéld have reflect-
ed a scaling-down of ambition to correspond to reality. An individual who'
feels that promotion is highly unlikely may adjust té the situation by
 accepting it and deéide not to "eat his/her heart 6ut” over an advance-
ﬁent which will never come.

That women are promoted less frequently than hen is evident in the
high concentration of women in lower-status occupations. Among the com-
paratively few overt compiaints of occupational sex discriﬁination made

by women in the present study in response to.the queégion, "In what Qays
do‘you feel you have been discfiminated against (on your job because you
are a woman)?" 62.8 percent of the complaints involved promotional issues.,
Precisely how much the expectation of promotion may affgct the desire to
be promoted is clearly shown in Table 4, ‘'The table's percentéges dem-~
onstréte a strong pésitiVe relationship between expectatioh and &esire,
More relevant to this particulaé straw woman is the fact that once the

expectation of when a worker would be promoted was controlled, the .ob-

served firsc-ovder sex difference in the desire to be promoted evaporated.,

Both men and-women appeared to be equally inclined to adjust their-desires

to their realistic expectations, That women in general were less inter-
ested than men with promotions on their present jobs was, according to

the data, mainly a result of their resignation to their expectations that

'théy were not going to be promoted.
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Percentage of Workers Indicatiﬁg that they Wanted to be Promoted
at Various Times in Relation to Sex of Worker and Worker's
Estimate of When He or She F=_: cted to be Promoted

[T

Percents. ;.- .i wurkers indicating
when th-y . .-.ced to be promoted
At any time be- ‘Between three
tween up to three and 20 years b b
years from the - from the ° Never N
present . Present
Workers indicating
that they expected
to be promoted at
any time between
the present up to
three years from
the present .
Men - 94,97 1.7% 3.4% 175
Women . ~ 88.5- © 0.0 11.5. 61

(Chi-square for above data = 5.843; df = 2; n.s.)

Workers indicating o . .
that they expected : : : .
to be promoted at : o : '

. some time between
three and 20 years

from the present - e
' Men | 72.9% 22,97 4.2% 48

20.0 15

Women 53.3 . 26,
‘ (Chi-square for above data = 4,320; df = 2; n.s.)

I~

Workers indicating
that they never
expected to be pro-

moted Men 37.1% 1.7% 61.2% 299

Women 35.1 40,9, 64.0 222
(Chi-square for above data = 0.859; df = 2; n.s.)

?Excludes‘part-time and self-employed workers,

b e £ Tt s ot .
"Never" was identified by either the worker's explicit indication of
"'mever" or by a reference to a time 20 years or more in the future.

<




Discussion

The picture that emerges of American working women, then, is more
complex than stereotypes about them. In general, they do not work just
for pin money, although, if married, they are less inclined to work in the )
absence of economic need than are American meo. Women are not more sat-
isfied with,undehanding jobs or less concerned witﬁ a challenging job

and the Opportunity to advance than are men.

Women do differ from men in the desire for initiative on the job

"and they are more concerned w1th having frlendly and helpful co-workers

and with convenience and comfort than men are, and these results may re-
flect stable sex differences that are not entirely accounted for by the
different nature of their jobs, This:does not mean, however, that these
differences.cennot be affected, strengthened or weakened by job conditions.
It is also important to note that the greater importance which women, com-
pared’ to men, placed on such "extrinsic" job characteristics as pleasant
physical surroundings and good.working hours was not reflected at all in
any de-emphasis of the importance of the opportunity to use one's skills

in an interesting job. The hydraulic.model of human desires, which as-

sumes that '"investing energy" in one aspect of life must leave less en-

ergy to be invested elsewhere is an attractive intellectual fallacy. The

. data shows that the same people can and do value both "intrinsic" and

"extrinsic" job facets.,
Overall, there were more similarities between the sexes on job atti-

tudes than differences. That there were differences is not sUrorising:

'The socialization processes which separate men and_women from childhood on

Q

E l(:re bound to lead to some typical differences in personallty makeups. But
o :
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'learning ana socialization do not stop with the end of childhood; adults
learn and react to their contempoarary situations, and their attitudes
and motivations cén change in response to new experiences, challenges,
and demands. |

Other data from this survey have shown that it can be

.séfely and reliably predicted that a female worker would be paid much

less than an equélly qualified male worker. The average underpayment
to Qomen was:$3,458 per year. The results of the present analysis in-
dicate that this underpayment can ﬁot be attribu;ed to differences
between men and women in theif job-related attitudes. Even where sig-
nificant sex differences were found, the magnitude of those differences
was generally small, Job-related attigudes, unlike job rewards, could
not be substantially predicted from the sex of the worker. There are,
therefore, no objective grounds for jﬁstifying pay differentials on the

basis of presumed sex differences in the types of jobs workers want.

Y
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