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ABSTRACT ' |
STANLEY STACY e
PERCEPTIONS OF MALE AND FEMALE SUCCESS IN SEX-LINKED
" OGCUPATIONS IN RELATION T0 THE SEX OF SUBJEGT

*

. AND THE STANCE OF SPOUSE:

'IMPRESSION,S' OF -cdnrpxcrs. consmqumcEs, AND ‘ATTRIBUTIONS

Bub Jects wero prosontod with four parasraphs portraying
successful males or fomdles 1n masouline and fominine
oocupations, with a supportiVe or non-supportive spouse.

In rospondins to eaoh cue, subjects rated the oharaoter

.on possible conflicts and conaequonoos rolated to the

‘succese, and on the importanco of causal attributions.

Results rovealed a highly aignifioant Sex of. Gue by
Stance of Spouso orfoct, 1ndloat1ng that & woman was, soen

a8 more dependent on har'husband 8 attitude about her

.faareer than a'man on his wife' 8 attitude. In contrast to

males, remales dirrerentiated the roloa for the aexea,
perceiving 8 family oommltment ror women and & career

|
commltment for men. Conasistent with previous’ findings, ,

the aex-appropriatenéss of‘thq Job was considered important -
for men. howavor, dcéupationﬁl steiootypes wera not' seen '
’as 80 - éonstricting\for women. Results were discussed in

_terms of sex roles and social learn}ng thoory. } |

N
/

I o 7 ¢ s e R &

o e v

M 4~ St




T ' ' , ‘
e .' e ' .
':5'& A 's‘ \ v o )
,,j' T Aoknow;_édgwemfa '
\. ‘ . | I 1sh to exprese my appreciation to the
’ ::‘ | S .dents and teachers of Dawson College (Soja ‘
* K " Cow Phyllis Roes, and. Susan» Buratein) and ot o
. - Mari opolis College (Robert Moir), who made this
: L ’ study po sible. ) : ! . ’
o | I ay deeply indebted to Dr. Dorothy Haccoun,
T who , with pat.ience, enthusiasm, and olarity of.
thought, has encouraged and guided me throughou‘o .
o ' the pla.nning and writing of this thesis. o 'f ) /}
| | ';~ . I also wish to express my sihcerest patitude
to Dr. Tannis Maag for her assistance, and raith,
o 'fin the completion of this thesie. )
e Ty :
e '
N . - ,,\. . | .
’ 2 . . ) . .
3 , . N ~
» . ¢ e
~ v‘ s | . ) ~ :
. A . o ' ’ . ' J
~ N N2 AN TR
. Ao g AP T
. ,.' . - ' o




5 . ) ) .
¢‘}I‘ b
: * ; N , i N .
N . . L]
. S - .
. Table. of Contents .

B S

i . N

tray . N ~ y 7 vl

W . : )

Fapt M » .

v ' page
. .

u. «t !

Int"r'OduC\ticn.‘ :“o;.-Voon‘gou"oooo;;'o-n.oot.oo;oc;o 1

" S ' N ﬁtethbd ’oicocoo.oltg‘oov.-ooobpzoobo:‘o‘o-oo.q'vooc. 16

T_' .’] Lo s "Resultsl ..-...o'o.‘o.y"o.'olnooinoo"‘.c.o.oo.”btqo- 21

’ . . DiSCUS310n . -.ooo.-oioo_o'_ooi'oo:,oo‘ooo‘oaoooh.oloq 39
IR "L ’ 4‘ferences ';'&iooo.o-‘oo\o--'oop‘cioo.tociooooooo‘w-o.t-‘ 47
o "-Appendices T .

‘A occum'rmns PRESENTED m PILOT STUDY,. 53
. .. . B. INSTRUCTIONS eveseiirasere e asees 55

‘\ . . ' + . \\ .

T R ) STIMULUS PARAGRAPHS ‘..:.'......'.......' 57

., ~
Fal . P ~ Lo . )
f . y .
AN , Do QUESTIONNAIRE .o-uotuo‘oo.aooooooo,-«.‘ 62
» . (- o . . . ; .
» AN
. 1 ~ ‘ N L ¢ . - .
. . R
\ - . ,
o,
s ~ *
.‘ .
N .
. '
o - .
. . .
. Al L]
. ?
.
e
v « o
\
N \ N
N Y
N ' ¢« - °
. N R v *
‘ 5 . - a
: ) IR
- .
- ] ~ - C . \ .\ ) a
\ o . .
: - ‘ ‘ L
* - ; ~ s L
A
» . . . .
L
5 ¢ ' " .
[N . . . -
¥ l , . s ¢ &
\ 4 .. ‘ - . EECI R
P . .
o - . B X
. w . .. N -
* . T Y i . P v
-, < . ) A
- ‘ . v ! s . b
' - . I 8 *
< - s ‘.:‘ ) .. . - LI
N ' * ' ! 11 ¢
- . e
T . “\J ‘ . -
[
P [ I .
. . ' e . ; .
(] (SN ) R . B ¢
[ 4 h . .
. . 7 .
v o .. .
L AY - .
. . ¢ N
. oy f
. . .
“.\ . 1 N : .o
< X S
: . ' " L 1 . /
- . f .
. “ N ]
. D
f g . -
. N . \
, ‘ (S ‘ &
3



4

TR oW .

e N s

Eiades i ¥H

o DAmom

-

[

ey -
"

o

v

1.

Pable .

W r

List of Tables . . °

N

Summary of Anaiyees af Variance for
' Individual Items and Total. Conflict -

Score ‘.00‘......00...........0....

S .

Summary of Analyses of Variance for
, Individual Items and Total .
Consequences Soore -

*evsessrre v
N N

‘Mean Attribution Scores and Summary T
of Analysis of Variance for -
Abllity, Effort, and Luck in )
relation to 8ex of Cue, Sex of
Subject, Sex of Occupation, and

* Stance of Spouse

.'..OOODOOC'O‘Q.O..

-,
« A,
\
L -
“x"'
”
-t
*
.
N
~ ] .
S
. ' AN
+
P '
-i‘ ' -
1 . .
. .
. .
@
<
>, L
RN
. (N
"‘4
‘X ~ .
-‘4 -
'
Al I @
i




i"é-'_ * - Figure

A

NEREE "1, Mean Totel Confliet Score for male - .°°
- L and female cues in support and = .. - °

-

LT T Mﬁrdta-l Conflict Score for male
o o 'end female cues in masculine and.

v ' 3.,  Mean Total Conflict Score for male.and
o e female subjects for mascullne arnd ° ‘
..o L -feminine occupations, and support - . .

o < . . SN .
4, " Mean Total Consequences Score .for .

b,
&

*
.
R Al e T,
P L

DTS A
e
>,

eyt

L] s

R .- . - non-support situations © .eeeceiseeee 23

feminine ococupations 'a......,.L.,.:, ‘25_

B . and non-support.situations | .see.sees 26 -

. male and female cues in support v '
\ and- non-support situations " Teeieee. 31
’ . K Lol e - ) o
' “a . - Vs . '.‘b '_ A ( ‘ ! D‘
S -5, Mean Total Consequences Score for -
. T * \male snd. female subjects to e,
’ o . male and female CUBS  cisssesssssdes, 327
'.)Q =, R i - e l'. . ) . . ~-\"
N v r ' . .

e




- ) " :
. R . L
> . I o (RN f\ o |
‘ ‘ R - ..
Since the publication of The: Aghigvemgn Mgpix in

1953 by McCleII;hd research has attempted to define the'

determinants of achievement behgvior. The‘standard

>

method of studying this motivation has been to present
TAT pictures to - subJects and elicit a short writtentstory,

which is theg scored for achlevement imagery according to

?

l
standard criteria set forth by McClelland. .Results from
these studies yielded a theory of achieVement motivation,
but 1t perteained- only to nlles. The féw results collected

oh female subjecﬁs were not consistent with !he“existing
\ ~

‘Eﬁheory, or with the findings for. men, or even with one

\another. ' ' . /™
v | - . : o )

~ The early studies revealed that womert responded -

‘ff,differently from men to-attempts to arouse achievement

motivation. Field (bQSi) found @hai.fe%alesrdid not
reéspond to.references‘to‘intelligenoe and léadership_is’
'did the males, but to references to aociai aoceptance.
Veroff, #ilcox, and Atkinson (1953) found that' both
sJXes produced more achlevement imagery to a male stimulus
"figure than to a female stimulus figure, _indicating that
the male figure is a more: powergﬁl elicitor of achiéve-

ment imagery. A similar finding’is reported by Leseer,

N
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Krawitz, and Packard (1963). In 4ddition, these authorss '

discovered that the higﬁ-achieving girls produced more = .

4 -

' imagery in response to 8 ﬁamale cue, uhereae the lesser ,
N\

N\ achieving girls produced more imagery in reeponee to a
“male cue., It wae suggeetqd,that the diﬁcrepanoy betwpen‘é .
~ T 'thesebtwopgroupe~may‘hav; been due tq-theirjperceptione
- . Lt N ‘\ o, . h
]

- 1\ of the etrivinée end behaviors relevant to the different :

,:.]' ﬂi._sexes. French and‘Eesser (1964) explorﬁd the rel&rence ¥ ;(/yfdyl
o < ' of goals,‘and found that sdme%women valued intellectual />//\\;//rfj
N striving and responded with increased motivation to the S “‘ .
~cue streseing this kind of achievement but other womer .-‘
o ‘ . .more traditionally reminine in their goals responded with :

; x
" greater motivation to the cue etressing soclal and marital ) (ftv

~
el

sucd@ss. T : L v

) Stdaies of sex-role stereotypes (e. §. McKee agd
DR Sherriffs, 1957, Sherriffs and McKee, 1957; McKee and .

ggherriffs, 1959; Ro seficrante, Bee, Vogel,'Broverman, and:' . . .,
Broverman, 1968) provide some‘insignt‘intoithe'reaeone ‘

;‘%het'femalee and males differ-in achievement. motivation.

Treaits assigned to men.by both sexes include logilcal,

. aggreeeive,kdominant, independent,.end stubborn. Traits "f . | F“”'
‘ \ '}aési 'ed to woﬁen bympoth sexe% include sociableh'éentle,r"
‘ "h'sympaZhetlc, and submiseive; none of which concern achievee

” " ment in eocietyfs sense. ‘Furthermore, wonen think that - . (_: \

.ot .
« - : .o R
“ . + P 'N
AR} ~ - N -
- s '
' -
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. are regarded siglificantly more raVOrably than w0men by

. ’ - ‘ . .
* nd e s - “

h - § g . \ | - ' . . , no
men’want to reetrict them from oharacteristlce whioh

are oonsidered masouline. In other words, women seem\
to feel that they musq. adhere t.o the i'eminine stereotype h oo i

O
in order to be accepted by men. However, masculine tgaits
« &re. more valued a.nd more socially desirable than femipine . .” 3 B

traits. ‘In line with this, it was demonstrated that men

bo‘oh sexes, and indeed, that thie view is especially held 7 =y

by womeb Also, women's self -descriptions emphasized o Cl ] o
their’ unfavorable characteristice\much more than, did men LB

'Since the selfaoonoepts 'of men and women are similar to . :a . ." : }
their respeot.ive stereotypes, wornen presumably see them- ‘ Coe A g ' |
selves in an infer‘ior position. ‘ ' . '

The fact, ‘that these stereotypes are widely held. .° —
means that t.heir influence 185 most likely reflectedin —
society. It masculine traits are 'more highly valued,.' ‘
then it is reasonable to predict that. women would want
to assume these traité}or themsgelves- -to some degree. ‘ a
Here is the conflict. women. may want to bé aggressive
and achievins, but they have been reini‘orced for passi- %
vity and motherhood. Angrist (1972) pointe ott that the
leaming of adult. sex roles is primarily oocupation- . N N

direc'oed for malas and i’amily-diracted for\females, and

o,
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B system. Nomen reeponded to "After first tern rlnale,

“the traite appropriate “to esch sex ane Instrumental to

o - e . . .
~ - . . . , A \

these goale. Lo R .
In an. sttempt. to clariry the mcoﬁsistency fn L 1

female responses to achievement situations, Horner (1968 )

1970, 1972&, 197 2b, 1973,-1974) gave eentence leads to.

eubjects, end classified the atorles written accordlng

to the preeeme or absence of "fea.r of success" 1magery,

' 1nstead or the more complex need achievement /ecoring ,

. Ann find&(:herself ‘at the top- of her Medical School claes.l

-

11efe %bout the nature and likelihood of coneequences

. |
Men responded to the‘:‘se.me lead, with John as the auccess-/‘

‘ful figure.- With thls methcd, Horner found th"{ 62% .0f-

the wo%en wrote "fear of ‘success’. stories, but only 10%

of the men did so. She thus penned the label "Motive to
Avoid Success" to expl‘ain her resu_lits. This mot,tva was
conceptualized as s latent, stable personaIi’ty dispcei-' '
tion acquired early 1}‘1_,11fe in ccnjunction with standa.rds
of ‘sex-role identity" (1972a, p. 159) The 1mportant
fe.ctore'determining the strength of the - mdtive were

ccnsidered to be the individualﬁ expectations or. be- .o

of eucces‘? a.nd the Value of theea coneequences to the

o~

indivldual. (lorner concluded,that many women fear.

. ¢
<«
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succéss because of._. mé fear of- soclal _renje_etion' or loss
of femininity.: - ¥ I .
'\} .

Subsequent studies ug Horner's methodology

or‘te} the existence of the "fea}‘ of success phen- . |

v

\omenon. Nomen, 1nclud1ng eecre"earies end law etudents,

'

continued to producé a hig}; rate of fear J.magery in re-'-

2 -

P e A i A T
N N

eponee to the female cue (Schwe'nni 1970 -Watson, 61970'

[y

| Prescott, 1971; FRobbins ‘and Robbina, 1973; Calper, 1973l . -
. Hoffmaln, 1974) THere. was also-evidence of &n in‘oreasing; ~ \_
r’ate of fear. 1magery from men i‘n TEspONSS . to’ male cuee
'(Prescott, 19715 Rob§ins and Hobbins, 1975; "Hoffmen,

_1974). The cont.ent of the two sexes' storieediffered,.

)
RPPEUSGFIPL

novever, 1n ‘that the womén told of soclsl redection - - .
S
while the men questioned t.he velue of the euocess "1tself.

S mendiateaerian, oan .

The glbbel nature"of Horner 8 conclusione makee 1t ‘
fmperative to define the. ’vé’niables contributing to the "
Preponderance R "fear of succese etories. Irlx(a eross=~

sex. deeign. eub!eot? resporided to a’'que with & etimulue ;

ARk o e A« AT
.
- .

figure of Lhe opposite sex as well as to one of the seme v

P
-
-4

sex. Robbins and Robbine (1973) found that both men end "~ c

‘, women' gaye .about 4{}% rear 1magery to . the mele cue, but o " . g
there was a difference between"th'e sexes in reepﬁee to %

thé feﬂfale cue. Nomen’ gave 48% fear m’égery, while men | {

k]

% . .
. v .
. . . . . .




RY gave 60% fear lmagery. . »Spence (1974} reported similar e
.percentages. Aléer (1973) found a 50% rate by women in

‘responge to a male cue, but she also found oontrarily

[

.

"that men gave 1ess~fear imagery (62%) than women . (89%)"

e

o Australian college studentaa reported that both sexee
produced lower rate to a male cue (20 - 30%) than to,

. . n 5 .
. female cué‘(SO%) Similar percentages were obtained

\"
from adolescent eubjects (Monahan, Kuhn and Shaver, 1974)n .

o a-female cue. Feather and Raphelsbn (1974), ueing - - ‘D . ~%';_
i
/
i
!
i
The 5ener&l finding here is that both sexes produce ' v"l' R
‘more "fear of eucceae" for a femele figure ‘than for a
male. Thie suggests that the procedure is ﬁ%t tapping ' L 5 .

an individual 8. Mbtive to AVQid Succees, but rather & . | R

knowledge of stereotypes concerning appropriate achieve- . , 4 1
mentg for the sexes and® a rcalistic appraisal of the ;
consequenCes of socially %nappropriate behavior. Horner " V//f‘o 2 % '

‘has. acknowledged«the importance of gex-role standards,

A~ . . o

but st11l mzi%taias the tratt theory of personality as ]

the basls fop .heP resuits. The cross-eex comparieon .

Rudies euggest however, that a.theory of social :

‘.

BN, o L Y

learning may be more applicable here.
i

- “&\

Another 1ine of investigation 1;7 ¢’ varisbles

:
[ 5
.

affecting "fear of success was to change~the succese E o SR

»
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situation 1n'eome way. Hoffman (1974) geve several
' .y,

variations 1n addition to. the original cue. In ahe'

first case,.she took success out.of the highly masculine
':-area of Nedical School and placed It in the more sexually
'neutral area of Child Psychology Graduate School. In the

-:eecond caee, the suecess wasg not made public, and 4n ‘the

o

third case, the success was made.slightly less competit;ve}

- qr extreme by placing Ann.in.the tep range of the class o

rather than at the top. This also gserved to reduce the

Py

aspect of compulsive per{ectionism inherent 1n such 8. '

etanding. Hoffman 8 resulte, however, yielded no sis-

© pificant differences between these cues. All grougin 5;'
' showed a high rate of "rear of success , women responding
'to ‘Temale flgures and men respondlng to male rlgures. |

a.h@écthlﬂ wag' not 8 cross sex design, the 1nteraction
of cue\and subject could not be ascertained. _ ‘
\ Alper (1973, 1974) also took Ann 8 succees oue‘or
) the masculine field of medicine, putting her eimply at

1the top .of, her: cf&ss and found that female ‘subjects .-

'responded with onlygjoﬂ "rear of success" ,stories as
1

compared with the eXrlier. 89% o
' Feather and Simon 1975) altered the succees

situation by givin& "top of Teacher 8 College clasc"




and "top of Nursing School class" in addition to the

original Nedical Sohool oue. These three flelds were
'considered to be eexually‘neutral, feminine-dominated
and. maeculine dominated respectively. Although there
we.s little evid?noe of interactive influences involving

occupations, the authors interpreted the main effects

as rgflecting the subjeeta occupational ste eotypesw e

Thus, the person who succeeded at Nursing School was

geen as less powerful more polite and’ obedient, and

4 more feminine, corresponding\to the female stereotype.

Subsequently, Feather E)975) attempted to make sex-‘
“role etereotypee especially salient by using -8 range of

occupatione va{ying in status and masculine dominance,

‘_'and portrayed a maleland female oompeting for the Job.

It wa.s concluded the

‘.

sex-role stereotypes were indeed
important factors influencing‘subjects responeee._ The
results indica@ed that reaotions to remale and male

suocese (and failure) in an occupatien’ depended on the

- .

L perceived appropriateness of the occupation foby the sex

concerned._ Success wa.s dore poeitively evalua ed if 1t

was consistent with societal conceptions about the sex

v

. role. There was some contrasting evidence, however, to

suggest that women isucgeeding in masculine Jobs were not

ro-
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' is not necessarlly attributable to a female subject B8

".sumed to project his or her own motivee. v

" affecting "fear of success" was to change - the -character

" what facto?s are most important: L '

[ - . "-9..

. LS e
PN oo . el A

-négatlvely evaluated, but ‘seen as happy gbout their =

'achievement. . . ' . .

[

The effect of altering the Buccess sltuation haa

4
v

,produced varying resulta, ag did the cross-sex studies” .
N

' and further supports the notion that Horner ibsﬁable '

personality disposition is not suff&cient to acoount . b a

‘for all these findings» _Wﬂat appéars to be happening

.
Motive to Avoid Success, but rather to the‘subject 8.

- learhed attitudes about séx—abpropfiate dccuﬁatfons and
%

behavior, and the conaequences of violating soclal norms, )

‘\Thus the subject 8 response 1is situation specific, and ’ /f

may reflect’ his or her: own . axtitudes, but cannot be as-

Another line of investigation 1nto theé var

Y

in the lead, Horner's orig;nal statement ‘was unembelllshed ‘
’aﬁg subjects gave the details. By controlling some of

. .the salieht aspects, 1t should be possible to determine.

Y

anxt

Spence (1974) presented subJects of both eexea with
one. of thre?_féifk In hhe first, a married woman whoae

v children were in school goes to Medical School: with the




fﬁan graduates, goes to Nedical School, &nd finde himgelf,

' ference in cues for all.eubjects. “In addition, she used

.bcth'theﬁorojective technique~of eliciting itorieS"and _ N

' reeponses on the latter were more valuable in aecertain-

2 ing particular information about ‘attitudes and eﬁiectations. | I
~respon§ee to the questionnaire, several points were evi-
| dent. Of primary impcrtance wes the conflict between >

1career and-family obligatiene. Both the married woman P

... 'volving a career limitation, in that the 'woman would P A

she combined career and family, firet fulfilling the .

) woman's role which then allowed heroto pursue other

] T C e ' -1.01- . oo : C
. e Y .‘ . ' . o v e i m
’ !

‘\
' . . s . - * !
. . 3 I - AR N L] d
3 : P s s a4
Y R . . . ‘ -,
- . I S LT T I b l - .
. . . . .

N I T rd

+ ! . ! . . o
. . . . L]
v

‘ encouragement of her husband, then finds hergelf at

the top of thé class., In the second, a sinele 5ir1‘ I N

graduates from college, ‘goes to "Medical School and rinde
hereelf at the top of the claee.° In’ the third a eingle " R

at the top of the claae. Spence found .8 significant difé?,

an objective questionnaire, and concluded that the direct

Looking at the content ‘of the negative themes end ‘at the ,i

and the single woman, cues elibited neny responses ‘in-

quit the job or only work part tine, but the gingle men
cue:didfnot: .Alec of interest was the more positive Co
regard for the married woman and the. greater acceptance .

of her sucoeee.u Thils wes probably due ‘to the fact that /

‘ - o

-




‘Success 1n college women, (Ho

' Horner, 1972a; ﬁorner, 1972b)

roles.- The s;pgle woman was seen as unhappier and less

-not pursuling the appropriate goals for & female , she

) wculd not find satisfactfpn and fulfillment.

The additional variable that Spence 1ntroduces

here is' the supportive husband, He'seems to make a-'

.

-difference in subjects percept ons of the situation,

since his supportive stance esse tially rerutes any

Schwenn, 1970;
d that soae

of the girls wonking toward car; volved wiNh

_men who encouraged and even expected them to strive fcr

. achievement in masculine areass, On the "fear of success

L likely to get married, which suggests that stnce she was .

measure, however, these girls scored either high or low,'.

& P
1nd1cating that their behavior did not correlate. with ’

" their projected.motivation, but rather with their boy-
i friendsf attitudes. This suggests that the stance of’

the -8pouse is an 1mportant variable to consider in.
estimatifig the effects of success on an 1nd1v1dual.

The~problem, then, is 'to assess more fully,the

T
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phenomenon labelled "fear of suceess. There 1s'
sCfficient ceuse to doubt its global nature and
sufficlent reason to reject 1t as an underlying

personality trait manifested mainly by women. -The

' cross-sex studies demonstrated that men swa just as

much fear imagerymas do women in response to 8 fsmale

figure suceeeding-in a masculine-dominated fieldr The«

parallel was also demonstratéd: that both‘;eies.show-a ‘

© reddced rate of fear lmagery in respEnse to a male

‘figure succeeding in'a mascnlineedoninated”rielﬁ. - g'
. ' R . : ' P 4 .
Furthermore, the varionsualteratiOns of the duccess ¢
. Ll1e , . . .

&, . . - .
situation‘suggested that subjects were responding~at

least in part to occupational stereotypes. It seems

:tnat these responses are 1earﬁ&d~from the social én- B

‘vironment © and that the "fear of success" imagery, while

' certainly revealing conflict, 1s not necessarily pro«

- Jected b} a‘%erson's own motivations. The conflibt is

percelved to be present in the stimulus character, and

1s congruent with deviations from sqgiAlly eppropriate

behavior. . S0 . ' .. ‘
\ N -

- The purpose of this study-is to: determine the -

. effect on social perceptions of’ placing successful

) X
-~ . '
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characters of both sexes in- sex-linked occupations, and

varying the stance of the spouse.‘ Indications from pre-

. vious‘researoh point to the;importance of.the .attitudes U

of,a:woman's’husband.or boyfriend onfperoeptidns of con~ . *
f11ct.  The findings of both Horfer and Spence ‘suggest
that a'woman whose'csreer efforts are encouraged byfa ,
significant figure experiences reduoed conflict and - re-.

dueed fear of negatlive consequences. This study has

& ¢
\

1ntrqduced a8 new manipulation by portraying a successful

,charaoter with either & supportive or a non- Supportive

who ‘lacks the approval of his/her partner.
| . The apparent importance of ‘a husband 8 opinion to
I
a woman also provides evidence to suggest that a woman
is more influenced b her’spouse than 158 a man. The
. (1] l A ‘ # * |
various 'fear of’ success stories link a ﬁ‘han 8, BUGCEss

with social rejection, ‘and male rejection 1n particular.

ddition, the traditional feminine stereotype depicts

- an as submissive, and red@arch indicates th t women .

w

think they must. adhere to this stereotype in order to be
accepted by men. These findings lead to the hypothesis

*

‘that a female stimulus .character will be seen as more

Nt

o)

R . . ’ .
< * ‘l‘({‘,;,
- .- T «
.

:* spouse. It ﬁ;/g;;géﬁed.that 5reater conflict 'and more ° C e
negative'consequences will be perceived for an individual f~4



dependent, on the attitude of her husband than the male

figure on the attitude of his wife. In ather w6rds, o ,

- :the -woman 1acking her husband 8 sup rt will be perceived h '
NA .. . ’ TN s )
as experiencing greater @] l ct an more- negative con— - S

sequences than the man in the same situation, but the
woman possessing her husband 8 support will be seen as

less conflict-ridden than her male counterpart.' ot
i ‘ .
+ - " Previous research (Feather and Simon, 1975 —

Feather, 1975) has indicated that sex- appropriate'\\~

occupations may be _an impcrtant factor in perceived
|

‘conflict for ‘successful individuals. Howeﬁfr, the . . ‘.; E |
- _ .

' 1!!atus and masculine dominance of several Jobs have

-only been explored and no comparisons have heen made - o
usins Jobs matched-oh' these charécteristicsa. . Thevpresent' fp B
study has attemptedpto control for the status and\the \

‘ importance of occupations,«as well .ds the degree of : £

‘sex-association. Furahermore, the attempt has been made . P{/f

B to present a reasonable, rather than extreme, achieve-

ment in order to provide g more real life situation ;nd .

control for responses to inferred perfectionism. h1

this way, systematic comparisons might be made of vari-

,cus conflicts and consequences perceived for the: sexes.

-
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" in negative -terms. fso, then it is expected ‘that male, -

v

i \ . . | .(‘ . -15- \. ; ' .% . . . I -

|

- ' Y . - -7 _" . '

' Féather's results lead to the hypothesis that

'greater conflict wiil be seen for characters. who vidlate '

. N\ . ! .
the sex norms, as in ‘the case.-of the man succeeding "in '

T a feminine Jobe On the other and he also pointe out

the.t a wo man succeeding in a masculine Job was not seen

T

‘and not female, stimulus figures will be perceived as !
experiencing greater eonflict when crosaing th; se,,x-
role boundary. o 'q:" .
Spence (1974) has emph sized the conflic‘b between
the family and the career, and much of the "f\r of

supcess 1iterature hae cited this in discussing > o, . .
4 . . - .

womer\ 8 ambivaleqce about‘ eucceaeful achlevemént. The

present study has® atteinpted to make this issue espe-

clally salient by eliciting respanses to - show/the

D- anticipated movement away from or tewejrd the job and

family. Ii‘ the traditional sex roles are functioning,

i'c,hen it is eXpected that successful women will be seen

L

to move away from the job and ~towan3the family. Men,{; -

on ;t,he other hand, ilave-tradi)ffonal ¥ been .associai.ed

with e~ﬂee.reer and have not been described ag experi-

ending this conflic?.‘ It 18’ therefore expected that o . 9
they will be seen.to move in .the directien 61", the | L

. .
b . . R I's
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‘succesaful Job without-necessarily‘neglecting family ; ' .

‘

commitments. = ‘ -~: ) J ;
- - N v .
) ' _ Feather and. 51@on (1975) investigated causal ( ° S*
- 1!"‘"\’ o : . L ] 1
. S

attributions of success, but without controls for
status and‘masouline dominance in the oé%upationh‘
They found that ability was seen &5 a more impag

‘cause of male success than female suocass, particularly

T LA A
. "

‘e

in.medicine. Also, hard work was seen as most important

.

4
[P A

as a cause .of succéss-in'medicine, followed by teaohing,
-and‘then nursing, This‘is ths order of~masculine domi- o
, nanoe, and perhaps - status, which mayigean that abllity ' “, ;‘(//i.‘
and hard work are seen as more important in & masculine

ccupation or. & high status job. -Theé present study per-‘ ' . .

, mits an examlnation of attrlbutions--ability, effort, ‘and -

s
o

,Aluck--as a’function of sex-asgoclatlon of Jobs without s :, SR

. possible confounding of status. : o o o
oo ) ! v L ' .
Method . o ST :
.‘ ‘ ' ) ' 5 [ ’ X o \’ a !
Pilot Study ' ' N , S

. \\{ The goal of the pilot study was to obtain occupatiohe
~shich would be used in the stimulus conditions of the ) /

. major study.. In order to do thls, it was ﬂeceseahy to ,~
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determine the perceived status and masculine or. feminine -
dominance of v;;ious occupations. A liet of 29 occupa-
tions was given “to. 15 m le and 15° female undergraduate '
universitsttudents (see ppendix A) They rated each ‘“__
Job on‘6-point scales for (a) the importance (1 = notg |
: important 6 = very importaﬂt), (b) the degree of asso::
clation nith eitner women or men (1 = most associated
with women; 6 e.most-associated withr;en); and‘(o) Epe o
" status (1 = low statusyp 6 = high status). ; Anaiysis\oi‘
these data revealed that there was substantial agreement
between males and females on\tne ratings for sex-aesocia-
"tion (r £ .91) and for" etatus (p = O1) of occupation.
Therefcre, ratings were combined for all subjgcts. The
‘_masculine stimplus conditions chosen ‘were police detectivej
' eand- electronics engineeﬂ with megn masculine dominance
ratinss 'of 5.4 and 5. 1, respeotiveiy, The feminine-_.
dominated occgpations.%9re‘executive secretary (X = 2.0)
and psychiatric social worker (X = 2.6). The dete'cti've\
fand the secretary were matched for ;Qatus (X ‘s 3 1. tor
both), as wgre the engineer and the social worker (x 4,1
and X = 4.0 respectively) It should be noted that no

high status feminine- dominated occupations ‘were fo &

~ in the_list, and consequently suchhpro;essionslaellaw

o h"ﬁ

. 1.3 Ay
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. and- msdicind were necesqarily excluded._ The chosén

AN -

Jobs had rstings of importance sbove the mean. _

| @

Subjects < o

i\ ‘Sub ects were 50. ‘male and 50, female CEGEP students
1 in MQntreal. They ranged in’ age from 17 to 28 years,'

with a mean age of . 18 71. " :e'

A o

L)

N M er 8 ‘ ) s

 The materials ‘fn this study copsisted of booklets, C

@ . \\ ~‘\
each containins four different paragraphs describins an

1ndiv1dusl 8. succesétul accomplishment 1n the four chosen

: occupstions (see Appendix C) Hslf of the female subjects

and half of the male subjects rece1Ved versions presenting

"women as leag charscters, and. the remainiqg subjects re-

ceived vers% ?s presenting men.. The spouse of the lesd=:
‘oharacte; wa élso described: 1in. two of the. situations .
the spousé was supportive of the 1nd1v1dusl in his/her ‘
Jdb and in the‘other two situations thepspouse was pot
supportive. The order of presentstion of characters was.
'randomlzed and the situstions ;nVOlving support snh non~\
‘ support were;gslanced. For exsmple]m one subject might‘
respond to,s"booklep‘ceptsipingeeespriptions °£{Mary;":

<,

n -
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A,

) ,questions pertaining to the'indtyidual ‘add his/her:

".-‘-19"

¢ : & - P

the executiue secretary whose husbsnd-uas annoyed‘thetYf
. she sccepﬁed'an‘astnced-position; Ann, ﬁhe soclal worker -

whose husband agreed she should become involved in her

Job Jane, the police detective whose husband thought
yer job worthwhile‘ and Sussn, the electronics engineer
who ge husband complained that she spent top much time
on ;he job;

Y.
Following eaeh ‘g .mulus paragraph was & set of

e

success (see ﬁppendiX'D)‘- These qués%ions~weretderiusd ‘

" from Horner's (1968, 1970, - 1972a, 1972b, 1974) yriteria

for"mcoring "fear of success," from® Spence 8 (1974)\\ \‘
content eategories and questionnaire, angd’ rrom Festher
and’ Simon s 1975) rating sca*es of impressions of per-
sonality, consequences, d csusal attribution.

. The oonflict Scele consist%% of 1tems tapping

L

areas of possible conflict. hpw pleased the person o

‘was with the success, how likely ﬁhst .the person felt ¥
“too ‘much time was spent with the job how guilty the

v

person fe1t° how lonely the person felt; ﬁow likely 1.k&~r.'

'Z“that the person wanted more. social life- how likely

\that the spouse was jealous° how hsppy the person was.

.{‘-




The Consequences Scale consisted of items deeigned

~~to measure. anticipated movement away from or toward the
family and Job' how likely the person will spend more
(and less) time with the family (and 3ob), ‘how likely .
thgt the mgrriage will break upg*how-l}kely that the

person will quit the Job.,' ‘ '

‘ Thé Attribution items measured the, degree to whioh

-

subject\\attributed success ‘to the person s ability,.
‘Oeffort, and luck., - ‘ '
Subjects rated each question on a 7 ~-point scale. :
In the caees where greater conflict waB indicated by |
a score of 1, the- ratings were reversed when analyzing
'the results (4. e., 1tems 1 6 8, 10, snd 1. in° Appendix D).
In this way, a higher score consistently stood for greater
perceived conflict or more negatdye consequences. ‘
Also included in this™ booklet was & front page‘Pn '
‘which each subjeot wrote his/her age,_sex, and parental
occupation(s), and on;which wepe wnitten instructions
(eee Apgendix B).
Procedurs.’ | * . . o
Subjects were tested by the Experimenter in groupe 0

i
L in their regular clsss‘sessions. Booklets were distributed,

~ . . '
. ~
t. LR CI
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-.1nstructions from the front page were read aloud, and
°lsubjecte were cautdoned not to dlscuee the contents »
.,-4' 'with their claasmates until all testing was completed.
| ' Subgects\finished after approximately 15 minutes, and

; rn;all booklets were collected.

B Results
Data were analyzed using 2 x.2 x 2x 2 Analyaes
‘of Vﬁriance with Sex of Cue, (male or female) ae factor
~ ' :;A Sex of Subject (male or female) as Pactor B, Sex of
| Occupation (masculine or feminine) as:. factor G, and
., ‘Stance of Sngyse (eu@port or non-support) as factor\b““

with repeated measures on- the last two factors (w1ner,"

S ‘1971) e e
. - g | . . . )
Gorifliet a - L o
ngg;a; Conflict Seor ¢ The Total Conflict Scorg.
con 1stq\rf the eum of "the" ratlnge for items 1= 8 so
\.that th

ange of means 1s from a minimum of conflict
- o ‘.'(8) to a maximum (56), T determine tne,degree‘or re~
:'~ 1ationship between each ltem and the Total Conflic%

- . ’ A \ .

' . Score;  Spearman Rank Or@er Correlation efficients.

. . W
‘A"\a
!
.
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Thus the hypothesis was supported.

B et ) S o B A A L A

f
‘
s

~20

were calculated. Owierall th/e individual 1tems each
correlatedleiguif‘icar}tly with the Total’ Qonflict; Score, :

"p_<.oon . Cogrelations, renged from rho = .363 to rho =
.
. .743, with an average rho = .595 (He.ye, 1963). . = . =~ ..

A eignificant main effect was obtained for Sex of

Occupation, (1, 96) = 6 65. 24.05, indicating that
E eubj/ecte perceived greater oonflict for those holcfing

B f\eminine Job (X 25.19) as opposed 'to a masouline
Job’ (X 23, 64) A highly Bignificant. effect for Stance.

. —
‘of Spouee, E (1, 96) = 146,18, p_< 001, shows that any

: pereon who doee not have the spbuse 8 support l1n his/her

Job is perceived as experiencing greater conflict (x

27 88) thén a person whose spouee 1s s’upportive (X 20.96).“

The Sex of' Cue by Sta.nce of Spouse mteraetion,

'shown in Figure 1, was also found to be eignifica.nt
' E (1,.96) = 9.67, p<.0l. Newman-Keuls Hests (Winer, -

1971) 'ehowed these differencee betweeh male and female

-oues: women were seen to have eisnificent;} greater

conflict (X = 28n71) in a non-support eituation than

- men. (X = 27, 05), but significantly less conflict ih e
' euppor't ‘situation (X = 20.01) than men ()( = 21.91).

- W

- N 4
. C o
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Conflict Score .

Mean Total

.

v
I .
Male Cue | - . Female Cue
- N — . ‘ ." -

Figure 1. Mean Total Conflict Score for male
and - female cues in sﬁpp_ort and .non-suj)po_rt
situations. {(High scores indicate greater -confliot)
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‘, 3£ significan; Sex ofﬂxﬁe by Sex. of Occupation
1nteraction E_(1 96) = 8‘29, 2}5.01 ‘1's shown f

graphically in Figure 2. Post-hoc teets1 on - this - -

interaction revealed that subgects saw greater con- .
flict for a man in 8 feminine .Job (x 26 12) than in
a masculine Job (X = 22 84, but that no. difference in -
conflict was perceived between masculine and feminine

plg

jobs when neld by & women (X = 24, 45 -and X = 24, 27)

This rééult was alsp consistent with the hypotheeis. -

™

.\ significant. triple interaction involving Sex, of
Subjecm by -Sex of &ccupation by Stance of Spo!ﬂ% i:
shown in Figure 3, F (1, 96) ='3,-95,, p< .95.‘&»~Newm'an-'
Keuls tests revealed that the interaction was due to the
fact, that, whereas mate subjects saw greater'conflicf )
for those holding a feminine Job (X = 22.60) than those

.,

Molding e masculine Job. (X = 19.82), this aifPerence w537

(’}gﬂdficant only in the support condition, while female

eubjects saw greater conflict for those in a feminine as

opposed to a masculine Jjob, which was significant only in\/’

) tne.non-support condifidn (X ='29.16 yerSue5§¥% 26:44)

~ ]

. 1All post -hoc tests are Cicchetti a modification of the

Tukey (a) test (Wiqer, 1971 Cicchetti, 1972) Jnless other- .

-

“wige specified.‘ Level of significance is at 1east .05.
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Analvses of:individual items op the Gonflict/Sc

. ' ’ . s NS

_ For each item ¥ the Conflict Scale, the range of con-

1

" flict exteudé from & minimum score 8f 1 to' a maximum ’
soore of 7. éiuce ﬁhssejiﬁemsvwerewheslgned to tap
different possible sources of"cpnfiict, analysis o: the
results,’ resented in Table 1, permits the‘ldsniification
of the pgrceived areas of, conflict.

Signirioant findings regarding guilt about achieve~"
ment show thst those 1in a feminine oocupation were seen
as\experieq$1ng greater guilt (X = 2.70) than those in
:s mesculine oceupation (X = 2.30). ' Furthermore, a'man
witgbs feminine qob was ps;ceived as more 11kelyp£o~fee; i i \
guilty (X"~ 2. 95).thsn elther a man with a &ésculinexjob . |
(X = 2.22) or a women with a feminine Job (X = 2.44). . . - . 4
.'All characters lacking their spouses support were pegg, .
ceived as feeling greater. gullt’ (X 2;90)'thap:those ‘
who enjoyed approval (X ='2.,10). In addipion; & woman
was séenias less'likely to feel guilty (X = 1.85) then
a men X = 2. 36).}n the support context. T t
- * The person without the spouse 8 support“was’also
seen ad sigﬁificaﬁtly lonelier (X = 3.56 versus X\:
2.46);' A man in a femiﬁihs jop.was’seen as more likslys.
to feel lohely (X = 3.#5) then a maniin.s mssouline‘job

™

.*\.
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285 - - e
_ | ' Table 1
e Summary of Analyses of Variande
for Indlvidual Items'an‘d\'l‘cté.i Coriflict Score '
. Source et F values . ;.
] - Job | gutlty |lonély|tanily {epouse | happy!| Total
. time [ & : time c
.:v“ ' 1 — " . -
Cue(a) 1 - | 4647 |
~ Subject(B) 1 - }
: - ' . . | , o * R
‘A X B a ) 1 . ) 5066
Syl L . ) 1 =
© JoB(C) 1] o |62 | 6.65
‘ % AR 34 H*%
A X .C 1 . 3.95 Ao79 7.38 ’ . “8d29 * .
. R “ . . . “n‘ [-- . . ,
'B xC g .. . i ) ‘ -
S T wen it Wi PPN T P P e el
Spouse(D) "1 |15.88 |29.94-|64,46 '] 7.40 ]225.91] 50.75|146.18 .,
SRR * % s * %
" B'xD ] ‘ B
) [ ‘
CxD 1 .
~ M R ' ‘ " ' l* '
AxCxD 1 , -] 5.1
I * K *
. BxCxD.1| 432 Y 3.95. |
AxBxC 1 S /
‘%, - L /:’ e
AxBxD 1 . -
AxBxcCc | % ; i \
- x B 1 4,60 |
Note. Items 1t and 5 are not shown .as ’r;here were no significant -
results. ' Appendix D contalns guestiomnaire items. ’ :
# E< 0.105 D . | ” ' ."
. W R(.O‘] L - ) s
w#% 5 .001 *
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(% = 2,78). ‘The significent Séx of Cue by‘stancefé?

Spouse - interaction was apparently due. to a cross-over

effect, whereby the woman was seen as the lonelleet in

.a non-support situation (X 3.70), .but es the lepst

lonely’in a support situation,(x 2 31Y

This same effect wes demonatrated 1n the case of

'happxness, with the wgman in a non-sgpport situation
,héén a8 most unhappy. (X = 3'33), but, .&& happiest when -
. H . ; C - . M
in the support oontext (X 2. 25) Of interest 1m the .

2

.aignificant finding that a successful woman was per-

Py

celved as unhappier by female subjects (x = 3,15) than .-
by male subjects (X = 2.43),

B N

N

' Conseguenges ~ \ AN

I ; equences Se¢ ﬁ% The Total Consequencea :

- Score.consists of the sum of tne ratings of negative

coneeqnenoes-for items 9~i4‘ 8o that the renge of means
extends from & minimum of 6 to a maximum ot 42. To de-.
termlne the degree of relationship between each 1tem and";
the. Total Consequence3¢5core, Spearman Rank Order Corre-‘
lation Goefficients were -galculated. Overall, each 1tem.

B
correlated signific&ntly with the Total Consequences

: Scrore’l p<.001, Correlations ranged from rho = ATT to
rho _..70§ with an average’ rho = .553. . -
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| o . C A sl‘gni'ficaut‘mairi effect for Stence of Spouse, ) N
- B (1, 96) = 19 98, p<. ooft, revealed that more negative

" ~ consequences were antielpated for the pereen who lacks .
: ‘the support of his/her spouse (X = 19.14) then for the
[., ' person whoae spouee is euppartive (X = 17 07) The Sex B
| . na, shown ln Figure 4

1, 98) e 41, p< .05,

‘L of Cue by Stance of . Spouse 1nter

D o‘ was ‘also found to be eignifiqan
Cons‘ietent with the hypothesis, po' t-hoc teete revealed
K C that the intersction was due to the fact that eignifi—
% cently more negative consequences were expected for the
woman in & non-support situation (x 19 92) than for -a
man fX = 18. 37), or for a woman in 'a suppont eltuation .
o v (X 16, 87}), In addition, there was a slgnific‘:ant Sex ' -
of Cue by Sex of Sub,;’.ect interaction, shown in Figure 5,
F (1, 96) = 7.59, g<.01. Post- hoc teste revealed that - N
‘the &.’nteraction was attributable to the fact that. female ‘ o
subjec’qs expected eignificently more_ negative coneeq;.lences
_ when given female cues (X = 19.58) than was 'ﬁhe. cgse’’
either when female subjects were given ualel cuss
i,f?.?'p;) ‘or when male’ subjlectei were glven female '_é;ue_
(}'E“: 1'(:21),. -’ E "* g R -
Analyses of individ tems the nee' uences

Scale. For each 1item, ratihés of negative coneequeqé“ée'

H}
. , ..
. ot e
- - Q
- .‘ : '~~




.

Scote

sequences

3

Meanﬁbfm'Cbh

ff’d}.

Suppprt

" -~ - DR . ' ‘
. g
. . o . > " .
. R , . ,
. . .. .
‘ ' , T S I . %
[ -
13 . L. ] .
L .. . . N : .
Y R
.

(SN A o

Y HB‘-‘T94-

'
.. R
> s et °
. N .
v * 3 >
¢ 4 B N ' *

. ~ "
' .
' i / \ . . o
. .

] : :

\ ! " . 1 *
3 ¥ 4 4 \

°

‘Malé Cue.

4

No n- sup port

D -

Mo&ri 'i‘otalborisoqueno‘es Soore'tér nale

. . (High geores 1ndicate more negat.iv% consequences)
LI N

-

2

and female cues 1n support and non-»support situationa.,




o
l@ ‘
. ]
¥
.
@
LI
L
.
.
.
. . -
.
.
.
.
+
o
/f ,.
.
\‘.
.
e .
.
. u'
\
.
+
\.‘
A1
.
L] l M
.
*
v
N A
;
.
;
.

s
b o

N .
B o
W"’""V’I’W‘ Rl e e T i u,-u‘g‘ “en

21
20
co |

19

"
- 0o

~ -

Mean Tbtal Conseduengés Score

3:.

Flgure 5e

mele and female subjecta to ma.le and female cues.

.
.
:
4 2
- o

e

¢ .

: o

- .

Male Subjects -

w . AN

' Female ~S’.D]ecffs "

o '

Mean-"i‘otal COnsequences 'Scor‘e .forh

(High scores 1nd1,cate more negative consequences) ‘

e
et

O




Y . , _33_ ,’ Lo
o

range from a minimum sdbre of 1 to a maximﬁmiseore of

e Table 2 ehows the significant items involved in

" perceived consgquences. The major focus heére is the

© _ movementd toward either a family\brientation--thus re-'

~jecting the success--or a career orientation.( The

consistent Se%aof Cue by Sex of Subjept iﬂteraction

"demonstrates that women perceive a clear ramily orien-

4

tation for women and e caregr orientation for‘men. -

7]
f

Female subjects saw women as more liﬁeiy‘ﬁo spend more -

- tine with the family and less t'itﬁe with the jdb. - Further-

‘more, these female subjects enviaioned men as morogglikely

o %o spend more time with the Job a.nd less time with the

«moving away from family commitments.

"-‘reveals a significant Stance of Spouse effect. Subjeots L

'family.. In contrast,=male subjects neither demonstrated’

these yieye nor disoriminated between»tne sexes’ with '
respect tp orientatlon.. In fect, théy'hed greafer ex-
\
pectations than the female subjeots»of euccessful women -
| .

- Examination of the iesue of marriage diseolutiom

_-saw the pegsqn without support as more likely to suffer
.ua marriage break-up (X = &, 67) than a person wlth spouse ~
'approvai (X.= 2. 60) Alse significant was the . Sex of

\e

Subject by Sex of OOcupation by Stance of¢Spouae

v “ . - 4
" e R b . P
N . o " N , v
D ’ S .o
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. . * Table 2

Summary of Analyses of Variance

) v for Indivifual Itiés.and qstal Conseduences Scare
SOVrce. af f/}_ﬁ/S B F values /L -
. less | more | less | more |couple| quit Total
. on johlon ‘job fami}y“Qfﬁily split] Job|
' T
.. Cue(A) 1 - . v
tV'S\,xbjeci':(B)' 1 ‘ ~ . . G
. , . ® it B 2 N L | | W
A X B o .3n70\ 3.72 6027 4.88 - 7.59 s
) : , 4 - 1 .. L3 .
Job(c) 1 N> 408 .

AxXC. . 1|
Bx C - 1 .
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wieh 1
8.01" |1
#
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« inte ction, and Newman~Keuls tests revealed that
female ubjects saw & broken marriage as more likely
‘ to. occu inia feminine occupation,(i = 2.86) than in
) .a masculine ocfupation (X = 2. 32) when the spouse was:
supportive, and more likely to occur in a masculine

Py
" occupation (X = 4.98) than- in a femiﬂbne oocupation .

(& = "4.,42) when the spouse W ot supportive. Maie.
subjects made no such distinctions. o '
Examination of the issue. of leaving a successful
Job also discloses a significant ‘Stance of Spouse ef—\
fect, and the person lacking his/her partner 8 support
' was seen ‘a8 more 1ikgdy to quit the job (X = 2.78 versus
R X = 2 04l The interaction of this eifect with the Sei
of Cue . was significant, and Newman~Keuls tests revealed
that a .woman in a non-support situation:(x 2. 99)-was
. 8een as more likely to quit the Job then a man (X = 2 56).
¢ A significant main efreot of Sex of Occupation indicstes .
" that a person in a feminine job (X = 2 56) '‘was . thought .
more 'likely. to quit than a person’ in a masculine Job
(X = 2024). | - o T
1 Atﬁr;but;gn“ :\. * |

Table 3 presents the mean attribution scores for- -

e

each of thq three attribution factors. The‘higner,the
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"Meaﬁ Attributldn Seores and Summany of 'Ahalysi's of 'Ve\.r‘ian‘ce‘ ‘

—— .

s
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36

ﬁ.‘aﬁle" '3 .

for Ability, Effort, and Luck 1n relation t.o 'Sex of Cue, .

"\

Sex of Subject ‘Sex of Ocoupation, and’ St,a.nce of Spouae

ek N

[

Note Higheq scores

Condition -

_Attribu

te

. o Ability Effort * . Luck
* Sex of -Cue | Lo
.. ‘male . 6006 3 76\
NN femals 6.02 l6-36" ' 2. 98
P F< 4.92'# 8.00 #¥.
Sex of Subject | N e
" male 5.91 6431 3439
- female 5,92 ~ 6412 - 334
Foo F<'t. F< , Fed
Sex- of d;cupation‘ e f ’
masculine , 6.05 6v40 3.10
-+ feminine’ . 5.78 _ 6.03 - 364
F- 611 %, . 13,70 m'(-* T 15,03 s
-Stanée of' Spouse. .
. support 5.94 6.22 $ 30
.non-support - 5.89 ° 6.21 3.44
F - Fel Fal FgY

r

* n<.05

. #¢' D <, 0 o

### p < 001 .

@ ;

indicate greater 1~n_1por't',8nce.-

[

..' ‘
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~»£hat'ab111ty is seen as mofe-importaﬁt to success-at a

" work and effort arenperceived as more 1mportant to a

_nine job (X = 6.03). It should be noted that the two

- . N N - R R R LR R T T LY DD PEPDINY . gt e e 1 1
“ 4 . o .
N . A .
- . il
. a . . .- B .
.

S A ) S, T .
. * - .
. N . . ' * Y
: 5

~

:mean, the greater the peroeivad impoqiance to the -

' person 8 succese. It can be seen that although d1f~

ferences exlst, thg pgpceived 1mportqnce of each deter-

‘miriant 1s consistent acrdss‘variablés. Also noteworthy~ ©

is the fact that effort is highly rated, ability slightly

less 80, and luok is only modersately rated, 1ndicat1ng ' K N
the relatlve peroeived 1mportance of these determinants

to success. ) : . &. -

) ! ’ - »
. The results yielded,a significant Sex of Occupation

'efteqt,,'z (1, 96) = 6.11, p <.05, for ability, indicating

. . . ' L S
mesculine Job (X = 6.05) than at a feminine job (X = 5.78). N\ .°
For effott, a significant Sex of Cue effect was

.\found, F (1, 96) 4,92, g<.05, 1nd1bating that hard

womar " s success (X = 6. 36).than to a man's success

(X = 6.06). ‘A significant difference was %139 found. for - VAN

Sex of Occupation, F (1, 96) = 13.71,.p<.00%, revealifig .
. . ' ) 8 LT B .
that hard work gnd effort are considered to be pf;gFEater—

" importance in a masculiné job (X = 6.40) than in a fémi-

feminine ococupatlons Whiqh Qere combined ;n the analysis

Y

différ Eignificanfly on this_partibular item, &-z 4.1#3
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'.df = 99. D_< 01. Effort 1s seen to “be of greater im-
”portance for the psychiatric social worker (X = 6. 39)

occupation, it csh be seen that the effef'bt of Sex of ' IR
.Occupation is due to the 1esser importance of effort

“attributed to the secretary.
. of Cue was found, E (1, 96) 8. 09, p< o1, revealins s
" that luck is seen to be of, 1esser importance for & woman - o "
. L j
—"(1, 96). = 15,03, p<.001, indicating that luck,is -
(X = 3.64) than in e masculine Job~(x = 3,09). Fur- I R

'thermore, 8 distinction 1s made between the. two feminine
-jobs ‘here, in that luck is considered to be of greater

4 = 7.45, 4f = 99, p<.O01,

-

l

i

J
.

than for the executive secretary ’(X = 5. 67) Since

L

the former has the same mean. rating as the masculine

? . v

With regard to luck, & significant effect for Sex - T 'ifl

(X = 2.97) than for a man (X = 3.76)\.‘ However, a sisni- ' ' o i

" . . oA :
ficant effect for Sex of Occupatlon was also found,. " . N 1

seen to be of greater importance in a feminine Jjob ‘ . o i

|

importance to ‘the \succes,s of the secretary (X = 4.60)‘

than of the psyc\liat‘ric soclal.worker (X = 2.68),

0

’ - ..
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4 e - f A major contribution of the presenb study wes the

S 1dent1fication oﬁxtpe Stance of Spouse - effect.' Horner
' had emphasized the male peers opinions 1n relation to o
‘a woman 's achievement striyings, and Spence had shown ‘ A

. that a woman 8 success wasfmore favorably received when.
.. v Z

e S b Bt S AR A

b ' her husband's support wes made known. - The currenf find- é’
‘ 1ngs indicate that a suppertive spouse is seen to reduce_ ‘
lconflicts, regardless of the sex of the stimulus character.
“More complex and,of‘gree;er interest"}e,the‘findihg that
.‘ﬁomen are seeo'%o benefiﬁ more.from the support of the;r

. husbands than-men'do from their wives. However, women

' " . . _ o . .
are seen as suffering more than. men when they lack that

A SR

euﬁport.
. R
One interpretation of this effect is that women are .’
congidered more péseive"@nd dependent in a marital-gela-,
“tlonship, -znd more readily 1nfluenced by‘ﬁhei? husbands. °
In this way, they are encouraged by support but deflated
' by opposition their strivings. Men, on the other hand

might be seen as less Influenced by, and more autonomous <g;>.:'

LT ~ CFal - .
T T y“.,:,;;g?_tm.&..ﬁr_«z. O NP

T ST, PR
ot

from, their wives :opinions, and so be eeen a8 less like-
v ' ‘ :

ly to.experience-conflict because of’ d}sagneement, and
1 . : ) % . “

D AT
B




*IThese stereotypes concerning sex-appropriate Behaviors

. . .
¥, . - . .
|_*-40=

less likely to'be~encouraged by suppcrt. This inter-
' pretation 1s more plausible when considered in the light
of recent social‘changes.. Although now granted theflib-
erty by much of society to pursue achievement‘goals, a
woman’ may still be’ insecure in this relatively new role. |
In such a case, a husband 8, support would give energy to
’her motivation, hut his disapproval of her career attempt:
"would gerve to undermine her tenuous de;ermination. For f'r
a man, however, the question of insecurity has no bearing,
since his" role has always been defined in terms of work
-and achievement. ' |

| It is noteworthy that the present investigation f i;“
~found, with one exception, that there was no’aifference ‘
,:in the way that the sexes perceived the situations of °- :,L.
successful people. The finding that the game conflicts e
could be identified by .-both male and female subjects in-
.dicates that studies of this kind are tapping social

stereotypes, and not an individual 8. pgojected motives.

are learned through a/socialization process, and‘provide
models for attitudes and role. expectations.

"If‘sooial perceptions are‘importanta then-viblation:
of.the desiénated roles;should:be seen<%ezbringing ebout'

o &
r.]



‘;o\quit.the.Job, This 1is particularly striking 1n Yiew

- was 1noongiatbnt with the.feminine stereotype, and was
.females are permitted greater aax deviation than males

" the Woman 's Liberation Movoment which has helped to

| have opened up for the lntepdafed female. For the men,

howeyer, no such‘campalgn has changed thelr range’or .

"ration for & man to hold a femalordbmlhated ococupation.

e Ve e e e i Lo X s - Lo AR e N L

e | N .} : .
conflict, because 1t iis a doviation ffom the séci&k
norm. The resulte of the present study aupport this
notion with resard to occupation, but only 1n the case
of the male in a.feminine Jjob, In fact, a woman may
succeed in g masculine occupation without being eon-~

‘sidered socially 1nappropriate, gullty, lonely, or likely
of prévious research whlch~malnta1ned that sugh,succeas

perhaps at thé‘root of the "reér of success"‘phonomenon.

However, it is oonsietent with researoh that shows that

(Seyfried a.nd Hepdriok, 1973).

~

It 1a posaible that this attitude is 'a reault of .
create an atmosyhare conducive to achievement str%ﬁings
for women. The trend toward oqual opporbunities mgans
that preyiously.male-dominated}argas,‘such as-mediolne,~

permissible achievomentp, qnd‘ii remains a social -aber-~

l .




) " v
R e . :
: u ~42- \ >
B * N . . ) . '
' N . B .

.' ‘ . . - ) :
* The implications of the recent cdhange in sex-
. appropriate behavior are several. Firstly, it means .

that a woman does pot "fear success" in'a masculinG"

.oodpatipp, épd 8o should not be prQVent;d trom pur-
4\.: ‘éu g her goals 6n«thq bgsis‘that unconscious fears
| w1l intertere with her performance. Secondly, it
\ f - demonatratas that belliefs of this kind are a rosult of
social 1earn1ng, and by. thelr nature thoy are changeablo.
- The more it becomes a part or_thp socla; structure for 8
_woman to be a police detective, the more ‘such a oonoépt
bscomes abcepted. Thirdly, it susgosts that a Men's
.Liberation Movement might have some success 1q alter- -
ing views regarding appropriate male behavior.:
It was mentioned eariiep that there was one excep-
tion to the :;1fprm‘peroeptions of’the pale and female

subjeots. Thls exoeption involves the display by fe-

males a family orkentatlon for women and a career

en

oriantation £of men. . Males, however, demonstrated no
‘ such orientationa.‘ From theae rasults, two questlona .
arise: th, 1r social laarnlng accounta for their por-
options, do ‘the male subjeots ditfer from the female
aubjeots here? Why do the femalo subjecta show euch a .

marked sex-role adherence only in-this instance?.

Lt
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One possible explanaﬁion»concerna the traditlonal

roles whereby ‘a woman was’ dedioated to the ramily and a

' man to. the Job. Moré reoently, a woman has been expooted

) peroeived a female character as rejecting success. Thpi

only other 1nstépce concerns thé finding that f&male

,pr than a auocessful man. The suggestion from these
. ¢ . : [

'to combine the two funotions,-a dirflcult Juggling of com- ,‘ !

mitments. This has perhaps made females mpre_aware,of ' -

L |

roles. Men, on the other hand,'are not conrronted with i

. this Qilemma, and therefore do mnot peroeivo any difror-

LY

entiation. This ramily versus career dilemma may be the

rocus, as Spenqe auggeats, of femalos amblvalanoe about

"successful achievement. If 8o, then only with-respact R

to 1ssues relevant to movement away from the job and e
Al s N ‘

" ‘toward the\fam;ly wogld females show a sensitivity to

sex roles, and differentlate themselves frﬁm‘balés.'
' <
At this point the results approach Horner's defi-

nition of "rear of suocess1 wvhere a female subjeet

subjects saw wdmen‘as unhappier than did male gybjects.

Hbubver, tﬁe"present‘study fallas to indicate that a f‘ S
auccesstul woman was seen as any more 1onely, guilty,

desirous of social life, or more likoly to quit her
4

-
W



results'le that Horner's Mbtive to AVOid Buccess 1s
hnot a fun&?loning rorob and that a more accurate
;appraisal of the situatlon misht be. found in the
._ dvual role conrlict. .5 ‘ ‘ “
Finally, this study clarifies attributions re-
garding success ou the Job. Foather and Simon round
that ability was seen as a'more_lmportant cause of
ele euocess than”female success.' The present study
does not replicate this erfect, but finds that ahility
‘18 conoidered more 1mportant 1n a masculine oocupation
thad in a femlnine occupation. Although status was
. matohed for the'masculine end :emlnlne ocoupatious;g
.there may'be other hegetije aseociatlons.with tradi- |
tional feuinlne Jobs. Furtherziﬁvestigation 18 needed. .
to, clariry‘the’subtle elementsvreeponelble for this .
ottoct. .. . [ S

The other attribution items reveal that effort 13‘-
. .a more 1mportant oauee, and luck is a less 1mportant
: oause, of a woman' s success than a man's success. These

resilts’ support the much quoted adage that a woman: must, .

" work twice as hard a8 a man to attain the same achieVe-

ment, and 1t appears that she~cannot count on luck to

o

o,
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help her.f In view of the upward right that mo t’womon‘\J
are. faclng for equal opportunitlos, thls percep 10Q 13 o
moﬁt 11kely a social reality. thh regard to occupa-
tions, this 1is ‘the only 1netanoe where the exeoutlve
.secretary is- separated from the others, and luck 18 seen

A

|
as more 1mportant and erfort as less 1mportant tp success
AN

:Ln this field. Althousﬁ matched for status and undlfrer-
entiétod in other ways, 1t can be obser;;d that exaoutivor-‘
secretary lacks the’ proreasional tone - that electronics ‘

- ensinoer, pollce dotoctive, and psychiatrio social war-:
ker possess, even though thA sltuation presented axperson.
takiné«ovor the buaineas.‘wif’ls possible that & secre-
#grial qtef;otypelhas,been evoked invdlviqg the tyﬁicql

. female complisnce and dependence. In this traditional
view! a woman does not need effort, but relies on luck

to #hoooed. The fact that the other feminine-ddminated
~occupation is not percoived 1n this way suggests that ~. QQ
our aooiety may be on 1its way to breaking down con-
striotlng sexual storeotypos.

In conolusion, this study points up sqme dotqrminants0

. €

\

of social perceptions of aohievement motivation; It also

.,

re}lects sooial ohangea that have recently o?curred

. I . N . . ‘ . \/

.
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'psrticuiaflf with regard topthe‘expanged Iredﬁqm‘ror,

womeo ih careers. Howeier, if these.changes are to

continue in the direotion of an equali‘ ion of ex

roles and a choice or‘one 8 own com: tments,. there must.

_be some kind of reintorcement ror ; e individuals, or

%
‘benefit to society, in orper to. insure their permsnenoy.
R}

Research misht ve constructed with ‘the aim. oY 1n-

’

creséing eooisl acceptance of devistione from conventionel

roles, end ‘more gpecifically, achievement strivings for -
‘women.' In additibn, offorts misht be- directed toward -
early socialization processes, to educate children with-
out: building in the restriotions of stereotypes. This
‘coudd be done throush modellins ‘of vsrious behavio;B‘on
through media presentsbion. Due to the relatively elow
process of chanse, however, it will undoubtedly take

seversl senerations to make thie“ﬁ eocisl reality. \:

*
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;‘Professional tennis pisyer

Occupations:

Executive secretary .

. . A )
Public relations director

Social director of hoﬁbl chain
Bank vice-president T

Psychiatrio social worker',‘

-chelist

 Gardener

Pollce deﬁective’

-
Advertising researcher

" High. school teacher
.. Codk

Compute# programmer

Interior decorator

Lawyer )
" Homemaker . . .

o

o . ’ . Ve .
Vocational counselor
Domestic worker

Violinist

- Insurance agent

" Negotiator

Child care worker

Electronics engineer .

. Gynecologist

Glothing designer

.Head of historical society
Hair stylist ‘

Sex symbol ° ~

’ b .
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. I ’Instrﬁptions ) o
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o R S - B

This. gg a study whieh requires your 1mastnapion.

You are golns tp.réad abodf.4 peﬁple 1ﬁ”diffeﬁenf
I;ipué#iong, end we are -interested 1n-wﬁat you’thipk. '
;bépt.them. VAfter.readiﬁg a.descgiptiqn, take a {?Q o
" moments to visualize .the person.. Thére is not mich
" information, but imgsine whai.thé ﬁerson.might be
like, or think of someone yod know in a similar

situation. Then, turn the page and answer the

qﬁeséions.‘ There are no right of ﬁroné answefsu

Just rely on your first 1mpressions, ‘and feel free

to give Whatever answers you think are most appropriate;

Be sure to answer each question, and try to work . B . "g.

'quickly. ‘ ‘ ,” |
There is a page’ at the end.of the queetioné on, ,\

which you may make any'comments you have about the -

-! people or their situations,
. .Z)‘ “ . Lot | " ) .QA\.

-
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' Stimulus Paragraph

+ )

Rick (Susan) is an electronics engineer who. 18
‘ especially 1ntere§ted in communication gatellites.

" He (she) has'been firﬁtensivdy studying “the. woz‘k in
this area; and hopes to woke a sisn.‘}fioant contri-
bution. " His 'wife (her hugband ) encourages his (her)
dew;otion to his. (her) Job. Rick (Susan) has Just re~
celved a letter aaying “that he (she) has been awarded
a. government contract for- hle (her) new desisn.

s

T - . ’ »
% " 4 '
) : -

Rick (Susan) .i‘s-‘an electronices engineer who 1is

- especially _interest‘ed in communication s'at\elli'te_;s..

4

~ He (she-) has been intensively studying theé work in:

this area, and hopes to make a sisnificant contri-
bution. His wife (her husband) complainﬁ'lthat he
(ahe) spends too mﬁch time on his (her) Job. ,Rick
(Susan) has just received a letter saying: that he
(she) has been awarded a government contract for .'

his (her) new desi:gn.

-
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1 o . S .- - Stimulus Paragraph N o |

Bob. (Ann) was committed ta his (her) gosal of becoming

a psychiatrlc soolal worker, snd was highly motivated'
to do ‘well. His “wife (her husband) agreed that he (shé)
3 should become very inVolVGd ln this Job Recently, Bob - .

(Ann) has had to devote & great deal of attent.ion to

. ‘ . some -difficult. cages.” As a result of the excellent

handllng of these cases, Bob (Ann) has beern recognized

by the Director of the Clinic, and given additional
7/ " authorlt,y _ * ' )
' Bob (Ann) Was éo"minlttécl to. ‘his. {her) soal of becoming |
a psychiat.ric socigl worker, and was h.tghly motlivated
to do well. His wife (her husba.nd) did not want him
er) to become over-involved in this job. Recently, :
»\ﬂ Bob (Ann) has had to devoté’ i gr%“t deal of attention T | ;,- ,
to some. dli’ficult cases, As a result of the excel&ﬁnt

: ha.ndling of these cases, Bob (Ann) has been recosnized
by the Dlrector 'of the Cli,nic, and giVen addltional

2

authority. L -
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. husbenid) thinks’ ‘thet ‘what he (she) 1s doing is worth- ?

“while.
,Job 18

..evidence that

this achievement, John (Jane) ig awarded the- Medal of . S

Honoun.

ARV ~John (Jane) is a police detective, and his wife (her
ST ‘ ‘husband) does not think that what he (she) 18 doing
4 B »o 18 worthwhile.

a good” Job 1s

covered the evidence that led to some 1ong~sousht

convictions.'

, awarded thé*hedal of Honour.
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John (Jane) is a police detective and his wife (her

John (Jand) feele strongly that doing a good, v

. . 1 mportant. " For qeveral weeks, he-(ehe) had been
' - -, - ". kl ‘
working on diffi t case, and finally uncovered the -

had heen working on a difficult case, and finally un---w

)

E e ’., " . s

< . . . -
Stimulus Paragraph = - .
. p - |

, - PN . N
[}

led to some. long-sought convictions. Fof ' )

I T

4

John (Jane) feels strongly that, doing .

1mportant.' For several’weeke, he (she) M

For this achievement, John (Jane) ts .7 R
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Bill (Mary) is the\exeoutive secretary fon ghe head\!

of a atgpn-wide company. He (she) knows everything

. about the business, and cares a graat deal about his

(her) work. The head of thg company 5uddenly became :.

111, and was 1n‘the hospital for several weeks, @il;l
(g:ry) was choseh tOrbG thé temporary direotor. ’his

v wife: (her huaband) was glad that he (she) -accepted . *
i

this ’po.sition.- N o ST : \
‘ L . _ 3 . NN
oo P Co. s . : Ve _ ’ A o

L A ‘ , . ~

) @Bill (“ary) is, the exeoﬁiive secretarx_for the head

of ‘a hation-wide company. Ke (phe) knows everything
‘ abont the business, and cares a 5reat deal a%out hie

" (her). work The head of tRe company suddenly became

11r- and was 1n she hospital for several weeks. 'Bdll

='(Nary) was chosen to be the temporary director.' Hie‘a‘.*

wife (her huaband) wasg' annoyed that. he (she) accepted

thie position.- oo . n -
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SR . Questionnaire: Conflict Scale . -
' 1. How pleased 18 he ‘(she) with his (her) accomplishment? -
\ ) : - - ' ’ ‘ . ' ' N ' '. , ‘ . : . .
- : (1 = riot at all pleased; T = very pleased)
52, How 11ke1y is 1t that. he (she) feels that he (she) 18
o ’ spgnding too much time on' his (her) job¥% -

T h e (1 = .very unlikely,, 7 = very likely)

- W Al §
. oA ) a
S ‘ ‘ 3¢ How 11kely 1s 1t that he\ (ehe)&feele gullty about h(

o ) ’ ' (dher) succeas? o o TN " o - "‘-
DR e 11 = v.ery unlikely;* T = very likely)
! ’ ' : ‘ N s . ‘v"\', I et

:\a§ h . ++4, How lonely is he (she)? .
BN - ' (1 ‘= not at all lonély; 7«,: very lone'ly)

.
-

| CoL e :*. 5., How likely 18 ! that. he (sh97 wan‘os more sgcial life? i

}_, (= very ‘unli ely; . 7 = very likely)

)
l o o e How likely 18 i Jthat He: (ehe) feels he (ahe) spends J ' |
t . ‘ enough time wit h;.s (her) family? : v s Ly ;
| T '.o o N (1= =~v§ry gnlike y3 7 = very 11ke1§) E .
- E 7:: 'H;w likel‘y 1é t that his wife (her\ husband) 15 )
L E o o f jealoua f his (her)’ success? N - - ' .du._‘
1' ‘ ' 41 =.very unlikely; \f‘— very likely) e
E} . | : . L T
§ . . 8. How Igéppy is he (she)? ‘ o o a : A -
;l “y . (1 =.very unhappy; 7 = very happy) S i ; I
o U
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"(1 -*very unlikel 3 T = véry 11kely)

: time with his (her) family?

(o= very unlikely; 7 = very iikely) .

.Job? b

o SN s EY RETE TS an T R AT IRERARRCINE SN T T T

“

: - : Ce N,
-~ .Questlonnaire: Consequences Scale .

9.7 How likely 1s 1t 7Pat he (she) will spend less Ve

time on his- (her) /job%? -

A . |

.How 11ke1y 18 1t that.he (she) will spend more.

time on his- (her) job?

R~

(1 = very unlikely; 7 = very 11ke1y)

r "'i ) 'Y
How likely 1s it Lhat he. (she) will spend less :

~

* (1': veryhunlikely; 7 = very likelf)

. N \—‘ ) .
How. likely 15 1t that he (shé) will spend more
“time with Bis (her) family? o
'{1_= very unlikely, 7 = very likely)N ' W

Q

How likely 1s it that his (her) marriage will

G

_break up? - oo

How likely;isait-tﬁat he (she) will quit his (her)

k2P X

¢1 ='véry inlikely; 7 = very likeiy)

. ' ' ) A .
\ ' 0 ‘l ‘ ‘./ .

Dot 2t

3 € Y TRk A Thn s>
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" _ .Questionnalre: Attribution
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. ' 15. ‘waé'kBILITY'é,céusé“of'hié_(har) euddéés?;

' s ~+ (1 = not- importent; 7 = very important). . . N
’ e T L ‘ - S oL - . . '
s ' L ' . . : Sy .
E " 16, Wag HARD WORK AND EFFORT a cause’of his (her) success? ' .,
R o ' R : 3 Co , . :
s L (1= not important; 7 = very impbrégnt). =~ -, - L e
s - e * . , . . . " . , . . . /‘ N
* 17, Was LUCK a cause of hie' (her) success?. S
oL "« (1 = not important; .7.= very importent) ST
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;: . N \ b, )
- ) . L , .
! Lo . ,
' ' ' “ * N l. *
[ . h . i
) Lt : K '
; r l - 2
; L~ \ : : - ~ : —
{ -
,g . Y ) w . . N
;‘ v . . ) ‘. \ 9 t !
3 Ly .
1 \:& . ' ; - ‘ .‘ N
‘g ) ‘ I3 (2: d /
] 1l k - . N :‘.:;3!:!‘ )
3 ¢ cav M ~: ' N 3 '
N * o “; . \‘ ) 1 . . B -
: ) : . <
H N A ' PO ' '
» - G T !
'y . $ B
L . . 3 ar .




