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NOTE TO READER

This publication is the final report from a study that the Women's Research Program of the National
Institute of Education funded in 1874, The study had two phases, the first of which was the synthesis and
eritique of literature on sex role socialization and sex discrimination in education. The synthesis and

critique was conducted in 1974-75 and selsctively updated in 1978; it covers literature appearing between
1880 and 1878.

The second phase of the study consisted of the development of a theoretical model that could
the emergence, maintenance, and eliminstion of sex discrimination for both developed and developing
countries. " The theorstical model will appear as & monograph sometime in 1980. Jeaders interested in
receiving that monograph should contact ¢ ~natantina Safilios-Rothsehild, 8-118 Henderson Human Develop-
ment Building, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 18802,

Other NIE publications on sex roles and sex role socialization include an extensive bibliography whiceh
was prepared by Dr, Safilios~Rothschild as part of her study, and a volume containing reports of six smaller
scale research studies sponsored by the Women's Researc’s Program. For ordering information on thase two
documents, please write to the Social Processes/Women's Research Team, National Institute of Education,
Washington, DC 20208,

Susan Chipman
Assistant Director for Learning and Development
National Institute of Education
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1. SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION AND
THE SEX TYPING OF BEHAVIORS '

Major Theoretical Approaches to Sex
Role Development

‘The three major theoretical approaches to
sex role devalopment throughout the life cycle
traditionally have been psychoanalysis, cognitive
development, and social leaming. The psychoana-
Iytic approach is most commonly amociated with
Freud's biological deterministic interpretation of
sex role development. He belleved that the
interaction of drive impulses and identification
procemes rasulted in the development of sex-
appropriste behaviors as males and females pro-
grassed through childhood  According to Fire-
stons (1970), Freuds perspective reflects
“oenturies of increasing privatization of family
lifs, its axtreme subjugation of women, and the
sex repremions and subsequent nsuroses this
camsed” {p 1) Although peychoanalytic

approaches have not fosterod & great deal of

researah, distinctions based on bio-

or gender concepts coalinue to exart &
strong influence on ideas about sex differences.
Strict biclogical determinism should no longer be
al issus Decause of concrete evidence as to the
existence, both across cultures and within any
given culture, of “crossing-ovesr™ behavioral dis-
positions of sex-typed traits by biclogically "pure”

sway with biological determinism
doas not eliminate biology as a potential influance
on the development of the individual, ineluding
the of some gender-related
und in the
sonlai sciences has yislded more valld data when
the wphasis is on the intricats nature of inter-

- reach a certain stage

account for variations in growth and development
within sex groups.

Cognitive development theary as it applies
to the development of sex identity has been
fostered primarily by Kohiberg (1968). Kohlberg's
ocientation, which is based heavily on the work of
Piaget, incorporates two of Plaget's basic prin-
cipless (1) that children undergo mpecific, sequen-
tial stages of cognitive development in which they
master priraiples about phenomena that remain
constant throughout their lives (e.g., the conser-
vation of matter) and (2) that children cannot be
taught a given principle with any degrec of
permanance bafore they reach & particular stage
of maturational dev ent. Once children
davelopment, the prin-
ciple becomes Imprinted in thelr minds. This
process is considerad to be irreversible.

In applying Piaget's prinoiplss to the devel-
opment of sex identity, Kohlderg argues that
children reach a stage of cognitive development
around age 7 that enables them to accurately
label themselves as one sex or the other based on
bodily images; this labeling s irreversible. Having
made their decision, children thern actively struc-
ture their experiences and seek out behaviors that
they perceive as ssx appropriate, based on the
cultural images prosented. Although some
empirical support exists for this approsch, the
vrgal" perceptions of experimental subjects
ragarding sex-appropriste behaviar cannot be
inanipulated without influencing the choice of
thass behaviors in overt sctions. Assumptions
about the sex appcopriatensss of behavicr are
eagler to make in socleties that are highly differ-
entiated with regard to sex role norms and starec-
grl. It because of variations between

farent groups within & soclety in how they
maintain  strist ssx-differentiated roles and
norms, the leap from perception to behavior has
serious ampirical restrictions. When sex role
norms begin to loosen up and merge, the implioa-

1an earlier draft of this chapter was written in
collaboration with Robert L.aln, Assistant

Profemor, Department of Sociology, Wayne State
Univorsity, Detroit, Mich.



tions of a cognitive development view of vex
identity become unclear. If tranmexual opera-
tions were to increase in number 50 that sex was
no longer viewed as an irreversible characteristic,
what would this inean for the labeling proces that
supposadly accounts for sex-appropriate choices?

Although future technological innovation
may make cognitive development theory as
applied to sex roles obsolete, we should remember
that belief in & "natural” division or differentia-
tion between th: sexes is heavily entrenched in
most Western societies. Given this assumption,
continued research with a cognitive development
orientation may be useful in specifying ways in
which different types of environments alter the
perceptions and the structuring of behavior
experisnced by children.

in contrast to the intrapsychic processes
that are crucial antecedent conditions in cognitive
development theory, social learning thecrists
(Mischel, 1966; Bandura & Walters, 1963) empha-
size the external environment and the role of
socializing agents who shape the child through
reinforcement. The differential reinforcement
directed at the child according to her/his sex is
seen as the major antecedent condition to sex-
typed behaviors. Although the social learning
approach assumes that imitation is important to
lsaming, the sex of the model is not as important
as the content of the reinforcement.

Too often the empirical research based on
social leamning wrongly assumes that parents and
other significant socializing agents consistently
adhere 0 sex role stereotypas in their own behav-
ior and in the treatment of children, The
of reinforcement should not be viewed in such a
simplistic way. Often the socializing agent
(whether the mother or father) presents confliet-
ing information; that s, the "sex appropriatenem”
of her/his own behavior may not meet the
society's expectations for “sex-appropriate
behavior® directed at girls and boys. Soclalizing
agents may in fact differentially reward the same
child for sax-typed bshavior. Within the context
of reinforcement, it is diffioult to pinpoint or to
empirically validate what constitutes a reward for

Is and boys. Do different situations and

ferent family environments serve as inter-
vening varisbles that influence how reinforcement
may acoount for the probability of a childs exhid-
iting sex-typed behavior?

A reinforcement model should be used with
caution in post hoe explanations of sex differences
and the sex of behavior. If a girl or boy
axhibits behavioral traits that are not “sex appro-
priate,® it can bDe argued that the child was
reinforced for developing “sex-inar-ropriate

behavior." Yet the power of reinforcement to
change hehavior from "sex inappropriate” to "sex
appropriate” has not been substantiated empir-
ically. in fact, when mistakes in labeling children
are not discovered untfl after & number of years,
attempts by socializing agents to change behavior
by reinforcing "sex-sppropriate behavior® fail in
most cases (Lindesmith & Strauss, 1968).

The subdtleties and variations in reinforce-
ment need to be studied in much more detail. For
example, reinfrccement in the laboratory or
experimental situsation is often drastically dif-
ferent from reinforcement in real-life interaction.
Also important is the degree to which sex-
designated terms, such as "girl" and "boy," serve
to reinforce & belief in the uniquenes of one sex
compared with the other, besldes the obvious
physiological differences. Fagot (1974) found that
even parents who exhibit some commitment to
fmpartial treatment of their children often res
pond to them in a sex-differentiated way. The
degree to which socializing agents unknowingly
ereate cues that foster sex role differentiation is
often underplayed and misunderstood.

In an attempt to clarify some of the dynam-
ics invelved in sex role differentiation, Lynn
(1959) stressed the importance of three basic
concepls: sex role preference, sex role adoption,
and sex role identification. Sex role preference
refers to desires for sex-sppropriate behavior.
Sex role adoption is the acting out of sex-specific
behaviors; sex role identification becomes the
internalization of this process and includes uncon-
scious reaction to a sex-specific role. These
distinctions have been fostered as important
conceptual frameworks in both theory and
research on sex role socialization; however, their
empirical validation i limited becawse of mess-
urement problems. Experiments that uncover
procemes to explain & belief in the "naturalnex™
of sex differences and that note the importance of
sex distinctions as salient criteria for children
may become crucial to the social learmning
approach.

Role Imitatior or Modeling

Imitation, or modeling, is a crucial psycho-
Jogical process within the social learning approach
(Bandura, 1965). This spproach cmphasizes
characteristics of the actor and her or his
environment that differentially affeot the likeli-
hood of given behaviors being exhidited. Lsarning
is assumed to take place through imitation that is
positively reinforcedd. A problem with this
approach {3 how to define reinforcement as it is
applied to given individuals in specific situations.

8



Despite a number of ainpirical studies, much
debate and confusion exists about the rols of the
imitation process in the devalopment of & =ex

identity and behaviors i and
hosl.’ts Generaily, gyn dsplayed nm‘igxl'utiu

than girls when the subject was not
: reinfc.ond (Bandura ot al., i983a, 1963b;
Hicks, 1985; Madsen, 1968). For belaviors other
than aggremion, either girls imitatsd moce than
boys or no msasursble sex differences oocurred
{Cryrear & Thelen, 1968; Hetherington, 1983).
Yat, some studies did not find any sax differences
in the imitation process (Mischal & Liebert, 1986;
Bandurs & Mischal, 1965; Bandura & Kupsrs, 1884;
Hetherington & Frankie, 1987; Brayer & May,
1970). Others indicated that sex differences tend
to disappear when the child is rewarded for
imitation (Bandura, 1885; Grusec & Brinker, 1972;
McDavid, 1959; Stevenson, 1960.

One controversy focuses on whather the sex
of the model is a crucial variable in imitation.
Maccoby (1959) and othecs havs argued that the
female is ths moce sallent model for young
children, amuming that identification is first
made with the mother. Howsver, counterargu-
ments claim that the father is the reality snforcer
and that the male becomes a more malient model
for young children {Rosenblith, 1859; Stsvenson et
al, 1983; Epctein & Leverant, 1#83)., The impor-
tance of the sex of the model may depand on
whather the modeled behavicr is sex appropriate
or pot. It has often been
sex models are imitated much more often when
they exhibit sax-appropriste behaviors. Although
soms studiss suggest that children are more likely
to imitate & same-sex model when the behavior is
"sex appropriste” (Bandurs et al., 1963a; Fryrear
& Thalen, 1969; Maccoby & Wilson, 1857), other
studies & not coafirm this hypothesis (Rosenblith,
1958 Juran, 1971; Breyer & May, 1970; Sandura &
984). Garrett (1871) found imitation of
same-sex modals with regard to both appeopriate
and inappropriate sex-typed behaviors. Attsmpt-
ing to study imitation in & non-sax-typed situs-

tion, Garrett et ol {1974) found that same-sex
imitation was moset likely to ooowr in tive,
nonthreataning situations. In somewhat ten-
ing, negative situations, the combination of a
mmale experimenter and a female model produced
the most counterimitation in both sexes

that same-

sex or opposite-sex model and {2) the type of
affect that the ohild has toward the behavior
being studied. Is & certain affective distance
between parants and children mors or lem con-
ducive © imitation? - Are behaviors that are not
displayed for the benefit of cnildren but ars a part
of everyday living more conducive to imitation?
Is it easier to lsarn what not to do, what to avold
and reject, than what to do? These are quastions
that must be thoroughly ressarched.

One basic p-oblem in the design of most
imitation studies is that they have not been con-
structed to tast directly the influence of sex rolss
on the imitation process. Many of the findings,
when taksn oollectively, suggest some patterns
that would lsad to hypotheses about imitation
behavior but do not setve s direct svidence of
any specific relationship. While this may partiaily
account for the number of conflicting views
currently held, it severaly restricts the systematic
formulation cf generalizations about the rois of
imitation in the devalopment of sex identity or
sex-typed behaviors.

Too often, arumptions are made about the
child's environmen.. Although this environment is
outside of the cxperimental situation, it may
influence the precess under investigation. The
imitation of a dominant model varsus a pamive
model of either sex may in fact depend on the
child's exposure to similar or different types of
models within the home.

wns

tion prooess the sxtent to which it may be
diftarentiated between boys and gir

types of relationships and actors, and different
types of modeled bahaviors. Alsc, a parent may
become a very powarful "nagative® modsl by being
very dissatisfied with her/his traditional sex role
or by deviating from it.

Sex Role Preferences

Resesrch on young children has focused
axtansivaly on the conoept of sex role preference,
which is inherently tied to traditional conoepts of
*masculinity” and "femininity” as stereotypically

9



perceived by sdults in & given culture. Studies
have attempted to monitor children's sex role
development and to test hypotheses regarding the
theoratical importance of sex role preference for
sex role adoption and sax role identification.
Studies conocarned with establishing the existence
of sex role preferences of girls and boys have
applied a variety of measures over the last 20
years. Thes measures include the IT Scale for
Children (ITSC) developed by Brown (1956), a Toy
Preference Test (TPT) suggested by DeLucia
(1983}, and Structured Doll Play (SDP) as used by
Mussen and Distler (i958). iIn each of these
methods, assumptions are made regarding the
child’s choice in a projective situation. In the
ITSC, the child i3 presented with a presumabdly
sex-neutral stick figure and asked to make a
choice that has been prejudged as sex linked. In
the TPT model, the child makes a cholee for a
hypothetical child whose sex 13 known. In the SDP
study, dolis representing family members are
used, and the child is asked to make choices for
the dolls besed on hypothetica! situations. The
major assumption for all three measures is that
the cholce the child makes represents a projection
of her/his own sex role prefurence.

Although serious eriticism has justifiably
been directed toward these measurements, many
researchers continue to use them in attempts to
determine how girls and boys differ in preference
and varistion scores, as well as in developmentsl
aspects, Differences in the variztion scorex of
girls and boys are thought to represent the
strength of preferences and the amount of knowl-
edge about the opposite sex's responses. Studies
undertaken in the 1950% and 19680% found clear-cut
differences in the preference scores of girls and
boys, with girls having more "feminine™ scores and
boys having more "masculine® scores (Brown,
1958, 1957; Hartup & Zook, 1960; Lansky &
Meiay, 1983; Delucia, 1863; Kagan, 1964;
McCandless, 1987), Because older girls and boys
show greater differences in the expected direction
than children, some researchers claim
that developmental trends are ble (Brown,
1956, 1957; Hartup & Zook, 1980; DeLucia, 1883).
Older children of both sexes are more likely to
avoid inappropriate sex objects when faced with a
sex-neutral undesirable aiternative than are
younger children of both sexes {(Hartup et al,
-%3). Conflicting results regarding varistion in
the sex role preference scores appesr, with some
resoarchess arguing for greatsr variation in girls'
scores {Brown, 1956, 1957; V:;rd, 1868) and others
arguing for greater variation in boys' soores
(Hartup & Zook, 1980; Lansky & McKay, 1983).
These latter findings are oiten used to suggest
that male aocquisition of “appropriate sex role
preference” is lams complicated (Hartup & Zook,
1980) and that boys show a stronger male pre-

ference compared with the female preference
exhidbited by girls (Biller & Borstelmann, 1867).
Several studies have shown that girls learn the
content of mascullne sex-typed behaviors better
than boys learn the content of feminine sex-typed
behaviors (Schell & Silber, 1968; Reed &
Asdjornsen, 1968), Also, when the IT stimulus is
ambigiious, girls tend to perceive it as a male
stimulus more often than boys tend to perceive it
us a female stimulus (Schell & Silber, 1968; Hall &
Keith, 1964; Sher & Lansky, 1868). AL these
findings can be interpreted as signifying that both
girls and boys have a greater interest In
"masculine” activities and behaviors because they
are awar of the higher prestige and social
desirability attached to males and “male"
aetivigies.

The interpretation of these findings hes been
seiously criticized and their comparability ques-
tioned. Schell and Silber (1968) criticized ITSC
for insufficlent representativeness of items and
for marked wvariation in clarity of drawing
"feminine™ as compared with "masculine® items.
They suggest that choices made by children might
be based on a dimension in the test matecrials
other than preferences for sex-typed sctivities
and objects. By varying the instructions used with
these types of measures, résearchers have elicited
differential responses from the same subjects.
New studies were stimulated by criticisms sug-
gesting that the IT figure is not ambiguous or sex
neutral but contains primerily "masculine” cues
{Brown, 1082; Sher & Lansky, 1968; Thompeon &
McCandless, 1970), Reed and Asbjornsen (1968)
found that about half of the perceived the IT
figure as male and about as female, while
most of the girls perceived the IT figure as
female, In the same study, they found that in the
most clur?r defined "somebody figure," developed
by Hogan (1957), the extreme female figure is
perceived as male by 15 percent of the sudjects.
It appears that pre-school children lack the type
of percsptual accuracy and consistency demons-
trated by older children and adults on similar
tasks.

ing fAnothnr factor that eonumnt;l tth’:e mean-
of choosing one toy over ano degree
to which children are familiar with the items used
in the test. This familisrity may differentially
affect their cholces for reasons other than sex
rols preference, Perhaps the selection of toys has
nothing to & with sex typing but represents some
previous experience with the specific object inde-
pendent of the experimental situation. Memser
and Lewis (1972) were careful to point out the
difficulty in assessing the significance of class
ditferences in toy preferences without s careful
study of the types and numbars of such toys found
in the homes of children in each class group. The
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same argument can be used when comparing girls
and boys on other dimensicns.

That these measurement techniques rep-
resant an empirical basis for conclusions about sex
rols erence is debatable. Sher and Lansky
{1 claimed that the standard IT scale meas-
uremant s more appropriately usad as & measure
of sax role knowledge than of sex role preference,
They suggest that the findings of Brown (1962),
Hartup and Zook (1960), Hall and Keith (1964),
Kohlberg and Zigier (1867), Lefkowitz (1962), and
Reed and Asbjornsen (1988) suppert such & con-
clusion. This ruises the question of whether it is
meaningful to define the concept of sex role
preferences in terms of cultural standards of
*masculinity" and "femininity," as Brown (1882)
suggested. A different approach, proposed by
Lefkowitx (1982), was to define sex role pre-
ference in terms of some modal response in
children of the same sex. iIn this way, sex role
preference choices are rated on a same-Sex
continuum, the poles of which are deviance and
nondeviance with respect to a given group of
same-sex peers. Deviance in sex role preference
is thus defined as divergence from the mode of
sume-sex prefersnces, but not necessarily in the
direction of the mode of ihe apposite sex.

Asking subjects to make direct choices for
themselves rather than for a figure or a hypo-
thetical character tends to be a more complex and
time-consuming procedure, but it probably is &
more valid attempt to operationalize sex role
preference as distinet from knowledge of sex role
stersotypes. Using this , Brown (1957)
found that 72 percent of third grade girls
peeferred the IT figure to be a daddy, and thus he
concluded that girls prefer the masculine role.
However, Lefkowitz (1962) found that only 2
percent of girls indicated they would rather be &

when making & choice directly for
themselves. Lefkowitz concluded that girls have
about as much preference for the feminine role as
boys have for the masculine role.

Utilizing a different technique, Hartley et
al. (1982) showed that, when asked about a
potential adoption, both boys and girls § ‘ceived
adults as preferring children of their own sex.
When the children were asked what sex they
preferrad for their own children, girls ehoss girls
and boys chose boys. These authors urged serious
questioning of the assumption that culturally
enforoed adult partiality for males is generally
operating in children's sex role development.
Lisbert ot al. (1971) found that children aitered
their choloes of toys to conform with the indi-
oated preferences of other children of their own
sax; thus, adult stereotypes about toy choices and
other behaviors may not have the same meaning
to the child.

o

Studies dealing with sex role preferences in
young children raise more questions than they
answer. The use of different measures has led to
questions regarding the ways in which the cholces
of young childran can be altered. The choices
offered to the child influence the social rele-
vm,nmnum-lquutaumofm

Sometimes toy choices involve one
sfeminine” and ons "masculine” toy; sometimes
both toys are oconsidered “"masculine” or
nteminine® but differ in the degree to which they
are seen as appropriate for a given sex. At otner
times, sex-inappropriate toys are matched with
sex-neutral, undesirable objects.

All these studies indicate that chiidren
perceive the existing sex roles and that with age
they increasingly differentiate these sex roles.
What, if anything, these findings imply about sex
role preference is unknown. Until standardized
instruments are developed to measure interpret-
able behavior along a sex role preference
dimension, questions will remain about the devel-
opment of sex-appropriate behavior, avoidance of
sax-inappropriate behavior, ease of learning
appropriate sex roles, knowledge of adult norms
regarding same-sex and te-sex roles, and
the actual prefsvence for one sex role over the
uther. If, in fact, children learn both sex roles, as
defined by the adult culture, aqually well, do they
use this inowledge to avoid choosing the opposite-
sex role behavior or to choose 1t, especially when
it is considered more desirable? How might same-
sex groups versus mixed-sex groups influence the
degree to which sex roles are operating?
Research using superficial designs that deal with
one aspect of these issuss creates a mass of
statistical differences that are restricted in their
usefulnes. Al the use of previously
designed techniques is methodologically sound, it
does little to advance socialization theory and tie
understanding of sex role development in young
childe- . This criticism has existed in the
literatue for many years, yet researchers
continue to use thess measures not just as a test
of methodological issues but as if they have social
relevance and peactical significance in the
understanding of the processes that lead to sax
role differantiation.

Parents’ Sex-Differentiated Behavior
Toward Children

Studies of the role parents play in the
development of their children have focused
peimarily on childrearing practices until the last
15 years; little emphasis has been plsced on the
development of sex roles per se. However,
theoretical formulations that emphasise the role
of the parent as either a model or reinforcing

[ 3
=4



snt and empirical findings that suggest some
ferences Detween very voung girls and boys
have drawn more attention to the role of the
parent as a agent who actively
mdi.cquminﬁnmmhdevdopmmtotme

Many studies rely on interviews with the
parent {usually the mother) regarding childrearing
behaviors, or they observe mother-child pairs in
an experimental setting rather than in a natural-
istic one. Often, studies using only mothers make
generalizations about both parents as if the father
were merely an extension of the mother's child-
rearing effect on the child. When the father is
seen as & crucial source of Influence, independent
of the mother, hiz role {s often measured by
asking the mother to report on it. In other cases,
the child is asked for her/his perceptions of the
father's, and often the mother's, role. Only rarely
is the fathers overt behavior observed,

Despite these shortcomings, the following
differences have been reported with respect to
parental treatment of boys and girls, Mothers and
fathers verbalize to girls more often than to boys,
especially in response to girls' vocalizations during
the first 3 months of life (Lewis, 1972a; Moss,
1967; Moss et al, 1989). More proximal stimuls-
tion is given to and more distal stimulation
ts given to girls (Lewis, 1972a). Boys also get
more tactile-visuat stimulation and are aroused to
higher activity levels (Moas, 1967). After §
months, girls are touched more, but boys receive
less proximal stimulation. Throughout the first §
months, mothers talk to girls more than to boys
(Goldberg & Lewis, 1989). Mothers maintain
physically ciose and affectionate relstionships
with girls for a longer period than with boys
(Lewis, 1972a). Mothers also expect girls to be
more dependent and they give girls more physical
attention (Droppleman & Schaefer, 1963). Boys
are given more independence training (Barry et
al, 1957), more punishment (Droppleman &
Schaefer, 1983), and more intellectual encourage-
ment {Lynn & Sawrey, 1982). For pre-achool
children, mothers presure boys mors to achiave
and ?unhh them more for showing dependency.
Boys' aggresion 8 rewarded as appropriate
*masculina™ behavior, but girls' aggression is never
rewarded, though indirect expremsions are tol-
erated. The presaure on girls is for "feminine®

dalities, such as neatness, and con-
ormity, but pressure on boys is for
and achievement (Hatfield et al, 1987). Mothers
of girls control verbal perotests by withdrawing
jove, but mothers of boys wse negative manctions
(deprivation of privileges) to control verbal pro-
tests (Baumprind & Black, 1587).

These findings & not clearly prove that
differential pareatal treatment sccounts for sex
diffcrences, but they are crucial in refuting the
widely held assumption that children are treated
identically, especially when they are very young.
The differential treatment of infants raises
important questions about how parental behaviors
might systematically influence the developmient
and growth of children in a sex-differentiated
way.

Although few data exist on fathering
(Begner, 1870), the probable influence of the
father on the socialization of children, especially
of sons, is often mentioned. Two studies suggest
that the negative effect of {ather dominance
accounts for low self-concept in  boys
(Coopersmith, 18967; Sears, 1970). In the
Coopersmith study, the behavior of the father was
measured on the basis of ratings made by the son;
in the Sears study, the father's behavior was
measured on the basis of ratings by his wife. The
behavior of the father might also influence
intellectual functioning in young boys (Blanchard
& Biller, 1971; Dyk & Witkin, 1865; Grunebaum et
al, 1962). However, in each of the studies cited,
the father-son interactions were not observed. in
an observational study, Solomon and associates
(1873) found no signifieant correlations between
paternal behavior and the academic schievement
of fifth grade boys. However, & finding of
significant correlation between the nurturant
behavior of fathers and the IQ of 4-year-vids led
Radin (1972) to sugyest that the role of the father
may be crucial for this group.

The role of the father as separaie from the
mother may have an independent effect on the sex
role development of both girls and boys. Although
there is not a great deal of evidence, some
empirical findings suggest that mothers and
fathers treat boys and girls differently (Maccoby
& Feldman, 1872; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1388;
Rebelsky & Hanks, 1971). With regard to
sutonomy behaviors, Nakamura and Rogers (19689)
showed that mothers' and fathers' expectations
differentially predict sons' and daughters’
behaviors. In an cbservational study, Osofsky and
O'Connell (1972) reported that fathers positively
reinforced dependent daughters and that mothers
exerted more control over dependent ters.
Thase findings, with those of Brim (1957)
and Emmerich (1982), suggest that sex of parent
and sex of child are crucial variables in ressarch
dasigns attempting to account for the
affecting sex role development in children.
Contradicting the studies mentioned above,
Emmerich and Smoller (1984) reported &
consistent ek of evidence for sex role
differentiation based on sex of parent and sex of
child and suggested thut siblings and peers, rather
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than aduits, serve as a basic source of sex-typed
norms during early childhood.

The conflicting findings reported above may
be the result of simplistic research designs that
allow intervening variables to confound the
findings. Using & more complex design, Torgoff
(19687) showed that, when looking at achievement-
indueing and independence-granting behaviors, the
family structure affects the role the parent plays
as & model. More specifically, the number of
siblings, the sex of siblings, and the order (male
first/femals first) systematically create different
environments for parental input. Thus,
generalizations are restricted not only when the
mother i the sole source of data but also when
the family structure itself becomes a variable.
Not only do parent-child interactions seem to be
affected by the gender characterizties of the
actors, but resulting patterns seem heavily
influenced by the gender characteristics of other
children in the family and their birth order
(Torgof!, 1367).

Increasingly, the role of both mothers and
fathers has been recognized as influential in the
sex role development of boys and girls. Research
has pinpointed the omission of important
variables. These omissions contaminate the
meaningfuiness of the conclusions and render
them uwseless as empirical evidence to support
theoretical formulations, Problems in observa-
tional researsh include small sample sizes, lack of
attempts to replicate findings, social pressure
that causes parents to alter their behavior for the
experimenter, and, more importantly, lack of
attempts to integrate findings and conceptual
schemes to give some direction to studies in this
ares. Having established the parent ss a crucial
source of variation, researchers should not jump
to conclusions about the importance of this factor
in shaping the sex role identity of the child. Too
often, resewrchers asume that the influence Is
only in one direction, from parent to child. A
more complex design, removed from unidimen-
slonal effects, involves a circular system in which
parents affect children and children affect
parents {Moss, 1967; Osofsky & O'Connell, 1972;
Richards & Bernal, 1972). Based on this
perspeciive, it is unclear whether differential
responses to parents' behaviors influence parents
to respond differentially to boys and girls or
whether some mothers and fathers have

ved notions that result in differential
treatment of boys and girls regardiess of the
ehild's Bell (1968) and Moss et al
{1969) demonstrated that children Influence
parents as much as parents influence children.
Most probably, the nature of interaction between
childrens and parents’ sex-differentisted
behaviors makes it difficult to assess the relative
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influence of one set of behaviors on the other.
Perhaps it can be assumed that, during the first
year of an infanty life, the parents' preconceived
sex role notions and sex-differentiated behaviors
ere often more important than the childs
behaviors and that increasingly the child's sex-
differentiated behaviors tend to confirm,
reinforce, and stimulate parental sex-
differentiated behaviors.

In most sex role socialization studies, the
values, characteristics, and achievements of
parents have not been studied as important
variables that influence the extent to which
parents treat boys and girls differently or present
girls and boys with different types of sex role
messages ard models. At least some mothers and
fathers may hold nonstereotyped sex role
attitudes and display some sex-inappropriate
abilities, achievements, or behaviors. With the
exception of maternal employment, we know little
gbout the socializing effect of parents' sex-
inappropriate sbilities, traits, and behaviors,
especially as they are colored by the parentr’ and
others' feelings and reactions.

Katkovsky et al. (1964) differentiated the
socialization roles played by parents, especially
with respect to sex-appropriate and sex-inappro-
priste behaviors. Their purpose was to examine
the relationship between the achievement atti-
tudes, values, and behaviors of parents
their own achievements on specific dimensions
and the achievemant a&ttitudes, values, and
behaviors that parents exhibited regarding their
children's achievements on the same dimensions.
Achievement areas studied were intellectual
attsinment, mechanical skills, physical skills, and
artistic ettainment. The general findings showed
an expected correspondence between parents’
achievement values for themselves and the
achievement values they want to pam on to their
children; however, important variations appeared
according to the sex appropriateness of the
achievement dimension in question and the child's
gender. Mothers who valued mechanical ability
for themselves did not encourage this ability in
daughters or sons. Fathers who valued mechanical
ability tended to value it more for deughters than
for sons. Fathers who valued artistic ability for
themselves tended to also value it for their sons
more than their daughters (Katkovsky et al,
1964). Thus, the cocrespondence of achisvement
values seems also to hold true between parents
and children of the opposite sex and with respect
to sex-inappropriate achievements., Dissatisfac-
tion with a specific skill that was sex appropriate
(tsther—physical  skill/mother—artistic  ability)
tandad to influence parents {0 encowrage
development of this skill in their sons, more s0
than when there was satisfaction with the skill,
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Parents who have ssx-inappropriate abilities and
achievements may serve os positive models for
same-gex children, unicss they also transmit
nogative memages about thase abilities snd
achievements. Thus, they may become pawerful
negative models, for example, mothers who are
dissatisfied with the housewife role (Lipman-
Blumen, 1972).

Birth Order and Sibling Status

Examination of birth arder and sitling status
provides insights into whether children in various
aibling oconstellations are exposed to different sex
role pressures and expectations, as well as to
different parental and sibling sex rols models.
Birth order and sibling status, though not always
linked in the literature, are inherently tied
together in a sex role perspective. Concern with
birth order differences but not sibling status
disregards gender as a crueial variable.

Although birth order and sibling stats have
been studied extensively, the f{indings are
ambiguous and, therefore, add little to theoretical
formulations (Sampson, 1963; Warren, 1966;
Rosenfeld, 1886; Murdock & Smith, 1989; Bragg &
Allen, 1970). Birth order and sidling status are
related to many other variables that may
infiuence patterned social behavior such as family
size, spacing between children, sex ™atio of
siblings, and characteristics of the socializing
agent. NMost often, these relevant variables are
ignored in research designs. They should be
studied wsing sophisticated methodology becsuse
they indicate the structural varistion in sibling
and parent-child relationships, and thus have
important implications for sex role socialization,

Birth order and sibling status studies have
focussd on different dependent variables,
including motives (Dember, 1864); emotional dis-
orders (Schooler, 1964); personality
characteristics (McArthur, 1858); vocationa!
preference and expectation (Mehta & Juneja,
1989); preference for complexity versus simplicity

(an&‘l:::)i and sports participation and
interests 1870). Research relevant to

sex typing has focused on conformity, dependency,
anxiety, and affiliative bahavior.

Schachter (1958), performing anxiety affilia-
tion expeciments on females, found that in stress
situations first-born females prefer to be with
others rather than alone moce often than later
born females. This finding was then generalized
to both sexes with respect to sxpected differences
in behavior. It was suggested that

depandency
parents (especially mothers) spend more time with
first-born childeen and that, out of inexperfance
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or insecurity, they are likely to “ovarparent® the
child, thus & dependency. Later born
children are less likely to receive the same degree
of "overparenting™ and are thersfore lem likely to
expres the same degres of dependency. This
generalization of researeh findings from girls to
boys can be found in some ressarch conducted in
the 1850 and 1980%. This type of generalization
is inappropriate because it assumes that boys and
girls are treated silke by parents and becase
dependency is a sex-~typed behavior expected from
girls but not from bovs. Not surprisingly, sub-
sequent research has shown that the differences
found betwaen first-born and later bomn females
on anxiety and affiliative bahavior are not found
for males; in fact, some studies found that later
born maies showed more anxiety and dependency
than first-born males (Gerard & Rabbie, 1861;
Zimbardo & Formica, 1983; MacDonald, - 1868;
Zucker et al.,, 1068).

MacDonald (1869) formulated a socislization
hypothesis fo reconcile these differences reported
in empirical studies and to reformulate the
understanding of birth order and sibling status as
potential sources of influence on social behavior.
According to his socialization hypothesis, first-
born childran are more thoroughly socialized than
later born children, and therefore are more
susceptible to the socislization practices of the
parents. In addition, the hypothesis assumes that
parants socialize the sexes differentially,
ospecially . ith respect to sex-typed behaviors.
The concept of parents socializing children differ-
antially based on the sex of the child does not,
however, take account of differentials according
to the sex of the parent. Thus, within the sooclali-
zation hypothesis as developed by MacDonald,
both parents are seen as {ostering the same stand
with respect to sex-typed behaviors. Based on
these assumptions, MacDonald (1889) argued that
first-born children, in contrast to later boen
children, feel more pressure to conform to the
expectations of adults or authority figures. To
the extent that parents socialize children differ-
entially with respect to thelr sex, sex differences
between first-bom children may be if
the behavior under consideration is sex typed.
Explcitly with regard to dependency behavior, it
can be argusd that, according to cultural
standards, it is considered more “feminine™ than
*masculine” to depmdency. Through the
socialization hypothesis, MacDonald attempts to
aliow for sex differences betwaen first-born
children and for the interaction of sex and bdirth
order (n the examination of patterned behavior.

Support for the socialization hypothesis s
not conclusive, though it has served ss a basis for
deciding how crucial sex role socialization is to
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understanding and predicting behavior pattemns of
boys and girls. The socialization hypothesis
compels researchers to determine how much
behavior is sex typed and what effects sex typing
may have on the resuits of the experiment.
MacDonald (1989) reported sex differences con-
sistent with the socialization hypothesis betwesan
first-born and later born adults with respect to
withdrawing from an experiment. In an attempt
to replicate these relationships in a study of
kindergarten children, Laosa and Brophy (1870),
using measures of creativity and sex-typed
interests, intellectual ability patterms, and peer
relations during free play, hypothesized that first-
born boys and girls differ from each other to 2
groater degree than later born boys and girls on
variablas related to sex typing. The results of this
experimant suggest that MacDonald's hypothesis
fits fairly well, although the conaistency and
intensity of birth order effects are more notable
in girls than in boys. In attempting to replicate
and expand these findings more extensive
measures, Lacsa and Brophy (1872), again using
middie-class urban kindergarten found
that direct measures of sex typing consistently
nagate predictions from MacDonald’s hypothesis.

The failure of findings to support
MacDonaldy socialization hypothesis led Laosa
and Brophy {1972) to conclude that the two major
influences of MacDonald's hypothesis, more
thorough socialization of first-boen children and
differential socialization based on sex of child, do
not interact in any simple linear fashion. Thus, &
sex-by-birth order interaction may be tenable for
some measures but not for others, and therefors
¥xeDonalds socialization hypothesis should be
madified.

Bacause of the lack of consistent birth order
differences, the results of the Laosa and Brophy
{1972) experiment were reinterpreted within the
context of Kohlberg's (1966) cognitive develop-
ment theory. According to Kohlberg, sex typing
comes about largely through cognitive develop-
ment {a labeling process), rather than through
identification or direct reinforcement
for mx-typed vior. Within this ocontext, no
birth order differsnce on direct measures of sex
typing would be sxpected. To the extent that the
child has intemalized the appropriate sex label,
birth order dfferences should not oecur for
children of the same ssx. Consequently, sex
differsnces across ordinal position should be
saintained. Birth order-by-sex interactions would
be expected only when varisbles are indirectly
related o sex typing. Although Laocsa and Brophy
{1972) were not testing Kohiberg's theory, their
by Kchlberga';
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How birth arder and sibling status system-
atically influence the behavioral response of the
~-1d rests on certain assumptions about the
child's sex role socialization. These assumptions
need to be tested empirically. The emphasis on
the differential socialization of boys versus girls
is asumed in MacDonalds (1969) socialization
hypothesis and in the reformulation of this
hypothesis within cognitive development &8s
suggested by Laosa and Brophy (1872). In the first
orientation, differential reinforcement by parents
is a crucial antecedent condition that accounts for
the differential response of girls versus boys and
for the potential interaction effects of sex by
birth order. In the second orientation, differential
reinforcement by parents is seen as reflecting
prevailing sex role stereotypes that designate
characteristics and behaviors as either sex
appropriate or sex inappropriste. However, the
degree to which parents sctually serve ss dif-
ferentiai reinforcers of sex role stereotypes (much
less the degree to which both parents socialize in
the same way) is often assumed rather than
empirically verified. Researchers tend to
designate parents’ behavior: and ideclogies as
mcm and yet to assume little variation among

m.

That children undergo changes in the transi-
tion from childhood to adulthood is taken for
granted, However, the assumption of adult status
doss not suddenly mean that all changes come to a
halt. In fact, Benedek (1859) suggested that as
children change, parents may change too. Lansky
{1964) directed attention toward the parents’
attitudes and behavior as potential sources of
variation, which in turn may differentially affect
the behavior of the child. Using measures that
have traditionally been employed with children,
such as the Gough Scale (Gough, 1852) and the
Franck Drawing Completion Test (Franck &
Rosen, 1849), Lansky (1864) set out to determine
how parents may differ in sex role identification
in different family structures. Specifically,
Lansky varied the sibling configuration (same-sex
versus mixed-sex siblings) and the age of a pre-
schoo!l child in the home. Although the mascu-
linity-femininity pattarns of mothers and fathers
were similap in different family structurss, tasre
were different correlational patterns between
masculinity-femininity scores of parents from
different family structures with children of
differing sges. suggested that parents
differ in their sex role identifications and that
changes in one or both parents may take place
over time. Thus, not only may children in
different family structures have different models
from which to develop their sex roles, but parents
may change as the structure of the family
changes. Parents cannot be conceptualized as
monolithic sex role socializing agents.
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Lansky (1967), continuing to study parents as
a source of variation, shifted atteantion from
masculinity-femininity measures to parental atti-
tudes towand childrens sex role choices. A Sex
Role Attitude Test (SRAT) derived from the
children's form of the SRAT described by McKay
{1964) was used to measure parental attitudes.
Again, Lansky coincluded that parents should be
conceptualized as & source of variation because
their attitudes differed according to family
structure. In general, parents of had more
polarized attitudes, and fathers of mixed-seax
sibliogs differed from one another more than
mothars of mixed-sex siblings.

Family structure (affected by family size
and sibling configuration) influences the responses
of the parents, which in turn may influence the
sex role development and behavior of the ehild
(Rosenberg & Sutton-Smith, 1971, and
Sutton-Smith (1988, 197) found that fathers'
scores were more "masculine™ when they had anly
daughters than when they had a daughter and a
son. In addition, fathers' scores were more
“fentinine™ when they had sons than when they had
daughters. In both these studies, fathers' scores
varied as a function of sibling configuration but
mothers' seores did not. In other studies,
Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith (1564, 18668, 1971
found that daughters' sex role attitudes were more
affected by family members, while the sons'
attitudes were more affected by sex role stand-
ards prevailing outside the home. The resuits led
Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith, as well as others, to
severely eriticize research on sex role develop-
ment in the family that deals only with the child's
response or with sibling effects on each other.
Resaarch that does not examine the family struc-
ture may well be only an abstraction of the more
compiete phenomens in operation. Family struc-
ture and, more specifically, the gender composi~
tion of children seem to affect the nature of the
operating sex rele norms and processes during sex
rale mocislization.

In an attempt to clarify some theoretical
foundations, Bragy and Allen (1970) specified two
general amumptions about the relationship
between ordinal position and conformity in & role
theory perpective. First, Bragg and Allen sug-
gested that first-born and latsr bormp children
undergo & different process of socialization.
Specifically, peers are considered more salient
stimuli for later born children, and adults appear
to be more salient stimuli for first-born children.
Second, Bragy and Allen also attempted to build
situational determinants into their basic assump-
tions; L.e., the more closely the cues {n & situation
resemble the family situation in which the subject
lsamaed her/his sex role behaviors, the morse likely
the subject will be to show appropriate sex role

behavior. These two assumptions sllow for a
number of new and testable hypotheses based on a
comprehensive analytical framework. For
instance, in the experiment by Bragg and Allen,
pressure for conformity is defined as coming from
same-sex peers. Under this condition, they
argued, the sex of the subject will produce
differential conformity for later born but not
first-born subjects. Differential degrees of con-
formity in later born subjects would be based on
the sex of the aolder sibling. Acecording to thelr
theory, whoever is more salient at the time an
individual learns her/his sex role will serve as the
situational cue in experimental situations to
account for variations in social behavior. If the
older sibling is of the opposite sex, eonformity to
sex-appropriate behavior should be strongest in
later born children when pressure for conformity
comes from opposite-sex peers rather than from

. same-sex peers or from adults.

Although this theoretical perspective helps
to establish the importance of ordinal position,
sex of subject, sex of sibling, and characteristics
of the influence source in predieting sex-typed
behaviors, it still makes assumptions about how
subjects are socialized in a traditional sex role
framework. The spproach discards the simplistic
assumption that a consistent and invariant pattern
of conformity behavior will always be exhibited as
a function of a specified ordinal position. Using a
more sophisticated approach, researchers can
stipulate other important variables, but they still
make asumptions about sex appropriatencss based
on traditional standards and images that most
"normal" children come to know under similar
soclalization influences.

Brim (1958) also utilized a role theory
perspective in attempting to account for variation
in sex role learning based on differential sibling
configurations. The basic hypothesis, which was
originally suggested by Cottrell (1842), was that
interasction between two persons leads to assimila-
tion of roles. This sugyests that opposite-sex
siblings are more likely than same-sex siblings to
incorporate traits of the other sex. In addition,
Brim argued that younger siblings are influenced
more by this process than are older siblings,
becauss the latter have had more time to
establish their own role. In reanslyzing data
supplisd by Koch {1856), Brim found support for
these hypotheses, He did not consider how
parents influence these differential effects. The
basic premise of assimilation of roles has implica-
tions for the childs interaction with parents of
both sexes, as well as her or his interaction with

siblings.

A methodological note relevant to birth
order and sibling status studies concerns sampling
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bias. MacDonald (1868) reported that later born
subjects may be underrepresented in study
samples because they are less likely to volunteer
and more likely to miss their appeintments, Based
on this finding, MacDonald suggested that, in
experiments dealing with variables related to
birth order, samplea should be inspected for dirth
order bias. Few studies in which birth order is not
the central focus appear to adjust for possible
birth arder bias.

The sex ratio of children in the {amily, as
well as their birth order, seems to affect the sex
role norms and socialization processes of these
children. Sex ratio seems to be a significant
structural variable in sex role socislization
whether at home, in school, or with regard to peer
influences. Same-sex and mixed-sex settings and
interactions seem to have viry different sex role

implications.

Father Absence as a Test of
Identification and Modeling Theories

The absence of the father is considered to
have serious consequences, especially for sons left
without s substitute male model. Msny empirical
studles, done over the last 30 years, have provided
very little conclusive information about father
sbsenice. Some research completely disregards
the importance of sex roles as a theoretical
perspective and looks at the general effects of
father absence on boys and girls combdined (Tilier,
1958). However, most research gives lip service
to sex roles and looks at the differential effects
of father absence on boys and girls,’

The findings of father-absent studies have
not been conclusive mainly bacause of
methodological problems and theoretical biases.
A serious methodologiesl problem concerns the
ambiguous definitions of the terms "father
absence™ and “father presence,” Some studies
have lumped together families in which the father
fs completely removed (e.3, by death or
desertion) with families in which the father is
sbeenit but still maintains a relationship with his
children {as i often the case in divorce). Other
studies have compared children from families in
which the father was absent for 2 or more years
with sll types of two-parent families regardles of
the degree to which the fathers were regularly
abeent for more or less long periods of time.

3?«- an excellent review of the literature on
father absence and the personality development
of the male child, see Biller (1970). Ses Biller
and Weiss (1970) for a study of the effect of
father abeence on the female child,
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The messurement of sex role preference,
sex role adoption, and sex role orientation can
also be criticized on methodological grounds. To
some extent these concepts are based on a sex-
differentiated culture in which gender is confused
with sex role, that is, with "masculinity” and
*femininity." Whether an individual has a male or
female gender identity is Jifferent from whether
s/he adopts "masculine™ or "{eminine" prefer-
ences, choices, or behaviors. To the extent that
societies allow for changes in sex role norms o
overlapping of sex roles, measurements based on
"masculinity” and "femininity™ lose their meaning.
It is here that the theoretical (and ideological)
bias becomes important: Within the framework of
identification theory and from s traditional view
of sex typing, "masculinity" and "femininity” are
considered bipolar concepts. Furthermore, the
development of boys as appropriately "masculine”
and the development of girls as appropriately
"feminine™ have been assumed’as essential for the
"healthy" social and psychological development of
children (Biller & Borstelmann, 1867) and for the
“healthy® functioning of society. Many of the
negative consequences of father absence need re-
examinstion and reinterpretation in light of
recent theoretical and empirical developments
concerning androgyny and the aceumulating
evidence of the fpositive" implications of
androgyny for creativity, self-esteem, and social
adjustment (Bem, 1872, 1874; Spence et al,, 1875).

The limited generalizability of findings due
to the lsek of appropriste controls is another
serious methodological shorteoming, Even essen-
tial variables such as social class, length of father
absence, age of child when father absence began,
svailadility of substitute male models, type of
father absence (temporary, intermittent, or per-
manant), and reasons for father absence are not
controlled, and therefore conclusions are not
meaningful (Herzog & Sudia, 1968, 1989).

Another methodological difficulty results
from the sole use of mother-child psirs in studies
of parent-child interaction in which sex role
socialization is of primary importance. This
assumes that the mother plays the crucial child-
rearing role, that the father complements or
reinforces the situation created by the mother,
and that by his very existence the father serves as
& model for his male children. That the father
may differentially affect the sex role socializa-
tion of his children I often overlooked.
Therefore, no solid comparative data exist on the
role of fathers in children’s sex role socialization
and development. When the father is absent,
however, his absence probadbly atiracts more
research interest than it deserves. We probably
cannot effectively study father absence because
we have not yet effectively studled father
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presence.  Assigning validity to identification
theories based on father absence studies is a
prodblem, although it is implied that if boys in
father-absent homr can be shown to differ
significantly from s in fatherpresent homes
{in "appropriate sex role development"), then the
position and importance of the father will be
{iraily established,

Because father absence studies assume that
an incomplete family structure is inherently
pathologic and pathogenie, they focus on the
*harmful" effects on boys' socialization and devel-
opment, including sex role development.
Research has concentrated on "masculine" sex
role development, aggression, intellectual
deficits, difficulties in interpersonal relationships,
anxiety, overall dysfunctioning, and homosexuality
(Biller, 1970). This research assumes that the
importance of the male model for the boy is
verified to the extent that father absence (lack of
a same-sex role model) affects the expression of
an sppropriate masculine image.

The designs of many studies have been
influenced by the conceptualization of sex role
development in three major aress: sex role
preference, sex role adoption, and sex role identi-
fication (or orientation) (Lynn, 1958). These
distinctions are crucial because they (1) invoive
different types of measurement, (2) may explain
conflicting empirical findings, and (3) have dif-
ferent implications for thecretical formulations.
Sex role preference is usually measured by
children’s expressed likes and dislikes of toys,
games, and ectivities assumed to be sex typed.
Sex role adoption is measured by observers'
ratings slong  Dbipolar  masculine-feminine
dimensions. Sex role orientation (or identifi-
eation) is ususlly measured indirectly by responses
to projective tests and by fantasy play.

The term "compensatory masculinity® (Lynn
& Sawrey, 1859; Barclay & Cusumanc, 1867) came
about because there were no consistent
differences between father-abssnt and father-
present boys on all three of these sex role dimen-
slons, Since the investigators would not
scknowledge the possibility that boys in fathes-
absent familiss could be as masculine as boys in
father-present families, & new label was colned to
imply .ome kind of "abnormal® adjustment to a
deviant situation.

To the extent that sex role preference and
sdoption are measured directly, they are subject
to social premures and norms regarding sex roles
and may merely refiect the degree to which the
child has learned to conform to the porms of
society. Sex role identification (or orientation),
howeves, is seen a3 & much more covert process,

which supposedly taps the individual's "conscious
or unconscious perception and evaluation of his
maleness and/or femaleness,” and therefore is
considered & more crucial test of how much the
male child is seriously restricted, due to father
absence, in the development of his sex identity
(Biller, 1970). Consequently, some designs have
attempted 1o incwporate more than one
dimension of sex role development in order to
study compensatory masculinity in father-absent
boys and to get a better grasp of how father
absence affects different aspects of sex raole
development (D'Andrade, 1562; &
Cusumano, 1967; Biller, 1968; Greenstein, 1886;
MeCord et al, 1962; Miller, 1961; Mitchell &
Wilson, 1967).

How are other variables affected, and how
do they, in tum, intervene either to dilute or to
increase the negative impact of father absence aon
male socislization? Variables such as sidling
influence, substitute masculine models (including
peers, TV, male relatives), and changes in the
mother's behavior have been studied (Sutton-Smith
et al., 1968; Nash, 1865; Biller, 1869). These
studies begin to raise questions about how father
:gsence can directly affect the development of

¥S.

Although the major area of interest in the
father absence literature has been the effeet of
father absence on the socialization of boys into
adult sex roles, some studies have systematically
looked at how father sbsence differentially or
separately affects the socialization of girls (Lynn
& Sawrey, 1958; Sutton-Smith et al., 1968; Biller
& Weiss, 19705,

Furthermore, mother absence, though
obviously existing to a much smaller degree than
father absence, has not fostered empirical studies.
At least for some designs, the likely comparison
group for father-gbsent subjects would seem to be
s matched sample of mother-absant subjects.

Biller (1870) postulated thut most state-
ments in this ares of empirical research are
hypotheses rather than conclusions and deserve
mors systematie rosesrch. Despite the tenta-
tiveness of his findings, Bilier conveyed the
impression that the following statemants are
derived from studies that have already been done:

Although girls are less affected
by father absence than boys,
girls' personality development
may also be adversely affected
by it.

Father absence for the child also
means husband absence for the



mother and {s Lkely to influence
her behavior toward the children.

e Peer influence, sibling infivence,
and surrogate male models are
intervening variablea that may
serve to mitigate the negative
impact of father absence.

e Becsuse of  “compensatory
masculinity," father-absant boys
may appear similar to father-
present boys in sex role pre-
ference and sex role adoption.

e Father-absent boys may be signi-
ficantly different from father-
Ni:x.mt boys in sex role orienta~
t

Father absence and mother absence cannot
be thoroughly studied and understood until
conceplualizations and ressarch designs are freed
of many theoretical bisses and methodological
problems, and until sex role socializing by fathers,
both with mothers and separately, is thoroughly
studied. Under what conditions do same-sex and
opposite-sex interactions affect what aspects of
sex role development by what processes? Most
probably, father absance is of little importance by
ftself; other variables determine its impact on sex
role development.

Sex Dilferences in Early Infancy

Ressarch on sex differances in early infsaney
has focused primarily on cognitive processes,
attachment behaviors, toy preferences, aotivity
Jevels, and responses to stressful situations.

Fecusing on cognitive development, Kagan
(1972) saw the female during early childhood as
being more advanced in the dimensions of
vocalisation (Lewis, 1989), discrimination between
stimulus situations (Lewis & Freedle, 1972; Lawis,
1983), and preferance for complex stimuli (Kagan
& Lewis, 1965). The meaning of such differences

i‘m.‘ fcrh Blological basts { 1972; Kagan &
[ 3
Moas, 1982; Maccoby & Ja m’iﬂ?-’a).; Levison

(1972) argued that diclogical explanations of early
sex differences are maintsined becauss they
provide “sclentific® justifications for women's

“Nl review of sex differances is not exhaustive
or comprehensive.  The articulation of &
theoratical model of sex role socialization and
sex discrinination guided the synthesis of the
literature presented.
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inferior position in the sex stratification system.
Or girls simply may be responding to greater
stimulation in terms of vocalizations they receive
from both parents.

Sex differences in other areas are often not
clearcut ‘in the literature on infancy. For
example, soms research on attachment or depen~
dent behavior reports greater attachment
behavior in girls (Goldberg & Lewis, 1989; Messer
& Lewlis, 1972; Brooks & Lewis, 1973; Spelke et
al, 1873), but other research fails to find sex
differences In  attachment (Rheingold &
Eckerman, 1968; Coates et al, 1872a, 1972h;
Lewis & Weinraub, 1973; Maccoby & Jacklin,
1973; Alnsworth & Bell, 1970; Ainsworth et al,
mz§. The reasons for contradictory findings are
not clear, but they may be related to one of many
methodological to be discussed more
fully balow. Maccoby's {1971 attempt to replicate
Goldberg and Lewis’ (1968) procedures resulted in
different findings: & lack of sex differencesbuta

t deal of variability within sexes. Levison
1972) suggested that the existence of vejecting
parents for 16 percant of the girls in the Goldberg
and Lewis study (1969) may explain the greater
attachment behavior reportcd for girls.

Toy preference studies, although significant
for children in later ~tages of development, show
no strong sex differences for children at approxi-
mately 1 year of age (Memer & Lewis, 1972;
Brooks & Lewis, 1873; Goldberg & Lewis, 1988
The only preference differences that emerge are
the preferance of boys for mechanical
objects (Bronson, 1971; Jacklin et sl., 1973) and of
girls for stuffed animals (Goldberg & Lewis, 1889;
Broason, 1970, This finding was not replicated by
Jacklin et al (1873).

Activity levels of l-year-old, middle-class
children show 0o marked sex differences
(Goldberg & Lewis, 1968). Meser and Lewis
(1973) suggested that there might be a social clas
difference; they found that lower clam girls
cromed significantly more lines drawn across a
room than did lower class boys.

The final area of studies focused on reaction
to strems-induced situations. Stress was induced
by satting wp s barrier batween mother and child
(Goldbarg & Lewis, 1859), presenting a loud taped
male voloe (Macoodby & Jacklin, 1873), oc having
the mother lsave for & short time (Coates ot al.,
1972s, 1872b), Again, for 1~year-old children no
clsar-cut sex differences in the amount of re-
sourcefulnes were shown.

5foc comprehansive review, sse Maccoby and
Jacklin (1974a).

'i9
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Lack of consistent empirical designs and the
use of nonstandardized for measuring
variables merely add to the confusion concerning
the validity of differences in the data. The use of
raters, who themselves have sex role stereotypes
and expectations with regard to differential
behavioral dispositions, is an additional source of
error. The failure to replicate findings across
studies raises questious as to the degree to which
underlying differences can be presumed to exist.
From “he perspective of an interaction setting,
the behavior of the infant is often observed as i{
it represents some underlying predisposition
ereated either biologicaily or by antecedent con-
ditions existing in the socialization Dractices
which take place prior to experimentation.
Research of this nature is aiways done with the
mother present; thus, the mother herself becomes
a source of variation and potential influence on
the infant's response. The crucial question that
remains unknswered in these {ss How much
do differences in infants in experimental settings
represent differential treatment by mothers of
boys and girls in the research setting itself?

To what extent can reported sex differences
be generalized to boys and girls in different social
classes and ethnic groups? Most of the studies
used children of white upper middle class parents
or of professionals from an urban university
community. Lewis and Weinraub (1974) pointed
out that studies of attachment behavior using
lower class and middle-class subjects have
generally reported higher attachment behavior in
females, but that studies using r middie class
subjects have reported no differences. The
generalizability of findings ascross class lines is,
therefore, questionable, We know even less about
the extent of their generalizability across racial
and ethnic lines.

So far, only basic behavioral differences
observed during infancy have been presented in
these studies, utilizing sex as a crucial inde-
pendent variable, A great deal of variadility
exists both within and acrom sex for the variables
investigated. @ The major stadle differences
reported relate explicitly to cognitive procemes,
which show the femals to be more sdvanced than
the ‘male. Othar variables tend to diverge
depending on the specific subjects and design
utilized. From a research point of view, the
significance of such findings Is limited. Other
viriables, such as parental inflluences on the
socialization of children (which will be reviewed
ister), provide some Insight into differential
responses in infants.

An extensive study by Pedersen and Bell
(1970), based on group observations of 2i-year-old
children, reported sex differences that go beyond
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those reported earlier for cognitive processes. In
this study, boys were more sggressive and had
greater activity levels, and girls were more likely
to imitate a female model. No differences
between the sexes were found in resourcefulness
or persistence in overcoming obstacles. Although
mapre studies are needed to determine the stability
of such differences across experimental samples,
the suggestion of such differences at this early
age creates & bridge for the appearance of other
differences at the next stage in the life cycle.

Sex Differences After Infancy: Some
Developmental Issues

After infaney and during the pre-sehool
years, few sex differences seem to be firmly
established. The major difference that appears
constant ecross empirieal studies relates to
aggression, with boys scoring higher on messures
of aggression and tension than girls (Lansky et al,,
196]; Hatfield et al., 1967; Baumrind & Black,
1967). Aggression is one behavioral disposition
that consistently praduces sex differences in
observational and experimental stedios (Oetzel,
1966; Maccoby & Jacklin, 19873; Safilios-
Rothschild et al., 1975), Cross-cultural anthro-
pologieal studies also tend to t sex dif-
ferences in aggressive activity (Spiro, 1958;
Whiting, 1963). Maccoby and Jacklin's (1974a)
extensive review of empirical literature on sex
differences reestablished the Dbellief that
aggression is one of the maln differences between
the sexes and that it is traceable through exper-
imentitian to differences that emerge around age
2 or 2y,

Lansky and associates (1961) pointed out that
differences in aggression may reflect the many
definitions currently used. Not only does the
expression of aggression split along traditional
physical-verbal dimensions, but the object of wn
individual's aggressive behavior also varies from
one situation to the next, The authors suggest
that aggressive behavior has different meanings,
outlets, motives, and defenses for boys and girls.
A basic question about reported sex differences in
aggression is whether the sexes differ with
respect to their aggressive potential, or whether
this difference is culturally or experimentally
produced. Campbell and Nadelman (1872)
reported on the aggressive fantasies of children,
In their study, nursery school girls equaled boys in
human target aggression {(throwing darts at a
choice of objects) in the first session and
axceaded boys in the next two. Second grads
children displayed no sex differences until the
third session, in which the boys exhibited more

ion, According to these findings, younger
Is may be at least as aggressive as boys, and



older girls, although more inhibited thar their
male peers, may sametimes show equivalent

. The researchers suggest that as they
grew older, girls learn to supprem their aggression
more than boys, and that in doing so, they may
lsam more indirect and socially acceptable ways
to express theic aggression.

Do experimental settings allow the expres-
sion of aggressive tendencies by all subjects?
Maie bias may influence the types of behaviors
that are invastigated. Related to this issue is the
potential bias of raters in both observational and
experimental studies. Sex-related cues sabout the
gender of the cbeerved subject were given to the
rater of infants in the earlier studies, but even
more such cues were provided to raters in studies
of older children. To what extent do the sex role
sterectypes of the rater contaminate the
measursment of the behavior under investigation?
Meyer and Sobieszek (1972} found that ratings
made when the sex of the child was ambiguous
were greatly influenced by the gender perceived
by the rater and the expected sex-appropriate
behaviors. Observers tended to notice move
behavicrs that countered their sex role expecta-
tions and to differentially label similar behaviors

to the actor's gender. Thus, & child's
vigorous, uninhibited behavior was more often
labeled aggressive if the child was perceived to be
a girl. Kleeman (187D found that differential
reaction to the same child’s behavior depends on
the sex of the observer. Alt the sex
designation of the child {infants in this situation)
was randomized ( tions counter to the
actual sex in half the cases), male and female
subjects tended to look at infants of their own sex
in a more positive light than infants of the
opposite sex. The above studies suggest that sex-
related cues in the setting may systematieally
affect the objectivity of raters' pereeptions and,
thus, their conclusions about observed behavioral
sex differences.

Aggresion as & behavioral attribute should
not be confused with activity level. Aggression
and activity are wsually asumed to be the same,
&3 are and passivity, Clark and her
oolleagues (1969) showed that the choice of
activity rather than the activity level per se
differs for boys and girls. Maccoby and Jacklin
(19742} also suggested that measurements of
activity are not standardized. Since activity level
s influenced by motivational states, they suggest
that there is limited usefulnem In identifying
stable Individual or group differences without
more detsiled ocbservations of the content
(quantity and quality) of children's play behavior.

One creative study design varied the struc-
ture of the situation by obssrving children in two
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frea-play settings, one of which was same sex and
the other mixed sex (Greenberg & Peck, 1874). In
the same-sex groups, boys showad more inde-
pendent, amertive, and autonomous behavior; girls
were more resirained, orderly, and dependent on
aduits. Howesver, in the mixed groups, boys and
girls tended to the extremes of each
other's behaviors, resulting in less destructive
get;:{: by boys and more independent behavior
y

The influence of same-sex versus mixed-sex
groups raises serious questions about experimental
designs that seek underlying behavioral disposi-
tions but overlook this varigble., Whether it is
seen as & product of childrearing practices, innate
psychological differences, or an interaction
between the two, the expression of a disposition
may be considered cither pervasive or situs-
tionally specific. Assuming that dispositions are
situationally specific, the sex ratio of the group
becomes a crucial variable,

Maccoby and Jacklin's review of the litera-
ture (1974a) also showed that other differences
besides amount of sggresive behavior exist
between the sexes, namely, greater verbal ability
of girls and greater visual-spatial and mathe-
matical ability of boys. Behavioral differences on
other variables, such as independence~dependence,
achievement motivation, and other personality
attributes, are not substantisted in experimental
and observational studies or in litecature reviews
{Crandall et al., 1860; Mischel, 1966; Oetzel,
1886; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1873, 1974a). Serious
methodological shorteomings may account for the
existence of conflicting results regarding stable
sex differences associated with personsli
attributes. The religbility of reported findings
weakened by the lack of observational and Jongi-
tudinal studies that systematically measure these
attributes. Frequently, measurements are not
standardized with respect to any given attribute.
Often ressarchers have devsloped measirements
that are male oriented. Boys and girls growing wp
in a sex-differentisted culture may develop dif-
ferent ways of expreming the same behavioral
attribute, Stein and Bailey (1973) sugyested that
dimensions of leadership and intelligence are male
oriented and do not apply to achievement areas
tradit dafined as "faminine.” Stein and
Smithells (1989) questioned how much the
measures really relate to inappropriate behaviors,
rather than to behaviors that the subjects could or
might exhibit while interacting in a free environ-
ment,

We do not have the empirical dats necesary
to firmly trace developmental trends from one
stage to another. There are few empirical data on
how processes of sex roles and sex-typed
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beahaviors develop from early infancy through
adulthood. Ounly s small number of carefully
planned longitudinal studies are found in socinliza-
tion literature, and very few of thase deal with
sax role development.

Longitudinal studies fsce the problem of
incosporating variables which may be standardized
and yet applicable to differant stages in the life
eycle. To the extent that measurement of any
given dimension differs from one stage to tne
gext, it is unclear whether findings are com-
parable or whether they are subject to varistion
because of differences in the way measurements
were taken. Also unknown is the extent to which
the measurement may influence the respondent's
behavior at a later time. Siudies that look at both
parents and children at one tima and then at only
children at a lster time might provide suggestive
reiationships but do little to establish conclusive
results about the relstionship between variables
measused at one time in relation to outcome
varisbles that appear later. Also, the loss of
subjects in certain longitudinal studles raises
questions about the degree to which those who
remain are & legitimate sample of the original
population.

In general, the overall treud is for older
children to be more sex typed than younger
children, but developmental trends do not seem to
be uniform, one-direciicnal, or stable. Some
aspects of sex role development imay be more
stable than others for a certain age and for
members of one gender more so than for the
other. MeKinney (1868), for example, in applying
choice stability to a specific area (friendshlp
fiuctuation), showed that this trait increases with
sge and that girls are more stable than boys.
However, the whole idea of stability raises
questions sbout how findings in any one experi-
ment express a& reliable rating of differences
between the sexes, or eve~ reliable differences
measursd in the subjects, when followup studies
are not done,

In an extensive longitudinal study done over
& 30-year period by the Fels Research Institute,
Kagan and Moss (19832) collected data supporting
the idea that aspects of adult personality are
heavily influenced by early childhood experiences.
More specifically, their {indings suggest that con-
tinuity in charseteristics and behaviors is greatly
influsnced by whether or not these characteristics
and behaviors are compatible with prevailing sex
rols stereotypes. Those considersd sex appro-
priste are encouraged and reinforced; those con-
sidered sex inappropriate ars discoursged and
suppremed. Thus, Kagun and Moss (1962) found
that childhood passivity and dependency were
relsted to adult passivity and dependency for
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women, but not for men. They suggest that
dependent male children learn to a:pn%rm this
response as they grow up in order to orm with
socially acceptable standards of male behavior,
Tarough these processes, characteristics and
behaviors, such as nurturance and expressing
feelings, that are shared equally by boys and girls
up to early adolescence become sex differences at
adolescence (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). During
sdolescence, dating and peer pressures push boys
and girls to mold their behaviors according to sex
role stereotypes in order to m&ize mutual
acceptance and popularity. From adolescence on,
we tend to assume & linear progression toward

further sex typing into adulthood, and then &

plateau. As we shall ses in Chapter 4, however,
reversals in women's choices to less sex-typed
ones or vice versa occur throughout the college
years {(and later on), thus raising questions about
assumed sex role stability and unilinearity. We
know very little about the nature of structural and
sociopsychological factors that may enhance
instadRity of sex typing. We could hypothesize,
for example, that flexibility, nonauthoritarianism,
and “openness” may be personality characteristies
amociated with less stability and pervasiveness of
sex typing. Perhaps for some people sex typing
tends to be more situational and therefore less
stable, and for others it tends to represent a well-
structured, pervasive cognitive and emotional
outlook,

One factor that seems %o influence the
childs sex role development is intelligence, a
neglectad key factor in personality development.
Kohlberg and Zigler {1967) compared the develop-
ment of bright children with that of average
children cross-sectionally and longitudinelly,
viewing inteiligence as an aspect of development
with an underlying structural component. Their
approach to child development is consistent with &
cognitive development view of sex identity and
the sex-typing process. intellectual growth is
seen as transforming the perceived world of the
child, and hence her/his social attitudes. Utilizing
s number of measures (sex typing of verbal
dependence and imitation, doll play choices that -
measure attachment and imitation of father and
mother, ITSC's, picture tests, and peer pref-
srences), the researchers found that paralls! age
trends exist in bright snd average groups, with
trends occurring earlier for the beight than for the
sverage group. To the extent that these findings

.point to underlying dispositions that might dif-

{erentiate children's responses, they raise the
important methodological question of what
becomes the appropriste base for comparisons
when the researcher is Jooking at and interpreting
sex differences. Keeping IQ's constant rather
than using chronological age may give us different
insights about trends and relationships.



Social Class

Social class as a crucial variabie systemat-
feally affecting studies of sex differences in
children has not generated a great deal of
research. Probably out of practicality or
availability, the typical resesrch “endeavor has
used middle—class children. Therefore, can find-
ings be generalized across socioeconomic groups?
Social class and childrearing practices have been
the subject of much interest in socialization
literature, Yet, systematic designs that control
for sex of parent and sex of child are few. Some
rescarchers have reported marked varlations in
parents’ behavior and & narrowing gap between the
ch-)es {Bronfenbrenner, 1961; Devereux et al.,
1962).

When the childs behavior is the focus of
attention, conflicting reports of class differences
&lso persist. Many studies indicate marked class
differences with respect to awareness of sex role
patterns. Working-class children are more aware
of distinet sex roles than middle-class children
(Rabban, 1950; Hall & Keith, 1864; Hartley, 1960;
Hartley & Hardesty, 1964). Rosen (1564), using a
structured questionnaire, showed that perceptions
of fathers more than perceptions of mothers can
partially account for reported class differences.
Nadelman (1973), using ink drawings, reported
trends in the hypothesized direction: middie-class
children showed more cognizance and less rigidity
than working-class children. The assumption that
is usually fostered to explain these differences is
that "masculine™ and "feminine" behavioral
Stereotypes are more clearly demarcated in the
lower clames than they are in the middie classes,
Middle-class parents are assumed to allow more
overlapping of sex roles. Lefkowitz (1862), using
peer devianoce an a measure of sex role definitions,
concluded the opposite: The boundaries between
sex roles are defined less rigidly by lower class
children than by middle-class children. And
findings by Brown (1958), Hartup and Zook (1860),
and Radin (1972) suggest that there are no class
differences with regard to sex role preferences of
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children. Nadelman (1973) suggests inat culture,
sex of child, parental behavior, and sociceconomic
status of the family interact in a complex fashion.
At this point, it is not possible to determine the
role social class may play in the development of
sex typing. However, the question of how the
potential middle-class biases of many researchers
may lead them to overlook soclal class as a
erucial variable, or even to ignore the fact that
different classes may define sex roles differently,
is of utmost importance. Class variations may be
complicated further by racial and ethnic
variations in sex role definitions and sex role
socialization processss. For example, Thompson
and MeCandless (1970) concluded that "Negro girls
« + » #re learning the attitudes associated with the
assertive role lower-class black women are forced
to play" (emphasis added). On what basis s the
decision made that one sex is forced into rather
than chooses & certain behavior? It appears that,
since amertive behavior i usually associated with
"middle-class definitions of masculinity,” the
existence of this attribute in lower class females
is precluded from being part of the "normal” role
definition that may deviate from the "miudle-
class definition.™

Conclusion

Research on sex role socialization is neither
thorough nor well integrated with theory, Many
large research gaps remain; interpretations of
findings and resulting conclusions are at best
speculative. This chapter examined selected
aspects of the sex role socialization proceses
occurring in the home. But sex role socialization
also takes place when children wateh TV, read,
and play with peers or toys; it continues whan
they go to school. Few sophisticated studics have
attempted the difficult task of separating the
roles of the various socialization agents, It is
hoped that researchers will recognize sex roleas a
erucial variable in the conceptualization, design,
and measurement of socialization studies, and not
merely pay lip service to the importance of sex
role awareness.
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2. SAME-SEX AND CROSS-SEX INFLUENCES
ON SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION

Al there is some variability according
to socist and age, same-sex influences
generally are much mors important than cross-sex
influsnces for adolescents and sdults. For men,
other men ssem to be the important reference
groups; their opinions and standards heavily
influence behavior. Women, on the other hand,
AN mOrs open to crom-sex intlnences.

Practically all (94 peroent) of the best
friends of boys in the fourth ssventh
grades are also boys. For 68 percent of the boys,
all five of their closest friends are boys
(Rowe, 1968). When boys and girls find them-
sslves in settings in which they can interact and
play together, such as the nursery school or the
elementary school, they tend to segregate into
same-sex groups {Joffe, 1971; Guttentag & Bray,
1976). Ax observation study of a class of 8- to 10-
yesarclds organized to encourage students to

between the students were all same-sex patterns;
thers was practicaily no cross-sex help pattern of
any kind (Damico & Watson, 1974).

Other Jtudiss found that preadoiescant and
adolescent boys {and girls) consider same-sax

same-sex attitudes for both boys and girls at all
grade levals are more favorsable than te-sex
sttitudes (Harris & Teeng, 1957). Also, friends of
the same sex are much more influential than
oppositesex frisnds for high lehaolihulcr boys

both sexes

(Woelfa), 1872), F , adolsscents o
teand to confide more in ssme-sex than
opposite-sex friends (Muloshy, 1973).
Men are Primarily Influenced by
Other Men

Al same-sax frionis and pesrs are
much more

ficant than opposite-sax peers for
 women as well as men, the overall evidence
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normative reference group that sets standards of
appropriate behavior. Since the most important
goal for adolescent women iz popularity and since
popularity is measured by how much they are liked
by boys, male acceptance is paramount. The
{mportance of opposite-sex friends, therefore, is
grexter for women than for men (Woelfel, 1972),

Theories and experimental studies show that
other men constitute the important reference
group for men, since they occupy the higher, more
powerful position in the sex stratification system,
The theory expounded by Miller (1972) states
essentially that men see only other men as
valuable people whose opinion counts, and there-
fore they would also like to be loved by men.
However, since affective relationships between
men are soclally taboo, men must seek
affirmation from other men symbolically,
Therefore, they try to iImpress other men
less direct means, such as by demonstrating their
achievements through high-prestige positions, job
promotions, and other status symbols. Men
compete with each other in order to prove that
they are worthy of admiration,

Since men cannot show affection towanrds
other men, they must turn to women (the
subondinate, powerless persons whom they do not
admire) for love and sexuality. Therefore men
compete for the love of women in onrder to
dominate other men (Safilios-Rothschild, 1977).
This behavior is unrelated to the female sex
object, but relevant to the male-male relation-
ship. When interscting with women, men can
allow themselves to show feelings and no longer
nead to campete with each other,

Lipman-Blumen (1874) formulated a similar
theory, ocalled *homosooial visw of sex roles,”
which suggests that men have a predisposition to
be interested in and excited by other men, This
existing :;ﬁﬁum% chhwgim
ex s m, ves

men control of valuable resources. Men can
satisfy most male needs sexual naeds,
Lipman-Blumen argues) and, in addition, they can
turn to each nther for power, status, inooms,
and influence. Thus, men afe much

sonneations,
more interesting to other men than are women.
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Women actually must become sex objects in order
to divert men from their interest in othar men.

Maccoby and Jaoklin {(1974), in their review
of several sex diffarence studies, present
abundant evidence that the activity lavel of boys
increases when they are in the of other
boys; their aggression and competitiveness is
stimulated, and they more often attempt to
dominate other boys than girls, These data

t Miller's and Lipman-Blumen's theories and

te that Miller’s formulation may be more
complete, since it axplains not only why men
esteam the opinions and prefer the company of
men, but also why they feel the need to compete
with and to dominate each other,

These theories also have been substantiated
by experimental studies on the nature of
interactions betwsen men compared with those
between men and women. One study (Wolman &
Frank, 1973) examined the interactions that take
place when a "solo" woman finds herself in a
professional peer group such as psychiatric
residents or psychiatric graduate students. The
study analyzed six peer groups of graduate
students or psychiatric residents, each containing
ons woman, and examined the men's reaction of
this woman. It also investigated the techniques
that the woman used to counteract the men's
reactions and the eventual outcomes. The men
continued to talk smong  themselves,
intellectualizing rather than expressing feelings,
evsn though their training placed high value on
expressing feelings, Emotionality became
idantified as feminine behavior, and the men
avoided it because A woman was present. They
tended to emphasize their masculinity by
reinforcing the norm of intellectualization. The
men also avoided allying with the woman in any
way, because they feared that they might thus
share her deviant role and they did not want to
disrupt the all-male cohesiveness. They
maintained their dominance by overt aggression,
usually verbal. The men tended to relisve their
anxiety by acting it out, for example, by joking
and arguing rather than asking for help or
revealing ambivalence, lack of knowledge, or
{ear—all 1absled as feminine behaviors.

it became vary clear that regardiess of the
woman's behavior and the coping techniquas she
used to become sccepted into the group, she was
always defined as deviant or In fact,
the men did everything possible to isolate her in
order to maintain the stmosphere of all-male
intersetion. The woman's presence made ssxual
attrsction both pomsibie and scceptable. This
made the woman even more threatening, since a
sexual relationship with her would disrupt the all-
male relationships and friendships. Therefore, the
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only way to handle this situstion wos to
completely ignore the sexuality of the woman and
relegate her to a low, marginal status (Wolman &
Frank, 1973).

Another study (Aries, 1974) wused six
experimental groups of five to seven members
each. Two were all male, two were all femals,
and two were mixed. The groups met for five 14-
hour sessions to become acquainted with each
other. Two cbservers, using Bales' (1970) method
of recording each time a member spoke and to
whom, gathered the interaction data. The
sessions were tape recorded, and the content of
the interactlons was anslyzed on the General
Inquirer, & computer-aided content analysis
system {Stone et al., 1866). The results showed
that in mixed groups, males initiated and received
more interactions than females, assuming at least
two of the top three ranks in every session. Males
addressed significantly more of their interactions
to the group as a whole in all-male than
they did in mixed groups {Aries, 1974), Bales
(1975} suggests that interaction to the group as &
whole is an exercise of power or influence in that

group.

These findings represent good experimental
evidence for Miller's (1972) and Lipman-Blumen's
(1974) theories, since they show that men are
much more concerned with having power over
other men than over women, The experiments
show clearly that there is much greater pressure
for men to establish themselves in all-male groups
than in mixed groups. Furthermore, males in all-
male groups speak very little of themselves, their

fealings, or their relationships with significant
others (Aries, 1974).

These conclusions agree with those of
Mehrabian (1971), who stated that men "posturally
convey a more potent and dominant attitude™ than
womsen and are less affiliative and intimate in
interactions, especially when interacting with
other men. The findings thus far support this
theory: men feel that it is inappropriate for them
to express feelings when interacting with other
men, but that it is appropriate to impress them
and therefore symbolically gain their acceptance
and admiration. The experiments support the
hypothesis; they indicate that the greatsst
concern of members of all-male groups is how
their peers perceive them. They want to compete
with each other in terms of knowledge, interest,
politics, travel, and so forth (Aries, 1874).

In direct contrast to the themes of compet!-
tion and status that characterized the interactions
in ail-male groups, the themes of intimacy and
in relations  characterized the
interactions in all-femals groups. Among the
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women, there was flexidility in the rank order of
speaking. Active speakers maid they felt
unoomfortable if they took up too much time, and
in some semsiors were silent po that others

with otl.ar women (Aries, 1974).

When men and women were in the same

mixed groupe changad dramatically: referred
much more often to themselves and their feslings
and lese often to schievements, knowledge, and
hobbles. This indicates that the presence of
women changes the all-male style of interacting,

t
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compete, but who have value as sex objecta).

In mixed groups, women tended to interact
more with men than with women, since women are
not socially significant to each other in a mixed
group and are socialized to compete with each
other for the attention and affection of males
{Aries, 1974). Another important change in
womaen's behavior in & mixed group was that,

due to the prasence of men, they spoke
tiating only 34 percant of the total inter-
sction, and they discussed achievements and
social institutions, subjects that are traditionally
maie concerns, iess than men and less than women
in sli-female groups (Aries, 1874}, Whereas men
in mixed groups are no longer competing with
other maa and can ba more relaxed, introspective,
and. axpressive, women tend to beocome more
constrained, because they feel they must behave
in a sex-appropriate, f.e., subordinate, manner.
They cwd talking, Initlating interactions, and
showing unfeminine concerns with achisvement,
leadership, or powar (Aries, 1574).

These findings clearly show why “solo"
women in a profemional pesr group encounter

showad that men tend to overchoose men, while
women less frequently choose women. When
asked to choose persons they respect, men
overwhelmingly choss men (82 percent of the
cholees), whereas only 80 percent of women chose
women (Gresnberger & Sorensen, 1870).

Although same-sex peers seem to be most
important, there is evidence that acceptance by
one sat of peers is related to acceptance by the
other. The more a boy or girl is accepted by
Jame-sex peers, the greater the chance that s/he
will also be accepted by opposite-sex peers
(Reese, 1988). Again, however, this relationship
seems {0 be stronger for boys.

Boys who are highly accepted by other boys
4130 tend to be accepted by girls (Reese, 1862),
probably because the same-sex acceptance by
boys is an important criterion for female
scceptance, guaranteeing that the boy is "accep-
table” and "masculine." Therefore, approval by
other males is extremely valuable in itself not
only as one form of self-validation, but also
becauss it enhances boys' acceptance by girls.

The importance and effectiveness of the
type of (nfluence and pressure that peer groups
exert on men and women Is & very important
fssue. Some studies have shown that males are
less perxiadadle than females in mass communica-
tions (Abelson & Lesser, 1958; Janis & Field, 1958)
and in autokinetic situations (Whittaker, 1963).
Another study indicates that male influence
sources have a significantly greater persuasive
effect than female sources, even more for fer..le
subjects than for male subjects (Whittaker, 1965;
Saltestein & Diamond, 1887). Thus, women teni
to be more influenced than men, and males &
more effective influences than females.

Thers is further evidence that the degree of
sax role identification for females is related to
the degrae to which they can be influenced. The
same type of reistionship does not hold true for
males, for whom ability to be influenced is related
to self-esteem (Esgly, 1988} Thus, the more
{feminine giris are, the more they tend to be
influenced. Ancther study shows that for females,
popularity is related to need for approval. For
males, the same kind of relatinship does not hold;
in fact, there {s a negative relationship between
need for approval and ty (Tulkin et al.,
1968). According to Crandall (1988), females who
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All these studies indieste not only that
women are more influenced than men, but also
that they tend to be more influenced by men than
by other women—a fact that highlights the
importance of opposite-sex peers for women. The
studies also show that the more women adhere (o
feminine sex role stereotypes, the more they need
to be approved by others, the more they behave
scconding to socially desirsble norms, and the
more they are influenced by other people,
especially men.

How Same-Sex and Cross-Sex Peers
Influence Women'’s Behaviors

When examining how same-sex and cross-sex
peers influence women to behave according to sex
roles, two questions are crucial:

) To what extent are women
accepted by other women when
they are not behaving acconding
to sex role stereotypes?

What kind of pressures are put
upon women by oppesite-sex
peers when they are not bshaving
sccording to ssx role stereo-
types?

The first issue is relevant, partly because
there is a relationship between the extent of
women's scceptance by other women and the
extent of their acceptance by men. In addition, it
is important to examine the sxtent to which
women who are rejected by men because they do
not pehava soconding tc sex role stereotypes are
acospted and supported by female friends and
peers. The existing evidence is negative. Women
rate the occupational prestige of women in
traditionally masculine occupations lower than
that of men in such occupations, while they rate
the prestige of women in feminine occupations
higher than that of men in the same occupations
(Bose, 1978). But even more important is the
finding from an axperimental study showing that
women wers sager to associate with a bright
female coworker but reluctant to choose a bright
woman friend. Women were afraid to associate
soclally with bright women or women who do not
behave according to sex rale stereotypes, but they
did not mind having their help in accomplishing a
task. Exzotly the te was true for men
{Davis & , 1874). These findings are
fmportant, for they indicate that women who do
nut behave secording to sex role stsreotypes do
not have the support, friendship, and esteem of
other women. It-is difficult to determine whether
it is women's that iz moce

disappeoval
fnstrumental in causing men's rejection or
vice versa.
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Because men greatly influence women's
plans and behavior, it is important to assess how
much deviation from a feminine stereotyped
behavior men are willing to accept before they

penslire women or pressure them to change and
behave according to sex role stereotypes.

Another study, conducted with 270 boys and
305 girls stratified according to social class, race,
and 1Q, showed that boys are generally more
conservative than girls In their on
women's role {Entwisle & Greenberger, 1972).
This study also showed that low-income black and
white boys were much more tolerant of working
women, possibly reflecting the economic nead in
high-poverty areas for women to work.

One of the most interesting findings of this
study was that high-1Q, white middle-class boys
tended to have the most conservative views about
women's work. The data reported in this study
revealed potential pressure sgainst middie-class
gicls' academic achievement as reflected in the
conservative views of their male classmates
{Entwisle & Greenbargsr, 1872). It seems,
therefore, that iMe opposite-sex peer group for
high-1Q, white middle-class girls would tend to
pressure these girls to forget the high educational
and occupational aspiraiions that would make
them tough competition for these boys. Thus, this
very conservative group of boys influences girls
negatively even if they are not friends, since they
represent their obligatory opposite-sex peer group
whose opinions count, especiclly in adolescence.
After all, thess boys are potential dates, and girls
concerned with popularity cannot ignore them and
their opinions.

The data on & solo woman in a professional
peer group showed how uncomfortable men were
with an egual-status woman. In faet, men
punished her through a variety of cal
mechanisms, such as by rejecting her and by

ing her sexuality (Wolman & Frank, 197%),
An ¢ ceriment with & mixed-sex group in which a
target female was encouraged to talk much more,
increase her participation, and exhibit leadership
found that the men disliked the overly loquacious
target female more than a similacly behaving
male. Furthermore, they continued to dislike her
sven after she stopped behaving in a sex-inappro-
priate manner (Schwarts, 1970),

Men can punish women and pressurs them to
stop bDehaving in a sex-inappropriste way by
rejecting them In dating, courtship, and marriage.
Since women's greatest fear is that their sex-

te behavior will make tham less
desirable to men, male spproval represents &
powerful pressure. A study by Komarovaky (1973)
siowed that even intelligent upper and upper
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middle class Harvard men who would date highly
intelligent and interesting women wanted & wife
who is a little less intelligent than they sre and
who would be willing to chocse family respon-
shbilities over & career,

It is important to examine the processes by
which women learn that in order to be popular
they must behave according to sex role
stereotypes. Unquestionaoly, there are some boys
who aecept and sven prefer an intelligent girl who
has ambitious occupational plans. Therefore, &
girl should be able to find one boy to date who will
like her even though she is intelligent, high
achieving, and ambitious. However, aceording to
the American definition of popularity, it is not
sufficient for a girl to have one boyfriend. It is
the number of dates with different boys that

determines the degree of popularity.

One article (Husbands, 1870) clearly
described some of the shorteomings of American
dating: it is usually superficial, and consequently
the rales of the are defined.
Since the dating pattern is casual and multiple and
there is no opportunity for couples to get to know
each other well, the set of norms that governs the
interaction must necessarily be based on sex role
stereotypes. Because American dating is so
superficial, short-lasting, and multiple, the
participanis are primarily concerned with
impression management rather than with getting
to know each other. They must rely on the blue-
prints provided by sex role stereotypes in order to
assire smooth interaction and predietability
{Husbands, 1970). Hence, boys and girls come to
associate popularity with adherence to sex role
stereotypes and femininity with desirability.

Dating patterns in other societies in which
dating involves only two people or groups without
any particulsr pairing tend to be more helpful
These patterns provide social support and reassire
women of their desirability, even when the womean
do not behave according to sex role stereotypes
(see chapter 5). They are more helpful because it
is always possible for a girl to find one boy who
likes her and approves of her, even if she does not

behave in 8 sex-sppropriate way. But within the
American style of dating, if a girl is refected by a
"star” (a popular boy} because she is too
intelligent or not conventionslly feminine, her
overall popularity suffers.

A vicious circle can be triggered through
which the girl loses self-confidence. She gets the
clear message that in order to be popular with
boys, she must revert to strict sex-sppropriate
behavior. It takes an unusually strong girl to
withstand rejection by boys, and the girls who can
do this tend to have much higher educational
aspirations and higher career and achievement
motivations. Other coping mechanisms are to
bypass dating during adolescence and postpone it
until ister or to date infrequently and only boys
that accept and admire intelligent, interesting
girls, But even those techniques require great
strength, since stereotypes dictate that only
unattractive girls do not date.

More recent data from the early and middle
1970's indicate that many boys and young men
have become “liberated," sccepting and sven pre-
ferring women who are not constrained by
feminine stereotypes. A nationwide study of high
school students showed that about one-third of the
girls who planned to work even when their
children were young, who did not plan an early
marriage, and who refused to mold themselves
according to the wishes and needs of boys dated as
often and as many boys as traditional "eminine"
girls (Rosen & Aneshensel, 1876). Increasingly,
girls es. shoose whether to behave within the
narrow ‘- age of sex-sppropriate behaviors and
options, and even when they chooss sex-
inappropriate behavior and thus expand their
options, they can stifl ba popular, desirable, and
attractive. The only difference is that they may
be popular with different types of boys than those
girls who limit themselves to sex-appropriate
options and behaviors. If we evaluate the boys
who are (or claim to be) "iiherated,” that is, the
most liberal or the moat competent (Safilios-
Rothschild, 1979; Bayer, 1875), then we must
conclude that girls who reject sex role stereotypes
are not the losers.



3. WOMEN’S ACHIEVEMENT AND
ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION

Until the early 1380%, ressarch and writings
on achisvament and achievement motivation
conceatrated on men and produced little on the
needs and motivations of women (Alper, 1974).
The lacsk of interest in studying this aspect of
wonan's bshavior may have been partly caused by
eoquivocal or contradictory on women's
achievement motivation (NcClaliand ot al., 1953).
The assumption that
achisvement motivations were govemned by
essentially same laws was also misieading

. As early as the 1950', Fisld (1951) pointed
out differences by conceptualizing
achievement motivation in women (but not in
men) a3 linked to the need for social
acceptabllity, that is, the need to be liked. Field's
work further dissouraged ressarch on women's
schisvement because it was interpreted by
NeClelland ot al. (1953) and other ressarchers to
mean thst the achisvement motive was less
central for women than the affiliative motive, and
tharefors that women were not subjects
for the study of achisvement (Alper, 1974). Thus,
Matina Hornar's (1968, 1969, 1970) study of
wolten's achisvement appesred in almost a total
research void. Aecordingly, her findings
takan at face value, created a great stir, and
almost unquastioningly usad to explain the
ashisvements of women.

The “Fear-of Success Motive”
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Horner hypothesized that the motive to
avold success is significantly more characteriatic
of women than of men and also more
characteristic of high schievement-oriented, high-
ability women, who aspire to or are capable of
achieving success, than of low achievement-
oriented, low-ability women, who neither ampire to
nor are able to achieve success (Horner, 1988).
Horner's first hypothesis was supported by data in
which over 85 percent of the subjects, coeds from
the University of Michigan, told avoidance-of-
sucoess stories following the stimulits "after first-
term finals, Anne finds herself at the top of her
medical school class,” while over 90 percent of
the male subjects told sucoess stories following
the "Joha" form of stimulus. Similarly, her second
hypothesis was spporied because Hormner
found that the motive to avoid success tended to
be more frequent among women who were in the
henors am than among other women,
although this trend was not statistically
significant {Horner, 1968).

Horner had, furtheemore, d that
the motive to avoid success would tend to thwart
the performance of women much more in
situations of inte~ersonal competition, more so
sgainst mals tha sgainst female ocompetitors.
This hypothesis was sased on the assumption that,
since men women's femininity and
desirability, competing with them and w out
over tham would tend to diminish the desirability
and acceptance of women by men—an assumption
wmdn.unmla,hnocmtcnm
supported by tests, To test this thesls, she
compared the performance lavel of 30 mals and
30 female subjects on several achisvament tasks
in a lsrge mixed-sex, competitive situation with
the subjects’ subsequant pecformance in a striotly
ﬂtli‘\fl but achisvement-orisnted

a agnificantly lower lsvel in the mixed-sex
competition than they did in the titive
On the other hand, 12 of the 13 girls
scored low in fear of succes did better
the competitive than the noncompetitive
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condition, and so did most (two-thirds) of the
boys.

Homer's findings on the prevalence of &
motive to avoid success among women spread like
fire because they seemed to explain many other
tindings and to "dlame the vietim" for the lack of
achievement. A recent study (Lunnebog &
Rosenwood, 19872), however, tested and chal-
lenged McCleliand et al's (1953) and Horner's
(1988, 1970) assumption that the affiliative
motive is more important than the &chievement
motive for women. College men and women were
asked what makes them happy, sad, and angry.
The responses indicated that typical sources of
happiness for both sexes were internal and had to
do with finding one's identity, defining personal
goals, and growing in self-acceptance and self-
awareness. In both sexes, typical sourcas of anger
and sadness, on the other hand, were external,
that is, war, pollution, poverty, injustice,
overpopulation, and ignorance. A common type of
schisvement responss was one which actually
represented a fusion of the effiliative motive and
the achlevement motive; that is, the person would
be happiest if s/he could have & rewarding career
and also help others ( & Rosenwood,
1872). Therefore, this study presents evidence of
the breakdown of sex stercotypes with regard to
the relative presence of need affiliation and need
achievement among men and women. The lack of
statistical significance in three out of the four
differences that were in the direction of greater
schievement in males and greater affilistion in
females is particularly important. Thus, it would
be more sccurate for psychologists to describe
college men and women as currently possessing
both needs, with men increasingly bacoming more
concerned with loving and close interpersonal
relationships and with women increasingly
becoming more concerned with pride in academic
and occupational achievement,

Replications and Criticisms of Horner’s
Fear-of-Success Motive

Although Horner's research and conclusions
have been seriously challenged, they did have a
great impact and gave rise to several ressarch
studies which tried to replicate her findings or to
examine how the results would change if several
of the varisbies were changed or if additional
variables were introduced. Her work stimulated &

- great deal of critical thinking, and even though

the validity of her findings has been questioned,
she can be viewsd as the psychalogist who directly

and indirectly helped develop research and theory
on women's achievement motivation.
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Although s great number of studies have
replicated Horners research, in 1972 she reviewed
and discussed only the replication studies that
supported her earlier researeh, ignoring those that
varied greatly from her own conclusions. She
refers to her st with Rhoem {1968}, a small
study by Schwenn (1970), another of her own later
studies (Horner, 1970), and a study by Watson
(1870), as well as the studies by Prescott (1971)
One similgrity in these studies is the very high
percentage of subjects (between 81 and 88
percent), predominantly women, with fear-of-
success imagery. The only exception is Prescott's
study, whieh included male freshmen, 47.2 percent
of whom reperted fear-of-success imagery. The
only lower percentages were reported by Homer
and Rhoem (1968). In this study, only 47 percent
of the girls at the 7th grade level reported fear-
of-success imagery, aithough 60 percent of the
11th grade girls gave reports of such imagery.
These findings did not invalidate or modify
Horners own theory, since she had hypothesized
that women's fear of success would tend to
increase with sge because of a growing concern
with femininity, as well as the increasing
relevance and feasibility of achievement and
success in women,

A number of other methodological limita-
tions in Horner's studies as well as in the replica-
tion studies that have followed her methods and
techniques have to do with the scoring methods,
the types of category combinations used, and the
sampling of respondents and their representa-
tiveness in terms of social class, parents' charac-
teristies, race, and other relevant background
data,

One of the criticisms of scoring relates to
the sex of the scorer. In & study by Robbins and
Robbins {1873), scoring was done by two coders,
one male and one femsle (as opposed to the 1968
Horner study, which used two females who agreed
81 percent of the time for 80 protocols). There
was 94 percent agreement for the 119 stories
examined. The researchers found that the men's
stories about John showed the greatest
differencas between male and female coders.

Another criticism centers around the coding
categories used by Horner, When a dichotomy
between avoidance and nonavoldance of success
was not used, and s third category, called
"ambivalence about success,” was used instead,
famale coders scored many more responses in that
category. Therefore, when ambivalent responses
are combined with the fear-of-success cst
(as Horner's two-category schems requires),
differences betwean male and female coders are
nonsignificant but are most marked in the Anne
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story told by female respondents. Under these
conditions, female scorers are more likely to find
fear-of-success imagery than males, though still

to & much less than in any of Horner's
college les. If female coders are used
exclusively (as in Horner's and some of the

replication studies) and the number of scoring
categories is restricted to two, the apparent
extent of fear-of-success imagery may be
unwittingly augmented. This is because many
pecple express confliet over whather the
achievement of success is worth the price, even
though they do not necessarily contemplate giving
it up sltogether. (This scoring procedure may also
explain why women with the motive to avoid
success can in fact achieve highly.) This
methodologieal problem was gecentuated in
Horner's study, since her coders knew that all the
Anne stories were written by females and all the
John stories by males. These coders might well
have been swayed by their expectations in
borderline cases (Rosenthal, 1966).

Tresemer (1974) was even more critical of
Horner's scoring techniques, reporting that he
found no extensive scoring manual with sample
stories for making sure that coders will rate
stories alike and no standard procedure for testing
all motivation constructs. He also pointed out &
different type of scoring limitation in Horner's
data in that all types of negative comment. were

together as "motivss” to avoid success.
In fact, he argues that these negative comments
represent very different types of responses, such
as negative responses that refer to negative
antecedents in the stories, that is, negative
axperiences during the struggle for success.
According to Tresemer, this type of response
represents approximately 38 percent of the girls'
responses (= percentage he obtained when he
rescored Horner's original stories according to her
system). Additionally, he noted that about 15
percent of the girls mentioned negative events
that were actually unrelated to success.
Therefore, he claims, these two different
categories of negative comments should not be
lumped together with answers that refer to
w:iin consequences of success (Tresemer,

Alper's (1974) research also showed that to
obtain & category similar to what Horner called a
*fesr-of-success motive,” she had to combine
different types of answers (some of which did
refer to the dangers of success), as well as somes
that were unrelated to either achievement
striving oc task completion. The implication of
this methodological criticism is that the scoring
techaiques used by Horner tended to inflate the
peroeatage of fearof-success themes in the
responses obtained. This inflation was schieved

Q
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by using & "mixed" category, which included
totally unrelated responses (that is, responses that
cannot be validly classified under "fear of
success”) and responses that had & common
ambivalence about success (an ambivalence which
does not imply the presence of a powerful motive
to avoid success). Probably Horner's rationale was
that any kind of response that does not clearly
subscribe to success implies fear of success;
however, sich a rationale seems farfetehed.

While it is often difficult to distinguish the
methodological from the more conceptual
eriticisms of Horner's work, there are two sets of
outstanding criticisms that can be viewed as
conceptual-theoretical rather than strietly
methodological. One issue, raised mainly by
Tresemer (1974), relates to the appropriateness of
the definition and conceptualization of success.
Tresemer questions whether success is an
objective standard that is imposed by society and
that, in American society, is usually associated
with the acquisition of status and money, or
whether it is & muech more complex concept,
subjectively defined and not *~» be evaluated
exclusively in terms of objec: ' eriteria and
standards. He raisas the issi.c of whether the
stimulus question should not be “.;at Anne or John
has reached a subjectively defined success, such
as "after much work Judy has finally gotten what
she wanted." In this way, Tresemer claims, he
would not impose assumptions and definitions of
success on the respondents but would be able to
tap their dispositions about personal success and
their views of their own ability to reach goals, and
thus lessen the influence of situations that have
special meaning in our culture (Tresemer, 1974).

The issue that Tresemer raises refers to the
extent to which we can {dentify high achievement
with success—a success defined in the American
culture, at least up to the middle 1860', in terms
of status position. After all, achievement is a
broader t that refers to different
definitions of success, which vary with

cultural standards, beliefs, and values (including
subcultural values), as well as many other social
and cuitural factors. His eriticism is important
because it warns us about the dangers involved in
identifying high achievement with & cultural
definition of success prevailing at a particular
time and in a particular culture, and not
nacessarily acceptsd by the entire population, as
was doine in Horner's study.

Tresemer's criticism takes on more
importance when we examine it in the light of
Hoffman's data, which show that while in Horner's
1965 study only 8§ percent of men showed fear-of-~
succoess responsss, in 1971, 77 percant of the men
and 65 percent of the women gave responses that
could be coded &5 "motive to avoid success"
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(Hoffman, 1874). The men's stories seemed to
question the value of success itself, at least in
acsdemic and professional realms. Their stories
wete, howevar, different in content from women's
stories, with only 1S percent of the male stories
making any reference to social rejection, while
the most frequent female story indicated that
Anne suffered social refection as a result of her
BUCCESS.

Some peopls would argue that these more
recent findings by Hofiman reflect
brought about partly by the Women's Liberation
Movement, which has freed women somewhat
from the fear of success, and partly by the
counterculture ethie, which tends to devalue the
importance of hard work and financial success for
both men and women. Tresemer (1974), however,
claima that the available data from different
studies do not sctually show mich a shift in
attitudes in recent years. When he arranged the
differant achlevement studies In chronological
onder, he found no trends in the 5 years since
Horner reported her research to support the
contention that changes have occurred in social
values that would explain why men reported a
higher rate of fear of success in 1971,

Another issue, partly methodological and
partly conceptual, with important implications for
the conceptualization of women's achievement
motivation {s whether the motive to avoid success
{as investigated by Horner and as
replicated by many other investigators) refers to
sucoess in general or to & Motive to avoid sex-~
inappropriate achievement in a sex-inappropriate
field or activity, Sinoe the original stimulus

ted by Horner defined success for women as
“being at the top of the class in & medical school,”
success was achieved In a sex-inappropriate
bahavior, The women had not only achieved
highly—e behavior which in itsalf tends to be sex
inappropriate—but they had schieved highly in a
*masculine” field. We cannot, therefore, be sure
“to what extent the measured motive to avoid
" success is intrinsically related to avoidance of
success or to avoidance of being labeled
*masculine® Dbecause of sex-inappropriste
oosupational pursuits (Tresemer, 1974).

This oriticism seems valid, since several
studies that eliminated the reference to medical
school or replaced success in medical school with
succass In nursing school obtained significantly
more succem stories and fewer avoidance-of-
succem stories. For example, a study undertaken
by Alper (1374) dropped the reference to medical
school and instead posad the following stimulus
Questions “After first-term finals, Anne finds
herself at the top of her ciass.® Alper found that
whareas 39 percent of Wellesley women gave
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answers ineluding the motive to avoid success
when the reference to madical school was present,
only 50 percent were now giving this response.
Furthermore, when Alper substituted the
reference to medieal school with a reference to
nursing school, she found that women who were
being trained to become nurses gave siccems
stories in 86 percent of the cases. The same
women gave success stories in only 20 percent of
the cases that referred to medical school
However, the same two forms used with liberal
arts students evoked success and avoidance stories
equally often (Alper, 1974). Similarly, in another
study where the reference to medical school was
replaced by a reference to a school of education,
significantly fewer avoidance stories were
reported by women than when the reference to
medical school was included (Breedlove &
Cicerelli, 1974).

Although the reference to a traditionally
feminine occupation diminishes the motive to
avoid success (in studies by Alper and by
Breadlove and Cicerelli), & considerable
percentage of women, whother in traditional
"feminine" fields or not, continue to show the
motive to avoid success. The question that must
be raised, thvn, is why goes the decrease in the
imagery related to the motive to avoid success
diminish but not sltogether disappear? The
explanation may be that women who are classified
as reporting the motive to avoid success actually
belong to two categories: (1} women who are
quite concerned about behaving in 8 sex-
inappropriate way, and therefore are anxious to
avoid success or competing with men in &
masculine field; and (2) women who are very
concerned with being feminine in an even more
traditional sense, which precludes the possibility
of any type of high schievement in either a
masculine or a feminine field, Thus, when the
reference to medical school is replaced by
reference to a feminine occupational field, a
considerable percentage of women no longer
report the motive to avoid success, since the
women in the first category now feel free to
schieve and succeed. Stories reporting the motive
to avold success do not, however,
altogether, because the women in the second
category are still inhibited or at least ambivalent
about achieving and succeading, since
achievement itself is considered incompatible
with femininity.

The validity of this achisvement tﬁ{:o!ogy
among women is supported and amplified by
anothar ressarch study., This study reports that
women who respond with motive to avoid success
stories ampire to traditionally feminine
occupations, while thoss who do not respond with
such stories choose either fominine or masculine
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occupations. The study also found that women
w0 & not report the motive to avoid succes fall
into two categories: (1) those who do not aspire
to careers outside the home (and therefore have
no reason {0 fear success); and {2) those who want
& caresr. Furthermore, women who want a career
can be subdivided into those who have resolved all
ambivalence gbout succes in any context
{masculine or feminine) and feel free to choose an
atypical female career, snd those who have
tesclved their ambivalence about success only
when it takes place within a sex-appropriate
context in which they do not have to compete
with men ({Anderson-Patty & Shelley, 1974).
Criticisms of the meaning of the presance or
absence of the motive to avoid success are quite
fruitful and point to a typology of women based on
their ambivalence toward success, their
motivations, the nature of the success they want,
the conditions under which they want to succeed,
and how much they want to achieve.

Some investigators have examined how
womens sacceptance of sex role stercotypes,
particularly stereotypes that define high achieve-
ment (especially in masculine fields) as sex-
inappropriate dehavior in women, influences their
achievement motivation. These researchers have
alsp studied how this acceptance influences the
extent to which women show s motive to avoid
success. Lemser and his colleagues {1983), for
example, report that, unlike underachievers, high-
achieving high school girls do not accept the
cultural dictum that schievement is & masculine
behavior and § te for women. Another
study conducted by Alper used a Wellesley Role-
Orientation Scale (WROS), which is a 24-item
pencil-and-paper self-rating scale consisting of
three 7-item subscales and three filler items. The
three areas by the subscales are: (1) traits
that college girls generally regard as feminine
rather than as masculine; (2) role activities that
college girls find acceptable for themselves as
women; and (3) career andfor career-oriented
activities that college girls comsider more
appropriate for men than for women (Alper, 1874),
Aler found that subjects who accept the sex role
- stereotypes may respond with what appsar to be
success stories, but the achisvement goal is likely
to be very different. Thus, in stories set in the
present, the focus of unmarried women is the
attainment of husbands, that s, using
achievement to realize thair main goal—marriage.
In future-oriented stories, married women who
take jobs presumably do so sfter the children are
grown; also, women who accept sex role
stereotypes write about women doing the chores
as they work for men. In other words, women
themsslves are not the achisvers, but serve as
suxilisries to the resl achievers, men. Women
who do not accept sex role stereotypes usually tell
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stories about women engaged in tasks of
considerable importance, and their efforts are
typically highly successful. Their succesms stories
generaily include four different themes: succems
through hard work; support by an achieving female
modeal; achievement through cooperative efforts;
and schievement facilitated by competition or

rivalry (Alper, 1974).

Alper also reports that thoss who.accept as
well as those who reject sex role stereotypes
relate stories that involve of success.
However, there are significant differences in the
frequency of reporting danger stories and in the
nature of the projected danger. Those who accept
sex role stereotypes much more {requently report
danger stories, and they present the danger as
affecting either the achiever or her interpersonal
relationships. On the other hand, thoss who reject
sex role stereotypes describe the danger as
unrelated to the person or her relationships but
pertaining to the project which fails. Hence, for
women who do not adhere to sex role stereotypes,
the dangers accompanying success have very
different implications, since they affect careers
but not personal lives (Alper, 1874). What Alper's
findings suggest is that the imagery of avoidance
of succems, as reported by Horner, corresponds to
the kinds of stories and projections sbout women's
achievement and success made by women who
adhere 10 sex role stersotypes.

A further study by Alper and her
collaborators (1972), in which the persons
presented in & chemical laboratory situation
included & man and & woman {with the man being
the worker in some cases and the woman being the
worker in others), the findings are particularly
interesting, because they show how the perception
of the stimulus is distorted according to the
degree to which women accept sex role
stereotypes. When women aceept stereotypes
{even when the woman is the worker and the man
is just looking on), they report a siccess story
rather than an avoidance-of-success story. In
responding with s success story, howsver, they
present the man as the woman%s instructor,
showing her how to perform the taslic. In this way,
the success portrayed in the story is oredited to
the man rather than to the woman, #ho appsars as
a novice or an amistant. However, when the man
is the worker, the women never present him as the
amistant but siways as the profemor o the
who salves the problem at hand, and the woman is
portraysd as an assistant, learning or obsecving in
order to leamn how to perform the task. The
reverse is true for women who do not accept sex
rols stereotypes. When the woman is the worker,
these women credit the mtocess either to the joint
efforts of the two people or to the woman
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presented in the role of the worker (Alper et al.,
1972).

Some researchers have claimed that if the
foar-of-success fesponses to the female stimulus
ocowrred exclusively among females, it would
indicate that women are ambivalent or have
nagative attitudes toward achievement and face
an internal conflict. If, on the other hand, fear-
of-succes ocour exclusively in response
to the female stimulus, but equally among both
sexes, then a different kind of explanation msy be
appropriate. The stereotypes dealing with the
appropristeness of achievement for women may
be learned and accepted by both sexes and simply
reflected in these responses (Monahan et al,
1974). Actually, in a study of high school students
from the 6th through the 1ith grades, e greater
parcantage of males than females responded
negatively to the femals stimulus, while thece was
no difference in the percentage of boys and girls
who gave negative responses to the male stimulus.
These findings suggest that both boys and girls
tend to scoept sex role stereotypes, which
indicates that females embarking on &

femional career, especially In a sex-
mppmprhte field, can expect many difficulties,
hardehips, and internal and external conflicts.
Successful females in these fields were often
viewed by students of both sexes as unattractive,
immoral, and disatisfied (Monahan et al, 1974).
Thersfors, the authors conclude that Horner's
results and their own can be accounted for by both
sexes' degree of adherence to conventional sex
role stereotypes. However, they acknowledge
that it may be necemary to tap an additional
dimension, since not only do both sexss express
awareness of the negative female stereotype, but
also girls are aware of potential internal conflict
and to avoid the conflictive situation
{Monahan et al., 1574).

In a comparative study of college students in
Australia and the United States, male subjects
were found to write a larger of fear-
of-miccess stories to the Anne stimulus than to
the Jon stimulus. Howesver, both sexes provided
similar thematic material oconcerning the
diffecent oconsequences of male and female
success (Feather & Raphelson, 1974). Hence,
Horner's procedure ssems to tap not only socially
soquired theories or sts about the
appropriate achievements for males and females
in our socisty, but also the coasequences of
violating the norms for each sex, which are

squally stereotyped.

The degree to which women accept the
traditional sex role ste hias been found to
be significantly related to scholastic achievement
as well as to educational aspirations. For
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example, high school girls who accept competition
for grades as appropriate to the female role
achieve higher grades (matched for verbal ability)
than those who do not {(Houts & Entwisle, 1968),
Similarly, in the absence of ability differences
between those who had accepted and those who
had rejected sex role stersotypes, there was &
tendency for those who had rejected the
stersotypes to achieve & higher grade average at
the end of the year in which they served as
subjects (Alper, 1974). Lipman-Blumen (1872) also
{found that women who held the traditional view of
the female role did not plan to go to graduate
school, whereas most of the women with &
contemporary viewpoint did. Women with a
traditional sex role ideclogy believed that the only
type of appropriate achievement for women was
vicarious, through marriage to an achieving
husband (Lipman-Blumen, 1872).

The research studies reviewed suggest that,
instead of most women having &n underlying
motive to avoid success {as Horner wanted us to
believe), women's achievement motivation may be
better explained by how unquestioningly sex role
stercotypes are sccepted. Therefore, instead of a
dichotomy between women who show the motive
to avoid success and those who do not, the
following continuum may be more appropriates

Women who accept the tradi~
tional sex role ideclogy, which
indicates that any tvne - direct
achievement is inapprupriate for
women and incompatible with
femininity. Only M“vicarious"
achievement is to these
women {Lipman-Blumen, 1872).

Woman who accept only the sex
role stereotype according to
which achievement {or women is
not appropriate in masculine
occupations but is acceptable in
feminine fields and activities.

Women who  reject the
traditional sex role idsology and
who feel free to schieve in any
field or activity.

ar

Testing Horner’s Oﬁéinal Hypotheses

The relationship between fear-of-success
imagery and actual achievement of womsn Is
unclear and unproven. Actually, the presence of
fear-of-success | in women's responses
doss not seem to inhibit their achievement as
Horner had hypothesized. In fact, Horner found
that such imagery was more prevalent among
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women honor students (Tresemer, 1874). Another
study reports that the presence of the motive to
avold success does not prevent women from being
successful. It found that 27 percant of wives whe
G0 not earn an income write stories with fear-of-
success imagery; among those who earn one-tenth
to six-tenths of the family income, 42 percent
write stories with fear-of-success | and
among wives who earn six-tenths or more of the
family income, 61 percent write fear-of-success
stories (Moore, 1974). Thus, it seems that
Horner's original hypothesis is not substantiated:
fear-of-success i does not inhibit women's
achievement. It may be that the more & woman
Gefies sex role stereo and behaves in a sex-
inappropriate manner (by earning as much as or
move than her husband), the more she becomes
anxious that her husband {(or others) will not like
her behavior, Fear of the possible negative
conseguences of success does not, however, seem
to keep women from succeeding.

Coming now to the second hypothesis, that
the fear-of-success motive is found in women
much more often than in men, Tresemer (1974)
reports that in the 61 studies that have examined
the motive to avoid success (many of them
published or unpublished Ph. D, dissertations or
papers), the rate of fear-of-success stories varies
from 11 percent to 88 percent, with a median of
47 percent. Thirty-six of these studies included
men, and the percentage of men responding to the
female stimulus with fear-of-succem themes
ranged from 14 percent to 86 percent, with a
median of 43 percent, that is, not much lower
than the level for women reporting fear-of-
succes themes. Indeed, in about 17 of the 36
studies, males had higher levels of fear-of-success
imagery than women. For example, a study
conducted among high school students ranging
from § to 17 years of age showed that the fear-of-
success stories were not more frequent among
girls than am boys and were not more

alent in reaction to female than to male cues
Jackaway, 1974). In fact, this study did not
support the hypothesis that sex differences in
fear-of-success motivation exist [n children in
grades 4 through 10, The same study reported
that the numbder of fear-of-siccess responses
made Dy 10th grade boys to the male stimulus
ware significantly higher than those made to the
femsle stimulus. Thess conflicted with
the resuits of several pilot studies which indicated
that coliege-age males respond with more fear-of-
success stories to female cues (Jackaway et al,
1872). Levine and Crumrine (1973) contradict the
findings of Homer and the ressarchers who
replicated Horner's  work. found no
difference in the percentage of fear-of-siccess

repiies by sex of respondent or by sex of stimulus,
Thay also found that men's stories about Anne had
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approximately the same proportion of negative
sentences as those sbout John. The women's
responses about John were similar to the men's,
but fewer women wrote stories with a high
number of negative sentences about Anne than
about John. In addition, the study found that
more men than women wrote denial stories and
men were more likely to write denial stories about
Anne than about John. More than twice as many
men as women wrote denial stories about Anne,
indicating that men tend to be more afraid of
women's success than women are of their own
(Levine & Crumrine, 1873). Thus, Horners
second hypothesis is not substantiated.

Finaily, Horner's third hypothesis, that
women can be expected to show more fear-of-
success motive when competing with men than
when competing with women, is substantiated by
the data, as we saw earlier. Women who compete
with women show less fear-of-success motive, but
it doss not altogether disappear. A study of high
school students in coed and noncoed high schools
{who had attended coed or noncoed elementary
schools) showed that girls in noncoed schools
showed consistently less fear of success than girls
in coed schools. Furthermore, those who had
attended a noncoed elementary school showed
almost no fear of success (Winchell et al., 1974).
This hypothesis seems to be ampiy substantiated.

Who Are the Women Who Are Not
Afraid To Succeed

The second major type of methodological
Limitation in Horner's study (ss well as in many of
the replication studies) lies in the types of
popuiations sampled. Horner appears to have had
little concern with the representativeness of the
respondents or with the role that might be played
by the raspondents’ socisl class or racial, ethnie,

and other ba nd characteristics.
For example, in her original study, 78 percent of
the 59 girls who scored high on fear of success
came from predominantly upper middle and
middle-class homes and had successful fathers
who were businesamen or professionals, but only
35 percent of the 31 subjects who scored low in
fear of success had similar backgrounds. It is not
insignificant that 85 percent of the women who
did not show fear of success wars of lower middle
class background (Horner, 1872). Most of the
later replication studies fail to report the social
class composition of the male and female
respondents. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain
to what extent the variability in the respondents’
socirl class backgrounds may de the primary
reason for the varlability in the perceantsge of
those who present the motive to avoid success in
their stories.

e
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Robbins and Robbins {(1873) suggested that
the difference in the percentage of women who
give fear-of-success stories in Horner's study (65
percent) and in their own study at Rutgers (48
percent) may be due to differences in the social
class composition of the two samples. They

that, since women at Rutgers come from
lower middle class families and often are the first
in the family to go to college, these women may
view the experiennre as the gateway to new
tiss and, for this reason, have higher
levels of aspiration than upper middle and middle-
class Radeliffe or University of Michigan women.
Robbinsa and Robbins also point out that
differences in percentages of reported fear-of-
success imagery might well reflect sampling
errors and biases due to the small and
unrepresentative samples of college students used
in the two studies. Hence, it is very difficult to
make any claim concerning the generalizability of
schisvement findings as they apply to the student
bodies of the studied schools, let alone as they
apply to college students or voung adults In
general (Robbins & Robbins, 1973).

A number of studies report that the race of
the respondent significantly affects women's
motivation to avold success (Weston & Mednick,
1970; Moore, 1974; Randall-Puryesr & Medniok,
1875). Randall-Puryear and Mednick, for
axample, repart that dlack coliege women at four
campuses consistently showed less fear of success
than white women. Also, Moore (1974) reports
that the highest percentage of fear-of-success
stories (S0 percent) was elicited from white males
speaking about Anne, while the lowest percentage
(23 percent) was produced by black females
speaking about John. The percentage of fear-of-
success stories was virtuslly the same for black
females speaking about Anne as for black males
speaking sbout John. On the other hand, while
white females were more likely to tell fear-of-
success stories about John than Anne, white males

ly showed more fear of success
about Anne than John. Therefore, race saems to
be a vary important variable and may account for
at least some of the variability in percentages of
fexr-of-success stories, to the extent that black
males and females were included or excluded from
differant samples,

Fear of Success or Fear of Rejection
by Men

Horner assumed that women fee]l ambivalent
and afraid of success because perceive
success 55 incompatible with femininity.
Accordingly, siccess tends to make women less
desirable to men {who feel threatened) and may
lead to their being rejected by men (Horner,
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1968). Other authors (Lipman-Blumen, 1973) have
discussed the "minus femininity” that accompanies
& successful woman, that is, the automatic
diserediting reganding a succexsful
woman's femininity and sexuality. Actually, some
studies show that women who are ambivalent
about success in their careers also tend to be
ambivalent sbout success in their close
interpersonal relationships and gbout their
femininity {(Anderson-Patty & Shelley, 1974;
Makaosky, 1972; Anderson-Patty, 1974). This
ambivalence, not only about achievement but also
sbout femininity, in women who report fear-of-
success stories seems to be related to their fear
of competing with men and, therefore, to their
fear of jeopardizing even further their femininity
and their chances of being desirable to men,
Another study showed that women were allowed
to explore and fulfill their intellectual potential
when they did not have to compete with men with
whom they had an intimate relationship. Thus,
success over male collesgues was tolerated, but
higher achievement than a fiance or a husband
was still viewed as disruptive and undesirable
{Gray-Shellberg et al., 1872).

A study of likability, however, showed that
women competent at so-called masculine tasks
were rated more likable Dy both sexes than either
so-called feminine competent or incompetent
women (Spence & Helmreich, 1872). And snother
study reported that men select { women as
partners for both social and intellectual tasks and
do not reject bright women as partners becsuse of
their ability and ambition (Davis & Splegler,
1974). The study also showed that men prefer a
bright male friend but not s bright male coworker,
who mightymve to be too much competition.
Women, on the other hand, were eager to
associate with & bright female coworker but were
reluctant to choose a bright woman friend
bacsuse, for women, social competition is more
relevant than academic or occupational
competition (Davis & Splegler, 1974). It generally
appears that men avoid competition with a bright
male in an achievement situation, while women
avoid social competition with bright women. The
fact that men and women use different criteria
for selecting work and social partners may
contribute to women's fear of success. Because
women choose a different type of partner for
intellectual and social tasks, they may assume
that men choose women partners on the same
basis, and therefore they fear that they may be
refected socially if they succeed scademically.
Another possible explanation is that since
academic success s generally considered
masculine, women may dJisapprove of high-
achieving women because they consider them as
deviating too much from established sex role
norms. Thus, it does not appear that women's
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fears of rejection are consistently realistic. Fear
of success is realistic to some extent. Successful
women may be still liked, but they do tend to
threaten both other women with whom they may
compete for men as well as men who have to
compare their achievements with them as fiances
or husbands. The problems involved in a woman's
success seam to lie more in others who have to
learnt how to deal with it than in hersell.

A great deal of evidence suggests that
women's fears of rejection by men, their fears of
lack of desirability, and their ambivalence about
their femininity can be alleviated by a close and
stabls relationship with a man who accepts and
supports thelr achievement strivings, In the
Schwenn study (1870), for example, girls who
showed anxisty about suceess and social rejection
and changed their career aspirations toward a
more traditional direction were either not dating
at all or were dating men who did not approve of
carear women. On the contrary, girls who scorad
low or high in fear of success but continued to
strive for innovative careers {despite their fear of
success) were either engaged to or seriously
dating men who were not against and were not
threatened by their success or their occupational
goals (Schwenn, 1870).

Another study found that older female
graduate students showed significantly higher
achievement motivation than did groups of
younger female graduste or te
students (Lubetkin & Lubetkin, 1971). Although
this study did not make specific reference to the
marital status of the two groups of women, the
probability is much higher that the older female
graduate students were married. This faetor
probably explains the difference in achievement
motivation because the fact that these older
female students were able to return to graduate
school indicates approval and support by their
husbands.

Origins of High Achievement Motivation

A very important issue in the study of
schisvement is the nature of the relationship
between the socialization experiences of boys and
girls and the type and extent of their achievement
mativation. The literature tends to neglect some
of the family antecedents in woman's achisvement
motivation; when they are examinead, the research
Is usually dased on the mother-daughter rela-
tionship and very rarely on the father-daughter
relationship {Walters & Stennett, 1871). Some
studies have sxamined only the degree of sex
differentiation in mothers’ or fathers' behavior
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toward their children. Still fewer studies have
pursued the nature of the relationship between the
sex-differentiated behavior of both parents and
the degree of girls' and boys' achievement
motivation (Safilios-Rothschild et al., 1875). For
example, one study of mothers of boys and girls
ages 3 to § found that mothers stress achievement
and punish dependency more frequently in pre-
school boys than ginls. In mothers seem
to accept dependency in their daughters, but not
their sons. Mothers also tend to put pressure on
their pre-school daughters for obedience and
conformity, while they put pressure on their pre-
school sons for dence and achievement
(Hatfield et al, 1867). Another study confirmed
these data, finding that mothers of pre-school
girls are stricter about neatness, demand
cbedience more often, control verbal protests, and
use withdrawal of ove much more than mothers
of pre-school boys. On the contrary, mothers of
pre-schoal boys seem to use negative sanctions
{(such as deprivation of privileges) and to talerate
verbel protests more often than mothers of girls
{Baumrind & Black, 1967). Hoffman (1872), in her
excellent review of ressarch on early childhood
sxperiences and women's achievemant motivation,
presented findings that directly and indirectly
refer to the type of independence training that
girls {in contrast to boys) receive in their early
years. She concluded that girls receive jess
effective independence training and encourage-
ment than boys and that mothers of girls give
independence significantly iater to girls than to
boys—a tendsncy that was particularly strong in
the middle class (Hoffman, 1874; Collard, 1964).
Not only is the dependency of girls tolerated and
even encoursged by mothers, but a much greater
degree of parental anxiety and protectiveness is
extended to girls than to boys (Hoffman, 1872).
Hoffman quotes some indirect evidence to support
the fact that mothers are anxious about the
independent behavior in daughters but are happy
sbout such behavior in sons (Hoffman, 1972).
Parents think of girls as more fragile, despite the
ﬁgﬂm maturity and sturdiness of the femals

ant (Garai & Schienfeld, 1988), and behavioral
observations of infants have shown that boys are
handled more vigorously than girls (Moss, 1967),
Hoffman also mentions another related parental
behavior, labealed "overhelp,® that might hinder
the development of independence in daughtors. If
the parant responds to the child's erying or asking
for help too quickly, the child never davelops the
ability to tolerate frustration, to tackle problems,
and to explore possible solutions. It seems that
mothers tend to help girls much more often than
boys when the child is faced with a difficult task
(Hoffman, 1972).

Turning now to mothers’ achievement-
related characteristics and behaviors and their
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effect On woman's siccess orientation, we find
that women who are characterized by absence of
the motive to avoid success (as defined by Horner)
tend to have mothers who are employed in mascu-
line occupations significantly more often than
daughters who are characterized by the motive to
avold success (Anderson-Patty, 1974). Also,
reviews of studies on the familial origins of
achievement orientations have shown that there
are two dimensions of parent-child relations that
r.¢ most cruclal: the “joving-refecting® and the
“casual-demanding™ dimenaions (Kammeyer et al.,
1972\ Some studies have examined the
relationship between one parent's (usually the
mother's) loving-rejecting or casual~demanding
interaction with the daughter and the daughter's
achisvement motivation, but only a few studies
have examined the relationship between the
compound effect of both parents' interaction
(Miller, 1973). Girls who were competent readers
had mothers who were less affectionate and less
nurturant than the mothers of girls who were poor
readers. Furthermore, mothers who set high
standards for their daughters' intellectual
achiesvement had daughters who were more
proficient on both the reading and arithmetic
achisvement tests. However, girls whose {athers
stressad intellectual competence scored lower on
the reading achievement test than did girls whose
fathers were less concerned with their intellectual
abilities. It seems, therefore, that girls' higher
academic achievement is related to mothers who
are less affectionate, less nurturant, and more
demanding of high achisvement, while girls with
affectionate, nurturant, less demanding mothers
have lower academic achievement {(Crandall et
al, 1864). Furthermore, girls who performed
especially well on the reading or arithmetic
achisvement tests had fathers who praised and
rewarded more often and who criticized and
punished their general intellectual behaviors less
often. However, we do not know what the
combined effect of mothers' and fathers’
behaviors is upon girls' scholastic achievement,
Similarly, another study showed that mothers who
were demanding tended to have daughters who
were achievement oriented, while those who were
casual tended to have daughters who waere not.
On the other hand, fathers who were overtly
concernad tended to have daughters with lower

ade point averages than those who were not
Fr«nmo- & Lindholm, 1974),

At least three studies have Jooked
specifically at the combinations of parental
behaviors that seem to be associated with high
achievement motivation in girls. All three studies
found that, in general, the eariier the demands for
independence are made on girls, the higher their
level of achiesvement motivation (Berens, 1973).
Strong encouragement of achievement and early
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demands by mothers for both achievement &nd
independence seem to be more effective in the
context of a warm and supportive relationship
with the mothe:. The study by Berens (1873)
indicates that & warm and permissive relationship
with the mother, usuaily more characteristic of
girls, also helps boys to develop achievement
motivation.

Berens (1972) reports elsewhere that the
socislization for high need achievement seems to
be facilitated when there is a balance of
interaction and support combined with controls,
expectations, and achievement demands. She
found, for example, that boys with low need-
achievement were getting inadequate support and
too much control. In fact, they received
significantly much more positive interaction than
either type of control. Boys with high need
achievement received about equal amounts of
support and control in all types of parent-child
interactions and had, therefore, a balanced
pattern of socialization. Girls with high need
achievement received significantly more positive
interaction than negative control, but overall
their pattern was more balanced than was true for
either of the groups with low need achievemnent.
The important f{actors for socialization in
achievement appear to be parental expectation
and demands for achievement and independence,
made at an appropriate age (in Berens' sample,
around age 5, or school entrance age), coupled
with positive interaction or support and a
moderate amount of control {Berens, 1872). A
study by Millsr (1973) also concluded that among
the girls whose mothers were loving and
demanding and whose fathers were refecting and
casual, many had high achievement orlentations.
When the situstion was reversed, that is, when
rejecting, casual mothers and loving, demanding
fathers were found, girls showed very low
achievement orientations,

The development of achievement motivation
in women requires a balance of maternal
nurturance, affection, and restrictiveness, high
demands for indapendence and achisvement, and a
certain distance from mothers, which gives girls
space to explore on their own (see the
comprehensive review in this area by Stein &
Balley, 1873). It seems, therefore, that there isa
curvilinear  alationship between the achievement
behavior of girls (and to some axtent boys) and the
degree of maternal nurturance and affection. A
high degree of affection and nurturance, which is
very often directed toward girls, seems tostifle a
girl's potential to stand on her own feet, to
develop a self separate from that of the mother
(Hoffman, 1874), and to develop an achievement
motivation. A high degree of maternal nurturance
and affection tends to overprotect girls and to
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"oversocialize” them, to use Bronfenbrenner's
(1981) terminology. A moderate degree of
warmth and support, <ombined with some
punishment and distance on the part of mothars, is
associated with independence and achisvement-
oriented behavior, probably because such a
combination has a ™t effect that
enables the girl to face difficulties and
competition and to take prisks. However, an
extensive study of competence in pre-school
children showed that at the other extreme,
_ extensive use of coercive punishment by

authoritarian parents resulted in low autonomy
and )adﬁcument-orhntcd behavior (Baumrind,
1971).

There is some incompatibility betwsen the
development of femininity and the development of
schievement motivation in girls. it has been
found, for example, that the development of
femininity in girls is related to parental warmth,
restrictivenesr psychological forms of diseipline
{love withdrawal), paternal dominance, paternal
masculinity, and reinforcement of feminine
behaviors (Hetherington, 1887). On the other
hand, the development of masculinity in boys is
enhanced by maternal distance rather than
warmth, which also tends to enhance achievement
motivation. Thus, & high degree of maternal
warmth and nurturunce (especially when it
involves babying, protectiveness, and other forms
of holding the child close to the mother) $nhances
*femininity® in girls, that is, dependency,
passivity, and nonassertiveness. These
characteristics appear negativaly related to
achievement orientation (Stein & Bailey, 1973),

implying that femininity is incompatible with
achievement. This Delief ssems to be sudstan-
tiated by several studies which indicate that

overall "masculinity” scores for girls
(Oetzel, 1981; Milton, 1957; Kagan & Kogan,
1970), as well as specific masculinity traits, such
as veness (Sutton-Smith et al., 1964;
Kagan and Moss, 1982), are related positivaly to
various achievement measures,

Another parental behavior which seems
important for the development of achievement
motivation (s the typs of halp extended to
children during task performance. When parents
provide some general direction for an interest in
achlsvement tasks performed by their children
and expect and permit the children (especially the
girls) to parform on their own, the conditions are
more condixtive for the girls to develop & high
achievement motivation and a low of
anxiety than when ts provide specific halp
with specific tasks (Hermans et al., 1972), There
are some indications, however, that parents,
empecially mothers, tend to help girls more with
spevific tasks than to give them general directions
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as to how the tasks could be performed. These
indications may explain the development of lower
achievement motivation in women.

Also, when mothers tend to be verbally
demanding or intrusive, to give verbal stimulation,
to eriticize children for poor acadgemic
accomplishments, to restrict object experimenta-
tion, to arouse anxiety in order to make children
more cautious and less exploratory, and to be
emotionally and affectively close to chudren, this
constellation of behaviors is likely to develop a
high verbal abil‘ty in children, but not high
nonverba! aptitudes. Nonverdal aptitudes, on the
contrary, seem to develop best when the child is
free to explore and experiment on his or her own.
Mothers in general tend to be more restrictive In
raising daughters, and it has besn observed that
girls usually score lower on physics achjevement
tests, which emphasize nonverbal skills, and much
higher on verbal tests, Other studies indicate that
the more a girl identifies with her mother, the
legs likely she is to be a high achiever. Sheis less
likely to excel in mathematics, analytic skills,
creativity, and game strategies. Plank and Plank
(1954) found that outstanding women
mathematicians were closer to and identified
more with their fathers than their mothers
Similarly, Bier! (1360) found that females high In
analytioal abllity tended to identify with their
fathers. This may be bacause such identification
indicates a cloge relationship with the father, who
plays & balancing role in one socialization process,
or it may simply be a positive modeling effect.

In conclusion, the development of
anhievement motivation, as well as the degree to
which women adopt a more contemporary sex role
{declogy (and therefore the degree to which they
do not feel restrainad by traditional feminine sex
role stereotypes) is contingent upon achieving a
certain degrea of psychological distance from
families (especially mothers) and to developing &
sense of individuality (Hoffman, 1974; Lipman-
Blumen, 1972). Lipman-Blumen found that 83
parcent of the women who reported that they
admired aeither parent adhered to the
contemporary sex role ideclogy. Furthermore,
womsn who reported that they did not try to
plsase sither parent and who sought to keep their
distance were more likely to adhere to the
contemporary sex role | than women who
tried to please both parents. Lipman-Blumen
(1972) also found that, of the women who reported
that they wers constantly criticized by both
parents, 84 percent held the contemporary view.
Women with the contemporary viewpoint, she
reports, tended to have a critical mothar, while
women with a traditional viewpoint recalled
having a critical father, In general, Lipman-
Blumen (1972) indicates that the rejection of the
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maternal life pattern may force adolescent girls
to seak new approaches to their own lives. 1t is,
therefore, related to a greater tendency for
women to adopt the contemporary ideology,
especially when they do not admire their mothers
because they regard them as unsuccessful. This,
of course, was true up to now because the large
majority of mothers sither did not work and
achieve ouiside the home or, when they worked,
were not often satisfied with the type of work and
achievements they had, In fact, they often
viewed work s a necessity or an unplessant task.
Therefore, they could become only negative
achievament models for their daughters. That (s,
daughters had to reject what their mothers had
been in onder to feel psychologically inclined
towand achievement. As increasingly more
mothers themselves have high achievement
motivation, and as they work and achieve in a
variety of occupations, including masculine
occupations, they also act as positive achievement
models for their daughters. 7 daughters can
admire them and identify with them and thus de
propelled toward achievemest. Anderson-Patty's
(1374) pertinent ressarch findings indicate that
the mothery employment in  masculine
occupations is significantly related to the absence
of the motive to avoid success In women.
However, a balanced mother-daughter relationship
in terms of affection, closeness, support and
control, separatenes and distance might always
be amociated with girls' development of
independencs, autonomy, and high achievement
motivation. But separateness and s certain
distance does not imply rejection or lack of
warmth; it only implies a relationship between
two individuals, a mother and a daughter, who
both must have autonomy and space to expiore
and grow.

Affiliative Motive of Achievement

Some authors have examined to what extent
the affiliative needs of women interfere with
their achievement potentials. Hoffman (1874)
writes that academic and professional women
frequently allow their concern with affective
relationships to interfere with the full use of thair
cognitive capacities. In general, there is &
tendency for women in group discussion and in
intellectual argument to sscrifice brilliance for
rapport. There is some evidence, for example,
that women who perform well academically do so
in cocperative pursuit and exchanges with other
students 20 as Ot to decrease acceptance by
peers, while man tand to achiave much more often
as "loners™ (Wyer, 1967),

As we have seen In other sections of this
volume, women more than men require the
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appcoval of others. This need to be approved and
liked is much stronger vis-a-vis men, whom
women perceive as a more salient reference group
as well as more traditional than themselves with
regard to sex-appropriate achievement behavior.
As we shall see in chapter 11, men actually hold
more  traditional views about women's
occupational roles and achievements. Henee,
women's desire to achieve can be thwarted dy
their anxiety concerning evaluation and possible
rejection by men. Some data, however, indicate
that the desire for love and approval can also have
a positive effect on womens achievement
motivation. In fact, the Crandalis and others
(Crandall, 1863; Crandall, 1964; Garai &
Schenfeld, 1988) have suggested that
achievement behavior in girls is motivated not by
mastery strivings, as is true for boys, but by
affiliative motives., In fact, in two different
studies, nursery school and elementary school
girls' achievement efforts were motivated by a
desire for social approval to a greater axtent than
were boys' achievement efforts (Lahtinen, 1864;
Tyler et al., 1962; Crandall 2t al., 1964).

Actually, as long as academic performance
is compatible with affiliative motives, we can
expect that the girls' scholastic achievement will
be high (Hoffman, 1974; Wyer, 1867). For
example, in elementary schools, excellence is
rewarded with love and spproval by parents,
teachers, and peers. But in college and in
profassional pursuits, love is less frequently the
reward for top performance; if anything, the
reverse is often true, In fact, high achievers must
be able to withstand the lonaliness that comes
with high achievement and success. The early and
consistent concern of girls with soclal approval
and love, which led Kagan (1964) to say that boys
try to figure the task and girls try to figure the
teacher, may be handicapping girls, since at a
very early age they are concerned not so much
with developing cumpetence and skills that will
enable them to master the tasks, but with pleasing
the teacher or with pleasing whoever requires
tham to schieve.

Explanations of Success and Failure

Another set of research studies is concernad
with how men and women explain success o
failure and with how these explanations influence
their expectations for success and failure and
their persistence in tasks, of success or
failure, These projects also explore the
interrelations among the types of explanations and
achiavament motivation. in general, this
relationship seems so strong that Frieze {1875)
raises the question of whether achievement
motivation produces different types of
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tiony for success and failure, or whather
what has been labeled “achisvement motivation®
is the result of certain iearned patterns of
axplaining success and failure, Weinsr (1872)
adopts the latter interpretation and demonstrates
that of the behavioral differences between
high and schievement-motivated males can be
parsimoniously explained by reference to their
attributional tendencies.

Let us look now at the evidence on sex-
differentiated expectations about success and
failure and on the sex-differentiated types of
sxplanations attributed to success or failure.
Numerous studies have shown that higher
expectations for personal success are held by
malas than by females in American society. For
exampls, Crandail's work (1969) documents the

low expectancies of girls and women in
& variety of tasks and settings. The results
consistently show that males hava generally

initial expectations than females,
Moreover, when objective ability estimates are
available, males tend to overestimate their future
successes, while females tend to underestimate
their future performance (Crandall, 1969).

Similar results were obtained by Jackaway
(1974), who found that females approached
schievement situations with general pessimism
and lack of self-confidence and that their
expectancy estimates were much lower than male

estimates concerning success in

Other researchers have replicated Crandall's
with a variety of age groups and tasks
{Montanelli & Hill, 1969; McMahon, 1972; Small et
al, 1973; Brim et al, 1969; FPeather, 1869
Rychman & Sherman, 1973; Bar-tal and Frieze,
1973 A recent study found that most men
expected that they would excel in a new task,
whareas women aimost uniformly expected that
they would not. It appearad that many of the men
mads their expectancy decisions based on the sex
role stereotype of male competence to achieve
and that excessive objective evidence
provided to alter the high
these men. Females, on the other
incompetence to excel in & new
as multiple objective evidence
unless this objective evidence
wn?clﬂctothcmwtnk. These dats indicate
that females assimilste the stereotypic feminine
incompetence to sxcel while males
expectation
excel (Vaughter et al, 1974)
This study also proposed that the response set for
display of modesty is assimilated inore by
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females, while the rasponse set of confidence with
regard to achievement-related behaviors is more
often assimiiated by males This sex-
differentiated assimilation of response sets may
at least partially account for the sex-
differentisted expectations about excelling in new
tasks (Vaughter et al., 1974),

Other studies suggest that the sex rols
relatedness of the task must be considered in
assassing expectancies about success o failure
(Hoffman & Mailer, 1988). The "masculine" or
*feminine™ label of a task has been shown to
affect performance in that girls usually do better
in tasks labeled "feminine™ and boys usually do
bettar at tasis labeled "masculine,” even when the
actual content or of the tasks is ths
same {Montemeyor, 1972; Milton, 1859; Stein &
Smithells, 1889). Evidence suggests that not only
is the actual performance of men and women
different at tasks labeled as masculine or
feminine, but also their expectations about
performance are different and are affected by the
sex appropriateness of the task (Stein et al,
1871). Finally, not only are one's own
expectancies about achievement performance
affected by the sex appropriatensss of the task,
but 50 are the expectations that others hold about
one's performance (Deaux & Emswiller, 1875).

While the available evidence indicates that
women have lower expectations sbout
achievement and excellence than men, there are
several factors which may modify and attenuate
this finding. First, stereotypes about women's
modesty may Isad women to undervalue their
abflities and expectations of achievement and may
even depress their lavel of sxpectations. On the
other hand, men, acting according to the
masculine stereotypes, which make them sell-
confident and support their expectations of
excelling In all situations, might overvalue their
level of expectations performance and
excellsnce. Second, the of a task as
feminine, regardiess of the difficulty involved in
performing the task, tends to incresse women's
expectations of performance and excellence,
while the reported expectations are lowsr for a
"masculine® task.

Studies that have examined the types of
explanations attributed to success and failure
point out that maximum pride and security in
succem arne derived from explanations that
attribute success to internal and stable factors,
sich as ability (Frieze, 1975), The more one t
to attribute success to ability and failure to
luck or insufficlent effort, the higher
persistence in performing tasks and the higher
achievement motivation. After all, bad luck &
always turn to good luck, and lack of suffician
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effort can always be controlied by one's own will
and increased appropriately to guarantee success.
Currently available studies have demonstrated
that high achiovement-motivated men tend to
explain success in terms of high ability and effort
and failures in terms of iack of effort (Kukls,
1972). This lsck-of-effort explanation of failure
loads to a greater subsequent effort and sccounts
for the motivating effects that failure has on high
achisvament-motivated males (Weiner, 1872;
Atkinson, 1964). Also, it has been found that high
achievement motivation in men is usually
associsted with estimates of personal
ability (Bar-tal & Friexe, 1973; Kukls, 1972). On
the other hand, men with & low achfevement
motivation tend to explain their successes in
terms of external causas (good luck rather than
ability) and their failures in terms of low ability
(Weinsr & Kukls, 1970; Weiner & Potepan, 1870).
This type of explanation of success and failure
permits high achievement-motivated men to feel
proud when they succeed and to be motivated to
try again when they fail,

women, on the other hand, have been found
to explisin success less often in terms of their own
ability (McMahon, 1971; Friexe, 1973a). This
finding indicates that women use luck much more
often as an explanation of success than do men
(Bar-tal & Frieze, 1973; Feather, 1968; McMahon,
1972). Thus, women who explain success as a
result of luck rather than ability tend to feel less
proud of their success and less confldent about
repeating that success. The tendency for women
to externalize success much more than men may
actuslly permit them to success and to
achieve considerably despite their possible
ambivalsnce about success and achievement, One
study, for example, has ted that this type of
externality may be a defense mechanism that is
important because it allows women to achieve
without percelving their bDehavior as sex
inappropriate (Thurber, 1972). Another study has
concluded that women who exhidit the motive to
avoid success perform better on & Digit Span
(backwards) following easy and external cont.ol
instructions, while women who & not exhibit the
motive to avoid success perform detter follo
difficult and internal ocontro! instructions

on good luck, probably permits women who fear
that success may detract from femininity to
perform well while feeling that they are keeping
their femininity. Furthermors, by underplaying
and not feeling proud sbout their success, women
are lass threatening to men who can deal better
with their wives’ good Juck than with their ability.
In the late 1960's, high-achieving wives in dual-

carser marriages used such explanations of
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success in order to maintain their marriages
(Poloma, 1972).

Some studies show that women tend to
internalize failure and to explain it s lack of
adbility (McMahon, 1971, 1572; Crandall et al,
1965; Zander et al, 1972) Other studies,
however, have failed to replicate these findings
(Feather, 1869; Frieze, 1973a). The implications
of these findings are serious, for when women
attribute failure to lack of ability, they have little
motivation to attempt tasks at which they have
already failed, since lack of ability is & stable
factor guaranteeing failure next time around.
This type of explanation of failure, t -efore, may
be another important factor contribu . g to lower
achievement expectations and lower actusl
achievement in women.

*¢ is not very clear, however, to what extent

externalization of success is necessarily
combined with the internalization of failure, a
deadly combination for women's achievement
motivation. Frieze (1975), who reviewed the
literature, remarks that women who hope for
success may attribute failure to lack of ability,
while those who have already decided not to try
and have low aspirations use luck to explgin both
success and failure. However, a study of high-
achieving women found that they tend to explain
both success and fallure as results of effort
expended in the pursuit of achisvement, although
the differences between their responses and thoss
of low-achieving women were not always
statistically significant.

It is interesting to note that even the high-
achieving women, who explain their success and
failure more often in terms of hard work and
effort, tend to have lower estimates of their own
abjlities than men (Frieze, 1973a; Bar-tal &
Frieze, 1973). This is a very significant finding
because it shows that even high-achisving women
are not as self-confident as men and lack the
internalized belief about competence that men
have.

Some studies have examined the underlying
cause for women's achisvement and performance
expectations. According to traditional sex role
stereotypes, men are supposed to be more active,
striving, intelligent, powerful, and independent
than women (Broverman et al, 1972),
Furthermors, until recently, there was consistent
evidence that both women and men did not expect
women to perform well and to achieve highly—
expectations that may have been quite influentiat
in determining women's achievement behavior.
The study by Coldberg (1968), for example,
showed that women college students evaluated
articles supposcdly written by women lower than
the same articles when they were supposedly
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written by men. Similar results were found by
Pheterson et al. (1971), who had female subjects
judge paintings. Again, the paintings presumsbly
painted dy female artists were rated lower than
those presumably painted by men. However, when
the women were told that the paintings had won a
prize, their evaluations were equal.
Supportiveness of women for other women was,
however, also shown in the study by Deaux and
Taynor (1873), in which men rated highly
competent men higher on intelligence and general
competencye than comparable women, while
women tended to rate competent women
relatively higher on competence than comparable
men. It seems, therefore, thet in the 1970
women have become more supportive of other
women and have higher expectations about
women's competence and achievement. This may
be 8 consequence both of greater self-confidence
in women and of an awareness that women who
are successful must be much better and work
much harder than men. There are some
indications of other changes that may affeet the
level of women's expectations, and studies carried
out in the second half of the 1870's may show that
expectations for achievement and performance
are no longer influenced by sex differences.

The attribution of different types of expla-
nations for success and fallure in men and women
and in high- and low-achieving individuals has
important implications concerning continuation of
task performance and willingness to perform
difficult tasks. Crandall and Rabson (1960) found
that grade school girls are more likely than boys
to withdraw from threatening situations in whieh
the probability of success is not high and to seek
help from adults and peers. They also found that
boys will attempt to master previously failed
tasks, while girls are more apt to repeat
previously successful ones. These differences
were not evident at the nursery school level but
were clearly present by early grade school. These
findings reflect relevant sex-differentiated
soaialization experiences, documented in a study
that observed mothor-daughter interactions in
task solving with 10-year-olds. The study showed
that the mothers of girls who were good in
mathematics or spatial relations allowed the girls
to solve tasks by themselves, while the mothers of
girls with good verbal skills were more intrusive,
offering help, suggestions, and criticism (Bing,
1983). It seems, therefore, that mothers of
daughters are more likely than mothers of sons to
be intrusive and to give help with tasks, This
indicates that girls learn to rely on adults for
help, rather than try to cope and explore solutions
by themseives.

The interpretations of girls' reactions to
failure (in comparison with boys' reactions) may
represent sexist assumptions, One study, for
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example, reported that boys tended to respond
more  aggressively than girls, displaying
destructive and emotifonal responses, facial
expressions, rationalization, and help-seeking
behaviors. Girls, however, significantly more
often than boys, tried to solve the problem alone,

contact and information. It is interesting
to note that in this study the boys' behavior was
judged more aggressive than the girls', while, in
fact, the boys exhibited more destructive and
emotional responses; the girls responded more
rationally by trying to solve the problem alone and
to seek contact and information. It was never
pointed out that the girls were more constructive
and rational than the boys, since such an
interpretation would not be consonant with sex
role stereotypes.

We can conclude that women who interpret
failure as a result of lack of ahility tend to be less
willing to undertake simisr tasks since their
estimate of the probability of success and their
motivation tend to be low. Also, to the extent
that women adhere to sex role stereotypes, they
may believe that they are not competent, they
may be modest about their competence, and they
may tend to withdraw from difficult tasks.

One of the very important variables that has
often been overlooked in the controversy about
women's &chievement motivation is their
intelligence. There are some indications that
highly intelligent woman tend to have less anxiety
{and not much more anxiety than men). On the
other hand, the highest level of anxiety is found in
women with aversge or above-aversge, but not
very high, intelligence. - Also, women who are
extremely high schieving are less anxious than
other women and not more anxious than men
(Loughlin et al, 1965). Therefore, the actual
schievement of highly intelligent women may not
be interfered with--partly becauwse of their
intelligence (which also tends to safeguard them
from formal and informal institutional
diserimination) and partly because they do not
have very high levels of anxiety, even regarding
success.

Phillips {1962) reports that an increase in
anxiety results in lower achievement in women
and that women with low anxiety tend to have
much higher achievement than women with high
anxiety. In general, the interactive effects of
sex, age, intelligence, social class, race, and
anxiety upon the actual achievement and
motivation of boys and girls has been inadequately
investigated. Much more research is necessary
before we can obtain a clearer picture of the
interrelationships between all these variables and
the factors thut contribute to the outcome of
actual performance and achievement in different
settings and under different conditions.
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4. WOMEN'’S EDUCATIONAL AND
VOCATIONAL CHOICES

Choice Between Career and Marriage

From an early age, a8 woman, unlike & man,
must decide the role of work and marriage in her
life. She las several options:

® To have & career and not marry.
] To marry and not work.

To combine omreer and marriage,
trying to excel at both.

* To combine career and marriage,
making compromises in both.

To combine work and marriage,
making compromises in her work.

¢ To combine both, making com-
pcomises in her family (by
remaining childless or by
marrying not the preferred man,
but the one who accepts and
supports her work plans),

The choice that young women make is
important becauss it relstes to all other edu-
If women decide

gisl. Aside from a carser, aducation can provide
adversity insurance, and many balisve that
- aducatad women make better mothers.

Career and marriage decisions are important
factors for woman when choosing an educational
fleld. Women not planning permanent caresrs do
mmmmmzmhm,m
training, work mﬁmuty, or keeping up with

a8, such as medicine, or fislkds that

s P D, {h\dno, 1968). Women without
mmmmumnymma«-
tional female occupations, such as
wmmmm:mmmk-
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work continuity and allow them to stop working
while their children are young (Herman &
Sedlacek, 1974). Recent stereotypes that des-
ignate the traditional “feminine" occupations as
the mosat flexidble and compatible with motherhood
are questionsble. In Europe, a profession like
dentistry, which is flexible and compatible with
gothshood, is considered a "feminine" oceupa-
on.

There is a continuum of career commit-
ments for women. At one extreme are women
who choose marriage and motherhood over a
career, and at the other extreme are those who
decide on a continuous career even if it means
staying single or childless. Women who enter
mgi'r-prutlze, masculine occupations usually

careers over families,
Herm;n & Sedlacek, 1874; Nagely, 1971; Levine,
1868). Women who choose traditional female
occupations usually have a career that requires
them to make many compromises in order to raise
a family (Davis & Olesen, 1885). Educational
ampirations as well as attainment are zlso deter-
mined by the career and marriage choice that
women make, since early marriage usually inter-
rupts a woman's education {Mulvey, 1983).

There Is some evidence that men also may
experience some role conflict. Although men are
not faced with the dilemma of choosing between
marriage and career, they do face some confliots.
For example, one study {Adamek & Goudy, 1986)
indicated that 40 percent of men and 29 percent
of women thought thet family and occupational
responsibilities interfere with each other. The
women's responses may be explained by the fact
that these women were in home economics and
education, which are {ields considered to be mors
compatible with marriage since they do not
require uninterrupted work patterns. The men
viewad themselves primarily as family members
and received satisfaction from their families. At
least 70 percent of the men and 88 percent of the
women designated the family as their primary
source of satisfaction, while 22 percent of the
men and § paroent of the women chose their
occupation. As dual carsers become increasingly
widespread and a3 men and women find that they
must share the responsibility for household chores
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and childoare, the need for this kind of research
becomes even greater.

Shirley Angrist (1972) conducted probably
the best study of women's choices between career
and marrisge. Because her study was longitudinal,
invalving college students from the freshman year
through graduation, she was able to study not only
the background of the women, but also the
changes in their plans throughout college. In 1969
and 1870, when the Women's Liberation Movement
still had not made a significant impact, almost no
woman said that she would work when she had
children of pre-school age if her husband's salary
was adequate {Angrist, 1872). Even women who
could easily choose both work and career usually
anticipated at least one interruption while their
children were very young. Only 14 percent of the
eollege students wanted to work when they had
pre-school children, even if their husband's salary
were adequate. About one-third of the women
indicated that they planned to work when their
children were grown, even with an adequate
income provided by the husband (Angrist, 1972).

Even in the 1970's, after the Women's
Movement had made a significant impact, most
women planned either to quit work when their
children were very young or to work part time
{Mandle, 1975; Mason & Bumpass, 1875; Parelius,
1975). The movement has helped most college
women realize that a career i compatible with
marriage and motherhood, but the belief that
infants must be taken care of by their mothers
seems {0 be quite resistant to change, even among
activist feminists (Mandle, 1975).

Angrist further divided her sample into
“career salient” women, who consider their career
the most salient aspeot of their lives sven though
they may not necessarily work steadily, and "non-
career salient™ women, who place their marriage
and children above their career. Using this dis-
tinetion, she found that 40 percent of the fresh-
man women in her sample began as non~career
salient and remained so as seniors, while only 7
percent were career salient th the 4
years. The “changers” consisted of 17 percent
who becams non-career salient by senior year and
35 percent who changed from non-caress salient
by senior year and 35 percent who changed from
non-~career salient to career salient. Therefore,
at the senior year, she found that 57 percent of
the women were non-career salient and 43 percent
were career salient. She also found that most
changes in favor of & career were made early in
the senior year, Most dramatic of the converts
were the 14 percant who were firmly non-career
orlented for 3 years but became caresr oriented
as sanjors (Angrist, 1872).

Almquist and Angrist (1870, 1871) further
reported that carcer salient women more often
had working mothers, tended to hold a variety of
part-time summer jobs during college, selected
male~dominated occupations, and were influenced
more by teachers and occupationat role models
than by family and peers. The non-career salient
women, on the other hand, more often were
sorority members, dated steadily or were engaged,
had mothers active in leisure pursuits, and
selected traditional female-dominated occupa-
tions. They interpreted these findings to mean
that career salient women, although the minority,
are not socislly deviant, but receive enriching
influences from their families, teachers, college
professors, and other work role models.

Probably the most important finding was
that the non-career salient women tend to be
conventional and conforming—the populsr girls
who date frequently, go steady, or become
engaged during college. Rossi (1867) similarly
reported that career—oriented women tend to be
much less conventional and nmuech more inde-
perdent than marriage-oriented women. Rossi
also reported that career-oriented women start
dating later; date less in high school and college;
have less sppreciation for young children, visiting
relatives, planning, and organizing; and have a
consistently higher interest in reading, studying,
and other solo activities. The timing of datiu
may be at least as important, if «ot wore 50, than
the frequency (Vetter & iawis, 1vdd), since
delayed dating implies less concern with

ity and allows girls to use their energy and
intelligence in studying and achieving.

The evidence about the socialization experi-
ences of career-oriented girls is consistent with
the evidence about the socialization experiences
of high-achieving women. Both are less
influsnced by parents; their parents disapprove of
their career orientation {Vetter & Lewis, 1884);
they tend to postpone dating, engagement, and
marriage; and they seem to be less concerned with
approval (Herman & Sedlacek, 1974) and popu-
larity. Therefore, both high achievement and high
career orientation require strength, autonomy,
and the courage to go against parental, peer, and
social presures to be sociable, "™nice," and
popular,

Since there are no data on these women's
attractiveness, it is possible that some of them
had no choice but to postpone dating, sngagement,
and marriage because they could find no atirac-
tive, desirable men. Therefore, they channeled
their energies into achievement. It is also
possible that there was an interaction between
these women's high achievement orientation and
their lack of interest in dating that led them to



divert effort and energy from grooming and dating
to saholastie pursuits.

Thare is some evidenoe that high schoal girls
who do not conform to traditional ideals of
femininity are no longer penalised by being
unpopular, dut date as much as as “feminine” girls
(Rosen & Aneshensel, 1078). It sesms, therefore,
that achievemaent and carear orlentation no longer
lsad insxorably to lonaliness and unpopularity.

‘There is evidence that girlfriends and boy-
friends greatly influence the final choloe betwean
carser and marriage (Edwards, 1968). The influ-
eoe of boyfriends on young women's decisions
about ocareer and marriage as wall as type of
oocupation is shown by ressarch on women's

of what men think about women's
roles and how these opinions affect women's
caresr decisions. the most clsar-cut
evidenos comm from a study by Hawley (1972).
Hawley found that womaen who balieve that men in
generdl, and emecially the significant men in
their lives, do not we gender as a basis for
evaluating behaviors work outside the
home and have caresrs. On the other hand,
women who balieve that men evaluate behaviors

Another study (Matthews & Tiedeman, 1964)
similarly concluded that how a woman percsives
men's attitudes towards her use of inteliigence is
{mpoetant when she plans for career and marriage.
If a woman belisves that men respond negatively

againat
showed that women with such a perception tend to
fes] intellectually inferior to men. Therefore

they may adopt, perhaps defensively, a realm o
their own, such as homemaking.

Another study (Vogal etal, 1974) showed
that when mothers work, their children do not
peresive masculine and feminine behavicrs as

compatibility of caresr and {
(\rqncm.?me. masriage for w

Maternal employment, howsvar, s an insuf-
ficient fastor unlese ocombined with favorable
sonsequances. It is the combination of

thinking of both daughters and sons. A mothar's
negative work experiances may reinforce her
children's perception that men and women are in
fact different, since the received message may be
that their mother is unhappy in her work because
working is {sappropriate for women. This explains
why some studies report that matermnal mﬂoy-
ment helps young womsn perceive ted
achisvement as “feminine" only whain this employ-
ment exposes the girls to a feminine model of
work competeace (Baruch, 1872).

How woman percsive men's attitudes toward
the role of women helps determine their decisions
adout carser and marrisge. As late as 1871, the
Women's Lideration Movement ideclogy had not
affected calisge men; they did not favar women's
employment after marriage, prefeiring that their
wives not work unless absclutely necemary. One
study (MoMillin et al,, 1971) showaed that while 12
parcent of s men preferred that their wives
not work at all marriage, only 2.7 percent of
college women preferred not to work after mar-
riage. Thirty-eight percent of collsge men pre-
ferred that their wives not work after children
were bom unless absolutely necessary; only 13.7
peroent of the women had the same preference.
On the other hand, 72 percent of the women
wanted to work before children were born and
after the cohildren grew oldar, while only 40
percent of the men had the same preference.
Although 7.8 percent of the women wanted to
work continuously after marriage, only 3.8 per-
cent of the men wanted their wives to do so
(MoMillin et al, 1871} The same data broken
down by men's scademic major showed that men
studying business, scicnce, and mathematics pre-
ferred the lsast career involvement for their
wives, while education, humanitiss, and social
science majors were more accepting of working
wives (MoMillin, 1872).

Jn the 1970's, the Women's Movement has
affected men, al slowly. In 1969-70,
betweean one-third ons-half of Ivy league
college men were ambdivalent toward or had
rejected sex role st About half of them
would have dated In t, competent women
who wece in a "masculine” major; about half would
havs married intelligent, competent women who
planned careers after marriage, and they wars
even willing to halp out with some domestic and
childrearing tasks. Their oaresrs, however, would
claarly take e ovar those of their wives,
and they axpected their wives not to work after
echildren were born but to assume full res-
ponsibility for the children (Komarovsky, 1976).

Later on in the 1970's, 38 parcent of college
men accepted wonmen's unintermrupted careers

{Ahbad-Yehia, 1876) and wers willing to com-
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promise (Cummings, 1877). It seema, therafore,
that women who are not constrained by "feminine”
stereotypes, are intelligent, and aspire to careers
increasingly will find men to date and

without having to compromise their own aspirs-

Two studies have considered the relationship
bDetwean the degree to which young women sdhere
to sex role stersolypes and the decisions they
make about career and marriage. One study, in a
sense longitudinal, examined sex role sterectypes
and the ocareer-versws-marriage decisions of
women in 1989 and 1973 (Parelius, 1875). This
study found that by 1968, women were over-
whelmingly fres of sex role stereotypes, but
still believad that the husbands occupation
precedence. But in 1973, whils svery item of the
scale measuring sex role ideology showed an
increase toward the feminist perspective, the
most impremive change was that most of the
respondents were willing to support occupational
equality even within the family.

This change in women's sex role ideclogy
was accompanied by & significant change in their
attitude toward the ocareer-versus-marriage
dilemma. In 1989, half of the women intended to
combine marriage, family, and a career, while the
other half intended to work until the birth of the
first child and to return to work when the children
were grown. (These findings are coasistent with
Angrist's findings, discussed earlier.) But in 1873,
there was an increase in the percentage of women
who wanted to work continuously t t their
married lives and a decrease in the percentage of
women who planned to interrupt thair careers in
order to care for children. Therefore, women who
intended to combdine marriage, family, and orreer
shifted from planning an interrupted caresr
toward a “double-track® pattern of con-
current work, motherhood, and homemaking
(Parelius, 1975). This indicates that in 1978, by
which time the Women's Liberation Movement had
made s significant impact at least on college
womaen's valuss, young women no longer perceived
career and marrisge as incompatidble dut
;eombimthcmumm have always bean able to

Similar findings have been reported by Luria
(1974), who studied the marriage and caresr plans
of 1989 and 1§70 women college graduates.
Another study (Vogel ot al.,, 1974) conaluded that
college women with more stereotypic self-con-
cepts {that is, those who see thamselves as warm
and expressive) plan more traditional roles. Thus,
they have lower educational aspirations, want to
have more children, and plan to work only after
their children have entered school. On the other
hand, collegy women with less stereotypic self-
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concepts plan more innovative roles; they intend
to enter graduate school, to have fewer chiliren,
and to work while their children are young, Thus,
women who perceive themselves as being rela-
tively lems feminine are more likely to plaa to
combine employment with childrearing than are
women who perceive themselves as velatively
more feminine.

Educational Aspirstions and Aitainment

The first fssue of concern In the arez of
educational aspiration and attainment is whether
women's educational and occupational cholces
coincide or must be treated separately. The
available evidence suggests a high correlation
batween educational and occupational chofces, &
cocrelation that s much higher among men than
mo:gcwamm (Morrill ot al,, 1870). Since a
considerable degree of variance is unacoounted
for {in this study, approximately 50 percent), the
advisability of using the two cholces interchange-
ably is questionable, Other authors have
cautioned about the differences in timing and
generality between an occupational and an educa-
tional choice. For example, the choice of a
career 10 vears before starting to work is not the
same as the choice of a high school currfculum o
college program, the implications of which must
be sccepted at once. To say "I want to be a
doctor™ at age 12 is fantasy, but o say "I'm sign~ -
ing wp for the college preparatory general

am” in the 10th grade is an important choice
m 1964). Thus, uniess an educational choice
or aspiration has definite implications for an
occupational cohoice, it & not oconsistently
correlated highly with occupational choice. It
-mmuy is important to consider educational
choices separately from occupational choices.
This is true for girls for whom the
correlation between the two choices seems to be
weaker due to important intervening variables,
such as marriage, dating, the early birth of
:hudnn,andlnvimtoworktowthe

The educational choice Involves several
aspects. First, the choice of curriculum to be
followsd in high school and, later, in collage has
important cumulative and developmental implica-
tions, since early course choices can facilitate,
complicate, or altogether exclude later educs~
tional choices. For example, & girl's decreasing
exposire to math and science courses after the
eighth grade drastically reduces her ability to
take more advanced courses later on and to enter
most scientific fields. Second, curriculum cholces
reflsct lsvel of educational aspiration, Finally,
they determine the majc in college.
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The extent to which educational aspirations
ocorralate with educational attainment is impor~
tant, particularly to women. Through high schoal,
the correlation is higher for girls than for boys.
After high school, the between educe-
tional sspirations and attainment is greater for
women than for men, and this diserepancy
increases at the graduate lavel. This greater
incongruency for women is due to intervening

varisbles, such as children, moving
when the husbands job requires it, or the need to
support s student husband.

A study of 1,249 intellectually gifted college
students in Minnesota indicated mnother set of
variables that may lower the educational aspira-
tions and, sven more, educational attainments of
intelligent women (Paunce, 1968). This study
showed that freshmen women who did not gradu-~
ate faced problems involving impulse control,
aggremsive Dehavior, and hostile feelings. They
ware individualistic and nonconforming, and they
fad problems with their families, including con-
fiicts with parents and siblings. They also had
difficulty in getting along with peers and lacked
salf-confidence. were awkward with men
and had sexual adjustment problems. ' contrast,
women who graduated seamed more conventional,
temperate, and modest. They ware optimistic and
self-confident, and they had adeguate defenses,
good ego strength, and sound pey inte-
gration. They tried to project a poaitive morsl
and soclal image. These women were also
aunemm as ?oopcn'ive, reasonable, willing

accept estions, clear res-
ponsive, umm-imm thinking, alert,

The woman who did not graduate did not fit
the sex-appropriste stereotypes as reflected in
their more aggresive behavior, lack of control,
and hostile feelings. Their behavioral noncon-
formity and conflicts with peers and family sug-
gest that they were critical, questioning, and
unwilling to accept criticism and suggestions.
They ware discouraged and felt refacted by their
peers and teachers, which led them to reject the
whols college axperience (Faunce, 1968).
Although the relevant data are not available, it is
pomsible that gifted women who do not fit the
model of mex-appropriate behavior are “cooled
out® of college, since they are not the ognforming
“nice” girls with whom collage professors are ised
to interasting. :

What variables ars important in determining
womnan's sducational aspirations and choices? One
oausal modal includes the variables of family,
school, and sex rols attitude. Testing of the
model by a path analysis showed that two family
varisbles—parceived parental pressire '
acsdemis sttzinment and mother's employment
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status—influenced daughters' educational aspira-
tions. The type of schoul, coeducational or single
sex, also influenced women's educational aspira-
tions, but none of the sex role attitude items used
was found to be important (Rey, 1874). The latter
finding may be explained by the narrow range of
items usad and by the fact that sex role sterso-
typic beliefs now are considered conservative;
therefore, liberal women would tend to reject
such beliefs regardiess of how they really feit.

Another causal model studied the evolution
of educational aspirations from the #th through
12th grades (Williams, 1972). It applied to men
and women and included intellectual ability and
scadamic achievement at grade §; sociceconomic
background; teachers' and parents’ expectations at
grade 10; peers’ ampirations at grade 10; and &
similar set of variables at grade 12. This model,
which included a large number of variables that
affect the development of educational aspirations,
is much more comprehensive than Rey's

Path analysis of panel data from 3,887
studants enrolled in general academic programs at
the 12th grade showed that the models for gicls
and boys differed. For girls, the expectations of
teachers, followed by their peers’ early aspira~
tions, grade § academic performance, mﬂe 11
performance, sociceconomic and the
early expectations of their parents, m all
influential.  However, peers' aspirations and
teachars' expectations gradually become more
important than parents' expectations. It must also
be kept in mind that socioeconomic ba is
important in the development of & girl's educa-
tional aspirations. Since there was no correspond-
ing effect on boys, these findings suggest that
education for girls is considered to be more of a
luxury, Qirls' intellectual ability and acedemic
achisvement help determine teachers’ and parents'
expectations, hence girls' educational aspirations.
This suggests that education is considered
appropriate and worthwhile only for those girls
who are competsnt and achieving (Williams, 1872).

Finally, Lipman-Blumen (1972) presented s
different modal tested on college women in the
late 1960s. This study examined in detall the
effects of the relationship with both parents,
especially the mother, wverious socialization
expeciances, the mothers employment status,
rela with same-sex and cross-sex pnrs,
the girls’ sax role ideclogy, and other factors
thelr aducetional goals. 'l‘hc model b eomprr

hesive, and even though it omits teacher- and
m«nmmmm gru contribu-
tion becsause it includes women's sex role ideclogy.
Lipman-Blumen found thats
[ Women with a oontemporary
nonstersotypic sex rols ideclogy

o



have higher eduoational aspira-
tions than women with a tradi-
tiosal sex rols ideclogy.

Women with a vicarious achisve-
ment moade tend to have low
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sducational aspirations and a
carger orientation.

] Women who have a traditional
sax role ideology and do not
value inteliectual qualities tend
to marry while still in college.
Womeén who have a more
contemporary sex role idealogy
and value intellectual qualities
tend to postpone marriage untit
after colisge (Lipman-Rlumen,
1972). This with
other studies (Bayer, 1869),

A similar model applied by Stockard (1977)

on undergraduate students in 1973 empirically
supports man-Blumen's  earlier model
Stockard concluded that: (1) high family status is

related to both men's and women's nontraditional
attitudes toward the role of women; (2) nontradi-
tional women tend not to uss their mothers as
models; (3) women who rate themselves as more
like their fathers than their mothers are more
likely to hold nontraditional views; and (4) women
with nontraditional beliefs have somewhat distant
relationships with both parents (Stockard, 1977).
These findings were replicated by Tangri (1972),
who condluded that women who choose nontradi-
tional careers consider themselves similar to their
fathars, but have cognitive distance from both

parsnts.

A

crucially affected by matermnal ment.
Daughtars of employed mothers Mvcm
higher sducstional tions than daughtecs of
nonworking women (Baumrind & HNack, 1967}

Blumen's study, however, showed that
although maternal ¢ ment in itself does not
have any ificant effect, the mother's satisfac-
tion with homemaking does. Mothars who wre

their daughters with a contemporary ssx role
ideclogy and thue educational ampirstions
(Lipman-Biumen, 1972).

5
F

trates that early marriage drastically curtails a
young woman's educstional and
aspirations and options,
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woman's educational aspirations m'
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Earliest Age at Which Career Versus
Noncareer Choices and Occupational
Cholces are Made

One longitudinal study using 1st, 4th, 8th,
and 12th graders described how early and by what
processes young girls decide upon a career (Tyler,
1984). 7Tyler, using the Strong Vocational Interest
Biank, showed that as early as the 10th grade
there are career and noncareer girls. By the 11th
grade, the distinctions were even stronger and
more clear cut. B{y the 11th or 12th grade, scores
on masculinity-femininity tests showed no
difference between career and noncareer girls.
At the 12th grade the only difference between
caresr and noncareer girls was in to the
following item on the Minnesota Test: "Women's
work and mens work should be fundamentally
different in nature," Career girls were more
likely to disagree with this statement than
noncareer girls. Probably the most important
finding of this study was that in 1st grade there
was a significant difference between the mascu-
inity-femininity scores of those who at the 10th,
11th, and 13th grades were distinguished as career
and noiicareer girls. In the 1st grade, the career
group showed more masculine scores, on the
avéecage, thar the noncareer group.

At the fourth grade level, the data on inter-
personal relations and the personality of career
and noncareer girls are of great interest.
Although no differences were large enough to be
statistically significant, there was a definite
pattem in the direction of the mean differences.
Girls in the career group were rated lower by
their classmates than girls in the noncareer group
on the traits most admired by children of that age
(less popular, less good looking, less active, and
poocer than the others). They were also rated as
boxsisr, more restless, mors talkative, and more
interested in reading. Such trends suggest that
the soclal adjustment of many girls whe later on
(st the 10th, 11th, and 12th grades) develop career
:nmum: may have been slightly (nadequate in the

grade.

It seems that the development of career
intarest in girls may be increased by problems in
thelr relationships with peers during middle child~
hood. A girl who doss not consider herself to be

good looking ar popular may feel free to become &
ﬁ student and develop an independent life.

concentration on ascademic succem and
choosing & career represents an aitemative basis
for succem—occupational rather than social
(Tyler, 1984}, Of course, some girls select careers
because they have outstanding talents that ars
encouraged. Furtharmore, the study suggests that
girls who do not accept traditional sex role
sereotypes during the pre-school years and the

Q
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first two or three grades are more likely to
develop career interests, Of course, even girls
who have more masculine interests and do not
adhere to sex role stercotypes in their

years or the first grade have conformed by the
fourth grade to the traditional sex role stereo-
types. But this fresdom from sex role stereotypes
in the earlier ysars parmits girls to explore their
inalinetions without restrictions and to become
interested in & career (Tyler, 1964). Whather a
girl delays in sccepting the feminine role and its
attached stereotypic limitations affects her
ability to choose a career, even though most girls
eventually accept the traditional feminine role.

The review of literature dy Leifer and
Lesser (1875) on the age at which girls begin to
make octcupational choices is fairly exhaustive.
One study reports that as early as age 3, boys and
girls are aware of many different occupational
choices as well as stereotyped male and female
occupational roles. Children at that age already
tend to accept the existing sex differentistion in
occupations (Beuf, 1874; Meyer, 1970). Also,
there is research evidence that children between
ages 3 and § clearly show sex-differentiated
patterns in career awareness and occupational
choices. Girls, for example, tend to name many
fewer occupations than boys, and many girls
indicate that they wish to be mothers. Boys,
however, rarely mention "father™ as an occupation
(Kirchner & Vondracek, 1873). In the same study,
when children were asked what they expected to
be, not what they wished to be, girls more often
than boys could not suggest another occupation.
When girls did give another occupation, it was
often more sex appropriate than the first. These
sex differences were apparent for both black and
white children, although black children were
generally less able to name specific adailt
occupations they wished to hold (Kirohner &
Vondracek, 1873).

Looft (1971) reported sex-stereotyped
ocoupational choices among first graders, and
Nelson (1968) studied children in the second grade.
In both studiss, boys chose many more occupations
than girls (18 versus 8), and more boys were able
to name a second occwpation. Looft (1871) also
sugyests that girls stop selecting alternate cerears
earlier than boys, since girls recognite that they
cannot change thelr preferences sasily because
few jobs are open to women. Thus, girls in the
elementary grades have a far narrower range of
occupational choices than boys. Several studies
report that boys select two to three times as
many different occupations as girlx and that
roughly two-thirds of the girls at this age leval
choose either ‘*sacher or nurse (Clark, 1987;
Deutsch, 1960; Nelson, 1968; Siegel, 1973; O'Hars,
1962} or motherhood.

3]

0



The ocwpatioml choices of girls
acceptance of traditional sex role npocu
For example, no girls expressed & desire to
politician, scientist, lawyer, doctor,

the sixth grade, girls report that women oan wori:
only in certain “feminine™ occupations such as
nurse, waitres, or libearian, while men are not
similarly Himited & Goodman, 1972).
In addition, girls and minority children often
underestimate their own abilities to advance
educationally and enter high-status profesional
occupations (Wylie, 1983).

Furthermore, as carly as the third grade,
both boys and girls clearly understand the prestige
attached to various careers (DeFleur, 1963;
Simmons, 1982). Their prestige rankings nf
specific occupniom correspond highly with adalty’
rankings of the same occupations (Hansen &
Caullield, 1989; Simmons & Rosenberg, 1871)
These perceptions are similar regardiess of the
“9‘5;‘{5,""“" social clam or race (LeFebvre & Bohn,
1

The fact that girls are so aware of the
prestige of occupations, coupled with their
acceptance of sex role sterectypes in jobse, indi-
cates that from an early sge girls are aware of
the sex stratification system and of their inferior,
subordinate position within it. This awareness

explains their tendency to underestimate
their own abilities to enter tus occupse-
tions. Thus, while boys and girls make occupa-
tional decisions at about the same age, their
decisionmaking procemes differ., The more
prcsugm a boy considers an occupation, the
he il to choose it. A girls ocoupa-
uoml erence, on the other hand, is either
unrelated or negatively related to her tion
of occupational prestige (Barnett, 1873; Barnett &
Baruch, 1973).

One study, howaver, shows that while boys
are aware of occupational prestige, fourth grade
girls rank the fesaions of doctor, artist, and
writer quites a bit lower than the clsarly feminine
oocupations of nurse, secretary, and kindergarten
teacher (Simmons, 1962). This “femininity”
dimension in girls may operate before the devel-
opment of a general prestige dimension, and it
may partially explain why girls make occupational
cholces that lack prestige accoeding to adult
rankings, but not their own. Also, this restructur-
ing of occupational prestige may represant an
attempt to deal with the unequal, inferfor status
to which the sex stratification system relegates
women.

50

Some evidence suggests that hlack girls have
higher occupational aspirations than black boys
(Barnett & Baruch, 1973), and that they are

encoursged more than white girls to work full
time and in higher status profemsions (Gump &
Rivers, 1973). It was also found that lower class
girls, like middle-clam girls, choose predominantly
feminine occupations. However, lower class girls
choose secretary, an occupation never chossn by
middle-class girls, and give answers like "bum,*
“dummy," or “mother” more often than middle-
class girls (Clark, 1965). Another study showed
that lower class girls more often preferred white-
collar and professional occupations than did
middle-class girls or lower class boys (Clark,
1867). The latter findings can be explained
partially by the rece of the lower class girls, 90
percent of whom were black. Finally, another
study showed that lower class girls choose specific
careers earlier than middle-class girls (Lee &
King, 1964).

There are some Indications that girls who do
not make their occupational choice until the third
or fourth grade and girls who make masculine
choices when they are 5§ to 7 years old tend to
later make innovative choices, sometimes choos-

ing masculine, high-prestige oceupations.

The development of sex role attitudes tends
to determine these occupational choices.
Children accept these stereotypes by age 7
(Bardwick, 1871; Kohlberg, 1966; McCandless,
1969; Mischel, 1979; Mussen, 1868), The moment
girls adopt the feminine stereotypes, their occu-
pational choices are restricted. Therefore, it B
crucial that girls be able to delay sex
role stereotypes. By not accepting the over-
simplified form in which pre-school children see
sexurl stereotypes, & girl can make broader
cccupational cholces and both boys and girls ean
have axperiences and choose careers that are not
based on sex roles (Tyler, 1964).

Fewer studies have examined adolescent
shifts in occupational choices, and no studjes have
examined shifts in cecupational cholces that occur
during the sarly school years. The few studies of
shifts in occupational choices during adolescence
show the greatest effect on boys' and girls' sex-

late occupational choices, while sex-
appropriate  choices remain more constant
{Carmody et al,, 1572; Rosenberg, 1857; Schmidt
& nothmy, 1955). Although the occupational
cholces of high school students change consid-
erably from the freshman to senior years, there s
some evidence that the occupations! value
hierarchies of high school girls do not change
much. The rank ocder correlations for oempt-
tional values were 0.95 from 8th to 10th
0.52 from 10th to 12th grade, and 0.46 from 8th to
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12th grede. Thus, early concepts of occupational
ige and sex-sierectyped occupations persist

to adulthood. Early occupational choices that
conform to cultural definitions of sex-appropriate

yment tend to be more stable than those
- do not.

There Is considerable research on shifts in
woman's occupational choices during college
years. One study found no significant correlations
between the plans reported by students in thelr
freshman and senior years, a finding that held true
for males, females, blacks, whites, and students of
high and low socloeconomic levels (Baird, 1973).
A large national study surveyed college students
in their freshman year and ¢ years later. The
study showed that many more women than men
changed majors during these years, shifting pre-
dominantly from sex iate to sex
peiate majors (Astin & Panos, 1989). Finally, a
ongitudinal study by Angrist (1972) showed
changes in college women's occupational choices
from the freshman to the senior year. By their
senior yesr, the women had more specific career
plans; 64 percent of college seniors, 53 percent of
juniors, and 52 percent of sophomores felt that
they had a definite occupational plan compared
with only 38 percent of freshmen. Still, 36
percent of seniors remained undecided about
careers. The study also indicated that only 15
percent of the college women had consistent
ocecupational choices throughout college, while 14
percent never made an occiupational choice. The
remaining 71 percent oscillated between decision
mmhl:im. ntr:q“m‘m that among
seniors, the most uently chosen occupations
ware high school teachers and collage professor,
and both of these occupations were chossn more

uently by seniors than by students at any
The study also indicated that 18
percent of the college students chose typical and
18 peroant chose atypical fields durine all ¢
Thus, over one-thir¢ <! the
students mada stable choices with respect to ihe
sex appropristensm of the chossn occupation.
ﬂmﬂm, changed from the uncon-

ven by junior year; 39 parcent changed
from atypical to typical women's ocoupations by
senior yesr, whils 25 percent changed to mascu-
alde.  Although senior women showed
interest in professional work, most chose tradi-
oy faminine professional fields (Angrist,

g?

On the basis of her longitudinal data,
Angrist concluded that college women manifest an
opeanass to availabls carsecs. Thay readily and

frequently change thelr minds about potential
adult life choicss. Two charsctecistios emergws

notions of women's rolss are shifting, and res-

pondents seem flexible and pragmatic in their
ampirations for adult life.

These data indicate ﬂuth:néuvmtim during
undergraduate years could young women
make occupational choices that are free from
stereotypic restrictions. Even in the senior year,
intervention could successfully stabilixe atypical
occupational choices and widen the range of
choices.

Considering the shifting patterns in women's
occupational choices at different ages, no par~
ticular age represents the most approprimte time
for effective intervention. Intervention before or
shortly after age 7 (in the second or third grade)
might not succeed because of later, continuous
shifts in women's occupational choices especially
sex-inappropriate choices. Therefore, even if
early intervention were succemful in helping girls
make sex-inappropriate occupational cholces as
often as sex-appropriate ones, it is likely that
those same girls would later decide on sex-
appropriate careers.

Two strategiss are indicated to increase
occupational choices. One is to affect a girls
cholce indirectly by freeing her from sex roles
rather than by directly affecting the range of
occupational choices. If intervention techniques
successfully freed girls from sex role constraints
through the age 12 or 14, for example, they
probably would be more free to consider a wider
range of tional chofces, including sex-
inappropriate, :th prestigious occupations, The
second alternative or supplementary strategy
would be to intervene at an early age, with later
Interventlon during high school and college years
to stpport sex-inappropriate cholces,

Some researchers have sxamined change and
continuity in women's occupational choices, One
study found that among college women, the
mother's employment status or the ressons why
she worked did not distinguish occupational “per-
sistars” from * (Harmon, 1972). This
study also reported that the history of previous
choloes did not differ consistently betwesn womsn
who persisted in their ocoupational choices and
those who did not. This agrees with other findings
reported by Harmon, which show that occupa-
tional plans at age 18 do not differ between
women later identified as caresr committed or
noncommitted (Harmon, 1870}, Intecestingly, a
lack of persistence seems to be related to being
later born as opposed to first dorn (Harmon, 1972).
First-born women are significantly more per-
sistent in the acadamic majors chossn, at lsast
with remect to sex-sppropriate occupational
choices such &8 nursing, medical technology, and
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Schwartz's study (1989) of “persisters” and
Mwonpersisters® among women who originally
planned to go into medical school, aithough not
quantitative or in any way methodologically
sophisticated, found that those who decided
against attending medical school usually followed
other professional careers or went to graduate
school, most often in nonfeminine fields. The
study shows that the occupations and educational

b.d?md of the parents, the birth position in
the family, and high school and college academic
performance did not differ in any way between
thoss who attended medical school and those who
entered othar fiskis. The women who finally did
go into medicine had often become interested in
being a physician during elementary school or
even earlier. However, the desire to become a
doctor intensified during high school. Several of
the women asid someone in their family, a doctor
or a nurse, had acted as & role model. At the
other extrems, saeveral womea went to medical
school avan when their parents were against it.

Some of the women who decided against
medicine said that they saw the medical profes-
sion as uninteresting and found science courses
tedious. Others said that they shifted their career
interest when they discovered a more exciting
field. Finally, several women changsd because
they feared that the commitment necessary to
become a physician would lsave them too little
time and energy for their marriage, children, or

any type of personal life (Schwartz, 1989).

As Roasi (1985) wrote, although the medical
profession has changed, its public image remains
rooted In the past; a physiclan still projects the
image of a dedicated man modelsd on the general
peactitioner of "horse and buggy" days, on call
night and day, 7 days a week. Few women realize
the flexidility offered by some specialities as well
as the different ways in which one can follow a
madical caresr.

Factors Associated with Nonstereotypic
Occupational Choices of Women

In conclusion, there is & high correlation
between & women's sex role ideo and her
cholce of nonstersotypic occupational fislds, One
study reports that women who are pionsers in

fislds (such as personnel manager,
chemistry, mathematics, dlology, medicine, eco-
nomics, or law) are likely to refuse to give up
their caresrs if their husbands request it and are
reluetant to move for the sake of their husbands'
professional advancement. Pionesrs fesl that
their professional activities are at least as
important as those of their husbands and that

their husbands should hLelp with household tasks
(Nagely, 1971),

Other studies have concluded that women
with a modern sex role ideology tend to make
nonstereotypic occupational cholces. One study
found that women choosing atypical occupations
hold more liberal (less stereotyplc) attitudes
toward women's roles in society (Karman, 1873)
Hawley (1872) found that women who make non-
stereotypic occupational choices perceive that the
significant men in their lives believe that women
can perform well in busines and professional
areas without jeopardizing their marr
families, or femininity. She also found that
women who chose mathematics or science felt
that women should be free to compete with men
in all areas, even male-dominated ones, and they
felt that men thought that women who worked
outside the home were more interesting than
those who did not. Also, women in mathematics
and science rejocted the notions that men think it
more important for a women to be beautiful than
intelligent, that men approve of women who use
feminine wiles to get their way, and that men
want women to flatter them by appearing
helpless. Women who felt free to choose mathe-
matics or science had a model of femininity that
-llowed the widest range of educational and
career choices without viclation of sexual identity
{Hawley, 1872),

Rand (1968) found that freshmen women who
wanted careers scored significantly higher than
freshmen women who wanted to be homemakers
on masculine characteristics related to interest,
potential, achievement, and competencies, but
that they also scored higher on & number of the
feminine variables. Rand concluded that caresr-

. oriented women seem to have redefined their role

to include behaviors appropriate to both sexes,
while homemaking-oriented women restrict
themselves to the traditional feminine role. It
seems that career women are "feminine plus.”

On the other hand, seversl other studies
have concluded that women who have high occu-
pational aspirations and enter nonstereotyplc
carsers not only have unusual motivation and
intellectual adility, but also a certain toughness
that enables them to withstand fraquant rejection,
discoursgement, and subtie or overt punishment
for being ambditious and entering the masculine
domain (Rossi, 1870; Bachtold & Werner, 1971;
Helson, 1871; O'Leary & Braun, 1972).

Similarly, Tangri {1872) found that college
seniors whose tional choices were sex
Inappropriate (fields in which women repcesent
less than 30 percent of the labor force) charac-
terized themselves as unconventional, intellec-
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tual, and deviant from the extreme feminine
model, Profemional and professionally oriented
women, especially in nonstereotypic occupations,
described themsalves a1 nonconforming, self-
reliant, flaxible, self-directed, high in ego
strength, and with a strong nesd for autonomy—a
profile penacally antithetical to the feminine sex
role steceotype. Thess characteristics help
woman niake nonstersotypic choices by enabling
them to withstand rejection, punishment, and
social pressure to be popular. Furthermors, these
traits help women to postpone dating and

marriage until find men who approve of them
lndmi.rmuru:goim

Some studies report that women who choose
nonstereotypic occupations consistently come
from higher social class backgrounds and have
highly educated fathers. The same doas not hold
truoe for men (Werts, 1087; David, 1871). Another
study indicated that higher class womnen in non-
stareotypic occypations come from higher income

" familles that had educated mothers
(Karman, 1973). This study indicated that these
women were higher achieving students, obtained
better grades in high school and college, and wsrs
more theory oriented (they had a propensity for
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cal, analytical, and critical thinking). Also,
mmmunmc«ummsmw
that significantly more women than men have
fathers who would be classified as upper or
middle class (Safilios-Rothschild et al., 1878).

Fox (1974) reported that one structural
variable, the percentage of women on the faculty
in differant departments, is extremely important
in determining whether women make stereotypic
or noastereotypic educational and occupational
choices. The more women on the faculty of a
particular department, the greatsr the percentage
of women who chose to specialize in that field.
Howavar, this was not true when the women were
clearly tokens. When only one woman was on the
{aculty, her presence often acted cs a negative
role model, since it accentuated the deviance of a
woman in that field. When there are only one or
two worien faculty members, they may act as a
negative role model becauss a number of
idiosyncratic factors make them dissatisfisd or
unsuccessful in their careers or their lives {Fox,
1974). Women faculty members can act as
positive role miJels only when there are enough
of them to make this occupational choice appsar
normal to students.
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5. SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION PATTERNS
IN SELECTED SOCIETIES!

In addition to examining research findings
concemning sex role socializstion patterns,
&vailable from only a limited number of societies,
we shall deveiop a number of relevant hypotheses
with respect fo selected societies that deserve
special interest. In studying these findings or in
formulating hypothezss concerning sex role
socialization patterns and consequences for
women's professional roles, it is imporiant to
delineate the core factors that might bring about
changes in sex role socialization.

There is some evidence that the following
types of major macro-soclological changes can
dbring about significant changes in at least some
aspscts of the siatus of women.

(1) Major shifts in political ideol-
ogies that entail soclal equality
as s basic principle and that
specifically spell out equality
between men and women. The
Marxist snd the Maoist
sociopolitical  ideologies are
outstanding examples that are
interpreted and implemented
differently In the U.S.S.R., the
various Eastern
nations, as well as Cuba and
China,

Major ideological changes
expressed through some kind of &
social movement, such as the
Women's Libaration Movement in
the United States or the sex role
debate in Scandinavian nations.

Crises, especiglly those creating
worker

sl as wers,
nationalist revolutions,
and guerrilla warfare (Lipman-
Blumoai 1973). With the excep-
tiors © n:,ﬂugmmm;ﬂg
aliowed to valy participa
nationalist upr revolutions,
and guerrills warfare, axpacially
when the risks are quite high and
sysryons willing to fight and die
represents & valushle resource.

(2)

(K}
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In addition, the longer such
erises last end the niore men
become involved, the more soute
the worker shortages decome in
many vital positions and in
ocecupations that must be filled if
the society is to continue
functioning. Henece, women

ususlly are incressingly allowed
to fill them.

Lat us now examine the types of changes in
the status of women, the extent to which they
ocour as a result of the stimulus factors pre-
sented, and how these changes are or may be
linked to changes in msex role socialization
patterns. First, in the U.S.S.R. and the Eastern
Eurcopean nations, all indications (and considerable
evidence is available) show that women's
educational and occuprtional options spread over
a mueh wider range than in most other societies
(Finland is an outstanding exception) (Dodge,
1868; Safillcs-Rothschild, 1871; Sullerot, 1971;
Barker, 1872), However, there is alsc a consensus
that the widening of women's educational and
occupational options is not related to -women's
greater chances for occupational upward mobility,
especially to top, prestigious, power-vested, or
decisionmaking positions (Sokolowska, 1965;
Barker, 1972; Alzon, 1873), In addition, there has
been no redefinition of men's and women's roles in
the family and the society, and 30 women, even
whan they work in the same occupations as thelr
husbands, have the responsidility for housework
and childcare (Barker, 1972; Alzon, 1973; Safilios-
Rothschild, 1974). In fact, Russian women spend,
after work, an average 2% to 4 hours per day in
housswark and childcare and § hours on Sunday;
they work at home three timas as much as their
husbands, who enjoy twice as much leisure time as
thelr wives (Barker, 1972; Alzon, 1973). Actually,
for some categories of women (Luch as night-shift
workers) sleep becomes the rarest commodity
(Barker, 1972), and physical exhaustion is reported
to plagus all women.

IPnpcr presented at the American Educational
Ressarch Association Annusl Meeting,

Washington, D.C., April 2, 1975.
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Although there are no specific research
studies on sex role socialization in the USS.R. or
any of the Eastern European nations, it is possible
tc hypothesize about children's socialization
m Children in these societies are exposad
to sex stratification systems different from the
one prevailing in the United States. While
American chikiren perceive that within each class
there is a sex stratification system, the
differences between men's and women's individual
{and not derived’) access to income, prestige, and
power become wider in the middle and upper
midile classes. Children in the U.S.S.R. and
Esstern European societies probably perceive a
more uniform picture of & meshed social and sex
stratification system: Women ocecupy sizadle
portions of the lower and lower middle strata,

while men overwhelmingly dominate the higher
strata.

How does the significant breskdown of sex
differentiation in educational and occupational
choicas affect boys' and girls' sex role
conceptions? And in the absence of masculine and
feminine occupations, to what do boys and girls
attribute the perceived social inequalities based
on sex? How do boys and girls evaluate men and
women when they are soclalized by mothers who
not only are equal to their fathers in terms of
occupation and knowledge, but also make their
lives comfoctable and provide for all their neads?
Is the self-esteem of women in these societies
much higher than that of American women? And
do men evaluate men and women equelly? Much
exciting ressarch awsits to be carried out in this
Ares.

Second, several societies have been affected
by organized ideologies directly aimed at changing
the ststus of women, either expressed through
social movements, such as in the United States,
England, Holland, Canadas, and Australia, or
through milder discussions leading to social policy,
such as the sex role debate in the Scandinavian
countries. A distinctive feature of these
ideclogies, loosely referred to as the women's
liberation ideology, has bean the goals of widening
women's educational snd occupational options,
equalizing women's access to, and treatment in,
education and employment, redefining the roles of
men and women, and changing woman/woman ardd
man/woman interpersonal relations, Because of

2!& must be clarified here that we are consistently
talking about women's individually achieved
position in stratification systems rather than the
position in which they may be classified on the
basis of their derived status through thelr
husband’s achievements.

§8

this equal emphasis on redefining men's and
women's roles and on eradicating internalized sex
role stereotypes that act as psychological
barriers, efforts have been made to break down
the sucial structural, as well as the psychological,
internalized barriers to sex equality. Thus, some
social policy, legislation, and social pressure har
aimed at diminishing the degree of sex differen-
tiation in boys' and girls' socialization experiences
in school, in readings, in media, etc. Such efforts
have been more systematic and long-lasting in
Sweden, where since 1962 girls and boys have been
required to take the same courses in elementary
school, so that boys study cooking, sewing, and
childcare and girls take manual handicrafts and
other "masculine” subjects (Linner, 1971). Ele-
mentary school textbooks free of sexism were
aiready available and used in the late
sixties. In addition, legislative changes, such as
the normalization of part-time work for men and
women, the transformstion of maternity leave
into paid &-month parental leave that can be
taken in any by fathers or mothers, and
the availability of 21 days of paid lesve per year
to fathers and mothers to enable them to stay
home and take care of sick children, have all
econtributed to a partial redefinition of Swedish
men's and women's roles (Safilios-Rothschild,
1974). As early as 1969, 11 percent of fathers in
Gothenburg stayed home to take care of a siek
child; 72 percent of the Swedish husbands shared
the responsibility of “washing up" with their
wives, 66 percent helped with cooking, and 63
percent helped with cleaning (Women in Sweden in
the Light of Statistics, 1971).

In view of the above changes in at least
some of the school socialization experiences of
boys and giris and in the role models provided by
mothers and fathers with to division of
labor and responsidility in the family, it could be
expectad that young Swedish children wou." have
fewer sex role stereotypes than older children,
who have been less affected by recent changes.
However, a study conducted in 1989 in Uppsala
reported that boys and girls ages 5, §, 11, and 15
were squally aware of and influenced by sex role
stereotypes, whereas girls were aware earlisr and
to & greater extent than boys (Dahl, 19689)
Another recant study showed that despite many
structural changes, mothers still hold a double
standard in their expectations of boys and girls.
They tend to De much mors tolerant of boys'
rulebreaking and deviant behavior, while they

expect girls to conform to rules and social
conventions much more than boys (Some Data on
Sex Role Socialization in Sw 1973)

re y fa role was confined to
Playing with children, consoling them, and taking
care of them in the night.
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Thus, it seems that even when structural
changes directly affect sex role socialization
patterns, the socialization outcome is not
immediataly modified and the extent of sex role
stersotyping is not reduced. Most probably, when
the Swedish children who ane now 5 to 10 years
old have children, & greater variety of structural
changes in this area will have come about; the sex
rolse socialization patterns may be more
profoundly affected and the socialization cutcome
more markedly differoat.

Third, Lipman-Blumens research on
societies which have undergone wars &s crises
invalving worker es shows that several
socjeties have a dedifferentiation process that
allows women a greater range of occupational and
political options. This higher degree of women's
participation in employment, occupations, and
politics during wars tends to diminish after the
crisis is over, but the leveling-off point & usually
Righer than it was before the onset of the crisis
(Lipman-Blumen, 1973). The avaliable data from
Greece agree with Lipman-Blumen's data from the
United States and England.

Befora 1938, Gresce was a traditional, rural
Mediterranean society resembdling the Middle
Eastern and North African Arab socleties in its
social structure as well as its prevailing values
and attitudes, those pertaining to the
dominant cultural value of honor. The status of
women was quite low in all respects: illiteracy
rates for women were high; paid employment was
rare; birth rates were high; women had no
political rights; and the honor code was 30
resirictive that women wers altogether deprived
of freedom, including even physical mobility
unless in the company of older women or their

husbands, fathers, or brothers. From 193¢ through
1948 an uninterrupted chain of crises took place in

ground guerrills warfare; the Communist uprising
right after the end of the Second World War; and

Q
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proces involved permanent structural changus
that persisted and evolved after the end of the
crises, Thus, beginning with 1950, when national
statistics again became available, bdirth rates
drastically declined; they continued to decline
slowly but steadily throughout the fifties and
sixties, The rate of (illitermcy decreasad
drastically; women increasingly entered maseculine
occupations; abortion, although was
practiced widely, safely, and at a low cost by all
reputable physicians; and the practice of “surgical
virginity" indicated that premarital sex had spread
fo rural and traditional urban girls who were still
concermned about maintaining the facade of
virginity (Safilios-Rothschild, 1968).

Although all these changes are well
documented and can be sattributed to the long-
term dedifferentiation processes during the
deeade of crises, it is difficult to assess how
directly they are related to changes in sex role
socialization patterns, One clear~cut direot
linkage can be found in the decreased birth rats,
which resulted in s considerable number of one-
girl or two-girl families, especially in the middle
and upper middie classes in Athens and the urban
areas (in which the aversge number of children is
1.2). In one-girl families, the girl is sccinlized to
high achievement through her parents’ high
educational and occupational expectations as well
as through continuous encouragement and support.
These girls are expected to carry the family name
(which they literally do by means of hyphenated
names sfter marriage) and are socialized without
much regard to sex role stereotypes, at least in
the area of achievement (Safilios-Rothschild,
1872). Not only are they free, but they are aiso
encouraged to enter high-prestige and high-paying
occupations that will assure them & higher social
position. However, there is no information on
whether their freedom from sex role stereotypes
in this ares is accompanied by similar freedom
from sex role stercotypes in other life sectors,

Cn the other hand, some socialization
experiences of Greek girls that cannot be attrid~
uted to the decade of crises are of crucial
importance for the development of high self-
esteem and the freedom to achieve and grow
without concern for whether their choices will
make them popular with boys. The play patterns
of urban middle and upper middle class girls
between the ages of 8 and 13 or 14 reveal the
sxistence of same-sex, well-organized groups that
meet regularly in a park or a street to play a
variety of competitive games with a similar group
of girls. Winning in these games carries individual
and collective prestige and may lead to a
leadership position within the group; hence,
competition is ususlly fierce. The important
festures of thase play groups are that (1) girls are
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competitive and sggressive in fighting for prestige
and leadership; (2) during these years girls are
totally uninterested in boys, whom they find
boring and & nuisance, thus resembling the
adolescent psychology of American boys vis-a-vis
girls; and (3) they have high esteem for the
winners and the leaders, and this probably
facilitates the development of high self-esteem,
especislly in girls who are successful and well
1iked in the all-girl group.

This play stage is followed by a stage during
which girls slowly become interested in boys, not
romantically but as companions with whom to go
out socially. This social outing does not, however,
taks the form of dyadic dating. Instead, a parea
is formed, that is, a group of boys and girls w% do
things together, like going to parties, movies, the
theater, and so on. There is no pairing between
individual boys and girls, and in fact such pairing
is strictly tabooed. I it were to oceur, the coupie
would be teased and laughed at and forced to
withdraw from the This type of group
feiendship persists high school and goes on
throughout college, although the eomposition of a

ea may change, or *Ye individual may shift
rom one to another. The existence of a
ﬁgn in these girls’ lives from the time they are
or 16 years old is of great significance since it
provides them with a variety of friendly and
congenial boys to dance with, to talk with, to try
out thoughts om, or to go out with—of course,
always in & group with other girls. The boys in the
%mv{de them with acceptance and security,
w prevents them from competing with other
girls for a boy's attention; instead, they share with
other girls a number of boys. Thus, they do not
have to mold their personalities to please and
flatter the boys; on the contrary, boys and girls
have a chance within the context of the 8 to
get to know each other and accept each other as
they are. Because they get to know and like each
other, occasionally a boy and girl who have
belonged to the same a for many years start
dating each other in their early 20's, but always
outside the context of the parea.

It ean be hypothesized that the Greek
institution of pares allows a girl to achieve highly
in school (the pudlic high schools are sex
segregated) without feeling anxious that she may
bchupnptnugmagboysandmjoylemmial
life because of her scholastic success. Fun,
amociation with interesting boys, and social life
are guaranteed through the a regardless of
the girl's intelligence or scholastic success. As &
matter of fact, intelligent girls usually have a
higher status in a pares than less intelligent ones.
Thus, girls are encouraged to develop their
intelligence and knowledge in order to be admired
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instead of
popularity.

"olaying dumb" in exchange for

It is interesting to note that an Indian study
of the friendship patterns and the social elub
participation of adolescent boys and girls in
Calcutta shows that boys, in general, and upper
middle class girls participate more often in social
clubs than in dyadic friendships. Soecial clubs in
India serve about the same social functions that
the structured games and ea described above
serve for Greek boys and girls. Thus, it was found
that the Indian boys and upper middie elass giris
who join the social clubs and interact within this
context with youngsters of their own age are
socialized into competitive and coordinated group
action as well as into leadership. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the proportion of girls
"who enter oceupations, particularly those
requiring universalistic and achievement-oriented
dispositions, appears to be related directly to
participation in age groups" rather than in dyadic
friendships (Beeeh, 1972).

Much more cross-cultural research is needed
on the various play activities as well as the
variety of avenues for social contacts between
boys and girls outside of dating and their
consequences for girls' ability to achieve and to
make marital, educational, and occupational
choices.

Finally, let us consider the case of societies
in which no ideological, political, or structural
factors have stimulsted changes in the status of
women—societies characterized by & more or less
rigid social stratification system. Most of the
Arad societies fall in this category, with the
possible exception of Tunisis, where some changes
were introduced by the Government during the
last decade.

In these societies, women's social inferiority
is considered "natural” and ineseapable, and a
rigid sex stratification system is based upon
religious and moral ideologies as well as "natural
laws." In this societsl context, sex role
socialization practices and processes openly and
clearly teach boys that they are the dominant,
important people and teach girls subjugation to
men. There are no ambiguities about who
oceupies what position in this sex stratification
system, The message passed on to girls is also
clear:s There is no way to escape or to rebel
against the system; they are entirely powerless.
Girls are effectively socislized into the inferior
role by observing their mothers ery and their
fathers become angry at their mothers for having
borne & girl instead of a boy. They are bossed by
their brothers (regardless of their age) and even
beaten by them without parental interference.
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tion, it may be hypothesized that girls who
manage 0 estape the oppremsive sex role
socialisation can achieve highly with few
obstacles in their since

be lifted on the basis of particularistic criteria.
There s actually evidence that upper and upper
midile class girls escape the oppremive sex role
socialization because their high social status

for axceptionally intelligent or otherwise gifted
girls from other mecisl clames who often come to
be recognized as such by their parents and
teachars. howsver, is needed to
indicate by what mechanisms and dynamics these
girls escape the oppresive sex role socialiration
and what aspects of this soclalization they may
not be alle to escape.

It is evident that there is a great resewrch
g8p in the area of cross-culiural studies of sex
role socialization.  Hopefully, the following
hypotheses sround which some evidence was

Y
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presented in this chapter will stimulate extensive

research in different types of societies.

(1)

2)

)

Egalitarisn s  mper-
the state may
increase the range of women's

Same-sex play groups that

experiences as well as

In socletiss with formalized,
institutionalized patterns of sex
rola socialization and sex
giscﬂng}utm there i3 no need
or ormal, indirect, and
disguised sex discrimination,
Consequently, those girls who
manage fo escape the sex role
coastraints transmitted through
socialization can achieve Mﬁg
and occupy important posit

by being treated as exceptional
cases.
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6. SEX DISCRIMINATION IN PRIMARY,
SECONDARY, AND HIGHER EDUCATION

Teacker’s Gender: Who Discriminates
Against Whom?

This chapter examines the hypothases,
thecries, and assumptions adout the effects of the
tsacher's gender on different aspects of scholastic
achievemant in doys and girls. This structural
elemaent has been singled out quite often because
of great concern with the lowar rate of scholastic
achievement in boys than in girls, especially at
the elementary school level. At that level, boys
generally receive poorer grades than girls (Carter,
1952; Maccody, 19868; Lester et al.,, 1972); repeat
clames miore often (Wall et al, 1982); are more
often problems in terms of both behavior and
achievement (Berlin, 1969; Kinsbourne, 1869;
Caplan & Kinsbourne, 1$74); score lower on
scholastic  achievament testa of arithmetic,
reading, and verbal ability (Gates, 19681; Loughlin
ot al, 1965); and tend to be punished for disrup-
tive bebavior more often (Brophy & Good, 1970;
Jackson & Lahaderne, 1967), Interestingly, boys'
poorer scholastic schisvement at the elementary
school level is blamed on the teachers rather than
on the boys. Would as much concern have been
axpresed and ressarch done if girls had been the
poor performers, or would their poorer per-
formances have been atiributed to biological
infericrity?

One model proposed to explain sex dif-
ferences in scholastic schievement at the ele-
mentary and high school levels can de called the
*eminine" model, because it conceptualizes the
schoal environment as “feminine™ as perceived by
boys and girls (Saxton, 1970; Pealtier, 1888;
Grambs & Waetjen, 1968; Locksley, 1974). The
model’s basic argument s

The structure of opportunities
and damands in school i such
that :"l;;ﬁ are most often
achiev verbal, compliant,
and introspective individuals and
that punishment s received pri-
marily by independent, ener-
getic, and amertive individuals,

In pener 15 are verbal, com-
* bt :lx’td.‘khmﬁ\vc. and
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boys are independent, energetie,
and assertive.

] Girls are more likely than boys
to be rewarded and boys are
much more likely than girls to be
punished in the school environ-
ment.

] Boys are much more frustrated
than girls and consequently en-
gage in more aggressive behavior
than girls.

It is argued that in the United States the
atmosphere in school is feminine because of the
overwhelming presence of female teschers and
feminine values. Most investigators tend to
associate feminine values with female teachers
and do not examine to what extent values con-
ducive to the smooth running of any institution
can be considered feminine In light of sex role
steceotypes. Actually, this contention receives
considerable support from research which found
that student teachers prefer students deseribed as
dapendent, passive, and acquiescent and react less
favorabiy to students portrayed as 2,
assertive, and active (Feshbach, 1868). Of
interest is the fact that both male and female
teachers assigned the highest mean preference
ratings to conformist, rigid girls and the lowest
rat to independent girls. Good and Grouwns
{1972) found that teachers preferred cooperative,
passive students to flexible, nonconforming stu-
dents. Dempite evidence indicating that the
tendencies of teachers to elicit feminine
behaviors from both boys and girls (perhaps to
make the teacher's life easier) dapend on the type
of elementary school oc high school, some investi-
gators maintaln that elsmentary schools are
*eminized," that female teachers are peimarily
responsible for this feminization, and that this sex
imbalance is detrimental to young schoolchildren,
particularly to boys,

Another reason for concern with the pre-
dominance of women as teachers at the ele-
mentary level has been the fact that many
chikiren gither have no father or have fathers who
are abssnt for short or long periods due to
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divorce, remarriuge, and/or work patterns
{Vroegh, 1973; Lee & Wolinsky, 1873), In general,
father absence and lack of father participation in
childrearing have bdeen found to lead to jower
academic schievement in both boys and girls
{Rlanchard & Biller, 1971; Deutsch & Brown, 1964;
Hetherington & Deur, 1971). More specifically, a
relationship has been found between father
sheenoce and deficits in eppropriate sex role
identity development in boys and girls. In turmn,
deficits in sex role development have been found
to be related to academic achievement problems
{(Amastasiow, 1965; Ferguson & Maccoby, 1886;
Shaw & White, 1965). No matter what theory of
sex role idantity development one adheres to, the
father seems to be an important factor. Theo-
retically, then, a father substitute in the form of
& male teacher in the elementary classroom would
promote the development of appropriate identity
in boys and girls, particularly those who
experience a great deal o: father absence. Energy
that had been spent solving identity problems
could then be directed toward &chieving in the
clamroom (Vroegh, 1973).

Several studies, some of which are
methodologically quite scphisticated, have tested
the effect of the teacher's sex upon the scholastic
schievement of children, particularly of boys.
However, a serious methodological flaw in many
of thase studies has been their predominant focus
on the scholastic achievement of boys and girls,
that is, upon outeome rather than process. A
better strategy would be to focus on behavioral
procemes, that is, on differentials in male and
female teschers' treatment of boys and girls, and
then to examine selective outcomes which bear &
logical relationship to the behavioral differences
between male and female teachers (Lee &
Wolinsky, 1873).

The following studies have focused primarily
on outcome. MoFariand (1969) assigned first
grade children to one of two classes. The first
clas combined a supervising female teacher with
268 male college juniors as student teachers,
soquentially scheduled over the school year; the
second clags had a female supervisor and & female
teacher. McFarland found that the class with the
female teacher and female supervisor performed
significantly better on arithmetic than the clas
with the male student teachers; both classes made
approximately the same gains on tests of reading,
personality, and sex role identification. The flaw
in this study was that the only constant and
experienced adult in the male student teacher
group was the female supervising teacher. The
male taachers were part-time, transient, inexperi-
snced apprentices who probably played a
2econ role in the grouwp (Lee & Wolinsky,
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Triplett (1968} assigned kindergarten and
first grede children to either all-male sections
taught by male teachers or coeducational sections
taught by female teachers. Although boys in both
groups had the same scholastic achievement, boys
in the all-male group scored higher on tests of
self-esteem and attitudes towand teachers and
school, Unfortunately, this study confounded the
sex of the teachers with sex-grouping procedures.
As Lee and Wolinsky (1873) pointed out, ohe does
not know if the male teacher, or the male peers,
or the combination enhanced the attitudinal
growth of the boys in the all-male group.

A study of 49 classrooms conducted by
Clapp (1887) showed that the 19 male teschers
were not more successful than the 30 female
teachors in producing high reading achievement
among different groups of fifth grade boys. Asher
and Gottman (1972) found that fifth grade boys
taught by male teachers did not show improved
reading achievement over fifth grade boys taught
by female teachers in either of the 2 academic
years studied. Forslund and Hull (1872) studied
the sixth grade classrooms of 47 male and 48
female teachers and found that boys identified
more with male teachers than with female
teachers, and both boys and girls perceived male
teachers as more rewarding than female teachers.
However, there was no significant difference in
students' achlevement under male and female
teachers.

~ Lahaderne and Cohen (1872) studied 53
claserooms to determine the effects of 14 male
and 39 female fifth grade teachers on a variety of
measures. Most of the measures showed no
toacher by sex effeet; those that did show an
effect generally favored the female teachers. In
particular, boys and girls taught by females had
higher science achievement scores and more
positive attitudes toward school than students
taught .oy males.

Brophy and Laosa {1971) compared a kinder-
garten taught by a husband and wife team with
another taught by & female teacher. The kinder~
garien taught exclusively by the female teacher
provided the typical feminizing environment con-
sisting largely of materials appropriate for soclo-
dramatic play and for arts and crafts. The other
kindergarten, taught by the husband and wife
team, provided a very different environment. In
addition to the usual supplies, it featured aquip-
ment for large-muscle nctivity, such as ropes and
rope iadders, an cbstacle course, a fort, &8 work-
bench oquipped with tools, and many other
masculine-oriented items, The husband and wife
split teaching duties more or les randomly,
except that the husband regulsrly read aloud to
the children, in a deliberate attempt to associate
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reading with the masculine role. A total of 14
boys and 20 girls in the team-taught kindergarten
and 19 boys and 25 girls in the female-taught
kindergarten were studied in the first year. In the
second year, the numbers of students were 20 and
21, and 20 and 28, respectively. Despite the
conscious efforts of the male teacher, his pre-
sence did not affect either the boys or the girls to

significant degree. There were no significant
effects on measures of sex role differentiation,
interests, or motivation. Children taught
exclusively by the female teacher made slightly
greater giins in verdal skills, and children in the
other class made slightly greater gains in spatial
abilities. These minor differences were probably
due to differences in equipment and curriculum
rather thin to the presence of the male teacher.
Attempts to associate reading with the male role
failed; at the end of the year, the children in both
classes associated books snd reading with the
female role.

Carter (1952) investigated grading differ-
ences in six beginning algebra classes, three of
which were taught by women and three by men.
The teachers were well matched in terms of certi-
fication, experience, and training. He found no
significant differences in mental ability among
the groups. There were no significant differences
in tested algebra achievement, either within
groups or among them (i.e., girls versus boys or
female teachers versus male teachers). Although
there were no measurable ability or achievement
differences, a look st students' algebra grades
indicated that female teachers gave significantly
higher grades than male teschers, that girls were
awarded significantly higher grades than boys, and
thai girls' grades were significantly higher ‘-an
boys' regardless of the sex of the teacher.

In conelusion, all studies that have fried to
reiate the sex of the teacher to outcome variables
such as student reading ability or achievement
based on some kind of scholastic test have failed
to show any significant relationship. The studies
showed that sex differences in scholastic outcome
persist whether the teacher is male or female.

Vroegh (1973) considered the effect of male
teachers upon boys' academic achievement and
upon different types of ({sther presence or
shsence, The muthor hypothesized that & male
teacher supplements or substitutes for the male
model for boys whose fathers are totally absent or
not frequently available. The study, conducted
with 416 white fourth and fifth grade boys and
girls in the classrooms of 14 male and 14 female
teachers, doas not support the popular claim that
the academic problems of boys in the elementary
schools are in large part due to the lack of male
teachers in the clamsroom. The extent of the
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father's presence or sbsence did not have any
effect on performance (Vroegh, 1973). The suthor
recognized that there are some limitations to the
study's conclusions, First, father presence was
represented on a continuum rather than as a
dichotomy of father absence or presence. Second,
the generality of the conclusion is limited to the
effects on children from a higher socloeconomic
stratum, since 75 percent of the fathers had
occupations that were predominantly classified as
professional, technical, managerial, or proprie-
tary, that is, occupations involving considerable
absence as a normal part of the fathers' work
obligations. Third, the study was conducted on
the basis of only 1 years intervention by & male
teacher, probably too short a time for possible
benefits to be evident (Vroegh, 1873).

Vroegh (1873) questioned whether specifie
qualities of the male tescher, in addition to his
gender, might constitute an important factor in
determining his effectiveness as a father sub-
stitute. Sexton (1869) also stated that not just
any male will do as the appropriste model for &
teacher; he proposed that strong, vigorous males
are required. Good et al (1973) questioned, but
ultimately dismissed, the potential advantages of
maseuline teachers for the scholastic performance
of boys. Of interest in this context is the fact
that the image of male grade school teachers has
been anything but masculine. An article by
Biedenkapp and Goering (1971) attempted to
enhance the image of male grade school teachers
by presenting six male teachers who had starred in
competitive sports, especially in football or
baseball. The same study found that men
employed as elementary school texchers, adninis-
trators, or supervisors had the same masculinity-
femininity scores (as measured by the Strong
Vocational Interest Blank and by an origina! test
for personal characteristios) as high school soclal
science teachers. Also, elementary school
sdministrators were more masculine than the
lower grade and music teachers, but fifth and
sixth grade teachers received nearly the same
scores as the administrators. The merit of high
masculinity for male teachers is questionable, and
the above findings are not convincing as to the
"masculinity® of teachers.

We will now focus on studies that examined
processas and outcomes—studies that determined
whether there were behavioral diffsrantials in the
treatment of boys and girls by male and female
teachers and what their effects were on Doys' and
girls' achievement. Carter (1952) concluded that
male teachers had the same tendency to
downgrade boys as female teachers, but that it
was much lem nounced. Les and Wolinsky
(1973), in one of the best studies in this arex,
conducted a projeet in 18 clamrooms; 8 had two
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female teachers, 6§ had a male and a female
teacher, and 8§ were taught by three teams, sach
consisting of a male and a female head teachsr,
The 18 clases ranged from preschoal h
second grade. For the interview section of the
study, which had a totsl sample of 72 children, 3
boys and 3 girls were randomly selected from each
of the 12 classrooms that had both a male and a
fermale teacher. Each teacher and assistant
teacher in the sample was cbserved for a total of
2 hours, and each child was Individually inter-
viewed for approximately 5 minutes by a female
graduate student.

Lee and Wolinsky (1973) found that female
teschers gave almost twice as many sanctions as
male teachers; thus, female teachers seemed to
be more svaluative in their approach to children
than male teachers. However, the ratio of
approval to disapproval was approximately the
same for male and female teachers. Boys
received about twice as many sanctions as girls;
that is, boys were subject to more evaluation than
girls. There was a marginaily significant relation-
ship between sex of child and type of sanetion.
Although boys received slightly more approval
than girls, they received about 21 times as much
disapproval. In other words, girls' behavior was
approved more often than disapproved, but the
reverse held for boys.

Male teachers were found to be four times
more evaluative toward boys than towsrd girls,
and female teachers were slightly more evaluative
toward boys. Male and female teachers were
«jually disspproving of boys. But male teachers
were very appeoving of boys, and female teachers
were slightly more approving of girls, Female
teachers, however, were inclined to be more
dlnp?roving of boys than of girls; the reverse held
true foc approvals,

Only 20 percent of the female teachers'
sanctions included physical contact, and it was
equally distributed between boys and girls. On the
other hand, male taschers used physical contact
30 percent of the time, and it was all directed at
boys. it would seem that, in addition to baing
relatively nonevaluative toward girls, male
teachars were physically resarved with them.

Female teachers made about 50 percent
more leadership assignments than male teachers.
Thers was also a significant tendency for teachers
to amign leadership positions to pupils of their
own sex. These data indicate that male teachers
provide boys with much more leadership experi-
ence than female teachers. Considering that most
tsachers are women, it is perplexing that girls do
not become leaders later on, since recaive an
early start in leadership training. Why don't

women take advantage of the leadership responsi-
bility they are assigned by their teachers, at least
in the carly grades? Do female teachers continue
to assign leadership roles to girls throughout high
school?

Male and female teachers were egually
inelined to relate to children in groups. Male
teachers almost always responded to groups which
the children spontansously formed, but seldom
initiated groups. Female teachers, on the other
hand, initiated groups about as often as they
responded to them. Female teachers jnitiated
groups sbout three times as often as male
teachers; male taschers were about twice as
responsive to groups as female teachers. More-
over, male teachers were more inclined than
female teachers to relate to same-Sex groups.
Thus, either male teachers approached same-sex
groups more than female teachers of male
teachers encoursged, intentionslly or otherwise,
same-sax grouping in their classrooms.

Male teachers related equally to male-and
neuter-type activities; female teachers related to
neuter-type activitien There was a startling
tendency for teachers, regardless of their sex, not
to become involved in female-type activities.

Femsle teachers &ppeared to have more
salience for the children, but when boys were
asked which teacher they preferred, they made &
significant shift toward the male teacher; girls
expresed an equal preference for male and
female teachers. ' The majority of students
thought that their teachers liked them, and there
was a distinet tendency for both boys and girls to
think that their male teachers liked them better
than their female teachers, indicating-an inter-
action between sex of teacher and pupil
perception of positive feelings.

The students were asked two questions about
whether they thought their teachers preferred
boys or girls. In the abstract, children of both
sexes saw female teachers as preferring girls and
male teachers as having no sex preference,
However, when they were asked to name their
teachers' favorite student (l.e.,, when asked to
think in concrete terms), a very different pattern
smergad. Boys reporfed that their male teachers
strongly preferred boys and attributed neutrality
to their female teachers. Girls maintained that
both male and female teachers preferred girls.

Sikes {1971) compared the behavior of male
and female teachers toward male and female
students in comparable situations. Eight male and
eight female student teschers were observed
intecacting with junior high schoo!l students. Boys
were more active in the classtoom and received
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more teacher criticism, but they also had more of
all other kinds of contacts with teachers, includ-
ing positive ones. Thus, the studants' sex clearly
made a difference. However, only 1 of 62
measures of interaction betwean teachar's sex and
student's sex was considered statistically signi-
ficant: female teachers were more likely to sesk
out boys than girls for work-relatad contacts, pre-
sumably to check their work and give help it
necemsary, Other than this one significant dif-
ference, which suggests that {emale teachers deal
with male students better than male teachers do,
the findings overwhelmingly demonstrate that
male teachers have precisely the same pattems of
interaction with male and female students as
female teachers. Male teachers do not seem to
display greater sympathy or favoritism towacsd
boys. The overall resuits strongly indicate that,
at lsast at the elementary school level, sex dif-
ferences in scholastic achievement and sex dif-
farences in student behaviors in schools with only
female teachers cannot be attributed to a
tendency of these teachers to favor girls over
boys (Brophy & Good, 1970).

A similar conclusion was reached by Lee
{1973), who claimed that the more severs the
institutional constraints on teacher behavior, the
jess manifest are sex role coastraints, When
institutional constraints are less powerful, as in
the early grades, there appears to be an inter-
action between sex of teacher and sex of child.
This interaction is manifested by the child through
her/his selective display of imitative Dehavior
(Lee, 1873). Therefore, it seems that the sex of
the teacher is a more significant operational
aspect of classroom ecology in the earliest grades
and that the introduction of male teschecs into
the slementary school would have the greatest
impact on these grades. When they make a dif-
ference, male teachars seem to create 2 clag-
room atmosphere more congenial to young boys
than female teachers do. In other words, male
teachers tend to reinforce boys' earlisr sex role
socislization experiences and sncourage boys'
masculine sex role indoctrination, which,
according to the present goals of TitleIX in
eaducation, fs undesirable because it tends to limit
boyy' range of choices.

Another set of studies was concerned with
the effect of the sex of the teacher on the imita-~
tive behavior of children. The main hypothesis
was that children are inclined to imitate only
teachers of the same sex. Portuges and Feshbach
(1972) found that third and fourth grade girls
imitated filmed female teacher models signif-
icantly more than boys did. They also found a
significant positive corrslation between depend-
sncy and imitation in middie-class boys, suggest~

69

ing that only dependent boys are inclined to
imitate famale teazhers.

Madsen (1968) investigated the modeling
valus of male teachers for school child-
ren. He found that young boys imitated the
aggressive behavior of familiar male teachers
significantly more than girls did. He also found
that girls were instigated to more nonimitative
sggression than boys; that {s, girls transiated their
sggressive actions into more feminine forms.
Instead of punching, hitting, and throwing a
“Babo" doli, they pushed, batted, slapped, pinched,
and squashed it. Apparently children in this age
range have already been socialiced to an
awareness that opposite-sex teachers are
generally inappropriate models (Madsen, 1068).
Where institutional constraints permitted (as in
the early grades, when constraints are less
powerful), both teachers and children seemed to
be locked into sex-typed behavioral patterns.
That s, teachers appeared to bias classroom
conditions toward children of the same sex, and
children seemed to imitate teachers of the same
sex {Lee, 1973).

Although some evidence exists that male
teachers, at least in the very early grades and at
the pre-school level, may create a classroom
atmosphere that is more conducive to boys (in
that it has more masculine elements and allows
more axpression of aggression), no research
evidence indicates that these aspects, or the fact
that male teachers tend to give more leadership
to boys and to evaiuate them more than female
teachers, are linked to any differential impact on
outcomes.

Although the literature on male and female
teachers' impact on students has assumed that
school, as currently structured, may be dysfunc-
tional for young boys or incompatible with their
“nature,” very little concern has been focused on
the possible dysfunctional effects school may have
on girls. Since most teachers are female and the
school norms and rules fellowed by teachers
schoal s compatible with the feminine socializa-
tion of girls and that girls have an easy time in
school, like school, do well, and are approved and
rewarded within the school environment.
Recently, howsver, a few authors have postulated
that the better a girl tends to be as a student in
slementary and high school and the more she
complies with the teachers' demanda in order to
be rewarded and approved, the more she becomes
Jocked iinto hor sex role and socialized to habitual
modes of bshaving that ars smentisily incom-
patible with autonomy, and
amertivenes—cualities associated with compe-
tent and effective adult functioning (Lee, 1873;
Sadier & Sadker, 1972; Grambs & Waetjen, 1988).
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In other words, as Lee (1873) pointed out, boys run
a short-term danger because they do not accept
the teacher’s oppression and therefore will not
satisfy her, but girls run a long-term danger
bDecsise the teacher {s generaily too successful in
making them accept their ot in the
achool—an environment that encourages children
to adopt as iate behavior a pamive
approach to . Teachars thus contribute to
the “oversocialization” of girls that was begun by
their parents and that is seriously dysfunctional

for their long-range development.

on the other hand, manage not to
devalue themselves, even when they do not
achieve in school; instead, they blame the teacher
and the schoal for thelr academic fallure and sesk
alternative avenuss of achievement (sports,
games) to gain self-confidence, are
supported in this by other growth insti~
tutions in our society that promote assertiveness,
activity, initiative, and s drive toward mastery
for boys, that is, bshaviors which are strongly
amociated with effective learning. Also, boys
often make accommodations with schools; that is,
they develop a tolsrance for punishment (it can
become a dadge of masculinity). They learn in
spite of the institution, and ultimately they
exploit official institutions of lsarning for certi-
fication purposes (high school diplomas, college

Thus, the issue should be not whether
teachers are male or femals, but what negative
effects the feminine norms of educational institu-
tions have wpon girls.

Sex Composition of the Classroom

Considerable concern has been expressed
abounx evidence indicating that girls mature earlier
than boys, which implies (as some authors claim)
that boys probably do not cateh up with girls, in
terms of intellectual maturity, until late in high
school or collsge. Several educators and social
scientists have hypothesized that boys' poorer
performance in elementary school is due to their
having to compete with the more mature girls.
They postulate that this competition considerably
handicaps and frustrates boys, resulting in low
scholastic achisvement, Because of these
concerns, saveral experiments have been under-
taken to examine whether boys do better scholas-
tically when they are in same-sex o mixed-sex
educational settings.

Pisher and waetjen {1986) studied eighth
grade boys and girls, using performance in :nathe-
matics and English as the achisvement criteria.
The findings on the 189 subjects showed that
differences in reading and  vocabulary
achievement favored pupils in the mixed-sex
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groups. QGirls in allgirl classes were les task
oriented than those in mixed-sex groups, but this
pattern can be sccounted for by statistically
significant differences in the lecturing style of
teachers in the all-boy or ali-girl groups versus
the mixed-sex groups. Teachers lectured and
dominated the all-boy clames to a significant
extent; they did this less frequently with the
control {mixed-sex) classes, and least of all with
the all-girl groups. Pupil classroom behavior was
consistent with this trend The all-girl clames
mpent & smaller percentage of their time in task
performance roles than did the corresponding
mixed-sex control groups. Also, there was a
significant and noticeable trend for girls in the
all-girl clasas to prefer nonclamroom or
nonacademic actlvities at the end of the experi-
ment. This was interpreted to mean that these
girls missed the contact with boys at an age when
dating becomes sulient (Fisher & Waetjen, 1986).
But a more plausible explanation may be that
those in all-girl clasvses received less teaching and
les interest from teachers. If true, this
highlights the discriminatory dangers of sex-
segregated education.

Elli. and Peterson (1871) studied junior high
school students. The students were placed in
same-sex classes, but this separation was
inadequate, since the studunts were in a same-sex
class for only five-sixths of the school day {in
classes such as science, mathematics, social
studies, English, physical educaiion, and home
economics). Every day, studants spent an hour or
more in mixed-sex clamses, a fsct that may have
greatly contaminated the findings and diminished
the validity of the study. The nature of the design
raises questions as to the validity of the finding
that sex segregation does not make any differsnce
in the academic achievement, seif-discipline, self-
concept, sex role identificaticn, or attitudes
toward school of boys or girls.

Experiments of the same type conducted in
earlier grades showed that same-sex or mixed-sex
groupings made a difference. In one experiment,
children in grades one to three were separated
into all-male and mixed-sex classes; boys in all-
male classes amociated reading-related items
with males more than boys In coeducstional
clamas (MeCracken, 1878). The strongest and
most consistent effects scross grades were for
ftems such as reader, phonics workbook, and
libeary card, which were used in all three grades.
Items used primarily in the first grade showed &
strong group effect in this grade, but not in the
other two grades. Thus, it sppeared that Doys
attending an all-mule school were more likely to
judge school-related reading as a male activity
than boys attending coeducational clamses, at least
during the first three grades, Howaver, this
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offect & Amited primarily to items actually used
i school and doas not generalire to other reading-
relatsd {tems (MoCracien, 1973).

of
tontative trends that are well worth considering:

] Boys in all-boy groups wanted to
have contacts with the teacher
and  seamed to
scademics best whan thay had
some input in ongoing decision-
making. They wers very
outspoken, telling the teacher
frankly when they did not want
to do something, and they were
capadle of offering good alterna-
tives, (Boys refused to stay in &
narrow channel, ailways com-
munisating in  their ocandid,
insistent way that there was
more than one route to follow.)

¢ In all-boy
of boys thrived within
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easily disoouraged, dropped
tasks quickly, and left their seats
to socialize or investigate some-
where slse in the room.
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" that these girls, with boys in the
class, may have besn maore
apprahensive about conformity
and tha need for more structure.
They wanted ths teacher to
structure lsarning and set rules
and limits.

Cosducation may indeed be a "no-no™ for
boys, because it has falled to adapt itself to the

- "natural¥ qualitiss of the male student. But

ty
relevant. Hurley (1964, 1855) reported that ifth
grade boys in same-sax clames ware noisier, more
enthusisstic, more experimental, and move
imaginative than girls—a result to be sxpected, if
the early grades have done their jobd of making
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for freeing

{Samith, 1972).
Finally, Strickler (1970), in a preliminary

report, cited enthusiastic spport among teachers,
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parenis, and children for same-sex classes in the
first few grades. .iis data indicated that con-
siderably more reading games were played by boys
in all-boy clamses than by boys in mixed-sex
classes. Some of Strickler's Informal observations
are intriguing:

&  Several girls in the all-girls class
assumed the more aggressive
role usually played by boys and
became more critical of mis-
takes made by other giris.

) In same-sex groups, girls became
mone active and had les
for the “good girl" role which
they umually played in a mixed-
SEX group.

] A "masculinized" program was
appropriate for girls, too. Qirls
related well to male resource
persons and helpers and enjoyed
boy-orianted stories.

Strickler's program was designed specifically
to masculinize the boys' sehoo! experisnce in
order to foster learning and improve their per-
ception of the achoal, but it seams to have had
beneficial affects for girls, too.

"In conclusion, when boys and girls were
segregated by sex daring the first three grades,
some ampects of boys' scholastic perfocmance,
such as improved. Sex segregation during
the first grades seems to have had other
beneficial effects upon boys and girls,

tended to become freed from sex role stecsotypic

limitations. Qirls in same-sex clamses were able
to amume aggremive roles, to explore, and to be
themselves. Buf when the experinments with sex
segrogation wers conducted in higher grades,
espacially in the seventh or eight grade, when
dating starts, significant differences were not
found in scholastic performance or in sax-typed
dbehaviors of boys or girls in same-sex or mixed-
sex clames.

Institutional Sexism: Textbooks,
Curriculums, Achievement Tests, and
Educational Hierarchy

The content of readers, textdooks, and other
sducational materials is another type of structural
sexism found in schools. Because of the per~
vasivenem of this type of sexism, it has been
practically impomible to find nonsexist readers,
texts, or materials (Levy & Stacey, 1973; Frasher
& Walker, 1972; DeCrow, 1972; Sadier & Frazier,
1973; Twylor, 1973; Jscklin & Mischel, 187%;
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Saaric et al, 1872; Zimet, 1972; Weitzman et al.,
1972; Grambs, 1972). This institutionalized
example of sexism is not & variable but truly &
constant. We will be able to investigate the
differential impact of sexist versus nonsexist
educational materials only after some nonsexist
readers are developed and after some student
groups have read only nonsexist readers, texts,
and other educational materials, As a matter of
Iaet, most current readers and other educational
materials not only reflect the society in terms of
sexism but even exaggerate reality by portraying
society as being more sexist than it is.

Attempts to eliminate stereotypic roles in
educational materigls are insufficient, Graebner
(1972) found that the portrayal of women's roles
his not changed in clementary texts over the last
cecgde. Fathers are still presented as the sole
providers and decisionmakers for fumilies and are
involved exclusively in traditional, stereotyped
male setivities. Mothers are depicted virtually
w ~nimously as homemakers and nurturers. On

. =are occasions when they are portrayed as
working woinen, they have r stereotyped
“feminine" occupation, Mothers are presented as
dull, ineffectusl people, almost totally pre-
occupied with housework and shopping, incapable
of solving problems, and even stupid. Other
studles have shown that the portrayal of blacks,
but not of men and women, has become less
stereotypic (Salpunas, 1973). The few changes to
texts that were made foewsed maeinly on cor-
recting sexist language and on improving the
male-female ratio of characters rather than on
correcting substantive content.

Other structural va:iables that, due to their
prevalence, have tended to be constants &re: &
sexist currieulum (Sadker & Frazfer, 1873;
Ssario et al., 1972); a sexist hidden curriculum
{Sadker & Fragier, 1973); and a male~dominated
educational hierarchy within each school, with
men most often oceupying such supervisory posi-
tions as school board member, superintendent, and
principal and with women acting as teacher,
espevially in the lower grades (Heyns, 1972). To
the extent that Title IX is implemented, we may
see more schools with a nonsexist curriculum and
& better hierarchical structure through balance of
men and women among teschers in the lower
grades and smong the administrators. Ths, the
sax ratio of the school hierarchy may become an
important structural variable,

Another type of institutional sexism is built
into achievement tests, especiaily mathematics
achievement tests, A study of eight major
achievement tests found & content blas in favor of
males. The blas did not appear to be primarily &
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function of word choice but rather a function of &
content selection that was male slanted. This
selection procedure might well account for some
of the sex differences in achievement obtained at
different levels, especially at the high school level
where girls become more aware of what
constitutes sex-appropriate behavior. Tittle
{1974) stated that diseriminatory effects, brought
about by this type of bias in achievement tests,
may exist in mathematies, a subject in whieh girls
of high school age achieve lower s~ores (Maccoby
& Jacklin, 1874). Part of this effect may be
explained by an inadvertent biss in selecting test
items. Donlon (1971) reported that the mean
difference between males and females on the
mathemsties section of the Scholastic Aptitude
Test would be at least partly reduced by a change
in test items. Tittle (1974) argued that the mean
scores might be more nearly equal if a balance
existed in the number of items that appear to
favor one sex and if the number of abstract
algebra items were increased.

Teachers’ Sex-Differentiated Behaviors

Two very important issues concerning the
role of teachers are whether or not their
behaviors are sex differentiated and in what way
sex-differentiated behaviors affect the scholastic
achievement of boys and girls. Several Inves-
tigators reported that teachers exhibit and use
mechanisms that are subtly and not-so-subtly sex
differentiated. For example, Levy and Siacey
{(1973) reported that, when teachers separate girls
and boys for seating, lining up, hanging up coats,
etc., they unwittingly call attention to sex dis-
tinctions and sex roles. The choice of monitors
also teaches sex roles: "Girls water the plants;
boys move the chairs.®

Chasen (1874) found that teachers believe
boys to be innately more aggressive and girls
innately more passive, yet they admitted being
more active in discouraging aggressive behavior in
girls than in boys, thus encouraging a self-
fulfilling prophecy. Similarly, teachers reported
that they felt boys' muscles more frequently than
girls' and told boys that they were strong more
often than they told girls; but they did not seem
to be aware that if boys are told they are strong
and girls are not, they will tend to act secord-
ingly. Teachers also reported that aggressive
behavior in the teacher-child interaction was
encouraged more in boys than in girls. Boys were
sctively encouraged to play in the block corner
more often than girls, bloek play being one way to
build strength. Boys were also encouraged to do
woodworking, while girls were encouraged to do
collage, a sedentary, passive activity.
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Only 12 percent of the teachers {requently
encouraged boys to play with dolls; 53 percent
encouraged them sometimes; and 35 percent
rarely or never did so. These responses can be
contrasted with the encouragement that teachers
gave boys to play with blocks and woodworking:
78 percent of the teachers said that they often
encouraged boys to play with blocks, and 88
percent said that they often encouraged boys to
do  woodworking. Teachers also had more
smotional resistance to letting boys play with
dolis than to letting girls play with blocks. In
general, taachars felt that there was equality of
treatment of girls and boys in the classroom, and
they resisted very much the implication that they
may have sex stereotyped boys and girls (Chasen,
1974). Of course, this perceived equality of
treatment appears to be largely a myth, analogous
to the "separate but equal” myth of racially
segregated Southern schools, where the teachers
aiso believed that there was equality.

Several studies of the sex-differentiated
behaviors of teachers corroborate the finding that
boys tend to be criticized mueh more frequently
than girls (DeGroat & Thompeon, 1949; Lippitt &
Gold, 1859) and that teachers are more likely to
use a harsh tone when criticizing boys {Spaulding,
1983; Waetjen, 1962; Jackson & Lahaderne, 1971).
However, several studies, which replicated the
teacher tendency to be more critical toward boys,
also found that the same teachers praissd boys
more than girls (Meyer & Thompson, 19568; Meyer
& Lindstrom, 1369; Jeckson & Lahaderne, 1867;
Felsenthal, 1970). Other studies have thrown
much mores light onto the meaning of these
findings. A study conducted by Lippitt and Gold
(1959), in which each child was observed by two
pecple, coneluded that teachers paid more atten-
tion to social behavior than to performance
behavior of low-status pupils compared with high-
status pupils. Evidently, whether a student had
low or high status in terms of achievement led to
differential social evaluation and response on the
part- of the teacher, as well as on the part of
clasmates.  The teachers' responses depended
even more on whether they were interacting with
a low-status girl or boy. Low-cwatus boys tended
to receive more criticism thun their high-status
clammates, dut low-status girls received more
support. Teachers were friendly slightly more
often to low-status than high-status girls, but
were neutral or unfriendly more oftan to low-
status doys (Lippitt & TJold, 1958). :

More recent deta show that socialappeoval,
or *being nice,” is an aiternative to high achieve~
ment for girls, and they tend to take this option

when they do not do well scholastically. Boys, on .

the other hand, sccording to what masouline
sterootypes dictate, tand to resct aggressively to
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scholastic failure and, thus, make themselves
doubly unacceptadle (Caplan & Kinsboume, 1874).
Girls who are low achievers but act “nice" can
still please the teacher and win her approval
because their behavior conforms with sex role
stereotypes. In fact, unles the level of the girls'
achievement is too low, they may be preferred
oyelx‘-. high-achieving and intellectually aggressive
gir

Another observation study (Brophy & Good,
1970) concluded that boys gave more correct
answers but received more criticism than girls.
The teachers criticized boys for whom they held
low expectations much more often than girls for
whon they held similar expeotations and, of
course, much more often than they criticized boys
or girls for whom they held high expectations.
Also, boys received more direct questions from
the teacher than girls and they were praised more
frequently when they gave correct answers.

The differential data concerning praise are
surprising in view of the preponderance of
eriticism directed toward boys. The data suggest
that teachers are generally more evaluative in
responding to boys and more objective in re-
sponding to girls. Boys are praised more often for
correct responses and criticized more often for
incorrect responses or failutes to
(although the latter difference is not statistically
significant). This last finding is of great impor-
tance because sex-differentisted behavior on the
part of teachers may be responsible for plaecing
boys under grester pressure to auusieve than giris.
Also, boys were found to have more intersctions
with the teacher than giris and to be
generally more salient in the teacher's perceptual
field. Teachers tended to direct more evaluative
comments toward boys, both absolutely and
relatively.

The largest and most obvious absolute
difference in evaluative comments occurred with
teacher criticlsm and disapproval, which were
directed far more frequently at boys. However,
much of this difference sppears to come in the
form of behavioral criticism and disciplinary
contacts rather than eriticms in academic
performance or work-related contacts. Among
boys, the difference appears attributable more to
frequent disruptive bdehavior, which brings
criticism upon them, rathar than to & consistent
teacher set or biss of greater criticism toward
boys than toward girls in equivalent situations
(Brophy & Good, 1870).

In another observational study, Jackson and
Lahaderne (1967) found that boys more often than
girls were actively engaged in coping with the
network of rules, regulations, and routines which
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affec’ them as students. Because of this, they
tended to have higher percentages of managerial
interchanges with their teachers. Whenever the
four teachers observed responded to instances of
clamroom misbehavior, they were almost always
reacting to & boy. If control messages are treated
as crude measures, then sixth grade boys as &
group received 8 or 10 times as many messages as
their female clamsmates. The researchers also
found that another sex difference in teacher-pupil
interaction was revealed in observed relationships
among the threes different message categories
(i.e., instructional, managerial, and control
messages). Boys, who were gctive in instructional
interchanges, tended also to be active in man-
agerisl interchanges. Those same boys tended to
receive more than their share of disciplinary
messages {rom the teacher, A similar
phenomenon was not apparent for girls. If boys
have as many brushes with teachers as the data
indicate, the teachers may find it advantageous to
sidestep as many open clashes as possible. Thus,
they sometimes might use instructional or man-
agerial messages as preventive measures for
averting harsher and more disruptive interchanges
{Jackson & Lahaderne, 1967).

An observation study (Good et al., 1973) of
seventh and eighth grade classrooms concluded
that boys were much more active and interacted
more {requently with the teachers. Boys were
asked a higher percentage of process questions,
and girls were asked a higher percentage of prod-
uct and choice questions. Although the boys
received both more positive and more negstive
contacts from teachers, peoportionstely more of
the girls' contscts were positive. Thus, even
though boys have more frequent contacts with
teachers, a given contact is more likely to be
negative for boys than for girls, The study found
that high-achieving students were treated more
favorably than low-achieving students. High-
achieving males received the most favoradble
teacher treatment; low-achieving boys had the
poorest contact pattems with teachers. Low-
achieving boys were egpecially likely to receive
high rates of teacher criticism, little teacher
feedback about their academic work, and little
opportunity to respond. Low-achieving girls aiso
had a relatively poor pattern of teacher contact,
but not nearly as poor as that of low-schieving
boys. These findings are consistent with
previously discussed trends showing boys to be
mors salient than girls in the classroom and to
receive more frequent teacher feedback as well as
more intense teacher effect. These dats, as well
as dats reviewed sariier, underline the importance
of aschievement as a differentiating factor.
Previous findings that boys received relatively
inferior teacher t{reatment may bhave been
reported bacause investigators failed to further
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divide male and female students acecording to
level of achievement.

Martin (1972) examined why teachers inter-
act with and eriticize boys much more than giris.
He found that boys who were behavior problems
interacted with teachers significantly more than
boys who were not behavior problems, and more
than girls, regardless of their classroom behavior.
The high rate of student-teacher interaction for
boys found by other investigators may be
characteristic of a8 small percentage of
problem boys. Martin (1972) also determined that
teacher criticism tends to be concentrated on s
small group of misbehaving boys rather than on
boys in general. This research agrees with
previous findings that treatment of low-achieving
boys is consistently negative.

In observing teacher-student interactions in
four pre-school programs, Biber et al. (1872)
coneluded that female teachers had more instruc-
tional contacts with girls, and that in three of the
programs girls received more positive reinforce~
ment than boys. A basie sex difference, however,
existed in the number of contacts. Teachers were
not more reinforeing of girls than of boys when
frequeney of contact was controlled. This is the
only study that shows a definite tendency for
female teachers to favor girls over boys in
classroom interactions.

in conclusion, the available evidence shows
that boys tend to have a greater amount of con-
tact with teschers than do girls. If we take into
account the findings of Jackson snd Lahademe
{1967), in which the classroom environment differs
quite markedly from student to student, it
becomes important to specify thé factors that are
crucial in determining the type of environment
that & given classroom provides for & given
student. Jackson and Lahsderne (1967) found that
some students have so little contact with the
teacher that it is as if they were in a huge class-
room with hundreds of students, while others have
such frequent individual contact with the teacher
that it is as if they were sitting in a classroom
with only & handful of students. Hence, it is
important to examine whether sex by itself, or in
interaction with other factors, plays & crucial role
in determining the kind of environment and
stimulation that ihe classroom provides for a
given boy or girl.

In examining the studies already reviewed,
we clearly see that sex is & very important vari~
able. It becomes even more meaningful to under-
standing the types of differentiasted behaviors that
teachers emit if it is combined with the degree of
boys’ or girls' achievement, or with the type of
expectations that the teachecs hold for each child,
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The pattern is striking: Low-achieving boys or
boys for whom the teachers hold low expectations
are the "worst off," probably because low-
achieving boys go against prevailing sex role
stereotypes, which dictate that they must be high
achievers and leaders, if they are to live up to the
norms of maseulinity.  Therefore, teachers
become the punishers of the sex-inappropriate
behavior exhidbited by these boys. Low-achieving
boys, as we have seen, react aggressively to their
fua’u'u {according to masculine stereotypes), thus
making themselvas even less acceptable to the
teachers. The teachers criticized these boys the
most, and they tended to become unfriendly and
punitive toward them without trying to halp or
support  them. However, teidchers' behavior
toward low-achieving girls was much more
supportive and friendly, because girls' low
achievement does not go sgsinst sex role stereo-
types and social expectations.

At the other extreme, boys who are high
schievers tend to receive the most favorable
treatment by teachers, since they live up to
masculine stereotypes. The same i3 not sxactly
true for high-achieving girls. Although teachers
must necessarily reward girls for high scholastic
achievement, they are less enthusiastic and more
ambivalent because high achisvement is not
supposed to be compatible with femininity. Some
evidence suggests that intelligent girls get poorer
grades in high schocl when they hold a con-
temporary sex role ideology than when they hold &
traditional one (Doherty & Culver, 19875).
Therefore, if one were to rate the treatment of
teachears in terms of stimulation, support, praise,
and reward, the highest ratings would go to high-
achieving boys, then to high-achieving girls, and
then to low-achieving girls. The lowest rating
would go to low-achieving boys, who represent the
*Cinderellas® of the elementary school system.

Interaction Between Students’ and
Teachers’ Sex.Differentiated Behaviors

A considerable degree of interaction exists
between teachers' and students' sex-differentiated
bahaviors; one set of behaviors tends to reinforce
the other. Before examining studies of how often
students exhibit sex~differentinted behaviors or by
what procemes students’ ssx-differentiated
behaviors influence the teachers' behaviors and
vice versa, it & {mportant to consider some evi-
dence regarding biases that observers may have
when studying the behaviors of schoolboys and
schoolgirls,

Meyer and Sobieszek (1572) showed that
obsarvers seemesd to be sensitive to what is con-
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sidered sex-appropriate o sex-inappropriate
behavior for boys and girls. This phenomenon may
explain why observational studies of dependency
showed no consistent sex differences but why
depandency ratings usually showed girls to be
more dependent than boys. The same inves-
tigators reported that: "If & child behaves in an
exuberant, uninhibited fashion on the screen, the
behsvior was more likely to be labeled sggressive
if the child was thought to be a girl than If it was
thought to be a boy. Behaviors were especially
noticed if they run counter to sex-role
stereotypes.” Therefore, regardless of whether or
not boys and girls exhibit sex—differentiated
behaviors, teachers may be more inelined to
perceive sex differences in the student's behavior,
since they expect them to exise. After all, it is
not that difficult to single out behaviors from
boys’ and girls' repertories compatible with sex
role sterectypes and to consistently reinforce
them so that the children will eventuslly most
often exhibit sex-appropriate behaviors. This
meéthodologieal caution should be kept in mind
when one examines observational data of students’
sex-differentiated behaviors, especially during
kindergarten and the first few grades. Because of
this teacher bias, questionnaire or interview
studies concerning the sax~differentiated
behaviors of girls and boys probably have little
validity. Observational studies may be more
:;ﬂ:, but are probably not devoid of observer

The available observational studies show
that, in general, boys are mueh more gctive and
interact more frequently with the teacher {Good
et &L, 1973; Srophy & Good, 1870; Martin, 1972).
That boys seem to be much more active and to
have more contacts with the teacher seems to be
accounted for by the low-achieving boys, who also
tend to be disruptive to the elassroom routine.
For example, Good et al. (1973) stated that low-
achieving boys may influence the teacher's
treatment of them through their aggressivenes,
their inattentiveness, and their open and deviant
behavior, which make teachers impatient and
punitive toward them. Martin (1872) found that,
in the case of second grade students, boys
designated as behavior problems attracted much
more attention from their teachears than girls who
were considered behavior problems. 1§t is, of
course, understandable that boys would attract
more attention from teachers when they are
behavior problems, but it is not clear why the
same pattern does not hold true for girls,
Probably, girls considered to be behavior problems
did not disrupt the classroom routine ur display
sggremivensss. Instead, they tended to exhibit
pasivity, dependency, and withdrawal (Martin,
1972). Their "deviant" behaviors followed sex role
stereotypes and tended, therefore, to be sex-
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appropriate behaviors. Becauss the girls’ behavior
followed feminine stereotypes, teachers did not
ocnsider it a prodlem (Caplan, 1974). Prodlem
boys have also been found to ask the teacher more
questions than other boys or girls. Teachers may
intaract more with these boys in order to maintain
oontrol by keeping the boys' attention focused on
their work and the teacher (Martin, 1972). Girls'
feminine indoctrination may make their dbehaviors,
sven when they are “deviant" or resctions to
scholastic failure, acceptabls to teachers.

Kiein (1971) provided some Information
oonceriing the nature of the influence that
student Dehavior las on teacher behavior.
Positive student behavior influenced the teachers
to usa positive behaviors, but negative student
bahavior elicited negative teacher behavior.
Similar data indicating a systematic relationship
betweant teacher bshavior and student behavior
bave been reported (Cody, 1968; Gordon, 1968;
Harvey ot al. 1968; Lahaderne, 19687; Morriscn,
1988). Although a oorrelation between these two
ssts of behaviors has deen shown, no evidence
exists to indicate & causal relationship. Other
studies Indicate that stu”ent behavior influences
the behavior of counselors (Bandura et al, 1989;
a & Farwell, 1966; Heller et al., 19883;

& Snyder, 1983).

Evidence points to a consideradble
interaction bstween student behavior and teacher
bahavior, but it is not clear whose behavior is the
most important, that is, whether it is initially the
teachers' sex-differentisted behaviors that
ascount for and reinforce the students’ sex-
diffecentiated behaviors, or vice versa. Good et
al. (1973) concluded that sex differences in
clamroom interaction patterns are mostly due to
students and that teachers are primarily reacting
to the sex differentials presented by boys and
girls. However, no hard evidence exists to
substantiate this hypothesis; perobably, an
interaction betwesn the two sets of behaviors
oceurs. During kindergarten and the first grades,
the teachers’ sex-differentiated behaviors and
sxpectstions may scocount mors for students’ sex-
differentiated behaviors than later on (Finn, 1872;

Rist, 1970).

Many studies have focused more on the sex-
diffsrentiated behaviors of teachers than on their
sex-dffermtiated «xpactations, valuss, and
m.'mamgummmﬁﬂmmt
: in determining the types of behaviors
that they elicit from students. After the second
grade, tsachers no Jonger have to rely only on
their expectstions, attitudes, and valuss, but must
emfront boys' and girls' clear-cut sex-dif-
foronstisted babaviors and  accomplishments,
produced in part by the tsachars’ sex-dif-
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ferentiated behaviors and expectations (Rist,
1870; Adelman, 1868; Bloom, 1971; Rinn, 1872).

What evidence eoxists on teachers' sex-
differentiated expectations and sex role
ideologies? Palardy (1968) considered the effect
of teachers' sex-differentiated expectations only
on boys' scholastic achievement in reading ability.
Whan first grade teachers balieved that boys were
far lsss successful than gicrls at learning to read,
the boys achieved lem (according to &
standardized reading test) than a comparable
grouwp of boys whose teachers believed that boys
were as succemsful as girls at learning to read
(Palardy, 1968). Finn (1972) showed that teachers
in wurban schools held sax~differentfated
expectations (that imply lower achievement for

15) in the case of white, but not blaek, children.
investigators also found that, in suburban
schools in whish most children were {rom upper
middle clam white families, teachers expected as
much from girls as from boys (Finn, 1872).- This
confirms that upper middle class women
feel more fres to achieve than women from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds.

Little researeh has been carried out on
teachers' sex role stereotypes and the extent to
which teachers' sex role ideology affects the
scholastic psrformance and achievement of boys
and girls, Chafetz (1974) reported a study of
kindergarten, first, second, and third grade
teachers in the San Antonio, Tex.,, area. A
considerable difference was found in the extent to
which teachers adhered to sex role stereotypes,
but no attempt was made to construct & acale
measuring sex role ideology. Instead, the teachers
were given a number of statements, such as
"Aggression is a biologically innate trait of males
but not females,” and were asked o indicate their
level of sgreement or dissgreement with them.
About one-third of the female teachers reported
that occasionally, if not more often, they feit
personally "compelled to act less knowledgeabdle
than they are in order to impress & man.® Two out
of three teachers agresd, at least to some extent,
with the assertion that "most women have only
themselves to blame for not doing better in life”
(Chafetz, 1974). However, this study does not
indicate whether differential adherence to tradi-
tional sex role ideclogy influences students' scho-
1astic behavior and, if 20, to what extent.

Chasen (1974) repo.ted considerable varia-
tion in teschers' adhersnce to traditional sex role
ideclogy. For example, 46 percent of the teachers
stated that boys were born more saggressive than
girls and 3§ percent mid that girls were born more

ve than Again, the study did not

te to what extent teachers who accept the
traditional sax role stereotypas about boys and

~?
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girls exhibit sex-differentiated behaviors in the
classtvom and provide sex-differentiated mes-
sages to boys and girls. Nor did the research
report to what extent teachers with a contempor-
ary sex role ideclogy treat boys and girls as
individuals rather than as members of & class, thus
allowing the children to behave independently of
sex role stereotypes. Finally, one Canadian study

(Ricks & Pyke, 1873) found that female teachess’

had the same sex role ideology as suburban house-
wives and that most of them (57 percent) did not
feel that it was a teachers responsibility to
facilitate sex role changes. Hence, teachers tend
to act as "gatekeepers" rather than as “change
agents.”

Research Gaps

A striking number of important gaps exist in
research on sex diserimination in elementsry and
secondary education. Many findings about girls as
well as about sex role socialization and sex
discrimination processes are often incidental,
since the research had focused on the scholastie

‘performance of boys. Most crucial research gaps

can currently be classified into three general

areas:

To what extent do teachers and
students adhere to traditional
sex role ideology and how much
does this adherence influence
their behavior in the classroom?
More specifically, how does the
degree of teachers' gdhersnce to
particular dimensions of the
traditional sex role ideclogy
influence what types of
behaviors they exhibit toward
boys and girls as well as the way
they treat boys and girls who
behave in & sex-appropriate or a
sex-inappropriate mannesr?
Studies should investigate these
questions and also the links that
exist between teachers’ differ-
ential adherence to traditional
sex role ideology and boys' and
girls' scholastic achievement.

What are the most important
factors in the formation of
teachers' achievement expecta-
tions? Although thes students’
gender is & very important
factor, other student charac-
teristics such as social clams,
race, ethnic status, inteiligence,
attractiveness, sand type of
personality are also salient
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factors. Sophisticated studies
are needed to determine how
these factors separately and in
combination affect teacher
expectations, Tesachers' charae-
teristics such &s sex role
ideclogy, suthoritarianism,
rigidity, conservatism, self-
confidence, activism, and degree
of upward social mobility must
be studied in conjunction with
the formation of achievement
expectations, These teacher
characteristics tap other
prejudices besides sex prejudice
and may be important in
dotermining how teachers react
to students’ characteristics as
well as the nature of the
achievement expectations they
form.

What are the modeling effeects of
teacher characteristios and
behaviors beyond the teacher's
gender?  Teachers display &
range of more or less sex-typed

behaviors and . characteristics
which probably influence
students' sex typing.

Additional research should study the pro-
cesses that teachers use to sample and reinforce
sex-appropriate behaviors in boys and girls and the
subtle or not-so-subtie processes they wse to
discourage sex-inappropriate behaviors, We need
more detailed informstion econceming the
dynamies involved in the many facets of teacher-
student interaction and the effects of this
interaction. Research should also investigate the
sex tole and achievement implications of
schoolgirls' nonconforming behaviors in  the
elassroom, when they are sex appropriate and
when they are not sex appropriate. We need to
know whether or not, under what conditions, and
to what sxtent girls who behave as boys in terms
of disrupting the class are treated the same as
prodlem boys by teachers. Also, how do high-
achieving, noncompliant, but conforming boys and
girls (& combination totally ignored in literature)
fare in terms of teacher treatment, grades, leam-
ing, and sex typing? finally, what sex-

iate behaviors in girls, under what
conditions (e.g.,, combined with what other
characteristics In these girls), are punished with
poor grades, rejection, or referral to school soeial
workers and peychologists? Under what conditions
do these behaviors benefit girls by helping them to
learn how to learn instead of merely to follow
school rules and learn the lesson?
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No study has examined the teacher's role in
influencing the level of girls' and boys' educational
awirations or occupational choices, or, in the case
of goals, thelr decisions and aspirations to work v
not to work, as well as their definitions of
success. This area is well worth investigating,
with regard to both elementary and high school
teachers. Crucial variables in such a study would
include the teachers' sex role ideoclogy, their
achisveinent aspirations, and their definitions of
success for men and women. How do these
teacher characteristics relate to girls' and boys'
sducational and occupational aspirations and
attainment?

Anothar important shortcoming of most
observational studies is that they focus on
elementary school classrooms and, to a much
lsmer extent, on high school classrooms, but never
on ocollege clasrooms. Similar processes may be
taking place at the coliege level. Observational
studies, in all the crucial arcas suggested above,
should be undertaken at the college level as well,

With the increasing assumption by women of
supervisory and administrative positions in the
educational system, and the introduction of
nonsexist textbooks and policies into the school
setting, we may be able to assess the effects of
these structural varisbles on Loys' and girls'
scholastic achievement and educational and
occupational aspirations. It is important to pin-
point school systems in which these changes have
been implemented already and to compare them
with school systems in which these changes have
not yet been implemented of have been only
partially implemented. As Title IX is imple-
mented, slowly and unevenly in different schools
and in different regions, cities, and neighborhoods,
& variety of interventions are taking place; only
some of them are carefully designed and
evaluated.' The study by Guttentag and Bray
(1978) should de & model for evaluations of
nonsexist interventions bscause of its thorough
gathering of data on students' sex role attitudes
before and after the interventions, There is a
need for a systematic examination of all nonsexist
interventions in education ( those in
some way evaluated) so that the wealth of infor-
mation about the dynamics of texchers' and
students’ sex typing and sex-differentiated
bahaviors and interactions can be tapped.

Sex Discrimination in Higher Education

Sex diserimination in higher education may
be divided into two major categoriess formal and

lpor & review of these studies, see Safilios-
Rothschild (1980),
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informal. Formal sex diserimination may be
subdivided into indirect sex discrimination and
institutional sex diserimination.

Formal Sex Diserimination

Indirect sex discrimination is diserimination
that takes place indirectly at one level of
education because sax discrimination took place
earlier in the educational procems or in other life
sectors such as the family. For example, women
are not eligible for or do not feel qualified to
pursue fields such as sclence or mathematics in
college because discrimination processes during

high school prevented them {rom acqg a solid
background in these fields (F 1866). Thus,
because a smaller percentage of girls follow the

scademic program in high school, the preclusion
of some academic options IS achieved without the
need for direct sex discrimination against girls at
the college level. Also, becausa high school
vocational counselors and parents discourage some
girls from going to college or from pursuing high-
prestige, masculine occupations, there is often no
need for direct sex discrimination in order to
exclude women from these fialds. Women have
been "put in their place” earlisr by other agents
and procemes.

Another type of indirect sex disorimination
takes place because of the lack of female faculty
members to serve as models for college women
(Ekstrom, 1872; Sells, 19873; Holmstrom &
Holmstrom, 1974; Tobias, 1971; Fox, 1874, The
scarcity of women on the faculties of schoals and
departments s due to occupational sex ds-
erimination, which in turn. indirectly becomes
educational sex discrimination. Furthermore,
because sex discrimination exists in promotion,
tenure, and pay patterns, the few women on the
faculty are most often in ths lower ranks,
untenured and underpaid—facts that tend to
accentuate the marginality of professional women
(see chapter 7).,

One important reason for women's higher
dropout rate, especially from graduate school,
seems to be the lack of female faculty models
with whom they can identify and discuss problems,
anxle and future plans (Seils, 1973; Bernard,
1984; trom & Holmstrom, 1974). As Tobias
(1971 put it, a female professor can ssy, “You
know, whan { was your age, 1 was just like you,” &
statament that can reamure the female student
that her problems and conflicts are not
exoeptional or grave. Up to now, the assumption
has been that female profemors would tend to
have more positive attitudes than male profemors
toward female students. We may find, however,
that & varisty of personality and attitudinal

.



factoes, aside from gender, will increasingly tend
to differentinte male and female profassors’
attitudes and behaviors in this area.

The lack of female faculty models,
especially in masculine fields, is a powerful factor
in diverting women from these disciplines, since
their absenoce clearly underlines the inappropriate-
ness of the field for women. This effact can be
found not only when there is no female faculty
member but alsc when there is only one token
{female faculty member (Fox, 1874).

female graduate students seem to be more
sensitive to interpersonal difficulties with faculty
members than male graduste students. Women
also seem to be more sensitive to recognition by
profesmors and to be deterred in their graduate
work by emotional strain and self-doubts. In view
of these findings, the reported blas of faculty
members toward male students can ba devastating
to women (Holmstrom & Holmstrom, 1974).

An additional example of indirect sex dis-
eriminatioi. in academia occurs becauss women
are discriminated against within the family.
According to several studles, fewer married
women than single women enroll as undargraduate
or graduate students, and married women tend to
drop out of college in larger numbars than single
or divorced women {Feldman, 1973; Lord, 1868).
Aiarriage was the reason given by 42.5 percent of
the women surveyed for not going to graduate
school (Lord, 1968). Ludeman (1981) found that
marriags during or right after high schoal
diminished even more drastically & woman'
chances of attending college, By 1877, howevaer,
women seemed to have the same chance of
attending college &s men, since 49 percent of
t=>shmen were women {(Magarreil, 1978),

women who marry while in college, or right
after graduation, and continue with their graduate
studies do s0 on & part-time basis more often than
married men (Feldman, 1873). The need to take
p stdies on a part-time basis is due to sex
discrimination within the family, where women
are amignad the major responsibility for the
howseholkd and  for  childeare. Part-time
attendance in graduate school constitutes a
disguised type of sex discrimination with serious
consequences for women. This, the visious circle
of sex discrimination is triggered. The birth of
children o & female student or even the mere
fact of pregnancy or swpected com~
pounds the degres of sex discrimination
women in various forms {Myers, 1984; Goodwin,
1968; He 1988; Shoulders, 1988). Some-
times the discrimination is thinly disguised as a

policy applying to pregnant students, not women!
At other times, it is a direct and ovest exclusion
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of mothers or future mothers from graduate
ams, fellowships, or research assistantships

Tobias, 1871; Report of the Subcommittec on the
Status of Academic Women on t ey
ﬁmgg, i570).

Women's marital status often results in their
being discriminated against on other grounds.
Becsuse women often must follow thelir husbands
wherever their job or education takes them, they
have to transfer credits from one university to
another, In the process, they lose a considerable
number of credit hours and a ot of time by having
to teke ocourses over, by having to satisfy
different sets of requirements, and by having to
reovient themselves to different academic milieus
{Pullen, 1870; Ruslink, 186§; Shoulders, 1988;
Cless, 1869). In some cases, the natura of the
move may be such that women can no longer
pursue their academic programs, because such
programs are not offered at any of the
universities within reaca. Therefore, rigid pol-
icies transfer of credits mainly dis~
eriminate against women.

Overt institutional sex diserimination takes
place not because of prejudiced persons’ actions
but because discriminatory rules and processes
have been built into the educational institution.
Probably the best illustration of overt institu-
tional sex discrimination was the automatic
exclusion of female students from men's colleges
and univeesities (and, of course, the automatic
exclusion of male studsnts from women's col-
leges). Regardies of the attitudes held by profes-
sors and administrators, the other sex was
excluded because the statutes of the unjversity
required it. Focr many years, single-sex colleges
were accepted, and whin some women started
complaining that thelr exclusion from some men's
collsges constituted sex diserimination, theijr
contention was not accepted. The courts were

brought in to decide upon the validity of their
claim. ¢ ‘

An excellen t of the legal arguments
and decisions in this\srea is provided by Shaman
{1971). The issue ustally arose as women com-
plainad that they could not sttend the most pres-
tigious school kn their State in a field such as
engineering, because it was often a men's college.
Or women complained that they could not attend
the local university because it was & mens
coliege, and could not move becxuse their
husbands attended the men's college of worked in
that town. Courts have been reluctant to
recognize sex segregation ss similar to race
segregation and to outlaw sex-based admission
?ouciu at the college and university levels
Shaman, 1871). The main counterarguments

‘7



presented to allsgations that thess policies con-
stitute sex diserimination have beens

@  Sex segregation of colleges and
universities does not constitute
sex discrimination because, in
moat ocases within the same
State, thare is a wide range of
State colleges and universities
that women can attend. This is
not a valid argumant because the
different colleges and universit-
ies vary considerably with regard
to physical facilitiss, scope of

campus
academic reputation. Even the
better womens colleges are
considared inferior to the better
men's or coeducational schools
(Shamsn, 1971). The best known
women's aschools have thad
smaller endowments, have
received a smalier share of cor-
porate contributions (Bunting,
1981), and have had more limited
facilities and smaller ranges of
courses, especially in masculine
fields. Thus, women have been
discriminated against by having
fewer high-qualliy educational
options than men (Harris, 1970).

e The theoretical possibility of
women &ttending schools else-
where in the same State is
limited by saveral factors, which
make this possibility not only
fnconveniant, but also con-
siderably moce expensive (not
being able to live st home or
having to commute 2
considerable  distance) and
stresful to women who must
choose between their marital life
and furthering their education
{Shaman, 1871; Ewald, 1871).

Whenever it could be proved to the
satiafaction that the sxclusion

|
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L'ad
was judged unconstitutiona!l when it ocould be
proved that womens exclimion {rom & mens
ocollegs imposed a stressful situation on them.
-Such a situstion was viewsd as forcing women to
ohooss between their maritul life and their
odudetion, because if they had to go elsewhere,

1
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ted colleges and
mainly because of
fears that the admission of women to maen%
collsges (and, to a lemear extant, the admission of
men o women's colleges) might lower the quality
of education offered. Of course, an unspoken-
reason was s raluctance to spoil the all-male

An official argument given for the desir-
ability of women's collages was that they allowed
women to achieve more freely without fear of
losing the men with whom they would otherwise
be competing (Jencks & Riesman, 1868). A
counterargument was that . cosducational college
environment has many advantages, such as provid-
ing the opportunity to relate to mals clamsmates
on other than a ssxual basis (Jencks & Riesman,
1868) and forcing women to find coping techniques
and to resolve any conflicts they may ve

1970% the battie was womt Fractically all single-
sex colleges and universities hed beocome
coeducational.

A different typs of sex disorintination
involves admission policies at the duste
and graduate lsvels, Some of these practices havs
been biatant, such as quotas established for
women in many ments, schools, and
universities {Cross, 1971; Phelps, 1972; MoBee &
Suddick, 1874). The existence of arbitrary sex
quotas most often discriminates against women
becsuse these quotas restrict the number of
qualified women who can be sdmitted, but allow
the admission of less qualified men (Cross, 1871).



differences, high school averages, and Scholastic
Achievement Test scores by means of separate
regression equations for each sex, the investiga-
tors found that the we of arbitrary differing cut-
off scores in a quota system was both unwarranted
and discriminatory.

Becauss higher standards have been wsed in
admitting women to college, wonen with
relatively low grades have been much less likely
to attend college than men with equally low
grades {(Werts, 1988). Medium-ability and
especially high-ebility girls have bdeen less
diseriminated against, but low-ability girls have
not had much of & chance {Walster et al., 1371).
At the graduate level and in professional schools,
women who were admitted had a higher under-
graduate grade point average than men (Hunter,
1867}, An unaqual rejection rate was also found
for men and women decause sach sex was judged
separately {Ekstrom, 1972). The current trend for
first-year coliege students to include almost an
equsl percentage of men and women suggests that
sonie of these diseriminatory admissions policies
may no longer be in effect.

Solmon (1874) showed that, aithough women
have generally been discriminated against by the
formal admissions policies of most departments
and schools, the degree of discrimination sgainst
thers hes been much greater in prestigious uni-
versities. When there s an abundance of highly
qualified applicants, me: are clearly preferred by
the top schools (Solmon, 1974). (The drop in
college enroliments in the sarly 1870's may have
resulted in qualified women heing considered in
larger numbers than previously. In fact, in the
iate 1970% women account for slmost all §3
percent of the growth in undergraduate en-
roliment.) Medium-tange universities favor
qualified women, those who except for diserimina-
tion would have been admitted to the top schools,
while low-lsvel colisges and universities, which
are forced to consider female applicants (since
good mals applicants have besn velected by higher
leval universities), tend to favor women less,
peobably because many of the female applicants
have low ability. These women are, therefore,
doubly discriminated againat (Solmon, 1974).

Finally, in some wiversities, in some fields,
and for some types of financial sid, sex diserimi-
nation policies are prevalent. With the exception
of professional fialds, women constitute a larger
share of {ellowship recipients than of ap?um
pomsibly because only top women apply (Selmon,
1974). Some types of fellowships and scholarships
have been availadle only to men, such as athletic

and Government support through the
Army and Navy Reserve Officars' Training Corps
(Exstrom, 1972). Since the passage of Title IX in
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education and since women's integration into
ROTC, NROTC, and the military academies, this
overt institutional sex diserimination in financlal
aid has probably been eliminated. At the national
lavel, the average financial award of any kind is
much higher for men than for women (Haven &
Horch, 1872). A smaller proportion of women hold
part-time jobs while they are students,

as research assistants to (predominantly male)
faculty members (Solmon, 1974). That female
graduate students have fewer ties than
men to be involved in faculty research projects is
discriminatory, not only because this of
financial aid is not equally available to them but
also because they are cut off from = _most
valuable ressarch experience. In some fields,
women are appointed as teaching assistants less
often than men because of a reiuctance to have
women tesch male students (Solmon, 1874). In
some cases, university policy has disqualified
pregnant women from holding a research asaist-
antship. This type of overt sex discrimination has
been practically eliminated.

In many cases, fellowships were not granted
to female students whose husbands earmed an
adequate income. The latter policy compounded
the problems of middle-class and upper middle
class married women who attended graduate
school despite grudging husbands, who resented
the loss of comfort a housewife provides and who
had to pay not only for childcare {or & house-
keeper) but also for the wife's tuition. This polley
would not have been discriminatory if it had been
applied equally to men. But men are granted
fellowships regardles of the incoms level of their
working wives (and at least some of tham have
professional wives). It is not known whether the
type of sex discrimination has been eliminated.

Certain trends are revealed when the above
evidence concerning admissions and financial aid
policies for women is examined in relation to
women's college attendance probabilities by soclo-
economic status and ability. Women's chances of
attending college are determined by a
combination of their social class background
their ability.
have the sams chance as men
high scholastic ability (A~ grade average in high
school); women of high socioceconomic status have
the same chance as men even if they have
medium-high scholastic ability ("B* grade
sverage). Only when women drop below
ability level are their chances Jower than those of
men (Werts, 1968). Thus, -women of low socio-
economic status and medium or low ability are the
most dircriminated against in terms of college -
attendance, partly because of lsss parental en-
couragement and psychological and fisancial

g
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dre same women who, if they make it to

have less chance of obtaining
other financial aid. We do not know
trand was modified with the of

colisge enroliment in the late 1970'.

Disguised institutional sex discrimination
refers to policies that do not appear to discrimi-
nats against women because they refer to a "uni-
versalistio® critecion, such as age, full-time
status, residency requirements, or rules about
transferring credits, Al these criterls, though
apparently unrelated to the student's gender, are
in fact related to it. Because of prevailing sex
role stersotypes and sex discrimination in the
familial milisy, significantly more female
students {especially at the graduate school level)
than male students are 35 years or older; attend
college on a part-time basis; have to transfer
several times bacause of their spouses' moves; and
-need more time to complete the requirements for
a dagree. The existence of a more or les formal
age limit of 35 years for admission to many
universities constitutes a disguised form of sex
discrimination because many more women than
men to coliege, especially to graduate
school, after that age (Lyon, 1964; Randolph,
1965; Blackwall, 1863). Similarly, some types of
financial aid {e.g., some are seldom or
never available to older students (Hunter, 18987).
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The requirement of full-time study in most
graduate programs and professional schools,
ostansibly & universal rule, hits female students
much harder than male students (Hembirough,
1968; Cless, 1969; Bunting et al., 1870; Riesman,
1985; Myers, 1964). Because of this rule, many
women cannot become physicians or lawyers,
cannot qualify for Ph. D. programs, or have to
postpone these plans, at least until their family

ties permit them to pursue full-time
study—at which time they are often diseriminated
against decause of their age. Even if they are
admitted on a part-time basis, women are dis-
criminated against because often part-time
students do not qualify for internships,
fellowships, scholarships, and other types of
financial aid (Kayden, 1870; Exstrom, 1973).

Finally, aithough rules about tr

oredits or aocepting transfer students apply to all
students, they discriminate women
because women sre predominantly affected by
them (Pullen, 1870; Ruslink, 1969; Shoulders,
1988; Clesms, 1969). Similarly, rules sbout time
requiremants often diseriminate against women
becauss of their subordinate and overburdened
position within the family (Exstrom, 1973).

Q

partly becasuse of admission policies,
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Informal Sex Diserimination

This type of sex discrimination results from
the prejudiced attitudes of individual professors
and administrators who may diseriminate on the
basis of gender subtly ar overtly, not because they
are obliged to do so by institutional rules and
policies but because of their own values and
beliefs. As a matter of fact, their behavior may
sometimes be in clsar contradiction to the official
philosophy and peinciples of the university.
Probably, as more male and female sdministratoes
and professors free thamselves of sex role stereo-
types, informal sex discrimination will become
less common.

Because most types of informal sex dis-
erimination are subtle and frequent, if not every-
day, occurrences, they can be stressful and ir-
ritating and even dive a woman out of &
professional or masculine field or out of a Fh. D.
program. Very often, male faculty attitudes
translate into “severe harassment
and intimidation”™ or humiliation for female
students {(Beckman, 1970; Campbell, 1873)
Women are belittled (Beckman, 1970); ignored,
even when they reprasant 25 percent of the
student body; spotlighted with irony, amusement,
or anger; stereotyped; or rejected as intellectual
beings (Campbell, 1873).

A pilot study conducted at Berkeley (Sells,
1873) showed how effective these more subtle and
informal sex discrimination practices can be.
They seem to constitute the underlying reason for
women dropping out of graduste school in higher

ions than men. The study showed that
female graduate students reported significantly
less often than men that they were treated as
eolh;ogtu:a h: m:m« by their professors in
the w psychology, anthropology,
the blological scisnces, sociology, history, English,
and mathematics. The difference was not signifi-
cant in chemistry and physics (Sells, 1973). In
those fields, sex discrimination may be balanced
by the fact that some of the women are more
outstanding than most of the men so that
profemors Invest time and energy in them despite
the fsct that they are women. While the
differences in the sarly yours were not significant
(Sells, 1973), many more female than male
students (n the advanced years of graduate school
{fourth year o morse) reported that they wers not
taken seriously by their profemors. The clser
women come to scademic sccomplishments that
enable them to compete with men, the more they
receive informal sex discrimination aimed at

discouraging and belittling them.

Thus, femals students are not encouraged,
guided, and adopted as proteges by predominantly
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male facuity as male students are {(Randolph,
1985). They are subjected to a muiltitude of
negative attitudes of different types and inten-
sities. Of ocourse, sometimes the sponsorship
system crosses sex lines (Husbands, 1872), but
then it is often mixed with other motives, such as
explicit or latent sexual attraction. Cross-sex
intellectual relationships may not be as chal-
lenging as same-sex ones because of potential
saxual attraction and becauss of the danger of
behaving according to sex role stereotypes, which
would destroy the profemional relationship
{Husbands, 1972).

Informal sex discrimination techniques are

s
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probably more prevalent within masculine fields,
where women still constitute a relstively small
minority, rather than within the graduate
programs of feminine or *neutral” fields o within
feminine professional schools (e.g.,, nursing and
occupational and physical therapy). There are
exceptions, but not enough systematic ressarch is
available for us to make clear distinctions. Nor
do we know the “tipping point® (in terms of the
percentage of female students) after which
professors no longer diseriminate against womel.
Ressarch on these matters would provide impor-
tant information as to the appropriate mix of
male and femals students necesary for the
elimination of informal sex discrimination.
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7. OCCUPATIONAL SEX DISCRIMINATION

The literature on occupational sex diserimi=-
nation can be deseribed in & similar to
the one appropriate to sex discrimination in higher
education. In addition, the distinction detween
accems sex discrimination and treatment sex
discrimination is useful (Terborg & Ngen, 1974;
Lavitin et al., 1971)

Overt Institutional Sex Discrimination

There is no need to specifically document
that women have been overtly and consistently
sxcluded from the most estigious, highest
paying, masculine occupations, Until recently,
the religions and military occupations were closed
to women, regardless of the idiosyneratic
prejudices of employers. And now that women
have been admitted to military academiss, they
are still barred from combat as well as from
serving aboard ships and are, therefore, cut off
from the important upward mobility avenues.
Antinepotism rules have served the same function
in academis and industry, although this type of
inatitutional policy is thinly disguised as &
universalistic rule (Simon & Rosenthal, 1887;
Women have, thus, been
affectively excluded from academic positions and
a variety of professional and industrial positions

While limited access to women was institu-
tionalized in other masculine prestigioms occupa~
tions, there was usuaily room for exceptions when
the woman was outstanding, unusually

persevering, or a personal scquaintance of the

smployment gateikeeper, or when the gatekeeper
was not prejudiced against womsn and was willing
to put his baliefs into action. For example; &
deans, chairmen, and {aculty mambers
wmﬁoﬂmﬂﬂ&ml
chosen; w woman

clearly superior was she offsred the job
Mmpeon, 1870), Similar findings were reported
peychology in which

the level at which a Ph. D.
would be offerad a position depended at least as
on the person’s sex a8 on the person's

ents (Fidell, 1970} A similar
type of sex discrimination in the simulated hiring

:

i
&
g
¥

|
E

and treatment practices of bank supervisors was
recently reported (Rosen & Jerdee, 1974). Unless
denial of access to women is entirely
institutionalized, their actual chances of access
depend mainly upon their own level of ability and
the degree to which gatekeepers adhere to sex
role stereotypes regarding womsn's work interest,
continuity, and potential. Therefors, the relevant
research findings fall in the category of informal
occupatinnal sex diserimination.

The available evidence indicates that, on the
average, women are consistently offered lower
salaries than men, regardiess of their quali-
fioations (Terborg & ligen, 1574). Because no data
exist relating the magnitude of discrepancy
between beginning salaries of men and women
with the employer's {(or personnel manager's) sex
role ideclogy, we cannot determine the extent to
which this type of discrimination {s institution-
alized as an explicit policy or depends upon the
gatekeepers' prejudiced beliefs. Of course, this
economic diserimination may often be due to
indirect or disguised sex diserimination, due to
women emplovess' older age, type of recom-
mendations (not from important, influential
Mpeﬁan). of graduation from less prestigious

Once women have been hired, treatment sex
diserimination tends {o become more overt and
clearcut the more women perf orm well and aspire
to top decisionmaking and policy positions (Miller
et al,, 1974). Women have often been openly
bypassed for promotions that would place them in
supervisory positions over men, despite the fact
that they were the most qualifisad for these
roomom, simply becauss thsy were women
MeCune, 1970; Kashket ot al., 1874), and it has
been wall documented that there are few fomale
full professors, deans, provosts, or presidents in
academia (Safilics-Rothechild, 1974).  Again,
despite a considerable degree of overtness in the
institutionalization of the denial of promotion to
women, mueh of the discrimination is in faot
indirect or 50 that organisations tan
appesr to be fair toward women.

Up to ncx we have been discussing what

happens to women in masculine fields, In
feminine fields, thers is no occugitional sccess
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sex diserimination, but the findings on treatment
sex discrimination show that it varies with the
percentage of men in the predominantly feminine
field. Thus, a study of librarians showed that
secording to the percentage of men in the
diffarent subspecisities, women could be
promoted to high positions. Only in subspecialties
such as school Ubrariarship, in which only §
pefcent are men, could women get promoted to
top leadership positions and have power. In
subspeciaities such as academic lbrarianshif, in
which one-third are men, this minority of men
controls all the top . ~sitions of power in the field
(Kronus & Grimm, .373). Similer trends have
been reporiad for social work and teaching, in
which the minority of men has the leadarship and
the power (Lyon & Saario, 1973),

Indirect Iastitutional Sex Discrimination

Under this category is included discrimina-
tion based on womeny education, type of profes-
sional scquaintance and zupport network, part-
time employment status, publication record,
work-related experience, and skills, factors
indirectly influenced by their gender and the

te sex roles. With regar ) to sccess sex
imination, women are often discriminated
against because have not graduated from the
top schools, which we have seen) are the ones
that discriminste most against women. Or they
&re discriminated aguinst becsuse they are not
usually the proteges of influential male professors
who, the informa! communication net-
work, secure the best jobs lur their favored stu-
dents (Epetein, 1870). Or irey are discriminated
against because they dic .ot get the opportunity
in graduate school to <o ressarch with a creative
professor that would lead to significant research
interests and as wcll as publications
(Solmon, 1973, 1974). Like blacks, women exper-
isnce considerable educational discrimination at
tire college leval, the results »f which can be used
to discriminate against tham within the

tional setting without refer..«: %o thelr minority

status. Educational diseriraiation has placed
them in a disadvan position that can be
claimad to warrant differential treatment in the
occupational context.

because women are discriminated
against within the family and burdenad with all
household and childeare responsbilitie.. they
often can work only part time or must take time
off {sspecially when the children are small) and
sacrifice time th-¢ could be used to write articles
and books or «wply for research money. Thus,
their subordinate position in the family puts them
in & disadvantaged position in the world of work,
sinoe employers. can use their lower produoctivity
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or part-time status as a legitimate reason for
lower salary and indefinite delay in promotion.
Furthermore, women's geographic mobility has
been drastically restricted because they had to
stay where their husband's job was located. Thus
women could not acesit better job offers in other
loeations, nor could they use such offers in order
to improve their status (Dinerman, 1871). A study
of women microbiologists showed that little has
changed recently (Kashket et al, 1974k 83
percent of the women doctorates answered that
they would be willing to move only if thelr
husband could find a satisfactory position in the
saive location before moving, but only 20 percent
of the men made such c nditions for their wives'
employment.

A snowball effect seems to be operating
with regard to treatment sex discrimination.
Because women are hired at lower salary levels
than men, and because they are given less chance
to gain experience in challenging, responsible
assignments (Terborg & Igen, 1874; Kay, 1972)
and to participate in management training (Rosen
& Jerdee, 1974), they often do not have the
chance to develop the qualifications and skills
required for promotion to top management
positions. In the professions, because women are

not invited to present papers {Yokopenic et al.,

1974), to write chapters in influential books, to
become visiting lecturers, to serve on review and
editorial boards (Kashket et al., 1874), or to
belong to powerful male ecliques that make
decisions about the distribution of "goodies"
(Epstein, 1870; Dinerman, 1871}, they do not have
the same chances as men to become visihle, well
known, and prostigious. Hence, they can then be
"objectively" diseriminated against in terms of
raises, promotions, and other occupational
rewards,

in general, when women are not altogether
excluded from occupations on the basis of institu-
tional policies, other types of informal and insti-
tutional sex diserimination sesm to come into
play. In general, the more there is of one type of
discrimination, the more there is of the other
since the consequences of one type of sex
erimination serve as the basis and the legitimation
for the other.

Disguised Institutional Sex Discrimination

A -1y basie type of disguised occupativnal
sex discrimination is the sex segregation of
occupations into masculine and feminine and the
sex segregation of subspeciaities within each
occupation, The existing sex segregation of
occupations  constitutes sex  discrimination
because occupations labeled “feminine" are low
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status, low-pay, auxiliary occupations; the same
halds true for subspecialties labeled feminine,
even within masculine, prestigious occupations
(Epstein, 1870; Safilics-Rothschild, 1974). The
*feminine™ label is rationalized in terms of the
nmriurant nature of these tions—compatibie
with women's *nature” and their alleged flexibility
in that they can easily go in and out of these jobs
without much penalty (Coser & Rokoff, 1871).
Because  vocational  counselors, teachers,
professors, parents, and employers steer women
toward these low-pay and low-prestige “feminine”
ocoupations or subspecialties, women are
discriminated against by becoming cut off {rom
the more prestigious and financially rewarding
fields. Furthermore, even when trained similarly
to men, women are often hired or relegated to
more routine, supportive, auxiliary positions in
which they can help men achieve (Lipman-Blumen,
1978). This happens more often in the esse of
nonspecialized training (e.g., 8 bachelor's degree
in liberal arts or English), but it has been reported
even in the case of women lawyers (Epstein,
1974). In addition, in many occupational settings
separate work classifications are used for men and
women in designating essentially the same type of
work; these classifications allow employers to
diseriminate against women in terms of salary and
advancement possibilities (Landsu & Dunahoo,
1971). Two well-known cases are the distinction
between cleaning women and janitors and botween
stewardesses and bursars,

One study of graduate and undergraduate
students in management showed that when asked
about the most important qualifications of men
and women spplicants for & white-collar job, their
sex role stereotypes conditioned them to perceive
the woman as an applicant for a clerical job and
the man as an applicant for an administrative
management position. And this occurred despite
the fact that the question posed to them indicated
the same qualifications and job aspirations for the
man and the womasn (Cecil et al., 1973). Thus, the
institutionalized departmentalization of jobs and

-~ -positions may  lead - personnel  managers and

employers to diseriminate against womer
regardless of their sex role ideclogy, because
some positions are traditionally held by women
and others by men,

Other types of Jdisguised sex disorimination
may occur on the basis of the universalistic
criteria of age, parental status, pregnancy,
physical waskness, and inability to {ift weight, all
of which have been used in diseriminating against
womenl. Whenever occupations have age ceilings
for entry or practice, women are hit much harder
since, as we have seen, they often enter
occtpations later thap men or want to return to
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them after having had to discontinue working to
take care of young children.

Parental status {namely, having pre-sce*ool
children) in combination with sex status {being a
woman) has also been used to discharge women
from jobs. The courts did not consider this type
of practice az constituting sex discrimination
(Landau & Dunahoo, 1971). The same held true
for the use of pregnancy to discharge or to not
hire pregnant women in a variety of jobs, from
research assistants to sslesladies to secretaries.
The argument was made that it was the pregnant
status and not gender that necessitated these
decisions! {(Landau & Dunahoo, 1871). In recent
years, however, courts have reversed their
position in these issues, and it has been
established as sex diserimination in the legal
sense,

" nother type of disguised sex diserimination
is the one based on women's limitations in physical
endurance and inability to lift heavy weight; it has
excluded women from a number of jobs and
occupations, regardless of their individual ability
to perform the tasks involved in these jobs
(McKelvey, 1971). Work arbitrators have upheld
such occupationsl restrictions as valid, although in
recent years some arbitrators and court decisions
have judged them as sex diseriminatory,
concluding that decisions concerning the
appropriateness of jobs should be made on an
individual basis (McKelvey, 1971).

Finally, jc... that require extensive travel,
geographic reloca..ons, long hours, some degree of
danger, and/or occasional abusive language have
been restricted to men, because women &8s s class
were considered unable to handle them due to
their familial responsidilities as well as their
"helpless,” dependent nature (McKelvey, 1871).
Thus, traveling salespersons' jobs and some
newspaper jobs, such as night reporters,
photographers, or crime reporters, have been
unavailable o0 women (Lublin, 1872).

Informal Occupational Sex
Discrimination

The degree to which employment

" gatekeepers adhere to sex role stereotypes is of
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erucial importance in determining whether and at
what level women can enter male~dominated
occupations as well as what their ehances sre for
promotion and advancement. Several studies have
shown that employers, managers, or mansgement
students hold stereotypic views of women (Bass st
al,, 187%; Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Gilmer, 1981
Hagen & Kahn, 1974; Terborg & Ifigen, 1874;
Schein, 1873; Bryce, 1970). One study of 174 male

& d



managers working full time and taking courses in
the Graduate Schoo! of Management showed that
most of them had negative sterectypes regarding
women and their relationship to work (Bass et al.,
1871). They felt that rules of etiquette and
poliiensss define the interaction betwesn the
sexes in public—this deference possibly interfering
in work interactions, They did not feel that
women make good supervisors because men and
women would feel uncomfortable with & woman
supervisor, and they feit that women wers not ss
dependable as men due fo their biclogical and
personal characteristics, It is important to note
that managers who had had women as subordinates
or peers tended to have the most negative
stereotypes sbout women workers, in the former
case possibly because of - the low work
commitment of women {and men) in low-atatus
jobs and in the latter case, probably becsuse
women peers threatened them (Bass et al,, 1971).

A study of bank supervisors showed that:

) They have less confidence in the
ability of a female supervisor
than a male supervisor to
appraise the seriousness of a
performance groblem.

° They relied much more on sex
rcle stereotypes in the case of
amb administrative deci-
sions lacking clearcut axd
estahlished procedural rules,
such as when male empioyees
behaved in & nonstereotyped
mannar by asking lesve to take
care of small children or by
asking for leave without pay
{Rosen & Jerdee, 1974),

Similarly, Gilmer (1861) found that 85 percent of
maie ers believed that women would be
inferior to men in supetvisory jobs, are more
neurotic, have a higher absenteeism rate, and

genacal, the available studies regarding gate-
keepers' sex role stersotypes indicate, as Terborg
and ligen (1574) have concluded, that according to
the bellefs held, men are more independent,
:iheun, and competitive, and therefore better

ted for managerial and top scientific positions,
whils women, being passive, desendent,
emotiona!, and nurturant, are less well suited for
responsible positions in business.

Civen these stereotypic views of working
women on the part of managers, supervisors, and
employers, women are not promoted even when
they pecform well because:

. The criteria for what constitutes
a succsssful performance are not
always clear cut and precise.
Within this context of vagueness

and ambiguity, sex rale
stersotypes can distort the
' perception of

women's level of performance
and belittle it in comparison to
men's performance (Terborg &
figen, 1974).

] Even when supervisors perceive
that women's performance (s
very good, due to stersotypi:
beliefs, it Iz attributed to luck
(Terborg & Ilgen, 1874). The
repetition of successful perform-
ance over a considerable time
period may convince supervisors
thsst )it is due to ability (Kelley,
19687

] Supervisors and employers, due
to stereotypic beliefs about
working women, tend to have
jower expectations of womaen.
They do not identify them as
competent and superior to others
and worthy of being and
helped to develop their adilities
and advance. Thus, women are
not assigned challenging and
demanding duties that give them
more experience and more self-
confidence so that they can
handle difficult tasks. They may
expect less of themselves,
esventually even resulting in a
lower performance feve:
(l’ggat;ers & Tigen, 1974; Epstein,

1t has been found that within the
occupational setting, men are faced with
impersonal rules and regulations, while women are
more often r
particular to their relationship with &' male doss.
Similarly, organizational rewands offered women
are often in accord with sex role stereotypes (such
as little presants or being taken out for lunch)
rather than more substantial and i
rewards (Acker & Van Houten, 1974). Both
aspects of sex~differentiated treatment ars
diseriminatory because they imply that women are
not treated objectively in terms of their
performance and are not objectively and
commaensirately rewarded. instead, thaeir
avaluation and rewards are determined on the
basis of idiosyneratic and unstable oriteria which
fluctuate unpredictadly and require a commitment
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beyond the formal and Impersonal work
commitment. This fact tends to intensify the
vaguenass and ambiguity inherent in the criteria
for judging the quality of work performance and
to st: 35 sex-differentiated criteria in judging
men and wonmen,

Becawse women are caught in such per~
sonalizad work relationships, the approval, friend-
ship, and support of supervisors become more
important to them than to men. Thus, approval In
the work setting s important to women because
of both structural factors and thelr socialization
experiencas which have conditioned them to nead
the approval of significant others. That is why the
"eold war® techniques used by men when woemen
are successful and ambitious are often effective.
One study reports, for example, that while a
competent woman will be granted the appropriate
status, she will no longer be liked and will be more
likely to lose her job than an equally competent
man. Men, and to & lesser extent women, punish
high-performing women with rejection. The
study, furthermore, showed that men did not like
women in competitive contexts, regardless of
their level of competence, although a high degree
of compatence aggravated their dislike. Since
men almost always make decisions asbout
promotions, tenure, or who must be let go in case
of retrenchments, and since "disliking” fs an
important and relevant factor in these decisions,
women are often informally but substantially
discriminated against (Hagen & Kahn, 1974).

Similar findings were reported by another

study, which indicates that the more women
improve their position in an organization {in terms
of rank, expertise, or authority), the more they
tend fo lose the friendship and respect of their
colleagues as well as influence and sccess to
information (Milier et al,, 1974). Thus, it seems
that high-status women are targets of greater
informal discrimination, a fact that may tend to
dampen the ambition and the willingness of
© women to work hird, since the resuit has both
~~-pleasant and.
1974; Hagen & Kaun, 1974). The "cold war" may
be ralatively effective even in the case of women
who have a more contemporary sex role ideology
axt do not place undue value on being liked, It
seems that women who manage to reach high-
status positions are long-distance runners who
must endire loneliness and rejectinn from
adolescence throughout their lives,

Another type of informal diserimination
directed toward women s linked to their degree
of physical attractiveness, since women have been
viowed, as Prather (1971) points out, sither as
"servanis® or us "sex objects.” Becauss there is &
steceotype th~¢ in the case of woman *beauty and

Q

- olements {Miler ot al,,
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brains do not mix," besutiful women who achieve
occupationally are not taken seriously. It is
assumed that they "slept their way through" with
key men (Prather, 1971; Smith, 1872). On the
<ther hand, unsttractive women are assumed to
have entered masculine fields or to be
achieving because they are compensating for their
inadequate affective and sexual life (Prathar,
1871; Smith, 1972; Campbell, 1988). Hence,
attractive women are more discriminated against,
especially when they are high achievers competing
with men, They may not be hired, or they may
not be chosen as assistants and proteges by super-
visors and managers, Hence, they may be
bypassed for later promotions because males do
not want to have their behavior and motives
questioned by colleagues and wives (Tobias, 1871).
Or their exclusion from some jobs may be due to
the fact that men wish to avoid the doubly
disruptive effect that an attractive woman can
have in an all-male work context. Furthermore,
attractive and successful women are more of a
threat to men than unattractive, successful
women, probably because men are afraid that the
former could subordinate them both affectively
and oecupationally.

But women workers are slso diseriminated
against because of their image as "servants,”
which implies the myth that women will work for
very little money or gratis as volunteers
(especially when they like the employer or the
work ) and that they are best suited for nurturant
oceupations through which they can help other
people. This myth follows women even after they
have reached top positions, where they may still
encounter expectations to fulfill these types of
roles (Prather, 1971), For example, women
professionals, much more often than men in
similar positions, are expected to volunteer their
time and services at no pay for a variety of
worthy causes,

Another type of informal sex diserimination
that takes place within the occupational context

is the faet that even when women are promoted to

su positions, they are usually not granted
sufficient autonomy and remain “under the thumbd®

. of their male supervisors. Their lack of autonomy

and decisfonmaking is sizable ({in itself and
relative to that held by men in same-level
positions) and they sre aware that their power Is
limited {Chernik and Phelan, 1974; Athanassiades,
1874). Their subordinates are also aware of their
limited power and do not view them as their real
supervisors {Hansen, 1874). Thus, it seems that
even when women are promoted, they are never
entrusted with the same autonomy and power as
men. In this way, their imags and position sre
underminad, since it is clear that they do not
really count,
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Yet another type of informal sex diserimina-
tion, little researched and discussed, refers to
women's attractiveness, a characteristic which
has been largely irrelevant when men are hired or
pomoted. In the case of women, however, their
attractiveness enhanced, if not determined, their
chances to be hired, especially in sauxiliary and/or
*decorative”™ occupations such as secretlaries,
receptionists, salesladies, waitressas, steward-
ssses, or assistants. In this way, working women
in these jobs were fulfilling not only a serving role
but ;ko 2 "sex object” role (Safilios-Rothsehild,
1978).

Having examined the different types of
occupational sex diserimination and having
coneluded that the estent and consequences of
this discrimination are considerable, the
impoetant question is:  To what extent are
working women aware of discrimination? The
results from different studies vary, since they
{nelude different populations of women and do not
control for male or female-dominated
occupations or for the type of sex role ideology
held by these women, Besieally, two important
factors shape their experiences and their
perceptions. One study of 183 Barnard College
slumnse, half of whom were teachers, showed
that over two-thirds of them were aware of sex
discrimination. Half of all these women felt that
they had experienced it personally. There were
important variati.ns, however. More women in
professional occupations (other than teaching)
were aware of sex discrimination than teachers;
more women with high than with low salaries and
nore single then married women were aware of
and were exposad to sex discrimination (Gould &
Pagano, 1972). Thus, the evidence shows that
women in masculine and high-paying positions are
more aware of sex diserimination, partly because
they sxperience more of it.

A study of women in managerial positions
showed that they are also aware of sex
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diserimination, since they perceive that they have
less authority, less decisionmsking power, less
autonomy, and less freedom to disagree with their
suparjors. Their male and female subordinates
were also in agreement that there is
diserimination against women in business and
government organizations (Athanassiades, 1874),
A study of newspaper women showad that only
haif of them believed that they would be
diseriminated against in promotions, and over half
of newspapermen agreed with them (Lublin, 1872).
This lower degree of reported awareness is most
probably due to the narrow specification of sex
diserimination only in terms of promotion. A
small percentage {15 percent) of academic women
also reported that antinepotism had hurt their
careers (Simon et al,, 1966), but that does not
imply that all academic women are not aware of
the sex discrimination involved in antinepotism or
in many other types of sex discrimination in
academia.

Another study of a national probability
sample of persons living in households, 16 years
old or older and working for pay 20 hours a week
or more, included 351 women and 685 men
employed full time and on & regular basis (Levitin
et al.,, 1871). This study examined the extent of
objective and perceived discrimination and
reported that while 85 percent of women were
financially discriminated against (the
discrimination being much more s:rious In the
case of high-status and white-collar occupations),
only 7.8 percent of them feit that they were

discriminated against on their jobvi  The authors
explain this large discrepancy in - the fact
that women use other women rat 1enas 8
reference group, partly because . - st know

what men are paid and el ey may
not have overcome their socislizaton into the
inferior sex status and feel uneasy about
comparing themselves with men (Levitin et al,,
1971). Thus, it is more difficult for them to
perceive the extent of sex discrimination.
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8. THE CASE OF BLACK WOMEN:
RACE AND SEX DISCRIMINATION

Two important issues often raised are
whether the double-tninocity status of hlack
women js an advantage or a dissdvantage, and
whether sex causes more discrimination than race.
Some authors, such as Epatein (1973) and Boek
(1588}, note that the professional status of black
women in traditionslly “masculine” professions
mchnhwmdmadieimhhlgh,mmtlhigher
percentage of black women than diack men are in
these professions. Other suthors have shown,
however, that neither the overall position of blask
women workers nor the income level of black
female professionals is better than that of black
maen, white man, or white women (Almquist, 1974;
Featherman, 1974; Scott, 1873).

Almquist (1874) notes that although more
black women than black men are professionals and
biack women stay in school than black men,
a large number of black female professionals are
nrses and teachers. These occupations tradi-
tioaally are resarved for females, and the wages
are equivalent to those of some male blue-coliar
workers. Using U8 census and labor data to
compare black males and females in professions
that are not traditionally female dominated and
low paying, Almquist eliminated nurses,

ticians, therapists, and teachers below college

g

reduced the number of biack female professional

norkm from 11.3 percent to 3.89 percent.

haa occupations from the black

group reduced professional

workars only !rom 5.88 percent to 4.43 percent.

This, exoept for nurses and teachers {(whose
professional -

are craftworkers and supervisors. Furthermore,
craftworkers and even male operatives carn much
more than f{emale clerical workers.  Black
professional women as a group earn only $17 more
per 5&:&‘ than black male craftworkers (Almguist,
1874).

it seems, therefore, that females, regardless

of race, are discriminated against. Havens (1972)

found that, ac tc 1963 U.S. census data,

the median salary for the most remunerative

occupational category for all professional women

with the median income of male

laborers, who ranked seventh (least remunerative
category) for men.

Examination of median earnings for all
occupations reveals major discrepancies between
males and females. Females are underrepresented
in the highest paying jobs of each occupational
category. In the professions, women are under~
represented among physicians, surgeons, dentists,
lawyers, and architects and overrepresented in the
Iowest paid strata of social workers, elsmentary
school teachers, librarians, nurses, and medical
and dentel technicians, Furthermore, women in
three dlue-collar categories had higher median
earnings than women in the sales category.
Median earnings in the 1980 census, ranked by
categories, showed a major discrepancy between
male and female earnings in sales; this category
was ranked only seventh for femsales but fourth
for males (Havens, 1972). As noted in chapter 7,
the situstion changed littie during 1970,

- Given that dlack femalss are diseriminated

against on the basis of sex, it is important to note
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one surprising sxception: becter educated black
women have an advantage over better educated
white women. Using 1870 census data, Sorkin
(1972} found that among women with 18 years or
more of edncation, nonwhites (82 percent of whom
were black) had a meadian income of $7,744,
whersas white women with equivalent levels of
education had a median income o1 only $5,995.

Sorkin also noted that in 1970 the average
salary of nonwhite female elementary and sacond-
ary schocl teachers (the highest peofes-
sional occupation employing Iarge numbers of
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women) was §$7,311, whereas white female ele-
mentary and sscondary school teachers had s
median income of $5,802. Sorkin ascribed this
difference not to the intermittent employment
patterns of white women versus full-time empioy-
ment patterns of bdlack women (as noted by
Moynihan), but to lower mobility rates of
poawhite college graduates, who sre more likely
to remain with one employer and therefore earn
higher incomes because of seniority. Although
black women are discriminated against on the
basis of sex, the second minority status (race) of
well-educated black women tends to diminish
income differences. Thus, there is less economic
discrimination agsinst relatively well-educsated
nonwhite women than.agsinst poorly educated
nonwhite women.

Nevertheless, black women are still the
most severely disadvantaged group economically.
This was clearly documented by Almquist (1873),
who assessed the income loss of black women due
to diserimination on the basis of both sex and
race. Almquist subtracted the average actual
income of all black women from the standardized
income levels that black females would have
earned if they had the same sge, educational,
occupational, and regional characteristics as
white men. The difference between the stand-
ardized income and actual income was posited to
result from discrimination. The measure was
somewhat conservative since it did not take into
sccount interactive effects among factors such as
education, occupation, and previous diserimination
processes and was based only on current wage
diserimination.

- In comparing the four occupational groups
{bisck females, black males, white females, and
white males) and in standardizing the black
females' income as a percentage of the higher
group's income, Almquist found that blsek females
earned 77 percent of what white females earned,
84 percent of what black males earned, and only
39 percent of what white males earned. The

© metual Income difference between white females

and black females was $1,203, and the
standardization for eduesation and occupation
axplained the entire income difference (Almquist,
1973). This indicates that when education and
occupation are controllsd, race does not deter-
mine a woman's wages. The educational dif-
ferences between the two groups, however, show
that educational opportunities are affected by
race discrimination and reflect differences in
social class compesition of the two racial groupa.

When the black females’ income was stand-
ardized to that of black males, the income dif-
ference due to sex discrimination was $2,501. The
parallel income difference between white males
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and females was $4,470, a difference explained by

sex discrimination. However, the Iincome
difference due to race diserimination between
black males and white males was only $1,772.
This strongly suggests that black women are
disadvantaged mainly because of sex rather than
race. It further suggests that sex diserimination
is less prevalent among blacks than among whites,
Ind -»ctly, being black may be an asset to highly
educated women, but black women who are not
well edueated do suffer more economically
because of their double-minority status,

Of the four race/sex groups, black women
made the greatest occupational gains between
1860 and 1970—from 42 percent of what white
males earned in 1960 to nearly 50 percent in 1870,
However, this was not due to Jless wage
discrimination, but rather to occupational
advances (Almquist, 1973). For example, among
black women, there was a decline in the number
of household workers and a simultaneous increase
in the number of professional workers {from 7.5
percent to 11.3 percent) and a dramatie increase
in the number of clerical workers {from 8.4
percent to 19.4 percent). These trends probably
reflect the rising educational level of black
women, &s documented by Sorkin (1872).
However, as of 1971, the unemployment rate
among black femcles was very high (Almquist,
1873; Featherman, 1872; Sorkin, 1972). Sorkin
(1971) noted that this may have been caused
partially by the eutranee of black women into
occupations with less employment seeurity., For
example, workers in clerical and sales positions
experience higher unemployment rates than those
in domestic work., Furthermore, employers are
using more janitorial and donestic service
agencies, businesses that hire predominantly
males (Featherman, 1972).

Barrett and Morgenstern (1874) also noted
that blacks and young persons generally exper-
ience & cycle of frequent job changes and periods
of unemployment when changing jobs. This may

reflect & selective entry of uneducated, unskitled -

persons into dead-end jobs that provide neither
fringe henefits nor training for future advance-
ment. The resull is structurally induced
unemployment and a negative attitude toward
work. On the job, racial as well as sexual
harassment iIs probably experienced more
frequently by black women and tends to reduce
their work eommitment {Bonney, 1974). Black
teenage females may have high unemployment
rates becsuse employers prefer to hire whites
first (Sorkin, 1971),

Black women of low sociceconomic status

are more disedvantaged than whites of the same
status because of their high fertility rates, high
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unemployment, and inadequate welfare benefits.
Due to sociocultural differences, black women
desire fewer child-en than white women, but they
give birth to their first child earlier (Presser,
1971; Sorkin, 1971; Micossi, 1974). Furthermore,
accarding to Presser, the earlier the first child is
born, the more children the woman will eventually
have. Once a young black woman experiences her
first birth, the spacing of subsequent births will be
shorter than for white women. In general, this
high fertility rate curtails educational options,
subsequent training opportunities, and work
advancement. Adolescent black mothers are less
likely to complete high school and hold a steady
job. Also, the nature of the work available to
unaducated, lower class young mothers
contributes little to their motivation to avoid
further pregnancies. The probability is high,
therefore, that they will continue having children,
although having & second, third, or fourth child
does not have as dramatic an effect on partiei-
pation in educational or work roles as having the
first ohild. Only black women in professional,
technical, and kindred occupations limit the
number of children they have, and they do so to a
greater extent than white women of the same
occupational status (Presser, 1871).

Black women are also more likely than white
women to be single parents. This decreases their
marrisge options and increases the likelihood that
they will depend on welfare (Presser, 1871; Scott,
1974). Policies toward black women on welfare
are paternalistic. Agency workers assume that
fathers normaily head a household, and unmarried
women with small children are treated as deviants
to that norm. They are rarely given job training,
and of those who do get training, few are given
jobs that are not dead end, monotonous, and
without benefits. Welfare neither provides good
childeare services nor supports higher education,
but channels the recipients into poorly paying jobs
when the children go to school and encourages
them to seek marriage as a "solution" to their
problems (lglitzin, 1974).

- Black ~women, particularly those who are
uneducated or poorly educated, are mora aware of
sex diserimination than white women; 87 percent
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of them (twice as many as white women) are
sympathetic to the Woman's Liberation Movement
(The 1972 Virginia Slims American Women's Poll,
1972). However, there is evidence that working
black women are more sccepted by bleek men
than white women are by white men, and black
men give more positive evaluations of black
women than white males give of white females
(Ross & Walters, 1973; Turner & Turner, 1974a).
Also, there is evidence that black mothers have
higher educational a~d occupational aspirations
for their daughters than for their sons /Brook et
al.,, 1974; Buck & Austrin, 1871; Weston &
Mednick, 1970). Black adolescent girls, aware of
these high parental aspirations (Kim, 1968; Brook
et al.,, 1974), have higher self-esteem and self-
confidence than sdolescent white girls (Simmons
& Rosenberg, 1975) and have been less often
afraid of suecess (Weston & Mednick, 1970).

It seems, therefore, that a black woman's
sociceconomie status determines whether being a
black and & woman translates into a double-
minority status, Work has been an absolute neces-
sity for the survival of women of Ilow
socioeconomic status as well as for their children.
This as well as the obligation to be strong,
reliable, and competent may have boosted their
seif-confidence and self-esteem, but it has not
freed them from a position subordinate to that of
black men within the family and in interpersonal
relationships. It esn be claimed that black women
of low social status have represented 8 triple-
minority group.

Middle-class black women have been better
able to avoid negative, discriminatory effects,
especially when they feit psychologically free to
make "masculine” occupational choices. As long
as they remained "women" and accepted male
dominance regardless of educational and
oecupational achievements, they had the support
of black men.

in sammary, all of the sbove "data need

* careful reexamination in the light of current and

ongoing changes in black men's ability to achieve
highly in the educational and occupational
domains,
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9. SEX DISCRIMINATION:
THEORY AND RESEARCH!

Sex of discrimination in e«
societies. Everywhere, sex steatification systems
maka for an unequal distribution of weaith, power,
and prestige on the basis of gender. Since women

of position, they are the

ones who receive & lemer {or no) share of the

tal goods. Of course, men may *lso

bs discriminated against on ths basis of & .ir

gender in some areas (such as child custody), but

never with respect to the most valued goods:
waalth, power, and prestige.

However, because several salient stratifica-
tion systems coexist In most socisties, every
individus! occupies a position in each ane of them.
These different stratification ems may
incluge: social (clasy), racial, ethnie,
age, t, and health stratification. Most often
the of each individusl's statuses in all
these stratification systems is unevon in that the
individual may occupy the subordinate position in
cne or more systems, the superordinate position in
another eystem, and & middie status in other
systems. A woman, fur example, may be bisck,
middle class, young, and disabled. And snother
woman may be white, working class, Jewish, old,
and healthy. Thus, the degree of discrimination
directed against different women is, in faot,
determined not cnly on the basis of gerder but
also on the basis of a number of intersoting
statuses they occupy on all salient stratification
svstemis. Some of thosc statuses may compound
the degree of discrimination directed against
women, and others may neutralize their sex atatus

and thus minimize sex diserimination.
While the extent to which any individual is

disoriminated against depends the tte
combination of statuses s/he mm ;n.iq the
differeat overlapping stratification systems, no
_ theory aystematically treats this problem, and
littls empiriccl-relevant evidence is available,

"mmcmmvmmmmﬂmug

different form, in Case Studies on Human
and Sundamental Troedoms: A Worl
o ror of
Nudies by Martinus Nijhoff, The Haguse,

187,
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tiraba and Braito (1974), in & pioneering article,
have dealt with the overlapping race, sex, and
class statuses and the individual's consciousness of
relative discrimination on the basis of each of
these characteristics, They claim that individuals
tend to attribute experienced social inequality to
the one criterion that explaing their ststus
incongruency or status inconsistency (Hraba &
Braito, 1874). Working-class women, for example,
who become educated but whose education does
not translate into oconomie, prestige, or power
gains as it does for men in the same economie
class, will tend o {sccurately) attribute experi~
enced inequality to their gender rather than to
their clas position (Blum & Coleman, 1970;
Harbeson, 1971; Fpstein, 1973a). Evidence from &
recent study of adolescents supports Hraba and
Braito's (1974) contention. This study showed that
the earLiest self-placement into social identities
was made in terms of gender rather than on the
basis of race or class position. Gender was the
sacond most salient social identity following age
for both bleck and white ninth grade students,
while race was ranked 7th by black students and
10th by white students, and identity had the
iun’:st saliency of all social identities (Wellman,
1970,

Probably the best studied overlapping strati-
fication systems and the varying degree of ensuing
discrimination are the race and sex stratification

ems and, {0 some extent, the clam stratifica-
t system. All available evidence indicates
that, at least within the American socisty,

occupying the doudle superordinate position of a

- white - ‘male gives the individual- extreordinary- -~ -

advantages of opportunity and sccess to valued
societal goods, regardless of his merits (Safilios-
Rothweidld, 19740).

in one study, saveral transccipts reflecting
different levels of performance, ability, and
grades wore sent to universities and colleges gli
over the United States to be evaluated and consid-
erad for admission. Aceompanﬁx: sach tran-
sorpt wers names and pictures tifying it as
balonging to a male or famale, white or black,
with the identifying characteristios varied to
represant esch race-sex group at esch level of
scholastic ability and achievement. The resuits
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showed that among males, white applicants were
clearly chosen regardless of ability, Furthermore,
Jow-ability and low-achievement white males
were chosen over white or black females of equal
of even higher ability, unleszs the women were
quite obviously superior (Walster et al, 1971).
Thus, among men, the superordinate position in
the race stratification system is the determining
factor in the access to valued goods. For women,
their subordinate position in the sex stratification
system sesms to be so pervasive that they are
consistently discriminated against regardless of
race, unless they have such an outstanding
scholastic achievement that gatekeepers are
;uming to let them in the cirele of the "chosen
ew."

There is also considerable evidence {rom
developing societies that women with high social
status experience little sex discrimination due to
their status (Safilios-Rothschild, 1974a). Their
superordinate position in the class stratification
system exempts them from the restrictions and
constraints of sex role stereotypes and ensures
them, almost equally with men, access to and
control of the valued goods of wealth, prestige,
and power. High social status can neutralize the
inferior sex status only in societiex in which the
prevailing class stratification system tends to be
rigid. There is little upward social mobility in
these societies, and the prevailing criteria sre
particularistic and even familistic. High-status
men favor high-status women over the lower
status men, thus safe guarding that wealth, pres-
tige, and power will remain within the class
confines,

Black women seem to have attracted con-
siderable attention and research interest partly
because they represent & clear-cut case of &
“double-minority status" and because research
evidence shows that in some circumstances their
low status in both the race and sex stratification
systems becomes an acvantage (Epstein, 1973b;
Bock, 1989). Epstein (1873b) found that black

. professional women who entered prestigious

occupations ltereoty&d as "masculine” within the
American society ch as law, medicine, or
engineering) managed to obtain higher income and
status than black professional men or white
professional women, Her explanation was that
these biack women were nonthreatening to white
men and were sallowed access to prestigious
*masculine® fields and even a considerable degree
of occupational achievement. These black women
were nonthreatening to white men because their
double~minority status plsced them outside the
realm of institutionalized rules of exchange since
they could not exchange sexua! attractiveness for
the right to enjoy desired goods. Their sexual
possession by white men in no concrete way

enhanced their status since high-status white men
could have sexual access to black women, if they
wished, without having to offer income and status
through marriage in return. Until recently, the
black woman was supposed to be psychologically
and socially rewarded by the mere fact that a
white man was intcrested in a sexual association
with her.

Actually, it is important to note that black
professional women earn more on the average
than white professionsl women (Sorkin, 1972).
This is partly because black women saem fo have
been less restrained from entering high-paying
*masculine” occupations and partly because blsck
women have lower goographical mobility and
hence greater seniority (Sorkin, 1972). Almquist
(1878), howeyer, found that after standardizing for
education and occupation, no race discrimination
in terms of wages s evident between white and
black women. However, when the black female's
income is standardized to that of the black male,
the income difference due to sex discrimination is
high (namely, $2,500. Furthermore, white
females, standardized in terms of education and
occupation to white males, earn on the average
$4,470 less than white males, while the income
difference (due to race diserimination) between
black and white males is only $1,772 {Almquist,
1973). It seems that being black may de indirectly
an asset to highly educated women over simflarly
educated white woemen. Black women whe are not
well educated may suffer an economic double
penalty from: their double—mincrity status, In
general, sex diserimination appears to exceed race
diserimination since, after controlling for
education and occupation (access to which is
greatly inhibited by sex and race discrimination),
income discrepancies are larger between biack
men and women than between black and white
women or between black and white men.

Despite the many different overlapping stra-
tification systems and the fact that the degree of
diserimination that any woman experiences is
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determined by the particular configuration of

statuses she occupies in these stratification g;
tems, many of the theories and research stu
have sbstracted sex diserimination and deait with
it exclusively., Possibly a definition of sex
discrimination is necessary at this point. Sex
diserimination refers to the differential treatment
of women and men on the basis of their
eategorical membership, that is, on the basis of
their gender, without consideration of individual
differences in terms of ability, competence, ineli~
nation, and commitment,

The sex stratificstion systemn i maintained,
snd women are assigned and kept at the sub-
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ordinate position by means of sex role socializa-
tion a» well as by sex discrimination. Sex role
socialization refers to the cognitive and learning
procemes by which women {and men) intemalize
the sex role ideclogy, that is, & complax body of
stereotyped balisfs about the "nature” {inferior
and weak) of women and the sex-appropriate
means for sharing in the distribution of valued
goods {that is, income, status, and power).

Successful sex role socialization guarantees
the or up of sexist individuals who will
discriminate on the basis of gendar; uphold sexist,
prejudioed values; and maintsin the sex strati-
fication system. The existence of a sex strati-
fication system is legitimized by respected and
influential  ideo fous, maoral, o
scientifie—or by some combination of such ideo-
logies. Depending upon the type of society and
the prevailing degree of social differentiation and
complaxity, the type of legitimizing idealogy
viries. The more “closed™ a socisty in terms of
social mobility and the lem soclally differentiated
and complex, the more tha legitimation of
women’s subordinate position is derived from
peactically immutable religious and/or moral
ideclogizs. The more a society is “open," socially
differentiated, and complex, the mors the
legitimation is predominantly derived from sei-
entific ideclogy, which can be potentially
attacked for its correctness on more “objective,”
scientific (and hence subject to proof and change)
grounds,

Sex Prejudice

: Turning now to &xamine the nature of sex

{or sexism) and its behavioral correlates,
the existing literature deals mainly with race
prejudice and only infers the extent to which
existing theories and research findings are equally
applicable to sexism. The bellef theory of
prejudice suggests that when an individual is
perceived as dlack or & woman, the tendency is to
make assumptions about his/her different belicfs,

. which account for our negative . .

fealings and discriminatory actions toward that
individual, The assumption that another individual
will not validate one's belief systems tends to
dispose one negatively toward that person (Banks,
1974), Furthermore, it sesms that prejudics,
racism, or saxism is the cutecoms of a combination
of the tendency by those who are already prej-
udiced to perceive blacks or women as dissimilar
to themselves and of the tendency for this
perception of dimsimilarity to trigger an even
greater degree of prejudice.

In fact, the belief theory can explsin some
agpects of sexism that are expressed by means of
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overt, blatant sex discrimination. In societies and
in periods in which the type of dress, the overall
appsarance, the language and the existing norms
about behavior established and accentuated dif-
ferences between men and women, we find the
most blatant sexism and sex discrimination
directed against women. The veils worn by
women in Muslim ocouatries provide a striking

of the creation of and the accent placed
wpon a visible difference between men anc
women. Since differences could, at least theo-
retically, result in sex discrimination in either
direction, it is the content of the accentuated
differences that helps to underline women's
subocdinate, dependent position. The crinolines,
the corsets, the long narrow skirts, the dainty
shoes, the long hair all helped underline not only
the existence of two separate worlds—the "man's
world" and the "woman® world"—but also the
weak, helpless, and dependent "ature® of women,

It must be pointed out, however, that the
present trend in the United States and most
Westorn European countries toward unisex
clothes, hair styles, and appearance, especially
among the young, is a helpful and necessary but
not sufficient condition to bresk down sexism &nd
sex discrimination. Probably overt, blatant sex
diserimination is affected by this unisex tendency,
which plays down the anatomical and physical
differences betwean men and women. And it is
again this openly proclaimed type of sex dis-
erimination—the overt, biatant type—that is first
and most affected by non-discrimination legisla~
tion, policies, and {declogies. But unlems pey~
chological sexism s eradicated, sex discrimination
goes unde and becomes more diaguised and
subtle, but no lem invidious. And because of its
subtlety, it is more deadly and mores persistent.

Other studies have shown that highly pref-
udiced individuals tend to make gromser dis-
eriminations under stress (than in more neutrsal
situations), to include the subject of their

pesjudice. in the sams categocy with. an innocent .

bystander, and to project their hostility onto the
Iatter. Lems prejudiced people react to stres with
& tendency to make finer differentiations
(Berkowitz, 196). Thess findings from race
prejudice become very relevant since they agree
with cbservations that under the presant stressful
conditions of unemployment, inflation, and ssvere
budget cuts, men and women who are highly sexist
tend to make more gross sexist evaluations,
Jjudgments, and decisions than before, especially if
they are involved In Jommny
threatening situstions in terms income,
employment, promotion, tenure, or sccess to
power.
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The important lisues are: To what extent is
sexism transiated into sex diserimination? What
is the type of sex discrimination? What are the
conditions that tend to enhance or depress the
acted-out degree of sex discrimination? Avsilable
studies on the relationship between race prejudice
and race diccrimination have shown that reported
attitudes and sctual behavior are not consistent
(Merton, 1949; Rose, 1956; Simpson & Yinger, 1858;
Westie, 1964). Highly prejudiced indlviduals tend
to be more inconsistent because they are affected
by a number of conditions and social constraints,
sueh as prevailing values regarding the nature,
rights, and treatment of blzcks or women and the
type of relatiouchip and interaction with the
person in question {Linn, 18585; DeFriese & Ford,
1968; Warner & Dennis, 1971), Nonprejudiced
individuals are gquite concerned a&bout and
influenced by how they think others will interpret,
evaluate, and react to their behavior vis-a-vis
blacks or women (Linn, 18685; Fendrich, 1967;
Warner & Dennis, 1970, This explains why, once
the Womens Liberation Movement ideology
became widespread in the United States
Scandinavia, and some other Western European
pations, some men—who were never sexist—felt
free to treat women as equals and as individuals
and to discontinue discriminatory behaviors they
adhered to in the past because of perceived social
constraints (Safilios-Rothschild, 1974a).

The present, persisting poor agreement
between sexism and sex-diseriminatory behavior
may be atiributed to the foliowing peincipal

3)

demonstrated sex diserimination.
Therefore, even highly preju-
diced individuals—especially
those in prominent, decisionmak-
ing positions—often have to
mask their peejudice and to
refrain  from  overt  sex
diserimination or are required to
take action against ongoing overt
sex  discrimination. This
situation  creates  cogmitive
dissonance in them, since they
remain as prejudiced as ever, but
at least some of them cope with
the resulting stress by reexamin-
ing their beliefs about women
s&nd by lessening the degree to
which they are sexist (Sofilios
Rothschild, 1974a).

Some individuals who are not
sexist may diseriminate against
women in one context but not in
another. Becsuse sex prejudice
is not unidimensional, some men
may be free of prejudice with
respect to women's educational
and occupstional rights and
options but may be unwilling to
treat women as equsls in the
familial, sexual, and affective
contexts (Safilios~Rothsehild,
1972a).

reasons.

(L

(2

Prejudiced people may sppesr to
be free of sexism according to
standard attitude messures,
especially if they are well edu-
cated snd can, therefore, effec-
tively dissimulate  socially
"undesirable” attitudes, such a&s
sexist attitudes. As sexism
increasingly becomes something
that "nice” pecple should not
feel, subtle measures are needed
to tap the dimensions involvad.
Apparent inconsistencies be-
tween attitudes and behavior
may be only measurement arti-
facts and may in fact represent a
good fit between sexism and sex-
diseriminatory behavior,

In many educational and occupa-
tional settings in the United
States and 8 few European
societies, there are psycho-
logical, sociel, and occasionally
economic sanctions imposed for
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It must be emphasized that it s very
difficult to draw conclusions regarding the degree
of agreement between sexist attitudes and beliefs
and sex-discriminatory behavior partly because it
is incressingly difficult to. accurately measure
sexist attitudes and partly because research
hitherto has seldom varieties of sexist
behavior beyond the overt, blatant type of sex
diserimination. Inconsistencies are, therefore,
probably due to measurement shortcomings rather
than to ectual, meaningful diserepancies.

A Typology of Sex Discrimination

Sex discrimination may be expremsed and
acted out differently according to the type of
society, the prevailing values about equality and
freedom, the social desirability of sex discrimina-
tion, the degree of sex prejudice, the scting
indlvidual, the value attached fo the "goods" at
stake, as well as the characteristics of the womsan
toward whom the sex discrimination : directed
While we shall consider the effect of each of
these factors on the type and intensity of sex
discrimination, it {s helpful to start with a concise
typology of sex discrimination. This includes two
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major categories: formal and informal sex dis-
erimination. The first category i divided into
indirect and institutional sex diserimination
{comprised of overt and disguised sex dis-
crimination).

Formal Sex Diserimination

This term refers to sexist behsviors that
have been formalixed as policies, laws, rules, or
precedents and are followed as “us procem.”
Formal sex discrimination may vary according to
the degree of directness and the degree of
overtnes of the diseriminatory actions.

Indirect sex discrimination.—~This term
rafers to sex m oan take place at
one leval or setting on “objective® grounds
because overt and informal sex discrimination was
succemfuily carrisd out at previous levels or in
other contexts. For example, considarable sex
discrimination at the university leval & indirect
becauss overt and informal sex discrimination at
the elementary and high school level as well as
within the family has already eliminated many
cptions; shaped ampirations, likes, and dislikes;
stified taients and potentials; and instilled sex-
sppropriate fears and controls,

Institutional sex discrimination,~This term
refers to sex~diserim that has
been built into the formal policies of institutions.
This type of structural, institutionslized sex
discrimination tends to be perpetusted by

judiced and nonpre pearsons alike
Burkey, 19713 Blauner, 1972; 1873;
Butsch, 1974; Benokraitis & Feagin, 1874).
Isclated, nonprejudiced individuals in powerless

tions camnot go effectively against

tutional sex discrimination, even If their
consciousness is raised significantly to recognize
sex-~discriminatory practices. Many nonprejudiced
individugis are not oconscious of the sex-
discriminatory nature of many policias they follow
and practices in which thg engage. When,
however, many individuals within an institution
are nonprejudiced and become comscious of sex-
discriminatory institutional procssses, they can
change these procesees, especially 1f at least some
of them have power and societal and/or legal
sipport. It can be argued that some structural
apects of institutions which are directly and
indirectly overtly sex discriminatory are to &
jarge extent beyond the contral of Individual
institutional members, regardlass of their dagres
of ssx prejudiss. Taking the educational
institution s an example, structural features such
e sex-differentiated curriculums and fields
{Getarmined by centralized higher authorities and

Q

101

prevailing values), sex ratio of teachers or
professors and school or college administrators,
and sex-segragated schools and colleges represent
discriminatory features against which consid-
erable legal and popular polemics must be aroused
before they can be attacked and changed.
Institutional members, such ss teachers, school
administrators, and voeational counselors, can
partially counteract the sex differentiation of
curriculums and fields if they do not themsalves
endorse the appropriateness of such sex
differentiation. -

Institutional sex diserimination may be
overt, if the {nstitutional processes and policies
openly discriminate on the basis of gender, or
disguised, if sex disorimination takes place under
the guise of another, more universal and
acceptadle criterion, such as age limit for college
admissions, undesirability of credit transfers, or
exclusion of part-time students from graduate and
profassional schools (which diseriminate almost
entirely against women college students). In some
cases, the disguise used for sex discrimination is
ridieulous, as when university policies excluded
?mmt students from research assistantships
and other financial aid to graduate students) on
the basis of thelr "pregnancy rather than on the
basis of gender*!

Informal Sex Diserimination

This term refers to sex-discrimu.atory
practices and behaviors of prejudiced individuals
that may vary considerably with respect to the
degree of overtness or subtiety. Since informal
sax disorimination is carried out dy prejudiced
individuals, it may take place regardless of the

of institutional sex diserimination
In its subtiest forms, informal sex discrimination
can be su practiced even when the
formal policies and rules of an institution not only
are nondiscriminatory but clearly forbid and even
punish sex discrimination.

Whils all
usually found (n all socisties, different of
diseriminaxion are more relied upon in econt
socisties. One of the important societal dif-
fersnces is the explicitness and thorougimess of
the prevailing sex role socialization process. The
more closed a sociaty and the less equality is
valuad and legitimized by influential political and
social the mors =exism can be overt.
Then the socialization of children can explicitly
and systematicaliy prepare them to fit in a rieid
sex stratification systam. Little girls ar~ made >
feel les important and valuable than thew
brothars in all circumstances. Parents are proud
of their sons and brag about them to friends and
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relatives. Even when they have to punish them
harder and more frequently, it is elear that tney
have an admiration and a weakness for them and
for their rough, unruly, “"masculine™ behavior.
Boys are given the best morsels of food and, in
cases of food scarcity, they are given most of the
food while girls suffer from malnutrition. Girls
observe the subservient position of their mothers,
who take orders from their fathers, are shouted at
when they have disobeyed these orders, and are
treated as servants and objects. Girls also witness
the family drama when another girl is born instead
of an expected and hoped-for boy. Everybody is
unhappy, tears ara shed, and not infrequently the
father is angry and turns his anger sgainst his wife
who "can only bear girls." Furthermore, the
message that the subordinate position is the girls'
rightful place in the sex stratification system gets
across to them by the fact that brothers (even
those younger °han their sisters) become the
protectors, contiollers, and overseers of their
sisters, and have the right to beat them up, to
embarrass them, to shout at them, and to run
their lives, With such clear-cut, explicit, and
poignant sex role socialization experiences, girls
have to be born reoels to attempt or be sble to
escape their ™atural” subordinate position in the
sex stratification system,

In eclosed cocieties with relatively little
upward social mobility, people do not have aspira-
tions and expectations to change their lives
significantly from that of their parents and
therefore tend to accept their assigned place. In
such societies, a particularistic rather than &
universalistic ocientation accentustes women's
inability to escape traditional sex role stereotypes
and sex-stereotyped options since decisions and
evaluations are made on the basis of what one's
sex Is {"a woman") rather than on the basis of
what one can do {individual abilities, talents, and
competence),

In 4ch societies, because sex role socializa~
tion is so explicit, pervasive, and thorough and
because sex discrimination is aiso selfl understood,
clear cut, and overt, there is no need for
elaborate and subtle sex discrimination. Thus,
there is no neell to rely upon disguised insti-
tuticnal or informal sex diserimination. Nor is
there & need for systematic societal checks at
different critical points in order to screen out
women who may have slipped through. Because of
this, the very few women who escspe the sex role
socialization can, if tiey are highly intelligent or
of high status, beat sex discrimination by wing
their particularistic characteristics (high intelli-
gence or social status) and manage to reach high
positions and enjoy considerable power,
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On the other hand, the more social maobility
becomas possible or expected in a society, the
more universalistic are the criteria (actually or
ideally) used, the more equality becomes valued
and legitimized by major ideologies, and the more
sex role sociglization and sex discrimination tend
to become subtle and disguised under other more
acceptable pretences. Girls are told that they are
different from boys, but equally important. At
the same time parentis, teachers, and the media
admire and emphasize masculine pursuits, maseu-
line characteristics, masculine achievements, and
male heroes. Girls are encouraged to do well in
sehool, but the message is clear that if they are
too intelligent and too highly achieving, boys will
not be interested in taking them out and will not
fall in love with them. Girls are brought up with
the rhetorie that they are free to do whatever
they wish but are carefully indoetrinated and
steered to do the "right things," that is, to &ceept
the constraints of feminine stereotypes in order to
be loved and accepted.

Since this type of more subtle snd psy-
chological sex role socislization may not be
consistently successful or always expertly carried
out, and because sex discrimination cannot be
blatant, s great wealth of technigues and means
to discriminate proliferate as checks at different
eritical points of access. Thus, elaborate indirect
means of sex discrimination, disguised sex dis-
erimination, and informsl sex diserimination
techniques «re used. The last sre relied upon the
most for controlling "deviants" from sex-stereo-
typed options and behaviors. Some informal sex
diserimination techniques require actors who are
aware of their sexism; in others, the sexism may
be unconscious. The fact that often unknowingly
sexist individuals successfully use informal tech-
niques oi sox diserimination was clearly demon-
strated in the United States after the widespread
dissemination of the "sex role ideology." When
some teachers, professors, parents, vocational
counselors, a&dministrators, employers, or
therapists realized how sex discriminatory many
of their techniques, arguments, advice, or sug-
gestions were, they became anxious to change
them sinece they had not been aware of thair sexist
behavior.

The important feature of sex discrimination
in open, universalistic-oriented societies is that
sex diserimination in all its forms is pervasive in
gl societal structures and Institutions at all
levels. Even women who have managed to escape
the limitations of an effective sex role socializa-
tion cannot get through the many sex-dis-
crifhinatory checks built into all important access
points. Furthermore, the mote open and

universalistic the society purports to be, the more '

women and men are given the impression that
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they are making freé choices and that decisions
concerning them are made on the basis of objec-
tive, uhiversalistic critecla. As long as no
particular social movement has made "gender" &
suspect criterion, it continues to be used as a
valid, substantive criterion for differentiating
¥ te" fields, positions, promotions,
salaries, and other options for men and women.

Following the Women's Liberation Movement
and sex role ideology, it becomes clear
that gender i a suspdcet criterion on which to base
valid declsions. Sex discrimination becomes
illegal, but it does not disappear; it only goes
underground. New subtler, more sophisticated
sirategies and techniques are devised in order to
W or enforce sex discrimination while

icially complying with nondiseriminatory rules
and policies. The most well-kmown technique is
tokenism, by which the complying institution
sdmits only one (o two) female students or hires
one (or two) female employees, professors, or
administrators in an all-male field. It is only
recently, however, that research has shown the
dynamics by which sich tokenism truly constitutes
sex discrimination. -

For example, research on the tvne of role
models that token faculty women provide for
female students hss shown that such faculty
women tend to accentuate the marginality and
inappropristeness of women in the professional
field involved. Women, therefore, are dis-
criminated against in that they do not feel
encouraged to opt for masculine fields, and the
available research findings show that in fact they
choose fields much less often in universities and
departments in which there is an insufficient
number of women faculty models to normalize
their professional choice. Furthermore, token
women faculty members may occasionally serve
as negative models because of their own peculiar
idiosyncracies or lifestyles, which again tend to
stand out instead of being normalized within a
larger group of faculty women (Litton-Fox, 1973).
Token women faculty members have in the past
acted (and are still oceasionally acting) as nega-
tive models through the “queen bee® syndroma,
that is, by sotively discouraging women from
entering the field, by being hostile toward women,
and by asctively discriminating sgainst them
through grades and research opportunities. Thus,
departments of engineering ar physics can comply
with affirmative action by adding one or two
women to their faculty without in fact diminishing
the degree of indirect discrimination against
women students,

Tokenism in student admissions at different
javels has proved even more diseriminatory and
destructive for the women students Involved. A
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recent study examined the nature of interactions
that take place when & solo woman finds herself in
a professional peer group, such as & group of
psychiatric residents or psychistric graduate stu-
dents, and the effect these Interactions have on
the training and integration shances of the women
(Frank & Wolman, 18738). The study showed that in
each cf the six peer grouys observed, the men
reacted negatively to the woman “intruder™ in
their all-male group and used s variety of tech-
niques to neutralize her presence and preserve the
ali-male atmosphere and quality of interaction.
Men continued to talk between themselves,
intellectualizing feelings rather than expressing
them as they are required to do during psychiatric
training, because in this way they could emphasize
their masculinity. Also men avoided pairing.or in
any way allying with the lone woman in order to
gvoid disrupting the cohesiveness between the
male members or sharing her deviant and marginal
role. The possibility for sexual attraction made
the woman's presence even more threatening,
since such an occurrence would constitute a highly
disruptive element in the male relationships and
friendships. Men handled this potentiality for
sexual attraction by completely ignoring the
woman's sexuality and by condemning her to a low
and marginal status. Consistently the solo woman
was defined as deviant, was isolated, and was
made peripheral and marginal regardless of her
behavior, her personality, or the type of coping
techniques used. Thus, women are discriminated
against by their male pears since their forced
marginality seriously interferes with the outcome .
of their training. Some become so discouraged
that they drop out altogether and others enjoy
limited training experiences bacause they are
exeluded from the group (Frank & Wolman, 1878).

Some recant evidence i even more disturb~
ing, indicating even when larger numbers of
women are admitted to previously masculine
professional schools, such as medical schools,
institutional policies that require the subdivision
of students into smaller groups serve to reduce
the presence of woman to only one in each group.
A recent survey of women medical students
showed that they were told informally but firmly
that no more than one girl should belong to each
small instructiunal group of usuclly seven to sight
students (Campbell, 1973). Sometimes the reason
for this n of women was clear and
explicit: *Women shouldn't get t~~ather, so they
start protesting, agitating, and &\ this Women's
Lib nonsense.” But even when the rationaie was
not explicitly stated, the results were clearly
diseriminatory against the women, as & recent
study of such groups of medical students in an
anatomy class showed (Frank, 1975). Similar to
the fate of the solo psychiatrie trainee, the solo
female medical student in the instructizhal small
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groups in the inatomy class was totally ignored
and excluded rom the topical eonversation by her
fellow medical students, was made marginal, and
had little chance to participate in the cruecial
training experiences (Frank, 1975).

All the sbove recent evidence from small-
group research in the United States suggests that
when overt sex discrimination becomes illegal,
prejudiced individuals revert to subtler, informal
sex discrimination that can be documented and
combated only with great difficulty. This is the
price that societies pay when legal and social
changes take place before the large majority of
individuals have values and attitudes consonant
with these changes. It is interesting to speculate
about the form that sex discrimination will take
now that even these sudbtler techniques have been
uncovered and made publie. Will sexist people
give up or become even more ingenious?

Content of Sex Discrimination

Turning now to the content of sex diserim-
ination, we shall examine the accumulated
evidence from a considerable number of research
studies which have shown the dynamics of sex
discrimination within the context of concrete
settings. We shall limit our presentation to the
educationgl and occupational setfting for which
there is sufficient research evidence. Most of the
relevant research, especially with regard to sex
diserimination at the elementary school level, has
taken place in the United States and uanads.
Whenever relevant research is gvailadble from the
U.S.8.R., Sweden, Poland, or other countries, it
will be incorporated into the discussion.

Sex Discrimination at the Elementary and High
vels

At these levels, sex discrimination may be
Indirect, overt institut.ongl, or informal. Indirect
sex discrimination st the elementary school level
has been mainly accomplished outside the schools
in the family and by the mass media. Availabdle
research has amply documented that mothers and
fathers behave differently toward daughters and
sons from the time of birth (Lynn & Sawrey, 1962;
Droppleman & Schaefer, 1963; Mows, 1967; Moss et
al, 1989; Golderg & Lewis, 1989; Lewis, 1872).
Some of thess sex-differsntiated pare.tal
behaviors are of great interest becaugse of the
implications they have for the long-range educa-
tional behavior and achievements of daughters and
sons. Boys, for example, sre giver more and
sariier indepandence training (Collard, 1084); more
aunishment (Droppleman & Schaefer, 1983); and
more encouragement intellectually than girls
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.

{Lynn & Sawrey, 1972). Mothers maintain phy-
sically close and affectionate relationships with
their daughters for s longer period of time than
with their sons (Lewis, 1972); they reward them
more, and they punish them less. Daughters,
therefore, tend to reccive much more affection
and approval while sons receive a better balance
of positive and negative reactions from their
mothers. Actually, girls seam to suffer from too
much love and maternal concern. Some psy-
chologists have pointed out that mcihers and
fathers tend to be much more anxious and
protective toward their daughters than toward
their sons and, therefore, even to encourage
dependency in them as s guarantee that they will
remain protected by the parents (Hoffman, 1975).
Thus, despite the greater maturity and sturdiness
of the female infant (Garai & Schienfeld, 1968),
parents gre anxious about the independent
behaviors of girls and happy and relaxed over
similar behaviors by boys.

As Hoffman (1975) concluded, a maternal
sex-differentiated behavior that could be labeled
"overhelp" may be the most detrimental behavior
for daughters' development of Independence and
achievement motivation. If the parent responds
to the child's erying or asking for help too quiekly,
the child never has a chance to develop the ability
to tolerate frustration, to tackle the problem by
itself, and to explore possible solutions. There is
evidence that mothers tend mueh more quiekly
and frequently to help girls than boys when faced
with a difficult task. Thus, girls learn to be
dependent upon aduits for help rather than trying
to cope with problems and difficult situations and
exploring solutions by themselves.

Furthermore, mothers place & greater
degree of prussure for achievement and indepen-
dence on their boys of pre-school age than on
their girls. In addition, mothers tend to reward
boys' aggression as appropriate "mascullne®
behavior while girls' aggression is never rewarded
and only indirect oxpressions &t best are
tolerated. Mothers place pressure on girls for
*feminine"” neatness, obedience, and conformity
while the pressure on boys is for independence and
achievement (Hatfield et al., 1887). Another
observation study showed, similariy, that fathers
significantly more often positively reinforee
dependent rather than independent daughters
{Osofsky & O'Connell, 1872).

it seems that high achievement motivation
ir girls is fostered by exaetly those parental
behaviors which are the opposite of those foster
irg "femininity.” Namely, schievement motivation
{s higher in girls when their mothers are less
affectionate and less nurturant and when they set
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high standards for their daughters' intelleetual
achievement. Furthermore, dsughters ar more
proficient in both reading and arithmetic
achievement tests when their mothers hald high
schievement expectations (Crandall et ak, 19684).
While the best condition for fostering "femininity”
in girls sppears to be maternal affection and
nurturance (Hetherington, 1867), the best type of
maternal behavior for high-achievement socializa-
tion is 8 balance of warmth combined with some
punishment and distance on the part of mothers as
well as high expectations for achievement and
independence {Berens, 1872; Stein & Bailey, 1973).
Thus, mothers' ‘over-affection" lavished on
daughters represents the subtlest and sweetest but
also probably one of the most potent types of sex
discrimination. All these socialization studies,
most of which are observational, suggest that girls
and boys are differentially conditioned by their
;tz:er;nts so that by the time they go to school,
H

{1) Are aware of existing sex role

stereotypes and sex-sppropriste
behaviors.

(2) Have already been influenced by
their parents’ sex-differentiated
behaviors sueh that girls have a
greater tendency to de obedient,
neat, passive, and dependent, and
boys have & greater tendency to
be  aggrsssive,  disobedient,
ir;dependent, exploring, and crea-
tive.

Theez tendencies, instilied in children by
parental sex role socislization and reinforced
through all the books and comics they read and sl
the television shows and advertiseinents they see,
constitute significant indirect sex diserimination
since they pave the way for sex diserimination in
school.

_ The more chiidren advance in sehool, the
more indirect sex diserimination builds up from
grade to grade. The more intense the informal
und institutional sex discrimination on the part of
teachers, curriculums, readers, and school struce-
tures has been in early grades, the more indirect
sex diserimination operites in later grades. Boys
and girls tend increasingly to behave according to
sex role stersotlypes and further to justify
teschers’ sex-differentiated behaviors and
expectations and all types of ongoing sex-dis~
criminatory practices.

Once boys and girls start going to sehool
{from kindergarten on), they are faced with &
number of institutional sex-discriminatory fea-

turss, most of which are quite overt. The first
such feature is the sex composition of the facuity,
which in most countries is quite skewed toward
the female sex at the lower grades and
increasingly toward the male sex at higher grades
and in administrative positions. Probably the
American case represents an extreme, sinee only
2 percent of the elementary school teachers are
male while very few women are school
administrators, but similar situations are
replicated in several societies, Such u clearly
sex-differentisted school hierarchy transmits the
message to girls that women, even when they
work, occupy subardinate positions in which they
must odey men and abide by their deecisions. Such
& message is quite powerful in halping consolidate
the effects of the continuous informal sex-
diseriminatory practices to which girls {and boys)
are subjected.

Children are exposed to sexist books and
illustrated material even before they can resd and
to clearly sexist texts from the time they can
read. Content analyses of elementary school
texts of all types (history, litersture, and even
arithmetic) carried out in the United States
{DeCrow, 1872; Saario et al, 1873; Taylos, 1973;
Frazier & Sadker, 1973; Levy & Stacey, 1973;
Stacey et al.,, 1874); in Sweden {Fredriksson, 1968;
Berg, 1869); and in Norway and Finland {Berg,
!98% show that readers not only reflect the sex
stratification system in the society but even
surpass reality by portraying an even more sexist
society than is true at present. Fathers are
prasented as the sole breadwinners and
decisionmakers and as exclusively involved in
traditional stereotyped male activities. Mothers
are depicted almost exclusively as homemakers
and nurturers. When they are shown as working
women, they are nurses, teschers, o¢ secretaries,
Furthermore, mothers are presented as dull, inef-
fectual, almost totally preoccupied with house-

work and shopping, ineapable of problem-solving,
and even stupid

The sex-diseriminatory power of such sexist
school readers [s enormous since children learn
within the context of a lesson (hence within the
cointext of official knowledge and wisdom), the
appropriateness and even desirability of a sex
stratification system in which women must occupy
the subordinate position. Thus, all their previous
perceptions regarding such a sex-stratification
system become solidified with the seal of educa-
tion and science. These sexist readers make
children (especislly boys) feel that sex
discrimination is a "natural” process that every-
body follows.

Probably the most effective type of sex
diserimination to which school children are sub-
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jected is the informal set of sex-discriminatory
behaviors on the part of teachers. It must be
emphesized that, as s often true with informal
sex discrimination, those who practice it may not
be conscious of the nature of their behavior or of
its implications and consequences for the students
involved. This may be due partly to naivete
conceming what behavior constitutes sex dis-
crimination and partly ¢< laek of understanding of
the dynamies involved in the translation of a
teacher’s behavior or expectation into & student's
behavior. A recent study (Chasen, 1974) ilius-
trates well the above points.

The interviewed elementary school teachers
feit that they trested srhoolgirls and schoolboys
equally in the classroom and resisted the
implication of possible sex storeotyping in their
behaviors or thoughts regarding their students.
When asked specifie questions about their beliefs
and behaviors, however, it became clear that they
held sexist beliefs and exhibited sex-
differentiated behaviors that were diseriminatory
toward girls. They reported, for example, that
they believed that boys are innately more aggres-
sive and girls are innately more passive. They
s8lso admitted that they were actively dis-
couraging aggressive behavior in girls {(but not in
boys), thus facilitating a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Teachers reported that aggressive behavior in
teacher—child interactions was encouraged more in
boys than in girls. Furthermore, teachers
reported feeling boys' muscles more frequently
than girls' and telling boys more often than girls
that they were strong. They encouraged boys to
do woodworking, while girls were mostly
encouraged to do oclage—a sedentary, passive
activity. More specifically, the majority of the
teachers ssid that they often encouraged boys to
play with blocks or to do woodworking while only
a few of them encouraged boys to play with dolls.
It is interesting to note thst there was emotional
resistance on the part oy the teachers to boys'

laying with dolls or to girls' playing with blocks
Chazen, 1974).

A number of observation studies conducted
in American elemsentary and high sehools have
documented the teschers' sex~differentiated
behaviars that constitute a different type of sex
diserimination directed toward boys and girls.

Some findings show that teachers praise .-
well as criticize boys more frequently than giris.
One observation study concluded that boys were
asked more direct questions by the teacher than
girls. Boys were also praised more frequently
whent they gave correct answers and criticized
moee often for incorrect answers or failures to
respond (Brophy & Good, 1870). These findings are
significant because they indicate that the
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tesachers’ sex-differentiated behavior tends to
place a greater pressure on boys than on girls to
schieve a pattern that reinforces the one

produced by similar sex-differentiated parental
behaviors.

Reseaich findings indicate that teachers
interact rmuch more often with boys than with
girls, and these interactions are both positive and
negative. One observation study concluded that
boys had more interactions with the teacher than
girls and appeared to be generally more salient in
the teacher’s perceptual field (Brophy & Good,
1970). Another observation study of seventh and
eighth grade classrooms concluded that boys were
more active and interacted more frequently with
teachers and that boys received more contacts
from teachers, both positive and negative, while
girls received fewer contacts but proportionately
more positive ones (Good et al., 1973). In terms of
these findings, girls seem to be against
diseriminated in thet they have fewer contacts
and interactious with the teacher and sre
experiencing a less stimuwting school environ
ment than boys.

Researchers have found that teachers
approve of girls more than boys because they fit
better the desirable institutional-type behavior of
dependent, docile, passive, and obedient children
who do not disrupt the classroom routine. One
study showed that student teachers prefer
students described as dependent, passive, and
sequiescent and react less favorably to students
pogtrayed as independent, assertive, and active.
In fset, all student teachers, men and women,
assign the highest mean preference rating to
conformist, rigid girls while the independent girls
receive the lowest ra.ings (even lower than
independent boys, who seem to be better
tolerated) (Good & Grouwns, 1872), Thus, it seems
that the teachers' idesl of a schoolehild coincides
with the "feminine" stereotype, a fact that may
sppear to be beneficial to girls in the short range
but which is clearly detrimental to them in the

long range.

Already socialized at home and by the media
to behave according to sex role stereotypes, girls
receive a very powerful reinforcement to do so
through the teachers' approval and rewards,
including good grades. This process proves
detrimental to girls after a few years since they
become locked into their sex roles and socialized
to habitual modes of behavior, which are
ementially incompatible with autonomy, inde-
pendence, and amertiveness—characteristics

amociated with schievement and with competent

and effective adult functioning (Grambs &
Waetjen, 18665 Sadker & Sadker, 1972; Lee, 1973).
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Boys, on the other hand, beciuse of their
"masculine” socialization already begun at home,
tend to displease teachers and attract their
punishment and eriticism but are able to maintain
their high ilevel of activity as well as their
autonomy, independence, assertivensss, and
intellectual curiosity. Boys can, thus, sttract a
greater share of the teacher's attention and
possibly become {urther stimulated by such inter-
actions. The teachers' tendency to give lower
grades to boys than to girls (partially as &
punishment for disruptive behavior) may, in some
cases, tend to reinforce boys' relatively greater
emphasis upon learning rather than upon pleasing
the teacher or obtaining good grades.

Gender and scholastic achievement have
been shown to be mutually interactive variables
that affect the teacher's behavior toward the
students. More specificelly, avsilable research
indicates that teachers tend to tolerate low-level
scholastic achievement better in girls than in boys
since, acconding to sex role stereotypes, boys are
clearly supposed to be leaders and to achieve
highly (Lippitt & Gold, 1959; Good et al., 1973).
Because of teschers' high expectations for boys,
their failure to achieve is punished with
disspproval and rejection while the teachers
behave more cordially to girls with similar low-
schievement levels (Lippitt & Gold, 1959). The
more recent study {(Good et al., 1973) showed that
low-achievement boys are especially likely to be
highly criticized by teachers, to receive little
teacher feeddback about their academic work, and
to get little opportunity to respond. The study
showed that while high-achievement boys have
more frequent and more supportive contacts with
teachers than high-achievement girls, low-
achievement boys have fewer and more negative
contacts with teachers than low-achievement girls
{Good et al., 1973). Low-achievement girls have
social approval for "being nice™ as an alternative
to high scholastic achievement, while the only
slternatives open to low-achievement boys are
athletic prowess or aggressive behavior {Caplan &
Kinsbourne, 19745,

Thus, girls are sgain diseriminated against
whether they are high or low achievers. When
they are high achievers, they have less interaction
with and less supportive fesdback from teachers
than high-achieving boys. When they are low
achievers, they are under less pressure to strive
toward & higher level or alternative types of
achievement since they are still liked and
approved of by the teacher, as long as they stay
quiet, compliant, and dependent. It also seems
that low-achieving boys are discriminated sgainst
by the extreme pressure placed upon them to
achieve and the painful social rejection inflicted

107

upon them when they fail to fulfili the sex-
appropriate level of schievement.

Sex Discrimination in Higher Edueation

At this level, indirect sex discrimination
*.acomes very important because of the consider-
able discrimination that has slready taken place
at lower levels. Because women are "cooled out"
of science and mathematics courses in high
school, most of the "maseculine,” high-prestige
academic fields in college are closed to them
because of their poor background (Flanagan, 1966).
Also, because voecational counselors in high school
as well as parents have already discouraged girls
from entering high-prestige, "maseuline” fields,
there is often no need to apply further sex-
discriminatory rules and practices at the college
level. Women have been convinced to stay in
ftheir place,” that is, to enter the few appropriate
"feminine" fields, if they go to college at &ll.

Another type of indireet sex discrimination
at the college level takes place because women
are diseriminated against when they get married
or have children. Discrimination in this ares
results from the fact that they are asigned the
major {if not the exclusive) responsibility for
household tasks and childcare. Thus, & high sehool
marrigge or 4 marriage right after high school
graduation drastieally diminishes a woman's
chances ©of attending college {Ludeman, 1861).
Also, married women in general enroll as graduate
or undergraduate students in smaller numbers than
singls women and tend to drop out of coliege in
larger numbers than single or divorced women
(Feldman, 1873; Lord, 1968). Becsuse women have
to follow their wusbands wherever their job or
education takes them, they usually lose credit
hours in transferring from one university to
another and have their training lengthened by
having to satisfy cifferent sets of requirements
(Pull)en, 1972; Ruslink, 1869; Shoulders, 1968; Cless,
1989).

Until recently in the United States and in
many other nations, overt institutional sex dis-
erimination was be ustrated by the sex-
segrogated colleges and universities. Repeatedly
courts had been reluctant to recognize sex
segregation as similar to race segregation and to
outlaw sexist admission policies st the college and
university level {Shamean, 1871). The arguments
were that there are many different women's as
well as coeducational colleges and universities
that women can attend and that many of the
women's colleges are of high quality. Even when a
college is not sccessible to 8 woman in the town
or city where she lives, she can always go to &
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college in &nother city (Shaman, 1871), Neither of
these arguinents is valid. In most societies, sex
segregation &t the higher education leve!
constitutes sex discrimination because men's
colleges are usually more richly endowed, offer a
greater wvariety of courses and cwriculums—
including those preparing students for high-pres-
tige, "masculine” fields—have better teachers, and
enjoy & better acedemic reputation {Shaman, 1971;
Bunting, 1961). Furthermore, moving to another
city or another State in order to attend & college
that offers the devired currieulum makes
education much more expensive for women (since
they can no longer live at home) or outright
impossible (when they are married and cannot
move away) (Shaman, 1971; Ewald, 1971).

A different type of blatant institutional sex
diserimination concerns imposing quotas limiting
the number of women admitted to engineering.
medical, and law schools, as well as graduate
prcgrams {(Cross, 1971; Phelps, 1972; McBee &
Suddick, 1974). Women are thus diseriminated
against regardless of whether they are qualified or
not. Only outstanding women are admitted;
otherwise men are preferentizlly admitted even if
less qualified than the women applicants (Cross,
1971; MeBee & Suddick, 1974). Clearly, average
women do not stand a chance (Werts, 1866;
Waltser et al, 1971; Hunter, 1987). The degree of
diserimination against women applicants is much
greater in prestige universities than in other
universities (Solmon, 1974).

There are also dscriminatory policies
regarding some types of financial aid available to
men and women college students. First, 8 number
of fellowships and scholarships connected with
athieties or Reserve Officers' Training Corps are
open only to men. Second, fewer women are given
part-time research assistantships, which provide
niot only adequate financlal aid but also valuable
research apprentice experience {Solmon, 1974).
Third, In "masculine® fields, women are less often
appointed teaching assistants since there is a
reluctance to have women teach men students
(Harris, 1970). Finally, discriminatory university
policies exclude women but not men fellowship
applicants on the basis of their spouse’s income,
policies that seriously diseriminate against
middle-income married women who want to
sttend graduate school. Such women, regerdies
of mesit, must either work part time (something
often very difficult because of their familial
responsibilities) or be financially dependent upon
their husbands, who often at least mildly
disapprove of their attending graduate school.

D ed sex discrimination has ! :en

ine relied upon during the last decades in
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countries si.oh as the United States, sinee it tends
to be more socially acceptable than overt sex
diserimination. The best examples of such dis-
erimination at the university level are the follow-

ing.

{l) The existence of a more or less
formal age limit in admissions.
It diseriminates primarily against
women who return to college {(at
the undergraduste or graduate
level) at age 35 duc to the
prevailing diseriminatory division
©of labor within the family
(Blackwell, 1963; Lyon, 1964;
Randolph, 1965; Johnstone &
Rivera, 1885; Hunter, 1867).
(2) Striet rules and policies regard-
ing the transfer of credit hours.
Agein they discriminate pri-
marily against women who often
must transfer due to their
husbands' moves {Shoulders, 1968;
Cles;, 1969; Ruslink, 1969; Pullen,
1972).

{3) Requirements of full-time atten-
dance throughout the entire
training (or at least for 1 to 2
yesrs) In graduate programs and
professional schools. These rules
act as powerful barriers to
women's entry (Myers, 1964;
Riesman, 1865; Hembrougn, 1968;
Cless, 1968; Bunting et al., 1974),
Women's frequent inability to
attend full time is due to
indirect sex diserimination with-
in the family (discriminatory
division of labor) and to some
extent to their lesser access to
seholarsships  and  fellowships
becsuse of overt or informal sex
diserimination, Thus, many
qualified and interested women
cannot  become  physicians,
lawyers, pharmacists, resear-
chers, or university professors
when they are young. They have
to postpone their studies until
their children are grown up, at
which time they sare diserim-
inated agsinst on the basis of

age.

When all other types of sex discrimination
have been unsuccessful in keeping women out of
the university, "masculine” fields, or the gradusts
program, sexist faculty and administrators can
still sereen women out by means of informal sex
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discrimination. Women are "cooled out" by means
of & number of techniques and strategies that can

be groupad into three major categories.

(D Humiliation or severe psychol-
ogical harsssment and intimi-
dation (Campbell, 1973).

(2) Balittling; ignoring the existence
of women atudents, even when
they represent 25 percent of the
student body in & masculine field
like medicine; and rejection of
women as intellectual beings
(Campbell, 1973). A study at the
University of California at
Berkeley reported that women
students were significantly less
often than men treated as
colleagues or apprentices by
their professors not only in
*masculine™ fields such as
mathematics and the blological
sciencey but alse In psychology,
mw, hiltOf}', ‘nd mwx'
ogy. The same study showed
that woman students are taken
less seriously professionally by
their professors even in the
advanced years of graduate
school and that these subtle but
potent discriminatory behaviors
constitute the underlying reason
for women's drooping out of
graduate school (Seils, 1973),

(3) Preferential treatment of men
with regard to ressarch assist-
aniships and opportunities for
research experience.

Clearly, the only women who have a chance
to enter and, more important, to graduate from
*masculine” fields, professional schools, and
graduate programs have the highest qualifications;
are the most stubborn and resilient, with strong
nerves and a “thick skin™; and have sufficient
incoma to allow them to attand on & full-time
basis (when they are not granted a fallowship) by
hiring domestic help. This portrait of the women
who can enter professional schools and graduate
programs and succeed in "masculine” fields makes
it apparent that women are overwhelmingly
discriminated against in many ways at the
university lavel.

Occupational Discrimination

In moat countries educational discrimination
diminishes b:"ore occupational discrimination, in

Q
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terms of both attitudes and behaviors. In Greece,
for example, it is widely accepted by now that
women should have equal educationa! opportuni~
ties with men at all levels (Safilios-Rothschild,
1972a) and, in fact, an equal percentage of men
and women complete high school, while 3Lé
percent of women attend college (Statistical
Yearbook of Greece, 1873)., When, hovever, It
comes 't womens employment, only about one-
third of men and women think that married
women should work (Safilios-Rothschild, 1872a)
and, in fact, only 27.8 percent of Greek women do
work (Statistical Yearbook of Gr 1973).
Thus, women sre often not allowed entry into an
occupation, even when they are qualified to do 80;
and if they manage to enter an oceupation, they
are invariably discriminated aguinst in & variety
of ways—treatment diserimination (Terborg &
Igen, 1974; Levitin et al,, 1970,

A basie en type of occupational sex
diserimination carried out by means of indireet,
institutional, overt, and informal strategies,
policies, and rules refers to the labeling of
occupations as "masculine” and "feminine.” This
labeling is discriminatory because in all societies
and periocds the occupations that asre clased as
"feminine™ are the low-status, low-pay, auxiliary
occupations or the monotonous, routine jobs that
men are willing to relegate to women. Men, on
the other hand, keep for themselves the occupa~
tions of higher prestige and pay as well as those
that are more interesting and provide access to
power. Whenever an initially low-status and low-
pay occupation, due to ongoing social changes,
becomes more prestigious, better pu ‘4, or vested
with some power, it becomes reclasified as
"masculing,” and men start to dominate it, The
revarse occurs when an ocoupation becomes
reclassified as "feminine.” The occupation of
secretary is a good illustration of an occupation
which in many African countries is still relatively
well paid and prestigious and is dominated by men.
In Western societies, on the other hand, where it
carries little prestige and where administrative
positions are better paid and more promising,
secretarial jobs are held by women, while men
with the same educational qualifications can enter
administrative jobs labeled "masculine” (Safilios-
Rothschild, 1974a).

it is important to note that the sex labels
sttached to occupations are usually justified on
the basis of sex role stereotypes and varying
interpretations of sex-related characteristics, In
the U.S.S.R., medicine Is labeled a “feminine"
ocoupation because it is a relatively low-status
and low-paying occupation, but the label is
ified in terms of women's nurturant “nature”
Goldberg, 1972; Dodge, 1966), In the
United States, however, where medicine is a
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highly prestigious and very well-paying occupa-
tion, it is labeled "masculine," and the label is
justified on the basis of the high degree of com-
mitment necemary that women are unable to
make because of their familial responsibilities.
Actually, of course, the usual justification of the
dbuilt-in flexibility in occupations Iabeled
"feminine” (such as teaching in elementary school)
is false, In fact, many of the occupations labeled
*masculing” do have much more flexibility
{Safillos-Rothschild, 1872b). Occupations such as
medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, research work, of
teaching at the universit; level Ilabeled
*masculing® in the United States and several other
societies, can perovide considerable flexibdility
because the professional can largely set his/her
own hours and can work fewer than 40 hours per
week in an office setting, In some societies, of
course, such as Finland, Hungary, Poland, the
U.S.8.R., Denmark, and Greece, pharmacy and
dentistry have recently become precominantly
"feminine” occupations {or equally open to both
sexes) partly because of this duilt-in flexibility
(Safilios-Rothschild, 1972a).

When women do become trained for & mas-
culine field because of their outstanding qual-
ifications or different combinations of circum-
stances, entry diseriminatory practices tend to
sereen them out or to relegate them to lower
positions with less pay and fewer advancement
probabilities than are offered to men. Studies of
university administrators (Simpson, 1870; Fidell,
1870) and bank supervisors (Rosen & Jerdee, 1874)
have shown that qualifications being equal, a male
candidate will be chosen over & woman unless the
woman is clearly superior. Furthermors, women
may not have sccess to prestigious positions
simply because they lazck the information about
these jobs and because they are not recommended
for these jobs by powerful, top-ranking men in the
fleld. Most of the jobs in academis as well as
industry at high levels, especially the "plums,"
have always been filled through the informal
“buddy" communication network between males
(Epstein, 1970). But the existence of similar buddy
systems among salesmen, skilled workers,
construction conteactors, unfon lexders, and so on
has been all too powerful in keeping women out of
& wide range of positions in all types of "mascu-
line™ ocoupations. The recent requirement in the
Unitad States and some other societies for wide
sdvertisement of openings has, to some extent,
mitigated but by no means neutralized this type of
occupationsl sex discrimination. Probably the
vevelopment of an equally powerful women's
communication network can holp fight effectively
this type of sex discrimination, as the recent
experience of American professional women has
provesn,

fiv

Finally, an indirect type of sex discrimina-
tion in the family system, resulting from the
wife's (legal and social) obligation to go where her
husband’s job takes him, is still drastically limiting
women's geographic mobility and their degree of
access to jobs, particularly desirable jobs.
Despite the few sensational reported cases in
which professional couples in the United States or
Sweden live in different cities in arder for both to
be abie to hold their jobs and despite the fact that
some men in the scademic field and industry will
not consider an offer unless job opportunities (or,
more rarely, an offer) are available for their
wives, these cases still represent the minocity. A
recent study of women mierobiclogists reported
that 93 percent of the women doctorates would be
willing to move only if ‘heir husband could find &
satisfactory position in the .ame location before
moving, but only 20 percent of the men made
such conditions for thelr wives' employment
(Kashket et al, 1974),

But even when women are hircC treatment
sex discrimination continues. “he available
evidence indicates that they are cunsistently
offered, on the average, lower salaries than men
regardless of their qualifications (Terborg & Ngen,
1974). These salary differentials may represent
partly hlatant and partly indirect sex diserimina~
tion due to women's older sverage age, recom-
mendations from less powerful people, graduation
from less prestigious schools, or lack of valuable
research or apprentice experience. With respect
to sdvancement and promotions, all types of sex
diserimination continue to operate and to become
more overt and clear cut the more women do well
and aspire to top decisionmaking and poliey
positions (Miller et al, 1974). Women are, in fact,
most often bypamed, either openly or increasingly
under some socially acceptable pretext, for pro-
motions that would plsce them in supervisory
positions over men, even when they are the best
qualified for these positions (MeCune, 1970;
Kashket et al, 1974). :

Promoting a woman to & supervisory position
over men would, in fact, break down the pre-
vailing sex stratification systom, and that is why
the reluctance to do 20 is great and the resistance
very strong. Several studies of male managers
{Bass et al, 197}; Ghmer, 196) and bank
supervisors (Rosen & Jerdee, 1874) showed that
not only do they hold stereotypic views of women,
but they also have less confidence in the ability of
a female supervisor than & male supervisor, and
they would feel uncomfortable with a woman
supervisor. These s resistances to having a
woman supervisor ns why men the
top administrative (or all administrative) positions
even in occupations dominated by women, such as
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social work, elementary school teaching (Lyon &
Saario, 1973), and librarianship. A recent
American study showed that among librarians,
women can get promoted to top positions and have
power only In subspecialties, such as school
libearianship, in which only 6 percent are men In
other subspeciaities, sich as  &csdemic
tibearianship, in which one-third are men, this
minority controls all top positions of power in the
field (Kronus & Grimm, 1871, Similar putterns
have been documented for Poland (Sokolowska,
-1985) and the U.S.S.R. {Dodge, 1966).

Often women can be bypassed for promo-
tions because, by means of a variety of dis-
eriminatory practices and behaviors, they have
not been given the opportunity to acquire the
necessary Qualifications and experience. They are
given {fewer chances to gain experience in chal~-
lenging, responsible amignments (Terborg & Igen,
1974; Kay, 1972) and to participate in management
tr (Rosen & dJerdee, 1974). They are less
often invited to present papers (Yokopenic et al.,
1974), to write chapters in influential boois, to
become visiting lecturers, to serve on review and
adiiorisl boards {Kashket etal, 1974), and to
temporarily take the place of the sick supervisor
or the absent boss. Thus, eventually they can be
more “objectively" diseriminated against in terms
of raises, promotions, and other occupational
rewards.

One of the most painful and effective
informsl techniques cf occupational sex dis-
erim

fon to whieh women are subjected is

rejection and an atmosphere of "cold wan,”™ the
intensity of which increases as they prove to be
more competent, ambitious, and successful (Hagen
& Kahn, 1§74). The more women improve their
pesition in un organization, the more they tend to
lose the friendship and respect of their colleagues
{Miller ot al, 1974). Thus, when men have to
recognize a woman's competence and allow her to
achieve significantly, they punish her psycho-
iogically for her deviance by withdrawing their
friendship, approval, and liking, thus forcing her
to a painful isolation that dampens her sucoess.

it seems, thersfore, that a woman who
attempts to break through the existing sex strat-
ification system by entering a "masculine” field or
by aspiring and achieving highly (and, thus, aoquir-
ing prestige and possibly also power and & higher
income) must be a unique being to be adle to
survive all the types of sex discrimination to
which she will be sibjected. She must be a very
strong person not to bend under the haramment or
the derogatory remarks of teachers and peers,
She must be Intelligent, competent, and hard
working in order to be able to make it without any
encouragement so that she can continuously prove
she is superior to most men. And, finally, she
must be independent enough to be able to go on
despite psychological rejection and sctive dislike
on the part of collesgues and acquaintances. This
has been the emence of sex ciscrimination: While
many men, even :nediocre ones, can enter pres-
tigious fields, compete, aspire, and achieve as
highly as they can, it is only the unusual woman,
intellrtuaily and psychologically, that can enjoy
the same options,
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10. SEX AND OTHER STRATIFICATION
SYSTEMS

ly
working with stratification, have resisted studying
sex as part of a stratification system equivalent
to those thiit are racial or ethnic. The reason for
be that the stratification theorists
to the privileged sex, and since the sex
as not a problem to them, thay never
perceivad it as & stratification criterion. Because
these theorists accepted the sex role ideclogies,
they also acoepted sex ranking ss & manifestation
of biological differences (Berreman, 1872; Millet,
1970). Some theorists, especially in the iate
980, considered the possibility of a sex
stratification system, but they usually rejected it
becawee substantive issues, such as the mode of
rectuitment, soclalization, membership, and

| o

According to Berreman (1872), although sex
fs determined at concepiion, it is neither
contingent on ancestry, endogamy, or othor
arrangements of or family noe
predictable. He notes that the significance of
sexual differences ls, however, largely defined
socially; cultural expressions vary widely over
time and space. As & concomitant, males and
females have no distinet ethnic or

preciuded lifelong sepsrate male and female
societies. But this arrangement does not preclude
mals and femals social institutions,
pattarns of social intergotion within and between

house.

aduca occupational
prevalent in most socisties to varying
forms, indicate a considerable extent

physical, spatial, and sociopsychological segre-

!
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gation between men and women. Even within
occupational settings in which both men and
women are working, there are usuaily parts desig-
nated as "male” settings and others as "female," 2
separation used to accentuste women's subordi-
nate status.

According to Berreman (1972), if one
accepts van der Burghe’s statement that “race can
be treated as a mpecial case of invidious status
differentiation or a special criterion of certifica-
tion" (van der Berghe, 1967), sex must also be
accepied as a criterion of stratification. In most
societies, the rels of males to females is a
lifelong superiocity~inferiority one based either on
the characteristics of birth-ascribed separation-
and stratification or inborn peychological and
social consequences. Both stem from similar
factors in early socialization and from stereotypes
and prejudices enscted and enforced by differing
roles and ties, rationalized by ideclogies
of differential intrinsic capabilities and sustsined
and defended through the combination of power
and vested interest that is common to all birth-
ascribed inequality. Berreman points out that the
b cal rationals has been used as the
justification for sex discrimination, as it has for

all dominance-exploitation
relationships (be caste in India or ethnic or
racial discrimina . Such a rationale implies

real, significant, unavoidable, and natural differ-
ences that must be acted upon (Berreman, 1872).

Review of Conceptualizations of the
Sex Stratification System

Margrit Eichler (1978b) is one of the few
theorists who have axamined in some detall the
differant ooncepts of the sex stratification
system: as & ocaste system, & social clam system,
or & minority group, She notes that the concept
of women as a caste proposed by Myrdal (1944)
implies & permanent rather than a temporary
disability because of ascribed charactaristics, a
closed rather than an open system, a rigid caste
line but variabls caste relations, and, of course, a
striot interdiction of Intermsarrisge. Andraas
(1971) devized a similar theory of sex stratifi-
cation as a caste sysiem.
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Eichler, however, thinks that the concept of
the power relationship between men and women as
a oaste system does not represent the current
situation. She points out that, despite the fact
that sex {8 birth ascribed and there is &
hisrarchical grading of the sexes, women are not

and do not have a distinet culture in
the sense of & caste cultura, It Is true that there
is something that is loosely called "women's
world® and "mens world'; sex segregation at
social dlgt.mm different areas of concern by
20X; erent types of dress; different types of
relationships hoth within one sux and between the
sexas, such a8 sex-specific grooming and dating
bshavior; sex-specific leisure activities; and
stereotyped perceptions by members of each sex
sbout themselves and the other sex. But there is
also a fairly wide area of overlapping behavior,
empecially between emplcyed men and women
(Eichler, 1373D). Furthermore, there is no doubt
that the range of social and economic differences
within one sex is as great as that between the
sexes. Although women &2 . group are economic-
ally, socially, and politically underprivileged,
there is no doudt that some women are bettes off
economically and socially than some men.
Amundsen {1971) also found the caste system too
extreme to .explain the power relationship
between men and women. There are too many
exceptions to the rule to assume a rigid strati-
fication system such as the one suggested by
caste.

Eichler (1973a) also criticizes Lenski's
concept of women as a class, "an aggregation of
persons who stand in a aimilar position with
respect to some form of power, privilege, or
prestige” (Lenski, 1968). Eichler found this
analysis unsatisfactory since it did not allow for a
distinction buwtween employed and unemployed
women and treated marriage and employment as
if they were mutually exclwsive for women.
Lenski {1968) claimed that competition through
marciage s the least risky route for women.

marrisge, women can obtain a substantial
interest in thair husbands income, enter into
axclusive circles, and have the leisure to do the
things they wish, that is, achleve the route to
vicarious achievement as defined by Lipman-
Blumen (1872} Eichler criticizes this concept
because marriage and the soconomic roles of
women are not mutuaily exclusive, and increasing
numbers of women are competing simultaneously
in the oconomic and marriage markets.
Furthermors, economic ocompetition differs in
nature becsuse it is betwesn men and women as
well a5 among women; in marriage, the
sompetition is only among women, with men as
the prizes (Efehler, 1973).

o e e ———— e

In the class analysis of women described by
Benston (1888), the roots of the secondary status
of women are economic, and women &8s & group
have a definite relation to the means of
production, although different from that of men.
Benston wrote that women can be defined as a
group of people responsible for the production of
simple use values in those activities associated
with home and {amily. These use values are
contrasted with exchange values, which are
related to commaodity production and characterize
the work of most men. Although women do work
for wages, as & grouwp they have no structural
responsidbility in this srea, and such work ordi-
narily is i as transient. Consistent with
the emphasis on household labor, Benston (1969)
argued that essentially housework has not been
industrialized or accepted on an oqual basis with
other means of production, such as those for
which men are primarily responsible.

In discussing Benston's concept, Eichler
pointed out that none of her arguments seems to
be substantiated by existing evidence. Benston's
class analysis suffers because, although it includes
all women, she makes her definitions and obser-
vations applicable only to nonearning housewives.
Hence, Eichler concluded that Benston's analysis
is incomplete and eannot be spplied to all women.

Finally, Eichler examined concepts of
women &8 & minority group. As early as 1951,
Hacker defined women as & minority group,
aithough the majority of women did not then
display a minority group consciousness (thus
deviating from at lesst one of the defining
characteristics of a minority group). She based
her concept on the fact that women manifest
many of the psychological characteristics imputed
to salf-conscious minority groups, such as group
self-hatred (exhibited in a person's tendency to
denigrate other members of the group),
acceptance of the dominant group stereotypes,
and attempts to distance oneself {rom the group
(Hacker, 1951). Another sociologist, Jochimsen,
also elaborated on the characteristics of minority

bahavior among women. She listed the
following ‘raits:  self-hatred, low self-image
expressed in the need to be sdmired by others,
exaggerated egoism, ceaseless self-reflection,
hatred for othars, resignation, and extreme bore-
dom. According to Jochimsen, the overall life-
style, patterns of thought, and forms of women's
behavior could only be described as demoralized

{Jochimsen, 1968),

Eichler (1973) correctly pointed out that the
concept of women as & minority group tends to
put too much emphasis on the results of the
existing power relationship, in which clearly men



are dominant and women are subordinate. It does
not say anything sbout the nature of the power
relationship, as attempted in a class and caste
analysis, Eichler goes on to make s fundamental
distinction between women's derived and
individually achisved status. A woman obtains
derived status by har association with & man—
either i-er father (as long &8 she is unmarried and
to some extent indirectly even after she is
married) or her husband. Women who do not have
an individually achieved status derive it from a
man, and thus they are dependent on men for their
status. Eichler, therefore, suggested that there is
an overlap between the sex stratification and the
social stratification systems: If only the derived
socioeconomic status of women were examined,
women would be consistently ranked according to
the status derived from thelr husbands.
‘Therefore, although wives are considered to have
Jowsr status than their husbands, they are often
amigned higher status than men ranked lower than
their husbands. This evalustion takes place
regardiess of the woman's personal qualifications.

However, whan the social stratification of
amiployed women is considered, women differ
. from men in at least two dimensions: they are
underrepresented in the upper strats; and, within
each stratum, they occupy a lower level than men,
even within female-dominated occupations, sich
as librarian (Blankenship, 1967; Archibald, 1970;
Judek, 1888} Since increasingly more married
women are employed, the tx  statuses
{individually achieved and derived) are not
entirely unrelated and tend to overlap. Not only
can & woman occupy both statuses, but she can
pass in and out of either, by terminating or
work again or by marrying or divoreing.
1f the gap between the derived status and the
netunlhdmndmtsu is too great, the higher
to the lower one, since the
woman was always assumed to be
above or at lessy' aqual fo her individual status
(Richler, 1973), , there is a nead to
mplications of the
1984).
Eichlar's analysis was important because it intro-
of women's derived and

achieved status in the sex
stratification system and its overlap with the
social stratification system,

Safilios-Rothschild (1975) used™ Eichler's
concepis of derived and individually achieved
status and applied it to doth spouses, since hus-
bands can also gain positive or nagative atatus
from their wives' wsalth or occupation. She
showed how a sex stratification system exists by
indicating how it operates when the two spotes's
statuses 0 not coincide, especially when the
wife's individually achieved status is much higher

%E

4

than that derived from her husband or when the
husband's derived status is higher than his
individually achieved ztstus, In both cases,
becauss the status configurations challenge the
status hierarchy dictated by the sex stratification
system, a spouse could be penalized by being
granted a status Jower than efther type warrants.

Collins (1871) is another theorist who de-
scibed man-woman relationships as s sex stratifi-
cation system. According to him, women
constitute the subordinste class beeause women
take orders from men, but can give orders only to
other women {only men can give orders to men).
This principle is, of course, modified when the sex
stratification system interacts with other systems
that might place a higher status woman in a
position to give orders to a lower status man.
Acconding to Collins, the sex stratification system
cams about because men could physically
dominate women who were vilnerable because
they traditionally bore and raised children. This
system is maintained as long as women do not
have equal status or access to status lines. They,
therefore, make their sexuality a scarce
commodity to be exchanged for mean’s status lines;
in" return, men have exclusive sexual rights to
their wives. Collins' (1871) theory about the
unequal exchanges between husbands and wives
fi'.cine‘i,da with those of Safilios~Rothschild (19786,

977a).

if sex stratification exists, there should-be
svidence of unequal distribution of wealth, power
and prestige based on sex or, as Eichler (1974
calls it, of “sex status.” If a sex stratification
system is to be accepted &s a real stratification
oriterion operating within American soclety, it
must explain these differences on the basis of sex
rather than class, race, or ethnicity.

A recent :tudy, uslng tophuﬁcaud tech-
niques of data %
regression codficicnu). definitely cstnbliﬂmd
that sex was the most significant direct and
unmediated depressant on actual educational
attainment.  This effect remained daspite
simultaneous controls on & large numbder of
educational variadles, such as academie ability,
social class background, performance, sducational
goal, academic sslf-concept, cuwrriculum
mmnmt, lnd the influences of sianiflcmt
others, such parents, teachars, and peers
(Alexander & Bckh.nd, 19?4.).

This study replicated earlier data by Sewell
and Shah (1887, 1968), since social class back~
ground influences were shown to be s double
Hability for women. These influences were found
to be considerably more determinant of high
school process and outcome variables for females
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than for males, while academic ability was more
important for males. That thesa results were
consistent for both educational goals and attain-
ment +3 the importance of sex role
socialisa at least some
differences. This interpretation is reinforced by
Sewsll and Shah's (1967) finding that even when
social class background and ability are controlled,
females are less likely to plan for, attend, and
graduate from college.

Finally, the study by Alexander and Eckland
(1974) showed that women are more influenced
than men by family originc (social class and
mother's education) than by ability, more so in
high achool than in college. In high schoal, the
women take courses to prepare tham for college,
and their class standing is influenced more by
their socioeconomic status than by their abdility.
The raverse is true for men. But in college, these
trends are tempered (Alexander & Eckland, 1974).
These latter findings are at odds with those
reported earlier by Sewell and Shah (1967) and
suggest that the role of sex in the college
attainment process merits further study.

it seems, therefore, that sex status is an
important factor in determining the educational
chances and attainment of both men and women,
the effects of which cannot be explained dy other
stratification criteria, such as sociceconomie
status or ability. It is worth noting that in 1877,
when considerable "cracks" existed in the sex
stratification system, as many men as women
were enrolled in college (Magarrell, 1878). Sex
status remsined, however, an important factor for
those who received a Ph. D. degree or attended
professional schools (Safilios-Rothschild, 1878).

Additional evidence that sex is a real strat-
ification criterion comes not only from the faot
that occupations are labaled as “feminine" or
"masculine™ in all societies, but also that feminine
and

time and energy (Kincade-Oppenheimer, 1988).
Working women also tend to occupy the low-
status, low-prestige, and less powerful jobs. For

female clerical workers are file clerks
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ranking areas of public health and psychistry
(Epstein, 1872).

Men and women in the same occupation do
not have the same occupational prestige. Most
studies found that even when & woman has a high-
prestige job, she usually has lower prestige than
men in the same occupation because sex status is
more important than occupational status. Thus,
the occupational prestige of a given occupation
varies with the gender of its incumbent. Walker
and Bradley (1873), for example, found that
women in "masculine” occupations had less
prestige than men in the same job, dbut men in
"feminine™ oeccupations had about the same
prestige &8s their female peers. Men, therefore,
were penalized for relinquishing their superior
position by entering a "feminine” occupation and
were not given more than women., In
another study, Nilson (1872) found that both men
and women in sex-inappropriate occupations had
lower occupational prestige than men and women
in sex-appropriste occupations.

In 8 later study, Nilson (1876) replicated her
earlier findings, but also found that men in
"feminine” occupations were penalized more than
women In “"masculine” occupations. The
explanation for the latter finding seemed to be
that women in "masculine™ occupations received &8
higher status, but men in "feminine™ occupations
were downgraded and, thersfore, viewed less
favorably than the tr women. Bose's
(1873) data regarding the lower prestige of women
in prestigious or "masculine" occupations agreed
with the above evidence. In "feminine™ and low-
status occupations, women were assigned higher
prestige than men.

These American data sgree with those from
ovther countries. A study conducted in Zambia
showed a significantly lower ranking of prestigious
occupations wiien the incumbents were females;
this trend was particularly true for male

respondents (Hicks, 1968). Nuthall (1969) found

that in New Zealand the sex of the incumbent was
important in producing differences in the status
rankings of occupational roles. The data indicated
& ronsistgnt tendency for teaching as an
occupation to be held in slightly higher regard for
women than for men. The study suggests that
when a man enters & female occupation, he
challenges the sex strutification system and is
penalized by being assigned lower occupational
prestige (Nuthall, 1969).

It seems, therefore, thar men and women
who challenge the sex stratification system by
occupying sex-inappropriate occupations tend to
be penalized by receiving less prestige and that
sex more than occupation determines prestige.
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women when they occupy “feminine™ oceupations,
which often imply a downgrading status for men.

Besides lowering the assigned occupational

Thus, the occupation becomes
redefined as feminine, and the prevailing sex
stratification system is not disturbed.

Groms (1987) also noted that the
demographic findings on
structure of occupations might indicate that
whenever large numbers of women enter an
oooupation, men begin to sesk employment
slsawhers. A historical analysis of the parcentage
of females within selected occupations in Canada
from 1831 to 1951 showed a clear and consistent
patterns When women went into an occupation,
the average income of that oocupation seemed to
g0 down. However, when men entered & new
oodipation, the average incone seemed to go up.
This pattern indicates that ssx composition of an
oocupation partielly determines the monetary
::?ka put on the services performed (Eichler,

Finally, experimental evidence spports the
theory that the movement of large numbers of
women iato & pres occupation reduces its
prestige. In one study, when mibjects were led to
balisve that of female
practitioners in & high-status occupation would
focreass, thay evaluated ths .prastige and

supports the existence of
nystam,

One’ study using 1980 U.8. census data found
that & rank ordering of gross categories by median
. samnings revealed important discrepancies

betwesr famales and males. The major one, for
the sales catsgory, ranked seventh for femasaies
and fourth for males. The most remunerative
ocotupational sategory for females (peofessional)

for
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type of occupational ranking seems relevant to
the earnings of women in different occupationsa!
oca and this system of ranking does not
overlap with that for men. This evidence strongly
indicates the existence of a sex stratification
system based on the distribution of income by
occupational categories.

In 1874 women earned only about 60 percent
as much as men. This gap was stil} larger in sales
and high-level professional positions {Handbook on
Women Workers, 1975) Althoséﬁ by 1977
woman enroliment included several high-
prestige fields, 40 percent of emploved women
still concentrated in 10 fields in which women
comprised 70 to 80 percent of the workers. This
clustering contributed to their low wages.

To summarize, sex status is an important
stratification criterion since:

Women do not have the same
eoducational aspirations and

attainments as men, especially
at high levels.

Women are restricted to “fem-
inine™ types of training and
education which ususily do not
prepare them for professional
Jobs, but only for auxiliary, low-
paying, low-prestige occupations.

Women, even when they are
educated for high-status, sex-
inappropriate occupations, have
less chance than men to get a
job, and wnan they do, they are
usually assigned to lower status
positions,

Women have much less chance to
be promoted or to receive equal
pay for equal work.

Sex is a criterion used to distribute prestige
and wealth as well as power. Even when women
oocupy power-invested, high-status, highly paid
positions, they rarely reach the top levels.

Relstionship Between Sex and Other
Stratification Systems

Once it is established that there is a sex
stratification system, it is important to focus on
the relationship between different stratification
systems. Sex and social, racial, sthnic, and other
systems undoubtadiy overlap, but little theory or
research has dealt with their interaction. When
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two oF more systems overlap, does a high status in
one system neutralize low status in another? Is
high status in one ares so important that the
incumbent can enjoy a subordinate status in two
or more systems? Does this entail a double- or
triple-minority status for the incumbent because
of co low status? These questions have
important theoretical implications, since women

both dominant or subordinate positions in
social, racial, ethnic, age, and other stratification
systems.

There is some evidence that in societies
with little socisl mobility, upper class and upper
middle class women enjoy a dominant status
despite their sex, and they tend to be free of the
restrictions imposed on other women (Safilios-
Rothschild, 1974). Class consciousness becomes
so rigid that high social status overrides any other
charactevistics, including inferior sex or racial
status, A study done in Brazil on clas status
found class to be more important than race
(Runciman, 1872).

in some societies, the interaction of the age
with the sex stratification system might enable
older women to occupy & higher status than either
younger men or women. This intermction is not,
however, the same cross-culturally. For example,
in Westem societies such as the United States, in
which a woman's life expectancy is quite high,
than that of men, and in which there is no
legitimate role for grandmothers, older women
have a low status. In fact, older women tend to
have a lower status than either older men or
younger men and women. But in developing
societies, in which a womans life expectancy is
low and are valued and useful, old
sge defines a woman as "asexual" and brings
considerable familial and sometimes also
egggimic power (Safilios-Rothschild, 1977b; Bart,
1

Some authors recognize the important
theoretical consequences of simultansous strati-
fication systems based on age, sex, class, and
ethnicity. They realice that several status com-
binstions can provide a powerful empirical clue to
the nature of a society's overail stratification
system, since it is possible to attribute causal
weights to how each of these factors determines
peestige, power, or income. Few
howsvar, have worked out the natute and effects
of intecactions for people occupying different
statuses in differant stratification systems
(Lieberson, 1970).

Martin and Poston (1973) systematically
examined occupsational diffecentiation by sex and
race in 86 standard metropolitan statistical aress
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in the United States in 1980, Ocoupational
differentiation refers to the degree of
dissimilarity in the occupational composition of
white men and white women, white women and
black men, and white men and black womes
Unfortunately, when referring to ocaupational
differentiation they failed to consider specific
occupations, but instead Ilooked at broad
occupational categories. This shortcoming is
extremely important because & high degree of sex
differentiation exists in specific occupations
within broad occupational categories. Whather
the conclusions of this study were valid is
questionable since occupational differentiction
according to sex is so seriously underestimated.
Thus, the finding that race is more powerful than
sex in determining occupational composition
except in the two age cannot be
sccepted as valid, Their finding that occupational
differentiation on the basis of both sex and race
had higher values than either differentiation based
on only sex or race might well hold, even after the
occupational sex composition is examined within
specific occupations (Martin & Poston, 1872).

Additional research on the intersction
between sex and racial stratification systems is
examined in chapter 8 It shows that sex
discrimination generally is greater than racial
diserimination and that class status is important
in determining whether being black and a woman
is a double penaity or an advantage.

Only one paper worked out the theoretical
implications of overlapping membership (Hraba &
Braito, 1974). The authors stated that it (s
problematic that people perceive their unegual
life chances only in terms of their sconomic class,
ot as the Marxist modal would have us believe,
People might also attribute economic inequality
to their race and sex, hypotheses largely ignored
in the study of consciousness formation. FHraba
and Braito argued that in contemporary America
unequal life chances are structured along several
statuses, and as a conssquence there can bs racial
and sexual as well as economie inequality.

Which statuses people attribute their
inequality to and which status they choose as
relevant for their consciousness can vary
acconding to different factors. The authors singled
out “status incongruenay,® or “status
inconsistency,” as one of the most important
factors. They proposed that peopis might
attribute their economic inequality to their race
or sex rather than to class in & status
inconsistency  repressnted by  high-class

jeations (education) and low-class rewards
income). Hence, they argue that minorities,
including women, might more often becoms
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conacious of their racial and sexusi inequality
than of class exploitation and attribute their
_lower opportunities to these statuses. They base
“this t on the weli-documented fact that
for blacks and women, achievement of quali-
fications (such as education) does not transiate
into the same sconomic, status, or power gains as
it doss for men in the same position (Blum &
Dunean, 1987; Blum & Coleman, 1870; Harbeson,
1971; Epstein, 1973). These authors claim that
parents who are blacks and/or women make their
children more race or sex conscious than class
conacious (Hraba & Braito, 1974).

The importance of racial and sexual
consciousness is spported by the fact that these
identities are formed comparatively early and can
be at least as important, if not more so, for
adolescents as class identities. A recent study of

both black and white ninth grade students’ self-
placemant found that sex was the second most
salient social identity following age. Race was
ranked seventh by black students and tenth by
white students; class identity ranked lowest of all
social identities, next to the last and Iast by both

black and white students (Wellman, 1871). Thus,
adolescents seem to be aware of thelr loem

Hraba and Braito (1974) stated that resaarch
studies in this area should focus on how people of
ditferent age groups compare their life chances
with those of different racial, sexual, and class

and what interest groups they are most
Iikely to join to improve their circumstances.
Such studies could help deseribe the
intecrala among different stratification
systems as perceived by individuals.

At laast one articls dealing with age and
social stratification concludes that the more
intense the feelings of subordination due to racial,
sexual, class, or ethnic discrimination, the less the
generational differences and the greater the
continuity of experience among different age
groups (Laufer & Bengston, 1574).  Recent
evidenoe, sccording to these authors, indicates
that & generation that simultanecwusly to
clase, recial, and sexual exploitation by necessity

oppresaion

- mutes the genarational issues. Racial

and poverty are reexperienced by sach generation.
This element of generational continuity is too
powarful for gensrational differentiation to
overcome, ‘The authors concluded that it is only
nmﬂnwmu.mmmmmdwr
groups that subordina s
function of m,mﬂnsﬂnmummtym
age-dased milisus. That is why the upper strata
are most xmceptible to generstional discontinuity
and its conseguences (Laufer & Bengston, 1974).

Their conclusions probably hold true only for
males, since even upper cluss white women in such
daveloped societies such as the United States have
experienced sex discrimination from generation to
generation. This common experience of sax
diserimination could override the experiences of
age diserimination.

Height Stratification System: A New
Dimension in the Status Profile

Clinical as well as empirical svidence shows
that height could aiso affect stratification. This
is important because, on the average, women are
smaller than men, although height s
exist between the sexes in different cultures,
classes, and ethnice groups.

A clinical study by Harnett et al. (1874)
consistently showed the importance of height. -
Both males and females maintained twice as much
distance between themselves and a tall person
thsnbstmnthemae!vumdadmﬂpem The

t interaction was significant only at
the 0.20 vel, but because there were no
referances to the subjects about sex or
attractiveness and because the object persons
made no effort to be particularly appealing
sexually, the sex variable was possibly attenusted.

These findings take on added importance
when compared with clinical findings from other
studies, At the behavioral lavel, obedience in
subjects Increases as the authority figure moves
away from the subjects (lltlgnm, 1985); more
agreeable rasponses wers by subjects
clossr to the authority In!act, Kleck
{1870) that the extent to which the
behavior of an individual is affected by another is
& function of the distance between them. The
closer the distance, the stronger the stimulus
characteristics nlocmod with others are
perceived. Thus, st decreasing distances height
will become an factor in personal
influence. This could explain why men, who are
usually talier than women, have been able to
influanos and make women obey them, sspacially
in close, interpersonal relationshipe.

Furthermore, empirical ressarch from
different areas of interpersonal relations and
schievement demonstrated that height is an
important stratification variable. Marriage data
show that men normally marry women who are
smaller than they so they can “look down upon®
thelr wives, Women, on the other hand, must
marry men who are somewhat taller so they can
*look np to" their husbands, Therefors, short
males and tall females have probiems in muhlf
and in choosing a marital partner (Feldman, 1971).



This relationship between height and mate
selection Is indicative of the status of women in
our society. Males are supposed to be more
dominant and have more power than females, and
oot way for men to be dominant {s to be taller.

Some professions, such as policeman and
fireman, have explicit height regulations. These
requirements are present although there is nothing
inherent in the duties of either occupation that
requires tall employees. These reguirements
suggest, therefore, discriminatory practices
aguinst small people. Feldman ted two
surveys. One, done at the University of
Pittaburgh Business School, found that tall men (§
feet 2 inches and above) recelved a
salary 12.4 percent higher than graduates of the
same school who were under 6 feet {Deck, 1871).
Another study by the Wall Street Journal
{November 25, 1889) indicated that shorter men
might have more difficulty obtaining a job than
tall men, since recruiters made a hypothetical
choice that indicated an overwhelming preference
in hiring a tall person over a short person, all
other qualifications bDeing equal. Similar height
discrimination can be found in sports and in
movies. In movies, short actors rarely play the
romantic leads but often portray deviaits who are
either funny, bad, or tough. Feldma: indicated
that the media often make derogatory comments
about & person who is short when evah. .ting his or
her occupational or political performance. A
social peychological experiment found that the
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the academic status attributed to a person,
the tailer the student subjects thought she or he
was. Thus, status and height are highly correlated
in the same way that being male is correlated
with high status (Feldman, 1971).

This stratification system is important
because it overlaps comsiderably with the sex
stratification system. A double-minority status
results from women's smaller size. The norms
about how tall & woman nmust de to have high
status might be different from those for man; thus
a certain height for women could represent s low

status for a man but an acceptably high status for
women.,

The existence of a height stratification
system also raises the following ressarch questions
Have tall women experienced less legal, educa-
tional, and occupational discrimination than small
women? Also, height stratification reises many
other research gquestions about its effect in
determining the status of women in different
societies and at different times. Has it made any
difference that women in a particular culture
were, on the av as tall as or talier than
men? Did this help them achieve equality with
men? Did their height allow them to te
in more powerful and prestigious activities and
roles? Finally, regardless of the average height of
women, has there been a historical relationship
between height and the positions of power and
prominence occupied by women?
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11. SEX ROLE STEREOTYPES: ARE THEY
CHANGING AND HOW MUCH?

Journalists and socia! scientists alike are
claiming that sex roles are changing and that sex
role sterectypes influence and constrain people's
livas less now than in the past. However,
sssessment of these changes is difficult because
there are many dimensions involved in sex role
stereotypes which have not been carefully delin-
eated and studied. Furthermore, since these
dimensions are not highly intercorrelated, changes
ocowrring In one dimension do not necessarily
imply changes in others.

The impetus for change is the Womens
Liberation Movement and the resulting diffuse
liberation ideclogy and variety of consciousness-
raising experiences (rap groups, mass media
programs, books, sex role classes, ete.). Although
some stimuli are concrete, many changes have
coms about from less tangible events because the
liberation ideclogy has by now become widespread
and influenced people, sven those who are not
aware of it or are actually fighting against it. For
some people, the first crack in sex role
stereotypic beliefs came when talking with & more
"Miberated" friend or lover; for others, it came
during & very traumatic divorce. It is, therefore,
not x simple to decide when is "™efore™ and when
is "after™ in assessing changes in sex role
stsreotypes. Furthermore, the changes are not
uniform throughout the society. There are
important differences betwsen men and women,
younger and older people, those living in small
towns and those living in large cities,
oconeervatives a&nd liberals, asuthoritarian and
nonsuthoritarian people, and so on.

Operationalization of Sex Role
Stereotypes

Sex role stereotypes include two large
outegoriess () personality traits associated with
and considared appropriate for men or for women;
and (2} dehaviors associated with and considered
appropriate for men or for women.

While ssversl ressarchers have operational-
ised sex role
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good example of the operationalization of sex role
stereotypes as personality traits is the bipolar
questionnaire developed by Rosenkrantz (1968) to
elicit beliefs about traits associated with males
and femaies. This questionnaire has deen used in
toto and in shortened or modified form by
researchers such as Elman and associates (1970),
Broverman et al. {1870), Huang (1971), and Vogel
and associates (1974). To assess how important
these traits are to self-definitions, Rosenkrantz
(1968) also investigated which of these traits are
incorporated into the self-concepts of male and
female students. Similarly, Elman and associates
(1970) examined real and ideal roles as well as
self-concepts among college students in order to
assess how closely the real self resembled the
ideal self, the ideal sex role, and the stereotypic
sax role.

Since the existing sex stratification system
asgigns higher value to "masculine” traits and
behaviors, this positive evaluation and the corre-
sponding devalustion of “"feminine™ traits and
behaviors is a ecrucial dimension of ssx role
starec Many researchers did, in fact, study
this dimension by asking studentz to evaluate the
social desirability of traits deemed "masculine” or
“feminine® (Rosenkrantz, 198&; Ross & Walters,
1873; Johnson, 1968; Turner & Turner, 1974). This
dimension was somewhat
tionalized by Morris (1874) and by Polk and Stein
(1972), who examined beliefs about the advantages
and disadvantages of being a man or &8 woman.

The latter type of approach has the
methodological advan of tapping people's sex
role stareotypic beliefls more indirectly, and
therefore it yields more reliable dats,
Furthermore, Komarovsky (1976) used elements
from scales developed by Kammeyer {1864) and
Johnson (1988) to tap “positive," "negative,” and
*neutral” sex role stereotypes about men and
women.

Other ressarchers operationalized sex role
stereotypes in terms of beliefs about sex-
appropriate behaviors. Hawley (1972), for
exam developed a tionnaire to assasy
beliefs about women's behaviors, characteristies,
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and rights which was also used by Kaplan and
Goldman (1873).

As the Women's Movement made existing
sex role ideclogies more explicit, it bacame
increasingly apparent that the labeling of a trait
or behavior as "masculine™ or “feminine™ was the
result of & particular type of sax role ideclogy.
Thus, the study of sex role stereotypes and of the
extent to which they were changing required
studying the existence and evolution of sex role
ideclogies. Indeed, researchars started to opera-
tionalize sex role ideologies, which included sax
role stereotypic deliefs as well as ideological and
normative statements. Also, because the Women's
Movement focused attention and concern on
women's roles, most researchers devised scales
and questionnaires to measure stereotypic beliefs
about women's roles and sex role ldeolu?y as
applied to women rather than men. Farrell (1974)
formulated some items tapping attitudes toward
men's traditional roles, expectations, and
behaviors as well as toward men's liberation.
Dijkers (1978) developed items measuring
attitudes towand men's traditional roles and
behaviors.

With to sex role ideclogy scales,
Lipman-Blumen's (1872) scale, Osmond and
Martin's (1975) scale, and the Meijer (1871)
Feminine Socisl Eguality Scale are among the
most widely used. Osmond and Martins scale
{1975) includes items measuring attitudes toward
women's roles both within and outside the family,
sex role stereotypes about characteristics and
behaviors, az well as attitudes toward the content
and the strategies of sex role changes,

Dhmensions of Sex Role Stereotypes
and Sex Role Ideology

Although not enough effort has been put into
delineating the different dimensions of sex role
stereotypes or ldeclogy, there is considerable
evidence that different dimensions do exist and
that attitudes in one are not necessarily good
predictors of attitudes iIn others (Safilice-
Rothachild, 1871, 1972; Osmond & Martin, 1978).
Osmond and Martin (1975) found, for example,
that men who rejected most of the female
items and responded with a modemn

women's and men's familial
1l as the content and strategies of sex
change could not fully accept women in
fessional work roles, In the latter area, they
negative stereotypes about career women
positions. Possibly, the full
women is a separate cluster

4
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have to compete with high-achieving and
competent women, and they will prodably become
subordinate to more succsssful women. This
aspect of sex equality is threatening since it
disrupts sex stratification in the workplace, which
is probably the backbone of the sex stratification
system,

In & 1970 survey, using a national probability
sample of ever-marrisd women under 45, Mason
and Bumpass (1974) found two major clusters of
intercorrelated items, a ‘"core role
ideclogy encompassing attitudes toward women's
domestic and maternal role and a cluster of
attitudes toward women's equal labor market
rights." The items included in the “core gender
role idealogy™ are: (1) the bellef that women are

‘happlest when at home (a rationalization about

the nature of woman); (2) the desirability of
dividing labor between men and women; and (3)
beliefs about possible emotional damage suffered
by pre-school children of working mothers. The
items under “equal labor market rights" include
the beliefs about women's rights to the same job
opportunities as men and to equal pay for equal
work. (It is interesting to note that the “egual
labor market rights" items are not intercorrelated
enough to constitute a cluster when a nonwhite
sample is used.) No items in these two clusters
are correlated with other items dealing with
maternity leave and childcare centers. Thus, the
dimension of equal pay and work opportunities for
women is not related to items referring to
societal supports for working mothers, especially
mothers with small ehildren (Mason & Bumpass,
1974), It seems, therefore, that items referring to
the conditions that make it possible for mcthers
of small children to work may constitute e
different dimension, one that is resistant to

change.

Type and Level of Measurement

The type and level of measurement of sex
role stereotypes is becoming mote important as
more people become exposed to the liberation

ideclogy, or at lsast to its rhetoric. This &8’

particularly true for college-educated men and
women who, even though they still have sax role
stereotypes, do not like to appear “sexist.”
Although sexism has not yet taken on the
connotation of immorality that racism has, it is
not “fashionable™ or "cool" to be sexist. Sexism
doss imply traditional, conservative values; for
some people it also implies right-wing politics,
which makes it socially unacceptable In many
circles. Therefore, direct questions about sex role
starectypes or sex ty may indicate the
subjects’  sophistication, intelligence, and



conservatism rather than their sex role beliefs,
and therefore validly differentiate only those at
the two extremes, At present, probably only
cbesrvational techniques will yield reliable
information.

However, probably up to the late 1860's or
early 1970%, indirect questions and approaches
may have yielded somewhat reliable data,
depending upon the level of measurement. Global
questions about women's rights or sex equality
have rather consistently yielded positive responses
from men, since it was easy to agree with
egalitarian principles. However, when men were
asked whether they would be willing to share
responsibility for childeare so that their wives
could pursue careers, or whether they would be
threatened if their wivas made more money than
thay did, they were more clearly differentiated as
“saxist® or “nonsexist” (Steinman & Fox, 1966).
These specific questions, which spell out how sex
equality will affect men's lives and how they must
redefine their own roles so that their wives can
redefine theirs, often alienate men from the idea
of lberation {Tavris, 1873). If these questions are
not asked, many men who are not prepared to
change their attitude tcward the division of labor
at home or to relinguish sexual control over
women are found to be favorable to the Equal
Rights Amendment (Osmond & Martin, 1875).

Furthermore,  positive responses to
nonstereotypic statements may sometimes mask
stereotypic beliefs. For example, a man who
responds "positively” to a hypothetical situation
involving a female gas station attendant may do
20 because he is viewing her primarily as a sex
object and finds the idea exciting, which is &
stereotypic response. Also, & hypothetical
situation that is unlikely to ocour may elicit more
egalitarian responses than & situation that is
perceived as possible. For instance, when asked
whather they would vote for a qualified woman
for President, French men and women, who would
see the situation as highly unlikely, may answer
more affirmatively than American men and
women, who would see the situation as more
possible (Safilios-Rothschild, 1974; Virginia Slims
Amaerican Women's Opinion Poll, 1972),

Researchars hive tried to cops with these
measurement problems by including different
levels of measurement, that is, by trying to assess
the extent to which men and women see
themsaives as sex typed as well as the extent to
which they see most men (or the average man) and
most females (or the average female) as sex typed
(e.g., Lunneborg, 1970; Unger & Siiter, 1974)
Others have assemsed only the extent to which
subjects project sex role stereotypes onto the
average man and woman and examined the corre-
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lation between the subject's gender and the gender
of the average person on whom they project these
stereotypes (Kaplan & Goldman, 1873). Herman
and Sedlacek (1973) used an adaptation of the
Situationa! Attitude Scals to measure sexism
instead of rackam. The scale was adapted to
compare men's attitudes toward women in
nontraditional roles {(such as police officer) with
their attitudes toward men in the same roles,
differences in the two sets of responses reflecting
the ts' sex role stereotypes. Through
this technique, the socia! dasirability of nonsexist
answers may be avoided to some extent.

Observational studies of elementary and
secondary teachers' classroom Dehaviers have
showed signiticant discrepancies batween sex role
stereotyped beliefs ed by the teachers and
their actual sex-differentiated behaviors (see
chapter §). These findings raise serious questions
about how closely reported sex role stereotypie
beliefs correspond to and predict actual behaviors,
since many actors are not aware of the sex-typing
and stereotyping infiuences on their behaviors,

What Sex Role Stereotypes and
Ideologies Are Changing, How Much,
and Among Whom?

Almost all of the "™efore and after” studies
in this area were conxducted among college
students, and the conclusions casnot be
generalized beyond this populstion, which is the
most exposed to the "liberation® ideology. The
nature and extent of change varies with the year
in which the "after" study was carried out; the
dimensions of sex role stersotypes or sex roie
ideology that the study was tapping; the gender of
the respondents; the region of the country; and
the sociopsychological characteristics of the
respondents.

Studies carried out between 1880 and 1871
showed little change because it seems that the
liberation ideology was not vet seriously accepted
and its impact was not fait before 1972 or 1973.
Neufeld et al. (1974), who replicated earliar
studiss in 1970, found, for exampls, that if there
was any change, it was toward more sex role
stereotyping among both men and women
respondents.  Physical attractiveness was still
considered move important for women than for
men, and physical feats and vocational success
were considered more important for men. Other
studies of college students in 1970 also showed
that sax role stereciypes were projected on the
average man of woman and that more desirable
characteristics {such as perseversnce, logical
thinking, control of emotions) were attributed to
men, while women were felt to have positive
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characteristics only in terms of sensitivity,
concern for the welfare of others, and
unselfishness (Ross & Walters, 1973; Kaplan &
Goldman, 1973; Unger & Siiter, 1974).

Three studies comparing college students in

1873 or 1974 with students in the 1960's report

signifieant changes in sex role ideclogy as
reflected in work and marriage plans. Parelius
(1974) used two independent random samples of
women, one in 1888 and one in 1878, In a
Midwestern woman's college that was especially
sensitive to the Women's Liberation Movement,
offering various courses and activities related to
women. She found that the women in 1973 were
more strongly oriented toward work, more
supportive of equal rights and duties for both
sexes, and more expectant of help from husbands
with houssawork and childcare, if not absolute
equality in the division of labor in the home. A
groater percentage of the women in the 1973
sample did not view motherhood and marrisge as
womens most important goals in life. However,
as few women in 1973 as in 1989 were willing to
‘t::?o marriage or motherhood in order to

mize occupationa! success. College women
in 1973 wanted to combine work, marriage, and
motherhood and perceived the three roles us
compatidle, This differs significantly from the
esrlier perceptions and realities of women who
wanted & career; most of them had to forego
marriage and/or motherhood or could not have &
career unless thay were divorced while still young
(Rossi, 1974; Campbell & Soliman, 1887).
Interestingly, this compatibility was reported even
though there was very little change {n women's
perceptions of men's views. Women in both
samples tended to view men as Dbasically
traditional in their sex role orientation,
particularly on issues of marital and maternal
roles for women. In fact, the 1973 sample saw
men as somewhat more conservative than the
1989 sample; most women, whether traditional or
feminist, delieved that men wanted traditional
wives. However, one direction of changs among
women who in 1973 identified themselves as
feminists was that half of them bellaved men
wanted to marry wome who would contribute
equally to the support of the family. Also, a few
moce feminists in 1973 than in 1969 thought that
men would be willing to halp with housework

{Parelius, 1974).

Similar data were reported by Ahdadb-Yehia
{1975) from studies conducted In a Midwestern
univarsity in 1964 and 1974, Most of the women
winted to combdine marriage, motherhood, and &
caresr in 1974, whereas only a tiny percentage
wanted to do the same in 1984, Men's attitudes
had also changed significantly. In 1974, sbout 10
times more men than in 1564 expected their wives
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to work continuously throughout marrlage. it is
interesting, however, that most of these

“liberated" men were either married men whose
wives went to work or back to school after the
children had rown up and who, theprafare, could
afford to be liberated, or upper middle class men
who may have feit that the salaries of two
professional pedple can buy high-quality childcare.

Orcutt and Inmon (1874) compared data
coliected in 1973 on a coliege popuiation of males
anxi females with data collected in 1881 on single
female college students. The 1873 study
replicated five items with high reliability (they
formed @ Guttinan scale and had a coefficient of
reproducibility of 0.93 in the first study and (.86
in the second) from the 1961 study. Single
famales in 1973 were compared with those in 1961
to determine the degree of traditional or modern
s¢x role orientation. The total proportion of
"nodern” famales in 1973 excesded that of the
1861 sample beyond the 0.001 level of statistical
significance.  (Both samples, however, were
consistent in showing a tendency for
seniors to be somewha! more "modern® than
women at the lower class levels.)

Although the Parelius (1974), Ahdab-Yehia
(1975), and Orcutt and Inmon (1974) studies show
significant changes in men's and women's sex role
ideologies and life plans, we cannot conclude from
these studies that men and women now have less
stereotypic views of themselves and of each
other. It is possible that despite all these
reported changes, at lsast some men and women
still beiieve that there are basic biological and
psychological differences between the sexes, and
we do not know how and under what conditions
these beliefs affect their behaviors.

Dats from Masons (1873) non-college
student sample also show that more womaen in
1873 than in 1970 agreed that women should have
equal job opportunities with men and bde
considered oqually for executive and political
positions. Also, more women thought that &
woman's job should be kept for har when she is
having a baby and that men should help with
housework. Moreover, fewer women in 1973 than
in 1970 agreed with the sex differentiation of
*dbreadwinning® and ™household and childcare

ties." However, there were
differences in sampling procedures; the 1973
sample included younger, better educated women
than the 1970 sample. And since Glazrer-Malbin
(1974) found younger woman to be less traditional
than older women, it is difficult to assess the
extent of the change or to be certain about what

changes have occurred.
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Men seem to be changing their attitudes
more slowly than women, since only studies
conducted in 1974, 1975, or later report
significant changes in their willingness to redefine
their own roles in order to allow women to
redefine their roles. Komarovaky's dita, collected
in 1969-70, already showed some changes in that
about half of the Ivy League men she studied
would date & woman majoring in a “masculine”
field and enjoyed the company of an intelligent
woman. But very few (only 7 percent) were
willing to modify their own roles to secommodate
their wives' careers (Komarovsky, 1976). Some
men were open to enjoying the "pleasant” aspects
of women's liberation but were not willing to pay
its cost. Orcutt and Inmon's 1973 dats showed
that women ware more likely than men to have a
modern view of the femsale sex role (the
difference is significant at the 0.001 level) and
that personal protest activity was significantly
related to sex role orientation for both females
and males, but particularly for fomales. Nine out
of 10 high-protest women, compared with 6 out of
10 high-protest men, were “"modem" in sex role
orientation. Thus, we can detect & "chauvinism

" even smong nigh-protest men and women
Orcutt & Inmon, 1874). But in 1975, college men
were found to be more open to compromise with
their future wives or girlfriends on the lifestyle
that they would follow, including egslitarian
styles that would require significant redefinitions
of roles (Cummings, 1977).

With regard to the sociopsychologicsl
characteristics that tend to be significantly
related to nonstereotypic belicfs, behaviors, and
sex role ideclogy, three different sets of variables
seem fo emerge. One set includes nonconformity,
liberal social ideology, nonreligiousness, and socfal
activism in general {(beyond activism in the
Women's Movement) (Orcutt & Inmon, 1874; Ellis
& Bentler, 1973; Ferdinand, 1964; Bayer, 1975;
Ball-Rokeach, 1976).,  Although this set of
variables epplies almost equally to men and
women, it seems to bs even more important for
men. As long as nonsexist attitudes and behaviors
are labaled “radical,™ or at least “liberal,” and as
going against the estadblished power structure,
such attitudes and behaviors are adopted in
defiance of the sex steatification system and
involve a partisl refection of "legitimate" status
and power. For women, the trend toward
normalization is greater, since adoption of =
modern sex frole ideclogy cuts scross more
different groups of women than of men,
Neverthaless, the same factors differentiate
among women, aithough their differentiating,
power is waaker.

The second set of variables involves intelli-
gence, salf-esteem, self-confidence, high achieve-

Q

ment, ereativity, and a sense of competence
(Komarovsky, 1976; Ellis & Bentler, 1873; Frieze,
1974; Bayer, 1875; Joesting & Joesting, 1973).
This set of variadles diffcrentiates much better
between sexist and nonsexist men than women,
since men seem to need much more confidence in
themselves and their abilities before they can
accept women as equals and as competitors.

A third set of variables focuses on employ-
ment of the mother, especially & mother who s
positive about her work, has successfully
combined the maternal and work roles, or has &
professional job {Hoffman, 1974; Lipman-Blumen,
1972). One small study found that women whose
mothers had been employed while they were
growing up perceived males as being more warm
and expressive than those who had homemaking
mothers (Vogel et al, 1874). This may be an
effect of more role sharing by husbands whose
wives work. Women whose mothers worked also
tended to perceive women as being somewhat
more competent and men as less compatent than
did women whose mothers were homemakers. On
the other hand, men whose mothers were
employed also perceived more warmth and
expressiveness in men than those whose mothers
were not employed. However, their mother's
employment status did not change their view of
women's competence. Both men and women who
had working mothers saw their own sex as having
positive characteristics traditionally associated
with the opposite sex more than did children of
homemakers (Vogel et al., 1974).

While overall the sociopsychological charae-
teristics of nonsexist men and women tend to be
increasingly normalized, there is also an oppasite
tendency toward polarization among both men and
women. We could, therefore, expect that the
above sets of variables will continue to dif-
ferentiate between sexist and nonsexist people,
although the degree of normalization will probably
continue to be greater among college-educated

people.

Potential Strains and Incongruities
Between Men and Women

As sex role stereotypes and ideclogies

‘ehwe at different rates for men and women,

there will probably be some strains and incon-
gruities in their perceptions of each other, There
is evidence, for example, that women tend to
perceive men as well as the larger society as more
sex gcole stereotypic than do men. Women
perceive men a5 viewing women in more
stersotypic terms than males do in responses to
questions sbout the average woman, axi ey



perceive more dimimilarity between the average
man's and average woman's traits than do men
(Kaplan & Goldman, 1873).
idaailly like men to be androgynous, wheress men
would ideally like to be masculine and think that
wa;:;n want them to be so (Deutsch & Gibert,
18

Furthermore, it has been found that each
sex perceives the values of other young people of
the same sex quite lucidly, but tends to mis-
perceive the values of the opposite sex, even
though the sex rankings of values by both sexes
tend to be quite similar. Discrepancies were
found between women's rankings of the traits they
thaught were valued by men and the rankings of
thase traits by the men themseives, and vice
verss. The content of these discrepancies
indicates that perceptions about values of the
opposite sex tend to reflect popular notions about
sex roles rather than reality, and therefore
opposite-sex rankings by both males and females
reflect sterectypic views. Males think females
are more nurturant and concerned about
interpersonal behavior than females think
themseives to be, and females think males are
more independant, ambitious, intellectual, and
logical than males think themselves to be (Unger
& Siiter, 1974).

130

Another type of perceptual

indicates that men an. women still do not feel
very comfortable outside the security of tradi-
tional sex rcles and do not kmow how they
compare with the majority of pecple. Both
college men and women tend to ses the average
man and the averige woman in a more
stereotyped way than they see themselves (Unger
& Siiter, 1874; Lunneborg, 1870). An alternative
explanation may, of course, be that they are more
truthful about their sex role beliefs when they are
not talking adout themselves, but the earlier
explanation may also be a tenable one.

A number of possible strains, real as well as
hypothetical, emerge when these findings are
juxtaposed against the earlier findings of reported
changes in "™efore and after" studies among
college students. How do women reconcile their
conviction that work, marrisge, and career are
compatible and their desire to have all three with
their perception that most men still want a
traditional! woman? How are men affected by the
incongruities between men's and women's sex role
perceptions? What is the nature of dynamics that
determines the outcome of sex role negotiations
in different types of man/woman relationships as
well as the method for resolving incongruities?
The available evidence does not allow us to deal
with these questions at present. .
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