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. f*ﬁlgleyient Problems; Employment Qualifications;
ales: *Eanagerial Occupations; Self Esteem; *Sex
riminations *Sex Stereotypes; *Social Attitudes;
a1 Tnfluencés: Eark;ng Women' _ © .

ABSTRACT ; !
It appears that there is ncthin& inhEIEﬂtly .

) associated with feraleness which shculd preclude the ascendence of 7
vcmen into management positions. However, barriers do exist and they ™
"stem from such factors as sacietal Bex-role stereotypes, attitudes
toward wceen in management, attitudes toward female competence, and
the prevalence of the male managerial model. These factors are
external to the woman-herself but may create tarriers to her
jab—related aspirations. Internal factors which may serve to ;nhlb;t
the exgreseion of upwardly mobile occupational aspirations ipclude -
lov self-esteem and fear cf failure, as well as the perceived
consequences -of occupational advancement and the incentive value
associated with such exrectations. Increasing employment
opportunities for women represent a small first step  toward
equalizing the distritution of men and vomen in the labor force.
‘"However, it appears that a .concerted effort to -nd;fy existing
societal attitudes, to provide environmental surpcrt for dealing with

- the real gressures arising from role caﬂfl;:ts, and to ,redefine the

’éxclusively male lanaq2tlal model will be required to diminish +he-
impact c¢f the pervasive stereotypes which seem tc te remarkably
effective in keeping wcmen cut of mapagerial positions. (BM)
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In nE years, the nee f T plaging women in higher aéﬁupational

levels Qf busi Tiess, and industry has been recagnized and t:he legal con=

5équenaes of précluding such advangeménﬁ stréngthened. However, despite

evidence that the business cammunity, prodded by Affifﬁative Action and

i

- other legislatiﬂn, appéarg more willing than ever ‘before to atcep?gwomen

into managerial ranks, women today account for less than two per ent of

&

the managefiel pegsgnnel in the United Stazesg While evidence fgr dis-

x
i

crimina:ary hiring and promotional praccices doea exist, ie. has beaame in-

creasingly clear :that qualified women are Ehemselve% uﬁwilliﬁg to pursue'
- . :

management pagitions. As former Assistant Secfetaf/y of Education so,

aptly observed, "If job Eiscriminatidn should end tomorrow, there wouldn't

" be %gty much change in the number mf women in pasitions of authafity

& sl
/

(Buzenberg, 1975). : o "
o R

= £
i

0

= R e

Even among those women émplcyeé in professional and technica}l jobs
N o ’ 7 . L V gr F .
the majority occupy pBsitions con id red "female sex-role appropriate.” &
For example, 97% of all reglstered nurses, 92!—&5 all dieticians, 85% of

L

~all elementary school téachers and - 701 of all héalth tec ﬁé' ians are

i lPaper presented at the Ninth International Congresso Anp,;i

Psychology,

= #

Munich, Germany,éAugust,;l??S.




’ geaﬂg?ic mérketplg;e she must passess_ché};cferistigs whi§h3§ave been re~
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women. - In contrast, 2% of the engineers, S¥ of the attorneys and 9% of the

physicians’in the U. S. are women (U. s. Department of. Commerce, 1973).

-

It is generally agreed, that for ‘a woman to succe¢d in E‘llaﬂmpetitive

b

gafded fsterectypically) as male sex-role appropriate. Clearly, tﬁere is

a reluctance on the part of many women to éursue cccupéticns which require-

“the expressiaﬁ,af tralits traditionally ascribed to men. Apparently, this

N . , _ a
relu&tanég;;x:ands even to the acquisition of the-ducational training
whicé Vgaid qualify them for such Qéﬁupatiﬁﬁ’r(ﬁorﬂEf, 1972; Horner &

: R . :
Walsh, 1974). \ "o c

One of the éfiticél‘problems~¢ghfr5ntiig§b?éiness aﬁé industty as
cﬁéy attempt to comply w%th currEﬁﬁ legislé;ive éféarts to equalize the -
distribution of men énd women in the occupational hierarchy, centers around
the queszioniaf hé§ to motivate the woman. worker to aséire to Escéndengy ;
into poé;tiané of statﬁs and responsibility. The éqf;éht paper reviews

the 1itéréture on w@mén iﬁ mansggpenlfwith regard ;é those §5?§hclagical

factors which may interact to bar women from entering management.

_Some of these factors, such as societal sex-role stereotopes,

attitudes toward women in management ,‘attitudes toward fegale competente,

and the prevalence of the '"male managerial' model are‘external to the
woman herself but may :resﬁe barriers to her job-related aséirétinns.
Internal és¢tcrs which may sérvg.tg inhibit gﬁe expfé%éi@n of upwardly
mobile ﬂééﬂ?ééi@ﬂal éspi?éﬁiéns inélﬁdéfléw $él§ esteem and féar of failure
as well as the perg%ivég consequences dfbuc:gpatibn*lvadvancgment and the
in:éht}ve-vélge assdgiatéd with éuchfexpéﬁtétioﬁsi, These last two
variabiés, expegtédrzagsequencég and their inzéﬁ%ivé values are regarded

by Atkinson and Feather (1966) as crucial determinants of the nature and
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i\j‘__ oy eaggréa éf gghievgment-relgted behaviarsJ- I

f' ’ 9such résponses thay be iﬂhi:~tgdg
) | -

A;titudes Taward Wbmgn in Hanaggnent { : ;%?

’m‘h '

! " The msjafizy of the litera 124§nt to

attitudes‘taward ?DmEﬁ in m;gggement hES'fGEuSEa»UPDﬂgthE dttitudes of };?

he question of spcietal

. .z : .
male mgnagérs. To the extent that pramatinﬁal decisiqns @n.wnmen'afé made
; . . ? L3 .
Z: men in positions of authatity’nne gbviaus barrief to sucggssful
: N

gupaticnal advancement . fnﬁ women lies in ﬁhalattitudes of théif pramﬂtéﬂs.

*

A.classic study of male dttitudes ngaidiﬁq@eé executiyes was zfnducted by
’ the Harvard Business Reviéw (Bowman, w§§tﬁéyi & Gruper, 1965)_'}Hale

¥

executives rated Ehéif attitudes toward: female executives in the mildly

[

*

favorable to she mildly unfavnrsble range. While ‘the males sampled felt
/ =

=

_that women in management had no appreciable neggtive,effécts on efficiency
. & . ) N . = ‘f - .
and production, one third of those sampled felt that females in managerial

pgsiﬁiﬁgsghad a '"bad" effect on émple;ée mgfalé. ifty-oné percent a?;the
! - ) =
ﬁﬁle fespoﬁdanﬁ felt that women were gémperaméntally unfit fcr managemgnt

hty-ane pe ”E believed -that men would fgel uncomfortable working for

" a woman and 73% indicated’ that they themselves would feel uﬁEEegﬁftable
= ‘\’ j = \

* if they were to work for a woman. . - \
) Schein (1973) asked male management ﬁéréonnel working in insufgncg
L§companies to descfibégeither'waméﬁ, men, or successful middle level

: managersz She ‘found { a high‘dégfee of cafr&sgcﬁdéncé between the

male and successful middle!manager pfefilesj women were described quite

differently. Apparently those attributes commonly attri@ptéd to women

(e.g., dependence, passivity, and emotionality) were viewed as antithetical

tg,ﬁhe;requigite characteristics for successful managers.

o

L2 ’ T i

Q ‘ : ) i ! f“ /
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Ihese findings refle:t the norm 1n- Agghrican éilturé'fhat wotien shauld”:
s ¥ .
not have authori .over 'men afsequivalent age and i.al class. Othfer

prevalEﬂt male attitudas which may be anticipatéd to adversely Qf

hiring and promotional decigims on mmen 7im:l,ude;i’l) women are given -~
preferential treatment and premature advancement due to the influence of
“pressure groups,” (2) the employment of women jecpardizes -the.institul:!}en

Qf rthefamily, (3) the presence of women in Ehéjcb égttiﬁg makes, sdtial - -

interagtions dlfficult (4) women éfe less able to égﬁe with crises than

‘'men, and (5) women fequire ingrdinate amounts af sick leave--due Ea

mensttuation and pregnangy (Dipbaya\ 1975; Loring & Wells, 1972; Lynch,

1 73; .Minahan, 1975; Ragalin & Pell 1975; Wi}liams, 1977) \

Resear&h by ﬁf ,K russ F! 1, and Alexander (1971) looking at how

- ‘ g ol .
malé Tﬂhge:s perceive wéhen a’,nd their felatiénship to work revealéd
: ; . \ |
sevéral~factors that influengedptheir'ab;l;ty to-accept women on arn, equal .

=

HES%% with men in the work Situatign; Although the male managers sampled

did npt perceive of women as less 2a§&blé;than men, théy did indigaﬁé con=" "

cern abaut the norfus defining the iniﬁractiaﬁ between men and women in

¥ u

job settings. It was the managers beligf that both men and wom en-prefer

male supervi sors. Further, they perceived of the woman worker as less

dependablé than héf‘mala ﬁ@uhﬁerparzg ‘The régs;%s given for this negative

=

perception wefé related to the "bialogical" aﬁd personal characteristics.
of ngéﬁ¥% Cl s ificatian gf the data in terms of the managers' actual

\\ o T

experience with women workers ,ndicaced_that men who did not work with

women had more pasitive‘:egafd for women workers than men who did. " The

least favorable attitudes toward working’ women were expressed by male

managers who supervised wo?eﬁ’in subordinata pééitions.é Bass, et al.-(1971)

suggest that as long as men jt?gE‘women from positions of Supefiéri%yg

Al
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';", _%’smmgn fnsy;c‘:éﬁtihﬁe tabe i}iewéd in an unfavorable 1—-ig’§t{ Empirital zttempts .

n
S,

-~

-

: - .tb tﬁtnge negative attitudes tnwa:d autgcuups based on the iﬁtetgébup con- ’
: £ } 1" .

tﬂﬁtﬁhypathesis indicate that equality of statﬁs_is an impartant détermiqqpt

# . k]

i';" o, Tof fejudiee reduction (Aiipaft, 1958!/C96k 19 9) : . ) J

: It has been widely assumtd that the Existe ce of negative attitudes . ’

!g f]ef/e taward women in managefial pcsiticns based on EhE prevalence of a stereo- L
v . » 4
!;ypia tanceptiﬂn of apprgpriate feminiqg bghavigr accounts for bath access
' ‘;ﬁ.§ and tééatment discriminétion ggginst wamen in Qrgaﬁi;atianal j;ttingsﬁ ;

L vitan, Quinn, & Etaines, 1971). 1Indeed, it has been deqpnstratad -

. \\ ‘repeatedly tgat _women at%ﬁperceived as le% d siratlé jab ap@%&tantsnthagi 5f‘;;;;
L camparabiy qua&ified‘EEﬁ (Cghen & Bunker, 1975; Fidell, 197ﬂgﬂﬁaefn3t, &
! 1977; Shawj 1972;-Wiback Dipboye, & F;amkin;g1975) Furthér? once they
) are hiféd‘theit gsalaries are lower (Levitaﬁ et al., 1971; Bﬁ;ﬁr & Asliﬁ, o :y a;

197 man & Terrell 1975) and they are promoted less fapiﬂ%y gDay & ‘.
o e Resen & S ‘

Stogdill, 1972, Rosen &\krdee, 1974a). =

There has been littie systamatic res ?F‘gintﬁ the natgte of the L . P

Qﬁfs i . e

. quaiifitati Expected of fémale applicaﬁts for managerial pasltians One - Lo

study by C 11 Eaul} and Dlins (1973) attegpted tD identify the quaiitles ) e

E ptrteived to be iﬁ%ﬂftant for male -and -female pg%icants fér a 'whi,:.i .1 “
*?ﬂ collar” jab—> Graduate and undé:graduaté studéﬂt§ enrohled it %adageméﬂt o e
4 tlgsstf #ttt asked t&%IEEE<£hE impgttance of each of Eifty variables tt;
’1 an iﬁEEfViEHEf tcnsidé:ing the job ;bpiicatian af eithér MarﬁjThOma$ Dr’ f’ A
! Joe Stetﬁéﬁs Ihe reaulgs indicatad .that SUEJEEES perteptig;;;gfitha ' ) ’
g imparténtt of standsrd vatiables fféqtéﬁtiy used in SEIEEtiG%hvarléd as’ ; (
fuﬁjzign of thehséx Df the applicant Persanaliq§féppéarancg ané gkl

! --'1:’ : -\ Lo

education vere perttived to be more impantant in ev;luating the female

. . aﬁﬁiitagt, wh%ig motivation-ability and’ inte;perﬁtnal relations were waigﬁgd:

- . : - Y,

L
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'* more he;vily in evslusting ‘the male; Apparently,rthe female applicant was

more gikely t3 ba perz;;véd qs a typical clerical ;mpla§ee in caﬂ%zast to
théﬁl o ’

w2

7
E

a T

dminiatraﬁive mangger. . I o7
xltsthﬁg apyears that women gfe genergily regafded as lacking the{
¥ ﬂa

necéssary characteristics to assume managgmeptAfaiés Further, the pgfi
I B
<

formance of women’ %h? do sttain such ppgitians is evaluated differently ffom

5 ""’/kméf!' . . :‘i
that of comparable ﬁgl, g, ¢ D / 7
= RESED and JérdEE (1973) examiﬂed the way 5ex-rale SEEfebtypss--gerl
" g)s i =

ptiﬂns and expeétatians of what is,gppfopriate behavior fﬂf males 39565

fémalis nflu tn_ : ev luaﬁians Qf male gnd fEmsle supgfvisory beh }
W ' 4‘ .
Eﬂdergxiddt Eg dents’ and bank supe:vi rs we §3 ‘asked ta read ope of six
versions of a sﬁpervisory problgm (with Ei{héf a-male mr a female supé;—} ’Ri
é vis r a d with eight méle, fémslg, or mixed subafdinates) and - ‘to ev%iézte '
[ j’ . .

the EffEEEiVEﬂESi-Dfifauf supervisary styles. Tha ie lts indicazéﬁ that

’HFgfg evaluations Qf the" efficacy of ce:éain superviééry styles was subject * )

i

it other hand ezfluatians af threat and helﬁ!!! styles did nct di{fer for

=

L x * - %
to the iﬁflaence of SeX of supervisgf and suba:dina;e; .
¥ * . R
A rewsrd’style was rated as maré\efféztive for male supervisors, ¢
. ., #
7 ® ks i i 5 3 K
uhile a friéng;ygéependent style wasira;ed as mé%é éfféctive fpr superviscrs ‘

*

a= [}

. T
At afrei ther sex when used with Qubafdinates of the opposite sex. On the

2 x‘

o - \
msle and femgle supervisgts.! It shauld be noted Lhat the Simil?fity of , =
. . % L
”gtinggimade by subjegts of bOEh sexes provides evidence that men anéﬁ o )

L . . e

3

e 1o +

women sharé cdmmcﬁ pEchptiaﬁs ;oncerning sex-role apprcpriate behavior é;gsff

3 &*

x—;inditiquals in %upe’ rigory pgsitian : . . .

P i

Alt&ﬂﬂgh the results of a t Eént SusEy Experiment have been interpreted.,

to suggest personnel decigié%s of male managers téflézt societally endorsed
- s ’

t ]
- ¥ .
. } 7 - ‘ -
s ;irafg s “employ

EEEEatypes (Rcseﬂ & 3erdee, 1975a) favafing male "emplovees,
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e

>of stereatypes uas actually taken. \WMEﬁ Terb

_ gerbcrg,lﬁ Taynor, ;574) prior to their participation in aﬁ'ihs sket

flsimulaﬁiaﬂ»éﬁéy Ecuﬁﬁ,ihat the'étefeotype‘maasufe was ralatéd to décisiaﬁ-

o ; . | o : 7 v
Similarly, Rosen and'JEfdee'(lQ?éb) aﬂd Hurphy (1977) found that the
s 7 . i

ﬁe%g made expli;iﬁi Tn the absence Df informatioﬂ a woman applig@qt*&éy

as Easy t@roﬁéfléék her abilities. chevgr, in Murphy's (1977) study - o

"was a student.er executive, "James' wa\\much miie likely Ehaﬁ "Jane to )

. . . - . .
M . . . . ) . . . L
{ i ¥ 7 ® = ‘ ws - ,,"

: . A ¥ , .
" o Ie*bdfg and Ilgem (1'9775\)! h§vé ques

-based o ‘stefeotgtig inferencés., I EEE Rosen and. Jerdee study no measure y

% R] E )
g ahd Ilgén (1975) a%ﬁgined-
a measwre Qf-mgle subjects' 1Etituﬁes Toward Women\as HLEEEETS»(PEterE}
[] . . . - E ! - =

- i

L

9.
. - By
effect of stereptypes on: decisian—makiqg decreased when regulatory pqlicies

I3 . : i & -
&~ i ,

be easily ;lassified 1n acéard ce withupfevailin% norms dictating sex foler
i ) |
appﬂapriate behaviars When h%¥ jcb related qualificaticn are detailed .,

explicitly for the pgrposes of hiring or promatign decisicns it ﬁéyrnét be

&

F

, R
selection of the femalesemployee f or job rewards or opportunitie s never
exceededAthat ot Ehgfmaie, 4lrr§sg ctive of whetgér tbe declsiqn—mgkergr

T

receive (1) a high szargiﬁg salary, (2) a high secand—year salaﬁy 1narem3ﬁt

. : . . -
(3 asgignment EOQChEllEﬁEi?S work (4) the appartqcizy €Fr further training,

=

and (5) seleatién for Q:Qm%tiéﬁg. The most striking. disﬂraﬁég;gﬂwas obtained
‘ DR : U ®
in the ptomééian selecﬁign.‘FUnder!unamblgucus conditions the male was
. . . '* . .
selected for promaﬁion in 20 of 44 cases, the femaTe in th E ’f 52. wheth

L

con di ions were highly ambiguous the female was never selected, while the

male was promoted in 11 of 22 cases. Further, the only female proﬁotldﬁal

; ) i,, ) . -1’ H
selections were mdde by female subjects. ' Y o ‘
, . € -
tn 4 .
_ = -\ - "
Fh £ Q : ; z
= oo R

v

1
1! mgkiﬂg behavi@f anly in situations where litt%e iﬂformacian about a wcmﬁn B
s&applicant was bzovided (at the time of hiring)( When:data regarding\h oo,
‘pgrfarmanze wé:e presented the efieczsigf negati,.* Dtﬁpiﬁ i inished. T

N

: L onéd the validity of past hoe explanations i
] - . : . . ; . 3 -
‘ ; .

A
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_ Accotding to Katz (1973) women's attitides toward succ cessful women

S are more favorable than those of men.toward successful women. However; ‘

. A i : . - ! -
.while men report. punitive and unaccepting attitudes tawaid successful. « .
- s ' . ¥ - . ‘ s - . »
- s . unmgn,~;hggg ;tti%ndes are subject tﬂ’ahange*as a function of the context
; §

o : —_—

. ) lwithin which the success is’ achieved If female syccess is aepictéd as

b =

'*Dccgrfing in aﬁ‘eﬂvifgnment in which female participation is as frequent
" as male pgftigipatipn, males tend to react favorably to this suggass; wheﬁ

success, is assoctated with "deviant"” fémale étereotypic sex role inappropriate

behavior, males react punitively. The SUCEESS of the woman is n@t so

much” the 1ssue as is the deviant nature of her actions. These findi ngs

suggest, that the atcitudes of male managers toward women in managémént ®

= * _may be influenced by the agtual number of w@méﬁzhaving attained shigh o

"level positions within a éartiﬂu;a ngan{ ,tian. 5
It has been suggegtéd that the azti;udes of women managers themselves

toward women in management are unfavorable. In a national sample cf
f ) . -

L

wufking wgmgn Sfl’:ai'nési Travis, and Jayaratre (1l973) found evidence for
-a "'queen-bee syrdrome." That is, women who had achieved high status

positiens tended tp view other wbﬁen as competitors and evaluated them
| - c, i .
negatively. However, Terborg, Peters, llgén, and Smith (1974) found that

«

women employees with high levels of education'held more favorable attitu&és

toward women as managers than either women with less education or men.

" Assuming' that educational level is pDSiEiVéif related to position within

the arganization these results COﬂEfadiEt thbsé of taines and his col—
o3R8 )
léagues,*as do thgse of Bowman and her cclleagues (1965) who found that a_

higher prepeftiOﬁ éf female than male executives rated their attitudes °

7] @

toward ‘women execuytives as strongly favorable.

=

o ’ ;Althﬂugh only five ‘percent of thé managers included in Rosen and

=

i,f @
_ Jefdge s (197&2) survey of Harvard Business Review si bscribers were women

T
=

4
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they g}fe-nﬁ less likely to dis&riminate against women employees than

_their male pegrs in eases iﬁvalving the selécticn of a purchasing manager,

: ﬂamingziﬁg an emplayee te attend a training &anferenze, giving advice ta

a philandering junior executivé,'and regolving conflict over work related .’
: o o - . . 7y .
social obligatdions. Apparently, malg?ﬁd female executives’share common

perceptions and,exgéétatians concerning the behavior of men and women in

farégnizati@nal séttiﬁgsg The pgrvasivenesg'of such expectations may reflect

T

the tenHEPay of those in managerial positions to adhere to a fundamentally
x - C . ) o
'

"male" managéﬁtal model.

- The Male Managerial Model

1

\" -
Améfiean’saﬁiety values success and the model upon which the definition
B :77 ) . ‘L
of '""success" is based is essentially a male sex role appropriate one. For

example, it ig the male, not the female sex role stereotype which coincides
with the managerial model. McGregor (1967) w:ites, "The méé%l of the

successful manager in our culture is a_maéﬁuline one. Ihe good manager is ;

-

]

aggressive, competitive, firm and justi He is not fe_mininej he is not soft

w7 .

and yielding or dgpeé&enc 3t(intuitiv3'in the womanly sense. The very
éxpréééiﬁn of emotioﬁ ii ﬁideiy vieyeé as aifemigin, é  kness thaz would
interfere with effective Egsinesé processes'” [p. EB]; ‘In dgscribing the
{i - maﬂagerial model, Loring and Wells (1972) observe thag 'men are supposed
) _ to be tough, concerned for tha dollar, practical and objective ‘enough ﬁo
fitegtheﬁfaczs and act'accordiggly. Even if someone gets hurt in the
process, a ma% is 5up SESEEQ bé strong enough to do what has to be done.
Sych stfength tgughness, and total responsibilityd even ;ccasicﬁal 7

~ nhecesgsary viclence are attributed to men as 'natural'...He is expected tc/

* repress those aspéﬂég of himself which a:a'associated with the-feminine in
] ; .

our culture" [p. 92].

15
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= Women do not fit intd the "executive mold." Bmmah (1954) quo'

\!?

b }
es one

| —

~ Juniof e:ecutivg, "I wﬁuld like ta recommend penple for pramatian on merit

F

‘alane, but I am justifiably §fraid that my. own judgment will be Ealled infg

1

s que;tiaﬁ if I feanmmend anyané Hﬁﬂ deviates too mafkedly from the kind Qf

pet;@n~lggee;getting ahead in my ;ampany ' [p. 189]. Women, evidently "deviate

- too markedly," ‘as Bowman's research reveals that factors.of race, sex, and.

national origin appear .to be more impo:ﬁant -deterents to pramatian than*the
e;ndida;e's‘dishanest, self-geeking, or autho itarian tendencies.

Schein (1975) found thaé women }n middle ggnagément %ere‘as 1ikély as
their male counterparfs to view ' maggul ne" chafaétetistics as the requisite
Fooo . characteristics for a ﬁgnggerial pasitiqnésgéh that to think "manager"” was

to think "male." These finéingsssgggéét ;hat’é;l"think’likg a ﬁaﬁf may be

. vital for a woman 1if

o

He is to be accepted and successful in predominately -

male organizations. In an intervlew sbudf, Schein (1973) foulMd that suc-
. I : .

cessful women executives admittedgté ideptifying with the "male model"

"V_ 7 during their early managerial areers.

One Explanation fgr the wide-spread agceptancé of the validity Df the

" .
male ﬁanagerial model lias in the prevalence ogimfﬁhs régard;ng the nature
. — i )

. of women's job commitment and their competence.

i

o ’Hyths Re arding Competence and Cammitméﬁt"h S

EY

Persistent myths concerning the sincerity of the, commitment on the
N
part of the female warker continue to influence ptémcters g*raeptians of

her and. to have a detriméntal EffEEt on her chances for advanceﬁent

- Crowley, Levitan and Qtinn (3113) found no support for the notion: that

women work Qﬂly for "pin money." Full 40% of their female sample wer'e

econgmi:ally in§EPEndént. One third of the” fedale sample were the sole

- "': a o5 . : -
» - '\ ‘. ¥ . ’
j 'Y )
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wage esrﬂ rs in their hcusehalds Yét.khe.myﬁh ﬁ

—
EOﬁEiﬁuE to be fégafded as better daﬁdidatés for

=

economlc need.
i 5

Also unfounded was the béliefjthg; waﬁén‘afé

, socio-emotional aspects of their jébs¥ Like the
T . o > ’ Y

regard‘the Eﬂﬂééfniﬂﬁd éampetenﬂe of;Eheir superv

to Ehe job tﬁén the appartunity to make friends

expresses the fear thaE women upervisars would a

to supersede objective judgménti !

¢

o

-Crowley and. her colleagues found no factua

M
[

valent;assum@tions-fegafding‘the motiva ,tl ns an

- 7 .- B} )
workers. Such notions include (1) women would nc

réasons did not force them .into the labor market,

‘than men with an intellectually gndemanding job,

cerned Ehan men Eﬁét théit work be self actu lizd
less concerned with "getting ahead.” Empiricsl
these myths,

lggééThése findings lend support to the contentic

1

motivations of workers of,each sex are more simil

types would 1 ead us ‘to believe. -Yet women worker

! by éwthssand'half-myéhs which to.the extent théyﬁ

involved in making promotional decdsions may adve
tunities for ;dvanﬁémEﬁ;,

The available literature clearly, indicates,t
tﬁ perform less well than'mgn on a vatiety\qfsacf
example, FéldmanQSummgrs anéf;ie (197&) zsfé

occupation in which females were expected ED DUEF
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thé pfesug@bly female éppropriate, occupational f;glds of nursing and

aiémé%tary\SQ%gol teaching, Sedgwick (reported by Feldman;Summers &

Kiesler, 1974) found that subjeects of both sexes expéczed males to be

more competent and successful thad females. ~ [ k :
Moreover, when male and femalélsubjezﬁs are asked t?%aggluate the

same'perfgrmancé %;Efibutéd to either a man or a wémaﬂ, they tend to agree

that the man;S péff@%ﬁénce is superior. TFor example, the female college

students who were asked by Goidberg (1968) to rate professional articles

on the basis of value, persuasiveness, writing style, profundity, and

77777 i

competence gave higher ratin cﬁ idenﬁiaal papers when they were led to

\w

balieve that the author was male. Bem and Bem (1970) erl;gated the

L

findings with male college students. Similar results have been obtaimed

in studies requiring both women and men to evaluate the artistic merir of

paintings (Pheterson, Kiesler, & Goldberg, 1971) and the qualifications of
’ A, Ym

udent applicants for a study-abroad program (Deauw & Taynor, 1973).
Several attempts have been made to Specify the conditions under which

a woman's achievement may be regarded as more (or equally) meritorious than

=

that of a man. Taynor and Deaux (1973) found that a woman's behavior in

of a reward

Pryod

a civic emergency (armed robbery) was rated as more deservin

than that of a man when her behavior was portrayed as somewhat out of rofey

(she remained cool headed) and her actions were prai

rts (the

I

U"«
»I'D
W

xd by exp

police). Similarly, Pheterson, et al. (1971) found that a woman's artistic

achievement was evaluated as favorably as that of a man only whgn it had

been judged superior by experts.- Apparently, for a woman's compe! ence to

be recognized, her accomplishment must be portrased as eveeptional and 1rs

worth must be acknowledged by an authoritative source.
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Even when a woman's achievement is acknowledged, her success is —

generally attributed not to her ability but to luck or efforts Deaux and

‘Emswiller (1974) askeé male and female collége students tovevglﬁaze the

performance of a fellow, student (either male or femal&{i?n a task

o

chéractetized as either masculiﬂe or feminine. When Ehértask was presented
as one at whizh males excel, both male and female raters attributed a good
performance by a man to his skill. The same 1evé1 of performance by a
fgmale was attribuced to her luck.’ Similarly, Feldman-Summers and Kiesler
(1974) fauﬂdxthat college students attributed the success Df,f male
physician to his ability and that of a female physician to -her great
motivation. They interpret these findings to suggest that wcmenb(wﬂc are
number two) must try harder,

Feather (%969, 1975)‘has demonstrated that regardless of ofiginal.
expectations for success,;women rely more often on variable attributions
(1.e., luck and effort) than males following both sugcéés and failure.

In a recent review of women's expectations of and causal attributions for
perfgfman;é Frieze (1975) concludes that women generally attribute failure
to lack of ability and success to effort. In contrast, men credit their.
success to their high ability and blame someone or something else if they
fail (Deaux, 1976; #ednick & Weissman, 1975).

The findings cited above may be regarded as evidence for the existence

of a societal bias against the recognition of female competence.: This

. . .
bias may sfemzfrom the belief that females are not endowed with the masculine
attributes which make success more likely.
to such an iﬁterpfétgtion; Male and female students were shown one ot

four videotaped versions of a female stimulus person being interviewed.

/\ .
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who was?either feminine or masculine in her interests. The attributﬁg of

5

competancy and masculiggty of interests combined in such a way to make the

gardless !/

\m

masculine-competent female more ‘rather than less attractive

of sex of rater or their expressed attitudes toward women. Apparently, if

a female stimulus is portrayed as possessing highly-valued male attributes

(competence) and correspondingly appropriate masculine interests, subjaétg

of both sexes are willing to acknowledge their shared preference f@r
i

individuals possessing those societal traits valued most highly. The dif-

ficulty méy 1ie in convincing men and women that such valued traits are

not by definition possessed exclusively by men. While the prevalence of
the myth that women are less competent than men may be rendered ineffective
in laboratory situations, the prevalence of such aﬁtit;des in the géneral
so;iety may continue to interfere with the ability to accuratelyv predict

%

and assess femaie's job performance.

It secms reasonable to expect that sex differences in the perceived

o

cause of success, when it is acknowledged, will pr@duce different ractions’
to it. Most organizational rewards are designed to recognize personal
accomplishments. Thus, to be judged as deserving of a reward it is
necessary to be perceivéd as having pléyed an instrumental role in the
(successful) outcome. Heilman and Guzzo (l97é, in press) asked men and

women MBA students to make recommeéndations regarding the appropriateness

(ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck). The types of causal

explanations frequently used to account for women's success, luck and cask
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found to detrimentally“effect the degree to.which ﬁrganizatianal fewards

were viewed as appropriate, and if Ehgf were, to de rimentally affect the

! Y

B scope and magnitude of reward deemed pféferabléi When the causal baéis of

men's a ,d womey's behavior was thought to be the same, they were rewarded

identically. Unfortuunately, the tie between success and maleness’is so
sgrong (Feldman;Summérg & Kiesler, 1974) thdt males are éﬁpé;téd!térbelméfé
successful than .females regardless éf the sex-role appfopriateneés of the
éccupati@nél context in which the success occurs {Toughey, 19743, b). As

a ﬁésult, a woman's success ma? always be viewed as unexpected ani due to

different factors than the (anticipated) success of a man.

In a recent study Hagen and Kahn (1975) found that males liked

competent women only when they were not requ;réd to interact with them.
When ?Eﬁ were required to work with a woman (either cooperatively or
competitively) they preferred inc@mpetent>femalé coworkers over competent
ones., Further, both males and fapales were more likely to exclude a
competent woman from their group than a competen.L man and to include an:

y
incompetent woman than an ihcompetént man. The authors conclude that while
competent women may be afforded the status comensurate with their ability

liked and may be excluded from the work group.

Insofar as promoters pEtEEiUE the characteristics of women workers as

male managerial model to which they adhere 1t 1is reasonable to anticipate

3 .
that such attitudes may constitute barriers to higher occupational attain-

ment for women. Further, if as the Hagen and Kahn results suggest men's
self esteem is threatened by the demonstration of female competence even
it

if a woman does possess the requisite "masculine' attributes for success

she may not be hired or promoted.

1§
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Thus’ far, the dlscuasiaﬁ has focused. an empirical findi g dire Ely
relevant to exp;essed attitudes Ecwérdtﬁngﬂ»ih management . VSuch aEEitudes
r,fl ot saﬁietaily held séx rcle}E;agéoﬁypes, ;

R
i

Societal Sex Role Stereotypes
)

Society assigns particula char %StEfiStlcs to males and females for
ﬁhe purpose of enhancing performénce in ttadigianal sex roles. The stereo=
typic images of the achiesing male . ﬁd nurturant female become a powerful
force in the sggiéiiéatién of children as they grow into adulthood. Norms
gavé:ﬂing the approved "masculine" or "feminine" image are clearly defined

and consensually endorsed (Fernberger, 1948; Lunnenbotg, l?7d§ McKee &

Sherriffs, 1959; Seward, 1946! Sherriffs & McKee, 1957; Steinman & Fox,

s 1966) . BrGVEfﬁaﬁ, Végél, Broverman, Clarkson and Rosenkrantz (1972) report
a high degree of agreement reg rding the differing characteristics of
males and females -in a large sample comprised of subjects of both sexes,

various ages, religious affiliations, éducaﬁianal'levelé and marital

,

V© ~ T\ statuses. . .
A / )
) An analyéis of those characteristics most commonly ascribed t> each
sex reveal that attributes valued highly in men reflect a "competency"
cluster including such items as objeétivity, skill in business, and
decisian=making ability. Femaié=valued traits ‘comprise a "warmth-expressive-

ness" cluster antithetic to the male profile. That is, the ideal female

does not possess male valued traits. Similarly, McKee and Sherriffs (1957)

v}

found that components of the '"masculine” image generated by their subject

fa

included (1) 1.:tional competence and ability and (2) vigor, action an

effectiveness, while the female stereotype consisted of (1) social skills

and graces and (2) warmth and emotional support. Firther, subjects o1 bath

\

%

7 _ i '
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sexes agree that male-valued traits are more %Gcially desirable than female

o

valued traits (Rcsenkrantf Vogel B " Brov erman, & Bfévermaﬁ, 1968).
i ‘x \x
Inde ed, the ascription of greater ddﬁirabllity td the mala has been

fapeatédly’déménstrated; . The pfevslenée of Qansensually endorsed negative
) z

4
3

valuation of. female traiﬁs may ult in women haiﬁ{ng a ne g,tive opinion

[
of their worth relative to that of men (Broverman, Broverman, Clarksom,

R?senkrantz, & Vogel, 1970).

| >However, thé)queséign of the extent to which sex fclg stereotypes
iﬁflgen:é the self conceptions of men and women cannot be resolved)an the
basis of empificaiﬂevidéncé to date. While théisex d}fferénﬁg literature
aqes suggest a higb degree of e§rréspcndenge betweeﬁ male and female
selfg:cn;aptians and their concepts of ideal same and opposite “sex stereo-=
Eypic.pfafilés (McKee & Shérfifiéi 1959; Eosenkfantz et al., 1968, Steinman
& Fox, 1556) it is diffic l ta agsess the felatignship between self
concept an% éifferéﬁtially valued sex role stereogﬁpesi As Constantinople

(1973) points out, the majority of measures used to di entiate males

fram’fem3185 with regard to dimensions of masculinity-femininity, sex role

adoption, sex role preference and sex role idenrity are based on ‘the
assumption that masculinicy and femininity represent a single bi-polar

dimension. The usual procedure for obtaining male versus female self and

'GprSite sex-other profiles involves asking subjects to respond to trait

and adject}ve ghe¢k lists, characterizing males, females and self. While

tructions is typically

‘ul'?h

the sequence of resp nse to these differentia al ins

counterbalanced, the very fact that all operations are performed on the

same set of scales may artifically elic;t b?ipolaf Chaf cterizations,
artifactually anchored. Thus, caution must be exercised in iﬁt&fpfeting

i

the results of sex differences in response to both self and sex role stereo-

L
typic profiles generated in this fashion.

T

e
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Further, as Pleek“(l??S),has re&ently observed sexhstgregfypes arg -

typically defined igfﬁarms of the tﬁ%its Eha; ﬂasﬁ iff erentiate the sexes

rathet than those hat mast :hafacteriza each sex, The fact EHaE the mean

f;tatings for males ané females on a;most all tralﬁs that do differentiate

: - )
are -on the same side of the mldpoi?t is often avefloaked (Spence, HelmIEICh
) : _ {
& Stapp, 197Z)i Thus, the male and female St&f&ﬂﬁypé both in;luded masculine
and feminine traits.

Phe traditiomal view of sex role stereotypes assumed that sek

represented a dichotomous construct anchored by masculinity at one extreme
=, . A B * = -

. b
Jand femiﬂiﬁity:at the QEth More recent fafmulatlng view masculin ity
and feminiﬁity as orthoganal dimensi@ns which may vary independent of éne
another (Bem, 197&; o ﬂ* . Spepce, et aLi 1974). However,
d Spl;é the recognition among socidl scientists tﬁaﬁ sex roles may be defined

j .
androgynously, the impact of this recognition on the public's expectatians

governing sex role appropriate behavior has yet to be evaluated.
Evidence to date suggests women share men's bias against the reccgnitiqﬁ
of é;mpétence in women, generate the same sex role stereotypic profiles as

their male counterparts, and endgrsefthe ascription of more positively

valued traits to men. The extesAt to which this agreement reflects the

' tonsensual endorsement of "sch'lly desiraﬁlé" regpbnses is difficulr to

_,ﬁ

dggermine! A number of recent QETdies suggest that the extent of perceived
di imilarity between the sexes 1§ much greater thanithe actual differences
between them as reflected in Ehe% self or typical same-sex versus ldeal
stéfeotypic ratings (Fay, 197§£ Steinmann & Fox, 1974; Unger & Siiteri;1974);
Altﬁaugh womenbperCEive Ehéé%élVES as having achieved a balance between

self achie;%ﬁg‘ggé faiiiy%briencacian (self ratings) and indicate that they

a

1 O
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are pfetty much what they ﬁﬁnf ta be (ideal faﬁings), they’ do n i!pelleve

! ‘thaé m;; éppfove Df their self achiéving Drlentatlﬂh chmen s periggtgbn "
g 'l éf men's idéaflwgmén) (Steiam&nn & Fox, 1974); Interestigﬁgy, rhe . ratlnga
o ) o aﬁ%men 8 ideal wémsg and’wmmén s own idgal cgf%espond clasely Whé;ger or -~
irnot{theig p"v éci’ﬁ' ';: ccﬁrata;~wamen = gellefsrco%iernlng whéﬁ mgwg“iﬁf
wantﬁ;hém to be may be reascgably antléﬁpaﬁed to 1ng;bﬂ§_those behaviors
Ehay ‘deem steregtypicaiiy éOuﬁEéIﬂDfﬁathEg Consiétént iith tﬁe evidence
/ ﬂ v -
indicating a réadiness Qn ‘the paf£ of woﬁen to gubs fle to :istereotypic

gex role defini;ians ara!@ata Suggesting that women characterize themselves
. e T
less positively. than men. . . ~ .

a self concept

s I :
In a recent review of the literature on sex differences

[
=l

v Marcoby éﬁd Jacklir (l§74} conclude that®women and men do not differ

significantly on generalized measures of self esteem. However, women do
ﬁ ' : ‘ [
expr'éss lower lexpectancies for success than dé males (Crandall, 1969;
\ i
. A . o . ]
Feather, 1969; Frteze, Fisher, McHugh, & Vdlle, 1975; McMahan, 1972b;
/s : , '
Montanelli & Hill, 1969) gven when their task performance ds objectively

superior (Vaughter, Qubernick Matassian, &gﬂagletc; 1974). Further,

3

H

. f _
for their performgnce outcomes, attribucing both success and failure to

F

external factors such as luck or task difficulty (Frieze et al;,i 1975;

) Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). Whe: women are asked to characterize themselves
R . . g AL

Lﬂ

in terms of adjacﬁifes reflecting personal vs. social self definitions,
. .

‘women emphasize their social attributes such as attractiveness, svmpathy,

cooperation, whereas men define themselves in accord with the personal

actributes, ambitious, optimistic and pfactiéal (Carlson, L1965 1971

‘b—-—
w
)'r*

: Carlson & Levy, 1968). It thus appears that while women do not

H .
v ;i

themselves more neggtivéﬂy than men, they do subscri.e to a self definition

ERIC | 20
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which reflgcts the gﬁﬂiétﬂi steréoiype of femininity and 4m & number of.

gituaﬁi’*’ wameﬁ are 1253 corn

fident chan‘mgﬁ ngﬂﬂéY, 1977).

.. Women have faditionally \een reared to want to Fill the role in’
B - . ] Y it .
5 e ég o 5 i . . B o )
which gsociety castes them. They are trained to model themselves after
. . - S ' : _ o - A
the accepted image. Aécofding‘ta Bardwick (1971) the @rigﬁFs of ego style

i " ,ﬂ !i
the development of self esteemramong women TD@uvgn & Adelson, 1966;
Hoffméh, l??ipi For womgn affillatign is seen as achievement and ‘an’
. Sam

af firmation of EhE gelf. ThE subjéctive quéiity of feminlna ego functions

raised and*valued in EhE wafm mother -child éﬁd husband-w fe %Elatlﬂﬂ

P
i}
o

whiche havgitradiﬁng?lly ﬂbaraczerized the féminine role, However, these

very traits may bé viewed as incompatible with the req isite character- .
. ! /
istics to ensure;s uccess in the campetitivé economic mirketplace.
p

mining task performance of a given individual is socially influenced self

B

.esteem. To the extent that woman's self definition incorporates tradition-

ally feminine stereotypic notions it is plausible to anticipate that she
may be hesitant to display behaviors inconsistent with that stereotype.

_ Héllaﬁder (1972) f@undzanégativg relationship between the demon-—

stration of academic achievement and social self-esteem scores for females,-

~

but not for males. Females with A averages in high sghgaiﬁgéd significantly

15

lower self- esteeﬁ scores than females with C avera grg, the reverse was
true for males. Hollander's interpretation of these findings suggests the
exiﬁtEﬁ:E of a positive relationship between self esteem snd exhibition
of sex role appropriate behavior.

Results reported by Gardcnggﬁd Hall (1974) indicate thai the best

pfédictdr of a woman's happiness and satisfaction 18 her self image.

<1

" .



he-* mq;e/@atgnff suppcrtive and uﬁémﬁticnal a woman feels

D . i’.*; . i
(predominately Er%s[;iné"ﬁgharagteristiﬁs)ﬁthe.more satisfied and happy
v sie reports herself to“be. The inconsistency evidenced in these findings

- . . £

suggesi that ché ih¢orporation of mascul;ne Efaiis into women's self

- descriptions may differentially 8ffect théir oﬂggall estimation of self

£ -

worth. Those characteristics maggpélogaly tied té"sex role inappropriate

A

¥

behavior may dép;ESS positive self evaluations. fFuftth'rgsearch on the

relative impact 4of counter=sﬁefeo§ypié Self=définitians'algng these

of moke valued '"masculine' characteristics and women's self concepts.
Campbell's (1971) work with the Strong Vocational Inter'est Blank

reveals that women working in such traditionally "masculine' fields as.

rrgmatics and chemistry fail to select the more "flamboyant" items (e.g.,

"be a professional éaﬁﬁef," "thrilling and;dangeréus activities," etc.)
endorsed by women in cgcupational roles (e.g., airline .stewardesses, fashion
models, and enterta rs) whi:h requir more gtereotypically teminine

attributes such as poise, charm and physical beauty. One explanation for
i these findings lies in the notion that the adoptioﬂaaf ‘male-valued traits

(i.e., rational, analytic orientation) may préclude tpe develupment and/@r
/

expréssi@n'of traits highly valued in the female. 5
The relative impact of societal sex rofe stere&kypes on women's self
conceptions is difficult to evaluate. However, if as Bafdwiék (1971)
suggests the value one places on theself determines the level of ;elf=estgem
and the lower a perscn;s self-esteem the gfgacEf the an%iety and the greater

the téndancg to assume a socletally prescribed role it is plausible ro

suggest that women whose self esteem is low may be hesitant to engage in

-

behaviors requiring the assumption of highly valued male sex role appropriate
traits. Regardless of whether this negative conception of feminine value

O . . é‘ j
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‘is iﬁterﬁaliggd in the self é@ﬂcépt of a given woman or simply a fefleﬁtiaﬂ

of what she considers to be the female's sex ré;é'aép opria érsténcg as-

. 2 "
reflected by societai stereotvpes it may be anticipated to effect the
. g ) .
achievement directéd behavigy of that woman. = , ' “T

Women are caughE in a- dauhle 5ind, unable to Dptimally fulfi ll the

role requirements for .the more socially desirable achieving individual and
those for the idﬁé};ﬁamﬁﬁ simultaneausly The woman who seeks &mployment
in a tradition ;;1 masculine position is faced with a dilemma. Society

views the ideal woman as an expressive individual lacking in the '"masculin

o attribuées_af logic and drive. If éhe,f els that because she is not a man,

she i3 not endowed with the competency characteristics ascribed to men,

she may suffer from lack of confidence congerning her ability to do the

job well. Tf; on the other hand, zhﬁ feels that she has the potential to
manifest "masquline” ﬁfaiCSi she may feel that allowing.such character-

To the extent that a woman perceived herself as possessing both the

"masculine' attributes agsaéiatéd with probable successful éompetizive

~§chievement and interests in marriage and family considered appropriatély

"feminine" she may experience role conflict. If the conflict between

competing goals 1s sufficiently strong, the existence or mere anticipatién
. N :
of such a dilemma may result in the suppression of achievement striving.

As Schein (197 Z, 'gferves, to the extent a woman's self image incor-

=

porates the "feminine' ffgle aspects she may be less likely to acquire rhose

job characteristics or engage in those behaviors associated with the

ol

"masculine'' managerial role unless viable role models are available tc

her who represent the integfatian‘@f "the best of both worlds.” It should
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be ne tad Ehat the ndre imitstioﬁ of the male managérialfszyle by a femé&e

#

caﬁnaﬂenE¢Essar11y i@ expected to result in success. The absengegcf

\r'r
ﬂu
Hm

women as role models functiOﬂing sugzessfqlly in male domina fields

may EE‘E:ﬁ de eé!a baffiéf.tﬂ the Oééup%ﬁi@gél aspirations and §chieve=
ment directed behavior of, women in the labor fo:ée;

One first set’of factors whicé méy serve fo iahibit thé achieve-
ment strivings of women in o:éanigatianal ééﬁtingébare related to
wamea's'éxpéctatiOﬁs régarding~theagxobability that achievement behavior

will be pr:siﬁ;tvely reinforced. %

Women and Achiégement ¢

-Adherence to the stereotypically feminine-role defipition dictates
' &

that for many young women the most important area for achievement
1s social skill (Stein & Bailey, 1973). Achievement striving and social

k!

activities are more closely %&;ked for females than for males. Although

this link has frequently been iatgtpreted‘as evidence that female-

\mw

achievement striving is tivated by the need to affiliate, it appears

equally plausible that the demonstration of social skills reflects

female sex-role appropriate achievement concern. For example, com-

parisons of achievement-motivation scores obtained under instructions

stressing competency and mastery with those obtained under neutral or

L]

relaxed conditions yield sex differences. When men are exposed before

the test to instructions aimed at arousing their achievement concerns,

thelr achievement-motivation scores in¢rease. Under relaxed conditions

increase under arousal conditions (House, 1974; Veroff et al., 1953).

tions

&

One plausible explanation for this result is that arousal instruc

. le]

that stress intelligence and leadership ability--two characteristics

Ly
\s
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that are regarded as sce:eatypicélly maseuline are of little‘féiavaﬂce

;;953;

téswamen paftiqulafly Ehése who are traditianaily oriented (Fie

Le sser Kraﬁitz, & PagEérd 1953) Sev
the achiévémentsmotivation scores of females using arousal inst:uctians
Empha:;fing social acceptance and interpersonal skills-havé been reported

(Fiel 1953; French & Lesser, 196é) However, Friédrickés‘(1976) recent

attempt to replicate these findings utiliging (feminine) value-appropriate:

" instructions was unsuccessful. Yet, in the same study E:iedrick found

evidence that expanding the method of scoring projective measures of

achievement motivation to include achievement in traditionally feminine areas

=

improved her ability to p predict women's performance from their mntive scores.

Ed

As Veroff (1978) so aptly observes, to ade{hately account for the overt

achievement-strivings of women (and men), the interaction between sex-role

expectations for success‘and achievement orientation must be specified.

Furthermore, there ig moré\than one variety of achievemént orientation
(Helmreich & Spence, 1978;‘Veroff§ 1977; Veroff et al., 1975). For example,
the fact ;Bat women's achievemeht motive scores under felaxedlconditions

afa higher than men's suggests that women ara concerned with the achievement

process; men with the achievement- outcome or impact (Veroff, 1977).

. -

Unlike men, women are motivated to SEfivE‘fDT success accomplished
through their own efforts withéuc’ghe benefit of help or the threat of
surveillance (autonomous achievement motivation) (Deci, 1972; Depner, 1975;
Kipnis, 1974; Veroff, 1977). This varietj;gf acgievement motivation reflects
a process orientation. Women are also concerned with another process
motive; resgsponsibility achievement (i;e.; "trying hard," "doing their best").
In contrast to men whoée primary achievement concern centers on whether ;hé.

game is won or lost, women are more concerned with how it is played (Kidd &
- \ .
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Woodman, 1975; Veroff, 1977; Zander, Fuller, & Armstro

‘more interested in building competence than in having

competence (competence achievement motivation) (Veroff,

. 'The female socialization experience in Western so

. against the expression of impact oriented achiévement

denotes expressivity and interpersonal concern. Thus,

that Helmreich and Spence (1978) found a small negativ
k. o . ' .
tween Femininity and Competitiveness suggesting that 1
sensitivity is G%thqggngl if‘naﬁfnegativelf related to
Dtﬁl';. Not only do wqménvSh@w-littlé interest in dem
as;!ive cgmpetence, they may ﬁac:tua’lly refuse to acce
B . ,

for their competitive-success by attributing their per

£

-~

1972a). Consistent with women's concern ragafdin% the
of their achilevement szriviﬁgs when they do attribute
internal cause, they are likely to use the unstable fa
& Frieze, 1973; Feldman-Summers & Kiesler, 1974).

In comparison to men,vwha are sccializedvta be co
women are expected to be more intérpéfsanaily (communi

1966). To the extent that women derive satisfaction f

without reference to others (Depner, 1975; Kipnis, 197
Veroff et ali,‘l‘375)i they may be less concerned than

¥Ec§gniti§n for their accomplishments. Indeed, they m
éést assdciated-with such recognition {envy, hostility
to the maingenanze of interpersonal relatignships they

A

value.



>
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Fﬁfthéfﬁéfé;vAﬁeficéﬁiﬁﬁmén'ﬁa§g'beeﬁ scﬂializéd hiétéﬁigglly to
aiggig’gn "Is it worth 1t?" attitude toward career aspirations. For
v_gz;mple; Frank and Ffagk‘(195&) advised:
Consider your job from g?gry s;gndpainz:l The satisfaction it giveé yéu
and how necessary they are, the net income it contributes after you
pay for all the services your job prevents you from doing for jcurself,
" the effect it has on your stamina, ?ouf disposition, your felatipnship
‘with your husband. When you become pregnant, set tﬁ% time when you
feel the jqb had best be given gp. And decide, with your husbanég
~ when--and whether you think you should resume. Perhaps aﬂ.hanéét"
examination of the problem will suggest other solutions: A less
taxiﬁg part-time job, or a secretarial/typing service you can conduct
frém your home, or the development of a 1a£ent skill, such as painting

tiles, or hooking rugs, which will help keep you alert without dis-

é rupting your entire home life or cutting off the extra income you are

counting on. [p. 69]
Thus, women are encouraged to imagine all possible negative con-

sequences of careerism and to weigh them against assured positive outcomes.

Obviously, in order for a career to be considered justifiable, it would have
to offer -sufficient benefits to cancel out all possible liabilities. During
bthe 1970's, a wider range of roles have been defined as acceptable for women,

yet at the same time, because we are in the midst of social chéngeg the

ultimate consequences of any given role choice Have become more difficult to
=

LI ¥ - ) N
predict. Although the possible benefits of careerism have increased sub-

stantially, they are not guaranteed. If the cqﬁtempcrary western woman
o :

weighs possible negative consequences of careerism against assured positive

ones, she could still be dissuaded from deciding on a career. ' Probably her

s
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i eﬂe gender tele identity will effeet eueh a weighing preeeee pfefeendly
beeeule it will affee: the seiienee of eer;ein negative end»peeitive
expectancies,

The ideg,eh;t-ineiciéeted’negative eoneequeneesveprn discourage women

from aspiring to achievement goals is thé basis for Hormer's (1968) notion

=

of fear of success (FOS). Fear of sugcess is conceived as a peyeheleéieel
variable to achievement aroused by the Expeétetien that success in certain

contexts may result 111 negative consequen qe,e, iﬂcluding loss of femininity

) A
and social rejeetieni . Indeed, Horner demonstrated that women who fear

success pérform legfwell then usual when competing against men..- Presumably,

/
such women anticipate social censure ferxeﬁtspefferming men.

Viewed within the context of Atkinson's eipeetemee value theory of
¥ : ) 1

achievement motivation, the fear of success construct rests on the

assumption that en iﬂdivsiduel will pursue he:/hie achievement related -
2

o

tendencies unless e/he experieneee eempetiﬂg mati’s (e g:, fear of fs“'ﬁ

feilufe; fear of eu;eeee), which reduces the inclination to achieve.
Extending the fear of success eeneétuet to explain the failure of women

to enter Erediéi@nelly mele—demiqeted occupations, Be:net.(l972) ebeefeed:

"Haetéfeminine women when faced with a conflict.between their feminine

image and expreeeiﬂg their competencies or developing their abilities and

i

rests adjust their behaviors to theif internalized sex-role stereotypes

[l
m

nt

...In order to feel or appear more. feminine women disguise their abilities l

and withd:ew from the mainstream of thought, nontraditional aspirations,
i N\ '
67]

1Y -
T £

and achievement in our society." [p.

In a recent study, Anderson é};&?ﬁ) egmpereﬂ the self descriptions of
€3

f success with those who scored low.
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. 'i%ﬁdiﬁiﬁﬁéi-fépgigwéécupétiéﬁé7§§éﬁwere 1é$swcaﬁﬂétnéﬂ éith'ﬁékihé‘a“ﬁéjo:
gan;ribugian to their field. Women not' exhibiting fear of success were more
likely to ahaasg a ;taﬂiti&ngl female éccﬁpati@n and their mothers were more

“likely to be anplﬂyea in a traditional field. Further, women high in FOS
_%gparted lower expression of af?e:tiaq, lower selgzﬁanﬂépt, hiéher self-
cri;ieigm and higher external laéus of canérgl th;n women who did.nat fear

. success, Consistent with Andersan's,findings, Wood (1976) failed to obtain

sex differences in FOS in a sample of executives in the corporate offices of
: thé Atlantic Richfield Company. Presumably, women who fear:suc:ésé are

hesitant to enter mélé dominated fields.

¥ . . ’ A
- Conclusion » \\

It appears that there is nothing inherently associated with femaleness

which should preclude the ascendence of women into management positions.
The source of those barriers which do éxisg sﬁpeér to stem from the willing-
ﬁéssfof both men and women to subscribe to the validity of sex role stereo-
types. Recent reviews of the sex difference literature emphasize the extent
- of similarity between the sexes (Maccgﬁy & Jaklin, 1974;-Rosgnberg & Sutton-
;ifgmith, 1973)5‘ As Hall and Hall (1975) have fecently_sgggested, barriers to
gaméﬁ's occupational advancement have been ampl& documernited. Thé time has
. ’ L .
éoﬁg‘ta focus on the ways 13 which these barriers can be overcome, through
both individual and ngsnizaéianal actions. The subtle differences between

haviors acquired via the socialization process. As society turns toward a

reexamination of the meaniné'and-function of sex role stereotypes, increased

self awareness may reduce the effect of stereotypic barriers to women's

¥ -

* career aspirations.
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'WﬁéiiwfiQ?Z§wﬁéérEfgueé'perauasiﬁely éhat ‘equal emﬁla}ment opportunity
plus low atgénizaticnal suéparz equals discrimination for women. !&b the !
su:égss is less likely self reinforcing. Tﬁus merely placing,ygmen in
positions of responsibility and autonomy may increase tﬂ% Pro?ability that
women in suéhvpasitiaqs will fail, thereby :anfifming their own wgfsé |
expegtatiung; - ' : . //

a As Frieze et al. (1975) have recently suggested, thifﬁégnitibné of women
regarding their achievement reflect cultqfal-féality; 'Gﬁncil‘the external

!stefeatypicilly basedifréssufés blocking achievement are*rem§v25 it éannét
reasonably be anticipated that many women will engage in the achiévement-
:directed behaviéré nacessary to the @Qéupéﬁianal ladder to success. Women
need organizational suppaft; not because they are fragile, bdt because in
most competitive contexts their achievement :elaféd.behaviofs are likely

to be labeled deviant.

| . . -
Increasing employment opportunities for womén represents a small first

However, it appears that a concerted affort tG:madify existing chiétal
attitudes, to provide environmental support for dealing with the real

- ;
pressures arising from role conflicts, and to redefine the exclusively malg‘
managerial model will be required to diminish the impact of the pervasive .*

stereetypes which seem to be remarkably effective in "keeping women in their

£
place"--aut of the managerial suite.
v -
®
A
o
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