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NOTE TO READER

This publication is the final report from a study that the Women% Research Program of the National
Institute of Education funded in 1974. The study had two phases, the first of which was the synthesis and
oritique of literature on sex role socialization and sex discrimination in education. The synthesis and
critique was conducted in 1974-75 end selectively updated in 1978; it covers literature appearing between
1950 and 1978.

The seoand phue of the study consisted of the development of theoretical model that could explain
the emergence, maintenance, and elimination of sex discrimination for both developed and developing
countries. The theceetical model will appear as a monograph sometime in 1990. Aeaders interested in
receiving that monograph should contact ( mnstantina Safillos-Rothsehild, 8-113 Henderson Human Develop-
ment Building, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 18802.

Other NIS publications on sex roles and sex role socialization include an extensive bibliography which
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% Researel Program. For ordering information on these two
documents, please write to the Social Processes/Women% Research Team, National Institute of Education,
Washington, DC 20208.

Susan Chipman
Assistant Direotor for Learning and Development

National Institute of Education
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Part 1.

Sex Role Socialization



I. SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION AND
THE SEX TYPING OF BEHAVIORS

Mnjor Theoretical Approaches to Sea
Role Development

The three major theoretical approaches to
sex role development throughout the life cycle
traditionally have been psychoanalysis, cognitive
development, and social leamieg. The psychoana-
lytic approach is moat commonly associated with
Freuers biological deterministic interpretation of
sex role development. H. believed that the
intimation of drive impulses and kientification
promises resulted in the development of sax-
appropriate behavkwe as malef end females pro-
gramed through childhood. According to Fire-
stone (1970), Freud's perspective reflects
Noenturies of increasing privatisation of family
life, its extreme subjugation of women, and the
sex repressions and subsequent neuroses this
causer (p. 61). Although psychoanalytic
approaches have not fostered a great deal of

roman*, distinctions bend on Mo-
or gander ooncepte continue to exert a
influence on ideas about sex difference&

Strict biological determinism should no longer be
an issue because of concrete evidence as to the
existence, both across cultures and within any
given culture, of "crossing-over* behavioral dis-
positions of sex-typed traits by biologically "pure"
males and female& Unfortunately, the idea that
*anatomy is destinr.stiii influenoes the scientific
community in regard to sex role development
issues, especially sex differences in early infancy
(Kagan, 1972).
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Doing sway with biological determinism
does not eliminate bioloa as a potential inflames
on the development of tim individual, including
the development of some gender-related
cherecteristice. Kildilareil in bioloa and in the
Ada aloinellti has yielded mon valid data when
the iimphasis is on the intricate nature at inter-
Rations betweel the biological-physiological
factors and sociuoyenoiogleal factors that lead to
sex typing and sex roie developments Although
there is a tendsocy to view the bass as deb,-
tomous, a greet deal of variation in biological
teeters exists within sex groups. PartioubuV in
moieties that maintnin strict see role dine
booed on culturel stereotypes, moondary sex
characteristics may become crucial tutors that
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account for variations in growth and development
within sex groups.

Cognitive development theory as it applies
to the development of sex identity has been
fostered primarily by Kohlberg (1966). Kohlberg's
orientatIon, which is based heavily on the work of
Piggott inccrporates two of Piaget's basic prin-
ciple& (1) that children tmdergo gracitic, sequen-
tial stages of cognitive development in which they
master principles shout 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 degree of
permanence before they reach * particular stage
of maturational development. Once children
reach a certain stage of development, the ;tin-
ciple becomes imprinted in their minds. This
procem Is oonsidened to be irreversible.

In applying Pinot% prinolpiss to the devel-
opment of sex identity, Kohlberg argues that
children reach a stage of cognitive development
around age 7 that enables them to aocurately
label themselves as one sex or the other based on
bodily images; this labeling is irreversible. Having
made their decision, children then actively struc-
ture their experiences and seek out behaviors that
they parody, as au appropriate, based on the
cultural images prosented. Although some
empirical support exists for this approach, the
"realm pereeptioos of esperimente1 subject'
regarding sex-eppropriate behevior cannot be
manipulated without influeneing the choice of
these behaviors in overt actions. Assumptions
about the sex appropriateness of behavior are
easier to make in societies that are highly differ-
entiated with regard to sex role norms and stereo-
tymm. But because of variations between
different groups within a society in how they
maintain strict sex-differentiated roles and
corms, the leap from perception to behavior has
serious empirical restrictions. When sex role
:gems begin to loosen up and merge, the intim-

1An earlier draft of this chapter was written in
collaboration with Robert Lein, Assistant
Professor, Department of Sociology, Wayne State
Univarsity, Detroit, Mich.
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titans of a cognitive development view of Lex
identity become unclear. If transsexual opera-
tions ware to increase in munber so that "ex was
no longer viewed as an irreversible characteristic,
what would this mean for the labeling process that
supposedly accounts for sex-eppropriate chokes?

Although future technological innovation
may make cognitive development theory as
applied to sex roles obsolete, we should remember
that belief in a "natural" division or differentia-
tion between 0.6 seem 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
experienced by children.

In contrast to the intrapsychic processes
that are crucial antecedent conditions in cognitive
development theory, social learning theorists
(Mischel, 1966; Sandura & 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
learning, the sex of the model is not as important
as the =tent of the reinforcement.

Too often the empirical research based on
social learning wrongly sesumes that parents and
other aignifieant socializing agents consistently
adhere to sex role stereotypes in their own behav-
ior end in the treatment of children. The process
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 is, the "sex appropriateness"
of her/his own behavior may not meet the
society's expectations for "sitx-appropriate
behavior" directed at itirls and boys. Socializing
agents may in fact differentially reward the same
child for sex-typed behavior. Within the oar:text
of reinforcement, it I difficult to pinpoint or to
empirically validate what constitutes a reward for
girls and boys. Do different situations and
different family environments serve as inter-
vening variables that influenoe how reinforcement
may *wont far the wobability of a ehildt exhib-
iting sex-typed behavior?

A reinforcement model should be tsed with
caution in poat hoe explanations of sex differenoes
and the sex typing of behavior. If a girl or boy
othibits behavioral traits that are not %ex appeo-
priate," it can be argued that the child was
reinforced for developing Nsex-iner.r;ropriate
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behavior." Yet the power of reinforcement to
change behavior from "sex inappropriate" to "sex
appropriate" has not been substantiated empir-
ically. In fact, when mistakes in labeling children
are not discovered until after a number of years,
attempts by socializing agents to change behavior
by reinforcing "sex-appropriate behavior" fail in
most cases (Lindesmith & Strauss, 1968).

The subtleties and variations in reinforce-
ment need to be studied in much more detail. For
example, reinfercement in the laboratory or
experimental situation 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 a belief in the uniqueness of one sex
eompared with the other, besides the obvious
physiological differences. Fagot (1974) found that
even parents who exhibit Jame commitment to
impartial treatment of their children often res-
pond to them in a sex-differentiated way. The
degree to which socializing agents unknowingly
create cues that foster sex role differentiation is
often underplayed and misunderstood.

In an attempt to clarify some of the dynam-
ics involved in sex role differentiation, Lynn
(1959) stressed the importance of three basic
concepts: sex role preference, sex role adoption,
and sex role identification. Sex role preference
refers to desires for sex-eppropriate behavior.
Sex role adoptibn is the acting out of sex-specific
behaviors; sex role identification becomes the
internalized:xi of this proem 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 is limited because of meas-
urement problems. Experiments that uncover
process" to explain a belief in the *naturalness"
of sex differences and that note the importance of
sex distinctions as salient criteria for children
may become crucial to the social learning
aPPrasch-

Role Imitation or Modeling

Imitation, cc modeling, is a crucial psycho-
logical proms within the social learning approach
(llandura, 1965). This approach emphasizes
characteristics of the actor and her or his
environment that differentially affect the likeli-
hood of given behaviors being exhibited. Learning
is assumed to take place through imitation that is
positively reinforced. A problem with this
approach is how to define reinforcement as it is
applied to given individuals in specific situations.



Despite a member of empirical studies, much
debate and soefusion exists About the rola of the
imitation women in the development of a SOX
ideally and sex-elped behaviors in girls end
boye Generally, boys displayed more imitative

ZZI°than girls when the subject was not
:einft.ved (andera et al., 1963a, 1963b;

Mak 1945; Madsen, 1966). For behaviors other
than aggrealco, either girls imitated mos than
boys or no massureble sex differences ocourred
(ktyrear & Melee, 1969; Hetherington, 1965).
Yet, some studies did not find any sax differences
in the imitatioe procea (Mitchel & Liebert, 1966;
Bawler. & Mischel, 1965; &name & Kuper% 1964;
Hetherington & Frankis, 1967; Breyer & May,
1974 Others indicated that sax differentiae tend
to disappear when the ohild is rewarded for
imitation (Bendier*, 1965; Grano & Brheker, 1972;
Ile David, 1959; Stevenson, 1141).

One eontrovasy focuses on whether the sex
of the modal is a crucial variable in imitation.
Maccoby (1959) and others have argued that the
female is the more salient model for young
children, essuming that identification is first
nude with the mother. However, ocunterargu-
meats claim that the father is the reality enforcer
and that the male becomes a more salient model
for young children (Rosenblith, 1959; Stevenson et
al., 1963; Epctein & Leverant, 1P413). The impor-
tance of the sax of the modal may depend on
whether the modeled behavior is sex appropriate
or not. it has often been hypothesized Hut sami-
sen models are imitatd much more often when
they exhibit sex-eppropriate behaviors. Although
some studies suggest that children are more likely
to imitate a same-esz model when the behavior is
"sax appropriate* (Bandies el al., 19631; Ityrear
& Thelon, 1969; Maccoby & Wilson, 1957), other
studies tke not ocafirm this hypothesis (Bosehblithe
1939; &ran, 1071; Breyer & May, 1970; &endure &
Helpers, 1964). Garrett (1971) found imitation of
same-sex models with regard to both appropriate
and inappropriate sex-typed behaviors. Attempt-
ing to study imitation he a non-sax-typed vitia-
tion, Garrett et al. (1974) found that same-sex
imitation was mod lOcely to *sour in positive,
nontiweetating situations. he somewhat threaten-
img, peptise 'Mations, the oombination of a
male experimeater and a female model ;reduced
ths most omeetetimitetion in both sexes.

Two significant variables not always con-
sidered in studies of modeling are (1) the nature of
the relationship between the child and the tame-

2For an excellent and extensive review of the
literature on this subject, see Garrett st al.
(1974).
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sex or opposite-sex model and (7) the tYPe of
affect that the child has toward the behavior
being studied. Is te certain affective distance
between parents and children more or lea con-
ducive to imitation? Are behaviors that are not
displayed for the benefit of onildren but are a part
of everyday living more conducive to imitation?
Is it esker to learn what not to do, what to avoid
and reject, than what to do? These are questions
that must be thoroughly researched.

One basic pooblem in the design of most
imitation studies is that they have not been con
striated to test directly the influence of sex roles
on the imitation process. Many of the findings,
when taken collectively, suggest some patterns
that would lead to hypotheses about imitation
behavior but do not serve as direct evidence of
any 'pacific relationship. While this may partially
account for the number of conflicting views
currently held, it severely r.satricts the systematic
formulation of generalizations about the role of
imitation in the development of sex identity or
sex-typed behaviors.

Tho often, arfrumptions are made about the
ehild environmenC. Although this environment is
outside of the experimental situation, it may
influence the process under investigation. The
imitation of a dominant model versus a passive
model of either sex may in fact depend on the
child," exposure to similar or different types of
models within the home.

The behaviors used in imitation studies
present two major problems. First, the degree to
which the behavior implies "sex lateens"
is not oonsidered as a possible contaminant, or if
it is considered as a possible contaminant, the
design does not include appropriate controls.
Second, many behaviors that appear to be sex
neutral, such as marble dropping, do not have
praetical relevance in the everyday world of the
child.

Many unknowns still exist about the imita-
tion process and the extent to which it may be
diftirentiated between boys and girls, different
types of relationships and actors, and different
types of modeled behaviors. Also, a parent may
become a very powerful %negative* model by being
very dissatisfied with her/his traditional sex role
or by deviating from it.

Sex Role Preferences
assearch on young children has focused

extensively on the ooneept of sex role preference,
which is inherently tied to traditional concepts of
"masailinity" and "hue ininity" as stereotypically



pereeived by adults in a given culture. Studies
have attempted to monitor children's sex role
development and to test hypotheses regarding the
theoretical importance of sex role preference for
sex role adoption and sex role identification.
Studies conoerned with establishing the existence
of sex role preferences of girls and boys have
applied a variety of measures over the last 20
years. Thews measures include the IT Scaie for
Children (ITSC) developed by Brown (1956), a Toy
Preferenee Test (TPT) suggested by De Lucia
(1963), and Structured Doll Play (SDP) as used by
Musson and Dist ler (1959). In each of these
methods, assumptions are made regarding the
child's choice in a projective situation. In the
ITSC, the child is presented with a presumably
sex-neutral stick figure and asked to make a
choice that has been prejudged as soc linked. In
the TPT model, the child makes a choice for a
hypothstical child whose sex 3 known. In the SDP
study, dolls reprementing family members are
used, and the child is asked to make choices for
the dolls based on hypothetical situations. The
major assumption for all three measures is that
the choice the child makes represents a projection
of herfhis own rex role preference.

Although serious criticism 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 variation emu, as well as in developmental
aspects. Differences in the variation scores of
girls and boys are thought to represent the
strength of preferences and the amount of knowl-
eckge about the opposite sex's responses. Studies
undertaken in the 1950t and 1960's found clear-cut
differences in the preference *ecru ot girls and
bays, with girls having more "feminine" scores and
boys having mcee "masculine" scares (Brown,
1958, 1957; Hartup & Zook, 1960; Lansky &
Mci:ay, 1963; DeLucia, 1963; Kagan, 1964;
McCandless, 1967). Because older girls and boys
show greater differences in the expected direction
than yotmger children, some researchers claim
that developmental trends are responsible (Brown,
1956# 1957; Hartup & Zook, 1960; DeLucia, 1983).
Older children of both sexes are more likely to
avoid inapprceriate aex objects when faced with a
nx-neutral undesirable alternative than are
younger children of both sues (Hartup et al.,
13). Conflicting results regarding variation in
the sex role preference scares appear, with some
researchers arguing for greater variation in girls'
scores (Brown, 1956, 1957; Ward, 1960 and others
arguing for greater variation in boys' mores
(liarily & Zook, 1960; Lansky & McKay, 1963).
These latter findinp are often used to suggest
that male aoquisition of "appropriate sex role
preference" is less complicated (liartup & Zook,
1960) and that boys show a stronger male pre-
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ference compared with the female preferenee
exhibited by girls (Biller & Borstelmann, 1967).
Several studies have shown that girls learn the
content of masculine sex-typed behaviors better
than boys learn the content of feminine sex-typed
behaviors (Schell & Silber, 1968; Reed &
Asbjornsen, 19613). Also, when the IT stimulus is
ambiguou, girls tend to perceive it as a male
stimulue more often than boys tend to perceive it
es a female stimulus (Schell & Silber, 1968; Hall &
Keith, 1964; Sher & Lansky, 1968). AU 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"
activities.

The interpretation of these [incline has been
seriously criticized and their comparability ques-
tioned. Schell and Silber (1968) criticized ITSC
for insufficient representativeness of items and
for marked variation 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 materials
other than preferences for sex-typed activities
and objects. EV varying the instructions used with
these types of measures, researchers 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 primarily °masculine" cues
(Brawl, 1962; Sher & Lansky, 1966; Thompson &
McCandless, 1970). Reed and Asbjornsen (1988)
found that about half of the boys perceived the IT
figure u male and about half as female, while
most of the girls perceived the IT figure as
female. In the same study, they found that in the
most ducky defined *somebody figure," develceed
by Hogan (1957), the extreme female figure is
perceived as male by 15 percent of the subjects.
It appears that pre-school children lack the type
of perceptual accuracy and coesistency demons-
trated by older children and adults on similar
tasks.

Another factor that contaminates the mean-
ing of choosing one toy over another is the degree
to which children ere familiar with the items used
in the test. This familiarity may differentially
affect their choices for reasons other than sex
role preference. Perhaps the selection of toys has
nothing to do with max typing but represents some
previous experience with the specific object inde-
pendent of the experimental situation, Messer
and Lewis (1973) were careful to point cut the
difficulty in assessing the significance of class
differences in toy preftreeces without a careful
study of the types and numbers 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 dimensions.

That these mauurement techniques rep-
resent an empirical buts for conclusions about sex
role preference I. debatable. Sher and Lansky
(1961) claimed that the standard IT scale meas-
urement is more appropriately wad as a measure
of sex role knowledge than of sex role preference.
They suggest that the findings of Brown (1962),
Hartup end Zook (1980), Hall and Keith (1964),
Kohlberg and Zigar (1967), Lefkowitz (1982), and
Reed and Ashjornsan (1968) support such a con-
clusion. This raises the question of whether it is
meaningful to define the concept of sex role
preferences in terms of cultural standar* of
"maaculinite and "femainity," as Brown (1962)
suggested. A different approach, proposed by
Lefkowits (1962), was to define sax role pre-
ference in terms of some modal response in
children of the same sex. In this way, sex role
preemies choices are rated on a same-sex
oontinuum, the poles of which are deviance and
nondeviancre with regsect to a given group of
same-ess peers. Deviance in sex role preference
is thus defined as divergence from the mode of
semt-sex preferences, but not necessarily in the
direction of the mode of the opposite 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 a
more valid attempt to operationalize sex role
preference as distinct from knowledge of ses role
stereotypes. Using this procedure, Brown (1957)
found that 72 percent of third rade girls
preferred the IT figure to be a daddy, and this he
concluded that girls prefer the masculine role.
However, Lefkowitz (1962) found that only 2

percent of girls indicated they would rather be a
daddy when making a choice ifirectly for
themselves. Lefkowitz concluded that girls have
about as much preference for the feminine role as
boys have far the masculine role.

Utilizing a different technique, Hartley et
aL (1962) showed that, when asked about a
potential adoption, both boys and girls ; valved
adults 4s preferring children of their own sex.
When the children were staked what sex they
preferred for their own children, girls chose girls
and boys chose boys. These Lithos's urged serious
questioning of the assumption that culturally
enforoed adult partiality for males is generally
operating in children's sex role development.
When et al. (1971) found that children altered
their choices of toys to conform with the indi-
cated preferences of other children of their own
sex; this, adult stereotypes about toy choices and
other behaviors may not have the same meaning
to the child.
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Studies dealing with sex role preferences in
young children raise more questions than they
answer. The ;se of different measures hes led to
questions regarding the ways in which the choices
of young children can be altered. The choices
offered to the child influence the social rale-
meet as well as the interpretation, of the
findings. Sometimes toy 'choices involve one
"feminine" and one "masculine" toy; sometimes
both toys are considered "masculine" or
"feminine" but differ in the degree to which they
are seen u appropriate for a given sex. At other
times, sex-inappropriate toys are matched with
aex-naistral, undesirable rejects.

All these studies indicate that chlidren
perceive the existing sex roles and that with age
they increasingly differentiate these sex roles.
What, if anything, these findings imply about sax
role preference is unknown. Until standardized
instruments are developed to measure interpret-
able behavior along a sex role Reference
dimension, questions will remain about the devel-
opment of sex-appropriate behavior, avoidance of
sex-inappropriate behavior, ease of learning
appropriate sax roles, know e of adult norms
regarding ume-= and Wen roles, and
the actual preritrence for one sex rola over the
uther. lf, in fact, children learn both sex roles, as
defined by the adult culture, equally well, do they
use this knowledge to avoid choosing the apposite-
sex rola behavior or to choose it, 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 issues creates a masa of
statistical differences that are restricted in their
usefulness. Although the use of previously
designed techniques is methodologically sound, it
does little to advance socialization theory and the
understanding of sex role development in young
childr, This criticism has existed in the
literature for many years, yet researchers
continue to use these measures not just as a test
of methodological hales but as if they have social
relevance and practical significance in the
undsretanding of the processes that lead to sax
role differentiation.

Parents' Sex.Differentiated Behavior
Toward Children

Studies of the role parents play in the
development of their children have focused
primarily on childrearing practices until the last
15 years; little emphasis has been placed on tis
development of sex roles per se. However,
theoretioal formulations that emphasize the rola
of the parent es either a model or reinforcing



agent and empirical findings that suggest some
differences between very young girls and boys
have drawn more attentlo:1 to the role of the
parent as a socializing agent who actively
participator in the sex role development of the
child.

Many studies rely on interviews with the
parent (usually the mother) regarding childreering
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 a crucial source of influence, independent
of the mother, hb role is 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 father's overt behavior observed.

Despite these shortcomings, the following
different's' have been reported with respeet to
parental treatment of boys and girls. Mothers and
fathers verbalize to girls more often than to boys,
apeeially in response to girls' vocalizations during
the first 3 months of life (Lewis, 1972a; Moss,
1967; Moss et aL, 196W. More proximal stimula-
tion is given to bcrgs, and more distal stimulation
is given to girls (Lewis, 19724. Boys also get
more tactile-visual stimulation and are aroused to
higher activity levels (Mom, 1967). After 6
months, girls are touched more, but boys receive
less proximal stimulation. Throughout the first 6
months, mothers talk to girls more than to boys
(Goldberg & Lewin 1989). Mothers maintain
physically close and affectionate relationships
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 at
aL, 1957), more punishment (Droppleman &
Schaefer, 1983), and more intellectual encourage-
ment (Lynn & Sawrey, 1912). For pre-achool
children, mothers pressure boys mars to achieve
and punish them more for showing dependency.
Boys' aggresion is rewarded as appropriate
*alumnae* behavior, but girls' aggression is never
rewarded, though indirect expressions are tol-
erated. Ihe presmire on girls is for *feminine
(polities, sueh as neatness, obedience, and con-
feetnity, but pressure on boys is for independence
and sohlevement (Hatfield et al., 1987). Mothers
of girls oastrol verbal protests by withdrawing
love, but mothers ot boys use negative unctions
(deprivation of privileges) to control verbal pro-
tests (Basimrind & Black, 1987).
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These findings do not clearly prove that
differential parental treatment accounts for sex
differences, 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 development
and growth of children in a sex-differentiated
way.

Although few data exist on fathering
(Begner, 1970), the probanle influence of the
father on the socialization of children, especially
of sons, is often mentioned. Two studies suggest
that the negative effect of fateer dominance
accounts for low self-concept in boys
(Coopersmith, 1967; Sears, 1970). In the
Coopersmith study, the behavior of the father was
measured an the basis of ratings made by the von;
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 bays (Blanchard
& Biller, 1971; Dyk & Within, 1965; Grunebaum et
at, 1962). However, in each of the studies cited,
the father-son interactions were not observed. in
an observational study, Solomon and associates
(1973) found no significant correlations between
paternal behavior and the academic achievement
of fifth grade boys. However, a finding of
significant correlation between the nurturant
behavior of fathers and the IQ of 4-year-olds Ied
Raclin (1972) to suggest that the role of the father
may be crucial for this group.

The role of the father as separate 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, 1972; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1968;
Rebelsky & Hanks, 1971). With regard to
autonomy behaviors, Nakamura and Rogers (1969)
showed that mothers' and fathers' expectations
differentially predict sons' and daughters'
behaviors. In an observational study, Osofsky and
O'Connell (1972) reported that fathers positively
reinforced dependent daughters and that mothers
exerted more control over dependent daupters.
These findings, along with those of Brim (1957)
and Emmerich (1982), suggest that sex of parent
and sex of child ere crucial variables in research
designs attempting to account for the processes
affecting sex role development in children.
Contradicting the studies mentioned above,
Emmerich and Smeller (1981) reported a
consistent hick of evidence for sex role

differentiation based on sex of parent and sex of
child and suggested that siblings and peers, rather



than adults, serve as a baste 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 a more complex design, Torgoff
(1967) showed that, when looking at achievement-
inducing and independence-granting behaviors, the
family structure affects the role the parent plays
as a modeL More specifically, the number of
siblings, the sex of siblings, and the cyder (male
firxt/female first) systematically create different
environments for parental input. Thus,
generalizations are restricted not only when the
mother is the sole source of data but also when
the family structure itself becomes a varieble.
Not only do parent-child interactions seem to be
affected by the gender characteristics of the
actors, but resulting patterns seem heavily
influenced by the gender characteristics of other
children in the family and their birth order
(Torgoff, 1967).

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
meaningfulness of the conclusions and render
them melees es empirical evidence to support
theoretical formulations. Problems in observa-
tional research include small sample sizes, lack of
attempts to replicate findings, soeial pressure
that causes parents to alter their behavice for the
experimenter, and, more importantly, lack of
attempts to integrate findings and conceptual
schemes to give some direction to studies in this
area. Having established the parent as 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, reseer&ers assume that the influence is
only in one direction, from parent to child. A
more complex design, removed from unidimen-
stone' 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
perspective, it is unclear whether differential
responses to parents' behaviors Influenc went*
to respond differentially to boys and girls or
whether some mothers and fathers have
preconeelved notions that result in differential
treatment of boys and girls regardlesa of the
childls responses. Bell (1966) end Moss et al.
(1989) demonstrated that children influence
parents as much as parents influence children.
Most probably, the nature of interaction between
children's and parents' sex-differentiated
behaviors makes it dfficult to asses 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 infant's life, the parents' preeonceived
sex role notions and sex-differentiated behaviors
are often more important than the child's
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 ',resent
girls and boys with different types of sex role
messages arei models. At least some mothers and
fathers may hold nonstereotyped sex role
attitudes and &splay some sex-inappropriate
abilities, achievements, or behaviors. With the
exception of maternal employment, we know little
about the socializing effect of parents' sex-
inappropriate abWties, traits, and behaviors,
especially as they are colored by the parent:: and
others' feelings and reactiona.

Katkovsky et al. (1964) differentiated the
socialization roles played by parents, especially
with respect to sex-appropriate and sex-inappro-
priate behavior& 'Their purpose was to examine
the relationship between the achievement atti-
tudes, values, and behaviors of parents regarding
their own achievements on specific dimensions
and the achievement attitudes, values, and
behaviors that parents exhibited regarding their
children's achievements on the same dimensions.
Achievement areas stodied were intellectual
attainment, mechanical skills, physical skills, and
artistic attainment. The general findings showed
an expected correspondence between parents'
achievement values for themselves and the
achievement values they want to pass on to their
children; however, important variations appeared
according to the sax 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
daighters or sons. Fathers who valued mechanical
ability tended to value it mere for daughters 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.,
1984). Thus, the eorrespondence of achievement
values seems also to hold true between parents
and children of the opposite sax and with respect
to sex-ineppropriate achievements. Dissatisfac-
tion with a specific skill that was sex appropriate
(fatherphysical skill/motherartistic ability)
tended to bifluence parents to @floorage
development of this skill in their sons, more so
than when there was satisfaction with the skill.



Parents who have ax-inappropriate abilities and
achievements may serve es positive models for
same-sex children, unlike° they also transmit
negative mesages shout these abilities and
achievements. Thus, they may become powerful
negative modals, for example, mothers who are
diustisfied with the hasewife role (Lipman-
Simon, 1972).

Birth Order and Sibling Status

Examination of birth order and sibling status
provides insights into whether children in various
sibling oonstellations are exposed to different sea
role pressures and expectations, as well as to
different pezental and sibling sex role 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 crucial variable.

Although birth coder and sibling stress have
been studied extensively, the findinp are
ambiguous and, therefore, add little to theoretical
formulations (Sampson, 1965; Warren, 1966;
Rosenfeld, 1966; Murdock & Smith, 1989; Bragg &
Allen, 1970). Birth order and sibling status are
related to many other variables that may
influence patterned social behavior such as family
siT" spacing between children, sex ratio of
siblings, end characteristics of the socializing
agent. Moat otters, these relevent variables are
ivsored in research designs. They should be
studied wing sophisticated methodology because
they indicate the structural variation in sibling
and parent-child relationships, and thus have
important implications for sex role socialization.

Birth cedar and sibling status studies have
focused on different dependent variables,
including motives (Dember, 1960 emotional dis-
orders (Schooler, 1964); personality
characteristics (McArthur, 1956); vocational
proforma* and expectation (Mehta & June*
1969); preference for complexity versus simplicity
(Uomman, 1947); and sports participation and
interests (Landers, 1970). Research relevant to
sex typing has focused on oonformity, dependency,
anxiety, and affilietive behavior.

Schachter (1959), performing anxiety affilia-
tion experiments on females, found that in stress
situations first-born females prefer to be with
others rather than alone more often than later
born females. This finding was then generalized
to both sexes with respect to expected differences
in dependency behavior. It was suggested that
parents (especially mothers) spend more time with
first-born children and that, out of inexperience

or insecurity, they are likely to "overparent" the
child, thus encouraging dependency. Later born
children are lea likely to receive the same degree
of "overparenting" and are therefore lea likely to
uprose the same degree of dependency. This
generalization of research findinp from girls to
boys can be found in some research conducted in
the 1950k end 1980k. This type of generalization
is inappropriate because it assumes that boys and
girls are treated alike by parents and becauee
dependency is a sex-typed behavior expected from
girls but not from boys. Not surprisingly, sub-
sequent research has shown that the clifferences
found between first-born and later born females
on anxiety and affiliative behavior are not found
for males; in fact, some studies found that later
born males showed more anxiety and dependency
than first-born males (Gerard & Rabble, 1961;
Zimbardo & Formica, 1983; MacDonald, 1988;
Zucker et al., 1988).

MacDonald (1989) formulated a socialization
hypothesis to 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 children are more thcroughly socialized than
later born children, and therefore are more
susceptible to the socialization practices of the
parents. In addition, the hypothesis assumes that
parents socialize the sexes differentially,
especially . ith respect to sex-typed behaviors.
The concept of parents socializing children differ-
entially based on the sex of the child does not,
however, take account of differentials sccording
tn the sex of the parent. Thus, within the sociell-
zation hypothesis as developed by MacDonald,
both parents are seen as fostering the same stand
with respect to sox-typed behaviors. Based on
these assumptions, MacDonald (1989) argued that
first-born children, in contrast to later born
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 their sax, sax differences
between first-born children may be explainable if
the behavior under consideration is sex typed,
Explicitly with regard to dependency behavior, it
can be argued that, awarding to cultural
standards, it is oonsidered more "feminine" than
*masculine" to express dependency. Through the
socialization hypothesis, MacDonald attempts to
allow for sex differences between first-born
children and for the interaction of rex and birth
order in the examination of patterned behavior.

Support for the socialization hypothesis is
not conclusive, though it has served as a basis for
deciding how crucial sex rola socialization is to
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understanding and predicting behavior patterns of
boys and girls. The socialization hypothesis
compels researchers to determine how much
behavior is sax typed and whet effects sex typing
may have on the results of the experiment.
StaceDoeft Id (1989) reported sex differences con-
sisteet with the socialisation hypothesis between
first-born and Utter born adults with respect to
withdrawing from an experiment. In an attempt
to replicate these relationships in a study of
kindergarten children, Lusa and Brophy (1970),
using measures of creativity and sex-typed
interests, intellectual ability patterns, and pear
relatioos during free play, hypothesized that first-
born boys and girls differ from each other to a
greater degree than later born boys and girls on
variables related to sex typing. The results of this
experiment suggest that MacDonald's hypothesis
flts fairly well, elthough the consistency and
intensity of birth cir.isr effects are more notable
in girls than in boys. In attempting to replicate
and expand these findings using more extensive
measures, Lama and Brophy (1972), again using
middle-clan urban kindergarten children, found
that direct measures of sex typing eonsistently
negate predictions from MacDonald's hypothesis.

The failure of findings to support
Mac Donald's socialization hypothesis led Lama
and Brophy (1972) to conclude that the two major
influences of MacDonald's hypothesis, more
thorough socialization of first-born children and
differential socialization based an sex of child, do
not interact in any simple linear fashion. Thus, a
sex-by-birth order interaction may be tenable for
some measures but not for others, and therefore
MacDonald's socialization hyPotheais should be
modified.

Because of the la& of consistent birth order
differences, the results of the Laosa and Brophy
(1972) experiment were reinterpreted within the
context of Kohlberg's (1988) cognitive develop-
ment theory. According to Kohlberg, sex typing
comes about largely through cognitive develop-
matt (a labeling process), rather than through
identification procemes or direct reinforcement
for sax-typed behavior. Within this oantext, no
birth order difference on direct measures of sax
typing would be expected. To the extent that the
child has intenuslized the sppropriate sex label,
birth cedar differences should not occur for
children of the same sex. Consequently, sex
differsnees across ordinal position should be
maintained. Birth order-by-sex interactions would
be expected only when variables are indirectly
related to sex typing. Although Lusa and Brophy
(1972) were not tasting Kohlberg's theory, their
findings can be explained batter by Kohlberg's
theory than by the socialization hypothesis of
MacDonald.
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How birth order and sibling status vystem-
atically influence the behavioral response of the

Id 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 assumed in MacDonald's (1969) socialization
hypothesis and in the reformulation of this
hypothesis within cognitive development theory as
suggested by Laosa and Brophy (1972). In the first
orientation, differential reinforcement by parents
is a crucial antecedent condition that accounts for
the differential responee of girls versus boys and
for the potential interaction effects of sex by
birth order. In the second crientation, differential
reinforcement by parents is seen as reflecting
prevailing sex role stereotypes that designate
characteristics and behaviors as either sex
appropriate or sex inappropriate. However, the
degree to which parents actually serve as dif-
ferential reinforcers of sex role stereotypes (much
less the degree to which bath parents socialize in
the same way) is often assumed rather than
empirically verified. Researchers tend to
designate parents' behavior?. and ideologies as
crucial and yet to assume little variation among
them.

That children undergo changes in the transi-
tion from childhood to adulthood is taken for
granted. However, the assumption of adult status
does not suddenly mean that all changes come to a
halt. In fact, Benedek (1959) suggested that as
children change, parents may change too. Lansky
(1984) directed attention toward the parents'
attitudes and behivior as potential sources of
varistion, 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, 1952) and the
Franck Drawing Completion Test (Franek &
Rosen, 1949), Lansky (1984) 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-
school child in the home. Although the mascu-
linity-femininity patterns of mothers and fathors
were similar in different family structures, tiler
were different correlational patterns between
masculinity-femininity scores of parents from
different family structures with children of
differing ages. Lensky 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 struetures have different models
from which to develop their sex roles, but parents
may change as the structure of the family
changes. Parents cannot be coneeptuslized as
monolithic sex role socializing wads.



Lansicy (1967), continuing to study parents as
a source of variation, shifted attention from
masculinity-femininity measures to parental atti-
tudes toward children% sex role choices. A Sex
Role Attitude Test (SRAT) derived from the
children% form of the SRAT described by McKay
(1984) was used to measure parental attitudes.
Again, Lansky catcluded that parents should be
conceptualised as a source of variation because
their attitudes differed according to family
structure. In gener4 parents of boys had more
polarized attitudes, and fathers of mixed-sex
siblings differed from we smother more than
mothers 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
sax role development and behavior of the child
(Rosenberg & Sutton-Smith, 1971). Rosenberg and
Sutton-Smith (1988, 1971) found that fathers'
sccres wese more "masculine" when they had only
daughters than when they had a daughter and a
son. In addition, fathers' scores were more
"feminine" when they had sons than when they had
daughters. In both these studies, fathers' secrea
varied as a function of sibling configuration but
mothers' scores did not. In other studies,
Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith (1964, 1966, 1971)
found that daughters' sex role attitudes were more
affected by family members, while the sons'
attitudes were more affected by sax role stand-
ards prevailing outside the home. The results led
Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith, as well as others, to
severely criticize research on sex role develop-
ment in the family that deals only with the child's
response or with sibling effects on each other.
Research that does not examine the family struc-
iure may well be only an abstraction of the more
complete phenomena in operation. Family struc-
ture and, more specifically, the gender composi-
tion of children seem to affect the nature of the
operating sex role nevus and proceeses during sex
role socializ.ation.

In an attempt to clarify some theoretical
foundations, Bragg and Allen (1970) 'pacified two
general aisumptions about the relationship
between ordinal position and conformity in a role
theory perspective. First, Bragg and Allen sug-
gested that first-born and later born children
undergo a 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, Bragg and Allen also attempted to build
sitaational determinants into their basic assump-
time; i.e., the more closely the cues in a situation
resemble the family situation in which the subject
learned her/his sex role behaviors, the mare likely
the subject will be to show appropriate sax role
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behavior. These two assumptions allow 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 degyees of con-
formity in later born subjects would be based on
the sex of the older sibling. According to their
theory, whoever is more salient at the time an
individual learns herlhis 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, conformity 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 predicting sex-typed
behaviors, it still makes assumptions about how
subjects are socialized in a traditional sex role
framework. The approach 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 assumptions about sex appropriateness based
on traditional standards and images that most
"normal" children come to know under similar
socialization 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 (1942), was that
interaction between two persons leads to auimila-
thin of roles. This suggests 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 influeneed
more try this proms than are older siblings,
because the latter have had more time to
establish their own role. In reanalyzing data
supplied by Koch (1956), Brim found support for
these hypotheses. He did not considet how
parents influence these differential effects. The
basic premise of assimilation of roles has implica-
tions for the child's interaction with parents of
both sexes, as well as her or his interaction with
sibli ngs.

A methodological note relevant to birth
order and sibling status studies concerns sampling



bias. MacDonald (1969) reported that later born
subjects may be underrepresented in study
samples because they are les likely to volunteer
and more likely to miss their appointments. Based
on this finding, MacDonald suggested that, in
experiments dealing with variables related to
birth order, samples should be inspected for birth
order Wes. Few studies in which birth order is not
the central focus appear to adjust for possible
birth order bias.

Tbe sex ratio of children in the family, 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
structurel variable in sex role socialization
whether at home, in school, or with regard to peer
influences. Same-sex and mixed-sex settings and
interactions seem to have %rimy 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 a substitute male model. Many empirical
studies, done over the last 30 years, have provided
very little conclusive information about father
absence. 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 combined (Tiller,
1951). However, most research gives lip service
to sex roles and looks at the differential effects
of father absence on boys and girls.'

The findinp of father-absent studies have
not been conclusive mainly because of
methodological problems and theoretical biases.
A serious methodological problem concerns the
ambiguous definitions of the terms "father
absence" and "father presence." Some studies
have lumped together families in which the father
is completely removed (e.g., by death or
desertion) with families in which the father is
absent but still maintains a relationship with his
children (as is often the case in divorce). Other
studies have compared children from families in
which the father was absent for 2 or more years
with all types of two-parent families regardlees of
the degree to which the fathers were regularly
absent for more or lass long periods of time.

3 For an excellent review of the literature on
father absence and the personality development
of the male child, see Biller (1970). See Biller
and Weiss (1970) for a study of the effect of
father absence on the female child.
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The measurement 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 different from whether
s/he adopts "masculine" or "feminine" prefer-
ences, choices, or behaviors. To the extent that
societies allow for changes in sex role norms or
overlapping of sex roles, measurements based on
"masculinity" and "femininity" lose their meaning.
It is here that the theoretical (and ideological)
bias becomes importants Within the framework of
identification theory and from a traditional view
of sex typing, "maseulinity" 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" yodel and psychological development of
children (Biller & Borstelmann, 1967) and for the
"healthy" functioning of society. Many of the
negative consequences of father absence need re-
examination and reinterpretation in light of
recent theoretical and empirical developments
concerning androgyny and the accumulating
evidence of the "positive" implications of
androgyny for creativity, self-esteem, and social
adjustment (Bem, 1972, 1974; Spence et al., 1975).

The limited generalizability of findings due
to the lack of appropriate controls is another
serious methodological shortcoming. Even esen-
tie variables such as social class, length of father
absence, age of child when father absence began,
availability of substitute male models, type of
father absence (temporary, intermittent, or per-
manent), and reasons for father absence are not
controlled, and therefore conclusions are not
meaningful (Herzog & Sudia, 1968, 1969).

Another methodological difficulty results
from the sole use of mother-child pairs in studies
of parent-ohild 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
a model fee his male children. That the father
may differentially affect the sex role socializa-
tion of his children is 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 probably attracts more
research interest than it deserves. We probably
cannot effectively study father absence because
we have not yet effectively studied father
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presence. Assigning validity to identification
theories based on father absence studies is a
problem, although it is implied that if boys in
father-absent homr cais be shown to differ
significantly from Aye in father-present homes
(in "appropriate sex role development"), then the
position and importance of the father will be
firmly established.

Because father absence studies assume that
an incomplete family structure is inherently
pathologic and pathogenic, they focus on the
°harmful" effeeis 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 appropriate masculine image.

The designs of many studies have been
influenced by the conceptualization of sex role
development in three major areas: sex role
preference, sex role adoption, and sex role identi-
fication (or orientation) (Lynn, 1959). These
distinctions are crucial because they (1) involve
different types of measurement, (2) may explain
conflicting empirical findings, and (3) have dif-
ferent implications for theoretical formulations.
Sex role preference is usually measured by
children's expressed likes and dislikes of toys,
games, and activities assumed to be sex typed.
Sex role adoption is measured by observers'
ratinp along bipolar masculine-feminine
dimensions. Sex role orientation (or identifi-
cation) is usually measured indirectly by responses
to projective tests and by fantasy play.

The term "compensatory mssculinity" (Lynn
& Sawrey, 1959; Barclay & Cusumano, 1967) came
about because there were no consistent
differences between father-absent and father-
pretent boys on all three of these sex role dimen-
sions. Since the fnvestigators would not
acknowledge the possibility that boys in father-
absent familia, could be as masculine as bop in
father-present families, new label was coined to
imply some kind of "abnormal* adjustment to a
deviant situation.

To the extent that sex role preference and
adoption are measured directly, they are subject
to social pressures and norms regarding sex roles
and may merely reflect the degree to which the
child has learned to conform to the norms of
society. Sex role Identification (or orientation),
however, is seen as a much more covert process,
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which supposedly taps the individual's "conscious
or unconscious pereeption and evaluation of his
maleness and/er femaleness," and therefore is
considered a 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 to ineteporate 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 role
development (D'Andrade, 1962; Barclay &
Cusumano, 1967; Bilks, 1968; Greenstein, 1966;
McCord et aL, 1962; Miller, 1961; Mitchell &
Wilson, 1987).

How are other variables affected, and how
do they, in turn, intervene either to dilute or to
increase the negative impact of father absence on
male soeialization? Variables such as sibling
influence, substitute masculine models (including
peers, TV, male relatives), end changes in the
mother's behavior have been studied (Sutton-Smith
et aL, 1968; Nash, 1965; Biller, 1969). These
studies begin to raise questions about how father
absence can directly affect the development of
boys.

Although the major area of interest in the
father absence literature has been the effect of
father absence on the socialization of boys into
adult sex roles, some studies have systematically
looked at how father absence differentially or
separately affects the socialization of girls (Lynn
& Sawrey, 1959; Sutton-Smith et aL, 1968; Biller
& Weiss, 1970.

Further more mother absence though
obviously existing to a much smaller d;gree than
father absence, has not fostered empirical studies.
At least for some designs, the likely comparison
group for father-absent subjects would seem to be
a matched sample of mother-absent subjects.

Biller (1970) postulated that most state-
ments in this area of empirical research are
hypotheses rather than conclusions and deserve
more systematic research. Despite the tenta-
tiveness of his findings, Biller conveyed the
impression that the following statements are
derived from studies that have already been donee

Although girls are les 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 is likely to influence
her behavior toward the children.

Peer influence, sibling influence,
and surrogate male models are
intervening variables that may
eerie to mitigate the negative
impact of father absence.

Beaune of "compensatory
masculinity," father-absent boys
may appear similar to father-
present boys in sex role pre-
ference and sex role adoption.

Father-absent boys may be signi-
ficantly different from father-
present boys in sex role orienta-
tion.

Father absence and mother absence cannot
be thoroughly studied and understood until
conceptualizations and research designs are freed
of many theoretical biases and methodological
problems, and until sex role socializing by fathers,
both with mothers and separately, is thoroughly
studied. Mader what conditions do same-sex and
ogposite-sez interactions affect what upects of
sex role development by what processes? Most
probably, father absence is of little importance by
itself; other voidable' determine its impact on sex
role development

Sex Differences in Early infancy

Research on sex differences in early infancy
his focused primarily on cognitive processes,
attachment behaviors, toy preferences, activity
levels, and responses to stressful situations.'

Focusing on cognitive developinent, Kagan
(1972) saw the female during early childhood as
being more advanced in the dimensions of
vocaliution (Lewis, 1969), discrimination between
stimulus situations (Lewis & Freed le, 1972; LOW*
1969), and preference for complex stimuli (Kagan
& Lewis, 1963). The meaning of such afferences
is even to interpretation, though some theorists
argue for a biological basis (Kagan, 1972; Kagan &
Mose, 1962; Maccoby & Ja.,n, 1973). Levison
(1972) argued that biological explanations al early
sex differences are maintained because they
provide °scientific" justifications far women's

411his review of sex differences is not exhaustive
or comprehensive. The articulation of a
theoretical model of sex role socialization and
sex discrimination 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
closar-cut *in the literature on infancy.3 For
example, some research on attachment cc depen-
dent behavior reports greater attachment
behavice in girls (Goldberg & Lewis, 1989; Mower
& lawis, 1972; Brooks & Lewis, 1973; %mike et
al, 1973), but other research fails to find sox
differences in attachment (Rheingold &
Eckerson, 1669; Coates et aL, 1972a, 1972b;
Lewis & Weinraub, 1973; Maccoby & Jacklin,
1973; Ainsworth & Bell, 1970; Ainsworth et aL,
1971). The reasons for contradictory findings are

not clear, but they may be related to one of many
methodological problems to be discussed more
fully below. Maccoby's (1971) attempt to replicate
Goldberg and Lewis' (1969) procedures resulted in
different finding's a lack of sex differences but a
great deal of variability within sexes. Levison
(1972) suggested that the existence of rejecting
parenb for 16 percent of the girls in the Goldberg
and Lewis study (1969) may explain the greater
attaehment behavior rep mted for, girls.

'Dv preference sti. lies, although significant
for children in later drtaites of development, show
no strong sex differenct... for children at approxi-
mately 1 year of age (Messer & Lewis, 1972;
Brooks & Lewis, 1973; Goldberg & Lewis, 1969).
The only preference differences that emerge are
the preference of boys for large mechanical
objects (Bronson, 1971; Jacklin et al., 1973) and of
girls for stuffed animals (Goldberg & Lewis, 1969;
Branson, um). This finding was not replicated by
Jacklin et aL (1973).

Activity levels of 1-year-old, middle-elms
children show no marked sex differences
(Goldberg & Lewis, 1969). Messer and Lewis
(1972) suggested that there might be a social class
difference; they found that lower clan girle
crossed significantly more lines drawn across a
room than did lower clue boys.

The final area of studies focused on reaction
to strese-indueed situations. Strus was induced
by setting up a barrier between mother and child
(Goldberg & Lewis, 1969). presenting a loud taped
male voice (Mansoby & Jacklin, 1973)1 or having
the mother leave for a short time (Coates et aL,
1972a, 1972b). Again, for 1-year-old children no
clear-eut sex differences in the amount of re-
sourcefulness were shown.

For a comprehensive review, see Mattcoby and
Jacklin (1974a).



Lack of consistent empirical designs and the
use of nonstandardized procedures for measuring
variables merely add to the oodusion 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 if
it represents some underlying predisposition
created either biologically or by antecedent con-
ditions existing in the socialization practices
which take place prior to experimentation.
Research of this nature is always 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 unenswered in these designs is: 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? Mod of the studies
used children of white upper middle class parents
or of profesionals 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 usiN upper middle class
subjects have reported no differences. The
generalizability of findings across class lines is,
therefore, questionable. We know even leas 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 crucial inde-
pendent variable. A great deal of variability
exists both within and across sex for the variables
investigated. The major stable differences
reported relate explicitly to cognitive processes,
which show the female to be more advanced than
the male. Other variables tend to diverge
depending on the specific subjects and design
utilizad. From a research point of view, the
significance of such findings I. limited. Other
variables, sueh as parental influences on the
socialization of children (which will be reviewed
liter), provide some insight into differential
responses in infants.

An extensive study by Pedersen and Bell
(1970), based on group observations of 21-year-old
children, reported sex differences that go beyond

those reported earlier for cognitive processes. in
this study, boys were more aggressive and had
greater activiV 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
more studies are needed to determine the stability
of such differences across experimental samples,
the suggestion of such differenees at this early
age creates a bridge for the appearance of other
differences at the next stage in the life cycle.

Sex Differences After Infancy: Some
Developmental Issues

After infancy and during the we-school
years, few sex differences 'seem to be firmly
establish0. The major difference that appears
constant across empirical studies relates to
aggression, with boys scoring higher on measures
of aggression and tension than girls (Lansky et al.,
1961; Hatfield et al., 1967; Baumrind & Black,
1967). Aggression is one behavioral disposition
that consistently prlduces sex differences in
observational and experimental stedies (Oetzel,
1966; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1973; Safilics-
Rothschild et al., 1975). Cross-cultural anthro-
pological studies also tend to support sex dif-
ferences in aggressive aLtivity (Spiro, 1958;
Whiting, 1963). Maccoby and Jacklin's (1974a)
extensive review of empirical literature on sex
differences reestablished the belief that
aggression is one of the main differences between
the sexes and that it is traceable through exper-
imentation to differences that emerge around age
2 or 21.

Lansky and emaciates (1961) pointed out that
differences in aggression may reflect the many
definitices currently used. Not only does the
expression of aggression split along traditional
physical-verbal dimensions, but the object of an
individual% aggressive behavior also varies from
one situation to the next. The authors aiggest
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 Stith
respect to their earessive potential, or whether
this difference is culturally or experimentally
produced. Campbell and Nadelman (1972)
reported on the aggressive fantasias of children.
In their study, nursery school girls equaled boys in
human target saression (throwing darts at a
choice of dsjects) in the first session and
exceeded boys in the nut two. Seeond grade
children displayed no sex differences until the
third session, in which the boys exhibited more
aggression. According to these findings, younger
girls may be at least a: aggressive as boys, and
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older girls, although more inhibited thar their
male peers, may sometimes show equivalent
aggression. The researchers suggest that as they
grew older, girls leun to suppress their aggression
more than boys, and that in doing so, they may
loam more indirect and socially acceptable ways
to express their aggression.

Do experimental settings allow the expres-
sion of aggressive tendencies by all subjects?
Male bias may influence the types of behaviors
that are investigated. Related to this issue is the
potential bias of raters in both observational and
experimental studies. Sex-related cues about the
gutter of the observed 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
stereotypes of the rater contaminate the
measurement of the behavior under investigation?
Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) found thet ratings
mede 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 more
behaviors that countered their sex role expecta-
tions and to differentially label similar behaviors
according to the actor's gender. Thus, a child's
vigorous, uninhibited behavior was more often
labeled aggressive if the child was perceived to be
a girl. Kleeman (1971) found that differential
reaction to the same child's behavior depends on
the sex of the observer. Although the sex
designation of the child (infants in this situation)
was randomized (designations 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 systematically
affect the objectivity of raters' perceptions and,
thus, their conclusions about observed behavioral
sex differences.

Aggression as a behavioral attribute should
not be confused with activity level. Aggression
and activity are usually assumed to be the same
as are nonaggression and passivity. Clark and he;
colleagues (1969) showed that the choice of
activity rather than the activity level per se
differs for boys and girls. Maccoby and Jacic lin
(1974a) also suggested that measurements of
attivity are not standardized. Since activity level
is I:snowed by motivational states, they suggest
that there is limited usefulness in identifying
stable individual or group differences without
more detailed observations of the content
(quantity and quality) of children play behavicr.

One creative study design varied the struc-
ture of the situation by observing children in two
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free-play settings, one of which was same sex and
the other mixed sex (Greenberg & Peck, 1974). In
the same-sex groups, boys showed more inde-
pendent, assertive, and autonomous behavior; girls
were more restrained, orderly, and dependent an
adults. However, In the mixed groups, boys and
girls tended to modify the extremes of each
other's behaviors, resulting in leis destructive
behavior by boys and more independent behavior
by girls.

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

Maccoby and Jack lin% review of the litera-
ture (1974a) also showed that other differences
besides amount of aggressive behavior exist
between the sexes, namely, greater vedsal ability
of girls end greeter visual-spatial and mathe-
matical ability of boys. Behavioral differtnees on
other variables, such as independence-dependence,
achievement motivation, and other personality
attributes, are not substantiated in experimental
and observational studies or in literature reviews
(Crandall et al., 1960; Mischel, 1966; Oetzel,
1986; Maccoby & Jack lin, 1973, 1974a). Serious
methodological shortcomings may account for the
existence of conflicting results regarding stable
sex differences associated with personality
attributes. The reliability of reported findings is
weakened by the lack of observational and longi-
tudinal studies that systematically measure these
attributes. Frequently, measurements are not
standardized with respect to any given attribute.
Often researchers have developed measurements
that are male oriented. Boys and girls growing up
in a us-differentiated culture may develop dif-
ferent ways of expressing the same behavioral
attribute. Stein and Bailey (1973) suggested that
dimensions of leadership and intelligence are male
oriented and do not spply to achievement areas
traditionally defined as ofsminine. ', Stein and
Smiths lls (1969) 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.

W. do not have the empirical data necessary
to firmly trace developmental trends from one
stage to another. There are few empirical data on
how processes of sex roles and su-typed
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behaviors develop from early infancy through
adulthood. Only a small number of carefully
Waned longitudinal studies are found in socializa-
tion literature, and vary few of these deal with
sex role development.

Longitudinal studies face the problem of
inceporating variables which may be standardized
and yet applicable to different stages in the life
cycle. 'lb the extent that measurement of any
given dimension differs from one stags to the
next, it is unclear whether findings are com-
parable ce whether they ars subject to variation
because of differences in the way measeemenb
were taken. Also unknown is the extent to which
the measurement may influence the respondent's
behavior at a later time. Studies that look at both
parents and children at one time and then at only
children at a later time might provide suggestive
relationships but do little to establish conclusive
results about the relationship between variables
measured at one time in relation to outcome
variables that appear later. Also, the loss of
subjects in certain longitudinal studies raises
questions about the degree to which those who
remain are a legitimate sample of the original
population.

In general, the overall trelid is for older
children to be more sex typed than younger
children, but developmental trends do not seem to
be uniform, one-d1recZiona1, or stable. Some
aspects of sex role development may be more
stable than others for a certain age and for
members of one gender more so than for the
other. McKinney (1969), for example, in applying
choice stability to a specific area (friendship
fluctuation), showed that this trait increases with
age and that girls are more stsble than boys.
However, the whole idea of stability raises
questions about how findings in any one experi-
ment express a reliable rating of differences
between the sexes, or eve reliable differences
measured in the subjects, when followup studies
are not done.

In an extensive longitudinal study done over
a 30-year period by the Fels Research kuititute,
Kagan and Moss (1962) collected data supporting
the idea that aspects of adult personality are
heavily influenced by early childhood experiences.
More specifically, their findings suggest that con-
tinuity in characteristics and behaviors is greatly
influenced by whether cr not these characteristics
and behaviors are compatible with prevailing sex
rola stereotypes. Mose considered sex appro-
priate are encouraged and reinforced; those con-
sidered sex inappropriate aro discouraged and
suppressed. Thus, Kagan and Mow (1960 found
that childhood passivity and dependency were
related to adult passivity and dependency for

women, but not for men. They suggest that
dependent male children learn to suppress this
response as they grow up in order to conform with
socially acceptable standards of male behavior.
"Through these processes, characteristics and
behaviors, such as nurturance and expressing
feelings, that are shared equally by boys and girls
tp to early adolescence become sex difference at
adolescence (Maccoby & Jack lin, 1974). During
adolescence, dating and peer pressures push boys
and girls to mold their behaviors according to sex
role stereotypes in order to maximize mutual
acceptance and popularity. From adolescence on,
we tend to assume a linear progression toward
.further sex typing into adulthood, and then a
plateau. As we shall see in Chapter 4, however,
reversals in women's choices to less sea-typed
ones or vice versa occur throughout the college
years (and later on), thus raising questions about
assumed sex rola stability and unilinearity. We
know very little about the nature of structural and
sociopsychological factors that may enhance
instability of sex typing. We could hypothesize,
for example, that flexibility, nonauthoritarianism,
and "opennessw may be personality characteristics
associated 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 to influence the
child's sex role development is intelligence, a
neglected key factor in personality development.
Kohlberg and Zig ler (1967) compared the develop-
ment of bright children with that of average
children cross-sectionally and longitudinally,
viewing intelligence as an aspect of development
with an underlying structural component. 'Their
approach to child development is consistent with a
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
a number of meaaures (sex typing of verbal
dependence and imitation, doll play choice that
measure attachment and imitation of father and
mother, ITSC's, picture tests, and peer pref-
erences), the researchers found that parallel age
trends exist in bright and average groups, with
trends occurring earlier for the bright than for the
average group. To the extent that these findings

. point to underlying dispositions that might dif-
ferentiate children's responses, they raise the
important methodological question of what
becomes the appropriate base for comparisons
when the researcher is looking at and interpreting
sex differences. Keeping Ws constant rather
than using chronologicel age may give us different
insights about trends and relationships.
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Social Class
Social class as a crucial variable systemat-

ically affecting studies of sex differences in
children has not generated a great deal of
research. Probably out of practicality or
availability, the typical research 'endeavor tuts
used middle-class children. Therefore, can find-
ings be generalized across socioeconomic groups?
Social class arid childrearing practices have been
the subject of much interest in socialization
literature. Yet, systemetic designs that control
for sex of parent and sex of child are few. Some
researchers have reported marked variatiots in
parents' behavior and a narrowing gap between the
classes (Bronfenbrenner, 1961; Devereux et aL,
1962).

When the child's behavior is the focus of
attention, conflicting reports of class differences
also persist. Many studies indicate marked class
differences with respect to awareness of sex role
patterns. Working-class children are mare aware
of distinct sex roles than middle-class children
(Rabbsits 1950; Hall & Keith, 1964; Hartley, 1960;
Hartley & Hardesty, 1964). Rosen (1964), 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; middle-class
children showed more cognizance and less rigidity
than working-claaa children. The assumption that
is usually fostered to explain these differences is
that "masculine" and "feminine" behavioral
stereotypes ara more clearly demarcated in the
lower classes than they are in the middle classes.
Middle-class parents are assumed to allow more
overlapping of sex roles. Lefkowitz (1962), using
peer deviance as a measure of sex role definitions,
concluded the opposites The boundaries between
sex roles are defined less rigidly by lower class
children than hy middle-class children. And
findings by Brown (1956), Hartup and Zook (1960),
and Radin (1972) suggest that there are no class
differences with regard to six role preferences of
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children. Nadelman (1973) suggests that culture,
aex of child, parental behavior, and soeioeconomic
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 developmeat of
sex typing. However, the question of how the
potential middle-class biases of many researchers
may lead them to overlook social class as a
crucial 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 processes. For example, Thompson
and McCandless (1970) concluded that "Negro girls
... are learning the attitudes associated with the
assertive role lower-class black women are forced
to play" (emphasis added). On what basislro
decision made that one sax is forced into rather
than chooses a certain behavior? It swears that,
since assertive behavior is usually associated with
"middle-class definitions of masculinity," the
exbtence of this attribute in lower class females
is precluded from being part of the "normal" role
definition that may deviate from the "miodle-
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 proeesses
occurring in the home. Rut sex role socialization
also takes place when children watch TV, read,
and play with peers or toys; It continues whmn
they go to sehooL Pew sophisticated studies have
attempted the difficult task of separating the
roles of the various socialization agents. It is
hoped that researchers will recognize sex role as a
crucial 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. SAMESEX AND CROSSSEX INFLUENCES
ON SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION

Although there is some variability according
to social clue and age, same-sex influences
generally are much more important than cross-sex
influenese for adolescents and askilts. For men,
other men seem to be the important reference
groups; their opinions and standards heavily
influence behavior. Women, on the other hand,
are more open to erase-sex ielmences.

Practically all (94 percent) of the bast
friends of boys in the fourth through seventh
grades are elm boys. For SS percent of the boys,
all five of their almost friends are boys
(Rowe, 196E. When boys and girl' find them-
selves 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-sax groups (Joffe, 1971; Guttentag & Bray,
197f). AL observation study of a class of II- to 10-
yeer-oldo organized to encourage students to
mum* responsibility for their own turning
showad that the self-initiated help patterns
between the students were all same-sex patterns;
there was practically no cross-su help pattern of
aey kind (Danko & Watson, 1974).

Other studies found that preadoteseent end
adolescent boys (and girls) consider same-ese
social leterutions to be more reinforcing than
opposite sex interactions (Meyer, 1959) and that
same-esx attitudes for both boys and girls at all
grads levels am mon favorable than opposite-sex
attitudes (Harris & Tung, 1957). Also, Mandl of
the MSS SOX are much more Influential than
opposite-asx friends for high school Junior boys
(Weeil4 1972). FInally, adoleseents of both eues
teed to sonfide much more in seree-su than
oppositaraex bleeds (Mulcahy, 1973).

Min are Primarily Influenced by
Other Men

Although same-sex friends and peers are
much more significant than opposite-sex peers for
women as wall as men, the overall evidence
indkates that this is more consistently true for
awe at an ages. Beginning in adolescence, women
seam to have two equally important reference
pups. Although they oonfidt in and receive
mace from other women, they use men as a
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normative reference group that sets standards of
appropriate behavior. Since the most important
goal for adolescent women is popularity and since
popularity is measured by how much they are liked
by boys, male acceptance is paramount. The
importance of opposite-sex friends, therefore, is
greater 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 socially taboo, men must seek
affirmation from other men symbolically.
Therefore, they try to impress other men through
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 mon cannot show affection towards
other men, they must turn to women (the
subordinate, powerless persons whom they do not
admire) for love and sexuality. Therefore men
compete for the love of women in order to
dominate other men (Safillos-Rothschild, 1977).
This behavior is unrelated to the female sex
object, but relevant to the male-male relation-
ship. When interacting with women, man can
allow themselves to show feelings and no longer
need to compete with tub other.

Lipman-Bluinan (1974) formulated a similar
theory, called "homosoolal view of sex roles,"
which suggests that men have a predicesition to
be interested in and excited by other mon. This
predisposition is fostered and reinforced by the
existing sex stratification system, which gives
mon control of valuable resources. Men can
satisfy most male needs (including sexual needs,
Lipman-Blumen argues) and, in *dation, they can
turn to each nther for power, status, income,
oonnections, and influence. Thus, men are much
more Interesting to other men than are women.
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Women actually must become sex objeets in order
to divert men from their interest in other man.

Mactcoby and gladdin (1974), in their review
of several sex difference studies, present
abundant evidence that the activity level of boys
increases when they are in the company of other
boYsg disk aggression and competitiveneu 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 explains not only why men
esteem the opinions and prefer the company of
men, but also why they feel the need to cempete
with and to dominate each other.

These theories also have been substantiated
by experimental studies on the nature of
interactions between men compared with those
between men and woman. 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 psyctdatric residents, each containing
one woman, and examined the men's reaction of
this woman. It also investigated the teehniques
that the woman used to counteract the men's
reactions and the eventual outcomes. The men
continued to talk among themselves,
intellectualizing rather than expressing feelings,
even though their training placed high value on
expressing feelings. Emotionality become
identified as feminine behavior, and the men
avoided it because a woman was present. They
tended to emphasize their masculinity by
reinforcing the norm of intelleetualization. The
men also avoided allying with the woman in any
way, became 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 relieve their
anxiety by acting it out, for example, by joidng
and arguing rather then asking for help or
revealing ambivalence, lack of knowledge, or
fearall labeled as feminine behaviors.

It became very clear that regardless of the
woman's behavior and the coping teohniques she
used to beeome accepted into the group, she was
always defined as deviant or marginaL In fact,
Use men did everything possible to isolate her in
order to maintain the atmosphere of all-mele
interaction. The woman's pregame made sexual
attraction both possible and aciosptable. This
made the woman even more threatening, linos a
sexual relationship with her would disrupt the all-
male relationships and friendships. Therefor:, the
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only way to handle this situation was to
completely ignore the sexuality of the woman and
relegate her to a low, marginal status (Wolman &
Frank, 1973).

Another study (Aries, 1974) used six
experimental groups of five to seven members
each. Two were all male, two were an female,
and two were mixed. The groups met for five 1
hour sessions to become acquainted with each
other. Two observers, using Bales' (1970) method
of reeording each time a member spoke and to
whom, gathered the interaction data. The
sessions were tape recorded, and the content of
the interactions was analyzed on the General
inquirer, a computer-aided content analysis
system (Stone et al., 1966). The results showed
that in mixed groups, males initiated and received
more interactions than females, assuming et 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 groups than
they did in mixed groups (Aries, 1974). Bales
(1975; suggests that interaction to the group as a
whole is an exercise of power or influence in that
groan-

These findings represent good experimental
evidence for Miller's (1972) and Lipman-Blumen's
(1974) theories, since they show that men are
much mare 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
feelings, or their relationships with significant
others (Aries, 1974).

These conclusions agree with those of
Mahrabian (1971), who stated that men "posturally
convey a more potent and dominant attitude" than
women and are less affinitive 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 greatest
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, 1974).

In direct contrast to the themes of competi-
tion and status that characterized the interactions
in all-male groups, the themes of intimacy and
interpersonal relatiorm charaeterized the
interactions in all-female groups. Among the



women, there was flexibility in the rank order of
speaking. Active speakers said they felt
uncomfortable if they took up too much time, and
in some sessions they were silent ea that others
eould assume leadership. Therefore, women in
all-female coups develop ways to express
affection and concern in their social interactions
with otLer women (Aries, 1970

When men and women were in the same
group, soma very interesting interaction patterns
and changes occurred. The behavior of males in
mixed groups changed dramaticelly: they referred
much more often to themselves and their feelings
and less often to achievements, knowledge, and
hobbies. This indicates that the presence of
women changes the all-male style of interacting,
causing men to develop a more personal
orientation, with increased one-to-one
interaction, greater self-evaluation, and lees
aggression (Arise, 1974). In mixed groups, men do
not have to be preoccupied with impressing other
mon but can concentrate on establishing relation-
ships with women (with whom they do not have to
compete, but who have value as sex objects).

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
womenis behavior in a mixed group was that,
probably due to the presence of men, they spoke

tiating only 34 percent of the total inter-
action, and they discussed achievements and
social institutions, subjects that are traditionally
male conoerns, lase than men and less than MAIM
in all-female groups (Aries, 1974). Whereas men
in mixed groups are no longer competing with
other maa and can be more relaxed, introspective,
and. expeessive, women tend to bosoms more
conetrained, because they feel they must behave
in a sas-appeopriate, Le., subordinate, manner.
They curb talking, initiating interactions, and
showing unfeminine concerns with achievement,
leadereitip, or power (Aries, 1874).

Theis finding's clearly show why *solo*
women in a profamional peer group encounter
prnblems. By definition they are equal in status
to the man of the gram, and this is a greatly
disturbing element. Mont behavior in this context
and the dynamics of the interactions are geared
toward restoring the balance by placing (or
forcing) woman into an inferior, deviant position.

A study of interpersonal choices among
*dor high school faculty further substantiates
the feet that a man's reference group is other men
and that only man's opinions emelt. The study
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showed that men tend to overchoose men, while
women les frequently choose women. When
asked to ethose persons they respect, men
overwhelmingly chose men (82 percent of the
choices), whereas only 80 percent of women chose
women (Greenberger & Sorensen, 1970).

Although same-sex peers seem to be most
important, there is evidence that acceptance by
one set of peers is related to acceptance by the
other. The more a boy or girl is accepted by
same-sx peers, the greater the chines that s/he
will also be accepted by oppositasex peers
(Reese, 1088). Again, however, this relationship
seems to be stronger for boys.

Boys who are highly accepted by other boys
also tend to be accepted by girls (Reese, 1962),
probably because the same-sex acceptance by
boys is an important criterion for female
acceptance, 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
because it enhances boys' acceptance by girls.

The importance and effectiveness of the
type of influence and pressure that peer groups
exert on men and women is a very important
issue. Some studies have shown that males are
less persuadable than females in mus communica-
tions (Abelson & Lesser, 1958; Janis & Field, 1958)
and in autokinetic situations (Whittaker, 1903).
Another ttudy indicates that male influence
sources have a significantly greater persuasive
effect than female sources, even more for far, ..le
subjects than for male subjects (Whittaker, 1665;
Saltuteln & Diamond, 1967). Thus, women ten
to be more influenced than men, and males s
more effective influences than females.

There is further evidence that the degree of
sex role identification for females is related to
the degree to which they can be influenced. The
same type of relationship does not hold true for
males, for whom ability to be influenced is related
to self-esteem (Ugly, 1989). Thus, the more
feminine girls are, the more they tend to be
influenced. Another study shows that for females,
popularity is related to need for approvaL For
males, the same kind of relathnehip does not hold;
in fact, there is a negative relationship between
need for approval and popularity (Tulkin et al.,
1880. According to Crandall (191111), females who
score low on soeial desirability frequently initiate
occasion, expreseed both physieally and verbally,
and less frequently withdraw from attacks.
Therefor% unconventional girls do not behave
awarding to feminine sex role stereotypes, and
this probably explains their lower popularity.



All these studies indicate not only that

women are more influeneed than men, but also

that they tend to be more influenced by men than

by other womene fact that highlights the
importance of opposite-sex peers for women. The
studies also show that the more women adhere to
feminine sex role stereotypes, the more they need
to be approved by others, the more they behave
according to socially desirable norms, and the

more they are influeneed by other people,
especially men.

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

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

To what extent are woman
aeeepted by other women when
they are not behaving according
to sex role stereotypes?

What kind of pressures are put
upon women by oppcsite-esx
peers when they are riot behaving
according to sex role stereo-

tYPes?

The first issue is relevant, partly because
there is a relationship between the extent of
women's acceptance by other women and the
extent of their acceptance by men. In addition, it
is important to examine the extent to which
women who are rejected by men because they do
not uehave aoeording tc six role stereotypes are
accepted 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, 1973). But even mare important is the
finding from an experimental study showing that
women were eager to associate with a bright
female ooworker but reluctant to choose a bright
woman friend. Woman wars *bald to associate
socially with bright women or women who do not
behave according to sex role stereotypes, but they
did not mind having their help in accomplishing a
task. Exactly the opposite was true for men
(Davis & Spinier, 1974). These findings are
important, for they Indicate that women who do
act behave awarding to sex role stereotypes do
not have the support, friancbhip, and esteem of
other women. It is difficult to determine whether
it I. women's disapproval that is more
instrumental 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
penalize women or pressure them to change and
behave according to sex role stereotypes.

Another study, eonduated with 270 boys and
305 girls stratified wording to social alas* rase,
and IQ, showed that boys are generally more
conservative than girls in their opinions 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, poaibly reflecting the economic need in
high-poverty areas for wpm= to work.

One of the most interesting findings of this
study was that high-IQ, white middle-clue boys
tended to have the most conservative views about
women,s work. The data reported in this study
revealed potential pressure against middle-class
girls' academic achievement as reflected in the
conservative views of their male classmates
(Entwine & Greenberger, 1972). It seems,
therefore, that the opposite-sex peer group for
hfgh-IQ, white middle-class girls would tend to
pressure these girls to forget the high educational
and occupational aspire:ions that would make
them tough competition for these boys. Thus, this
very conservative group of boys influences girli
negatively even if they ars not friends, sines they
represent their obligatory opposite-sex peer group
whose opinions count, especially in adolescence.
After all, these boys are potential data, and girls
concerned with popularity cannot ignore them else:
their opinions.

The data on a solo woman in a professional
peer group showed how uncomfortable men were
with an equal-status woman. In fact, men
punished her through a variety of psychological
mechanisms, such as by rejecting her and by
ignoring her sexuality (Wolman & Frei*, 1973).
An el ieriment with a 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 similarly behaving
male. Furthermore, they continued to dislike her
even after she stopped behaving in a sex-inappro-
priate manner (Schwartz, 1970).

Men can punish women and pressure them to
stop behaving in a sex-inappropriate way by
rejecting them in dating, courtship, and marriage.
Since women's greatest fear is that their sex-
inapprepriate behavior will make them less
desirable to men, male approval represents a
powerful premire. A study by Komarovdcy (1973)

owed that even intelligent upper and upper
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middle clue Harvard men who would date highly
intelligent and Interesting women wanted a wife
who is a little less intelligent than they are and
who would be wllling to choose family respon-
sibilities over a career.

It is important to examine the processes by
whieh women learn that in order to be popular
they must behave according to sex role
stereotypes. Unquestionaoly, there are some boys
who accept and even prefer an intelligent girl who
has ambitious oceupational plans. Therefore, a
girl should be able to find one boy to date who will
like her even though she is intelligent, high
&thieving, and ambitious. However, according 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 the
determines the degree of popularity.

One article (Husbands, 1970) clearly
described some of the shortcomings of American
dating: it is usually superficial, and consequently
the roles of the partners are rigidly defined.
Since the dating pattern is casual and multiple and
there is no opportunity for couples to get to know
ach other well, the set of norms that governs the
interwetion must necessarily be based on sex role
stereotypes. Because American dating is so
superficial, short-lasting, and multiple, the
participants are primarily concerned with
impression management rather than with getting
to know each other. They must rely on the blue-
prints provided by apex role stereotypes in order to
assure smooth interaction and predictability
(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
arty particular pairing tend to be more helpfuL
These patterns provide social support and reassure
women of their desirability, even when the women
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 a sex-wpropriate way. But within the
American style of dating, if a girl is rejected by a
"star" (a popular boy) because she is too
intelligent or not conventionally 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-appropriate
behavior. It takes an unusually strong girl to
withstand rejection by boys, and the girla who can
do this tend to have much higher educational
aspirations and higher career and achievement
motivations. Other coping meehanisms are to
bypass dating during adolescence and postpone it
until later 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,* accepting and even pre-
ferring women who are not constrained by
feminine stereotypes. A nationwide study of high
echool students showed that about one-third of the
girls who planned to work even when their
children ware 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 "feminine"
girls (Rosen & Aneshensel, 1976). Increasingly,
girls eo, Ithoose whether to behave within the
narrow age of sex-appropriate behaviors and
options, and even when they choose sex-
inappropriate behavior and thus expand their
options, they can still be 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) hUlerated," that is, the
most liberal or the mom competent (Sahibs-
Rothschild, 1979; Bayer, 1975), then we must
conclude that girls who reject sax role stereotypes
are not the losers.



3. WOMEN'S ACHIEVEMENT AND
ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION

Until the early 1960% research and writings
on achievement and achievement motivation
commetrated on men and produced little on the
needs and motivations of MUM (Alper, 1974).
The lack of interest in studying this aspect of
women's behavior may have been partly caused by
equivocal or contredictory findings oa women's
achievement motivation (McClelland et al., 1953).
The amumptioa that male and female
achievement motivatiooe ware governed by
meentially the same laws was also misleading
(Alper, 1974).

. As early as the 1950's, Field (1951) pointed
out existing differences by conoeptualizing
achievement motivation in women (but not in
man) se linked to the need for social
acceptability, that is, the need to be liked. Field's
work further discouraged research on women's
achievement because it was interpreted by
McClelland et al. (1953) and other researchers to
mean that the achievement motive was less
central for women than the &Malys motive, and
therefore that women were not "good" subjects
for the study of achievement (Alper, 1974). Thus,
'Latina Horner's (1965, 1559, 1970) study of
women's achievement appeared in almost a total
researeh void. Aeoordingly, har findings were
taken at facie value, created a great stir, and were
almost %unquestioningly used to explain the lesser
aphieveasents of women.

The "Fur41.151cau Make"
A000rdieg to Horner, because woman view

femieleity sad achievement as two desirable but
mutually gudesive goals and bemuse they are
eager to be liked by others, sepecially men, they
are more likely to &vele, a "fear-cf-ameees
motive* (or motive to avoid summes). This is a
disposition to bosoms anzious about =aiming
bosom of the tweeted motive
WM as social rejection ce feellupocimmoirratise
unfeminine). The preeence of a motive to avoid
moons implies that the desire of women to
achieve may be thwarted by their anxiety about
*Restive coasequeneas and by their moiety and
ambiealeoee about the desirability of achievement
ma moms (Horner, 1972).

Horner hypothesized that the motive to
avoid maces is significantly more characteristic
of women than of men and also more
characteristic of high achievement-oriented, high-
ability women, who aspire to or are capable of
achieving success, than of low achievement-
oriented, low-ability women, who neither aspire to
nor are able to achieve success (Horner, 1915).
Horner's first hypothesis was aupported by data in
which over 65 percent of the subjects, coeds from
the University of Michigan, told avoidance-of-
KNOW stories following the stimulus "after first-
term finals, Anne fin& hermit at tho top of bar
medical school clam," while over 90 percent of
the male subjects told success stories following
the "John" form of stimulus. Similariy, her second
hypothesis was partially omported because Homer
found that the motive to evold MOMS tended to
be more frequent among women who were in the
honors program than among other women,
although this trend was not statistically
significant (Homer, 19811).

Horner had, furthermore, hypothesized that
the motive to avoid success would tend to thwart
the performance of women much mom in
aituations of inte-Nersonal competition, more so
against male the. *genet female competitors.
This hypothesis was aimed on the assumption that,
since men ju4e women's fent Minfty and
desirability, competing with them and winning out
over them would tend to diminish the desirability
and acceptance of women by monan assumption
which, as we shall see, is not consistently
supported by tests. To test this hypotheds, she
compared the performance level of 30 male and
30 female subjects on several achievement tasks
in a Lege mixed-sex, oompetitive situation with
the objects' subsequent performanoe M a strictly
=competitive but achievement-oriented
situatiom in the latter situation, the only
competition involved the task and the subjects'
internal standar& of excellence (Homer, 1961).
hi this gram, 13 of the 17 girls who had scored
high on the motive to avoid mootss performed at
a significantly lower level in the mixed4sx
competition then they did in the noncompetitive
situation. On the other hand, 13 of the 13 girls
who hid sowed lea in fear of swam did better
under the competitive than the nonoompetitive
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condition, and so did most (two-thirds) of the
boys.

Horner's findings on the prevalence of a
motive to avoid success among women spread like
fire because they seemed to explain many other
finding's and to "blame the victim" for the lack of
achievement. A recent study (Limneboeg &
Rosenwood, 1972), however, tested and chal-
lenged McClelland et al.'s (1953) and Horner's
(1988, 1970) assumption that the affiliative
motive is more important than the achievement
motive for woman. 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 sources of anger
and sadness, an the other hand, were external,
that is, war, pollution, poverty, injustice,
overpopulation, and ignorance. A common type of
achievement response was one which actually
represented a fusion of the affiliative motive and
the achievement motive; that is, the person would
be happiest if s/he could have a rewarding career
end also help others (Lunneborg & Rosenwood,
1972). Therefore, this study presente evidence of
the breakdown of sex stereotypes 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
achievement in males and greater affiliation in
females is particularly important. Thus, it would
be more accurate for psychologists to describe
college men and women as currently possessing
both needs, with men increasingly becoming 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 research
studies which tried to replicate her findings or to
examine how the results would change if several
of the variables were changed or if additional
variables were introduced. Her work stimulated a
greet deal of critical thinking, and even though
the validity of her findings has been questioned,
die can ba viewed as the psycholcgist who directly
and indirectly helped develop research and theory
on women's achievement motivation.

Although a great number of studies have
replicated Horneris research, in 1972 she reviewed
and discussed only the replication studies that
supported her earlier research, ignoring those that
varied greatly from her own conclusions. She
refers to her study with Rhoem (1968), a small
study by Schwenn (1970), another of her own later
studies (Horner, 1970), and a study by Watson
(1970), as well as the studies by Prescott (1971).
One similarity 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, which included male freshmen, 47.2 percent
of whom reported fear-of-suceess 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, although 60 percent of the
llth grade girls gave reports of such imagery.
These findings did not invalidate or modify
HornerU own theory, since she had hypothesized
that women's fear at success would tend to
increase with age 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 Homer'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' charae-
teristies, race, and other relevant background
data.

One of the criticisms of scoring relates to
the sex of the scorer. In a study by Robbins and
Robbins (1973), scoring was done by two coders,
one male and one female (as opposed to the 1968
Homer study, which used two females who agreed
91 percent of the time for 90 protocols). There
was 94 percent agreement for the 119 stories
examined. The researchers found that the men's
stories about John showed the greatest
differences between male and female coders.

Another criticism centers around the coding
categories used by Homer. When a dichotomy
between avoidance and nonavoidance of success
was not used, and a third category, called
"ambivalence about success," was used instead,
female coders scored many more responses in that
category. Therefore, when ambivalent responses
are combined with the fear-of-suecess categoq
(as Hornees two-category schema requires),
differences between male and female coders are
nonsignificant but are most marked in the Anne



story told by female respondents. Under these
conditions, female scorers are more likely to find
fear-of-suecess imagery than males, though still
to a much less degree than in any of Horner's
college samples. If female coders are used
exclusively (u 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
people express conflict over whether the
achievement of success is worth the price, even
though they do not necessarily contemplate giving
it up altogether. (This scoring procedure may also
explain why women with the motive to avoid
success can in fact achieve highly.) This
methodological problem was aecentuated 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 eases (Rosenthal, 1966).

Tresemer (1974) was even more critical of
Homer's scoring teehniques, 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. Re also pointed out a
different type of scoring limitation in Horner's
data in that all types of negative comment: were
grouped together as "motives" to avoid suceess.
In fact, he argues that these negative comments
represent very different types of responses, sueh
as negative responses that refer to negative
antecedents in the stories, that is, negative
experiences during the struggle for sueces&
&receding to Tresemer, this type of response
represents approximately 96 percent of the girls'
responses (a percentage he obtained when he
moored 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
negative consequences of success (Tresemer,
1974).

Aiper's (1974) research also showed that to
obtain a category similar to what Horner called a
"fe^r-of-success motive," she had to combine
different types of answers (some of which did
refer to the dangers of amens), ite well as some
that were unrelated to either achievement
striving or talk completion. The implication of
this methodological criticism is that the scoring
techniques wed by Homer UMW to inflate the
pereentage of fear-of-success themes in the
responses obtained. This Inflation MIS achieved
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by using a "mixed" category, which included
totally unrelated responses (that is, responses that
cannot be validly classified under "fear of
success") and responses that had a 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, such a rationale seems farfetched.

While it is often difficult to distinguish the
methodological from the more conceptual
criticisms of Horner's work, there are two sets of
outstanding criticisms that can be viewed as
conceptual-theoretical rather than strictly
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 impoesd by society and
that, in American society, is usually associated
with the acquisition of status and money, or
whether it is a much more complex concept,
subjectively defined and not be evaluated
exclusively in terms of objee criteria and
standards. He rallies the issiit 4,f whether the
stimulus question should not be '.,sat 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 identify high achievement
with successa success defined in the American
culture, at least up to the middle 1960's, in terms
of status position. After all, achievement is a
broader concept that refers to different
definitions of success, which vary with changing
cultural standards, beliefs, and values (ineluding
subcultural values), as well as many other social
and cultural factors. His criticism is important
because it warns us about the dangers involved in
identifying high achievement with a cultural
definition of success prevailing at a particular
time and in a particular culture, and not
necessarily accepted by the entire population, as
was done in Horner's study.

Trissemer's criticism takes on more
importance when we examine it in the light of
Hoffman's data, which show that while in Horner's
1963 study only I peroent of men showed fear-of-
success responrs, in 1971, 77 percent of the men
and 65 percent of the women gave responses that
could be coded as "motive to avoid success"
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(Hoffman, 1974). The men% stories seemed to
question the value of sum= itself, at least in
academic and professional realms. Their stories
were, however, different in content from women%
stories, with only 1$ percent of the male stories
making aro, reference to social rejection, while
the most frequent female story indieated that
Anne suffered social rejection as a result of her
ausesse.

Some people would argue that these more
meant findings by Hoffman reflect eiibrght about partly by the Women's Libelraant:snou
Movement, which has freed women somewhat
from the fear of success, and partly by the
eounterculture ethic, which tends to devalue the
importance of hard work and financial =CCM for
both men and women. Tresemer (1974), however,
claims that the available data from different
studies do not actually show such a shift in
attitudes in meant years. ,When he arranged the
diffetent achievement studies in chronological
order, he found no trends in the 5 years since
Horner reported her research to support the
contention that changes have oceurred 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 la whether the motive to avoid success
(as investigated originally by Horner and as
replicated by many other investigators) refers to
;macaw in general or to a motive to avoid sex-
inappropriate achievement in a sex-inappropriate
field or activity. Sines the original stimulus
presented by Horner defined success for women as
"being at the top of the class in a medical school,"
gametes was achieved in a sex-inappropriate
behavior. The women had not only achieved
highlya behavior which in itself tends to be sex
inappropriatsbut they had achieved highly in a
"masculine" field. We cannot, therefore, be sure
to what extant the measured motive to avoid
swoop is intrinsically related to avoidance of
sueoess or to avoidance of being labeled
smasculine" because of sex-inappropriate
occupational pursuits (Tresemer, 1974).

This criticism seems valid, since several
studies that eliminated the reference to medical
school or replaoed modem in medical school with
mucosa in nursing school obtained significantly
more success dories and fewer avoidance-d-
ames stales. for example, a study undertaken
by Alper (1974) dropped the reference to medical
school and instead posed the following stimulus
questions "lifter first-term finals, Anne finds
herald at the top of her claw" Mper found that
whereas n patent of Wellesley women gave
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answers ineluding the motive to avoid success
when the reference to medical school was present,
only 50 percent were now giving this response.
Furthermore, when Alper substituted the
reference to medical school with a reference to
nursing school, she found that women who were
being trained to become nurses gave mucous
stories in 86 percent of the cues. 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
Breedlove end Ciceroni), a considerable
percentage of women, whether in traditional
"feminine" fields or not, continue to show the
motive to avoid suecesa. The question that must
be raised, twn, is why aoes the decrease in the
imagery related to the motive to avoid success
diminish but not altogether 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 a sex-
inappropriate way, and therefore are anxious to
avoid success or competing with men in a
masculine field; and (2) women who are very
eoncerned with being feminine in an even more
traditional sense, which precludes the possibility
of any type of high achievement in either a
masculine or a feminine field. Thus, when the
reference to medical school is replaced by
referenee to a feminine occupational field, a
considerable percentage of woman no tomer
report the motive to avoid success, since the
women in the first category now feel free to
aehieve and succeed. Stories reporting the motive
to avoid suceess do not, however, disappear
altogether, because the women in the second
category ars still inhibited or at least ambivalent
about achieving and succeeding, since
achievement itself is considered incompatible
with femininity.

The validity of this achievement typolozy
amoog women is supported and amplified by
another research study. This study reports that
women who respond with motive to avoid amass
stories aspire to traditionally feminine
occupations, while those who do not respond with
such stories choose either feminine or masculine
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occupations. The study also found that women
who & not report the motive to avoid success fall
into two categoriesi (1) those who do not aspire
to careers outside the home (and therefore have
no reason to fear amen); and (2) those who want
a career. Furthermore, women who want a career
can be abdivided into those who have resolved all
ambivalence about awes, in any context
(masculine or feminine) and feel free to choose an
atypical female career, and those who have
resolved their ambivalence about amen only
when it takes place within a sax-appropriate
contest in which they do not have to compete
with men (Anderson-Patty & Shelley, 1974).
Criticisms of the meaning of the presenee or
absence of the motive to avoid success are quite
fruitful and point to a typology of women based on
their ambivalence toward amen, their
motivations, the nature of the maces they want,
the oonditions under which they want to succeed,
and how much they want to achieve.

Some investigators have examined how
womenb acceptence of sex role stereotypes,
particularly stereotypes that define high achieve-
ment (especially in masculine fields) as sex-
inappropriate behavior in women, influences their
achievement motivation. These researchers have
also studied how this acceptance influences the
extent to which women show a motive to avoid
SUCCUIL Lesser and his colleagues (1983), for
example, report that, unlike underachievers, high-
achieving high school girls do not accept the
cultural dictum that achievement is a masculine
behavior and inappropriate for women. Another
study conducted by Mper used a Wellesley Role-
Orientation Scale (WROS), which Is a 24-item
pencil-and-paper self-rating scale mudding of
three 7-item subscales and three filler items. The
three areas tapped by the subsea's. ari (1) treits
that college girls generally regard as feminine
rather than as masculine; (2) role activities that
college girls find acceptable for themselves u
women; and (3) career and/or career-oriented
activities that college girls consider more
appropriate for man than for Women (Alper, 1974).
Alper found that subjects who accept the sex role
stamotypes may respond with what appear to be
success stales, but the achievement goal is likely
to be very different. Thus, in stories set in the
peesent, the focus of unmarried women is the
attainment of husbands, that is, using
aohievament to realize their main goalmarriage.
in future-oriented stories, married women who
take jobs presumably do so after 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
themselves ars not the achievers, but serve as
auxiliaries to the real achievers, men. Women
wbo do not accept sex role stereotypes usually till
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stories about women engaged in tasks of
considerable importance, and Muir efforts are
typically highly successful. 'Their success stories
generilly include four different themes; success
through hard work; support by an achieving female
model; achievement through cooperative efforts;
and achievement facilitated by competition or
rivalry (Alper, 1974).

Alper also reports that those who, accept as
well as those who reject sex role stereotypes
relate stories that involve dangers 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 atereotYpes much more frequently report
danger stories, and they present the danger as
affecting either the achiever or her interpersonal
relationships. Oi the other hand, those 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 sumse have very
different implications, since they affect careers
but not personal lives (Alper, 1974). What Alper's
findings suggest is that the imagery of avoidance
of amens, as reported by Homer, corresponds to
the kinds of stories and projeetions about women's
achievement and success made by women who
adhere to sex role stereotypes.

A further study by Alper and her
collaborators (1972), in which the persons
presented in a chemical laboratory situation
included a man and a 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 accept stereotypes
(even when the woman is the worker and the man
is just looking on), they report s success story
rather than an avoidance-of-success story. In
responding with a success story, however, they
present the man as the woman's instructor,
showing her how to perform the task. In this way,
the success portrayed in the story is credited to
the man rather than to the woman, mho appears as
a novice or an assistant. However, when the man
is the worker, the women never prurient him as the
assistant but always as the professor or the person
who solves the problem at hand, and the woman is
poetrayed as an assistant, learning or observing in
order to learn how to perform the task. The
reverse is true for women who do not accept sex
role stereotypes. When the woman is the worker,
these women credit the emus either to the joint
efforts of the two people or to the woman



presented in the role of the worker (Alper et al.,
1972).

Some researchers have claimed that if the
fear-of-success responees to the female stimulus
occurred exclusively among females, it would
indicate that women are ambivalent or have
negative attitudes toward achievement and face

an internal conflict. lf, on the other hand, fear-
of-succes responses occur exclusively in response
to the female stimulus, but equally among both
sexes, then a afferent kind of explanation msy be
appropriate. The stereotypes dealing with the
appropriateness of achievement for women may
be learned and accepted by both sexes and simply
reflected in these responses (Monahan it al.,
1974). Actually, in a study of high school students
from the eth through the llth grades, a greater
percentage of males than females responded
negatively to the female stimulus, while there was
no difference in the percentage of boys and Orli
who gave negative responses to the male stimulus.
These findinp suggest that both boys and girls
tend to accept sex role stereotypes, which
indicates that females embarking on a
profelonal career, especially in a sex-

fate field, can expect many difficulties,
hardships, and internal and external conflicts.
Suenessful females in these fields wow often
viewed by students ot both sexes as unattractive,
immoral, and dissatisfied (Monahan et al., 1974).
Therefore, the authors conclude that Horner's
results and their own can be accounted for by both
sues' degree of adherence to conventional sex
role stereotypes. However, they acknowleege
that it may be necessary to tap an additional
dimension, since not only do both sexes express
awareness of the negative female stereotype, but
also girls are aware of potential internal conflict
and try to avoid the conflietive situation
(Monahan et al., 1974).

In a comparative stutly of college students in
Australia and the United States, male subjects
ware found to write a lamer proportion of fear-
of-aireem stories to the Anne stimulus than to
the John stimulus. However, both sexes provided
similar thematic material oonoernirc the
different consequences ot male and female
success (Feather & Raphelson, 1974). Hence,
Hcener's procedure seams to tap not only socially
acquired theories or stereotypes about the
appropriate achievements for males and females
in our society, but also the consequences of
violating the norms for each sex, which are
equally sterobtYPsd.

The degree to which women accept the
traditional sex role stereotypes has 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 &wept competition
for grades u 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 stereotypes, there was a
tendency for those who had rejected the
stereotypes to achieve a higher grade average at
the end of the year in which they served as
subjects (Alper, 1974). Lipman-Blumen (1972) 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 a
contemporery viewpoint did. Women with a
traditional sex role ideology believed that the only
type of appropriate achievement for women was
vicarious, through marriage to an achieving
husband (Lipman-Blumen, 1972).

The research studies reviewed suggest that,
instead of most women having an underlying
motive to avoid ounces (as Horner wanted us to
believe), women% achievement motivation may be
better explained by how unquestioningly sax role
stereotypes are accepted. 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 appropriate:

Women who accept the tradi-
tional sex role ideology, which
indicates that any ivw direct
achievement is inappcuprste for
women and incompatible with
femininity. Only "vicar ious"
achievement is open to these
women (Lipmen-Ellumen, 1972).

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

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

Testing Horner's Original Hypotheses

The relationship between fear-of-success
Imagery end actual achievement of women is
unclear and unproven. Actually, the presence of
fear-of-success imagery in women% responses
doss not seem to inhibit their achievement as
Horner hod hypothesized. In feet, Horner found
that such imagery was more prevalent among
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woman honor students (Tresemer, 1974). Another
study reports that the presence of the motive to
avoid success does not prevent women from being
sucessefUL it found that 27 percent of wives who
do not earn an ineome write stories with fear-of-
success imagery; among thou who earn one-tenth
to six-tenths of the family income, 42 percent
write stories with fear-of-success imagery; and
among wives who earn six-tenths or more of the
family income, 81 percent write fear-of-success
stories (Moore, 1974). Thus, it seems that
Homer's original hypothesis is not substeetiateds
fear-of-success imagery does not inhibit women's
achievement. It may be that the more a woman
defies sex role stereotypes and behaves in a sex-
inappropriate manner (by earning as much as or
more than her husband), the more she becomes
anxious that her husband (or others) will not like
her behavior. Fear of the possible negative
oonsequences of success does not, however, seem
to keep women from suceeeding.

Coming now to the second hypothesb, that
the fear-of-success motive is found in women
much more often than in men, Tresemer (1874)
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 pareantage of men responding to the
female stimulus with fear-of-succea themes
ranged from 14 percent to 88 percent, with a
median of 43 peroent, that is, not much lower
than the level for women reporting fear-of-
'mem 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 9 to 17 years of age showed that the fear-of-
success stories were not more frequent among
girls than among boys and were not more
prevalent in reaction to female than to male cues
(Jackaway, 1974). In fact, this study did not
simport the hypothesis that sex differences in
fear-of-maces* motivation exist in children in
pedu 4 through 10. The same study reported
that the number of fear-of-success responses
made by 10th grade boys to the male stimulus
were significantly higher than those made to the
female stimulus. These findings conflicted with
the results of several pilot studies which indicated
that ocillage-age males respond with more fur-of-
success stories to female cues (Jackaway et al.,
1972). Levine and Crumrine (1973) contradict the
findings of Horner and the researchers who
replicated Horner's work. They found no
difference in the percentage of fear-of-success
replies by sex of respondent or by sex of stimulus.
They also found that men's stories about Anne had
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approximately the same proportion of negative
sentences as those about 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, 1973). Thus, Horner's
second hypothesis is not substantiated.

Finally, 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 rompete
with women show less fear-of-success motive, but
it does not altogether disappear. A study of high
school students in coed and noncoed high schools
(who had attended coed or noneoed elementary
schools) showed that girls in noncoed sdhools
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 amply substantiated.

Who Are the Women Who Are Not
Afraid To Succeed

The second major type of methodological
limitation in Homer's study (as well as in many of
the replication studies) lies in the types of
populations sampled. Horner appears to have had
little concern with the representativeness of the
respondents or with the role that might be played
by the respondents' social class or racial, ethnic,
religious, and other background 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 homu and had successful fathers
who were businessmen or professionals, but only
35 percent of the 31 subjeets who scored low in
fear of success had similar backgrounds. It is not
insignificant that 65 percent of the women who
did not show fear of success were of lower middle
class background (Homer, 1972). Most of the
later replieation 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'
social class backgrounds may be the primary
reason for the variability in the percentage of
those who present the motive to avoid success in
their stories.



Robbins and Robbins (1973) suggested that
the difference in the percentage of women who
give fur-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 eomposition of the two samples. They
suggest that, sinee women at Rutgers come from
lower middle class families end often are the first
in the family to go to college, these women may
view the experience as the gateway to new
opportunities and, for this reason, have higher
levels of aspiration than upper middle and middle-
elms Radcliffe or University of Michigan women.
Robbins 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
achievement findingi as they apply to the student
bodies of the studied schools, let alone Ls they
apply to college students or young adults in
general (Robbins & Robbins, 1973).

A number of studies report that the race of
the respondent significantly affects women's
motivation to avoid success (Weston & Medniek,
1970; Moore, 1974; Randall-Puryear & Mednick,
1975). Randall-Puryear and Mednick, for
example, report that black college women at four
campuses consistently showed less fear of suceess
than white women. Also, Moore (1974) reports
that the highest percentage of fear-of.uccess
stories (50 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 virtually the same for black
females speaking about Anne as for bleck males
speaking about John. On the other hand, while
white females were more likely to tell fear-of-
success stories about John than Anne, white males
oorrespondingly showed more fur of success
about Anne than John. Therefore, race seems to
be a very important variable and may account for
at least some of the variability in percentages of
fearvf-suocess stories, to the extent that black
males and females were included or excluded from
different samples.

Fear of Success or Fear of Rejection
by Men

Horner assumed that women feel ambivalent
and afraid of success became they perceive
success as incompatible with femininity.
Accordingly, success tends to make women leu
desirable to man (who feel threatened) and may
lead to their being rejected by men (Horner,
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1988). Other authors (Lipman-Blumen, 1973) have
discussed the "minus femininity" that accompanies
a successful woman, that is, the automatic
discrediting process regarding a suecessful
woman's femininity and sexuality. Actually, some
studies show that women who are ambivalent
about success in their careers also tend to be
ambivalent about suceess in their close
interpersonal relationships and about their
femininity (Anderson-Patty & Shelley, 1974;
Makosky, 1972; Anderson-Patty, 1974). This
ambivalence, not only about achievement but also
about 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 colleagues was tolerated, but
higher achievement than a fiance or a husband
was still viewed as disruptive and undesirable
(Gray-Shellberg et al., 1972).

A study of likability, however, showed that
women competent at so-ealled masculine tasks
were rated more likable by both sexes than either
so-called feminine competent or Incompetent
women (Spence & Helmreich, 1972). And another
study reported that men select bright women as
partners for both social and intellectual talks and
do not reject bright women as partners because of
their ability and ambition (Davis & Splegler,
1974). The study also showed that men prefer a
bright male friend but not a bright male coworker,
who might prove to be too much competition.
Women, off the other hand, were eager to
associate with a bright female coworker but were
reluctant to choose a bright woman friend
because, for women, social competition Ls 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 ammo
that men choose women partners on the same
basis, and therefore they fear that they may be
rejected socially if they succeed academically.
Another possible explanation is that since
academic success is generally considered
masculine, women may disapprove 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
learn how to deal with it than in herself.

A great deal of evidence suggests that
women's fears of rejection by men, their fears of
leek of desirability, and their ambivalenee about
their femininity can be alleviated by a close and
stable relationship with a man who accepts and
aupports their achievement strivings. In the
Schwenn study (1970), for examPlet girls who
showed anxiety about success and social rejection
and changed their career aspirations toward a
more traditional direction ware either not dating
at all or were dating man who did not approve of
career women. On the contrary, girls who scored
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, 1970).

Another study found that older female
graduate students showed significantly higher
achievement motivation than did groups of
younger female graduate or undergraduate
etudents (Lubetkin & Lubetkin, 1971). Although
this study did not make specific reference to the
marital status of the two groups of women, the
probabWty is much higher that the older female
graduate students were married. This factor
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
achievement is the nature of the relationship
between the socialization experiences of boys and
girls end the type and extent of their achievement
motivation. The literature tends to neglect roma
of the famiki antecedents in women% achievement
motivation; when they are examined, the research
is usuaBy based on the mother-daughter rela-
tionship and very rarely on the father-daughter
relationship (Walters & Stennett, 1971). Some
studies have examined 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 (Safilioe-Rothschild et al., 1975). For
example, one study of mothers of boys and girls
ages 3 to 8 found that mothers stress achievement
and punish dependency more froquently in pre-
school boys than girls. In general, 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 preseure on their pre-
school sons for independence and achievement
(Hatfield et al., 1967). Another study confirmed
these data, finding that mothers of pre-school
girls are stricter about neatness, demand
obedience more often, control verbal protests, and
use withdrawal of love much more than mothers
of pre-school boys. On the oontrary, mothers of
pre-school boys seem to use negative sanctions
(such as deprivation of privileges) and to tolerate
verbal protests more often than mothers ot girls
(3aumrind & Slack, 1967). Hoffman (1972), in her
excellent review of research on early childhood
experiences and woment achievement 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 less
effective independence training and encourage-
ment than boys and that mothers of girls give
independence significantly later to girls than to
boysa tendency that was particularly strong in
the middle class (Hoffman, 1974; Collard, 1964).
Not only is the dependency of girls tolerated and
even encouraged by mothers, but a much greater
degree of parental anxiety and protectiveness le
extended to girls than to boys (Hoffman, 1972).
Hoffman quotes some indirect evidence to support
the fact that mothers are anxious about the
independent behavior in dauohters but are happy
about such behavior in wis (Hoffman, 1972).
Parents think of girls as more fragile, despite the
greater maturity and sturdiness of the female
infant (Garai & Schionfold, 19811), and behavioral
observations of infants have shown that boys aro
handled more vigorously than girls (Moss, 1987),
Hoffman also mentions another related parental
behavior, labeled woverhelp," that might hinder
the development of independence in daughters. If
the parent responds to the ohild's crying ce asidng
for help too quickly, the child never develops the
ability to tolerate frustration, to tackle problems,
and to explore possible solutions. It seams that
mothers tend to help girls muoh 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



effect on women's success 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 ocaupatione significantly more often than
daughters who are characterized by the motive to
avoid success (Anderson-Patty, 1974). Also,
reviews of studies on the familial origins of
achievement orientations have shown that there
ere two dimensions of parent-child relations that
r .11 most crucial: the "loving-rejecting* and the
"casual-demanding" dimensions (Hammeyer et al.,
1972). Some studies hive examined the
relation:hip between one parent's (usually the
mother's) loving-rejecting or casual-demanding
interaction with the daughter and the daughter's
achievement 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
achievement had daughters who were more
proficient on both the reading and arithmetic
achievement tests. However, girls whose fathers
stresped 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 achievement, while girls with
affectionate, nurturant, less demanding mothers
have lower academic achievement (Crandall et
al., 1964). Furthermore, girls who performed
especially well on the reading or arithmetie
achievement 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 ware
camual tended to have daughters who were not.
On the other hand, fathers who were overtly
concerned tended to have daughters with lower
rade point averages than those who were not
(Tou & Lindholm, 1974).

At least three studies have looiced
specifically at the combinations of parental
behaviors that seem to be associated with high
achievement motivation in girl's. AU three studies
found that, in general, the earlier the demands for
independence are made on girls, the higher their
level of achievement motivation (Berens, 1973).
Strong encouragement of achievement and early
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demands by mothers for both achievement and
independence seem to be more effective in the
context of a warm and supportive relationship
with the mothet. The study by Berens (1973)
indicates that a warm and permissive relationship
with the mother, usually more characteristic of
girls, also helps boys to develop achievement
motivation.

Berens (1972) reports elsewhere that the
socialization 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 far
either of the groups with low need achievement.
The important factors 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, 1972). A
etudy by Miller (1973) also concluded that among
the girls whose mothers were loving and
demanding and whose fathers were rejecting and
casual, many had high achievement orientations.
When the situation 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 independence and achievement, and a
certain distanee from mothers, which gives girls
inmee to explore on their own (see the
comprehensive review in this area by Stein &
Bailey, 1973). It seems, therefor*, that there is a
curvilinear :elationship between the aehievement
behavior of girls (and to some extent boys) and the
degree of maternal nurturance and affection. A
high degree of affection and nurturanoe, which is
very often directed toward girls, seems to otitis a
girl's potential to stand on her own feet, to
develop a self separate from that of the mother
(Hoffman, 1974), and to develop an achievement
motivation. A high degree of maternal nurturance
and affection tends to overprotect girls and to



"oversocialize" them, to use Bronfenbrenneris
(1901) terminology. A moderate degree of
warmth and support, combined with some
punishment and distance on the part of mothers, is
associated with independent* and achievement-
Irisnted behavior, probably because such a
oombinstion has a "toughening" effect that
enables the girl to face difficulties and
competition and to take risks. 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 achievement-oriented behavior (Baurnrind,
1971).

There is some incompatibility between the
development of femininity and the development of
achievement motivation in girls. It has been
found, for example, that the development of
femininity in fins is related to parental warmth,
restrictivenesr psychological forms of discipline
(love withdrawal), paternal dominance, paternal
masculinity, and reinforcement of feminine
behaviors (Hetherington, 1967). 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, a high degree of maternal
warmth and nurturance (esPecially when it
involves babying, protectiveness, and other forms
of holding the child close to the mother) inhances
"femininity" in girls, that is, dependency,
passivity, and nonassertiveness. These
characteristics appear negatively related to
achievement orientation (Stein & Bailey, 1973),
implying that femininity is incompatible with
achievement. This belief seems to be substan-
tiated by several studies which indicate that
higher overall "masculinity" scores for girls
(Oetzel, 1961; Milton, 1957; Kagan & Kogan,
1970), as well as specific masculinity traits, such
as aggressiveness (Sutton-Smith et al., 19841
Kagan and Moss, 1982), are related positively to
various achievement measures.

Another parental behavior which seems
important for the development of achievement
motivation is the type of help exteoded to
children ,during task performance. When parents
provide some general direction for an interest in
achievement tasks performed by their children
and expect and permit the children (especially the
girls) to perform on their own, the conditions are
more conducive for the girls to develop a high
achievement motivation and a low degree of
anxiety than when parents provide specific help
with specific tasks (Herman, et al., 1972). There
are some indications, however, that parents,
especially mothers, tend to help girls more with
specific 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 eritieize children for poor academic
accomplishments, to restrict object experimenta-
tion, to arouse anxiety in order to make children
more cautious and less exploratory, and to be
emotionally and effectively close to etuidren, this
constellation of behaviors is likely to develop a
high verial abilfty in children, but not high
nonverbal aptitudes. Nonverbal aptitudes, on the
contrary, seem to develop bast 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 been observed that
girls usually score lower on physics achievement
tests, which emphasize nonverbal skills, and much
higher on verbal tests, Other studies indicate that
the more a girl identifies with her mother, the
less likely she is to be a high achiever. She is less
likely to excel in mathematics, analytic skills,
creativity, and game strategies. Plank and Plank
(1934) found that outstanding women
mathematicians were closer to and identified
more with their fathers than their mothers.
Similarly, Mari (1960) found that females high in
analytical ability tended to identify with their
fathers. This may be because such identification
indicates a close relationship with the father, who
plays a balancing role in one socialization process,
or it may simply be a positive modeling effect.

In conclusion, the development of
arthievement motivation, as well as the degree to
which women adopt a more contemporary sex role
ideology (and therefore the degree to which they
do not feel restrained by traditional feminine sex
role stereotypes) is contingent upon achieving a
certain degree of psychological distance from
families (especially mother') and to developing a
sense of individuality (Hoffman, 1974; Lipman-
Blumen, 1972). Lipman-Blumen found that 83
percent of the women who reported that they
admired neither parent adhered to the
contemporary sex role ideology. Furthermore,
women who reported that they did not try to
please either parent and who sought to keep their
distance were more likely to adhere to the
contemporary sex role ideology than women who
tried to please both parents. Lipman-Blumen
(1972) also found that, of the women who reported
that they were constantly criticized by both
parents, 64 percent held the contemporary view.
Women with the contemporary viewpoint, she
reports, tended t.t have a critical mother, 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 seek new approaches to their own lives. it 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 either did not work and
achieve outside 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 as a necessity or an unpleasant task.
Therefore, they could become only negative
achievement models for their daughters. That is,
daughters had to reject what their mothers had
been in ordar to feel psychologically inclined
toward 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. Their daughters can
admire them and identify with them and thus be
propelled toward achievemef,t. Anderson-Patty's
(1974) pertinent research findings indicate that
the mother's employment in masculine
occupations is significantly related to the Ounce
of the motive to avoid success in women.
However, a balanced mother-daughter relationship
in terms of affection, closeness, support and
control, separatenen and distance might always
be associated with girls' development of
independence, autonomy, and high achievement
motivation. But separateness and a 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 explore
and grow.

Affillative Motive of Achievement
Some authors have examined to what extent

the affiliative needs of women interfere with
their achievement potentials. Hoffman (1974)
writes that academic and professional women
frequently allow their concern with affective
relationships to interfere with the full use of their
cognitive capacities. In general, there is a
tendency for *WWI in group discussion and in
intellectual argument to sacrifice brilliance for
rapport. Thera is some evidence, for example,
that women who perform well academically do so
in cooperative pursuit and exchanges with other
students so as not to decrease acceptance by
peers, while men tend to achieve 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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approval 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-eppropriate achievement behavior.
As we shall see in chapter 11, men actually hold
more traditional views about women%
occtpational roles and achievements. Hence,
women's desire to achieve can be thwarted by
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 women's achievement
motivation. In fact, the Crandall' and others
(Crandall, 1963; Crandall, 1964; Garai &
Schienfeld, 1969) 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 extent than
were boys' achievement efforts (Lahtinen, 1964;
Tyler et aL, 1962; Crandall et at, 1964).

Actually, es long as academic performance
is compatible with affiliative motives, we can
expect that the girls' scholastic achievement will
be high (Hoffman, 1974; Wyer, 1967). For
example, in elementary schools, excellence is
rewarded with love and approval by parents,
teachers, and peers. But in college and in
professional 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 loneliness that comes
with high achievement and success. The early and
consistent concern of girls with social 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 muter the tasks, but with pleasing
the teacher or with pleasing whoever requires
them to achieve.

Explanations of Success and Failure
Another set of research studies is concerned

with how men and women explain sum= or
failure and with how these explanations influence
their expectations far success and failure and
their persistence in tasks, regardless of success or
failure. These projects also explore the
interrelations among the types of explanetions and
achievement motivation. In general, this
relationship seems so strong that Frieze (1975)
raises the question of whether achievement
motivation produces different types of
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explanations for success and failure, or whether
what has bun labeled "achievement motivation"
is the result of certain learned patterns of
axplaisting success end failure. Weiner (1972)
adopts the latter interpretation and demonstrates
that many of the behavioral differences between
high and low achievement-motivated males can be
parsimoniously explained by reference to their
attributional tendencies.

Let us look now at the evidenee on sex-
differentiated expectations about success and
failure and on the sex-differentiated types of
explanations attributed to success or failure.
Numaroue studies have shown that higher
expectations for personal success are held by
males than by females in American society. For
example, Crandall's work (1969) documents the
pnerally low expectancies of girls end women in
a misty of tasks and settings. The results
consistently show that males have generally
higher 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
achievement situations with general pessimism
and lack of self-confidence and that their
expeotancy estimates were much lower than male
expectancy estimates concerning success in
different tuks. She also found that females
generally underestimated their actual
performance, whereas males overestimated theirs.

Other researchers have replicated Crandall's
findings with a variety of age groups and tasks
(Montanelli & Hill, 1969; Me Mahon, 1972; Small et
al., 1973; Brim et al., 1969; Feather, 19691
Rychman a Sherman, 1973; Bar-tal and Frieze,
1973). A recent etudy found that most men
expeoted that they would excel in a new task,
whereas women almost uniformly expected that
they would not. It appeared that many of the men
suds their expectancy decisions based on the sex
role stereotype of male competence to achieve
exeallenos and that exesseive objective evidence
would have to be provided to alter the high
expectations of these men. Females, on the other
hand, assumed inoompetence to excel in a new
task unless there was multiple objective evidence
to the contrary and unless this objective evidence
wee specific to the new task. These data indicate
thst females assimilate the stereotypic feminine
expectation of incompetence to excel while males
assimilate the stereotypic masculine expectation
of competence to excel (Vaughter et al., 1974).
This study also proposed that the response set for
verbal display of modesty is assimilated more by
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females, while the response set of confidence with
regard to achievement-related behaviors is more
often assimilated by males. This sax-
differentiated assimilation of response sets may
at least partially account for the sex-
differentiated expectations about excelling in new
tasks (Vaughter et al., 1974).

Other studies suggest that the sax rola
relatedness of the task must be considered in
massing expectancies about success or failure
(Hoffman & Maier, 1966). 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
better at tasks labeled "masculine," even when the
actual content or difficulty of the tasks is the
same (Montemeyor, 1972; Milton, 195* Stein &
Smithells, 1969). 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.,
1971). Finally, not only are one's own
expectancies about achievement performance
affected by the sex appropriateness of the task,
but so are the expectations that others hold about
one's performance (Daum & Emswiller, 1975).

While the available evidence indicates that
women have lower expectations about
achievement and excellence than men, there are
several factors which may modify and attenuate
this finding. First, stereotypes *bout women%
modesty may lead women to undervalue their
abilities and expectations of achievement and may
even &press their level of expeetations. On the
other hand, men, acting according to the
masculine stereotypes, which make them self-
confident and support their expectations of
excelling in all situations, might overvalue their
level of expectations concerning performance and
excellence. &woad, the labeling of a task as
feminine, regardless of the difficulty involved in
performing the task, tends to increase women's
expectations of performance and excellence,
while the reported 1114Mtatialti are lower for a
"masculine task.

Studies that have examined the types of
explanations attributed to moms and failure
point out that maximum pride and security in
success are derived from explanations that
attribute success to internal and stable factors,
such as ability (Frieze, 1975). The more we tends
to attribute success to ability and failure to bad
luck or insufficient effort, the higher the
persistence in performing tasks and the higher the
achievement motivation. After all, bad luak can
always turn to good luek, and lack of sufficient
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effort can always be controlled by one's own wili
and increased appropriately to guarantee success.
Currently available studies have demonstrated
that high aohlevement-inotivated men tend to
explain succors in terms of high ability and effort
and failures in terms of lack of effort (Kukla,
1972). This lack-of-effort explanation of failure
leads to a greater subsequent effort and accounts
for the motivating effects that failure has on high
achievement-motivated males (Weiner, 1972;
Atkinson, 1964). Also, it has been fount that high
achievement motivation in men is usually
associated with higher estimates of personal
ability (Bar-tel & Frieze, 1973; Kukla, 1972). On
the other hand, men with a low achievement
motivation tend to explain their successes in
terms of external causes (good luck rather than
ability) and their failures in terms of low ability
(Weiner & Kukla, 1970; Weiner & Potepan, 1970).
This type of explanation of suceess 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 explain success less often in terms of their own
ability (McMahon, 1971; Frieze, 1973a). This
finding indicates that women use luck much more
often as an explanation of success than do men
(Bar-tal & Frieze, 1973; Feather, 1969; McMahon,
1972). Thus, women who explain success as a
result of luck rather thin ability tend to feel less
proud of their success and less confident about
repeating that success. The tendency for women
to externalize success much more than men may
actually permit them to pursue success and to
achieve considerably despite their possible
ambivalence about success and achievement. One
study, for example, has suggested that this type of
externality may be a defense mechanism that is
important because it allows women to achieve
without perceiving their behavior as sex
inappropriate (Thurber, 1972). Another study has
concluded that women who exhibit the motive to
avoid success perform better on a Digit Span
(backwards) following easy and external eont.,o1
instructions, while women who do not exhibit the
motive to avoid success perform batter following
difficult and internal control instructions
(Anderson-Patty, 1974). This evidence supports
the ftnding that externalizing success, basing it
co good luck, probably permits women who fear
that success may detract from femininity to
perform wall while feeling that they are keeping
their femininity. Furthermore, by underplaying
and not feeling proud about their success, women
are lass threatening to men who can deal better
with their wives' good luck than with their ability.
In the late 19601s, high-achieving wives in dual-
career marriages used such explanationo 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 as lack of
ability (licinshon, 1971, 1972; Crandall et aL,
1965; Zander et aL, 1972.) Other studies,
however, have Pined to replicate these findings
(Feather, 1969; 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 i2 a stable
factor guaranteeing failure next time around.
This type of explanation of failure, t -efore, may
be another important factor contribu lg to lower
achievement expectations and lower actual
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 explain both
success and failure. However, a study of high-
aohieving women found that they tend to explain
both success and failure as results of effort
expended in the pursuit of achievement, although
the differences between their responses and those
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
abilities than men (Frieze, 1973a; Bar-tal &
Frieze, 1973). This is a very significant finding
because it shows thst even high-achieving 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 achievement and performanoe
expectations. According to traditional sex role
stereotypes, men are supposed to be more active,
striving, intelligent, powerful, and independent
than women (Braverman et al., 1972).
Furthermore, until recently, there was consistent
evident* that both women and men did not expect
women to perform well and to achieve highly
expectations that may have been quite influential
in determining women's achievement behavior.
The study by Goldberg (196E, for example,
showed that women college students evaluated
articles supposedly 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 presumably
painted by 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 (1973), in which men rated highly
competent men higher on intelligence and general
competence than comparable women, while
women tended to rate competent women
relatively higher on competence than comparable
men. It seems, therefore, that in the 1970's
women have become more supportive of other
women and have higher expectations about
women's competence and achievement. This may
be a 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 affect the
level of women's expectations, and studies carried
out in the second half of the 1970'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 failure 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 R.abson (1960) found
that grade school girls are more likely than boys
to withdraw from threatening situations in which
the probability of success is not high and to seek
help from adults and peers. They also found that
boys will attempt to mister 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
mobilization experiences, documented in a study
that observed mothJr-claughter 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 *ills were more intrusive,
offering help, suggestions, and criticism (Bing,
1993). It seems, therefore, that mothers of
daughters are more likely than mothers of sone to
be intrusive and to give help with tasks. This
indicates that girls learn to rely on adults for
halp, rsther than try to cope and explore solutions
by themselves.

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 then girls, displaying
destructive and emotional responses, facial
expressions, rationalization, and help-seeking
behaviors. Girls, however, significantly more
often than boys, tried to solve the problem alone,
seeking contact and information. It is interesting
to note that in this study the boys' behavior was
juAred 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 eMlity tend to be less
wiling to undertake simaar 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 tuks.

One of the very important variables that has
often been overlooked in the controversy about
women's achievement motivation is their
intelligence. There are some indications that
highly intelligent women tend to have less anxiety
(and not much more anxiety than men). On the
other hand, the highest level of anxiety b found in
women with average or above-average, but not
very high, intelligence. Also, women who are
extremely high achieving are less amdous than
other women and not more anxious than men
(Loughlin et al., 1965). Therefore, the actual
achievement of highly intelligent women may not
be interfered withpartly because of their
intelligence (which also tends to safeguard them
from formal and informal institutional
discrimination) 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, intelligenee, 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 performanee and achievement in different
settings and under different conditions.
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4. WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL AND
VOCATIONAL CHOICES

Choke Between Career and Marriage

From an early age, a MOAN unlike a man,
must decide the role of work and marriage in her
life. She has several options:

To have a weer and not marry.

To marry and not work.

To combine career 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-
promises 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 became it relates to all other edu-
cational and occupational plans. If women decide
that marriage is preferable to a career, they may
not plan to go to college and tsually will not plan
to go to graduate school. The type and level of
thsir educational aspirations are limited by career
or marriage plans. Many middle and upper middle
clam women attend and occasionally finish college
Deems* education is considered desirable for a
girl. Aside from a career, education can provide
adversity iosurance, and many believe that
educated woman make better mothers.

Career and marriage decisions are important
tutors for woman when chooskg an eduoatioul
field. Noma not planning permanent eareets do
not elms* professions that require long, arduous
training, work continuity, or keeping up with

:tzrsuoh as law, medicine, or fields that
a Fh. A (Levine, 1988). Woman without

atrong weer commitments usually select tradi-
tional female occupations, such as nursing or
elementary sehool edueetka, that do not require
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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 most flexible and compatible with motherhood
are questionable. In Europe, a profession like
dentistry, which is flexible and compatible with
motherhood, is considered a "feminine" occupa-
tion.

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
high-prestige, masculine occupations usually
choose careers over families. (Rosen, 1973;
Herman & Sedlacek, 1974; Nagely, 1971; Levine,
1988). Women who choose traditional female
occupations usually have a career that requires
them to make many compromises in order to raise
a family (Davis & Meson, 1985). Educational
aspirations as well as attainment are also deter-
mined by the career and marriage choice that
women make, since early marriage usually inter-
rupts a woman's education (Mulvey, 1963).

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 conflicts.
For example, one study (Adamek & Goudy, 1988)
indicated that 40 percent of men and 29 percent
of woman thought tied family and occupational
responsibilities fitterfON with each other. The
women's responses may be explained by the fact
that these woman were in home eccoanics and
education, which are fields considered to be more
compatible with marriage sine* they do not
require uninterrupted woric pattern& The mon
viewed themselves primarily as family members
and received satisfaction from their families. At
least 70 pentad of the men and 83 percent of the
women designated the family u their primary
source of satisfaction, while 22 percent of the
men and 8 perceet of the women chose their
occupation. As dual careers become increasingly
widespread and as men and women find that they
must Mare the responsibWty for household chores
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and childcare, 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 marriage. Because her study was longitudinal,
involving 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 collegt.. In 1969
and 1970, 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, 1972). Even women who
could euliy choose both work and career usually
anticipeted at least one interruption while their
children were very young. Only 14 percent of the
college 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 (Anglia, 1972).

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

Angrist further divided her sample into
"career ulient" women, who consider their career
the most salient aspect of their lives even though
they may not nocesurily work steadily, and "non-
career salient" women, who place their marriage
and children above their career. Using this dis-
tinction, 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 wars career salient throughout the 4
years. The "changers" consisted of 17 percent
who became non-career salient by senior year and
35 meant who changed from non-career salient
by senior year and 35 percent who changed from
non-eamer salient to career ulienL Therefore,
at the senior year, she found that 57 percent of
the women ware non-career salient and 43 percent
were career salient. She also found that most
changes in favor of a career ware made early in
the senior year. Most dramatic of the converts
INN the 14 percent who were firmly non-career
oriented for 3 years but became career criented
as "anion (Angrist, 1972).
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Almquist and Angrist (1970, 1971) further
reported that career salient women more often
had workinc mothers, tended to hold a variety of
part-time summer jobs during college, selected
male-dominated occupations, and were influenced
more by teachers and occupational 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, ithd
selected traditional female-dominated occupa-
tions. They interpreted these findings to mean
that career salient women, although the minority,
are not socially 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 conformingthe popular girls
who date frequently, go steady, or become
engaged during college. Rossi (1967) similarly
reported that career-oriented women tend to be
much leas conventional and much more Inde-
pendent than marriage-orlented women. Rossi
also reported that career-oriented women start
dating later; date leas in high school and college;
have leas appreetation for young children, visiting
relativeo, planning, and organizing; and have a
consistently higher interest in reading, studying,
and other solo activities. The timing of datfw.:
may be at least as important, if ,rot ,no, e so, Vito
the frequency (Vetter a Lewis, ludo, silica
delayed dating implies less concern with
popularity 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 eocialization experiences
of high-achieving women. Both are lea
influanced by parents; their parents disapprove of
their career orientation (Vetter & Lewis, 1984);
they tend to postpone dating, engagement, and
marriage; and they seem to be less concerned with
approval (Herman & Sedlecek, 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 preaures 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 chokes but to postpone dating, engagement,
and marriage because they could find no attrac-
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
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divert effort and energy from grooming and dating
to seholutie pursuits.

There is some golden.* that high school girls
who do not conform to traditioaal ideals of
femininity ars no longer penalised by being
unpopular, but date as much es u *feminine" girls
(Icasa & Aneshensel, 1971). It seems, therefore,
that schievement and Omar orientation no longer
lestd inexorably to lowliness and unpopularity.

There is evidence that girlfriends and boy-
friends prosily influence the final choice between
eerier sad marriage (Edwards, 1980. The influ-
ent* of boyfriends an young women's decisions
about weer and marriage as well as type of
occupation is shown by research on women's
paroeptions of what min think about women's
rola and how thew octal= dint womsn's
cuter decisions. Probabky the most clear-cut
evidenee comes from a study by Hawley (1972).
Hawley found that women who believe that mon in
general, end especially the signifloant men in
their now, do not use gender as a basis for
evaluating behaviors usually work outside the
home end have careers. On the other hand,
woman who believe that mon evaluate behaviors
aocordirer to gender tend to chows marriage
instead of a career.

Another study (Matthews & Tiedemen, 1984)
similarly concluded that how a woman perceives
men's attitudes towards her use of intelligence is
important when she plans for career and marriage.
If a woman believes that men respond negatively
to women who use their intelligenee, she %wally
decides against a career. Furthermore the study
ehowed that women with such a perception tend to
feel intelleetually inferior to men. Therefore,
they mey adopt, perhaps defensively, a realm of
their own, muth as homemaking.

Another study (Voidst al., 1974) showed
that when mothers work, their children do not
pwasive masculine and feminine behaviors as
dichotomous, but as overlapping. Ms study
showed that working mothers erne as male models
not only for daughters but also indirectly for sons,
who see possible rola modals for their future
wised Ifetweill employment tends to influence
how children sod yoimg adults pereeive and evalu-
ate male and female behaviors, and therefore
indirectly influences their attitudes toward the
oompatibility of swear and marriage for women
(Vogel et al., 1974).

Maternal employment, however, is an bed-
ticket faster unless combined with favorable
personal ecinsequeness. It is the combination of
the mother's employment with positive attitude
toward hie work that faeilitates the androgynous
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thinking of both daughters and sons. A mother's
negative work esperiences may reinforce her
childrense perception that men and women are in
feet different, sines the received message may be
that their mother Is unhappy in her work because
working is leappropriate for women. This uplains
wly some studies report that maternal empWr
ment helps young women perceive airwr-reUted
achievement as *feminine* only when this employ-
ment exposes the girls to feminine model of
work oompetiew (Baruch, 1972).

How women perceive men's attitudes toward
the MIS of women helps determine their decisions
about =rear and marriage. As late as 1911, the
Women's Liberation Movement ideology had not
affected eollege men; they did not favor women's
employment after marriage, preening that their
wives not work unless absolutely necessary. One
study (McMillin et al., 1971) showed that while 12
percent of collmge men preferred that their wives
not work at all dter marriage, only 2.7 percent of
collage women preferred not to work aftm. mar-
riage. Thirty-eight percent of college men pre-
ferred that their wives not work after children
were born unless ateolutely necessary; only 12.7
putout of the women had the same preference.
On the other hand, 72 portent of the women
wanted to work before children ware born and
after the children grew older, while only 40
percent of the men had the ume preference.
Although 7.9 percent of the women wanted to
work continuously after marriage, only 3.8 per-
cent of the men wanted their wives to do so
(McMillin et al., 1971). The same data broken
down by man's academic major showed that men
studying business, 'clones, and mathematics pre-
ferred the least career involvement for their
wives, while education, humanities, and social
solute majors were more accepting of working
wiVes (91091111114 1972).

In the 1970% the Women's Movement has
affseted men, although slowly. In 1989-70,
between ens-third and one-half of Ivy League
college men were ambivalent toward or had
rejected sex role stereotypes. About half of them
would have dated int.Ulgent, competent women
who ware in a ',masculine major; about half would
have married intallipnt, competent women who
planned careers after marriage, and they were
even willing to halp out with some domicile and
childrearing tasks. Their careers, however, would
*leaks take premium over those of their wives,
and they exposited their wives not to work after
children ware born but to assume full roe-
potability for the children (Homarovsky, 1978).

Later on in the 1970% U percent of college
men aocepted women's uninterrupted careers
(Ahbad-Yehia, 1970 and wore willing to corn-
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promise (Cummings, 1977). It seems, therefore,
that women who are not oonstrsined by "feminine
stereotypes, are intelligent, and aspire to careers
increasingly will find men to data and marry
without having to compromise their own aspira-
tions.

'Pao studies have considered the relationship
between the degree to which young women adore
to sex role stereotypes and the decisions they
make about career and marriage. One study, in a
sense longitudinal, examined sex role stereotypee
and the career-versus-marriage decisions of
women in 1969 and 1973 (Para lius, 1975). This
study found that by 1989, women were over-
whelmingly free of sex role stereotypes, but
still believed that the husband's occupation
precedence. &it in 1973, while every item of the
scale measuring sex role ideology showed an
increase toward the feminist perspective, the
most impressive change was that most of the
respondents were willing to support oempatiocal
equality even within the family.

This change in women's sex role ideology
was accompanied by a significant change in their
attitude toward the career-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 end to return to work when the children
were grown. (These findings are consistent with
Angrist's findings, discussed earlier.) But in 1973,
thorn was an increase in the percentage of women
who wanted to work continuously throughout their
married lives and a decrease in the percentage of
women who planned to interrupt their careers in
order to care for children. Therefore, women who
intended to combine marriage, family, and core&
shifted from planning an interrupted career
toward planning a "double-track* pattern of con-
current work, motherhood, and homemaking
(Farelius, 1975). This indicates that in 197$1 by
which time the Women's Liberation Movement had
made a significant impact at least on college
women's values, young women no longer perceived
career and marriage as incompatible but planned
to combine them as men have always been able to
do.

Similar findings have been reported by Luria
(1974), who studied the marriage and canter plans
of 1969 and 1970 women college graduates.
Another study (Vogel et aL, 1974) concluded that
college women with more stetaotypia self-con-
cepts (that is, those who see themselves 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, Callao women with less stereotypic self-
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concepts plan more ismovative roles; they intend
to enter graduate school, to have fewer children,
and to work while their children are yoimg. Thus,
woman who perceive themselves as being rela-
tively leis feminine are more likely to plea to
combine employment with childrearing than are
women who perceive themselves as relatively
more feminine.

Educational Aspirations and Attainment

The first issue of concern in the area of
educational aspiration and ettainment is whether
women's educational and occupational choices
coincide or must be treated separately. The
available evidence suggests a high correlation
between educational and occupational choices, a
correlation that is much higher among men than
among women (Morrill et AL, 1970). Since a
considerable degree of variance is unaccounted
for (in this study, approximately 50 percent), the
advisability of wing the two choices interchange-
ably I. 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 years before starting to work is not the
same as the choice of a high school curriculum or
college program, the implications of which must
be accepted at once. To say I want to be a
doctor* at age 12 is fantasy, but to say "I'm sign-
ing tp for the college preparatory general

am* in the 10th grade is an important choice
1950 Thus, unless an educational choice

or aspiration has definite implications for an
occupational choice, it is not consistently
correlated highly with occupational choice. It

11Prtly is important to consider eduaational
eell separately from occupational choices.

This is especially true for girls for whom the
oorrelation between the two choices seems to be
weaker due to important intervening variables,
such as marriage, dating, the early birth of
children, and having to work to support the
husband.

The educational choice involves several
aspects. First, the choice of curriculum to be
followed 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 educe-
tiocal choices. For example, a girl's decreasing
exposure to math and science courses after the
eighth grade drastically reduces Mr ability to
take more advanced courses later on and to enter
most scientific fields. Second, curriculum choices
refleot level of educational aspiration. Finally,
they determine the mak in college.

4 7



The extent to which educational aspirations
correlate with eduoational attainment is impor-
tant, particularly to women. Through high school,
the correlation is higher for girls than for boys.
Atter high school, the discrepancy between educa-
tional aspirations and attainment is greater for
women than for men, and this discrepancy
increases at the graduate level. This greater
incoogruency for women is due to intervening
variables, such as marriage, children, moving
when the lasband's job requires it, or the need to
support a student husband.

A study of 1,249 intellectually gifted college
students in Minnesota indicated another set of
variables that may lower the educational aspira-
tions and, even more, educational attainments of
intelligent women (Faunae, 1968). This study
showed that freshmen women who did not gradu-
ate faced problems involving impulse control,
aggressive behavior, and hostile feelings. They
ware individualistic and nonconforming, and they
had problems with their families, including con-
flicts with parents and siblings. They also had
difficulty in getting along with peers and lacked
14f-confidence. They were awkward with men
and had sexual adjustment problems. in contrast,
woman who graduated seemed more conventional,
temperate, and modest. They wire opthnistie and
self-confident, and they had adequate defenses,
good ego strength, and sound psychological inte-
gration. They tried to project a positive moral
and social image. These women were also
characterized as cooperative, reasonable, willing
to accept suggestions, clear thinking, alert, res-
ponsive, and enthusiastic.

The woman who dd not graduate did not fit
the sex-appropriate stereotypes as reflected in
their more aggressive 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
unwnling to accept criticism and suggestions.
They were discouraged and felt rejected by their
peers end teachers, which led them to reject the
whole college experience (Faunae, 198E.
Although the relevant data are not available, it is
possible that gifted woman who do Dot fit the
model of am-appropriate behavior are %cooled
out* of Gallego, sinew they are not the oqnforming
*nice girls with whom college professors are used
to Warmth*

What variables are important in determining
woman; educational aspirations and choices? One
causal modal includes the variables of family,
school, end sex role attitude. Thsthig of the
model by a path analysis showed that two family
variablet-perosived parental pressure to
academie attainment and mother's employment
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statusinfluenced daughters' educational aspira-
tions. The type of ached, coeducational or single
sex, also influeneed women's educational aspira-
tions, but none of the esx role attitude items used
was found to be important (Ray, 1974). The latter
finding may be explained by the narrow range of
items used and by the fact that sex role stereo-
typio beliefs now are considered conservative;
therefore, liberal women would tend to reject
such beliefs regardless of how they really felt.

Another clausal model studio the evolution
of educational aspirations from the 9th through
12th grades (Williams, 1972). It applied to men
and women and included intellectual ability and
academic achievement at grade 9; socioeconomic
background; teachers' and parents' expectations at
grade 10; pears' aspirations at grade 10; and a
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 3,687
students enrolled in general academic programs at
the 12th grade showed that the models for girls
and boys differed. For girls, the expectations of
teachers, followed by their peers' early aspira-
tions, grade 9 academic performance, grade 11
performance, socioeeonomic background, and the
early expectations of their parents, are all
influential. However, peers' aspirations and
teachers' expectations gradually become more
important than parents' expectations. It must also
be kept in mind that socioeconomic background is
important in the development of a girl's educa-
tional aspirations. Uwe there was no correepand-
ing offset on boys, these findings suggest the
eduoation for girls is considered to be more of a
luxury. Girls' intellectual ability and academic
achievement help determine teachers' end parents'
expectations, hence girls' educational aspirations.
This suggests that education is considered
appropriate and worthwhile only for those girls
who are oompetent and achieving (Williams, 1972).

Lipman-Blumen (1972) presented a
different model tested on collage women in the
late 1980's. This study examined in detail the
effects of the relationship with both parents,
especially the mother, various socialization
impedances, the mother's employment status,
relationships with sameeeit and crom-sex peers,
the girls' sex role ideology, and other factors upon
their educational goals. The model is oompre-
handy% and even though it omits teacher- and
school-related variables, makes a great contribu-
tion because it includes women's sex role ideology.
Lipman-Blumen found theta

Women with a oontemporary
nonstereotypie sax rola ideology



have higher educational =Ora-
tion than women with a tradi-
tional -a role ideology.

Women with a vicario= =Neve-
mint mods tend to have low
echscaticea1 =Orations as well as
a traditional sax role ideology,
while women with a direct
schlevemesit mode tend to have
higher educational aspirations
end a more eontemporary su
role ideology.

Girls who have high educational
aspiration and are encouraged
by both parents or their mothers
go to graduate school tend to
have a more contemporary sex
role ideology.

Women with a contemporary su
role ideoloa and high edu-
cational aspiration develop a
certain psychological dbtanoe
from their families and a tense
of individuality in adolescence.
&cob women do not try to plasm
their parents and awe to
admire them. They regard their
parents as frustrating and,
particularly the mother, as
critical. However, admiration
for end closeness to both parents
is associated with a more Midi-
tional sex role ideology and
lower educational aspirations.
These findinp reflect the late
1980%, when mothers were often
fnntrated, =choppy housewhru
or dissatisfied working women
who served as negative achieve-
ment modals. Probably this
situation is now reversed.

Women with contemporary
beliefs are lonelier during
adolescence than their pews,
whi/e women holding traditional
sex rob beliefs ire Seis gkeiy to
be lone,. This agrees with the
findings examined earlier, which
indicated that woman who are
MON oriented tend to date Ism,
to be kw palmier, sad to study
end think by themselves. Atti-
tudes tower s. dating, popularity,
independenee from parents, indi-
viduality, and the ability to
withstand modal premium seem
to be Mated to both high
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educational espirations and a
career orientation.

Women who have a traditional
su role ideology and do not
value intellectual qualities tend
to mem while still in °allege.
Women who lave a more
contemporary sex role ideology
and value intellectual qualities
tend to postpone marriage until
after =liege (Lipman-Mullen,
1972). This finding agrees with
other studies (Bayer, 1969).

A similar model applied by Stockard (1977)

on undergraduate students in 1973 empirically
aupports Lipman-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 use their mothers as
models; (3) woman 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 concluded that women who choose nottradi-
Meal careers consider themselves similar to their
fathers, but have cognitive distance from both
parents.

A womanve educational aspirations ere
crucially &Hooted by maternal mnploynent.
Deughters et employed mothers have significantly
higher ecknational capitation than daughters of
nonworidng women (Sassmrind & Blacks 1967).
UPcian-Bluments study, however, showed that
although maternal employment in itself does not
have any significant effect, the mother% satiable-
tion with homemaking does. Mothers who are
dissatisfied as homemakers serve as negative
models kr their daughters; they tend to raise
their daughters with a contemporary su role
ideology and tho high educational aspirations
(Lipman-Biumen, 1972).

Another variable influencing edooationid
aspirations is the marital plans of young boys end
girls. One study of a large sample et high school
students in grades 9 through 12 showed that
percent of the varianoe among girls was explained
by their marital plans (Bayer, 1989). This ilk.-
trate, that early marriage chestically curtails a
yang woman% eduoationel and oocupationsl
aspiraticos sad options.
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Earliest Age at Which Career Versus
Noncareer Choices and Occupational
Chokes are Made

One longitudinal study using ist, an, RN
and 12th graders described how Garb" and by what
processes young girls decide tpon a career (Tyler,
1964). IVler, using the Strong Vocational Interest
Blank, showed that as early as the 10th grade
there are career and noncereer girls. By the Ilth
grade, the distinctions were even stronger and
more clear cut. By the llth or 12th grade, scares
on masculinity-femininity tests showed no
difference between career and noneareer girls.
At the 12th grade the only difference between
career and nonagreer girls was in response to the
following item on the Minnesota Test: "Women%
work and men% 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 Agnificant difference between the maseu-
Unity-femininity scores of those who at the 10th,
llth, and 12th gades were distinguished as career
and normareer girls. In the lit grade, the career
group showed more masculine scores, on the
avseage, that, the noncareer group.

At the fourth grade level, the data cer 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
pattern in the direction of the mean differences.
Girl* in the career group were rated lower by
their claismatre than girls in the noncareer group
on the traits most admired by children of that age
(less popular, less good looking, less active, and
poorer than the others). They were also rated as
bossier, more restless, more talkative, and more
interested in reading. Such trends suggest that
the social adjustment of many girls who later on
(at the 10th, Ilth, and 12th gades) develop career
Interests may have bean slightly inedequate in the
4th grade.

It seems that the development of career
interest in girls may be increased by problems in
their relationships with peers during middle child-
hood. A girl who does riot consider herself to be
good looking cr popular may feel free to become a

student and develop an independent life.
concentration on academic success and

choosing a career represents an alternative basis
for suocessoccupational rather than social
(Tylsr, 1964). Of course, some girls select careers
because they have outstanding talents that are
enexiraged. Furthermore, the study suggests that
girls who do not accept traditional sex role
stereotypes during the pre-school years and the

first two or three Fades are more likely to
develop career interests. Of course, even girls
who have more masculine interests and do not
adhere to sex role stereotypes in their pre-school
years or the first grade have eonformed by the
fourth grade to the traditional sex role stereo-
types. But this freedom from sex role stereotypes
in the earlier years permits girls to explore their
inclinations without restrictions and to become
interested in a career (Tyler, 1964). Whether a
girl delays in accepting 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 by Leifer and
Lesser (1975) on the age at which girls begin to
make occupational 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 differentiation in
occupations (Beuf, 1974; Meyer, 1970). Also,
there is research evidence that children between
ages 3 and 6 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 wbh to be mothers. Boys,
however, rarely mention "father" as an occupation
(Kirchner & Vondracek, 1973). 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 ocmpation, 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 les able to name specific adult
occupations they wished to hold (Kircluier &
Vondracek, 1973).

Looft (1971) reported sex-stereotyped
occupational choices among first graders, and
Nelson (1961) studied children in the second grade.
In both studies, boys chose many more occupations
than girls (le versus 0), and more boys were able
to name a seoond oectpation. Looft (1971) also
sweats that girls stop selecting alternate careers
earlier than boys, since girls recognise that they
cannot °hangs their preferences easily become
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 *loot two to three times as
mew different occipations as girls and that
roughly two4hirds of the girls at this age level
choose either secher or nuns (Clark, 10671
Deutsch, 1960; Nelson, 1962; Nagel, 1973; O'Hara,
1962) ce motherhood.
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The occupational choices of girls reflect an
acceptance of traditional sax role expectation'.
Foe example, no girls exprosed a desire to be a
politician, scientist, lawyer, doctor, sports hero,
or any other role deemed erestigious but inap-
propriate for women. From kindergarten through
the sixth grade, girl% report that women clan work
only in certain "feminine" occupations such as
nurse, waitress, or librarian, while men are not
similarly limited (Schimberg & Goodman, 1972).
In addition, girls and minority children often
underestimate their own abilities to &thence
educationally and enter high-status professional
occupaticas (Wylie, 1963).

Furthermore, as early as the third grade,
both boys and girls clearly understand the prestige
attached to various careers (GeFleur, 1063;
Simmons, 1962). Their prestige rankings of
specific occupations correspond highly with adults'
renkings of the same occupations (Hansen &
Caulfield, 1969; Simmons & Rosenberg, 1971).
These perceptions are similar regardless of the
children's social class or race (LeFebvre & Bohn,
1971).

The feet that girls are so aware of the
prestige of occupations, coupled with their
acceptance of sex role stereotypes in jobs, indi-
cates that from an early age girls are aware of
the sex stratification system and of their inferior,
subordinate position within it. This awareness
probably explains their tendency to underestimate
their own abilities to enter Wi-datue occupa-
tions. Thus, while bays and girls maks occupa-
tional decisions at about the same age, their
decisionmaking promises differ. The more
prestigious a boy considers an occupation, the
more likely he is to allows it. A girl's occupa-
tional preference, on the other hand, is either
uirelated cr negatively related to her perception
of occupational prestige (Barnett, 1973; Barnett &
Baruch, 1973).

One study, however, shows that while boys
are aware of occupational prestige, fourth grade
girls rank the professions of doetoe artist, and
writer quite a bit lower then the clatirly feminine
&Impatiens 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
choices that lack prestige according to adult
rankings, but not their own. Also, this restructur-
ing of occupational prestige may represent an
attempt to deal with the unequal, inferior status
to which the sex stratification system relegates

Some evidence suggests that black girls have
higher occupational aspirations than black boys
(Barnett & Baruch, 1973). and that they are
esubouraged more than white girls to work full
time and in higher status profemions (Gump &
Rivers, 1973). It was also found that lower class
girls, like iniddle-elaa girls, choose predominantly
feminine occupations. However, lower class girls
choose secretary, an occupation never chosen by
middle-class girls, and give answers like "bum,"
"dummy," or "mother" more often than middle-
class girls (Clark, 1985). Another study showed
that lower class girls more often preferred white-
oollar and professional occupations than did
middle-class girls or lower clam boys (Clark,
1967). The latter findinp can be explained
partially by the race 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 Mirth 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 occupations.

The development of sex role attitudes tends
to determine these occupational choices.
Children accept these stereotypes by age 7
(Bardwick, 1971; Kohlberg, 1966; McCandless,
1969; Mischa!, 1970; Musson, 1969). The moment
girls adopt the feminine stereotypes, their occu-
pational choices are restricted. Therefore, it is
crucial that girls be able to delay crystallizing sex
role stenotypes. By not accepting the over-
simplified form in which pre-school children see
sexual stenotypes, a girl can make broader
occupational choices and both boys and girls can
have experiences and choose careers that are not
based ce sex roles (Tyler, 1964).

Fewer studies have examined adolescent
shifts in occupational choices, and no studies have
examined shifts in occupational choices that occur
during the early school years. The few studies of
shifts in occupational choices during adolescence
show the greatest effect on boys' and girls' sax-
inappropriate occupational choices, while mis-
appropriate choices remain more constant
(Carmody et a)., 1972; Rosenberg, 1957; Schmidt
& Rothney, 1955). Although the occupational
choices of high school students change consid-
erably from the freshman to senior years, there is
some evidence that the occupational value
hierarchies of high school girls do not change
much. The rank order correlations for occupa-
tional values were 0.95 from 6th to 10th grade,
0.52 from 10th to 12th grade, and 0.46 from lith to
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12th grade. Thus, early concepts of occupational
Malice and sex-stereotyped occupations persist
foto adulthood. Early occupational choices that
conform to cultural definitkem of sex-appropriate
employment tend to be more stable than those
Wile* do not.

There is considerable research on shifts in
women% oc-apational choices during college
years. One study found no significant oorrelations
betweea the plans reported by students in their
freshman and senior years, a finding that held true
for males, females, blacks, whites, and students of
high and low socioeconomic levels (Baird, 1973).
A large national study surveyed collage students
in their freshman year and 4 years later. The
study showed that many more women than men
changed majors airing these years, shifting pre-
dominantly from sex-inappropriate to sex-appro-
priate majors (Astin & Panos, 1989). Finally, a
longitudinal study by Angrist (1972) showed
change, in collage women's occupational choices
from the freshman to the senior year. By their
sonic( year, 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 ocetpational plan compared
with only 31 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
occupational choices throughout collage, while 14
percent never made an occupational choice. The
remaining 71 percent oscillated between decision
and indecision. It was also found that among
seniors, the moat frequently chosen occupations
ware high school teachers and collage professor,
and both of these occupations were chosen more
frequently by senior: than by students at any
other stage. The study also indicated that 18
percent of the college students chose typical and
11 percent chose atypical fields durigwr all 4
college years. Thus, over one-thire the
students made stable choices with respect to ihe
sex appropriatenem of the chosen occupation.
Many &Is, bowel's", changed from the uncon-
ventional fields by junior year; 39 percent changed
from atypioal to typical women's cooupations by
*aloe year, while 25 percent changed to mascu-
line fields. Although senior woman showed
intetest in professional work, most chow tradi-
tionally feminine professional fields (Angrist,
1972).

Oa the basis of her longitudinal data,
Angst* ooncluded that collage women manifest an
menus to available careers. They readily and
frequently change their minds about potential
adult life choices. Two characteristios emerges
notions of women% roles are shifting, and res-

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

'These data indicate that intervention during
undergraduate years could help young woman
make occupational choices that are free from
stereotypic restrictions. Even in the senior year,
intervention could successfully stabilise atypical
occupational choices and widen the range of
oho ices.

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

Two strategies are indicated to increase
occupational choices. One is to affect a girl's
choice indirectly by freeing her from sex roles
rather than by directly affecting the range of
occupational choices. If intarvention techniques
successfully freed girls from sax role constraints
through the age of 12 or 14, for example, they
probably would be more fres to consider a wider
range of choices, including sex-
inappropriate, prestigious occupations. The
wend alternat ve co supplementary strategy
would be to intervene at an early age, with later
intervention daring high school and college years
to support sex-inappropriate choices.

Some researchers have examined change and
continuity in women% occwational choices. One
study found that among college women, the
mother% employment status or the reasons why
she worked did not distinguish occupational "per-
sisters" from "nonorsisters" (Harmon, 1972). This
study alio reported that the history of previous
choices did not differ consistently between women
who persisted in their ostelesatianal choke§ and
those who did not. This agrees with other findings
reported by Harmon, which show that pampa-
tional plans at age 11 do not differ between
women later identified as career committed or
nonoommitted (Harrows, 1970). Interestingly, a
lack of persistence seems to be related to being
later born as opposed to first born (Harmon, 1972).
First-born women are significantly more per-
sistent in the academic majors chosen, at lust
with respect to sex-appropriate oocupational
choices ouch as nursing, medical technology, and
social work.
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Schwerta's study (1989) of *persists's" and
l'honpersisters" among women who originally
planned to go into medical school, although 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 nonftminine fields. 'The
study *hews that the occupations and educational

of the parents, the birth position in
btitillivanirlyld, and high wheal and college academic
performanee did not differ in any way between
those who attended medical school and those who
entered other fields. 'Me women who finally did
go into medicine had often beoome interested in
being * physician during elementary school or
even earlier. However, tne desire to become a
doctor intensified during high sehool. Several of
the women said someone in their family, a doctor
or a nurse, had acted as a role modeL At the
other extreme, several women went to medical
school even 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
Mild. Finally, several woman changed because
they feared that the commitment necessary to
become a physician would leave them too little
time and energy for their marriage, children, or
any type of personal life (Schwartz, 1969).

As Road (1985) wrote, although the medical
profession has changed, its public image remains
rooted in the past; a physician still projects the
image of a dedleated man modeled on the general
practitioner of "horse and bugge days, on call
night and day, 7 days a week. Few women realize
the flexibility offered by some mecialities as well
as the different ways in which one can follow a
medical career.

Factors Associated with Nonstereotypic
Occupational Choices of Women

In conclusion, there is a high correlation
between a womea's sex rale ideologl and her
choice of noutereotypie occupational fields. One
study reports that women who are pioneers in
nonstereotypic fields (such as personnel manager,
chemistry, mathematics, biology, medicine, eco-
nomies, or law) are likely to refuse to give up
their careers if their husbands request it and are
reluetant to move for the take of their husbands'
professional advanument. Pioneers feel that
their passional aetivittes are at lout as
important as these of their husbands and that

their husbands should help with household tasks
(Nagely, 1971).

Other studies have concluded that women
with a modern sex role ideology tend to make
nonstereotypic occupational choices. One study
found that women choosing atypical occupations
hold more liberal (less stereotypic) attitodes
toward women's roles in society (Kerman, 1973).
Hawley (1972) found that women who make non-
stereotypic occupational choices perceive that the
aignificant men in their lives believe that women
can perform well in businem and professional
areas without jeopardizing their marriages,
families, or femininity. Sim also found that
women who chose mathematics or science felt
that women should be free to compete with MCI
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 seismse rejected the notions that men think it
more important for a women to be beautiful than
intelligent, that men approve of women who me
feminine wiles to get their way, and that men
want women to flatter them by appeariN
helpless. Women who felt free to choose maths-
medics or science had a model of femininity that
:Bowed the widest range of educational and
career choices without violation of sexual identity
(Hawley, 1972).

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 a numbee of the
feminine variables. Rand concluded that career-
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 censer women ere "feminine plus."

On the other hand, several other studies
have concluded that women who have high occu-
pational aipirations and enter nonstereotypic
careers not only have unusual motivation and
intellmetual ability, but also a certain toughness
that enables them to withstand frequent rejection,
discouregement, and subtle or overt punishment
for being ambitious and entering the masculine
domain (Rani, 1970; Bechtold & Warner, 1971;
Nelson, 1971; O'Leary & Braun, 1972).

Similarly, Tangri (1972) found that college
seniors whose occupational choices were sex
inappropriate (fields in which women represent
lug than 30 percent of the labor force) charm,-
tensed themselves as unconventional, intellee-
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tual, and deviant from the extreme feminine
modal. Profestional and professionally oriented
woman, especially in =stereotypic ompatIons,
deecribed themselves as nonconforming, self-
reliant, flexible, self-directed, high in ego
strength, and with a strong need for autonomya
profile generally antitheteral to the feminine sex
role stereotype. Theme characteristics help
women make nonstereotypic choices by enabling
them to wit/stand rejection, purtishment, and
social premium to be popular. Furthermore, these
traits help women to postpone dating and
marriage tmtil they find men who approve of them
and their career choices.

Some studies report that women who choose
=stereotypic °mentions consistently come
from higher social clan backgrounds and have
highly educated fathers. The same does not hold
true for men (Warts, 1967; David, 1971). Another
study Indicated that higiwa clam women in non-
stereotypic occupations coma from higher income
families that had highly educated mothers
(Harman, 1973). This study indicated that these
women were higher achieving students, obtained
better grades in high school and °allege, end ware
more theory oriented (they had a propensity for
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logical, analytical, and critical thinking). Also,
dna an cadets at the Coast Guard Amidemy show
that significantly more women than men have
fathers who would be classified as upper or upper
middle clam (Safilios-Sothschild et al., 1978).

Fox (1974) reported that one structural
variable, the percentage of women on the faculty
in afferent departments, is extremely important
in determining whether women make stereotypic
or nonstersotypia educational and occupational
choices. The more women on the faculty of a
particular department, the greater the percentage
of women who chose to specialixe in that field.
However, this was not true when the women were
clearly tokens. When only one woman was on the
faculty, her rwesence often &Med es a negative
role modal, since it accentuated the deviance of a
woman in that field. When there are only one or
two worlen faculty members, they may act as a
negative role model because a number of
idiosyncratic factors make them dissatisfied or
unsuccessful in their careers or their lives (Fox,
1974). Women faculty members can act as
positive role nu...iels only when there are enough
of them to make this occupational choice appear
normal to students.
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Part II.

Cross-Cultural Patterns of Sex Role Socialization
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5. SEX ROLE SOCIALIZATION PA1TERNS
IN SELECTED SOCIETIES

In addition to examining research findings
concerning sex role socialization patterns,
available from only a limited number of societies,
we shall develop a number of relevant hypotheses
with respect to selected societies that deserve
special interest. In studying these findings or in
formulating hypotheses concerning sex role
socialization patterns and consequences for
woment profaulonal roles, it is important 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-sociological changes can
bring about significant changes in at least some
*sputa of the status of woman.

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

(2) Major ideological changes
expressed through some kind of a
social movement, such as the
Women's Liberation Movement in
the United States or the ux role
debate in Scandinavian nations.

(3) Crises, especially those creating
worker shortages, such as wars,
nationalist revolutions,
and guerrilla warfare (Lipman-
/Rumen, 1973), With the excep-
tions of wars, women are usually
allowed to actively participate in
nationalist ueriaings, revolutions,
and guerrilla warfare, evecially
when the risks are quite high and
everyone willing to fight and die
represents a makable resource.
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In addition, the longer such
crises last and the more men
become involved, the more acute
the worker shortages become in
many vital positions and in
occupations that must be filled if
the society is to continue
functioning. Hence, women
usually are increasingly allowed
to fill them.

Let us now examine the types of changes in
the status of women, the extent to which they
occur as a result of the stimulus factors pre-
sented, and how these changes are or may be
linked to changes in sex role socialization
patterns. First, in the U.S.S.R. and the Pastern
European nations, all indications (and considerable
evidence is available) show that womenis
educational and occuprtional options gonad over
a much wider range than in most other societies
(Finland is en outstanding exception) (MAIM
1966; Safillos-Rothschild, 1971; Sullerot, 1971;
Barker, 1972). However, there is also a consensus
that the widening of woments educational and
occupational options is not related to women's
greater chances for occupational upward mobility,
especially to top, prestlzious, power-vested, or
deeisionmaking positions (Sokolowskal 1965;
Barker, 1972; Alzon, 1973). In addition, there has
been no redefinition of ment and women's roles in
the family and the society, and so woman, even
when they work in the same occupations as their
husbands, have the responsibility for housework
and childcare (Barker, 1972; Akan, 1973; Safillos-
Rothschild, 1974). In fact, Russian women spend,
after work, an average 2i to 4 hours per day in
housework and childcare and 5 hours an Sunday;
they week at home three times as muoh as their
husbands, who enjoy twice as much leisure time as
their wives (Barker, 1972; Alton, 1973). Actually,
for some oategoriu of women (uuch as night-shift
workers) sleep becomes the rarest commodity
(Barker, 1972), and physical exhaustion is reported
to plague all women.

Paper presented at the American Educational
Research Association Annual Meeting,
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1975.



Although there are no specific research
studies on sax role socialization in the U.S.S.R. or
any of the Eastern European nations, it is possible
to hypothesize about children% socialization
massages. Children in these societies are exposed
to sex stratification systems different from the
one prevailing in the United States. While
American children perceive that within each class
there is a su stratification system, the
differences between men's and women% individual
(and not derived2) access to income, prestige, and
power become wider in the middle and upper
middle classes. Children in the U.S.S.R. and
Eastern European societies probably perceive a
more uniform picture of a meshed social and sex
stratification system Women occupy sizable
portions of the lower and lower middle strata,
while men overwhelmingly dominate the higher
strata.

How does the significant breakdown of sex
differentiation in educational and occupational
choices 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 socialized by mothers who
not only are equal to their fathers in terms of
occupation and knowledge, but also make their
lives comfortable and provide for all their needs?

th self-esteem of women in these societies
much higher than that of American women? And
do men evaluate men and women equally? Much
exciting research awaits to be carried out in this
area.

Second, several societies have been affected
by organized ideologies directly aimed at changing
the status of women, either expressed through
social movements, such as in the United States,
England, Holland, Canada, 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
ideologies, loosely referred to as the women's
liberation ideology, has been the goals of widening
women's educational and occupational options,
equalizing woment access to, and treatment in,
education and employment, redefining the roles of
men and women, and changing woman/woman and
man/woman interpersonal relations. Because of

It must be clarified hare that we are consistently
talking about women% individually achieved
position in stratification systems rather than the
position in which they may be classified on the
basis of their derived status through their
husband's achievements.
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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 a.pcial structural, as well as the psychological,
internalized barriers to @ex equality. Thus, some
social policy, legislation, and social pressure hat
aimed at diminishing the degree of sex differen-
tiation in boys' and girls' socialisation experiences
in school, in readings, in media, etc. Such efforts
have been more systematic and long-lasting in
Sweden, where eines 1982 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
already available and being used in the late
sixties. In addition, legislative changes, such as
the normalization of part-time work for men and
women, the transformation of maternity leave
into paid 6-month parental leave that can be
taken in any portion by fathers or mothers, and
the availability of 21 days of paid leave per year
to fathers and mothers to enable them to stay
home and take care of sick children, have all
contributed to partial redefinition of Swedish
men's and women's roles (Safillos-Rothschild,
1974). As early as 1969, 11 percent of fathers in
Gothenburg stayed home to take care of a sick
child; 72 percent of the Swedish husbands shared
the responsibility of "wuhing 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 leut
some of the school socialization experiences of
boys and girls and in the role models provided by
mothers and fathers with regard to division of
labor and responsibWty in the family, it could be
espected that young Swedish children wou: have
fewer sex role stereotypes then older children,
who have been less affected by recent changes.
However, a study conducted in 1969 in Uppsala
reported that boys and girls ages 5, 8, 11, and 15
were equally aware of and influenced by sex role
stereotypes, whereas girls were aware earlier and
to a greater extent than boys (Dahl, 1969).
Anothes mut study showed that despite many
structural changes, mothers still hold a double
standard in their expectations of boys and girls.
They tend to be much mor tolerant of boys'
rulabreaking and deviant behavior, while they
expect girls to conform to rules and social
conventions much more than boys (Some Data on
Sox Role Socialization in Sweden, 1975).
Interestingly, the father's 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 whin structural
changes directly affect sex rola socialization
patterns, the socialization outcome is not
immediately modified and the extent of sex role
stereotyping is not reduced. Most probably, when
the Swedish children who are now 5 to 10 years
old have children, a greater variety of structural
changes in this area will have come about; the sex
role socialisation patterns may be more
profoundly affected and the socialization outcome
more markedly different.

Third, Lipman-Blumen's research on
societies which have undergone wars as crises
involving worker sheetages shows that severel
societies have a dedifferentiation process that
allows women a greater range of occupational and
pulitical options. This higher degree of women's
participation in employment, occupations, and
politics during wars tends to diminish after the
crisis is owe, but the levaling-off point le usually
higher than It was before the onset of the crisis
(Lipman-Blumen, 1973). The available data from
Greece egree with Lipman-Blument data from the
United States and England.

Before 1939, Greece was a traditional, rural
Mediterranean society resembling the Middle
Eastern and North African Arab societies in its
social structure as well as its prevailing values
and attitudes, especially those pertaining to the
dominant cultural value of honor. The status of
women was quite low in all respectsi illiteracy
rates for women were high; paid employment was
rare; birth rates were high; women had no
political rights; and the honor code was so
restrictive that women were altogether deprived
of freedom, including even physical mobility
unless in the oompeny of older women or their
husbands, fathers, or brothers. From 1939 through
1949 an =interrupted chain of crises took place in
Greece: the Italian war; the Italian and then the
German oocupation, with the concurrent under-
pound guerrilla warfare; the Communist uprising
right after the end of the Second World War; and
the ensuing long civil war up to 1949.

Throughout this decade, women played an
increasingly active role in fighting, particularly in
the underground guerrilla warfare and the civil
war, both extremely risky and uneertain
activities. In this decode of crisis, during which
women ware squally involved with men in secret
minimal= aad guerrilla warfare groups and
ware silting their lives as frequently, they and
others not directly involved wars increasingly
allowed to =roll ia masculine flakis, to take
positions never before open to women, and to
enjoy more freedom, including more sexual free-
dom. Probably dire to the extended duration of
the accumulated aims, the dedifferentiation
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process involved permanent structural chews
that persisted and evolved after the end of the
crises. Thus, beginning with 1950, when national
statistics again became available, birth rates
drastically declined; they continued to decline
slowly but steadily throughout the fifties and
sixties. The rate cf illiteracy decreased
drastically; women increasingly entered masculine
occupation; abortion, although illegal, 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
to rural and traditional urban girls who ware still
concerned about maintaining the facade of
virginity (Safillos-Rothschild, 1969).

Mthough all these changes are well
documented and can be attributed to the long-
term dedifferentiation processes during the
decade of crises, it is difficult to assess how
directly they are related to changes in sex role
socialization patterns. One clear-cut direct
linkage can be found in the decreased birth rate,
which resulted in a considerable number of one-
girl or two-girl families, especially in the middle
and upper middle classes in Athens and the urban
areas (in which the average numter of children is
1.2). In one-girl families, the girl is socialized 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 after marriage) and are socialized without
much regard to sex role stereotypes, at least in
the area of achievement (Safillos-Rothschild,
1972). Not only are they free, but they are also
encouraged to enter high-prestige and high-paying
occupations that will assure them a higher social
position. However, there is no information on
whether their freedom from sex role stereotypes
in this area is accompanied by similar freedom
from sex role stereotypes hi other life sectors.

On the other hand, some socialization
experiences of Greek girls that cannot be attrib-
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
castanet 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 usually fierce. The important
features of these play groups are that (1) girls are



competitive and aggressive in fighting for prestige
and leadership; (2) during these years girls are
totally uninterested in boys, whom they find
boring and nuisanee, 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,
especially in girls who are successful and well
liked 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,
take the form of dyadic dating. instead, a parea
is formed, that is, a grow; of boys and girls who 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. If it were to occur, the couple
would be teased and laughed at and forced to
withdraw from the parea. Thb type of group
friendship persists through high school and goes on
throughout college, although the composition of a
paret may ehange, or 'Ns individual may shift
from one parea to another. The existence of a
msa in these girls' lives from the time they are
15-br 16 years old is of great significance since it
provides them with a variety of frienedy and
congenial boys to dance with, to talk with, to try
out thoughts on, or to go out withof course,
always in a group with other girls. The boys in the

ea provide them with acceptance and security,
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 parea 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 pares for many years start
dating each other in thehearly 20% but always
outside the context of the ms.

It can be hypothesized that the Greek
institution of mga allows a girl to achieve highly
in school (the high schools are sex
segregated) without feeling anxious that she may
ba leas popular among boys and enjoy less social
life because of her scholastic success. Fun,
association with interesting boys, and social life
are guaranteed through the paea regardless of
the girl% intelligence or scholiiiarsuccess. As a
matter of fact, intelligent girls usually have a
higher statue in a mi_a than less intelligent ones.
Thus, girls are encouraged to develeo their
intelligenee and knowledge in order to be admired

tia

instead of "playing dumb" in exchange for

popularity.

It is interesting to note that an Indian study
of the friendship patterns and the social club
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. Social clubs in
India serve about the same social functions that
the structured games and parea described above
serve for Greek boys and girlstuis, it was found
that the Indian boys and upper middle class girls
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 occupations, particularly those
requiring universalistic and achievement-oriented
dispositions, appears to be related directly to
participation in age groups" rather than in dyadic
friendships (Beech, 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 stimulated changes in the status of
womensoeieties characterized by a more or less
rigid social stratification system. Most of the
Arab societies fall in this category, with the
possible exeeption of Tunisia, where some changes
were introduced by the Government during the
last decade.

In these societies, women's social inferiority
is considered "natural" and inescapable, and a
rigid sex stratification system is based upon
religious and moral ideologies as well as "natural
laws." in this societal 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
occupies what position in this sex stratification
system. The message passed on to girls is also
clears There is no way to escape or to rebel
against the system; they are entirely powerless.
Girls are effectively socialized into the inferior
role by observing their mothers cry and their
fathers beeome angry at their mothers for having
borne a 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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They are unequally treated with regard to food;
the bed is given to boys, and when there is not
enough, girls ars the ones left hungry. They
(swot but note that all women around them have
to obey men, are afraid of men, and art often
mistreated by men. In addition, girls are clearly
and openly told that they me not important sines
they are gall girls and that they cannot do many
things became they we girls.

Became the sex role socialization practices
and psvcesses are so clear and powerful, moat
girls accept their inferior poaltion and do not
cisallenge msn's domination. Therefore, while
there is blatant institutional six discrimination,
we can hypothesize that the varied types of
indirect, informal, and disguised sex
discrimination practiced in the United States and
Scandinavian societies do not exist in Arabian
societies because, in fact, there is no need for
them. In the absence of informal sex discrimina-
tion, it may be hypothesized that girls who
manage to escape the oppressive sax role
socialiution can achieve highly with few
obstacles in their way, especially since
institutional barriers in developing societies can
be lifted on the basis of particularistic criteria.
Thera I. actually evidence that upper and upper
middle class girls escape the oppressive sex role
socialization because their high social status
makes them valuable people. The ume holds true
for exceptionally intelligent or otherwise gifted
girls from other social glance who often come to
be recognized as such by their parents and
teachers. Research, however, is needed to
indicate by what mechanisms and dynamics these
girls escape the oppressive sax role socialiration
and whit aspects of this socialisation they may
not be able to escape.

evident that there is a great research
gap in ths area of croes-cultural studies of sax
role socialization. Hopefully, the following
hypotheses wound which same evidrece was

el

presented in this chapter will stimulate extensive
research in different types of societies.

(1) Egalitarian ideologies super-
imposed by the state may
increue the range of women's
educational and occigaticnal
options but can have little effect
on sax role socialization and the
degree of sex stereotyping. Sex
rola pocialization processes and
the definition of men's and
women's roles ars hypothesized
to be effected more by sex role
ideologies exprened as social
movements, although tangible
changes may require two or
three generations.

(2) Same-sex play groups that
provide girls with competitive
experiences as well as
acceptanos and prestige for
winning and/or mixed-sex
friendship limns (in adolescence
and early adulthood) that replace
dating, singly or in combination,
are hypothesized to enable girls
to develop intellectually and to
achieve highly without fear of
loss of femininity and popularity.

(3) In societies with formalized,
institutionalized patterns of sex
role socialization and sex
discrimination, there is no need
far informal, indirect, and
disguised sex discrimination.
Consequently, those girls who
manage to escape the sax role
constraints transmitted thsvugh
socialization can achieve highly
and occupy important positions
by being treated as exceptional
cases.
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6. SEX DISCRIMINATION IN PRIMARY,
SECONDARY, AND HIGHER EDUCATION

Teacher's Gender: Who Discriminates
Against Whom?

Ws chapter examines the hypotheses,
theories, and amumptions about the effects of the
teacher's gender on dfferent aspects of scholastic
achievement in boys and girls. This struotural
element has been singled out quite often because
of great concern with the lower rate of icholastic
achievement in boys than in girls, especially at
the elementary school level. At that level, boys
generally receive poorer grades than girls (Carter,
1952; Maecoby, 1988; Lester et al, 1972); repeat
classes more often (Wall et al., 1987)1 ors more
often problems in terms of both behavier and
achievement (Berlin, 1969; Kinsbourne, 1962;
Caplan & Yinibourne, 1974); more lower on
scholutic achievement tests of arithmetic,
reading, and verbal ability (Gates, 1981; Loughlin
et aL, 1985); and tend to be punished for disrup-
tive behavior more often (Brophy & Good, 1970;
Jackson & Labaderne, 1967). interestingly, boys'
poodle scholastic achievement at the elementary
school level I. blamed on the teachers rather than
on the boys. Would as much concern have been
expressed and research done if girls had been the
poor performers, or would their poorer per-
fcrmances have been attributed to biological
infericrity?

One model proposed to explain sex dif-
ferences in scholastic achievement at the ele-
mentary and high school levels can be called the
netainine model, because it conceptualizes the
school wvironment as "feminine as perceived by
boys sad girls (Sexton, 1970; Peltier, 1988;
(amble & Wart*, 1988; Lacksley, 1974). The
model's basic argument iss

The structure of opportuaities
and demands in school is such
that rewards are most often
achieved by verbal, compliant,
and introspective individuals and
that punishment is received pri-
marily by tadepoodent, sose-
getk, and assertive individuals.

In general, girls are verbal, com-
pliant, and introspective, and
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boys are independent, energetic,
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 aggremive behavior
than girls.

It is srgued that in the United Stetu the
atmosphere in school is feminine because of the
overwhelming presence of female teachers and
feminine values. Most investigators tend to
emaciate feminine values with female teachers
and do not examine to what extent values con-
ducive to the smooth running of any institution
con be considered feminine in light of sea role
stereotypes. Actually, this contention receives
considerable support from research which found
thst student teachers prefer students described as
dependent, passive, and acquiescent and react lass
favorably to students portrayed as independent,
assertive, and active (Feshbach, 1989). Of
interest I the fact that both male and female
teachers assigned the highest mean preference
ratings to conformist, rigid girls and the lowest
ratings to independent girls. Good and Grouwns
Urn) found that teachers preferred eooperative,
permit,* students to flexible, nonconforming stu-
dents. Despite evidence indicating that the
tendencies of teachers to elicit feminine
behaviors from both boys and girls (perhaps to
make the teacher's life easier) dspend on the type
of elementary school or high school, some investi-
gators maintain that elementary schools are
"feminized," that female teachers are primarily
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 woman as teachers at the ele-
mentary level has bean the fact that many
children eithar have no father or have fathers who
are absent for short or long periods due to
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divorce, remarriage, and/or work patterns
(Vroegh, 1973; Lee & Wolinsky, 1973). In general,
father absence and lack of father participation in
thildrearing have been found to lead to lower
academic achievement in both boys and girls
(Blanchard & Biller, 1971; Deutsch & &own, 1964;
Hetherington & Deur, 1971). More specifically, a
relationship has been found between father
absence and deficits in appropriate sex role
Identity development in boys and girls. In turn,
deficits in sex role development have been found
to be related to academic achievement problems
(Anastasiow, 1985; Ferguson & Maccoby, 1966;
Shaw & White, 1985). No matter what theory of
sax role identity development one adheres to, the
father seems to be an important teeter. Theo-
retically, then, a father substitute in the form of
a male teacher in the elementary clueroom would
promote the development of appropriate identity
in boys and girls, particularly those who
experience a great deal oi father absence. Energy
that had been spent solving identity problems
could then be direeted toward achieving in the
clam:own (Vr 0eght 1973).

Several studies, some of which are
methodologically quite sophisticated, have tested
the effect of the teaeher's sex upon the scholastic
achievement of children, particularly of boys.
However, a serious methodological flaw in many
of these studies has been their predominant focus
on the scholastic achievement of boys and girls,
that is, upon outcome rather than process. A
better strategy would be to focus on behavioral
processes, that is, on differentials in male and
female teachers' treatment of boys and girls, and
then to examine selective outcomes which bear a
logical relationship to the behavioral differences
between male and female teachers (Lee &
Wolinsky, 1973).

The following studies have foeused primarily
on outcome. McFarland (1969) assigned first
grade children to one of two classes. The first
class combined a stpervising female teacher with
28 male college Juniors as student teachers,
sequentially scheduled over the school year; the
second class had a female supervisor and a female
teacher. McFarland found that the class with the
female toacher and female supervisce performed
significantly better on arithmetic than the elan
with the male student teachers; both classes made
approximately the same gabs on tests of reading,
personality, and sea 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. 'Me
male teachers were part-time, transient, inexperi-
enced apprentices who probably played a
secondary role in the group (Lee & Wolinsky,
1978).

Triplett (1968) assigned kindergarten and
first grade children to either ail-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 toward teachers and
school. Unfortunately, this study confounded the
sox of the teachers with sex-grouping procedures.
As Lee and Wolinsky (1973) pointed out, one 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 (1967) showed that the 19 male teachers
were not more successful than the 30 female
teachers 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 actdtwement over fifth grade boys taught
by female teachers in either of the 2 academic
years studied. Forslund and Hull (1972) 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' achievement under male and female
teachers.

Lshaderne and Cohen (1972) studied 53
classrooms to determine the effects of 14 male
and 39 female fifth grade teachers on a variety of
measures. Most of the msasures showed no
teacher by sex effect; those that did show an
effect generally favored the female teachers. In
particular, boys and girls taught by females had
higher science achievement scores end more
positive attitudes toward school than students
taught ay males.

Brophy and Lsosa (1971) compared a kinder-
garten taught by a husband and wife team with
another taught by a female teacher. The kinder-
garten taught exclusively by the female teacher
provided the typical feminizing environment con-
sisting largely of materials appropriate for socio-
dramatic play and for arts and (traits. The other
kindergarten, taught by the husband and wife
team, provided a very different environment. In
addition to the usual supplies, it featured equip-
ment for large-muscle activity, such as ropes and
rope ladders, an obstacle course, a fort, a work-
bench equipped with tools, and many other
masculine-oriented items. The husband and wife
split teaching duties more or lea randomly,
except that the husband regularly read aloud to
the children, in a deliberate attempt to associate



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 cr the girls to
any 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 gains in verbal 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 than to the presence of the male teacher.
Attempts to anociate reading with the male role
failed; at the end of the year, the children in both
classes associated books and reading with the
female role.

Carter (1952) investigated grading differ-
enees 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). Althoiiibh
there were no measurable ability or achievement
differences, a look at students' algebra grades
indicated that female teachers gave significantly
higher grades than male teachers, that girls were
awarded significantly higher grades than boys, and
that girls' grades were significantly higher "an
boys' regardless of the sex of the teacher.

In conclusion, all studies that have tried to
relate 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 father presence or
absence. The author hypothesized that a 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, does not support the popular claim that
the vademie problems of boys in the elementary
schools are in large part due to the leek of male
teachers in the classroom. The extent of the
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father's presence or absence did not have any
effect an performance (Vroegh, 1973). The author
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 socioeconomic
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 a male
teacher, probably too short a time for possible
benefits to be evident (Vroegh, 1973).

Vroegh (1973) questioned whether specific
qualities of the male teacher, in addition to his
gender, might constitute an important factor in
determining his effectiveness as a father sub-
stitute. Sexton (1969) also stated that not just
any male will do as the appropriate model for a
teacher; he proposed that strong, vigorois males
are required. Good et al. (1973) questioned, but
ultimately dismissed, the potential advantages of
masculine 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
Siedenkapp 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 teachers, adminis-
trators, or stpervisors had the same masculinity-
femininity scores (as measured by the Strong
Vocational Interest Slunk and by an original test
for personal characteristics) as high school social
science teachers. Also, elementary school
administrators were more masculine than the
lower grade and musid 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
processes and outcomesstudies that determined
whether there were behavioral differentials in the
treatment of boys and girls by male and female
teachers and what their effects were on boys' and
girls' achievement. Carter (1952) concluded that
male teachers had the same tendency to
downgrade boys as female teachers, but that it
was much less pronounced. Lee and Wolinsky
(1973), in one of the best studies in this area,
conducted a projset in 18 classrooms; 6 had two
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female teachers, 6 had a male and a female
teacher, and 8 were taught by three teams, each
consisting of a male and a female head teacher.
The 18 classes ranged from preschool through
second grade. For the interview section of the
study, which had a totel 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
female teacher. Each teacher and auistant
teacher in the sample was observed 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
teachers gave almost twice as many sanctions as
male teachers; thus, female teachers seemed to
be more evaluative in their approach to children
than male teachers. However, the ratio oi
approval to disapproval was approximately the
same for male and female teachers. Boys
resolved about twice as many sanctions as girls;
that is, boys were subject to more evaluation than
girls. There was a marginally significant relation-
ship between sex of child and type of sanction.
Although boys received slightly more approval
than girls, they received about 21 times u 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 toward girls,
and female teachers were slightly more evaluative
toward boys. Male and female teachers were
equally disapproving of boys. But male teachers
were very approving of boys, and female teachers
were slightly more approving of girls. Female
teachers, however, were inclined to be more

ving of boys than of girls; the reverse held
tcitael3For: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 teachers used physical contact
30 percent of the time, and it was all directed at
boys. It would seem that, in addition to being
relatively nonevaluative toward girls, male
toachers were physically reserved with them.

Female teachers made about 50 percent
more leadership assignments than male teachers.
There was also a significant tendency for teachers
to assign 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
teachers are women, it is perplexing that girls do
not become leaders later on, since they receive an
early start in leadership training. Why don't

68

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

Male and female teachers were equally
inclined to relate to children in groups. Male
teachers almost always responded to groups which
the children spontaneously formed, but seldom
initiated groups. Female teachers, on the other
hand, initiated groups about as often as they
responded to them. Female teachers initiated
groups about three times as often as male
teachers; male teachers 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 or male
teachers encouraged, intentionally or otherwise,
same-sax grouping in their classrooms.

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

Female teachers appeared to have more
salience for the children, but when boys were
asked which teacher they preferred, they made a
significant shift toward the male teacher; girls
expressed an equal preference for male and
female teachers. The majority of students
thought that their teachers liked them, and there
was a distinct tendency for both boys and girls to
think that their male teachers liked them better
than their female teachers, indicatinran 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 (I.e., when asked to
think in ooncrete terms), a very different pattern
emerged. Boys reported 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) compered the behavior of male
and female teachers toward male and female
students in comparable situations. Eight male and
eight female student teachers were observed
interacting with junior high school students. Boys
were more active in the classroom and received



more teacher criticism, but they also had more of
all other kinds of contacts with teachers, includ-
ing positive ones. Thus, the students' sex clearly
made a difference. However, only 1 of 62
measures of interaction between tuther's sax and
student's sex was considered statistically signi-
ficant: female teachers were more likely to seek
out boys than girls for work-related aontacts, pre-
sumebly to check their work and give help if
nue:eery. Other than this one significant dif-
ference, which suggests that female teachers deal
with male students batter than male teachers do,
the findings overwhelmingly demonstrate that
male teachers have precisely the same patterns of
interaction with male and female students as
female teachers. Male teachers do not seem to
display greater sympathy or favoritism toward
boys. The overall results strongly Indicate that,
at least at the elementary school level, sex dif-
ferences in scholastic achievement and sex dif-
ferences 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 severe the
institutional constraints on teacher behavior, the
less manifest are sex role constraints. When
institutional constraints are less powerful, as in
the early grades, there appears to be an inter-
action between sax of teacher and sex of child.
This interaction is manifested by the child through
her/his selective display of imitative behavior
(Lee, 1973). 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 teachees into
the elementary school would have the greatest
impact an these grades. When they maks a dif-
ference, male teachers seem to create a clue-
room atmosphere more congenial to young boys
than female teachers do. In other words, male
teachers tend to reinforce boys' earlier sax role
socialization experiences and encourage boys'
masculine sex role indoctrination, which,
according to the present goals of Title DE in
education, is undesirable because it tends to limit
boys' range of choices.

Another set of studies was concerned with
the effect of the sex of the teacher on the imita-
tive behavice of children. The main hypothesis
was that children are inclined to imitate only
tuchers of the same sex. Portugas 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 correlation between depend-
ency and imitation in middle-clue boys, suggest-

ing that only dependent boys are inclined to
imitate female teachers.

Madsen (1966) investigated the modeling
value of male teachers for nursery 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 ware instigated to more nonimitative
aggresion than boys; that is, girls translated their
aggressive actions into more feminine forms.
Instead of punching, hitting, and throwing a
"Bobo" doll, they pushed, batted, slapped, pinched,
and squashed it. Apparently children in this age
range have already been socialized to an
awareneas that oppoeite-sex teachers are
generilly inappropriate models (Madsen, 1969).
Where institutional constraints permitted (as in
the early grades, when constraints ars len
powerful), both teachers and children seemed to
be locked into sex-typed behavioral patterns.
That is, teachers appeared to bias classroom
conditions toward children of the same sex, and
children seemed to imitete teachers of the same
sex (Lee, 1973).

Although some evidence exists that male
teachers, at least in the very early grades and at
the preschool level, may create a classroom
atmosphere that is more conducive to boys (in
that it has more masculine elements and allows
more expression of atgression), no research
evidence indicates that these aspects, or the fact
that male teachers tend to give more leadership
to boys and to evaluate 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 hu been focused on
the possible dysfunctional effects school may have
on girls. Since most teachers are female and the
school norms and rules followed by teachers
school is 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, however, a few authors have postulated
that the better a girl tends to be as a student in
elementary and high school and the more she
complies with the teachers' demands in order to
be rewarded and approved, the more she becomes
locked into her sex role and socialized to habitual
modes of behaving that ars essentially inoom-
patible with autonomy, independence, and
ansertivenesqualities amociated with compe-
tent and effective adult functioning (Lee, 1973;
Sadicor & Sadker, 1972; Grambe & Waetjen, 1966).
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It other words, as Lee (1973) pointed out, boys run
short-term danger because they do not aceept

the teacher's oopression and therefore will not
satisfy her, but girls run a loreg-term danger
became the teacher is generally too succesaful in
maldng them aocept their oppression in the
e choolan environment that *mourns, children
to adopt as aicrocriate behavior a paesive
approach to turning. Teachers thus contribute to
the 4oversociallution" of girls that was begun by
their parents and that is seriously dysfunctional
for their long-range development.

Boys, on the other hand, manage not to
devalue themselves, even when they do not
aehieve in school; instead, they blame the teacher
and the school for their academic failure and seek
alternative avenues of achievement (sports,
games) to gain self-confidence. They are
supported in this tendency by other growth insti-
tutioss in our society that promote assertiveneas,
activity, initiative, and a drive toward mastery
for boys, that is, behaviors which are strongly
associated with effeetive learning. Also, boys
often make accommodations with schools; that is,
they develop a tolerance for punishment (it can
baeome a bodge of masculinity). They learn in
spite of the institution, and ultimately they
exploit official institutions of learning for certi-
fication purposes (high school diplomas, college
degrees). Thus, the LIMO should be not whether
teachers are male cr female, but what negative
effects the feminine norms of educational institu-
tions have upon girls.

Sex Composition of the Classroom

Considerable ccacern has been expressed
about evidence indicatim that girls mature earlier
than boys, which implies (sie some authres claim)
that boys probably do not catch up with girls, in
terms of intellectual maturity, until late in high
school or cannel. Several educators and social
scientists have hypothesised 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 achievement. Because of these
concerns, several experiments have been under-
taken to examine whether boys do better wholes-
tinily when they are in same-sex or mixed-sex
eckicational settings.

Fisher and Waetjen (1966) studied eighth
grade boys and girls, wing performance in inathe-
matics and English as the achievement criteria.
The findings on the 199 subjects showed that
differences in reading and vocabulary
achievement favored pupils in the mixed-sex

groups. Girls in all-girl climes were less task
oriented than those in mixed-su groups, but this
pettern can be accounted for by statistically
significant differences in the lecturing style of
teachers in the all-boy or all-girl groups versus
the mixed-sex groups. Teachers lectured and
dominated the all-boy climes to a significant
extent; they did this less frequently with the
control (mixed-sex) clams, and least of all with
the all-girl groups. Pupil classroom behavior was
consistent with this trend. The all-girl eiltallS
spent a smaller percentage of their time in task
performanee roles than did the corresponding
mixed-sex control groups. Also, there was a
significant and noticeable trend for girls in the
all-girl claws to prefer =classroom or
nonacademic activities at the end of the experi-
ment. This was interpreted to mean that these
girls missed the ocotact with boys at an age when
dating becomes salient (Fisher & Waetjen, 1966).
But a more plausible explanation may be that
those in all-girl clams received leap teaching and
less interest from teachers. If true, this
highlights the discriminatory dangers of =-
segregated education.

ESL and Peterson (1971) studied junior high
school students. The students were placed in
same-sex classes, but this separation was
inadequate, since the students wore in a same-sex
class for only five-sixths of the school day (in
classes sueh as science, mathematics, social
studies, English, physical education, and home
economics). Every clay, students spent an hour or
more in mixed-sex classes, a fact that may have
greatly contaminated ths 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 difference
in the academie achievement, self-discipline, self-
concept, sex role identification, 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 sli-
mes classes emaciated reading-related items
with males more than boys in coeducational
classes (McCracken, 1973). The strongest and
most consistent effects across grades were fee
items such as reader, phonics workbook, and
library card, which were used in all three grades.
Items used primarily in the first grade showed a
strong group effect in this grade, but not in the
other two grades. Thus, it appeared that boys
attending an all-male school were more likely to
judge school-related reading as a aisle activity
than boys attending coeducational classes, at least
during the first three grades. However, this



offset is limited primarily to items actually used
la school and does not generalise to other readier
related items (Meereckaa,

lierakamp and Price (072) separatcd first
grade children into one all-boy and one atl-girl
map for a year. As a coatrol, the groupinge for
the first grade clam In the nut yea were
ecedweatimul. The same teachers taught the two
first erode chum. Standardised test aeons at
the end of the year, compared with the initial
- sweet revealed that same-sex grouping
had a very favorable effect on first grade boys in
spelling and total readiog. First grade girls,
however, outperformed first obaddi boys in
arithmetic regardless of treatment. Other find-
ings revealed differenoes in classroom behavior
adjustment. Girls in the same-sax group tended to
bs less distractible than boys and girls in
coaducaticoal clams. They also tended to be less
verbally expressive and more gregarious than
chlidren in other classes. On the task-oriented
dimensice, the all-boy group and the girls in
coeducational classes ranked significantly higher
than children in the other two grams. Some more
detailed qualitative data reported by teachers and
camselors fcemed the basis of the following
tentative Venda that are well worth considering:

Boys in all-boy group wanted to
have contacts with the tucher
and seamed to manage
academics best when they had
some input in ongoing decision-
making. They were very
outapoken, telling the teacher
frankly when they did not want
to do something, and they were
capable of offering good alterna-
tives. (Boys refined to stay in a
narrow channel, always com-
municating in their candid,
insistent way that there was
more than one route to follow.)

la ---0 liroune, the creativity
of boys tlwived within the
reasonable limits set by the
Weaker.

There was much physical contact
bayou boys in the all-boy
groups, such as hugs for friends
and blows for boys who provoked
them. The boys tended to strike
out whoa displeased, but they
used few verbal taunts and had a
greet deal of sympathetic
uederstanding.
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Something seemed to happen to
both boys and teachers in
coeducational setting. This
change became evident during
the next year, when a new gram
of children (boys end girls) was
observed. The boys were turned
off in the coeducational setting.
Their quick activit$ and frank-
ness often interfered with
teacher goals. Their noncon-
formity and originality offended
the girls' values of industry and
conformity. Girls swiftly
reacted with criticism and pro-
scriptive remarks, and the
teacher was pressured hy the
girls to discipline the boys. Boys'
hesitancy and shyness about sue-
cus with academia tasks became
dramatically clear in the coedu-
cational setting. They became
easily discouraged, dropped their
tasks quickly, sad left their seats
to socialize or investigate some-
where else in the room.

Boys became more of a behavior
problem u the girls dominated
the classroom. Sometimes they
were uncooperative and =con-
trollable.

Boys warm las willing to work
with paper and pencil and were
easily bored. Girls, on the other
hand, got more satisfaction from
writing and made their figures
and letters more carefully and
lerbly, a discouraging state of
affairs for the boys.

Girls insisted on conformity to
higher standards of playground
management. They became
°waive and punitive, oonstantly
reprhnanding the boys. The
teacher believed that the same
boys would not have presented
behavior problems and would
haft dealt with each other in a
more honest and van wey in ail
all-boy class.

Boys seemed to prefer active
participation and an open struc-
ture, with little conearn for time
except for savoring . investigat-
ing, and expressing their reac-
tions, and they seemed to do
better in all-toy groups. Girls in



the coeducational clam, on the
other hand, tended to be more
positively task oriented.
Teacher observations almost
that these girls, with boys in the
class, may have been more
apprehensive about conformity
and the need for more structure.
They wanted the teacher to
structure leernktg and sat ruin
and limits.

Coeducation may indeed be a wno-now for
boys, bemuse it has failed to adapt itself to the

. *natural* qualities of the mats student. But
educators have failed to look critically at the
traditional role expectations foe the female stu-
dent. Coeducation may be a lio-no" for the 6-
year-old girl, too. And for 4- and 5-year-olds!
Instead of playing the role of little mothers and
overpowering the boys, girls need encouragement
to savor and explore with the abandon of boys.
What is not good ice boys not neoessarily good
for girls either O(ernicamp & Primly 1972; Sacker
& Sadicer, 1974 Grimly & Waatjan, 1966).

Hurley (1964, 1985) reported that, when boys
and girls in the third, fifth, and sixth grades were
separated into all-boy and all-girl clammy stu-
dents in the 1111M*481 clams oonsistently did
batter than matched controls. One group of
students remained in same-sex classes for both
the fifth and sixth grades. In this group, the boys
continued their considerable advantage over the
controls in the wood consecutive year, but the
girls did not. Perhaps arouod the fifth or sixth
grade, girls ages 11 to 12 start being interested in
boys, end the variable of popularity becomes
relevant. Hurley (1964, 1955) reported that fifth
grade boys io ume-emt clams were noisisrt more
enthuslutic, more experimental, and more
imaginative than girle-e result to be Imputed, if
the early grades have done their job of making
girls °aloe* and capable of learning the lemon but
not learning how to learn. Boys in ume-sex
classes seamed less inhibited in displaying girl-
type interests than boys in mile& u classes.
Similarly, girls in ail-girl groups seemed more
ready to was interest in boy-type subjects and
setinities. They also appeared less worried about
vales and about over* up deficiencies than
girl* in misedeex dame. The data on which
these conclusions are based are not bard and
quintlflable, tot still they suggest a need to
*amine the potential of same-sex Wanes, not
only for promoting academic achievement but also
for freeing children of sax role stereotypes
(Smith, 1972).

Filially, Strickler (1970), In a preliminary
report, cited enthtniastio support among teachers,
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parents, and child-en for same-sex classes in the
f1rst few grades. 'an data indicated that con-
siderably more reading games were played by boys
in all-boy classes than by boys in mixed-sex
alums. Some of Strickler's informal observations
are intrigtdng:

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

In same-sex groups, girls became
more active and had lea regard
for the "good err role which
they usually played in a mixed-
sax group.

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

Strickler's program was designed specifically
to muculinize the boys' school experience in
order to foster learning and improve their per-
ception of the school, but it seems to have had
beneficial affects for girls, too.

In conclusion, when boys and girls were
segregated by sex during the first three grades,
some aspects of boys' scholastic performance,
such as reading, improved. Sex segregation during
the first grades seems to have had other
beneficial effects upon boys and girls. They
tended to become freed from sex role stereotypic
limitations. Girls in same-sex clams were able
to amume aggressive toles, to explore, and to be
themselves., Hut when the experiments with sex
segregation were conducted in higher grades,
especistly in the seventh or eight grade, when
dating starts, significant differences ware not
found in scholastic performance or in sax-typed
behaviors of boys or girls in same-sex or mixed-
sex clams.

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

The content of readers, textbooks, and other
eduoational materials is another type of structural
sexism found in schools. Because of the per-
vasiveness of this type of sexism, it has been
practically impossible to find nonsexist madam,
texts, or materials (Levy & Stacey, 19731 Fresher
& Walker, 1972; DeCrow, 1972; Sadker & Frazier,
1973# Taylor, 1974 Jacklin & Illischel, 1973#
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Saari° et al., 1972; &met, 1972; Weitzman et aL,
1972; Grambs, 1972). This institutionalized
example of sexism is not a variable but truly a
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
fact, 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 materials are insufficient. Graebner
(1972) found that the portrayal of women's roles
has not changed in elementary texts over the last
oecade. Fathers are still presented as the sole
providers and deeisionmakers foe fiunilles and are
involved exclusively in traditional, stereotyped
male activities. Mothers are depicted virtually

nim ously as homemakers and nurturers. On
rare occasions when they are portrayed as

working women, thty have r stereotyped
"feminine" occupation. Mothers are presented as
dull, ineffectual people, almost totally pre-
occupied with housework and shopping, incapable
of solving problems, and even stupid. Other
studies 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 focused mainly or, cor-
recting sexist language and on improving the
male-female ratio of characters rather than on
correcting substantive content.

Other structural va.lables that, due to their
prevalence, have tended to be constants are: a
sexist curriculum (Sadker & Frazier, 1973;
Saari() et al., 1972); a sexist hidden curriculum
(Sadker & Frazier, 1973); and a male-dominated
educational hierarchy within each school, with
men most often occupying such supervisory posi-
tions as school board member, superintendent, and
principal and with women acting as teacher,
especially in the lower grades (Heyns, 1972). To
the extent that Title LX is implemented, we may
see more schools with a nonsexist curriculum and
a better hierarchical structure through Want* of
men and women among teachers In the lower
grades and among the administrators. Thus, the
sex ratio of the school hierarchy may become an
important structural variable.

Another type of institutional sexism is built
into achievement tests, especially mathematics
achievement tests. A study of eight major
achievement tests found a content bias in favor of
males. The bias did not appear to be primarily a
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function of word choice but rather a function of a
content selection that %MS 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. lIttle
(1974) stated that discriminatory effects, brought
about by this type of bias in achievement tests,
may exist in mathematics, a subject in which girls
of high school age achieve lower setores (Maccoby
& Jacklin, 1974). Part of this effect may be
explained by an inadvertent bias in selecting test
items. Donlon (1971) reported that the mean
difference between males and females on the
mathematics section of the Scholastic Aptitude
Test would be at least partly redueed 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

'No 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 Stacey
(1973) reported that, when teachers separate girls
and boys tor 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 movt, the chairs."

Chasen (1974) found that teachers believe
boys to be innately more aggressive and girls
innately more passive, yet they admitted being
more aetive 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 Met 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 accord-
ingly. Teachers also reported that aggressive
behavior in the teacher-child interaction was
encouraged more in boys than in girls. Boys were
actively encouraged to play in the block corner
more often than girls, block 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.



Only 12 percent of the teachers frequently
eneouraged 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:
79 percent of the teachers said that they often
encouraged boys to play with blocks, and 88
pesvent said that they often encouraged boys to
do woodworking. Teachers also had more
emotional resistance to letting boys play with
dolls than to letting gists play with blocks. In
general, teachers 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
also believed that there was equality.

Several studies of the sex-differentiated
behaviors of teachers corroborate the finding that
boys tend to be criticized much more frequently
than girls (De Groat & Thompson, 1949; Lippitt &
Gold, 1959) and that teachers are more likely to
use a harsh tone when criticizing boys (Spaulding,
1983; Waetjen, 1982; Jackson & Lahaderne, 1970.
However, several studies, which replicated the
teacher tendency to be more critical toward boys,
also found that the same teachers praised boys
more than girls (Meyer & Thompson, 1956; Meyer
& Lindstrom, 1969; Jackson & Lahaderne, 1967;
Felsenthal, 1970). Other studies have thrown
much more light onto the meaning of these
findings. A study condisoted by Lippitt and Gold
(1959), in which each child was observed by two
people, concluded that teachers paid more atten-
tion to social behavior than to performance
behavicc of low-status mils compared with high-
status pupils. Evidently, whether 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
classmates. The teachers' responses depended
even more on whether they were interacting with
a low-status girl or boy. Low-scatus boys tended
to receive more criticism Min their high-status
classmates, but low-status girls received more
support. Teachers were friendly slightly more
often to low-status thari high-status girls, but
were neutral or unfriendly more often to low -
status boys (Lippitt & Gold, 1959).

More recent data show that sociaLapproval,
or "being nice," is an alternative to high achieve-
ment for girls, and they tend to take this option
whim they do not do well scholastically. Boys, on
the other hand, according to what masculine
stereotypes dictate, tend to react aggressively to
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scholastic failure and, thus, make themselves
doubly unacceptable (Caplan & Kinsbowne, 1974).
Girls who are law achievers but act "nice" can
still please the teacher and win her approval
because their behavior conforms with sax role
stereotypes. In fact, unless the level of the girls'
achievement is too low, they may be preferred
over high-achieving and intellectually aggressive
girl&

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
whom they held similar expectations 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 teaches* 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
criticism directed toward boys. The data suggest
that teaehars are generally more evaluative in
responding to boys and more objective in re-
sponding to girls. Boys are praised more often for
ccrrect responses and criticized more often for
incorrect responses or failures to respond
(although the latter difference is not statistically
significant). This last finding is of great impor-
tance because sex-differentiated behavior on the
part of teachers may be responsible for placing
boys under greater pressure to aultieve than girls.
Also, boys were found to have more interactions
with the teacher than girls and appeared to be
generally more salient in the teacher's perceptual
field. Teachers tended to direct more evaluative
comments toward boys, both abeolutely and
relat ively.

The largest and most obvious absolute
difference in evaluative comments occurred with
teacher criticism and disapproval, which were
directed far more frequentV at boys. However,
much of this difference appears to come in the
form of behavioral criticism and disciplinary
contacts rather than criticisms in academic
performance or work-related contacts. Among
boys, the difference appears attributable ,more to
frequent disruptive behavior, which brinp
criticism upon them, rather than to a consistent
teacher set or bias of greater criticism toward
boys than toward girls in equivalent situations
(lkophy & Good, 1970).

In another observational study, Jackson and
Lahaderne (1987) found that boys more often than
girls were actively engaged in coping with the
network of rules, regulations, and routines which



affeu' 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
classroom misbehavior, they were almost always
reacting to a boy. if eontrol messages are treated
as crude measures, then sixth grade boys as a
group received 8 or 10 times as many menages as
their female classmates. The researchers also
found that another sex difference in teacher-pupil
interaction was revealed in observed relationships
among the three different menage categories
(i.e., instructional, managerial, and control
menages). Boys, who were active in instructional
interchanges, tended also to be active in man-
agerial interchanges. Those same boys tended to
receive more then their share of disciplinary
menages from 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 men-
agerie! menages as preventive measures for
averting harsher and more disruptive interchanges
(Jackson & Lahaderne, 1967).

An observation study (Good et aL, 1973) of
seventh sad eighth grade classrooms concluded
that boys ware much more active and interacted
more frequently 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 negative
contacts from teachers, proportionately more of
the girls' contacts 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 favorable
tescher treatment; low-achieving boys had the
poorest contact patterns with teachers. Low-
achieving boys were imperially likely to receive
high rates of teacher criticism, little teacher
feedback about their academic work, and little
opportunity to respond. Low-achieving girls also
had a relatively poor pattern of teacher contact,
hut not nearly as poor as that of low-achieving
boys. These findings are consistent with
previously discussed trends showing boys to be
more salient than girls in the classroom and to
receive more frequent teacher feedback as well as
more intense teacher effect. These data, as well
as data reviewed earlier, underline the importance
of achievement as a differentiating factor.
Previous findings that boys received relatively
inferior teacher treatment may have been
reported bemuse investigators failed to further
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divide male and female students according to
level of achievement.

Martin (1972) examined why teachers inter-
act with and criticize boys much more than girls.
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.
'Me high rate of student-teacher interaction for
boys found by other investigators may be
characteristic of only a small percentage of
problem boys. Martin (1972) also determined that
teacher criticism tends to be concentrated an a
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. (1972)
concluded 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 basic sex difference, however,
existed in the number of contacts. Teachers were
not more reinforcing of girls than of boys when
frequency of contact was controlled. This is the
only study that shows a definite tendency for
female teachers to favor girls over boys in
classroo m interact ions.

In conclusion, the available evidence shows
that boys tend to have a greater amount of con-
tact with teachers than do girls. If we take into
account the findings of Jackson and Lahaderne
(1967), in which the classroom environment differs
quite markedly from student to student, it
becomes important to specify the factors that are
crucial In determining the type of environment
that a given classroom provides for a given
student. Jackson and Lahaderne (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 slitting in a classroom
with only a handful of students. Hence, it is
important to examine whether sex by itself, or in
interaction with other factors, plays a crucial role
in determining the kind of environment and
stimulation that the clawnvom provides for a
given boy or girl.

In examining the studies already reviewed,
we clearly see that sex is a very important vari-
able. it becomes even more meaningful to under-
standing the types of differentiated behaviors that
teachers emit if it is combined with the degree of
boys' or girls' achievement, or with the type of
expectations that the teachers hold for each child.



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 masculinity. Therefore, teachers
become the punishers of the sex-inappropriate
behavicr exhibited by these boys. Low-achieving
boys, as we have seen, reset saressively to their
faMwe (according to masculine stereotypes), thus
making themselves 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 help or
support them. However, teachers behavior
toward low-echieving girls was much more
supportive and friendly, because girls' low
achievement does not go against sex role stereo-
types and social expectations.

At the other extreme, boys who are high
achievers tend to receive the most favorable
treatment by teachers, since they live up to
masculine stereotypes. The same is not exactly
true for high-achieving girls. Although teachers
must necessarily reward girls for high scholastic
achievement, they are les enthusiutic and more
ambivalent because high achievement is not
suppoied to be compatible with femininity. Some
evidence suggests that intelligent girls get poorer
grades in high school when they hold a con-
temporary sex rale ideology than when they hold a
traditional one (Doherty & Culver, 1975).
Therefore, if we were to rate the treatment of
teachers 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 tbe
"Cinders Ilae of the elementry school system.

Interaction Between Students' and
Teachers' Sex.Differentiated Behaviors

A considerable degree of interaction exists
betwess teachers' and students' sex-differentiated
behaviors; one sat of behaviors tends to reinforce
the other. Before examining studies of how often
students exhibit sex-differentiated behaviors or by
what processes students' sex-differentiated
behaviors influence the teachers' behaviors and
vice verse, it le important to consider some evi-
dence regarding biases that observers may have
when studying the behaviors of schoolboys and
schoolgirls.

Meyer and Sobiaszek (1972) showed that
observers seemed to be sensitive to what is con-
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sidered sex-appropriate or sex-inappropriate
behavior for boys and girls. This phenomenon may
explain why observational studies of dependency
showed no consistent sex differences but why
dependency ratings usually showed girls to be
more dependent than boys. The same hives-
tigators reported that: "If a child behaves in an
exuberant, uninhibited fashion on the screen, the
behavior was more likely to be labeled aggressive
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 inclined to
perceive sex differences in the student's behavior,
since they expect them to exis.A. After all, it is
not that difficult to single out behaviors from
boys' and girls' repertories compatible with sex
role stereotypes and to consistently reinforce
them so that the children will eventually most
often exhibit sex-appropriate behaviors. This
methodological caution should be kept in mind
when one exsunines 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 sex-differentiated
beheviors of girls and boys probably have little
validity. Observational studies :nay be more
valid, but are probably not devoid of observer
bias.

The available observational studies show
that, in general, boys are much more active and
interact more frequently with the teacher (Good
at al., 1973; Brophy & Good, 1970; 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 cluaroom routine.
For example, Good et al. (1973) stated that low-
achieving boys may influence the teacher's
treatment of them through their aggressiveness,
their inattentiveness, and their even and deviant
behavior, which make teachers impatient and
punitive toward them. Martin (1972) found that,
in the case of second grade students, boys
designated as behavior problems attracted much
more attention from their teachers than girls who
ware considered behavior problems. It is, of
course, understandable that boys would attract
more attention from teachers when they are
behavior problem; but it is not clear why the
same pattern does not hold true for girls.
Probably, girls considered to be behavior problems
did not disupt the clenroom routine Jr display
aggressiveness. Instead, they tended to exhibit
passivity, dependency, and withdrawal (Martin,
1972). Their *deviant" behaviors followed sex role
stereotypes and tended, therefore, to be sex-



appropriate behaviors. Because the girls' behavior
followed feminine stereotypes, teachers did not
wander it problem (Caplan, 1974). Problem
boys have also been found to aak the teacher more
questions than other boys or girls. Twirlers may
fete:act more with these boys in order to nuintain
control by keeping the boys' attention foamed on
their work end the teacher (Martin, 1972). Girls'
feminine ladoetriaatiou may make their behaviors,
even when tbey are "deviaor or reactions to
scholastic failure, acceptable to teachers.

Klein (1971) provided some information
conowning the nature of the influence that
student behavior has on teacher behavior.
Positive student behavior influenced the teachers
to Ina positive behaviors, but negative student
behavior elicited negative teacher behavior.
Similar data indicating a systematic relationship
between teacher behavior and student behavior
have bean reported (Cody, 1988; Gordon, 1968;
Harvey et al. 1968; Lahaderne, 1967; Merriment
1968). Although a exerelation between these two
seta of behaviors nu been shown, no evidence
exists to indicate a causal relationship. Other
studies indioate that stueQnt behavior influences
the behavior of counselors (Bandura at aL, 1969;
Gamiky & Farwell, 11166; Heller et aL, 1963;

& Snyder, 1983).

Evidence points to a considerable
interaction between student behavior and teacher
behavior, but it is not clear whose behavior is the
most important, that is, whether it is initially the
teachers' sex-differentiated behaviors that
account for and reinforce the students' sax-
differentiated behaviors, or vice versa. Good et
al. (1973) concluded that sax differences in
clateroom interaction patterns are mostly due to
students and that teachers ars primarily reacting
to the -a differentials presented by boys and
girls. However, no hard evidence exists to
substantiate this hypothesis; probably, an
leteraction between the two sets of behaviors
wham During kindergarten and the first grades,
the teachers' sex-differentiated behaviors and
expectations may amount more for students' sex-
differentiated behaviors than later on (Finn, 1972;
Hist, 1970.

Many studies have fecund more on the sex-
differeatiated behaviors of teachers than on their
su-differentiated expectations, values, end

:=4whieh may be the most significant
in determining the types of behaviors

!Wilsey elicit from students. After the second
Pad; Withal 1S0 longer have to rely only on
their expectations, attitudes, and values, but must
seafront bays' and girls' eleareut sex-dif-
faceatiated behaviors and accomplishments,
prodmiti in part by the teachers' sex-dif-
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ferentiated behaviors and expectations (Hist,
1970; Adelman, 1969; Bloom, 1971; Finn, 1972).

What evidence exists on teachers' sex-
differentisted expectations and sex role
ideologies? Palardy (1989) considered the effect
of teachers' sex-differentiated expectations only
on boys' scholastic achievement in reading ability.
When first grade teachers believed that boys ware
far leas successful than girls at learning to read,
the boys achieved leas (according to a
aandardized reading test) than a comparable
group of boys whose teachers believed that boys
were as successful as girls at learning to read
(Falardy, 1969). Finn (1972) showed that teachers
in urban schools held sex-differentiated
expectations (that imply lower achievement for
girls) in the case of white, but not black, children.
The investigators also found that, in suburban
schools in which most children were from upper
middle clam white families, teachers expected u
much from girls as from boys (Finn, 1972). This
finding confirms that upper middle clams women
feel more free to achieve than women from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds.

Little research has been carried out on
teachers' sex role stereotypes end the extent to
which teachers' sex role ideology affects the
scholastic performance 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 construet a wale
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 to indicate their
level of agreement or disagreement with them.
About one-third of the female teachers reported
that occasionally, if not more often, they felt
personally "compelled to act les knowledgeable
than they are in ceder to impran a man." Two out
of three teachers agreed, at least to some extent,
with the assertion that "most women have only
themselves to blame for not doing better in life"
(Chafe% 1974). However, this study does not
indicate whether differential adherence to tradi-
tional sex role ideology influenees students' echo-
testi() behavior and, if so, to what extant.

Chasen (1974) repoeted considerable varia-
tion in teachers' adherent., to traditional sex role
ideology. For example, 46 percent of the teachers
stated that boys were born more aggressive than
girls and 33 percent aid that girls were born more
;restive than boys. Again, the study did not
Indicate to what extent teachers who accept the
traditional sex rola stereotypes about bays and



girls exhibit sez-differentiated behaviors in the
classroom 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 ideology treat boys and girls as
individuals rather than as members of a class, thus
allowing the children to behave independently of
sex role stereotypes. Finally, one Canadian study
(Ricks & Pyke, 1973) found that female teachers'
had the same sex role ideology as suburban house-
wives and that most of them (57 percent) did not
ful that it was a teacher's 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 discrimination in elementary and
secondary education. Many findings about girls as
well as about sex role socialization and sax
discrimination processes are often incidental,
since the research had focused on the scholastic
performance of boys. Most crucial research gape
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' adherence to
particular dimensions of the
traditional sex role ideology
influence what types of
behaviors they exhibit toward
boys and girls as well as the way
they treat boys and girls who
behave in a sex-appropriate or a
sex-inappropriate manner?
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 the students'
gender is a very important
factor, other student charac-
teristics such aa social clam,
race, ethnic status, intelligence,
attractiveness, and 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
expectation& Teachers' charac-
teristics such as sex role
ideology, authoritarianism,
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
determining how teachers react
to students' characteristics as
wall as the nature of the
achievement expectations they
for m.

What are the modeling effects of
teacher characteristics and
behaviors beyond the teacher's
gender? Teachers display a
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-subtle processes they use to
discourage iex-inappropriate behaviors. We need
more detailed information concerning the
dynamics involved in the many facets of tucher-
student interaction and the effects of this
interaction. Research should also investigate the
sex role and achievement implications of
schoolgirls' nonconforming behaviors in the
classroom, 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 extent girls who behave as boys in terms
of disrupting the class are treated the same as
problem boys by teachers. Also, how do high-
achieving, noncompliant, but conforming boys and
girls (a combination totally ignored in literature)
fare in terms of teacher treatment, grades, learn-
ing, and sex typing? Finally, whet sex-
inappropriate 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 social
workers and psychologists? Under what conditions
do these behaviors benefit girle by helping them to
learn how to learn instead of merely to follow
school rules and learn the lesson?



No study has examined the teacher's role in
influencing the level of girb' and boys' educational
aspirations cr occupational choices, or, in the case
of goals, their decisions and aspirations to work ir
not to work, as well as their definitions of
moms,. 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 ideology, their
achievement aapirations, and their definitions of
mimeo for men and women. How do these
teacher characteristics relate to girls' and boys'
educaticeal and occupational aspirations and
attainment ?

Another important shortcoming of most
oboervational studies is that they focus on
elementary school classrooms and, to a much
lesser extent, an high school classrooms, but never
on college classrooms. Similar processes may be
taking place at the college level. Observational
studies, in all the crucial areas suggested above,
ahould be undertaken at the college level as well.

With the Increasing amumption by women of
supervisory and administrative positions in the
edueational system, and the introduction of
nonsexist textbooks and policies into the school
setting, we may be able to awns the effects of
these structural variables on boys' 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 or have been only
partially implemented. As Title IX is imple-
mented, slowly and unevenly in different schools
and in different regions, cities, and neighborhoods,
a variety of interventions are taking place; only
soma of them are carefully designed and
evaluated.' The study by Guttentag and Elroy
(1978) should be a model for evaluations of
nonsexist interventions because of its thorough
gathering of data on student& sex role attitudes
before and after the interventions. There is a
need for a systematic examination of all nonsexist
interventions in education (espeeially those in
some way evaluated) so that the wealth of infor-
mation about the dynamics of teachers' and
students' sax typing and sex-differentiated
behaviors and interactions can be tapped.

Sex Discrimination in Higher Education
Sex discrimination in higher education may

be divided into two major categories: formal and

1 For a review of these studies, see Safilios-
Rothschild (Ina
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informal. Formal sex disorimination may be
subdivided into indirect sex discrimination and
institutional sex discrimination.

Formal Sex Discrimination

Indirect sex discrimination is discrimination
that takes place indirectly at one level of
education because sex discrimination took place
earlier in the educational proeem 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 science or mathematics In
college because discrimination processes during
high school prevented them from acquiring a solid
background in these fields (Flanagan, 1986). Thus,
because a smaller percentage of girls follow the
academic 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, because high school
vocational counselors and parents discourage some
girls from going to college ce from pursuing high-
prestige, masculine occupations, there is often no
need for direct sax discrimination in order to
exclude women from these fields. Women have
been "put in their place" earll %. by other agmits
and processes.

Mother type of indirect sex discrimination
takes place because of the lack of female faculty
members to serve as models for college women
(Ekotroin, 1972; Sells, 1973; Holmstrom dc
Holmstrom, 1974; Ibbias, 1971; Fox, 1974). The
scarcity of women on the faculties of schools and
departments is due to occupational sex dis-
crimination, which in turn. indirectly becomes
educational sex discrimination. Furthermore,
because sex discrimination exists in ;emotion,
tenure, and pay patterns, the few women on the
faculty are moat often in the lower ranks,
untenured and underpaidfacts 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,
anxieties, and future plans (Sells, 1973; Bernard,
1964; Holmstrom & Holmstrom, 1974). As Tobias
(1970 put it, a female professor can say, *You
know, when I was your age, I was just like you," a
statement that can riallnlre the female student
that her peoblems and &millets are not
exoeptional or grave. Up to now, the assumption
has been that female professors would tend to
have more positive attitudes than male profemors
toward female students. We may find, however,
that a variety of personality and attitudinal
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factors, aside from gender, will increasingly tend
to differentiate male and female professors'
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 absence clearly underlines the inappropriate-
ness of the field for women. This effect can be
found not only when there is no female faculty
member but alma when there is only one token
female faculty member (Fox, 1974).

Female paduate students seem to be more
sensitive to interpersonal difficulties with faculty
members than male graduate student& Woman
also seem to be more sensitive to recognition by
professcrs and to be deterred in their graduate
work by emotional strain and self-doubt& In view
of these findings, the reported bias of faculty
members toward male students can be devastating
to women (Holmstrom & Holmstrom, 1974).

An additional eumple of indirect sex dis-
crimlnatim in academia occurs because women
are discriminated egalnst within the family.
According to several studies, fewer married
women than mingle women enroll as undergraduate
or graduate students, and married women tend to
drop out of college in larger mimbers than single
or divorced women (Feldman, 1973; Lord, 1969).
Marriage was the reason given by 42.5 percent of
the women surveyed for not going to graduate
school (Lord, 1988). Ludeman (1961) found that
marriage airing or right after high school
diminished even more drastically a woman's
chances of attending college. By 1977, however,
women seemed to have the same chance of
attending college as men, ierioe 49 portent of
fi-nhmen were woman (Magarrell, 197E.

Woman who marry while in college, or right
after graduation, and continue with their graduate
studies do so en a part-time basis more often than
married men (Feldman, 1973). The need to take
up studies on a part-time basis is due to sex
discrimination within the family, where women
are assigned the major responsibility for the
household and for childcare. Part-time
attendance in graduate school oonstitutes a
disguised type of sex discrimination with serious
consequences for women. Thus, the vialcus circle
of sax discrimination is triggered. The birth of
children to a female student or even the mere
fact of pregnancy or suspected pregnancy com-
pounds the dsgree of sex discrimination egilnet
women in various forms (Myers, 1964; Goodwin,
1988; Hembrough, 1988; Shoulders, 1953). Some-
time! the diecrimination Ls thinly disguised as a
policy applying to pregnant students, not women!
At other times, it is a direct and oveRiesclusion
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of mothers or future mothers from graduate
programs, fellowships, or research assistantships
('IbC's, 1971; Report of the Subcommittee on the
Status of Academic Women on -6e Berkeley
9.stas WO).

Women% marital status often results in their
being discriminated against on other grounds.
Because women often must follow their husbands
wherever their job or education takes them, they
have to transfer credits from one university to
another. In the proceu, they lose a considerable
number of credit hours and a lot of time by having
to take courses over, by having to satisfy
different sets of requiAments, and by having to
reorient themselves to different academic milieus
(Pullen, 1970; Ruslink, 1989; Shoulders, 19611;
Clem, 1969). In some cases, the nature 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 mica. Therefore, rigid pol-
icies regarding transfer of credits mainly dis-
criminate against women.

Overt institutional sex discrimination 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 univrrsities (and, of course, the automatic
exclusion of male students from woment col-
leges). Regardless of the attitudes held by profes-
sors Ind administrators, the other sex was
excluded because the statutes of the university
required it. For many years, single-sex colleges
were accepted, and w),:in some women started
complaining that their exclusion from some men's
colleges constituted sex discrimination, their
contention was not accepted. The courts ware
brought in to decide upon the validity of their
claim.

An excellenPiØcount of the legal arguments
and decisions in th1sarea is provided by Shaman
(1971). The issue wildly arose as women com-
plained that they mule not attend the moat pres-
tigious school in their State in a field such as
engineering, because it was often a men's college.
Or women complained that they oould not attend
the local university because it was a men%
college, and could not move because their
huabande attended the men's college or worked in
that town. Courts have been reluotant to
recognize sex segregation as similar to race
segregation and to outlaw sex-based admission
policies at the college and university levels
(Shaman, 1971). The main counterarguments



preeented to allegations that these policies con-
stitute sex discrimination have buns

Sex segregation of colleges and
universities does not constitute
sex discrimination because, in
most cases within the same
State, there is a wide range of
State colleges and universities
that women can attend. This is
not a valid argument became the
different colleges and universit-
ies vary considerably with regard
to physical facilities, scope of
cusriculums, quality of teaching,
campua atmosphere, and
academie reputation. Even the
better women% colleges are
considered inferior to the better
men% or coeducational schools
(Sharman, 1971). The best known
women% schools have had
smeller endowments, hive
received a smaller share of cor-
porate contributions (Bunting,
1901), and have had more limited
facilities and smaller ranges of
courses, eapecially in masculine
fields. Thus, women have been
discriminated against by having
fewer high-quality educational
options than men (Harris, 1970).

The themetical possibility of
women attending schools else-
where in the same State is
limited by several factors, which
make this possibility not only
inconvenient, but also con-
siderably more expensive (not
being able to live at home or
having to commute a
considerable distance) and
stressful to woman who must
choose between their marital life
and furthering their education
(Shaman, 1971; Ewald, 1971).

Whenever E could be proved to the court's
satiefeetion that the exclusion of weasels from a
ism* soilage resulted in a Iowa quality of
esktetko for them (bemuse other echoois in the
State mad not provide the same quality of
adueation), woment exclusion was held moon-
stituticael. Also, sea discrimination of tNe type
was Judged unconstitutiooal when it could be
roved that woment exclusion from a men's
songs imposed a stressful situation on them.
Such a situation wu viewed u forcing women to
+shwa between their marital life and their
edieetion, bemuse if they hid to go elsewhere,
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they would harm and disrupt their lives (Shaman,
1911; Ewald, 1971).

Arents fee sex ted colleges and
universities have continued mainly bemuse of
tears that the admission of woman to ulares
eollages (and, to a lesser extent, the admission of
men to women's colleges) might lower the quality
of education offered. Of course, an unspoken-
reason wail a reluctanee to spoil the all-nutla
atmosphere of ment colleges that men cherish
and that protects them from female intruders.

An official argument given for the desk.-
ability of women% colleges was that they allowed
women to achieve more freely without fear of
losing the men with whom they would otherwise
be competing (Jencks & Eiseman, 1988). A
oounterazgument was that t. ooeducational college
environment has many advantages, such as provid-
ing the opportunity to relate to male classmatu
on other than a sexual basis (Jencks & Eiseman,
1961) and forcing women to find awing techniques
and to resolve any conflicts they may perceive
between achievement and femininity (Susman,
1971). No researcher hes yet been able to present
any valid legal or soclopsychological argument for
maintaining this type of segregation. ay the-mid
1970% the battle was wont Practically all single-
sex colleges and imiversities had beoome
coeducational.

A different type of sex discrimination
involves admission policies at the undergraduate
and graduate levels. Some of these practices have
been blatant, such as quotas established for
women in many departments, schools, and
universities (Cross, 1971; Phelps, 1972; MoBee &
Suddick, 1974). The existence of arbitrary sex
quotas most often discriminates against women
because these quotas restrict the number of
qualified women who can be acknitte4 but allow
the admission of less qualifted men (Croak 11171).
Quotas restrict competition for adminion within
each sex, women competing with women end man
competing with men, and thus allow men to be
admitted even when they are less qualified than
some rejoined women (Mau & fluddick, 1970.
These quotu have been rationalised on the besie
of women's higher grades in high school (or rather,
on high school teachers' tendencies to give higher
redo to girls) and oa the basis of woment earlier
admission to college. Without quotas, the argu-
ment goes, wasps would be overwhelmingly
filled with women and therefore men would be
"disoriminated against" (Phelps, 1971; McBee &
&Wick 1974). Higher grades have been required
of female than of male applicants (Ilan &
Suddick, 1974). Hales and NM* (1974)
sumined whether differential admissions criteria
by ea were *tillable. After adjusting for initial
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differences, high school averages,. and Scholastic
Achievement Test aeons by means of separate
regression equations for each sex, the investiga-
tors found that the use of arbitrary differing cut-
off scorn in a quota system was both unwarranted
and discriminatory.

Beciause higher standar& have been used in
admitting woman to collage, women with
relatively low grades have been much less likely
to attend epilogs than men with equally low
grades (Worts, 1984). Medium-ability and
especially high-ability girls have been len
diserisninated against, but low-ability girls have
not had much of a chance (Walston et al., 1971).
At the graduate level and in profenional schools,
women who were admitted had a higher under-
graduate grade point average than men (Hunter,
1981). An unequal rejection rate was also found
for men and women because each sex was judged
separately (Ekstrom, 1972). The current trend for
first-year college students to include almost an
equal percentage of men and women suggests that
some of these discriminatory admissions policies
may no longer be in effect.

Salmon (1974) showed that, although women
have generally been discriminated against by the
formal admissions policies of most departments
and schools, the degree of discrimination against
them hu been much greater in prestigious urd-
versitiu. When there is an abundance of highly
qualified applicants, mei are clearly preferred by
the top schools (Salmon, 1974). (The drop in
college eventuate in the early 1970's may have
resulted in qualified women !icing considered in
larger numbers than previously. In fact, in the
late 1970% woman aocrount for almost all 99
percent ot the growth in undergraduate en-
rollment.) Medium-range universities favor
qualified woman, those who except for discrimina-
tion would have been admitted to the top schools,
while low-level colleges and universities, which
are forced to consider female applicants (since
good male applicants have been selected by higher
level universities), tend to favor women less,
probably bemuse many at the female applicants
have low ability. These women are, therefore,
doubly discriminated against (Salmon, 1974).

Finally, in some universities, in some fields,
and for soma types of financial aid, sex discrimi-
nation policies are prevalent. With the exception
of professional fields, women oonstitute a lager
shoe of fellowship recipients than of applicants,
possibly because only top women apply (Salmon,
1974). Some types of fellowships and scholarships
have been available only to men, such aa athletic
scholarships and Government support through the
Army and Navy Reserve Officers"Fraining Corps
(Ekstrom, 1972). Since the passage of Title IX in

education and since women's integration into
ROTC, NROTC, and the military academies, this
overt institutional sex discrimination in financial
aid has probably been eliminated. At the national
level, the average financial award of any kind is
much higher far men than for women (Haven dc
!torch, 1972). A smaller proportion of women hold
part-time jobs while they are students, especially
as research assistants to (predominantly male)
faculty members (Salmon, 1974). That female
graduate students have fewer opportunities than
men to be involved in faculty research projects is
discriminatory, not only because this type of
financial aid is not equally available to them but
also because they are cut off from a most
valuable research experience. In some fields,
women are appointed as teaching assistants less
often than men because of a reluctance to have
women teach male students (Salmon, 1974). In
some cases, university policy has disqualified
pregnant women from holding a research assist-
antship. This type of overt en discrimination has
been practically eliminated.
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In many cases, fellowships were not granted
to female students whose husbands earned 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 arid who
had to pay not only for childcare (or a house-
keeper) but also for the Wet tuition. This policy
would not have been discriminatory if it had been
applied equally to men. But MA are granted
fellowships regardless of the income level of their
working wives (and at least some of them have
professional wives). It is not imown whether the
type of sex discrimination has been eliminated.

Certain trends are revealed when the above
evidence concerning admissions and financial aid
policies foe women is examined in relation to
women% college attendance probabilities by socio-
economic status and ability. Women's chances of
attending college are determined by a
combination of their social clan background and
their ability. Women of low eociosconomic status
have the *me dunce as men only when they have
high scholastic, ability ("A" grade average in high
school); women ci high socioeconomic status have
the same chance as men even if they have
medium-high scholastic ability (V" grade
average). Only when women &op below this
ability level are their chances lower than those of
men (Werts, 1989). Thus, -women of Iow mob-
economic status and medium or law ability are the
most dircriminated against in terms of college
attendance, partly because of Aess parental en-
couragement and mythological and fiNincial
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support and partly because of admission policies.
These an the same women who, if they make it to
oollap, may have less chance of obtaining
fellowships or other financial aid. We do not know
if this trend was modified with the upsurge of
women's college enrollment in the late 1970's.

Disguised institutional sex discrimination
refers to policies that do not appear to discrimi-
nate against women because they refer to a "uni-
versalistic* criterion, such as age, full-time
status, residency requirements, or rules about
transferring credits. Ail these criteria, though
apparently unrelated to the student's gender, are
in fact related to it. Because of prevailing sex
role stereotypes and sex discrimination in the
familial milieu, significantly more female
students (especially at the graduate echool level)
than male students are 35 years or older; attend
college on a pm.t-time basis; have to transfer
several times because of their spouses' moves; and
need more time to complete the requirements for
a degree. 11w existence of a more or less formal
age limit of 35 years for admission to many
universities constitutes a disguised form of sex
discrimination because many more women than
men apply to college, especially to graduate
school, after Hat age (Lyon, 1964; Randolph,
1965; Blackwell, 1963). Similarly, some types of
financial aid (e.g., some f are seldom or
never available to older students Hunter, 1967).

The requirement of full-time study in most
graduate programs and professional schools,
ostensibly a universal rule, hits female students
much harder than male students (Hembrough,
1968; Class, 1969; Bunting et aL, 1970; Riesman,
1965; Myers, 1984). Because of this rule, many
woman cannot become physicians or lawyers,
cannot qualify for Ph. D. programs, or have to
postpone these plans, at least until their family
responsibilities permit them to pursue full-time
studyat whieh time they are oiten discriminated
against because 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
fisinocial aid (Mayden, 1970; Ekstrom, 1974.

Finally, although rules about transferring
credits or accepting transfer students apply to all
students, they discriminate against women
because women are predominantly affected by
them (Pullen, 1070; Ruelink, 1969; Shoulders,
1963; Claw, 1969). Similarly, rules about time
requiremeats often discriminate against woman
because of their imbordinata and overburdened
positkis within the family (Ekstrom, 1973).

Informal Sex Discrimination

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

Because most types of informal sex dis-
crimination are while and frequent, if not every-
day, oceurrences, they am be stressful and ir-
ritating and even &Iva a woman out of a
professional or masculine field or out of Ph. D.
program. Very often, male faculty attitudes
translate into "severe psychological harassment
and intimidation* or humiliation for female
students (Beckman, 1970; Campbell, 1973).
Women are belittled (Beekman, 1970); ignored,
even when they represent 25 percent of the
student body; spotlighted with irony, amusement,
or anger; stereotyped; or rejected as intellectual
beings (Campbell, 1973).

A pilot study conducted at Berkeley (Sells,
1973) 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 graduate school in higher
proportions than men. The study showed that
female graduate students reported significantly
less often than men that they were treated as
colleagues or apprentices by their professors in
the following fields: psychology, anthropology,
the biological sciences, sociology, history, English,
and mathematics. The difference was not signifi-
cant in chemistry and physics (Sells, 1973). In
those fieIds, sax discrimination may be balanced
by the fact that some of the women are more
outstanding than most of the men so that
profesorq invest time and energy in them despite
the fact that they are women. While the
differences in the early years war. not significant
(Sells, 1973), many more female than male
students in the edvancad years of graduate school
(fourth year cr more) reported that they were not
taken seriously by their profesors. The closer
women come to academie accomplishments that
enable them to compete with men, the more they
receive informal sex discrimination aimed at
discouraging and belittling them.

Thus, femide students ere not encouraged,
guided, and adopted as proteges by predominantly
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male faculty as male students are (Randolph,
1965). They are subjected to a multitude of
negative attitudes of different types and inten-
sities. Of oourse, sometimes the sponsorship
system craws sex lines (Husbands, 1972), but
then it is often mixed with other motives, such as
explicit or latent sexual attraction. Crass-sex
intellectual relationships may not be as chal-
lenging as same-sex ones because of potential
sexual attraction and because of the danpr of
behaving according to sex role stereotypes, which
would destroy the professional relationship
(Husbands, 1972).

informal sex discrimination techniques are
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probably more prevalent within masculine fields,
where women still constitute a relatively small
minority, rather than within the graduate
programs of feminine or "neutral" fields or within
feminine professional schools (e.g., nursing and
occupational and physical therapy). There are
exceptions, but not enough systematic research is
available for is to make clear distinctions, Nor
do we know the "tipping point° (in terms of the
peroentage of female students) after which
professors no longer discriminate against women.
Research on these matters would provide impor-
tant information as to the appropriate mix of
male and female students necessary for the
elimination of informal sex discrimination.



7. OCCUPATIONAL SEX DISCRIMINATION

The literature on occupational sex discrimi-
notion *an be described in a typology similar to
the one appropriate to sex discrimination in higher
education. In addition, the distinction between
mess sex discrimination and treatment sax
discrimination is useful (rerborg & Bgsn, 19741
Levitie et al., 1971).

Overt Institutional Sex Discrimination

There is no need to specifically document
that women have been overtly and consistently
excluded from the most prestigious, highest
paying, masculine occupations. Until recently,
the religiose and military occupations were closed
to women, regardless of the idiosyncratic
prejudices of employers. And now that women
have been admitted to military academies, 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 academia and industry, although this type of
institutional policy is thinly disguised as a
universalistic rule (Simon & Rosenthal, 1987;
Dinerman, 1971). Women havc, thus been
effectively excluded from academic positeons and
a varieV of profesaional and industrial positions
because they had the unlucky idea of marrying
someone in the same field.

While limited access to woman was institsi-
tionallsed in other masculine prestigious occupa-
tions, there was usually room for exceptions when
the woman was outstanding, unusually
persevering, or a personal soquaintanoe of the
employment gatekeeper, or when the gatekeeper
was sot prejudiced against women and was willing
to put his beliefs into action. For example, a
study of deans, chairmen, and faculty members
showed that when the qualifications ware equal, a
male candidate wee chain; only when the woman
was clearly superior wm she offered the job
Mame, 1970). Similar findings wire reported
from a study of psychnlogy chairperson., in whioh
not only hiring but also the level at which a Ph. D.
would be *USW a position depended at least as
sew* on the parson's sex as on the pereont
seadsmie achievements (Fidell, 1970). A similar
type of sex discrimination in the simulated hiring
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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 women's work interest,
continuity, and potential. Therefore, the relevant
research findings fall in the category of informal
occupational sex discrimination.

The available evidence indicates that, on the
average, women are consistently offered lower
salaries than men, regardless of their quali-
fications (Terborg & Veen, 1974). 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 Ideology, we cannot determine the extent to
which this type of discrimination is institution-
alized as an explicit policy or depends upon the
gatekeepers' prejudiced beliefs. Of course, this
economic discrimination may often be due to
indirect or disguised sex discrimination, due to
women employees' older age, type of recom-
mendations (not from important, influential
persons), or graduation from less prestigious
saboolL

Once woman have been hired, treatment sex
discrimination tends to become more overt and
clean-aut the more women perim.rn well and aspire
to top deciiionmaking and policy positions (Miller
et al., 1974). Woman have often been openly
bypassed for promotions that would place them in
supervisory poeitions over men, despite the fact
that they were the most qualified for thme
positions, simply because they were women
(McCune, 1970; Kuhket et al., 1974), and it has
been well documented that there are few female
full professors, deans, provosts, or presidents in
academie (Safilice-Rothechild, 1974. Again,
despite a considerable degree of overtnees in the
inetitutionalization of the denial of promotion to
women, much of the discrimination is in fact
indirect or disguised so that organisations Can
appear to be fair toward women.

haPPers
feminine

to neat we have been discussing what
to women in masculine field,. In
fields, there le no occupational aeons
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sex discrimination, but the findings on treatmtat
sex discrimination show that it varies with the
percentage of men in the predominantly feminine
field. Thus, a study of librarians showed that
according ta the percentage of Mel in the
different subspecialties, women could be
promoted to high positions. Only in subapecialties
such as school Ubrartarahip, in which only 6
portent art men, could women get promoted to
top leadership positions and have power. In
subspecialties such as academic librarianshil, in
which one-third are men, this minority of men
controls all the top laitions of power in the field
(biros= & Grimm, £.171). Similar trends have
been reportod for social work and teaching, in
which the minority of men has the leadership and
the power (Lyon & Surlo, 1973).

Indirect bstitutioul Sex Discrim!nation

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

ZinPte sex roles. With regat.1 to access sex
mritetion, women are often discriminated

against beeause they have not graduated from the
top wheels, which (as we have seen) are the ones
that discriminrte most against women. Or they
are discriminated ag.iinst because they are not
usually the proteges of influential male profeuors
who, through the informal communication net-
work, secure the best jobs r their favored stu-
dents (Epstein, 1970). Or ttey are discriminated
against because they clic ot get the opportunity
in graduate school to du research with a creative
professor that would lead to significant research
interests and experience as wall as publications
(Salmon, 1973, 1974). Like blacks, women exper-
ience considerable educational discrimination at
the college level, the results of which can be used
to discriminate against them *Rhin the occupa-
tional setting withoet
status. Educational diserir.iution has placed
them in a disadvantaged position that can be
claimed to warrant differential treatment in the
occupational context

Also, because woman are discriminated
against within the family and birdened with all
household and childcare responsibilith...; they
often can work only part time or must take time
off (especially when the children are small) and
sacrifice time tt.-t could be used to write articles
and books or ..vply for research money. Thus,
their subordinate position in the family puts them
in a disadvantaged position in the world of work,
skies amployert can use their lower productivity
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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 cirasticelly restricted because they had to
stay where their inethend's job wu located. Thus
women could not acmt betty job offers in other
locations, nor could they use such offers in order
to improve their status (Dinerman, 1971). A study
of women microbiologists showed that little has
changed recently (Kashket et al., 1974h 93
percent of the women doctorates answered that
they would be willing to move only if their
husband could find a satisfactory position in the
same location before moving, but only 20 percent
of the men made such c Nnditions 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 & Egan, 1974; Kay, 1972)
and to participate in management training (Rosen
& ilerdee, 1974), they often do not have the
chance to develop the qualifications and skills
required for promotion to top management
positions. In the professioos, 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 (Kuhket et aL., 1974), or to
belong to powerful male cliques that make
decisions about the distribution of "goodies"
(Epstein, 1970; Dinerman, 1971), they do not have
the same chances as men to become visible, well
;mown, and prtigious. Hence, they can then be
"objectively" discriminated 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 discrimination seem to come into
play. In general, the more there is of one type of
discrimination, the More there is of the otherf
since the consequences of one type of sex dis-
crimination serve as the basis and the legitimation
for the other.

Disguised Institutional Sex Discrimination

A ry basic type of disguised occupatiunal
sex discrimination is the sex segregation of
occupations into masculine snd feminine and the
sex segregation of subspecialties within each
occupation. The existing sex segregation of
occupations constitutes sex discrimination
because occupations labeled *feminine" are low.



status, low-pay, auxiliary occupations; the same
holds true for subspecialties labeled feminine,
even within masculine, prestigious occupations
(Epstein, 1970; Safilios-Rottschild, 1974). The
"feminine" label is rationalized in terms of the
nreturant nature of these occupationscompatible
with women's "nature and their alleged flexibility
in that they can easily go in and out of these jobs
without much penalty (Cow & Rokoff, 1971).
Because vocational counselors, teachers,
professors, parents, and employers steer women
toward these low-pay and low-prestige "feminine
occupations or subspecialties, women are
discriminated against by becoming cut off from
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 diey can help men achieve (Lipman-Blumen,
1973). This happens more often in the case of
nonspecialized training (e.g., a bachelor's degree
in liberal arts or English), but it has been reported
even in the ease 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
discriminate against women in terms of salary and
advancement posaibilities (Landau & Dunahoo,
1971). Two well-known cases are the distinction
between cleaning women and janitors and between
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 applicants for a 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 woman (Cecil et al., 1973). Thus, the
institutionalized departmentalization of jobs and
positions may lead personnel managers and
employers to discriminate against women
regardless of their sex role ideology, because
some poiritions are traditionally held by women
and others by men.

Other types of disguised sex discrimination
may occur en the basis of the universalistic
criteria of age, parental status, pregnancy,
physical wealmess, and inability to lift weight, all
of which have been used in discriminating against
women. Whenever occupations have age ceilings
for entry or practice, women are hit mush harder
since, as we have seen, they often enter
occupations later than 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-school
children) in eombination with sex status (being a
woman) has also been used to discharge women
from Jobe. The courts did not eonsider this type
of practice as constituting sex discrimination
(Landau & Dunahoo, 1971). The same held true
for the use of pregnancy to diseharge or to not
hire pregnant women in a variety of jobs, from
research assistants to salesladies to secretaries.
The argument was made that it was the pregnant
status and not gender that necessitated these
decisions! (Landau & Dunahoo, 1971). In recent
years, however, courts have reversed their
position in these issues, and it has been
established as sex discrimination in the legal
seem.

nother type of disguised sex discrimination
is the one based on women's limitations in physical
endurance and inability to Ilft 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 occupational restrictions as valid, although in
recent years some arbitrators and court decisions
have judged them as sex discriminatory,
concluding that decisions concerning the
appropriateness of jobs should be made on an
individual basis (McKelvey, 1971).

jc,. that require extensive travel,
geographic relocasons, long hours, some degree of
danger, and/or occasional abusive language have
been restricted to men, because women as a class
were considered unable to handle them due to
their familial responsibilities as well as their
"helpless," dependent nature (McKelvey, 1971).
Thus, traveling salespersons' jobs and some
newspaper jobs, such as night reporters,
photographers, or crime reporters, have been
unavailable co women (Lublin, 1972).

Informal Occupational Sex
Discrimination

The degree to which employment
gatekeepers adhere to sex role stereotypes is of
crucial importance in determining whether and at
what level women ean enter male-dominated
occupations as well as what their chances are for
promotion and advancement. Several studies have
shown that employees, managers, or management
students hold stereotypic views of women (Bass et
al., 1971; Rosen & Jerdee, 1974; Gilmer, 1961;
Hagen & Kahn, 1974; Terborg & Been, 1974;
Schein, 1973; Bryce, 1970). One study of 174 male
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managers working full time and taking courses in
the Graduate School of Management showed that
most of them had negative stereotypes regarding
women and their relationship to work (Bass et al.,
1971). They felt that rules of etiquette and
politeness define the interaction between the
sexes in publicthis deference possibly interfering
in work interactions. Tbey did not feel that
women make good supervisors because man and
women would feel uncomfortable with a woman
supervisor, and they felt that women were not as
dependable as men due to their biological and
personal characteristics. It is important to note
that manatees who had had women as subordinates
or peers tended to have the most negative
stereotypes about women workers, in the former
case possibly because of the low work
commitment of woman (and men) in low-status
jobs and in the latter case, probably because
women peers threatened them (Bass et al., 1971).

A study of bank supetvisors showed thate

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

They relied much more on sex
role stereotypes in the case of
ambiguous administrative deci-
sions lacking clear-eut red
established procedural rules,
such as when male employees
behaved in a nonstereotyped
manner by asking leave to take
care of small children or by
asking for leave without pay
(Room & Jerdee, 1974).

Similarly, Gilmer (1981) found that 85 percent of
male managers believed that women would be
inferior to men in superviscey jobs, are more
neurotic, have a higher absenteeism rate, and
terve more work-related problems than MIL In
general, the available studies regarding gate-
keepers' sex role stereotypes indicate, as Terborg
and Hien (1974) have concluded, that according to
the beliefs held, men are more independent,
objective, and competitive, and therefore better
suited for managerial and top scientific positions,
while women, being passive, drdendent,
emotiona!, and nurturant, are less well suited for
responsible positions in business.

Given these stereotypic views of working
women on the part of managers, supervisors, and
employers, women are not promoted even when
they perform well becauses

The criteria for what constitutes
a successful performance are not
always clear cut and precise.
Within this context of vagueness
and ambiguity, sex role
stereotypes can distort the
supervisors' perception of
women's level of performance
and belittle it in comparison to
'men's performance (Terborg &
Bgen, 1974).

Even when supervisors perceive
that women's performance is
very good, due to stereotypil
beliefs, it is attributed to luck
(Terborg & Ilgen, 1974). The
repetition of successful perform-
ance over a considerable time
period may convince supervisors
that it is due to ability (Kelley,
1987).

Supervisors and employers, due
to stereotypic beliefs about
working women, tend to have
lower expectations of women.
They do not identify them as
competent and superior to others
and worthy of being guided and
helped to develop their abilities
and advanoe. 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,
eventually even resulting in a
lower performance Ievel
(Torbert & Ilgen, 1974; Epstein,
1973).

It has been found that within the
occupational setting, men are faced with
ItePetlee,01.FAilee .044.!APilet.0101. while wellin ar
more often required to adjust to rules that are
particular to their relationship with a' male boss.
Similarly, organizational rewards offered women
are often in accord with sex role stereotypes (such
as little presents or being taken out for lunch)
rather than more substantial and impersonal
rewards (Acker & Van Houten, 1974). Both
aspects of ser,differentiatrd treatment are
discriminatory because they imply that women are
not treated objectively in terms of their
performance laid are not objectively and
cornmensurstely rewarded. Instead, their
evaluation and rewards are determined on the
basis of idiosyncratic and unstable criteria which
fluctuate unpredictably and require a commitment
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beyond the formal and impersonal work
commitment. This fact tends to intensify the
vague:mos and ambiguity inherent in the criteria
for judging the quality of work performance and
to IL sex-differentiated criteria ip judging
men and women.

Because women are caught le such per-
socialized work relationships, the approval, friend-
ship, and support of supervisors become more
important to them than to men. Thus, approval in
the work setting is important to women because
of both structural factors and their socialization
experiencos whieh have conditioned them to need
the approval of significant others. That is why the
"cold war" techniques used by men when women
are miceessful and ambitious are often effective.
One study reports, for example, that while a
competent woman will be wanted the appropriate
status, she will no longer be liked and will be more
likely to lose her job than an equally competent
man. Men, end to a 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 competence aggravated their dislike. Since
men almost always make decisions about
promotions, tenure, or who must be let go in ease
of retrenchments, and since "disliking" is an
important and relevant factor in these decisions,
women are often informally but substantially
discriminated against (Hagen & Hahn, 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 to lose the friendship and respect of their
colleagues as well as influence and access to
information (Miller et al., 1974). Thus, it seems
that high-status women are targets of greater
informal discrimination, fact that mey tend to
dampen the ambition and the wil:ingneu of
women to work hard, since the result has both

--pleasant and unpisaunt elements (Miler et al.,
1974; Hagen & Bain, 1974). The "cold war" may
be relatively effective even in the case ot women
who have a more contemporary sex role ideology
and do not place undue value on being liked. It
seems that women who manage to reach high-
statue positions are lone-distance runners who
must endive loneliness and rejection from
adolucence throughout their lives.

Another type of informal diserimination
directed toward women is linked to their degree
oS physical attractiveness, slime women have been
viowed, as Prather (1971) points out, either as
%servants* or as "sex objects." Because there is a
stereotype lirt in the case of woman "beauty and
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brains do not mix," beautiful women who achieve
occupationally are not taken seriously. It is
assumed that they "slept their way through" with
key men (Prather, 1971; Smith, 1972). On the
rher hand, unattractive women are assumed to
have entered masculine fields or to be highly
achieving because they are compensating for their
inadequate affective and sexual life (Prather,
1971; Smith, 1972; Campbell, 1988). Hence,
attractive women are more discriminated against,
especially when they are high achievers eompeting
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, 1971).
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 effectively
and oecupationally.

But women workers are also discriminated
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
occupations 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 sax discrimination
that takes place within the occupational context
is the feet that even when women are promoted to
supervisory positions, they are usually not granted
sufficient autonomy and remain "undor the thumb"
of their male supervisors. Their lack of autonomy
and decisionmaking is sizable (in itself and
relative to that held by men in same-level
positions) and they are aware that their power Is
limited (Chernik and Phelan, 1974; Athanuelades,
1974). Their subordinates are also aware of their
limited power and do not view them as their real
supervisors (Hensen, 1974). Thus, it seems that
even when women are promoted, they are never
entrusted with the same autonomy end power as
men. In this way, their image and position ere
undermined, since it fa clear that they do hot
really count.
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Yet another type of informal sex discrimina-
tion, little researched and discussed, refers to
women% attractiveness, a characteristic which
hu been largely irrelevant when men are hired or
promoted. In the ease of women, however, their
attractiveness enhanced, if not determined, their
chances to be hired, especially in awdliary and/or
"decorative" oceupations such as secretariee,
receptiordsts, salesladies, waitresses, steward-
esses, or assistants. In this way, working women
in these jobs were fulfilling not only a serving role
but also a "sex object" role (Safi lios-Rothschild,
1978).

Having examined the different types of
occupational sex discrimination and having
concluded that the extent and consequences of
this discrimination are considerable, the
important question is: To what extent are
working women aware of discrimination? The
results from different studies vary, since they
include 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. Basically, two important
factors shape their experiences and their
perceptions. One study of 163 Barnard College
alumnae, half of whom were teachers, showed
that over two-tidrds of them were aware of sex
discrimination. Half of ail these women felt that
they had experienced it personally. There were
important yarnIti..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
more single than married women were aware of
and were exposed to sex discrimination (Gould &
Pagano, 1972). Thus, the evidence shows that
women in masculine and high-paying positioni are
more aware of sex discrimination, partly beeause
they experience more of it.

A study of women in managerial positions
showed that they are also aware of sex

discrimination, sinee they perceive that they have
less authority, less decisionmaking power, less
autonomy, and less freedom to disagree with their
suPeriors. Their male and female subordinates
were also in agreement that there ia
discrimination against women in business and
government organizations (Athanassiades, 1974).
A study of newspaper women showed that only
half of them believed that they would be
discriminated against in promotions, and over half
of newspapermen agreed with them (Lublin, 1972).
This lower degree of reported awareness is most
probably due to the narrow specification of sex
discrimination 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), bur 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
academ ia.

Another study of a national probability
sample of persons living in households, 18 years
old or older and working for pay 20 holm a week
or more, included 351 women and 895 men
employed full time and on a regular basis (Levitin
et aL, 1971). This study examined the extent of
objective and perceived discrimination and
reported that while 05 percent of women were
financially discriminated against (the
discrimination being much more slrious in the
case of high-status and white-collar occupations),
only 7.9 percent of them felt that they were
discriminated against on their !obi The authors
explain this large discrepancy in the fact
that women use other women rat len Ult
reference group, partly because , )t know
what men are paid and partly kiecL avey may
not Nave overcome their socialization 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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& THE CASE OF BLACK WOMEN:
RACE AND SEX DISCRIMINATION

Two important issues often raised are
whether the double-minority sthtus of black
women is an advantage or a disadvantage, and
whether sex causes more discrimination than race.
Some authors, loch as Epstein (1973) and Bock
(1989), mote that the professional status of black
women in traditionally "masculine" professions
such as law and medicine is high, and that a higher
percentage of black women than black men are in
these professions. Other authors hav shown,
however, that neither the overall position of bleak
women workers nor the income level of black
female professionals is better than that of black
men, white men, or white women (Almquist, 1974;
Featherman, 1974; Spotty 1973).

Almquist (1974) notes that although more
black women than black men are professionals and
black women stay in school longer than black men,
a large number of black female professionals are
nurses and tuchers. These occupations tradi-
tionally are reserved for females, and the wages
era equivalent to those of some male blue-collar
workers. Using U.S. census and labor data to
compare black males and females in professions
that are not traditionally female dominated and
low paying, Almquist eliminated nurses,
dieticians, therapists, and tuchers below college
level from the data on professional women. This
reduced the number of black female professional
workers from 11.3 percent to 3.99 percent.
Eliminating "hue occupations from the black
male professional group reduced professional
walkers only from 15.111 pereent to 4.43 percent.
Thus, ueept for nurses and teachers (whose

---peofessiosil-status ranks about in the middle),
there were *dually more professional black melee
than Nook- teMales. Furthermore, black males
Wed** tisu as professionals earned, on the
alPeriare, NOV $3,9110 more annually, even though
bleak farad's had, on average, more years of
sch(K l (Alrequist, 11174).

In other than profeesdonal occupations,
Almoist showed that black women are much
more disadvu than black men. Slack

blieit men
to=its-collar workerswomen are mote

so many black
iWooten are seetataries. Bleak men are more
lik* to be managers or administrators, and more
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are craftworkera and supervisors. Furthermore,
craftworkers and even male operatives earn much
more than female clerical workers. Black
professional women as a group earn only $17 more
par year than black male craftworkars (Almquist,
1974).

It seems, therefore, that females, regardless
of race, are discriminated against. Havens (1972)
found that, acdording tc 1963 U.S. census data,
the median salary for the most remunerative
occupational category for all professional women
corresponded 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, surgeon', dentists,
lawyers, and architects and overrepresented in the
lowest paid strata of social workers, elementary
school teachers, librarians, nurses, and medical
and dental technicians. Furthermore, women in
three blue-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 females but fourth
for males (Havens, 1972). As noted in chapter 7,
the situation changed little during 1970%.

Given that black females are discriminated
against on the basis of sex, it I. important to note
one surprising exceptiom bolder educated black
women have an advantage over better educated
white women. Using 1970 MOW data, Sorkin
(1972) found that among woman with le years or
more of ednution, nonwhites (92 percent of whom
ware black) had a median income of $7,744,
whereas white women with equivalent levels of
education had a median income el only $5,995.

Sorkin also noted that in 1970 the average
salary of nonwhite female elementary and 'mond-
ary school teachers (the higheat paying profes-
sional occupation employing line numbers of



women) tuns $7,311, whereas white female ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers had a
median income of $5,902. Sorkin ascribed this
difference not to the intermittent employment
patterns of white women versus full-time employ-
ment patterns of black women (as noted by
Moynihan), but to lower mobility rates of
nonwhite college graduates, who are 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 against relatively well-eUucated
nonwhite women than . against poorly educated
nonwhite women.

Nevertheless, black women are still the
most severely disadvantaged group economically.
This was clearly documented by Almquist (1973),
who assessed the income loss of black women due
to discrimination on the basis of both sex and
race. Almquist subtracted the average actual
income of ell black women from the standardized
income levels that black females would have
earned if they had the same age, 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
account interactive effects among factors such as
education, occupation, and previous discrimination
processes and was based only on current wage
discrimination.

In comparing the four occupational groups
(black 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 black females
earned 77 percent of what white females earned,
54 percent of what black males earned, and only
39 percent of what white males earned. The
actual income difference between white females
and black females was $1,203, and the
standardization for education and occupation
explained the entire income difference (Almquist,
1973). This indicates that when education and
occupation ars controlled, 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 composition of the two racial group!.

When the black females' income was stand-
ardized to that of black males, the income dif-
ferenoe 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 income
difference due to race discrimination 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 discrimination
is less prevalent among blacks than among whites.
IncE-setly, being bin* may be an asset to highly
educated women, but black women who are not
well educated do suffer more economically
because of their douhle-minority status.

Of the four race/sex groups, black women
made the greatest occupational gains between
1960 and 1070from 42 percent of what white
males earned in 1960 to nearly 50 percent in 1970.
However, this was not due to less 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 dramatic 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, as documented by Sorkin (1972).
However, as of 1971, the unemployment rate
among black females was very high (Almquist,
1973; Featherman, 1972; Sorkin, 1972). Sorkin
(1971) noted that this may have been caused
partially by the earanee of black women into
occupations with less employment security. For
example, workers in clerical and sales positions
experience higher unemployment rates than those
in domestic work. Furthermore, employers are
using more janitorial and domestic service
agencies, businesses that hire predominantly
males (Featherman, 1972).

Barrett and Morgenstern (1974) also noted
that blacks and young persons generally exper-
ience a cycle of frequent job changes and periods
of unemployment when charging jobs. This may
reflect a selective entry of uneducated, unskilled
persons into dead-end jobs that prcride neither
fringe heneflts nor training for future advance-
ment. The result is structurally induced
unemployment and a negative attitude toward
work. On the job, racial as wall as sexual
harassment is probably experienced more
frequently by black women and tends to reduce
their work commitment (Bonney, 1974). Black
teenage females -nay have high unemployment
rates because employers prefer to hire whites
first (Sorkin, 1971).

Black women of low socioeconomic status
are more disadvantaged 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; Micassi, 1974). Furthermore,
according 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,
subaequent 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
uneducated, 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 a second, third, or fourth child
does not have SS dramatic an effeet on partici-
pation in educational or work roles aS having the
first child. 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, 1971).

Black women are also more likely than white
women to be single parents. This decreases their
marriage options and increases the likelihood that
they will depend on welfare (Presser, 1971; Scott,
1974). Policies toward black women on welfare
are paternalistic. Agency workers assume that
fathers normally 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
childcare 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 (Iglitzin, 1974).

Black women, particularly those who are
uneducated or poorly educated, are more aware of
sex discrimination 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% Poll,
1972). However, there is evidence that working
black women are more accepted by black 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 occupational aspirations
for their daughters than for their sons 'Brook et
aL, 1974; Buck & Austrin, 1971; Weston &
Mednick, 1970). Black adolescent girls, aware of
these high parental aspirations (Kim, 1969; Brook
et al., 1974), have higher self-esteem and self-
confidence than adolescent white girls (Simmons
& Rosenberg, 1975) and have been less often
afraid of success (Weston & Mednick, 1970).

It seems, therefore, that a blaek womants
socioeconomic status determines whether being a
black and a woman translates into a double-
minority status. Work has been an absolute neces-
sity for the survival of women of low
socioeconomic status as well as for their children.
This as well as the obligation to be strong,
reliable, and eompetent may have boosted their
self-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 can be claimed that black women
of low social status have represented a triple-
minority group.

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

In summary, all of the above 'data need
careful reexamination n the light of current and
ongoing changes in black MOWS ability to achieve
highly in the educational and occupational
domains.
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Sex Discrimination: Theory and Research



9. SEX DISCRIMINATION:
THEORY AND RESEARCH '

Sex is the basis of discrimination in all
societies. Everywhere, sex stratification systems
make for an coequal distribution of wealth, power,
and prestige at the basis of gender. Since women
usually oecupy the inferior position, they are the
ones who receive a lesser (or no) share of the
valued societal goods. Of course, men may .1so
be discriminated agsinst on th3 basis of ti Ar
gender in some areas (such as child custody), but
never with respect to the most valued goods:
wealth, power, and prestige.

However, because several salient stratifica-
tion systems coexist in most societies, every
individual occupies a position in each one of them.
These different stratification systems may
inclene: *Wel (clam), racial, religious, ethnic,
age, t, and health stratification. Most often
the of each individual's statuses in all
these stratification systems is unevon in that the
individual may occupy the subardinate position in
cno or more systems, the superordinate position in
another system, and a middle status in other
systems. A woman, fur example, may be black,
middle class, young, and diubled. And another
woman may be white, working class, Jewish, old,
and healthy. Thus, the dvree of discrimination
directed against differed women is, in fact,
determined not only on the basis of gander but
also on the basis of a number of interacting
statuses they occupy on all salient gratification
syetena. Some of tnesii statuses may compound
the degree of discrimination directed against
womee, and others may neutralize their sex status
sad thus minimize us discriminatice.

While the extant to which any individual is
diseriminated against depends upon the unique
oombittation of statuses aihe occupies on the
different overlapping stratification systems, no
theory systematically treats this problem, and
little empirical-relevant evidence is available.

dmpter was previously published in slightly
different form, in Came Studiu on Human Rights
and fundamental Freedoms: A Werfa St

7.

or the Voimdsticn ,or
Studies by Martimis lb* &Suet

&aim and Smite (1974), in a 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 explains their status
incongruency or status inconsistency (Hreba &
Breda, 1974). Working-class women, for example,
who beeome educated but whose education does
not translate into economic, prestige, cr power
gains as it does for men in the same economic
class, will tend to (accurately) attribute experi-
enced inequality to their gender rather than to
their clan position (Blum & Coleman, 1970;
Harbeson, 1971; Epstein, 1973a). Evidence from a
recent study of adolescents supports Hraba and
Braito's (1974) contention. This study showed that
the eartiest self-placement into social identities
was made in terms of gender rather then on the
basis of race or class position. Gender was the
second most salient social identity following age
for both black and white ninth grade students,
while race was ranked 7th by black students and
10th by white students, and identity had the
lowest saliency of all social identities (Wellman,
1970.

Probably the best studied overlapping strati-
ficaticm systems and the varying degree of ensuing
discrimination ere the race and sex stratification
irems and, to some extent, the clue stratifica-
tion system. All available evidence indicates
that, at lust within the Amerioan society,
occupying the double superordinate position of a
white ntala r;ives the individual extraordinary
advantages of opportway and access to valued
societal goodr, regardless of his merits (Senior
Rothoeldld, 1974a).

In one study, several transcripts reflecting
different levels of performance, ability, end
gredes were sent to universities and colleges all
over the United States to be evaluated and consid-
ered for admission. Accompanying each tran-
script were names and pictures Identifying it as
belonging to a male or female, white or black,
with the identifying characteristics varied to
represent each race-sex group st each level of
scholastic ability and achievement. The results
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showed that among males, white applicants were
clearly chosen regardless of ability. Furthermore,
low-ability and low-achievement white males
were chosen over white or black females of equal
or even higher ability, unless the women were
quite obviously superior (Waster et al., 1971).
Thus, among men, the supsrordinate 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 seems to be so pervasive that they are
consistently discriminated against regardless of
race, unless they have such an outstanding
scholastic achievement that gatekeepers are
willing to let them in the circle of the "chosen
few."

There is also considerable evidenee from
developing societies that women with high social
status experience little sex discrimination due to
their status (Safi lios-Rothschild, 1974a). Their
superordlnate 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 societie, in which the
prevailing class stratification system tends to be
rigid. There is little upward social mobility in
these societies, and the prevailing criteria are
particularistic and even famillstic. High-status
men favor high-status women over the lower
status men, thus safe guarding that wealth, pro-
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 a clear-cut cue of a
"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 advantage (Epstein, 1973b;
Bock, 1989). Epatein (1973b) found that black
professionel women who entered prestigious
occupations stereotyped as "masculine" within the
American society (such as law, medicine, or
engineering) managed to obtain higher income and
status than blaek professional men or white
professional women. Her explanation was that
these black women were nonthreatening to white
men and were allowed 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 placid them outside the
realm of institutionalized rules of exchange since
they could not exchange sexual attractiveness for
the right to enjoy desired goods. Their sexual
possession by white men in no concrete way
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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 interested in a sexual association
with her.

Actually, it is important to note that black
professional women earn more on the average
than white professional women (Sorkin, 1972).
This is partly because black women seem to have
been less restrained from entering high-paying
*masculine" occupations and partly because black
women have lower geocaphical mobility and
hence greater seniority (Sorkin, 1972). Almquist
(1973), however, found that after standardizing for
education and occupation, no race discrimination
in terms of wages is 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, $2,501). Furthermore, white
females, standardized in terms of education and
occupation to white males, earn on the average
94,470 leas than white males, while the income
difference (due to race discrimination) between
black end white males is only 91,772 (Almquist,
1973). It seems that being black may be indirectly
an asset to highly educated women over similarly
educated white women. Black women who are not
well educated may suffer an economic double
penalty from their doublemincrity status. In
general, sex discrimination appears to exceed race
discrimination sines, after controlling for
education and occupation (access to which is
greatly inhibited by sax end race discrimination),
Income discrepancies are larger between black
men 2nd 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
discrimination that any woman experiences is
determined by the particular configuration of
statuses she occupies in these stratification sys-
tems, many of the theories and research studio
have abstracted sex discrimination and dealt with
it exclusively. Possibly a definition of sax
discrimination is necessary at this point. Sex
discrimination refers to the differential treatment
of women and men on the basis of their
categcrical membership, that is, on the basis of
their gender, without consideration of individual
differences in terms of ability, competence, incli-
nation, and commitment.

The sex stratification system is maintained,
and women are assigned and kept at the sub-
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ordinate position by means of eex role socializa-
tion as well as by sex discrimination. Sex role
socialization refers to the cognitive and learning
proposes by which women (and men) internalize
the sex rola ideology, that is, a complex body of
derootyped beliefs about the "nature (lateens
and weak) of women and the sex-appropriate
mean for sharing in the distribution of valued
goods (that is, income, status, and power).

Successful sex role socialization guarantees
the bringing up of sexist individuals who will
discriminate on the basis of gender; uphold sexist,
pesjudioed values; and maintain the sex strati-
fication system. The existence of a sex strati-
fication system is legitimized by respected and
influential ideologiesreliglous, moral, or
scientificor by some combination of such ideo-
logies. Depending upon the type of society and
the provanig degree of social differentiation and
coinplazity, the type of legitimizing ideology
varies. The more "closecr a society in terms of
social mobility and the less socially differentiated
and complex, the more the legitimation of
women's subordinate position is derived from
practically immutable religious and/or moral
ideologies. The more a society is "open," soeially
differentiated, and complex, the more the
legitimation is predominantly derived from sci-
entitle ideology, 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 examine the nature of sex
prejudice (or sexism) and its behavioral correlates,
the existing literature deals mainly with race
prejudice and only infers the extent to which
existing theories end research findings are equally
applicable to sexism. The belief theory of
prejudice suggests that when an individual is
perceived as black or a woman, the tendency is to
make usumptions about his/her different beliefs,
assumptions which account for our negative
feelings and discriminatory actions toward that
iodiekkiaL The assumption that another individual
will not validate one's belief systems tends to
dispose one negatively toward that person (Banks,
I974). Furthermore, it seems that prejudice,
racism, or suism fa the outcome of a combination
of the tendency by those who are alrudy prej-
udiced to perceive blacks or women as dissimilar
to themeelves and of the tendency for this
perception of dissimilarity to trigger an even
greater degree of prejudice.

In feat, the belief theory can explain some
spiels of seldom 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
appearance, the tenons and the existing norms
about behavior established and aceentuated 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 °pantries provide a striking
example of the creation of and the accent planet'
upon a visible difference between men ant
women. Sines differences could, at lust theo-
retically, result in sex discrimination in either
direction, it is the content of the accentuated
differenoes that helps to underline woman's
subordinate, 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 worldsthe "man%
world" and the "woman's world"but also the
weak, hatpins, and dependent "nature" of women.

It must be pointed out, however, that the
present trend in the United States and most
Western European countries toward unisex
clothes, hair styles, and appearance, especially
among the young, is a helpful and necesary but
not eufficient condition to break down sexism and
sex discrimination. Probably overt, blatant sex
discrimination is affected by this unisex tendency,
which plays down the anatomical and physical
differences between men and women. And it is
again this openly proclaimed type of sex dis-
criminationthe overt, blatant typethat is first
and most affected by non-discrimination legisla-
tion, policies, and ideologies. But unless psy-
chological sexism is eradicated, sex discrimination
goes underground and becomes more disguised and
subtle, but no les invidious. And because of its
subtlety, it is more deadly end more persistent.

Other studies have shown that highly prej-
udiced individuals tend to make grow dis-
criminations under stress (thsn in more neutral
situations), to include the subject of their
peajudica. in.. the. eame category with. an ianocent
bystander, and to project their hostility onto the
latter. L. prejudiced people react to stress with
a tendency to make finer differentiations
(Berkowitz, 1981). These findings from race
prejudice become very relevant since, they agree
with observitions that under the present stressful
conditions of unemployment, inflation, and severe
budget outs, men and women who are highly sexist
tend to make more gross sexist evaluations,
jucklments, and decisions than before, especially if
they are personally involved in potentially
threatening situations in terms of income,
employment, promotion, tenure, or access to
power.



The important Lsues area To what extent is
sexism translated into sex discrimination? What
is the type of sex discrimination? What are the
conditions that tend to enhance or depress the
acted-out degree of sex discrimination? Available
studies on the relationship between race prejudice
and race discrimination have shown that reported
attitudes and actual behavior are not consistent
(Marton, 1949; Ross, 1956; Simpson & Yinger, 1950;
Westie, 1964). Highly prejudiced individuals tend
to be more inconsistent because they are affected
by a ()weber of conditions and social constraints,
such as prevailing values regarding the nature,
rights, and treatment of blacks or women and the
type of relatiazhip and interaction with the
person In question (Linn, 1965; DeFriese & Ford,
1968; Warner & Dennis, 1970. Nonprejudiced
individuals are quite concerned about and
influenced by how they think others will interpret,
evaluate, and react to their behavior vis-a-vis
blacks or women (Linn, 1965; Fenckich, 1967;
Warner & Dennis, 1970. This explains why, once
the Women% Liberation Movement ideology
became widespread in the United States.
Scandinavia, and some other Western European
nations, some menwho were never sexistfelt
free to treat women es equals and as individuals
and to discontinue discriminatory behaviors they
adhered to in the past because of perceived social
constraints (Safilios-Rothschild, 19744.

The present, persisting poor agreement
between sexism and sex-discriminatory behavior
may be attributed to the following principal
reasons.

(I) Prejudiced people may appear to
be free of sexism according to
standard attitude measures,
especially if they are well edu-
cated and can, therefore, effec-
tively dissimulate socially
"undesirable" attitudes, such as
sexist attitudes. As sexism
increasingly becomes something
that "nice" people should not
feel, subtle measures are needed
to tap the dimensions involved.
Apparent inconsistencies be-
tween attitudes and behavior
may be only measurement arti-
facts and may in fact represent a
good fit between 'autism and sex-
discriminatory behavior.

(2) In many educational and occupa-
tional settings in the United
States end a few European
societies, there are psycho-
logical, social, and occasionally
economic sanctions imposed for
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demonstrated sex discrimination.
Therefore, even highly preju-
diced individualsespecially
those in prominent, decisionmak-
ing positionsoften have to
mask their prejudice and to
refrain from overt sax
discrimination or are required to
take action against ongoing overt
sex discrimination. This
situation creates cogmtive
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
and by lessening the degree to
which they are saaist (Sefilice-
Rothschild, 1974a).

(3) Some individuals who are not
sexist may discriminate against
women in one context but not in
another. Because sex prejudice
is not unidimensional, some men
may be free of prejudice with
respect to women's educational
and occupational rights and
options but may be unwilling to
treat women as equals in the
familial, sexual, and affective
contexts (Safillos-Rothschild,
19724.

It must be emphasized that it is very
difficult to draw conclusions regarding the degvee
of agreement between sexist attitudes and beliefs
and sex-discriminatory behavior partly because it
is increasingly difficult to. accurately measure
sexist attitudes and partly because research
hitherto has seldom tapped varieties of sexist
behsvior beyond the overt, blatant type of sex
discrimination. Inconsistencies are, therefore,
probably due to measurement shortcomings rather
than to actual, meaningful discrepancies.

A Typology of Sex Discrimination

Sex discrimination may be expressed 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 sax prejudice, the acting
individual, the value attached to the "goods" at
stake, as well as the characteristics of the women
toward whom the sex discrimination T: directed.
While we shall consider the effect of each of
these factors on the type and intensity of sex
discrimination, it is helpful to start with a concise
typology of sex discrimination. This includes two



:major categories; formal and informal sex dis-
crimination. The first category is divided into
indirect and institutional sex discrimination
(emprised of overt and diquised sex dis-
miminatiord.

Formal Sex Discrimisatton

This term refers to sexist behaviors that
have been formalized as policies, laws, rules, or
preeedents and are followed as "due proem.'
Formal sex discrimination may vary according to
the degree of directness and the degree of
ovalness of the discriminatory actions.

Indirect sex discrimination.This term
mtnatLco take place at

one level or setting on "objective" grounds
because overt and informal sex discrimination vas
suceessfully carried out at previous levels ce In
other contexts. For example, considerable sax
discrimination at the university level is indirect
because overt and informal sex discrimination at
the elementary and high school level as well as
within the femily has already eliminated many
options; shaped espirations, likes, and dislikes;
stifled Umtata and potentials; and instilled mis-
appropriate fears and cceitrols.

Institutional sex discrimination.--Thia term
refers to sex-discriminatory behavior that has
been built into the formal policies of institutions.
This type of structural, institutionalized sex
discrimination tends to be perpetuated by
prejudiced and nonprojudiced persons alike
(Burkey, 19Th Illauner, 1972; Bericanovic, 1973;
&nacho 1974; Benokraltis & Foggia, 1974).
belated, nonprejudiced individuals in powerless
positions cannot go effectively against
institutional 442 discrimination, even if their
coneeknemen is raised signineantly to recognize
4431-diseriminatary punnets. Many nonprojudiud
individuals aro not oonscious of the sex-
discriminatory nature of many policies they follow
and Mellow in which they engege. When,
however, many individuals within an institution
are nonprejudieed and bourne conscious of sex-
diecriminatory institutional proumm, they can
charge these promote, especially if at least some
of them have power and societal and/or legal
support. It can be argued that some structural
aspects of institutions willeh are directly and
indirectly overtly sex discriminatory are to a
large extent beyond the control of individual
institutiocal members, regardless of their degree
of sex prejudiee. Taking the educational
institution se an example, structural features ouch
es mix-differentiated currimdums and fields
(determined by sentralized higher authorities and
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prevailing values), sex ratio of teachers or
professors and school or college administrators,
and sex-segregated schools and cellos's, represent
discriminatory features against which consid-
erable legal and popular polemics must be aroused
before they can be attacked and changed.
Institutional members, such as teachers, school
administrators, and vocational counselor; can
partially counteract the sax differentiation of
curriculums and fields if they do not themselves
endorse the appropriateness of such su
diffetentiation.

Institutional sex discrimination may be
overt, if the institutional processes and policies
openly discriminate on the basis of gender, or
diaguised, if sex discrimination takes place under
the guise of another, more universal and socially
acceptable criterion, such as age limit for college
admissions, undesirability of credit transfers, or
exclusion of part-time students from graduate and
professional schools (which discriminate almost
entirely against women college students). In some
cases, the disguise used for sex discrimination is
ridiculous, as when university policies excluded

ft students from research amistantships
arZrther financial aid to graduate students) on
the basis of their "pregnancy rather than on the
basis of gender"!

Informal Sex Discrimination

This term refers to sex-discrimiLatory
practioss and behaviors of prejudiced individuals
that may vary considerably with respect to the
degree of overtness or subtlety. Since informal
sox discrimination is carried out by prejudiced
individuals, it may take place regardless of the
degree of institutional sex discrimination present.
In its subtlest forms, informal sox discrimination
can be succemfully practiced even when the
formal policies and rules of an institution not only
are nondiscriminatory but clearly forbid and even
punish sex discrimination.

Whit:. all typos of mx discrimination are
usually fouad in all societies, different types of
discrimination ars more relied won in different
societies. One of the important societal dif-
ferences is tbe explicitness and thorougimess of
the prevailing sex role socielization promo. The
more cloud a society and the las equality is
valued and legitimized by influential political and
social ideologies, the more Pexism can be overt.
Then the socialization of children can explicitly
and systematically prepare them to fit in a Ovid
sex stratificatice system. Little girls am made
feel Ism important and valuable than their
brothers in all circumstances. Parents are proud
of their sons and bre; about them to friends and
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relatives. Even when they have to punish them
harder and more frequently, it is clear that tney
have an admiration and a weakness for them and
for their rough, ubruly, "masculine" behavior.
Boys are given the bast 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 es 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 are shed, and not infrequently the
father is angry and turns his anger against 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 ?hen their sisters) become the
protectors, controllers, 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 able to
escape their "natural" subordinate position in the
sex stratification system.

In closed societies with relatively little
upward social mobility, people clo not have aspira-
tions and expectations to change their lives
significantly from that of their parents and
therefore tend to accept their assired place. In
such societies, a particularistic rather than a
universalistic crientation accentuates 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 Lech societies, beeause sex role socializa-
tion is so explicit, pervasive, and thorough and
because sex discrimination is also self -understood,
clear eut, and overt, there is no need for
elaborate and subtle sex discrimination. Thus,
there is no nee t! to rely upon disguised insti-
tutketal or informal sex discrimination. Nor is
there a need for systematic societal checks at
different eritical points in order to screen out
women who may have slipped through. Be NUM of
this, the very few women who escape the sex role
socialization can, if they are highly intelligent or
of high status, beat sex discrimination by using
their particularistic characteristics (high inteW-
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 mobility
becomes 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 socialization and sex discrimination tend
to become subtle and disguised under other more
acceptable pretences. Girls am told that they are
different from boys, but equally important. At
the same time parents, teachers, and the media
admire and emphasize masculine pursuits, mascu-
line characteristics, masculine achievements, and
male heroes. Girls ere encouraged to do well in
school, 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 rhetoric that they are free to do whatever
they wish but are carefully indoctrinated and
steered to do the "right things," that is, to accept
the constraints of feminine stereotypes in order to
be loved and accepted.

Since this type of more subtle and psy-
chological sex role socialization may not be
consistently successful or always expertly carried
out, and because sex discrimination cannot be
blatant, a great wealth of techniques and means
to discriminate proliferate as chicks at different
critical points of access. Thus, elaborate indirect
means of sex discrimination, disguised sex dis-
crimination, and informal sex discrimination
techniques ere used. The last are relied upon the
most fcr controlling "deviants" from sex-stereo-
typed options and behaviors. Some informal sex
discrimination 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 of ecx 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, administrators, employers, or
therapists realized how sex discriminatory many
of their techniques, arguments, advice, or sug-
geMions were, thay became anxious to change
them since they had not been aware of their sexist
behavice.

The important feature of sex discrimination
in open, universalistic-oriented societies is that
sex discrimination in all its forms is pervasive in
all eocietal 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-
crifainatory checks built into all important access
points. FUrthermere, the more open and
universalistic the society purports to be, the more
women and men are given the impression that



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

Following the Women's Liberation -Movement
and ensuing sex role ideology, it becomes clear
that geodes is a suspect criterion on which to base
valid decisions. Sex discrimination becomes
illegal, but it does not disappear; it only goes
underground. New subtler, more scchisticated
strategies and teehniques are devised in order to
disguise or enforce sex discrimination while
officially complying with nondiscriminatory rules
and- policies. The most well-known technique is
tokenism, by which the complying institution
admits only one (or 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 such tokenism truly constitutes
us discrimination.

For example, research on the tyre or role
models that token faculty women provide for
female students has shown that such faculty
women tend to accentuate the marginality and
inappropriateness of women in the professional
field involved. Women, therefore, are dis-
criminated against in that they do not feel
enoouraged to opt for masculine fields, and the
available research findings show that in fact they
choose fields much lea 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
icilosyncracies or lifestyles, which again tend to
stand out instead of being normalized within a
larger groim of faculty women (Litton-Fox, 1973).
Token women faculty members have in the past
acted (and are still occasionally acting) as nega-
tive models through the "queen bee° syndrome,
that is, by actively discouraging women from
entering the field, by being hostile toward women,
and by actively discriminating against them
through grades and research opportunities. Thus,
departments of engineering or 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
levels hss proved even more discriminatory and
destructive for the women students involved. A

recent stu* examined the nature of interactions
that take place when a solo woman finds herself in
a professional peer group, such as a group of
psychiatric residents or Psychiatric graduate stu-
dents, and the effect these interactions have on
the training and integration thence: of the women
(Frank & Wolman, I973). The study showed that in
esch ef the six peer groups observed, the men
reacted negatively to the woman "intruder" in
their all-male group and used a variety of tech-
niques to neutralize her presence and preserve the
all-male atmosphere and quality of interaction.
Men continued to talk between themselves,
intellectualizing feelings rather than expreseing
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
avoid disrupting the cohesiveness between the
male members or sharing her deviant and marginal
role. The possibility for sexual attraction made
the womares 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
womanls 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 clisariminated
against by their male peers 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 because they are
excluded from the group (Frank & Wolman, 1973).
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Some recent evidence is 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 woman medical students
showed that they were told informally but firmly
that no more than one girl should belong to each
small instructiGnal group of usuclly seven to eight
students (Campbell, 1973). Sometimes the reason
for this dispersion of woman was clear and
explicit: "Women shouldn't get triffether, so they
start protesting, agitating, and 10 WS Woment
lAb nonsense." But even when the rationale was
not explicitly dated, the results were clearly
discriminatory against the women, as a recent
study of such gsoups of medical students in an
anatomy class showed (Frank, 1975). Similar to
the fate of the solo psychiatric trainee, the solo
female medical student in the instructkaal small



groups in the Anatomy class was totally ignored
and excluded Trom the topical conversation by her
fellow medical students, was made marginal, and
had little chance to participate in the crucial
training experiences (Frank, 1975).

All the above 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
priee that societies pay when legal and social
charges 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 subtler techniques have been
uncovered and made public. Will sexist people
give up or become even more ingenious?

Content of Sex Discrimination

Turning now to the content of sex discrim-
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
educational and occupational setting for which
there is sufficient research evidence. Most of the
relevant research, especially with regard to sex
discrimination at the elementary school liavel, has
taken place in the United States and canada.
Whenever relevant research is available from the
U.S.S.R., Sweden, Poland, or other countries, it
will be incorporated into the discussion.

Sex Discrimination at the Elementary and High
coLli Levels

At these levels, sex discrimination may be
indirect, overt institutonal, or informaL Indirect
sex discrimination at the elementary school level
has been mainly aecomplished outside the schools
in the family end by the mass media. Available
research has amply documented that mothers and
fathers behave differently toward daughters and
sees from the time of birth (Lynn & Sawrey, 1962;
Dropplemen & Schaefer, 1983; Moss, 1967; Moss et
aL, 1989; Goldberg & Lewis, 1980; Limit, 1972).
Some of these sex-differentiated par tal
behaviors are of great Interest because of the
implications they have for the long-range educa-
tional behavior and achievements of daughters and
KIM Boys, for example, are giver n.fie and
earlier independence training (Collard, 1084); more
NnisNnent (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 a longer period of time than
with their sons (Lewis, 1972); they reward them
more, and they punish them less. Daughters,
therefore, tend to receive much more affection
and approval while sons receive a better balance
of positive and negative reactians from their
mothers. Actually, girls seem to suffer from too
much love and maternal concern. Some psy-
chologists have pointed out that mi.lhers 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 a guarantee that they will
remain protected by the parents (Hoffman, 1975).
Thus, despite the greater maturity and sturdinoss
of the female infant (Garai & Schienfeld, 1968),
parents are 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 crying or asking for help too quickly,
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 much more quickly
and frequently to help girls than boys when faced
with a difficult task. Thus, girls learn to be
dependent upon adults for help rather than trying
to cope with problems and difficult situations and
exploring solutions by themselves.

Furthermore, mothers place a greater
degree of pmssure 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 "masculine"
behavior while girls' aggression is never rewarded
and only indirect expressions at 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, 1987). Another
observation study showed, similarsy, that fathers
significantly more often positively reinforce
dependent rather than independent daughters
(Osofsky & O'Connell, 1972).

It seems that high achievement motivation
ir girls is fostered by exactly those parental
behaviors which are the opposite of those foster-
ing "femininity." Namely, achievement motivation
is higher in girls when their mothers are less
affectionate and leas nurturant and when they set



high standards for their daughters' intellrctual
achievement. Furthermore, daughters al.( more
proficient in both reading and arithmetic
achievement tests when their mothers hold high
achievement expectations (Crandall et al., 1964).
While the best condition for fostering "femininity"
in girls appears to be maternal affection and
nurturance (Hetherington, 1967), the best type of
maternal behavior for high-achievement socializa-
tion is a balance of warmth combined with some
punishment and distanee on the part of mothers as
well as high expectations for achievement and
independence (Berens, 1972; 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
parents so that by the time they go to school,
they:

(1) Are bware of existing sex role
stereotypes and sex-appropriate
behaviors.

(2) Have already been influenced by
their parents' sex-differentiated
behaviors such that girls have a
greater tendency to be obedient,
neat, passive, and dependent, and
boys have a greater tendency to
be aggeassive, disobedient,
independent, exploring, and crea-
tive.

There tendencies, instilled in children by
parental sex role socialization and reinforced
through all the books and comics they read and all
the television shows and advertiseipents they see,
constitute significant indirect sex discrimination
since they pave the way for sex discrimination in
school.

The more children advance in school, the
more indirect sex discrimination builds up from
grade to grade. The more intense the informal
end institutional sex discrimination on the part of
teachers, curriculums, readers, and school struc-
tures has been in early grades, the more indirect
sex discrimination operites in later grades. Boys
and girls tend increasingly to behave according to
sex role stereotypes and further to justify
teachers' sex-differentiated behaviors and
expectations and all types of ongoing sex-dis-
criminatory practices.

Once boys and girls start going to school
(from kindergarten on), they are faced with a
number of institutional sex-discriminatory fea-

tur, most of which are quite overt. The first
such feature is the sex composition of the faculty,
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 exteeme, since only
2 percent of the elementary school teachers are
male while very few women are school
tldministrators, but similar situations are
replicated in several societies. Such a clearly
sex-differentiated school hierarchy transmits the
message to girls that women, even when they
work, occupy subordinate positions in which they
must obey men and abide by their decisions. Such
a message is quite powerful in helping eonsolidate
the effects of the continuous informal sex-
discriminatory practices to which girls (and boys)
are subjected.

Children are exposed to sexist books and
illustrated material even before they can read and
to clearly sexist texts from the time they can
read. Content analyses of elementary school
texts of all types (history, literature, and even
arithmetic) carried out in the United States
(DeCrow, 1972; Saario et al., 1973; Taylor, 1973;
Frazier & Sadicer, 1973; Levy & Stacey, 1973;
Stacey et al., 1974); in Sweden (Fredriksson, 1969;
Berg, 1969); and in Norway and Finland (Berg,
1969) show that readers not only reflect the sex
stratification system in the society but even
wipes reality by portraying an even more sexist
society than is true at present. Fathers are
presented 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, teachers, or secretaries.
Furthermore, mothers are presented as dull, inef-
fectual, almost totally preoccupied with house-
work and shopping, incapable of problem-solving,
and even stupid.

The sex-diseriminatory power of such sexist
school readers is enormous since children learn
within the context of a lesson (hence within the
context 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 (especially boys) feel that sex
discrimination is a "natural" process that every-
body follows.

Probably the most effective type of sex
discrimination to which school children are sub-



jeeted is the informal set of sex-discriminatory
behaviors on the part of teachers. It must be
emptwsized that, as is often true with informal
sex discrimination, those who practice it may not
be conscious of the nature of their behavior cr of
its implications and consequences for the students
involved. This may be due partly to naivete
concerning what behavior constitutes sex dis-
crimination and partly t* lack of understanding of
the dynamics involved in the translation of a
teacher's behavior or expectation into a student's
behavior. A recent study (Chasen, 1974) illus-
trates well the above points.

The interviewed elementary school teachers
felt that they treated szhoolgirls and schoolboys
equally in the classroom and resisted the
implication of possible sex stereotyping in their
behaviors or thoughts regarding their students.
When asked specific questions about their beliefs
and behaviors, however, it became clear that they
held sexist beliefs and exhibited sex-
differentiated behaviors that were discriminatory
toward girls. They reported, for example, that
they believed that boys are innately more aggres-
sive and girls are innately more passive. They
also 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 cc Ilagea sedentary, passive
activity. More specifically, the majority of the
teachers said 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 that there was emotional
resistance on the part o; the teachers to boys'
pllayhv with dolls cr to girls' playing with blocks
(Chazen, 1974).

A number of observation studies eonducted
in American elementary and high schools have
documented the teachers' sex-differentiated
behaviors that constitute a different type of sex
discrimination directed toward boys and girls.

Some findings show that teachers praist,
well as criticize boys more frequently than girls.
One observation study concluded that boys were
asked more direct questions by the teacher than
girls. Boys ware also praised more frequently
when they gave correct answers and criticized
more often for incorrect answers or failures to
respond (Brophy & Good, 1970). These findings are
significant because they indicate that the
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teachers' sex-differentiated behavior tends to
place a greater pressure on boys than on girls to
achieve a pattern that reinforces the one
produced by similar sex-differentiated parental
behaviors.

Research findings indicate that teachers
interact much 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
discriminated in that they have fewer contacts
and interactions ws.th the teacher and are
experiencing a less stimulating 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
acquiescent and react less favorably to students
portrayed as independent, assertive, and active.
In fact, all student teachers, men and women,
atisign the highest mean preference rating to
conformist, rigid girls while the independent girls
receive the lowest rabings (even lower than
independent boys, who seem to be better
tolerated) (Good & Grouwns, 1972). Thus, it seems
that the teachers' ideal of a schoolchild coincides
with the "feminine" stereotype, a fact that may
appear 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 hebitual modes of behavior, which are
essentially incompatible with autonomy, inde-
pendence, and assertiveneucharacteristics
associated with achievement and with competent
and effective adult functioning (Grambs &
Waetjen, 1966; Sadker & Sadker, 1972; Lee, 1973).
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Boys, on the other hand, because of their
"masculine" socialization already begun at home,
tend to displease teachers and attract their
punishment and criticism but are able to maintain
their high level of activity as well as their
autonomy, independence, assertiveness, and
intellectual curiosity. Boys can, thus, attract a
greater share of the teacher's attention and
possibly become further stimulated by such inter-
actions. The teachers' tendency to give lower
grades to boys than to girls (partially as a
punislunant for disruptive behavior) may, in some
cases, tend to reinforce boys' relatively greater
emphasis upon learning rather than won pleasing
the teacher cc 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 specifically, available research
indicates that teachers tend to tolerate low-level
scholastic achievement better in girls than in boys
since, according to sex role stereotypes, boys are
clearly supposed to be leaders and to achieve
highly (Lippitt & Gold, 1959; Good et al., 1973).
Because of teachers' high expectations for boys,
their failure to achieve is punished with
disapproval and rejection while the teachers
behave more cordially to girls with similar low-
achievement 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 feedback 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
alternatives open to low-achievement boys are
athletic prowess or aggressive behavior (Caplan &
Kinsbourne, 1974).

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

Sex Discrimination in Higher Education

At this level, indirect sex discrimination
'..scomes very importantThiecause of the consider-
able discrimination that has already taken place
at lower levels. Because women are "cooled out"
of science and mathematics courses in high
school, most of the "masculine," high-prestige
academic fields in college are closed to them
because of their poor background (Flanagan, 1966).
Also, because vocational counselors in high school
as well as parents have already discouraged girls
from entering high-prestige, "masculine" 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
"their place," that is, to enter the few appropriate
"feminine" fields, if they go to college at all.

Another type of indirect sex discrimination
at the college level takes place because women
are discriminated against when they get married
or have children. Discrimination in this area
results from the fact that they are assigned the
major (if not the exclusive) responsibility for
household tasks and childcare. Thus, a high school
marriage or a marriage right after high school
graduation rtastically diminishes a woman's
chances o attending college (Ludernan, 1961).
Also, married women in general enroll as graduate
or undergraduate students in smaller numbers than
single women and tend to drop out of college in
'Larger numbers than single or divorced women
(Feldman, 1973; bard, 1988). Because women have
to follow their :rusbands 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 oifferent sets of requirements
(Pullen, 1972; Rus link, 1969; Shoulders, 1968; Class,
1969).

Until recently in the United States and in
many other nations, overt institutional sex dis-
crimination was best illustrated by the sex-
segregated colleges and universities. Repeatedly
courts had been reluctant to recognize sex
segregation as similar to race segregation and to
outlaw sexist admiscion policies at the college and
university level (Shaman, 1971). The arguments
were that there are many different women's as
well as eoeducational 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 accessible to a woman in the town
or city where she lives, she can always go to a
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college in another city (Shaman, 1970. Neither of
these arguments is valid. In most societies, sex
segregation at the higher education level
constitutes sex discrimination because meres
colleges are usuitily more richly endowed, offer a
greater variety of courses and curriculums
including those preparing students for high-pres-
tige, "masculine" fieldshave better teachers, and
enjoy a better academic reputation (Shaman, 1971;
Bunting, 1961). Furthermore, moving to another
city or another State in order to attend a college
that offers the desired curriculum 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, 1970.

A different type of blatant institutional sex
discrimination coneerns imposing quotas limiting
the number of women admitted to engineering.
medical, and law schools, as well as graduate
pregrams (Cross, 1971; Phelps, 1972; McBee &
Soddick, 1974). Women are thus discriminated
against regardless of whether they are qualified or
not. Only outstanding women are admitted;
otherwise men are preferentially admitted even if
less qualified than the women applicants (Cross,
1971; McBee & Suddick, 1974). Clearly, average
women do not stand a chance (Werts, 1966;
Waltser et aL, 1971; Hunter, 1967). The degree of
discrimination against women applicants is much
greater in prestige universities than in other
universities (Salmon, 1974).

There are also discriminatory policies
regarding some types of financial aid available to
men and women college students. First, a number
of fellowships and scholarships connected with
athletics or Reserve Offieers' 'Training Corps are
open only to men. Second, fewer women are given
part-time research assistantships, which provide
not only adequate financial aid but also valuable
research apprentice experience (Salmon, 1974).
Third, in "masculine" fields, women are leis 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% income,
policies that seriously discriminate against
middle-ineome married women who want to
attend graduate school. Such women, regardless
of merit, 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 at their attending graduate school.

D ed sex ctiscrimination has 1 ten
Inc ns ed upon during the last decades in
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countries si.ch as the United States, since it tends
to be more socially acceptable than overt sex
discrimination. The best examples of such dis-
eamination at the university level are the follow-
baia

(0 The existence of a more or less
formal age limit in admissions.
It discriminates primarily against
women who return to college (at
the undergraduate or graduate
level) at age 35 due to the
prevailing discriminatory division
-of labor within the family
(Blackwell, 1963; Lyon, 1964;
Randolph, 1965; Johnstone &
Rivera, 1965; Hunter, 1967).

(2) Strict rules and policies regard-
ing the transfer of credit hours.
Again they discriminate pri-
marily against women who often
must transfer due to their
husbands' moves (Shoulder:, 1968;
Class, 1969; Ruslink, 1969; Pullen,
1972).

(3) Requirements of full-time atten-
dance throughout the entire
training (or at least for 1 to 2
years) in graduate programs and
professional schools. These rules
act as powerful barriers to
women's entry (Myers, 1964;
Riesman, 1965; Hembrougn, 1968;
Class, 1968; Bunting et al., 1974).
Women's frequent inability to
attend full time is due to
indirect sex discrimination with-
in the family (discriminatory
division of labor) and to some
extent to their lesser access to
r,cholarships and fellowships
because of overt or informal sex
discrimination. 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 are discrim-
inated against on the basis of
age.

When all other types of sex diseriminution
have been unsuccessful in keeping women out of
the university, "masculine" fields, or the graduate
program, sexist faculty and administrators can
still screen women out by means of informal sex



discrimination. Women are "cooled out" by means
of a number of techniques and strategies that can
be grouped into three major categories.

(I) Humiliation or severe psychol-
ogical harassment and intimi-
dation (Campbell, 1973).

(2) Belittling; (ignoring the mdstence
of women students, even when
they represent 25 percent of the
student body in a 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 ware significantly less
often than men treated as
colleagues or apprentices by
their professors not only la
"masculine" fields such as
mathematics and the biological
sciences but also in psychology,
sociology, history, and anthropol-
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 Ma underlying reason
far woment dropping out of
graduate school (Sails, 1973).

(3) Preferential treatment of men
with regard to research auist-
antships and opportunities for
research experience.

Clearly, the only women who have a chance
to enter and, more important, to graduate from
"mattuline" fields, professional schools, and
graduate programs have the highest qualifications;
are the most stubborn and resilient, with strong
nerves end a "thick *in"; and have sufficient
income to allow them to attend on a full-time
basis (when they are not granted a fellowship) by
hiring domestic help. This portrait of the women
who an 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 level.

Occupational Discrimination

In most countries educational discrimination
diminishes b:Atre oceivational discrimination, In
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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 educational opportuni-
ties with men at all levels (Safi lia-Rothschild,
1972a) and, in fact, an equal percentage of men
and women complete high school, while 3L6
percent of women attend college (Statistical
Yearbook of Greece, 1973). When, hovevVFr, t
comes to women's employment, only about one-
third of men and women think that married
women should work (Safilios-Rothschild, 1972a)
and, in fact, only 27,8 percent of Greek women do
work (Statistical Yearbook of Greece 1973).
Thus, women are often not allowed entry into an
occupation, even when they are qualified to do so;
and if they manage to enter an occivation, they
are bwariably discriminated agsinst in a variety
of waystreatment diacrimination (Terborg &
Ilgen, 1974; Levitin et aL, 1971).

A basic entry type of occupational sex
discrimination ea"Wri ed out by means cif indirect,
institutional, overt, and informal strategies,
policies, and rules refers to the labeling of
oecupations as "masculine" and "feminine." This
labeling is discriminatory because in all societies
and periods the occupations that are classed as
"feminine" are the low-status, low-pay, auxiliary
occupations cr 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 we 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 pr 'el, or vested
with some power, it becomes reclassified as
"masculine," and men start to dominate it. The
reverse occurs when an occupation 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 importent to note that the sex labels
attached to occupations are usually justified on
the basis of sex role stenotypes and varying
interpretations of sex-related characteristics. In
the U.S.S.R., meek:ins Ls labeled a *feminine"
occupation because it is a relatively low-status
and low-paying occupation, but the label is
justified in terms of women's nurturant "nature"
((goldberg, 1972; Dodge, 1966). In the
United States, however, where medicine is a



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 necessary that women are unable to
make because of their familial responsibilities.
Aetuelly, of course, the usual justification of the
built-in flexibility in occupations labeled
"feminine" (such as teaching in elementary school)
is false. In fact, many of the occupations labeled
"masculine" do have much more flexibility
(Safi lios-Rothschild, 1972b). Occupations such as
medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, research work, or
teaching at the imivarsity level labeled
"inasculine" in the United States and several other
societies, ean provide considerable flexibility
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.S.R., Denmark, and Greece, pbarmacy and
dentistry have recently become preeeminantly
"feminine" occupations (or equally open to both
sexes) partly because of this built-in flexibility
(Sat os- Rot hsch ild, 1972a).

When women do become trained for a mas-
culine field because of their outstanding qual-
ifications or different combinations of circum-
stances, entry discriminatory practices tend to
screen them out or to relegate them to lower
positions with leas pay and fewer advancement
probabilities than are offered to men. Studies of
university administrators (Simpson, 1970; Fidell,
1970) and bank supervisors (Rosen & Jerdee, 1974)
have shown that qualifications being equal, a male
candidate will be chosen over a woman unless the
woman is clearly superior. Furthermore, women
may not have access to prestigious positions
simply because they lack the information about
these jobs and because they are not recommended
for these jobs by powerful, top-ranking men in the
field. Most of the jobs in academia 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 contfactors, union leaders, and so on
has been all too powerful in keeping women out of
a wide range of positions in all types of "mascu-
line occupations. The recent requirement in the
United States and some other societies for wide
advertisement of openings has, to some exteet,
mitigated but by no means neutralized this type of
occupational sex eacrimination. Probably the
development of an equally powerful women's
communication network can help fight effectively
this type of sex diecrimination, as the recent
experience of American professional women has
proven.

Finally, an indirect type of sex discrimina-
tion in the famiW-s-7ystem, resulting from the
wife's (legal and social) obligation to go where her
husbandis job takes him, Ls still drastically limiting
womene geographic mobility and their degree of
access to jobs, particularly desirable jobs.
Despite the few sensational reported cues in
which professional couples in the United States or
Sweden live in different cities in order for both to
be able to hold their jobs and despite the fact that
some men in the academic 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 minority. A
recent study of women microbiologists reported
that 93 percent of the women doctorates would be
weling to move only if thee husband could find a
satisfactory position in the Alfile location before
moving, but only 20 percent of the men made
such conditions for their wives' employment
(Kashket et al., 1974).

But even when women are hiPos.: treatment
sex discrimination continues. lie available
evidence indicates that they are eensistently
offered, on the average, lower salaries than men
regardless of their qualifications (Terborg & Ilgen,
1974). These salary differentials may represent
partly blatant and partly indirect sex discrimina-
tion due to womene older average age, recom-
mendations from less powerful people, graduation
frrm less prestig'ous schools, or lack of valuable
research or apprentice experience. With respect
to advancement and promotions, all types of sex
discrimination continue to operate and to become
more overt and clear cut the more women do well
and aspire to top decisionmaking and policy
positions (Miller et al., 1974). Women are, in fact,
most often bypeased, either openly or increasingly
under some socially acceptable pretext, for pro-
motions that would place them in supervisory
positioes over men, even when they are the best
qualified for these positions (McCune, 1970;
Kashket et aL, 1974).

Promoting a woman to a supervisory position
over men would, in fact, break down the pre-
vailing sex stratification system, and that is why
the reluctance to do so is great and the resistance
very strong. Several studies of mate managers
(Bass et al., 1971; Gilmer, 1991) and bank
supervisors (Rosen & Jerdee, 1974) 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 a male supervisor, and
they would feel uncomfortable with a woman
swervisor. These strong resistances to having a
woman supervisor explains why men the
top administrative (or all administrative) Hone
even in occupations dominated by women, such as



social work, elementary school teaching (Lyon &
Saari°, 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
librarianship, in which only 6 percent are men. In
other subspecialties, such as academic
librarianship, in which one-third are men, this
minority controls all top positions of power in the
field (Krems & Grimm, 1970. Similar patterns
have been documented for Poland (Sokolowska,

.1965) and the U.S.S.R. (Dodge, 1966).

Often women can be bypassed for promo-
tions becatne, by means of a variety of dis-
criminatory 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 assignments (Terborg & figen,
1974; Kay, 1972) and to participate in management
training (Rosen & Ilerdee, 1974). They are less
often invited to present papers (Yokopenie et al.,
1974), to write chapters in influential books, to
become visiting lecturers, to serve on review and
°di:oriel boards (Kashket et aL, 1974), and to
temporarily take the place of the sick supervisor
or the *bunt bosa. run, eventually they can be
more "objectively" discriminated against in terms
of raises, promotions, and other occupational
rewards.

One of the moat painful and effective
informal techniques c.f occupational sex dis-
crimTnation to which women are subjected is

rejection and an atmosphere of "cold war," the
intensity of which increases as they prove to be
more competent, ambitious, and successtul (Hagen
tk Kahn, 1974). The more women improve their
position in an organization, the more they tend to
lase the friendship and respect of their colleagues
(Miller ot aL, 1974). Thus, when men have to
recognize a woman's competence and 411,01V her to
achieve significantly, they punish her psycho-
logically for her deviance by withdrawing their
friendship, approval, and liking, thus forcing her
to a painful isolation that dampens her success.

It seems, therefore, that a woman who
attempts to break through the existing sex strat-
ificatioa system by entering a "masculine" field or
by aspiring and achieving highly (snd, thus, acquir-
ing prestige and possibly also power and a higher
income) must be a unique being to be able to
survive all the types of sex discrimination to
which she will be subjected. She must be a very
strong person not to bend under the harassment 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
eneouragement so that she can continuouely prove
she is superior to most men. And, finally, she
must be independent enough to be able to go on
despite psychological rejection and active dislike
on the part of colleagues and acquaintances. This
hu been the essence of sex discrimination: While
many men, even mediocre ones, can enter pres-
tigious fields, compete, aspire, and achieve as
highly as they can, it is only the unusual woman,
intellmtually and paychologically, that can enjoy
the same options.
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10. SEX AND OTHER STRATIFICATION
SYSTEMS

Until recently, theorists, particularly those
working with stratification, have resisted studying
ses u part ole stratification system equivalent
to those that are racial or ethnic. The reason for
this could be that the stratifieation theorists
belonged to the privileged sex, and since the sex
ranking was not a problem to them, they never
perceived it as a stratification criterion. Because
these theorists accepted the sex role ideologies,
they also accepted sex mating as a manifestation
of biological differences (Berreman, 1972; Millet,
1970. SCOO theorists, especially in the late
19601s, considered the possibUity of a sax
stratification system but they usually rejected it
because substantive issues, such as the mode of
recruitment, socialization, membership, and
structural arrangements of people in sexually
ranked categories" seemed more important.

Acoording to &outman (1972), although sex
is determined at conoeption, it is neither
contingent on ancestry, endcgamy, or other
arrsegaments of marriage or family nor
predictable. Ke notes that the significance of
sexual differences is, however, largely defined
socially; cultural expressions vary widely over
time and ipso& As a concomitant, males and
females have no distinct ethnic or regional
histosy, but they do have distinct social histories
in every satiety. The universal coresidence of
males and females within the household has
precluded lifelong separate male and female
societies. But this arrangement does not preclude
distinet male and female social institutions,
patterns of social interaction within and between
these categories, or male and female subcultures
and dialect&

Barna= does not discues the fact that
msny societies with rigid sex stratification
epitome have definite rules of spatial segregation
between MINI and women. Rouses in such
Societies have separate female parts and strict
rules about when and tmdar what circumstances
one sex is allowed to cross into the other sees
part of the ham& Furthermore, the distinct
patterns of educational and occupational
mgreption, prevalent in most societies to varying
degrees and forms, indicate a oonsiderable extent
of ph/sisal, spatial, and soclopayehologioal sign-
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gation between men and women. Even within
occupational settings in which both men and
women are workin there are usually parts desig-
nated as "male" settings and others as "female," a
separetion used to accentuate women% subordi-
nate status.

Accating to Berreman (1972), if one
accepts van der Burghet statement that "race ean
be treated as a special case of invidious status
differentiation or a 'pedal criterion of certifica-
tion* (van der Berghe, 1987), sex must also be
accepted as a criterion of stratification. In most
societies, the relationship of males to females is a
lifelong supariwity-inferiority OM based either on
the characteristics of birth-escribed separation ,
and stratification or inborn psychological and
social comequences. Both stem from similar
factors in early socialisation and from stenotypes
and prejudices enacted and enforced by dffering
roles and opportunities, rationalized by ideologies
of differential intrinsic capabilities and lestained
and defended through the combination of power
and vested interest that is common to all birth-
ascribed inequality. Berreman points out that the
biological rationale has been used as the
justification for sex discrimination, as it has for
all birtb-ascribed, dominance-exploitation
relationships (be they caste in India or ethnic or
racial discrimination). Such a rationale implies
real, significant, unavoidable, and natural differ-
ences that must be acted won (Barreman, 1272).

Review of Conceptualizations of the
Sex Stratification System

Margit Eichler (1273b) is one of the few
theorists who have examined in some detail the
different ooncapts of the sex stratification
system: as a east* system, a social clams system,
or a minority group. She notes that the concept
of women as a oasts proposed by llyrdal (1944)
implies a permanent rather than a temporary
disability beoause of ascribed charactsristics, a
rimed rather than an open system, a rigid caste
line tot variable caste relations, and, of pours*, a
atrial interdiction of intermarriage. Andreas
(1271) devilled a similar theory of sex stratifi-
cation as a taste system.
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Eichler, however, thinks that the concept of
the power relatioeship between men and women as
a oasts system does not represent the current
situation. She points out that, despite the fact
that NM is birth ascribed and there is a
hierarchical grading of the sexes, woman are not
andogamas and do not have a distinct culture in
the sense of a outs culture.' It is true that there
is something that is lowly called "women's
world" and "men's world"; sex segregation at
social gatherings; different areas of concern by
sex; different types of drum different types of
relationships both within one sex and between the
sues, such ea sex-specific grooming and dating
behavior; sex-specific leisure activities; and
stereotped perceptions by members of each sex
about themselves and the other sex. But there is
also fairly wide area of overlapping behavior,
supecially between employed men and women
(Eichler, 1973b). Furthermore, there is no doubt
that the range of social and economic differences
within one sax is as great as that between the
saxes. Although women se group are economie-
ally, *Delany, and politically underprivileged,
there is no doubt that some women are better off
economically and socially than some men.
Amundsen (1971) also found the oasts 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
cute.

Eichler (1973a) also criticizes Lenski's
concept of women as a Wass, wan aggregation of
persons who stand in a similar position with
respect to some form of power, privilege, or
prestige" (lanald, 1966). Eichler found this
analysis tmsatisfactory since it did not allow for a
distinction between employed and unemployed
women and treated marriage and employment as
if they were mutually exclusive ice women.
Lensici (1966) claimed that competition through
marriage is the least risky route for woman.
Through marriage, womee an obtain a substantial
interest in their husbaees Income, enter into
exclusive circles, and have the leisure to do the
things they wish, that is, achieve the route to
vicarious achievement as defined by Lipman-
Blume (1972). Eichler criticises this concept
because marriage and the economic roles of
women are not mutually exclusive, and increasing
numbers of women are competing simultaneously
in the accoomic and marriage markets.
Furthermore, economic competition differs in
nature because lt is between men and women as
well as among women; hi marriage, the
competition is only among women, with men es
the prizes (Eichler, 1973).
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In the class analysis of women described by
Newton (1969), the roots of the secondary status
of women are economic, and women as a 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 family. These use values are
contraxted with exchange values, which are
related to eommodity production and characterize
the work of most men. Althouigh women do work
for wages, as a group they have no structural
responsibility in this area, and such work ordi-
narily is regarded as transient. Coesistent with
the emphasis on household labor, Benston (1969)
argued that essentially housework has not been
Industrialized or accepted on an equal basis with
other means of production, such as those for
which men are primarily responsible.

In discussing Benston's concept, Eichler
pointed out nut 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 cannot be applied to all women.

Finally, Eichler examined concepts of
women as a minority group. As early as 1952,
Hacker defined women as a minority group,
although the majority of women did not then
display a minority group consciousness (thus
deviating from at least 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 self-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 from the group
(Hacker, 1951). Another sociologist, Jochimsen,
also elaborated on the characteristics of minority
group behavior among women. She listed the
following tans: self-hatred, low salf-image
expressed in the need to be admired by others,
exaggerated egoism, ceaseless self-reflection,
hatred for others, resignation, and extreme bore-
dom. According to Jochimsen, the overall life-
style, patterns of thought, and forma of women's
behavior could only be described as demoralized
(Jochimsen, 1969).

Eichler (1973) correctly pointed out that the
concept of women as a minority group ten* to
put too much emphasis on the results of the
existing power relationship, in which clearly men
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are dominant and women are subordinate. It does
not say anything about the nature of the power
relationships as attempted in a class and cute
analysis. Eichler goes on to make a fundamental
distinction between women's derived and
individually achieved status. A woman obtains
derived status by her association with a man
either ,er father (as long as she is unmarried and
to sOmo 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 era dependent on mon for their
statue. Eichler, therefore, suggested that there is
an overlap between the sex stratification and the
social stratification system= If only the derived
socioeconomic status of women were examined,
women would be consistently ranked according to
the status derived from their husbands.
Therefore, although wives are considered to have
lower status than their husbands, they are often
assigned higher status than men ranked lower than
their husbands. This evaluation takes place
regardless of the woman's percale qualifications.

However, when the social stratification of
employed women is considered, women differ

. from men in at least two dimensions: they are
underrepresented in the upper strata; and, within
each stratum, they occupy a lower level than men,
even within female-6ominated occupations, such
as librarian (Blankenship, 1967; Archibald, 1970;
Jude*, 1960. Since increasingly more married
women are employed, the tw statuses
(individually achieved and derived) are not
entirely unrelated and tend to overlap. Not only
can a woman occupy both statuses, but she can
also pass in and out of either, by terminating or
beginning work again or by marrying or divoreing.
If the if&P between the derived status and the
actual independent status is too great, the higher
status can carry over to the lower one, since the
woman's derived status was always assumed to be
above or at leer squal to her individual status
(Richter, 1973). Increasingly, Uwe is a need to
analyse the theoretical implications of the
reverse situation (Watson & Barth, 1984).
Eichler's analysis was important because it intro-
duced the concepts of women's derived and
individually achieved status in the sex
stratificatico system end its overtop with the
social stratification system.

Safilioe-Rothechild (1975) usecr Elehleris
concepts of derived .and individually achieved
ttatus and applied it to both spouses, since hus-
band, can also gain positive or negative +status
from their wives' wealth or occupation. She
showed how a sex stratification system mdsts by
Indicating bow it operates when the two spouse's
statuses do not coincide, eepecially when the
wife's individually achieved status is much higher
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than that derived from her husband or when the
husband's derived status is higher than his
individually achieved status. In both cases,
because the status configurations challenge the
status hierarchy dictated by the sax stratification
system, a spouse could be penalized by being
granted status lower than either type warrants.

Collins (1271) is another theorist who de-
scibed man-woman relationships as a sex stratifi-
cation system. According to him, women
qonstitute the subordinate class because 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 sax
stratification system interacts with other systems
that might place a higher status woman in a
position to give orders to a lower status man.
According to Collins, the sex stratification system
cams about because men could physically
dominate woman who were vulnerable because
they traditionally bore and raised children. This
system is maintained as long as women do not
have equal status or moss to status lines. They,
therefore, make their sexuality a scarce
commodity to be exchanged for men's status lines;
in- return, men have exclusive sexual rights to
their wives. Collins' (1971) theory about the
unequal exchanges between husbands and wives
coincides with thoee of Safilios-Rothschild (1978,
1977a).

If sex stratification exists, there should. be
evidence of unequal distribution of wealth, power,
and prestige based on sex or, as Eichler (1974)
calls it, of "sex status." If a sax stratification
system is to be accepted as a real stratification
criterion operating within American society, it
must explain theme differences on the basis of sex
rather than class, race, or ethnicity.

A recent study, using sophisticated tech-
niques of data analysis! (path analysis and
regression eoefficients), definitely established
that sex was the most significant direct and
unmediated depressant on actual eduoational
attainment. This effect remained despite
simultaneous controls on a lance number of
educational variables, such as academic ability,
social class background, performance, eckicational
goal, cademic self-cone/0, curriculum
enrollment, and the influences of significant
others, such as parents, teachers, and peers
(Alexander & Eckland, 1974).

This study replicated earlier data by Sewell
and Shah (1967, 1969), Sinn social class back-
ground influences were shown to be a double
liability for women. 'Mese 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 these results were
consistent for both educational goals and attain-
ment suggc..i the importance of sex role
socialisation in explaining at least some
differences. This interpretation is reinforced by
Sewell and Shah's (1967) finding that even when
social class background and ability are controlled,
females ars less likely to plan for, attend, and
gradeate from college.

Fine lly, the study by Alexander and Eck land
(1974) showed that women are more influenced
than men by family origins (social class and
mother's education) than by ability, more so in
high school than in college. In high school, the
women take courses to prepare them for college,
and their class standing is influenced more by
their socioeconomic status than by their ability.
The reverse is true for men. But in college, these
trends are tempered (Alexander & Eck land, 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 by other
stratification criteria, such as socioeconomic
status or ability. It is worth noting that in 1977,
when considerable "cracks" existed in the sex
stratification system, as many men as women
were welled In college (Megan* 11, 1978). Sex
status remained, however, an important factor for
those who received a 1%. D. degree or attended
professional schools (SafilierRothschild, 1978).

Additional evidence that sex is a real strat-
ification criterion comes not only from the fact
that occupations are labeled as °feminine" or
"masculine" in all societies, but also that feminine
occupatione have less prestige, pay, and
decisionmaking power. Female occupations
usually depend on cheap labor; they also do not
require much training, career eontinuity, keg-
range commitments, or extensive sacrifices of
time and energy (Kincade-Oppenhalmer, 1968).
Working women also tend to occupy the low-
statue, low-preetige, and lass powerful jobs. For
example, female clerical workers are file clerks
and typists; in the school systems the women are
teachers and the men are administrators; ea
service workers, woman cluster in the lowest
paying domestic jobs, below porters and janitors
(male jobe). Even within professional occupations
much as law, women primarily are found in low-
ranking specialties, such as matrimonial and rsal
estate work. Women doeters cluster in the lower
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ranking areas of public health and psychiatry
(Epstein, 1972).

Men and women in the same occupation do
not have the same occupational prestige. Moat
studies found that even when a woman has a high-
prestige job, she usually has lower prestige than
men in the same occupation because sex status la
more important than occupational status. Thus,
the oecupational prestige of a given occupation
varies with the gender ef its incumbent. Walker
and Bradley (1979), for example, found that
women in "masculine" occupations had less
prestige than men in the same job, but men in
"feminine" occupations had about the same
prestige as their female peers. Men, therefore,
were penalized for relinquishing their superior
position by entering a "feminine" occupation and
were not given more prestige than women. In
another study, Nilson (1972) found that both men
and women in sex-inappropriate occupations had
lower occupational presfge than men and women
in sax-appropriate occupations.

In a later study, Nilson (1976) replicated her
earlier findings, but also found that men in
"feminine" oceupations were penalized more than
women in "masculine" occupations. The
explanation for the latter finding seemed to be
that women in "masculine" occupations received
higher status, but men in "feminine" occupations
were downgraded and, therefore, viewed less
favorably than the tranogreuing women. Bose's
(1973) 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 agree with those from
other countries. A study conducted in Zambia
showed a significantly lower ranking of prestigious
occupations triton the incumbents ware females;
this trend was particularly true for male
respondents (Hicks, 1969). Nuthall (tang) found
that in New Zealand the sex of the incumbent was
important in producing differences in the status
renkings of occupational roles. The data indicated
a ronsistent tendency for teaching as an
occupation te be held in slightly higher regard for
women than for men. The study suggests that
when a man enters i female occupation, he
challenges the sex stratification system and is
penalized by being asiigned lower occupational
prestige (Nuthall, 1969).

It seems, therefore, that 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.



The latter holds true, however, only in the csse of
women, since men tend to be penalized more than
women when they occupy "feminine" occupations,
which often imply a downgrading status for men.

Besides lowering the assigned occupational
prestige of woman who occupy "masculine"
oeaupations, demograptdo, historical, and
experimental evidence shows that when a number
of woman enter a previously masculine occupation
with hilitt Prestige end high PRY, the Prestige end
pey of that occupation tend to drop, and men tend
to 'band= it. Thus, the occupation beoomes
redefined as feminine, and the prevailing sex
stratifination system b not disturbed.

Grow (1987) also noted thet the
demographic findings on changes in the sex
structure of occupations might indicate that
whenever large numbers of women enter an
occupation, men begin to seek employment
aimewhere. A historinal analysis of the percentage
of females within selected occupations in Caneda
from 1931 to 1951 showed a clear and consistent
pattern: When woman went into an occupation,
the average income of that occupation seemed to
go down. However, when men entered a new
occupation, the average income seemed to go up.
This pattern indicates that sex oomposition of an
oeoupation partially doter:nines the monetary
value put on the services performed (Eichler,
1974).

Finally, experimental evidenoe lupports the
theory that the movement of large numbers of
wows* into a prestigious ooeupation reduces its
prestige. In one study, when subjects ware led to
believe that the proportion of female
practitioners in a high-status oocupation would
imam" they evaluated the ,prestige and
desirability of the socupation much lower
(rcehey, 1974).

The fact that significant income
differentials have been reported between man and
woman even when their educetico, training for a
partieular job, or seniority are the same further
supports the mistimes of a sex stratification
system.

OM study using 19430. U.S. ammo data found
that a rank ordering of groos categories by median
earninp revealed important discrepancies
between females and males. The major one, for
the sales category, nuked seventh for females
and fomith for males. The most rennmerative
oeeupaticaal eategory for females (profeesional)
correconded to the seventh-ranked category for
males (lsboser). In addition, fir females, median
esrainp of blue-eollar gram categories ranked
above Mow for the sales category. A different

type of occupational ranking seems relevant to
the earnings of women in different occupational
categories, 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
oocupational categories.

In 1974 women earned only about 60 percent
as much as men. This gap was still larger in sake
and high-level professional positions Qiandbook on
Women Workers, 1975). Although by lef
womeni collage enrollment included several high-
prestige fields, 40 percent of employed women
still concentrated in 10 fig& in which women
comprised 70 to SO 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
educational aspirations and
attainments as men, especially
at high levels.

Women are restricted to *fem-
inine" types of training and
education which usually do not
prepare them for professional
jobs, but only for auxiliary, low-
paying, low-prestige occupation&

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

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

Sax is a criterion used to distribute prestige
and wealth as well as power. Ever: when women
oocupy power-invested, high-statue Welke Paid
positions, they rarely reach the top levels.
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Relationship Between Sex and Other
Stratification Systems

Once it is established that there is a sex
stratifloation system, it is important to focus on
the relationship between different stratification
sYstems. Sex and weal, racial ethnic: end ether
systems undoubtedly overlap, but little theory or
research has dealt with their interaction. When



two or more systems overlap, does a high status in
one system neutralize low etatus in another? Is
high status in one area so important that the
ineumbent can enjoy a subordinate !status in two
or mcee systems? Does this entail * double- or
triple-minority status for the incumbent because
of compounded low status? These questions have
important theoretioal impliestions, since women
occupy both dominant or subordinate positions in
social, racial, ethnic., age, and other stratification
systems.

There is some evidence that in societies
with little social 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
characteristics, including inferior sex or racial
status. A study done in Brazil on class status
found class to be more important than race
(luncimen, 1972).

In tome societies, the interaction of the age
with the sex stratification system might enable
older women to occupy a higher status than either
younger men or women. This interaction is not,
however, the earns cross-culturally. For example,
in Western societies such as the United States, in
which a woman's life expectancy is quite high,
higher than that of men, and in which there is no
legitimate role for grandmothers, older women
have a low status. In feet, older women tend to
have a lower status than either older men or
younger men and women. But in developing
soeieties, in which a woman's life expeetaincy is
low and grandmothers are valued and useful, old
age defines a woman as "asexual" and brings
considerable familial and sometimes also
economic power (Safilios-Rothschild, 1977tn Bart,
1989).

Some authors recognize the important
theoretical consequences of simultaneous strati-
fication systems based on age, sex, clan, and
*Welty. They realize that several status corn-
binatimm can provide a powerful empirical clue to
the nature of a moiety's overall stratification
system, since it is passible to attribute causal
weights to how uch of these factors determines
prat**, power, ce income. Pew researchers,
however, have worked out the nature and effects
of interections for people cm:copying different
statuses in different stratification systems
(Lieberson, 1970).

Martin and Poston (1972) systematically
examined ooeupational differentiation by sax and
race in 88 standsrd metropolitan statistical areas
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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 end
black men, and white men and black woman.
Unfortunately, when referring to occupational
differentiation they failed to consider specific
occupation', but instead looked at broad
occupational categories. This shortcoming Is
extremely important because a high degree of sex
differentiation exists in specific occupations
within broad occupational categories. Whether
the conclusions of this study were valid is
questionable since occupational differentis.tion
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 youngest age groups cannot be
accepted as valid. Their finding that occupational
differentiation on the basis of both sox and race
had higher values than either differentiation based
on only sax or race might well hold, even after the
occupational sex composition is examined within
specific occupations (Martin & Poston, 1972).

Additional research on the interaction
between sex and racial stratification systems is
examined in chapter 8. It shows that sax
discrimination generally is greater than racial
discrimination and that class status is important
in determining whether being black and a woman
is a double penalty or an advantage.

Only one paper worked out the theoretical
implications of overlapping membership (Bbaba &
Braito, 1974). The authors ststed that it is
problematic that people perceive their unequal
life chances only in terms of their wonomic class,
not as the Marxist model would have us believe.
People might ale° attribute economic inequality
to their race and sex, hypotheses largely ignored
in the study of consciousness formation. Arabi
and Braito argued that in contemporary America
unequal life chances are structured along several
statuses, and as a consequence there can be racial
and sexual as well as economic inequality.

Which statuses people attribute their
inequality to and which status they choose as
relevant for their coneciousnese can vary
according to different factors. The antherssingled
out "status incongruently," or *status
inconsistency," as one of the most important
factors. They proposed that people might
attribute their economic inequality to their race
or sex rather than to class in a status
inconsistency represented by high-class
qualifiutions (education) and low-class rewards
(income). Renee, they argue that minorities,
including women, might more often become



conscious of their racial and sexual inequality
than of clan exploitation and attribute their
lower opportunities to these statuses. They base
this anrument on the well-documented fact that
for blacks and women, achievement of quali-
fications (such as education) does not translate
into the mune economic, status, or power gains as
it dose for men in the same position (Blum &
Duncan, 1967; Blum & Coleman, 1970; Harbison,
1971; Epstein, 1973). These authors claim that
parents who are blacks and/or women make their
children more race or sex conscious than clam
eoescious (Hraba & Braito, 1974).

The importance of racial and sexual
consciousness is supported by the fact that these
identities are formed comparatively early end 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-
placement found that sex was the second most
salient social identity following age. Race was
ranked seventh by black students and tenth by
white studentm elan identity ranked lowest of all
social identities, next to the last and last by both
black and white students (Wellman, 1971). Thus,
adolescents seem to be aware of their imolai
idenUtlem their racial and sexual identities are
more important than their class identities; and
their sexual identities are the most salient of ail
Hrabe and Braito (1974) stated that research
studies in this area should focus on how people of
different age groups compare their life chances
with those of different racial, sexual, arid alass
groups end what interest groups they are most
likely to join to improve their circumstances.
Such studies could help describe the
interrelationships among different stratification
systems as perceived by individuals.

At least one article dealing with age and
social stratification concludes that the more
intent the feelings of subordination due to racial,
emelt class, or ethnic discrimination, the less the
generational differences and the greater the
continuity of experience among different ago
groups (Laufer & Bangstcm, 1974). Repent
midmost according to these authors, indicates
that a generation that responds simultaneously to
class, rectial, and sexual exploitation by necessity
mutes the generational issues. Racial oppression
and poverty are reexperienced try each generation.
This element of generational continuity is too
powerful for generational dif ferentiation to
overcome. The authors concluded that it is only
among the white, upper middle clue and upper
Iwo* groups that subordination Ls
function of age, creating the Feasibility for
agotisiod milieus. That is why the upper strata
are most auseeptible to generational discontinuity
and its consequences (Laufer & Bengston, 1974).
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Their conclusions probably hold true only for
males, SLIMS even upper clans white women in such
developed societies such as the United States have
experienced *ex discrimination from generation to
generation. This common experience of sex
discrimination could override the experiences of
age discrimination.

Height Stratification System: A New
Dimension in the Status Profile

Clinical as well as empirical evidence shows
that height could also affect stratification. This
is important because, on the average, women are
smaller than men, although height discrepancies
exist between the sexes in different cultures,
classes, and ethnic groups.

A clinical study by Harnett et aL (1974)
consistently showed the importance of height.
Both males and females maintained twice as much
distanoe between themselves and a tall person
than between themselves and a short person. The
sex and height interaction was aignificant only at
the 0.20 level, but because there were no
references 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 attenuated.

These findings take on added importance
when compared with clinical findings from other
studies. At the behavioral level, obedience In
mibjects increases as the authority figure moves
away from the subjects (Milgram, 1965); more
agreeable rssponses were produced by subjects
claw to the authority figure. In fact, Bleck
(1970) argued that the extent to which the
behavior of an individual is affected by another is
a function of the distance between them. The
closer the distance, the stronger the stimulus
characteristics associated with others are
perceived. Thus, at decreasing distances height
will become an increasing factor in personal
influence. This could explain why man, who are
usually taller than women, have been able to
influenee and make women obey them, @venially
in aloes, interpersonal relationships.

Furthermore, empirical research from
different areas of interpersonal relation and ,

achievement 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"
their wives. Women, on the other hand, must
marry men who are somewhat taller so they cen
"look up tow their husbands. Therefore, short
males and tall females have problems in
and in choosing a marital partner (Feldmen,"771111).

1 , 4



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
one way for men to be dominant is 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 recluirements
suggest, therefore, discriminatory practices
against small people. Feldman quoted two
surveys. One, done at the University of
Pittsburgh Busineu School, found that tall men (6
feet 2 inches and above) received a beginning
salary 12.4 percent higher than graduates of the
same school who were under 6 feet (Deck, 1971).
Another study reported by the Wall Street Journal
(November 25, 1969) 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 being equal. Similar height
diecrimination can be found in spoil and in
movies. In movies, short actors rarely play the
romantic leads but often portray devia its who are
either funny, bad, or tough. Feldms; indicated
that the media often make derogatewy comments
about a person who is short when evah..ting his or
her occupational or political performance. A
social psychological experiment found that the

higher the academic status attributed to a person,
the taller the student subjects thought she or he
was. Thus, status and height are highly correlated
in the same way that being male is correlatei
with high status (Feldman, 1971).

This stratification system is important
because it overlaps considerably with the sex
stratification system. A double-minority status
results from women's smaller elm The norms
about how tall a woman reiust be to have high
status might be different from those for men; thus
a certain height for women could represent a low
status for a man but an acceptably high status for
WORM.

The existence of a height stratification
system also raises the following research quota.=
Have tall women experienced less legal, educa-
tional, and occupational discrimination than small
women? Also, height stratification raises many
other research quutions 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 average, as tall as or taller than
men? Did this help them achieve equality with
men? Did their height allow them to participate
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 pultions of power and
prominence occupied by women?

asi-a
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Sex Role Stereotypes Die Hard



11. SEX ROLE STEREOTYPES: ARE THEY
CHANGING AND HOW MUCH?

Journalists and social scientists alike are
claiming that sex roles are changing and that sax
role stereotypes influence and constrain people's
lives lass now than in the past. However,
aseavament of these changes is difficult because
there art 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
occurring in one dimension do not necessarily
imply changes in others.

The impetus for change is the Women's
Liberation Movement and the resulting diffuse
liberation ideology and variety of consciousness-
raising experiences (rap groups, mus media
programs, books, sex role classes, etc.). Although
some stimuli are concrete, many changes have
come about from less tangible events because the
liberation ideology has by now become widespread
and influenced people, even those who are not
aware of it or are actually fighting against it. For
some people, the first crack in sex role
stereotypie beliefs came when talking with a more
"liberated" blend or lover; for others, it came
&ring a very traumatic divorce. It is, therefore,
not so simple to decide when is "bsfore" and when
is *after" in assessing changes in sex role
stereotypes. Furthermore, the changes are not
uniform throughout the society. There are
important differences between man and women,
younger and older people, those living in small
towns and those living in large cities,
conservatives and liberals, authoritarian and
nosmuthoritarian people, and so on.

Opersdoos baba of Sex Rote
Stereotypes

Sax role stereotypes include two large
44441ihelmst (1) personality traits associated with
and considered appropriate for men or for women;
and (2) behaviors associated with and considered
Appropriate for men or for women.

While several researchers have operational-
ised role stereotypes as personality traits or
behaviors, there has been less concern about
identifying the different dimensions involved. A

125

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 females. This questionnaire has been used in
toto and in shortened or modified form by
researchers such as Elman and associates (1970),
Sroverman et id. (1970), Huang (1971), and Vogel
and associates (1974). To assess how important
these traits are to self-definitions, Rosenicrantx
(1968) also investigated which of these traits are
incorporated into the self-concepts of male and
female students. Similarly, Elman and assoeiates
(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
sex role.

Since the existing sex stratification system
assigns higher value to "masculine" traits and
behaviors, this positive evaluation and the corre-
sponding devaluation of "feminine" traits and
behaviors is a crucial dimension of sex role
stereotypes. Many resurchers did, in fact, study
this dimension by asking students to evaluate the
social desirability of traits deemed "masculine" or
"feminine" (Rosenkrantz, 1988; Ross & Walters,
1973; Johnson, 1969; Turner & Turner, 1974). This
dimension was somewhat differently opera-
tionalleed by Morris (1974) and by Polk and Stein
(1972), who examined beliefs about the advantages
and disadvantages of being a man or a woman.

The latter type of approaeh has the
methodological advantage of tapping people's sex
role stereotypic beliefs more indirectly, and
therefore it yields more reliable data.
Furthermore, Komarovsky (1978) used elements
from scales developed by Kammeyer (1984) and
Johnson (1989) to tap "positive," "negative,* and
"neutral" sex role stereotypes about men and
women.

Other researchers operationalized sex role
stereotypes in terms of beliefs about mis-
appropriate behaviors. Hawley (1972), for
example, developed a quastionntire to men
beliefs about women's behaviors, characteristics,



and rights which was also used by Kaplan and
Goldman (1973).

As the Women's Movement made existing
sex role ideologies more explicit, it became
increasingly apparent that the labeling of a trait
or behavior as "masculine" or "feminine" vas the
remit of a particular type of sax role ideology.
Thus, the study of sex role stereotypri and of the
extent to which they ware changing required
studying the existents, and evolution of sex role
ideologies. Indeed, resurchers started to opera-
tionalise sex role ideologies, which included sax
role stereotypic beliefs as well as ideological and
normative statements. Also, because the Woment
Movement focused attention and concern on
woment roles, most researchers devised scales
and questionnaires to measure stereotypic beliefs
about women's roles and sex role as
apPliad to women rather than man. Farrell 1974)
formulated some items tapping attitudes toward
metes traditional roles, expectations, and
behaviors as will as toward men's liberation.
Dijkers (197$) developed items measuring
attitudes toward men's traditional roles and
behaviors.

With regard to sex role ideology scales,
Lipman-Blumen's (1972) scale, Osmond and
Martin's (1975) scale, and the Meier (1971)
Feminine Social Equality Scale are among the
most widely used. Osmond and Martin's smile
(1975) includes items measuring attitudes toward
women's roles both within and outside the family,
sex role stereotypes about characteristics and
behaviors, as well as attitudes toward the content
and the strategies of sax rola changes.

Dimensions 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 ideology, there is considerable
evidence that different dimensions do exist and
that attitudes in one are not necessarily good
predictors of attitudes in others (Safilios-
Rotheehl Id, 1971, 1972; Osmond & Martin, 1975).
Osmond and Martin (1975) found, for eximPle
that men who rejected moat of the female
stereotypic items and reeponded with modern
ideology regarding woment and men's familial
roles as well as the content and strategies of sex
role change could not fully accept women in
professional work roles. In the latter area, they
still had negative stereotypes about career women
and women in high potltions. Possibly, the full
aeoeptanoe of these women is a **perste chador
of attitudes which resist change because of the
threatening consequence of sax equality; man will

have to compete with high-achieving and
competent women, and they will probably become
subordinate to more succossful 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 a 1970 survey, using a national probability
sample of ever-married women under 45, Mason
and Bumpau (1974) found two mejor clusters of
intercorrelated items, a "core gender role
ideology encompassing attitudes toward women's
domestic and maternal role and a cluster of
attitudes toward woment equal labor market
rights." The items included in the "core gender
role ideology" are; (1) the belief that women are
happiest when at home (a rationalization about
the nature of women); (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. Ths
items under "equal labor market rights" include
the beliefs about woment rights to the same job
opportunities as men and to equal pay for equal
work. (11 is interesting to note that the "equal
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 supporta for working mothers, especially
mothers with small children (Mason & Bumper,
1974). It seems, therefore, that items referring to
the oonditions that make it possible for mothers
of small children to work may constitute 4
different dimension, one that is resistant to
change.
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Type and Level of Measurement

The type and level of measurement of sex
role stereotypes is becoming more important as
more people become exposed to the liberation
ideology, or at least to its rhetoric. 'This I.
particularly true for college-educated men and
women who, even though they still have sex 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
does 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 sax role
stereotypes or sex equality may indicate the
subjects' sophistication, intelligence, and

1



conservatism rather than their sex role beliefs,
and therefore validly differentiate only those at
the two extremes. At present, probably only
observational techniques will yield reliable
information.

However, probably up to the late 1980's or
early 1970% indirect questions and approaehes
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 childcare so that their wives
could pursue careers, or whether they would be
threatened If their wives made more money than
they did, they were more clearly differentiated as
*sexist" or "nonsexist" (Steinman & Fox, 1986).
These specific questions, which spell out how sex
e quality 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 liberation (Tavris, 1973). if these questions are
not asked, many men who are not prepared to
change their attitude tcward the division of labor
at horn. or to relinquish sexual control over
women are found to be favorable to the Equal
Rights Amendment (Osmond & Martin, 1975).

Furthermore, positive responses to
nonstersotypia 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
so because he is viewing her primarily as a sex
object and finds the idea exciting, which is a
stereotypic response. Also, a hypothetical
situation that is unlikely to occur may elicit more
egalitarian responses than a situation that is
pereeived as possible. For instance, when asked
whether they would vote for 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
poesible (Safilics-Rothechild, 1974; Virginia Slims
American Women's Opinion Poll, 1972).

Researchers halve tried to cope with these
measurement problems by including different
levels of measurement, that is, by trying to assess
the extent to which men and women see
themselves as sex typed as well as the extent to
which they see most men (or the average men) and
most females (or the average female) as sex typed
(sign Wombats, 1970; Unger & Sifter, 1974).
Others have assessed only the extent to which
subjects project sex role stereotypes onto the
average man and woman and examined the owe-
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lath:in between the subject's gender and the gender
of the average person on whom they project these
stereotypes (Kaplan & Goldman, 1973). Herman
and Sedlaeak (1973) used an adaptation of tht
Situational Attitude Scale to measure sexism
instead of racism. The scale was adapted to
compare man's attitudes toward women in
nontraditional roles (such as pollee officer) with
their attitudes toward men in the same roles,
differences in the two sets of responses reflecting
the respondents' sex role stereotypes. Through
this technique, the social desirability of nonsexist
answers may be avoided to some extent.

Observational studies of elementary and
secondary teachers' classroom behaviors have
showed significant discrepancies between sex role
stereotyped beliefs reported by the teachers and
their actual sex-differentiated behaviors (see

chapter 6). These findings raise serious questions
about how closely reported sex role stereotypic
beliefs correspond to and predict actual behaviors,
since many actors are not aware of the sex-typing
and stereotyping influences on their behaviors.

What Sex Role Stereotypes and
Ideologies Are Changing, How Much,
and Among Whom?

Almost all of the "before and after" studies
in this area were conducted among college
students, and the conclusions caenot be
generalized beyond this population, 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 stereotypes or sex role
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 19S0 and 1971
showed little change because it seems that the
liberation ideology was not yet seriously accepted
and its impact was not felt before 1972 or 1973.
Neufeld t al. (1974), who replicated earlier
studies in 1970, found, for example, that if there
was any ;thane*, it was toward more sox role
stereotyping among both men and women
respondents. Physical attraetiveness was still
considered more 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 stereotypes were projected on the
average man or woman and that more desirable
characteristics (such as perseverance, logical
thinking, control of emotions) were attributed to
men, while women were felt to have positive



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 collage studanb in
1973 or 1974 with students in the 1960's report
significant changes in sax role Ideology as
reflected in work and marriage plans. Pare lius
(1974) used two independent random samples of
women, one in 1999 and one in 1973, in a
Midwestern womsn'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 upectant of help from husbands
with housework and childcare, if not absolute
equality in the divkion of labor in the home. A
greater percentage of the women in the 1973
sample did not view motherhood and marriage as
women's moat important goals in life. However,
as few women in 1973 as in 1989 were willing to
tome marriage or motherhood in order to
mmdmize occupational success. College women
in 1973 wanted to combine work, marriage, and
motherhood and perceived the three roles as
compatible. This differs significantly from the
earlier perceptions and realities of women who
wanted a career; most of them had to forego
marriage and/or motherhood or could not have a
career union they were divorced while still young
(Rood, 1974; Campbell & Sammy 1987).
Interestingly, this compatibility was reported even
though there was very little change in women's
perceptions of men's views. Women in both
samples tended to view men as basically
traditional in their sex role orientation,
particularly on issues of marital end maternal
roles far women. In fact, the 1973 sample saw
men as somewhat more conservative than the
1969 sample; most women, whether traditional or
feminist, believed that men wanted traditional
wives. However, one direction of change among
women who in 1973 identified themselves as
feminists was that half of them believed men
wanted to marry womeq who would contribute
equally to the support of the family. Also, a few
more feminists in 1973 than in 1969 thought that
men would be willing to help with housework
(Patellas, 1974).

Similar data were reported by Ahdem-Yellia
(1975) from studies conduated in a Midwestern
university in 1964 and 1974. Most of the women
wanted to combine marriage, motherhood, and a
career in 1974, whereas only a tiny percentage
wanted to do the same in 1984. Men's attitudes
had also changed significantly. In 1974, about 10
timer more men than in 1984 expected their wives

to work continuously throughout marriage. It is
interesting, however, that moat of these
"liberated' men were either married men whose
wives went to work or back to school after the
children had ;Trown up and who, therefore, could
afford to be liberated, or upper middle clam men
who may have felt that the salaries of two
professional people con buy high-quality childcare.

Orcutt and Inmon (1974) compared data
collected in 1973 on a college population of males
and females with data collected In 1961 on single
female college students. The 1973 study
replicated five items with high reliability (they
formed a Guttman scale and had a coefficient of
reproducibility of 0.93 in the first study and 0.66
in the second) from the 1981 study. Single
females in 1973 were compared with those in 1961
to determine the degree of traditional or modern
sex role orientation. The total proportion of
"modern" females in 1973 exceeded that of the
1961 sample beyond the 0.001 level of statistical
significance. (Both samples, however, were
consistent in showing a tendency for college
seniors to be somewhat 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 menss 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 least some men and women
still believe 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.

Data from Malon'i (1973) non-college
student sample also show that more women in
1973 than in 1970 agreed that women should have
equal Job opportunities with men and be
considered equally for executive and political
positions. Also, more women thooght that a
woman's job should be kept for her 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
"breadwinning" and "household end childcare

r
ties." However, there were

direrlibilleinees In sampling procedures; the 1973
sample Included younger, better educated women
than the 1970 sample. And since Glazer.Malbhs
(1974) found younger women 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.



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. Komarovsky's data, collected
in 198940, already showed some changes in that
about half of the Ivy League men she studied
would date a woman majoring in a "masculine"
field and enjoyed the company of an Intelligent
woman. But very few (only 7 percent) were
williag to modify their own roles to accommodate
their wives' careers (Kontarovsicy, 1976). Some
men were open to enjoying the "pleasant" aspects
of women's liberation but were not willing to pay
its cost. Orcutt and Inman's 1973 data showed
that women ware more likely than men to have a
modern view of the female sex role (the
difference is significant at the 0.0t1 level) and
that personal protest activity was significantly
related to sex role orientation for both females
and males, but particularly for females. Nine out
of 10 high-protest women, compared with 6 out of
10 high-protest men, were "modcen" in sex role
orientation. Thus, we can detect a "chauvinism
gap" even among high-protest men and women
(Orcutt & Inmon, 1974). 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 egalitarian
styles that would require significant redefinitions
of roles (Cummings, 1977).

With regard to the soeiopsychoiogical
characteristics that tend to be significantly
related to nonstereotypic beliefs, behaviors, and
sex role ideology, three different sets a variables
seem to emerge. One set includes nonconformity,
liberal social ideology, nonreligiousness, and social
activism in general (beyond activism in the
Women's Movement) (Orcutt & !ninon, 1974; Ellis
& Bent ler, 1973; Ferdinand, 1984; Bayer, 1975;
Ball-Rokeach, 1976). Although this set of
variables applies almost equally to men and
woman, it seems to be even more important for
men. As long as nonsexist attitudes and behaviors
are labeled "radical," or at least "liberal," and as
going egaInst the established power structure,
inch attitudes and behaviors are adopted in
defiant!. of the sex stratification system and
involve a partial rejection of "legitimate" status
and power. For women, the trend toward
normalisation Is greater, since edoption of a
modern sex role Ideology cuts across more
different groups of women than of men.
Nevertheleu, the same factors differentiate
among women, although their differentiating,
power is weaker.

The second set of variables involves inteill
salf-esteem, self-confidence, high achieve-

ment, creativity, and a sense of competence
(1Comarovsky, 1976; Ellis & Bent ler, 1973; Frieze,
1974; Bayer, 1975; Joesting & Joesting, 1973).
This set of variables diffarentistes 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 a mother who is
positive about her work, has successfully
combined the maternal and work roles, or has a
professional job (Hoffman, 1974; LIpmen-Blumen,
1972). One small study found that women whose
mothers had been employed while they were
growing op perceived males as being more warm
and expreasive than those who had homemaking
mothers (Vogel et al., 1974). 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 competent 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 charac-
teristics of nonsexist men and women tend to be
Increasingly normalized, there Is also an opposite
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 rale stereotypes and ideologies
change 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 U more
sex role stereotypic than do men. Women
perceive men IS viewing women in more
stereotypic terms than males do in responses to
questions about the avenge woman, and ley



perceive more dissimilarity between the average
man's and average woman's traits than do men
(Kaplan & Goldman, 1973). Also, women would
ideally like men to be androgynous, whereas men
would ideally like to be masculine and think that
women want them to be so (Deutsch & Gilbert,
1979).

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 sax rankings of values by both sexes
tend to be quite similar. Discrepancies were
found between women's rankings of the traits they
thought were valued by men and the rankings of
these traits by the men themselves, and vice
verse. 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 stereotypic views. Males think females
are more nurturant and concerned about
interpersonal behavior than females think
themselves to be, and females think males are
more independent, ambitious, intellectual, and
logical than males think themselves to be (Unger
& Niter, 1974).

Another type of perceptual incongruity
indicates that men ar ... women still do not feel
very comfortable outside the security of tradi-
tional sex roles and do not blow how they
compare with the majority of people. Both
college Merl and women tend to see the average
man and the average woman in a more
stereotyped way then they see themselves (Unger
& Miter, 1974; Lunneborg, 1970). An alternative
explanation may, of course, be that they are more
truthful about their sex role beliefs when they are
not talking about 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 'before and after" studies among
college students. How do women reconcile their
conviction that work, marriage, and career are
compatible and their desire to have all three with
their pereeption that most men atill 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 men/woman relationships as
well es the method for resolving incongruities?
The available evidence does not allow us to deal
with these questions at present.
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