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ABSTRACT : , L '

s ' The hypothesis in the present study is that in work
situations which evoke sex role stereotypes,’ women will respond less
stersotypically than males since it is in their best interest to do

' so. The pethod comes from the Rosen et al. (1975) study of male
managers. In the present study, 293 introductory psychology students
were asked to role play an eXecutive vice-president of a large retail
clothing chain. They were given five in-basket decision tasks,
involving either male or female employees, following ;the tasks !
designed by Rosen and his colleagues. All five in-baskets involved
behavior that is considered more ‘apgropriate for one sex than the

¢ cthe The. situatipons concerned hiring for a position requiring-

" exténsive travel, promotion of a person who stated that family life
comes before work, -response to an empldoyee.whose spouse has been
offered a lucrative position el'sewhere, response to a request for
leave of absence to care for one's children, and decidfng the
appropriateness of a person's attendance at his/her spouse's company
parties. Both male‘and female subjects, the ma“jority of whom were
first semester freshuen, responded to the in-basket situations in a,
somewhat less stergotypical manrer than Rosen, Jerdee, and
Prastwich's ﬁale,mééagers. In general, females are not less
discriminatory thah males although there are differences between the
sexes in specific areas. Despite the rhetoric about a loosening of
sex role gtereotypes, however, results suggest that both young males
and young females may still respond in a fairly stereotypical manner
to work situations which evoke sex role stereotypes. (Author)
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Qifferential Response of Males wr . Fenales
. . ,

to Work Situations 'Pich woKe

. X Role Stereotypes

barbara A. Gutek and Denisé A. Stevers

University of California at Los Ang.ies
A |
* Abstract !

Discrimination against WUmen-—and.men to a lesser extent--has beeA documented
- -~

) . ’ ) ¢
in a nudtif‘of areas of the world of work (Levinson, 1976; Rosen, Jerdee, &

Drestwichy 1975; Bass, 1972). uanx of these discriminatory behaviors can be‘

attributed to sex role stereotybes. That is, managers act in a discriminatory

. ‘ - q' . .
manner because they follow stereotypes about men and women. ilany of these

gtudies of discrimination only inyolve male subjects (e.g.; Rosen, Jerdee, &

~
' -

Prest®ich, 197.5; Béss, 1971) since moste.supervisory positions are'held by nales.

Ll 3

Uhile there is some research which suggests: that women also discriminate against

laim that wc1en in decision-making roles

~womean (e.g:\Goldbe.rg, 1968); cthers c
would not -be as discriminaiory as men. The hypotnesis 'in the'bresent study is o
N 'S .

' that in work situations which evoke sex role stereotypes, women will respond less

stercotypically than malas siice it is in their best int.cest to do so.
. ; i

The method comes from the Posen et al. (1975) study of male man.gers. In
L ¢ : ’ : .

a

the present study, 293 introductory ps?chology students were asked to role play

- e

an executive vice-president of a large fgtail clothing chain. They were given
v L3 v "/

five in-basket decision,tasks, involving either male or female employee:, fil-

¢ [y N
R 5

lowing thle tasks designed by Rosen and‘his,qolfeégucs. All five in-baskets

inyoybed_pehavior that is considered more appropriate for one sex than thg,oth . .

3
-

/
|
~

- Jhe situations concerned hiring for a position requiring extensive travel, Promo- .
! - 3 . =

tion of a pernson who stated that famlly‘life comes before work, response to an
] ‘ ’ 9. - = - ,

employee whose spouse‘has been offired a licrative position elsewhere, response t.
. . y . o -

.5"request for ‘leave of absence to care for one's children, and deciding thel

-

i N ~

&appropriateness of a person's attendaunce fat his/her spouse's company parties.
. ’ ¢
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T Foth male and female sub ects, tne majority of wi .. are first sca .ter

. . 3
L reshmen, respomled to thesin-buaslet sitnations in « oomowhat leo. otervotypieal
b . ’ Y

rmanner than Rosen, Jerdee, aand Prestwich's mule nonugers. In genaral, fomales
1 !

. . -

are not\less discriminatory than males although there aré differences betwveen the

.

sexes in specific areas. Despite the rhetoric gbout a loosening-of sex role

o .

J

-

1 ’ - -
stereotvpes, however, results suggest that both young males and young females may

P

S
still respond in.a.fairly stercotypical magner to work situations which cveke s..

~

role stereotypes.
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Difrferes.ial Response of (Inle.  nd
V.

Iemaivs
« @
to L.rk Situations Vhich Lvole

f2x Role Stercotypes

.

Discrimination against women--and men to a lesser “uxtent—=has teen_documented
. ’ i o ° .

in a number of areas of the world of work.
.

——

Tor exusple, there are runy studies
which shou that egdally qualified males and females

|

are differ

cntially evaluated
during job selection and placement.

A series of studies by Dipbeye and his col-
leagues (Dipboyg,Fromkin,, & Wiback, 1975; Dipboye, Arvey, & Terﬁstfa, 1977, *in

press; Dipboye, Arvey, & Terpstra, 1976; Dipboye& Wiley, 1977, in press) suppc.ot
the notion that under céftain conditions fehmales are discriminated against in ro-
-ume evaluations or employment interviews. Other studies (e.g., Rosen & Jerdee,

1974; Fidell, 1975; Cohen & Bunker, 1975; Shaw, 1972) shou that females are fatod

as less attractive than males in a hiring situation, and in fact, females are less
.likely to be hired.

Similarly, in more general evaluation situnticrs, females are oftun evaluated

‘-

P ]
(1968) shoved that fé;.:élé\a\

N

tn less favorable terms than nales. For example, Goldbec.g s frequently cit.d scuc;

uthors;are evaluated less favorivbly than male authors.
Deaux and Emsviller (1974) found that given successful performance, success is at-

tributed tg ability for males but is;attributed to luck for females.

In.éssence,
titudes among his sample of male managers.
. .

female accomplishments yere undermined. And Bass (1971) found discri..inacory at-
v

* [
There are several reaspns why females may be evaluated less favorably than

-
-

males. One possibility is that males are simply vaﬁped more than femg}es and tl.

same attributes, qualities,
- > . 7

»

~herefore their attributes, quaiities, and accomplisiments are more valued than the

RIC

(3

bé found in4the literature on stereotyping. That is, females would be evaluated

..

support’ for this hypothesis.

A secand explanation for the differential evaluation of males and females cén

sy,

ot accomplishments in females. IicKee and
o ‘ -

14

-

[USE,

.

e
P N

[N

il

-

Sue:vifis
3 . k] *
(1957) and Brovermen, Broverman,. Clarkson, Rosenkrantz, and Vogel (1970) Jeund

.
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less favoratbly than males when the <ituation evoles a olo Cox role st otyp2 o+ ov

.role stereptypes in the same manner &as ales. Jany of the studies involvirg

Gutek . . ‘ . ’ . A .
Co \ ‘ .

"

[ 4

N N
. .
hl

aad maies viould be evaluated less favorably vhen the situation cvekes o female :

7
(v
[

ol: stereotype, .

. Indeed, there is evidénce.to support the stereotypimg hypothesis. Fo: .. ;
4 A Y

example, Cohen and-Bunker (1975) found that whlle males, in compquson ta Pfuéll\

~

qualified female§ tjere more likely to be choscen for a position of personnel 4

.
v 3 .

technician, a "male" job, females, in comparison to equally qualified males g werc

*
.

vore likely to, be chosen for the position of editorial assistant, é/"female” jobi 7
o, . . . o e ‘ 'Y

Similarly, Leviuson {1976) found that males respghding to newspaper want ads for'.

<
stercotypically female JObS zere just as d1scr1m1nated against as fcmales responc_

“ A -~

P
ing to,newspaper ads for stereotypically male jobs. [he nature of the discrinine
. » .

tion difffgred in that males vere often told that they wouldn't want such a voring

— ~

or poorly paying job, but n netheless, the discrimin: tion against males applyinfg
’ s * . .

£

& . o - o .
ated evoke 3 male sex role Stereotype. In other words, in much of the research .

on differential evaluation of rales and females, the setting or situation or ' -

v PN '

. N : .
description evokes a nale sex role dtcreotype. Experimencal subjects respon. to
the stereotype and the data reveal dlfferential evaluatiohs of males and females.

Goldberg s (1968) study and a- related study By Pheterson, Golaberg, and Kieglor ., |
Co® B . K
(1972), both of which used %gmale subJects, suggest that females rLsODX‘ to e

2

EENERY
Ay I3
persornnel SGleCthn and placement utill/e manabers or cappus recrliters, the “

e ——— N »

Jorlty of whom are male. Therefore;’%here is little Cata.eomparlng the way

v -

that males and femnle§ respond in evaldating males and‘ftmales in specific, ivb .

a -

situations., - oo ~ . . \ ’ -
3 .
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w

R . ' . & ‘:‘
. The pr-scal study is concevned with the vay 7t . " 1ch btk ¢ lec apd fewales s
o . . Y 1
' evaluate male and female subjects in specifi work situations which evoke se-

z s

* rvle steﬁébtypes.

~ ’ v - Al
o - Method - ' .
-_Sﬁ'.\]'ectlg . . ’ . 3
¢ Subjects vere 293 %qtroductosy psychology students, 141 fewaleé and 132
s o males who part1c1pated voluntarily during class time in what was descrlbed as a’
‘ “, deciélon-magghg task. The majority of studerts were first yeqr.freshncn. ’ “
Task™ - g

Subjects were presented yith five in-basket tasks. They were asked to role-

] . .
AN play the vice-president of a fictitious department store and to make a ‘decision

abeut each of five situations which were described in a bookl&t * The tasks w;re s

-
. L:g . >
~
< 'taken from the Rosen Jengee,.and Prestwicn (1975) study of male managers: Each
A . . - N - "
"of the five situat:ons evok.® a sex role stercotype. 7 .e fifst scein. o involved
: N . < -

L]
~ . wra N N . . !

' either a male or female applicant for a position which required exte.sive travel.
-
. The secopd'incideé& involved a valued male or feiiale employee whose spouse has

. v

" « 'besn offgxed a lucrative.position elsevhere. The questios is what,. if Jnything‘

SR . - the orga"”’atloh should do to. try to retain the valued employcv. Tle third, i~-

' - -~ ,0 ~ *

c1dent 1nvolves a dec1sion to promott or dot promote an employte {.:cle or fe.ale)

) .

- who admitsgthat family responsibilities come before work responsibigities. 1.7

fourth incident involves the appropriatencss of a male or female employéeéf

~

¥ s ; _! Phnd
o ‘reqﬁest for a(leave of absence to-care for hjs/hgr <hildren. And the fl‘ N
o . — . r
scenario is designed to assess the responsibility of a person ;o foster’hl s/her -
s < . - L
* - spolse's career by attending secial activitiosﬂsponscred by the spouse's worl, ° .
. _~. .organization, i - : ’ ) S
. RY N . . ‘ : ’ : .
! . .~ -
Procedure e . o <

**Subjects responded ail five de: ision tasks. _ Two fourms, were prepared,

}

.
EE
]: MC o ; . - . 't °
P v | . - , .
N M i




a - . -

A . Gutok - ‘ f

.
“varyine the, sex of the cnplejyee, Form A {Frs; deoeribe 1 a male cyplicant, foilo.n
) -
,

by female employce, male ci loyee, m 0o erp. vee, fomal: crployee.  The other

half of subjects received the other form wvhich first deocribed a female applicant -
M - \

- ' .a male +employee, two femgle-enployees, and finally, a male emplgyee. The =wo
. ) . N

.

forms were ramdomly assybree to subjects. 4 aebri\fing sessicn showed that
t subJects were not aware of the significahce of the sex of the appllcant/employee.

v '

i . " Analysis and Results b .

‘ Dlscu551on of results will emphasize differences between the response of male
X3 . .

» and female subjects, ‘but Uill also be compared-with the results obtainéd by Rose

< Jerdee, and Prestuich (1975) in their study of mele managers. T—tests or‘bi— .

‘ variate tables where appropriate, wvere performed separately for male and female
V4 . )
subjects. Two by two analyses of variance (sex of subject by sex of eﬁ%}oyee)

" werg also performed on s§e data;, feu significant interaékions wvere found, but,

- those are reported. In general, females were just as discriminatory as maies anu
. L 3

-

both male ard female studentg were somevhat less discri.inatory than Rosen,

«

.

" &+ * Jerdee, and Prestwich's (1975) male managers. s

Table”l shows the results of the in-basket task coﬁperned with hiring a male.

-

. A(Carl Vood) or-female (Karen Wood) applicant for a position requiring e&tensive

.
v ~

travel SUbJeCtS were asked whether or not ‘the applicant should be hired and to

F. - rate‘thé applicant on suitabillty for the job and potential for long service to

.\ the organizat1on. Both male and feuale ~'chcts thought tneAmale and female

-

apnlicants were equally suitable>for the job, but both sexes were wore llkuL’ to

. . hire tEF’male applicant and to rate the male applicant higher on potential long
Tvity with“th& organization. There are no “significant sex of subject by sex of

- . 4 3 v
applicant interactions in these data: Rosen, Jerdee, and Prestwich's male r-na-

1) o i - .
gers showed significant differences favering males on-all three questions.
. ) Table -1 about-here
T “‘ - . - : »
o T .
\ b X
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-

Table . chows the way rile, and female suBject. responded oa the Ls.1e 0.,
LY N ‘ '
> ]

promoting either llargaret Adzrs or lichael! . lams who has performed credibly

v

. . .
for the orgagizatﬁén but wvho has stated that family respouni™ilities tulke pre-

. .
-

e
cedence over work oblipations. jlale and female subjects do not di;fer in theirs

evaluation of ifargaret or llichael, althouzh the evaluation of ~aule spbjects'

1

app%baches significance (p'= .06). Only 23% of male sﬁbjects would promote

.

liargaret in comparison with 40% of male Ss who would promote ifichael, Therec is

~ %

‘., . , L .
ro significant 1nt§;éct10n betwveen sex"of’subjcct and +sex of employee. Rosen,.

3

Jepdee, and Prestwich (1975} found a highly significant difference in evaluation

P rs of i . . R
og?uichael and .iargaret (p < ,01) by their male manager ‘sample. .

. )

Table 3 shows the results of the thdré in-basket task. Here sudjects were

¢
presented with the case of ‘a valued employee, a computer operator, wl.ose spolse
A o : .

has been offered a lucrative pecsition elsevhere. ' steps vhould the orga-

4

nization take to retain "achel or Ronald Cooper? Subjects were presented with
four options and asked to indicate 'on a seven-point scale hov much they agreed

2 » £
. - ¢

,with each statement. The optT¥ns were to offer, the empldyee a large raise; to
. R [ ,

.

try to persuade the employee to stay because she/he has inves:ied too much inco
the job to leave; find a position for the computer operator’s spouse in this

organization‘which is competitive with his/her present offer; and not °to in< .u-

-
*

. . .
cnce the employee one way or the other. ilale subjects do not respond ¢ .ife..on=’

tially tb Raciiel or Ronald, and'female subjects treat the two employees equally,
Y .
in terms of offering a raise or trying to persuade the employee to slay. ‘However

{.male subjects are more likely to agree with tlie statement that the organiz.tion

.~ -

should try ,to find Ronald's spouse a job within the organi;gtion and more likely %,

to agree that the organization should uot try to influence Rachel one way or

the other. Sex of subject by sex of employee iiteraction is.osignificu:t (F =

-~




. . ~
\ . - . ’ .
Gutek 7 P . . 8
- . s
1.65, df = 5/270, p < .05) {or finding spouse a job. Roscn, Jerdee, and
» M -
Prestuich's managers respoided différentianlly co male u.d fenale emplo&ee on all
o / . .

four options (p .0l». They were more likely to try to convince tlLe male com-
- ' . : v

.

putér operator to stay, more likely to offer a sizeable raise to tlic male com-

” 4 >

puter éperator, more likely to find an attractive position w’thin'thg organiza~

tion for the male employee's wife, and more likely to agree with the Statement

[ . .

"Don't try fto influence the computer operator'. in the case of the female employec

than the male employee. ' .

_————— e ——————
. ¥t v

’ <\§é? Table 3 about here
Syws ————— e R

- B r

Table & shows the mean scores for male and fermale subjects on the issue of

. f R
*r

request for leave of absence. Ralph Brown (Ruth Brown), an accountant, has re-

» "

- quested two months' leave of absence to care for the couple’s children. Brovn's

\ . * . 1
. §pouseﬁﬁm)1s a junior high school priucipal cannot take the time off ard the

couple is unable to flﬁd a'satisfactory baby51ttc Suojects were asked to rate

the appropriagteness of the request and state whether a lcave without pay should
-

be granted or vhether a leave with pay should be granted. Female subjects did
s

not, differ in their cvaluatisn of Ruth and Ralph. ifale subjects.did not differ

j » . " ¥
in their rating of the appropriatcness of the leave or in whether they would

, “grant & leave with pay. They were,,however, more likely to grant thezﬁale em—
. . = t.

>

3 " ployee leave without pay than the £emale emﬁloyee. Interaction between sex of
[ . - ] \ . . . -
subject and sex of employee vas not significant. Rosen, Jerdee; and .F: ~stw’ch
>

foung that a leave of abSerce was purcelved as more dpproprlaLe for the female

) 'eﬁpléyee than the male employee add,luﬂye without pgy\was more often ar ted to

’

the female employce (p * .0l). There were no differences in granting'lea with

» pay. -

R
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*
the fifth in-basket .uvolved a transcipt of a hu . .d and wife dcoulng @
. ’ !3’ * ! - e i
3 ’ + . 3
over whegher the fireelance uriter spouse of an aspirin_: manager should attend -«

| Y L. .
( boring company parRiGS% *For half of the subjects Jﬁdy Garvison is the manager

and her usbaﬁd, Jack, is a vritor. For the other half of the subjects, Jack
~ . ’ ' N '
id the m nager and Judy is the writer who is reluctant to; attend Jack's company
E 4

N ‘
. partigs% Subjects were #sked to resolve the Garrisons' argument. Should the i S

N . i L
sﬁousé 4f a manager attend the manager's company parties;, parties whic#!hgy have

oo . .
career implications for an aspiring manager? Subjects were asked to check one
i . -+ 4 N . .t .
i AJ .

of three options: The spouse ‘should go to the parties and stop making a fuss,
h /

- - *

.. the manager should attend parties aloﬂb; and the manager should stop attendiﬁg <
- & N
. . . i ﬁ
\n . parties. llale subjects responded the same to Judy, the manager,, as to Jack, the
7 ménager. They were fairly evenly divided betweenlqpouse attending.managérial ]
b :// ' . . v

parties and manager attending parties alone. Female respondents, hbwever,

thought that it was more imporfant for a wife to attend her husband's company A

-

parties than it is for a husband to attend his wife's pucties (p % .01). Furthe.
< ‘more, there is a signiffcant interaction between sex of subject and seQXOf

. manager (F = 3.96, df = 1/273, p A .01). Uhereas about two-fifths of males
. .. .
thought that either Judy or Jack .wuld attend his/her\§€ouse's parties, over
] # ' .

—

50% of female subjects thought th4{t Judy the writer should attend Jack's parties
- . "\

* ~

‘" but only onq-fhird of female subjects théught that Jack,

the writer, should

attend Jp%é's parties. Rosen, Jerdee;~andiPrestwich.(1975) found that rale

. ? N M ’
mahagers' evaluation of the dilemma was highly dependent on the sex of the mana-

-

ger. l!ale managers' wives should attend business parties {p - .001). _ .

¢

) ° - ) ) Table 5 abbut here . *
. ~ , _— i ———— . o .
~
b _
) )

v oo . . ’
L i |
ERIC”7 = o ' ’
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o Discussion . t

. *
. c . -
In general, both male and f.~ale st:dents resrond in a sex role stereo-
-

txpically appropriate manncr in specific work sittiatiomns. Studentg, however,

. .

-

appear to respond léSS'Stereotypically than a group of male manaéers studied‘gy
. N . .
Rosen, Jerdee, and Prestr ich (1975).. Altﬁougk Rosén et al. had a much larger

7 —
sample than the presept study (N = 1442 compared with N = 293) which makes

comparisen of .p-values difficult, a comparison of distribution of percentages

and t-test scores indicates that students are less stereotyped in their\response

. X -
than managers. ) :

-~

Although both males and females.respond some of the gime in a stereotyped

Vd
For example, a

-

manner,. it is interesting just vhere the stereotypes emerge.

female applicant:was rated just as suitable for :a job involving travelv’as a mal . .

applicant. Howe;ey, the female wgs less likely todbe hired. And although tle
fepale appi}c;;t‘(and the male apnlicant)'already had 1l years of.relfyant ﬁork“'
experience, the male applicant was judged g; have grcatér péécntial fer logka ’
- : ) «< ’
servlce with the organization. - e -

- Students did:not diffbr in their evaluations of ‘a male who asked for time
. .

L&

' £ .
N

»

. off‘for child caré& in comparigbn to
i

Q

ERI
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L]

.

" «time.

%

k)

\
-

And gtudents did not differentially evdluate the prumotiog¢of male and -

a female who asked for4chi;d-care leave. .

.

. —_—

ﬁeméle €mployce vho said that home and family responsibilities took precedence

.

ovér work pbligations.
h

1]

there were some interesting differcnces between the -answers of male and female- -

o, . : _ ] ) 4

te

*

.

, 4
?

. [ . . .
students. For example, males seem to believe that male employees are more

A

likely to remain with a company for a long period than comparéble female er- -

/¢ -

ployees. The results of male subjects'comparison o

Y
¢

f potential lojfgeviiy of «

service of a male and female applicant were highly significant.

? -

Female subjects' responses to o

]

A}

o

rganizational attempts to influencz a velued

“To s

employee whose spouse has beé¢n offered a job els where were intriguirs:, Fonale:

~

e

’

. 1 N v
Although females, in general, were not less stercotyped than male students,




"o ctrem Yeoia favor of an organization offering a male employce's wife (v

has another job offer) an attractiv. position in her husband's organization,. s

,organization doesn't intervene through persuasive tulks or by o“fering a large

Gu.el - . . ' 11
»

4 $

Female subjects also favored leavihg a female employee alone, that is, not

P

- B
trying to influence her to stay {l..n her husb%nd has been offéred a position

.

elsewhere. Perhaps the female subjects were responding from the viewpocint of
’ . ‘ ’ .
the cpuple's relationship. If a female is offered a lucrative position in
» 4 : . .
another geographic area, an ideal solution (from th§§viewpoint of'the relation-

———

ship) would be for her husbind's company to offer her a comparable position.
Then the* husband wouldn't have to begin job h%pting‘and hé wouldn't feel that
he was folloving his wife around. On the other hond, when the husband was

offeréd a job elsewhere, female respondents preferred that the organization not
4 %

Al

attempt to influence the female computer operator. = If ﬁer husband has a job .

%

elsewhere, it might be easier for the wife to quit her job and follow him if the

salary increase. ‘ o

Finally, bgliefs of women about a wife's requﬁsibility to support Her.

-

husband's career as evidenced through female subjects' response to the Garrisor.’

argument is also interesting. r Women may be willing to stand up for their rightc

in their own ca}eer, but they also seem to feel they should provida ca.eer- Lo

. > »
enhancing support to their husbandg, support which they don't expect_from hus-

‘bands in return. Not one of 74 female recpondents thought that Jac!:, an aspir-

- .-

ing manager, should stop attending company parties because his freelance writer

- *

wife hated ‘those parties. Over half of female subjects thought that the wife
-

- ¢
should attend parties which may enhance her hushpnd's career.

Despite the rhetoric about loosening of se%"ble stereotypes, our data
suggest that young men and women may still respond in & steveotypical mar...r in

-

very conrrete situations which cvoke sex role stereotypeé; Although the data

1 1 >
L .
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’ - B
o not o cerwhelming, there seems tq be less discrininatien arzinst men in sicsc

-

. typical feminine situatioms' (e.g., acking for leave to babysit) than the rev - r.

Ad vhile there is less discrimination wlatan,t instances (e.g., a women w.th

11 yéars of relevant work experience being judged unsuitable for a job), disecri-

- 4
<

mination still exists in more subtle forms (e.g., anticipated longevity of
. - : s )
service with an organization, or a wife's rcspensibility to participate in acti-

.
{

5
2

vities whith dre career enhancipg to her husband). '

4

‘
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R : C “+ " Tablel )
' i ] ‘ yMean Scores of ilale and Femaie‘Respondcnts
N . on Decision te Hire'}ale or cemale Applicant . -
N . . " R - o
! ¢ Female Subjects - Male Subfjects N
Y \ ’ 7 )
i "
Karen. Carl Karen’ Carl
.
lean tfean t « ' Mean Mean t - ; b
- 3 “ ,\;
Decision to hirew 1.59 1.35 2.90% 1.71 1.39 4,10%% ; A
. ) | ‘:
. ’ 4 .. ~ ¢ ‘ < i
© ., Suitability . . . 8 : : |
: for job ‘' 3.65 3.73  -0.47 3.40 %.60 -1.18
. . ® # i
] « 14 %5 D
Potential longe- - . ' %
vity with 2,59 3.25 -3.05% 2.30 3.13 51,94%* :
company : ' . | &
- i - \
N . i -
N N . 66 75 % 78 73
' e i .
& ’ : : &
Low score favorable to hiri:g; £d® others, high score favorable to hiring.
* p< 005 \ . ) )
#% p< ,001 : s ~ o
“ (4 ‘.
- ’ Table 2 \ ‘ .
R . ¥ .
Male and:Female Respondents' Distribution
kN

of Responses on Promotion of Male or Female Applicant

Females : Males - -t
4 . R .\’
- Margaret -Michael iorgaret Michael
Do not promote 16.7% .29.0% %8.2% 18.17% —
N ° . { ’
Discuss 42,4 38.7 s - 48.7 . 41.6
Promote - 40.9 461.3 " 23,1 40.3 1
' Total 100.0% 100.07 - 100.0% 100. 0%
A Y . -
N 66 75 - 78 é 72

" For female'rééﬁanaéﬁis;ﬁizf= .33, df = 2, n.s, :
For male respondents, X2 = 5'60’;i€“= 2, p= .06 !
« - \ { St -




Joot. . A . Sog
CUtel.( tc - . .4 a : . Ls:Z\
» P :['able 3 /7 5.: .o, .
. » T 0 . ) I - 0‘ e
ilean Scores of ‘Male and -Female Rcuspondents on Approach
. -to Reta'ining ii.le or Female Lmployece
R
7~ A ; Females »/ . Malds ‘
Rachel  Ronald . Rachel , Ronald .
» - ’ A
Mean Mean t-test Mean Mean t-test
. L . .
o a o . e ¢
Offer Raise o 2.85 2.52 1.79 T 8,67 2.67  0.00
~Persuade 3,49 .3.12 7 1.75 3.18- 2.8  1.50°
Find spouse poiit;'.c;n -3.47 2,64 © 3.70%% . 3.41 5,29 0.52 °
Don't. influence 2.63 3.29  -3.13%% 3.25 3.5 -0.91
( T .
N 1 7/% 63 . 73 76 '
a “ E |
Low score indicates agreerent with .each statement.
C* p< 0L v . ‘
%% p< .001 , ’
N \
— - . -
a , v Table & .
_ Mean Scores For Male ‘and Female Subjects on Request -
. For Leave of Absence by Male or Femalé Employee ) v .
; Ay
- s
. L w~ Females, Hales
. N . ’ » b
o : Ruth  ~ Ralph ¢ Ruth Ralph
Mean Mean t-test Mean Mean t-test
Leave appropriate® 3.1~  2.95 1.19 3.13 - 3.08 0.31
Give leave with pa\yb 1.81 1.85 -0.67 1.83 1.93 ~1.43 "
Give leave without pay}?' ‘1.17 1.24 -1.01 “1.18 1.34 -2,15%
N .
N . 74 64 12 76

eHigh score i'n'dicate'd that leave is appro'priate
PLow score indicates agreement :

’

* p < .05

‘

1

-

5




Table 5

0 : .
‘llale and Female Respondenis Distribution ol Responses
+

on Supﬁort of Spouse f&r Male or Female Manager

Females ’ tales

Y

Judy Judy‘ = Jack

A

L]

Spouse should go to party 34.8%

44,2% 42.97%

Go to parties alone 57,6 . 46.8. 47.1

\ Stop attending parfies 7.6 . 9.0 10.0

Total 100.0% * 100.0% - 100.0% _ 100.0%

<
[

N 66 74 77 70

-
- e e . emm m e e —me o = emem mmmemee o e e

“ FOf female resp?ndenis, x2 =.8.3i, af 5.2, p < .01
For male respondents, x2 = 0.04, df = 2, n.s.
L)
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Correspondence regarding this article may be addressed to B. A. Gutek,
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Department of Psychology, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA 90024.
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